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PREFACE

Scholars who set out to clarify a particular issue can pro-
ceed along one of two different lines: either they can scru-
tinize the existing sources critically or they can compass
land and sea to discover new sources.

Ernst Bammel, ‘Christian Origins in Jewish Traditions’

These are unpleasant facts; I know it. But then most histor-
ical facts are unpleasant.
Aldous Huxley, Brave New World

Editing ancient texts is never an easy task.! On the one hand,
there are the philological challenges, namely, having to master
the requisite languages, to identify the relevant textual witnesses
and to reconstruct a reliable text from lacunose, corrupt, or oth-
erwise faulty manuscripts. On the other hand, there are the his-
torical difficulties of identifying the time and place where the
text was composed, contextualizing it within its historical setting,
and studying the various stages of its transmission, in different
languages and changing historical contexts. The texts themselves,

however, usually are not so problematic. Some ancient texts are

! The research for the present study was funded by the European Union
(European Research Council project, ‘The Jewish Library in Late Antiq-
uity’, Advanced Grant #101097998). Views and opinions expressed are
however those of the author only and do not necessarily reflect those of
the European Union or the European Research Council. Neither the Eu-
ropean Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for
them.
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charming, amusing, morally uplifting, or all of these combined,
while others are quite tedious and downright boring—but few
ancient texts are positively offensive. Thus, when a scholar is ed-
iting an ancient text that offends our own sensibilities, he or she
is faced with a different kind of challenge.

Toledot Yeshu is just such a text, or—more correctly—a
group of texts. They tell some grotesque and humiliating stories
about a man whom hundreds of millions of people see as God’s
son, who was crucified on humanity’s behalf, rose from the dead
on the third day, ascended to Heaven, and will return to earth at
the end of history. Confronted with these texts, some scholars
preferred to ignore them, wishing that they would somehow dis-
appear from the historical record. Others related to them as ‘par-
odies’, which, it was implied, should be taken less seriously than
texts which were written ‘in earnest’. And indeed, some of the
scenes in some of the Toledot Yeshu texts are so bizarre that it is
easy to interpret them as written tongue-in-cheek and as a com-
bination of inter-religious polemic and vulgar humour. Such texts
are a priori less offensive to our modern sensibilities, not least
because ancient and medieval Jewish (and non-Jewish) writers
sometimes parodied their own religious texts and beliefs as well.

But what if the earliest of the Toledot Yeshu texts was not a
parody? What if it was written in earnest, at a time when both
‘pagans’ and Jews were alarmed by the growing religious appeal
and political power of the Christian communities, who had their
own hateful views of ‘pagans’ and Jews? If this indeed is so, then
the many nasty claims embedded in this text—that Jesus was the

son of a Gentile father, and therefore a mamgzer, that his miracles
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were due to his mastery of magic, and that after he was crucified
his dead body was dragged through the streets in order to prove
to all his followers that he did not ascend to Heaven—were not
intended to be funny, but to be polemically effective. And once a
scholar—in this case, me—reaches that conclusion, the question
immediately arises, how am I to edit such a text? After all, by
reconstructing an ancient text that was mostly forgotten, or re-
shaped and partly defanged, long ago, I am making it available
both to those Jew-baiters who were always convinced that the
Jews had crucified Christ and remained his mortal enemies for
the last two millennia and to those zealous Jews who see Chris-
tianity as the Jews’ mortal enemy for the same two millennia,
and therefore find special pleasure in nasty stories about Jesus.
In theory, the answer to this dilemma is quite simple; schol-
ars of antiquity should be studying all ancient texts, including the
nasty ones, regardless of how these texts may be used in contem-
porary polemics. In practice, however, things are not so simple,
since I am fully aware of the fact that in the past it was mainly
Jewish apostates and converts to Christianity who provided their
new coreligionists with damning evidence of the Jews’ anti-Chris-
tian animosity. Being a proud Jew, I hate the thought that I might
be following their example. Moreover, I shudder at the thought
of current and future antisemites using the fruits of my academic
labours in their anti-Jewish speeches and actions. But I also shud-
der at the thought that those Jews who persist in the age-old
practice of reading Toledot Yeshu on Christmas Eve will use my

edition of its earliest version as proof of its antiquity and author-

ity.
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And yet, ignoring ancient polemical texts and hoping that
they would somehow be forgotten, or explaining them away as
mere jests, is no solution either, for—as Freud had taught us long
ago—what is repressed tends to return with a haunting venge-
ance. Or, if I may borrow an apt metaphor from a poet who did
not always hide his own antisemitic views, a corpse which is
planted in a garden tends to sprout in unexpected places. Thus,
although the first few decades after the Holocaust were charac-
terized by the apparent decline of antisemitism, which was no
longer accepted in respectable society in Europe and the United
States, we now seem to have entered a new phase, in which anti-
Jewish sentiments and stereotypes are again rearing their ugly
head. And in the Jewish world, and especially in Israel, life in a
world in which Christianity is no longer a direct threat, and in
which Jews occasionally have power over Christians, has enabled
some Jews to breathe new life into their ancient hatred of the
Cross and all that it signifies.

Such issues are far from abstract background worries, and
can impinge on the scholarly endeavour itself. Should I use the
word ‘protocols’, which is a loaded term in the history of modern
antisemitism? May I use the name ‘Yeshu’, which carries with it
the baggage of anti-Christian etymologies appended to it by me-
dieval Jews? Should I speak of Yeshu’s ‘corpse’ being maltreated
by the Jews, or would ‘body’ be a less offensive term in such a
context? And should I dig into the scars of long-forgotten alter-
cations between Jews and Christians in late antiquity, in order to
contextualize the text which I am reconstructing? Such questions

kept on popping up as I was working on the present volume, and
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as I was presenting parts thereof to colleagues and friends. More-
over, such questions clearly bothered some of the text’s earlier
copyists and translators, who tried to tone down some of the po-
lemical statements which sounded too offensive to their own
ears. And yet, as an academic historian my ultimate devotion is
to Clio, and my aim is to reconstruct even a nasty polemical text
without any polemics or apologetics, and with a dogged commit-
ment to the highest standards of philological and historical anal-
ysis. Whether I have succeeded in this task, and whether the re-
sult justifies the great efforts I have invested in it, is only for you,

the reader, to decide.
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1. INTRODUCTION

I. Toledot Yeshu and Its Study

Toledot Yeshu is the name given to polemical Jewish texts that
purport to relate the true facts about the life and death of Jesus
and about the early history of the Christian church. These texts
were quite popular in the Jewish world from late antiquity on-
wards, and are extant in numerous copies in Aramaic, Judaeo-
Arabic, Hebrew, Yiddish, Ladino, and Judaeo—Persian. The pop-
ularity of these anti-Christian texts was not lost on many Chris-
tian authors, from Agobard and Amulo of Lyons in the ninth cen-
tury, through Raymund Martin in the thirteenth century, Abner
of Burgos/Alfonso of Valladolid in the fourteenth century and
Thomas Ebendorfer in the fifteenth century, to Johann Christoph
Wagenseil in the late-seventeenth century and Johann Jacob Hul-
dreich in the early-eighteenth.! But despite the great popularity
of the Toledot Yeshu texts among Jews, modern scholarship was
far from enthusiastic about these texts, which are characterised
by a strong anti-Christian bias and by a low literary level, and it
was only in 1902 that a comprehensive study was first devoted
to them.? This pioneering study by Samuel Krauss was followed

by the gradual publication of more textual witnesses to Toledot

! For Toledot Yeshu’s Christian readers, see Deutsch (2011).

% Krauss (1902). The following survey of previous scholarship on Toledot
Yeshu is deliberately brief, and touches only on the most important pub-
lications. Many more studies will be cited throughout the present vol-
ume.

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0497.11
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Yeshu, including some fragments from the Cairo Genizah that
clearly preserve some very early versions of this literature (and
we shall discuss these fragments below), but little was done by
way of a systematic re-examination of the entire corpus.® Such a
re-examination was only carried out in 1971, in an unpublished,
but widely read, PhD dissertation by William Horbury.* In his
dissertation, Horbury catalogued and analysed the direct and in-
direct textual witnesses to Toledot Yeshu, paying special attention
to the earlier strata of this textual tradition and to their possible
context in late-antique Jewish-Christian polemics. This is an issue
to which we shall return below, but with the aid of new textual
evidence, which was as yet unavailable to Horbury.

In 1982, Giinter Schlichting edited and translated one late
version of Toledot Yeshu, to which he added a detailed introduc-
tion and commentary, and in 1984 Jean-Pierre Osier offered an
introduction and a French translation of several Toledot Yeshu
texts and related materials.® A more substantial breakthrough
came in 1985, when Riccardo Di Segni published his own com-
prehensive analysis of the Toledot Yeshu texts.® Di Segni’s major
contribution was his classification of the different textual wit-
nesses into three distinct groups, according to the identity of the

person presiding over the trial of Yeshu: Pontius Pilate, Queen

3 As an exception to the rule, I note the speculative, but very learned,
study by Schonfield (1937).

* Horbury (1971).
®Schlichting (1982); Osier (1984), reprinted as Osier (1999).

® Di Segni (1985); and cf. Di Segni (1984); for the difficulties he encoun-
tered, see Di Segni (2022).
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Helena, or King Herod. This classification has become the basis
of all subsequent studies and is of the utmost importance for the
present study, which is devoted exclusively to the texts in which
the Roman governor Pilatus, and the Roman emperor Ti-
beri(n)us, preside over the trial and execution of Yeshu and those
associated with him.

The year 2000 saw another major breakthrough, when
Yaacov Deutsch published a complete Hebrew version of the ‘Pi-
late’ recension, which until then had only been attested in Ara-
maic fragments that did not cover the entire text.” As we shall
see below (in our description of Heb1), this specific copy includes
a long interpolation which was added as a preface to the Hebrew
translation of the Aramaic text of the ‘Pilate’ recension, and thus
provides a somewhat misleading point of entry for the study of
this recension, but it nevertheless remains an important textual
witness for this recension.

In recent years, a new effort was made to assemble all the
textual witnesses pertaining to Toledot Yeshu, in a two-volume set
accompanied by an online database and produced by a group of
scholars led by Michael Meerson and Peter Schifer.® Unfortu-
nately, both the book and the database are marred by numerous
errors and omissions, and when it comes to the ‘Pilate’ recension,
which is the focus of the present study, the book presents a mis-

leading picture of the textual evidence.® This is due to a misguided

7 Deutsch (2000).
8 Meerson and Schifer (2014).

? Some of these deficiencies were noted by Stokl Ben Ezra (2016).
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classification of the textual witnesses of the ‘Pilate’ recension into
different textual branches, to partial or faulty transcriptions of
many of the manuscripts, and to a complete disregard for the Ju-
daeo—-Arabic textual witnesses, even those that had already been
mentioned by earlier scholars.'’

Finally, we should mention the recent publication and anal-
ysis of the Judaeo—Arabic textual witnesses of the ‘Helena’ recen-
sion of Toledot Yeshu, by Miriam Goldstein.!' This excellent mon-
ograph sheds much light on the possible origins of that recension
and on its later transformations, and can therefore be seen as
complementing the present study, which seeks to reconstruct the
earliest stratum of the Toledot Yeshu literature, as preserved in
the ‘Pilate’ recension, and to study its textual transmission.

The aims of the present study are quite straightforward: To
assemble all the textual witnesses pertaining to the ‘Pilate’ recen-
sion of Toledot Yeshu, to edit them in a synoptic manner, to study
the relations between them, and to try to contextualise the origi-
nal text from which they are all descended in its late-antique so-

cial and historical contexts. In this way, I hope to enable other

10 For faulty classifications of the textual witnesses see, for example, our
notes on Ar3 and on Heb4, below. For partial transcriptions, see our
notes on Heb2 and Heb3. The faulty transcriptions are too numerous to
be listed, but see, for example, Horbury (2020, 21-22), and cf. our notes
on Ar4, for faulty measurements of this fragment. For the Judaeo—Ara-
bic manuscripts known to them, see Meerson and Schéfer (2014, 11:45-
46).

11 Goldstein (2023).



Introduction 5

scholars to shed more light on the complex issue of Jewish-Chris-
tian and Christian-Jewish relations in late antiquity.

My research is based both on the work of previous scholars
and on my own identification of several new textual witnesses—
in Aramaic, Judaeo-Arabic, and Hebrew—which allow for a
much fuller reconstruction of this text than has previously been
possible. It is grounded first and foremost in the detailed philo-
logical analysis of all the available textual witnesses, in an at-
tempt to learn whether they all go back to a single Urtext,
whether that Urtext can be reconstructed, and how this text was
modified by its translators, redactors and copyists. Only once this
question is settled, can we turn to a meaningful discussion of the
ultimate origins and historical significance of this text. It is for
this reason that I begin my study by describing the direct and
indirect textual witnesses to the ‘Pilate’ recension of Toledot Ye-
shu, move on to the question of the relations between the textual
witnesses and the question of an Urtext, analyse the contents,
structure, title and genre of the text, and discuss its date, prove-
nance and historical context. These introductory chapters are fol-
lowed by a synoptic edition and translation of, as well as a com-
mentary on, each part of the text. In my commentaries, I have
tried to note the similarities and the differences between the ex-
tant textual witnesses for each passage, and to suggest which tex-
tual variants are likely to be older. I have also tried to illuminate
the text by pointing to parallels and comparanda in other Jewish,
Christian and ‘pagan’ texts of late antiquity, and to allusions to
our text, or borrowings from it, in later Jewish, Christian and

Muslim sources.
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In my edition, I have numbered each major scene, from 1
to 9 (and O for the interpolated scene at the beginning of Heb1),
and divided each scene into smaller passages, which are num-
bered consecutively (1.1-1.3, 2.1-2.3, 3.1-3.8, etc.). For the
contents of each scene and each passage, see the table of contents

at the beginning of this volume.

II. The Textual Witnesses

Unlike the ‘Helena’ recension of Toledot Yeshu, which is attested
in numerous manuscripts and in many languages, the ‘Pilate’ re-
cension is attested in a relatively small number of manuscripts in
Aramaic, Judaeo-Arabic and Hebrew, dating from the eleventh
to the seventeenth centuries, and is cited or paraphrased by only
a few medieval authors, whose dates range from the ninth to the
fourteenth centuries. In what follows, I examine each of these
sources, focusing first on the direct textual witnesses and then on

the indirect ones.

I1.1. Direct Textual Witnesses

The ‘Pilate’ recension of Toledot Yeshu is currently attested in
fourteen textual witnesses, of which five are in Aramaic, three
are in Judaeo-Arabic, and six are in Hebrew. In what follows, I
offer a detailed description of each textual witness, beginning
with a description of the manuscript in which it is found, includ-

ing its physical features and its postulated date.'? In those few

12 All the dates provided below are based on palaeography, and are only
tentative. I am grateful to Edna Engel for her palaeographical analyses.
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cases where the extant manuscript preserves other texts besides
Toledot Yeshu, I note which texts it includes, in order to see the
‘manuscript context’ of our text, and what this might tell us about
the text’s function or its postulated readership.'® I also describe
the text itself, the narrative passages it preserves (for which cf.
Appendix 1, which provides a synoptic view of the textual pas-
sages preserved in all the direct textual witnesses), and its overall
textual qualities.!* I also note in which language the biblical
verses are cited in each manuscript, as well as the spelling of the
names ‘Yeshu’ and ‘Pilatus’, as there are numerous differences
between the manuscripts on this score; the number following
each spelling is the number of occurrences in the extant text, and
if no spelling is given it means that the name is not mentioned in

the extant text.

I1.1.1. Aramaic 1 (Arl)—Cambridge, T-S Misc. 35.87

Paper; a bifolium, 20 X 29.8 cm; 32-34 lines per page; several
small holes; most of the writing on the first page, and some of the
writing on the subsequent pages, is badly effaced, and only some

of the readings could be improved with the aid of a multispectral

13 The importance of Toledot Yeshu’s ‘manuscript context’ was also high-
lighted by Goldstein (2019).

4 Images of all the Genizah fragments mentioned below are available
on the Friedberg Genizah website, at https://fjms.genizah.org.
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image.'® Oriental hand, eleventh—-twelfth century. The scribe oc-
casionally uses elongated letters at the end of lines as line-fillers.
Two words are vocalised (Tiberian vocalisation). The four pages
are read consecutively, so either this was the central bifolium of
a quire, or it was part of an irregular quire, in which the bifolia
were folded one after the other and not one inside the other. Such
irregular quires are not uncommon in the Cairo Genizah, and
note, for example, our description of JA1, below.

The beginning of the text is missing, and the extant text
runs from 5.4 to the end of the narrative; the missing part would
have covered between one and two additional pages. The end of
our text is followed by two or more small textual units that deal
with unrelated topics and may have been written by different
hands: (*) A short Judaeo—Arabic text titled *n *no& 91"0HR RNAOKR
[ov]anm, ‘The names of the birds which are (listed) in (the Torah
pericope) “And it was on [the (eighth) day]” (i.e., Lev. 9.1ff)’ and

consisting of Saadiah Gaon’s translation of Lev. 11.13-19.¢ (*) A

!5 This fragment was first published by Ginzberg (1928, 329-35); it was
re-published, with improved readings, by Horbury (1970, 116-21); see
also Meerson and Schifer (2014, II:5, 52-56). As the first page of this
bifolium is almost completely effaced, my reading of passages 5.4-6.6
is mostly based on that of Horbury (1970, 117), with some improve-
ments which were made possible by a multispectral image and the par-
allel versions.

16 This parasha, which is also known as parashat shemini, is usually read
in the synagogue around the time of the Passover holiday (depending
on whether it is a regular year or a leap-year). If we assume that our
text was read in public around Passover, this may provide a clue to the
appearance of this textual unit. However, the next textual unit fits better
in the context of the New Year rituals.



Introduction 9

discussion in Judaeo-Arabic of the different types of shofar-
blows, which is ultimately based on bt RH 34a (but is badly ef-
faced). The rest of the page seems to have been left blank, but
may also be entirely effaced. The logic underlying the copying of
these textual units after our text is not entirely clear.

The text of Arl is characterised by numerous scribal errors,
including qnw instead of yw in 5.5, npar instead of np: in 5.6,
anmb for M in 6.3, 17 for WynT in 6.9, 7mna instead of
7'n1a in 6.13, 'nyn for 8nwn and *nna'k for nna'Kk in 7.6, and
xnwH for mnwh in 9.2.

Biblical verses are cited in Hebrew in 5.5-5.9 and in 6.10, but
in Aramaic in 8.1, 8.3, and 8.7.

Spelling of personal names: Ww» x 24; ow5a x 6, owHs x 1,
DIHR(R) X 2.

I1.1.2. Aramaic 2 (Ar2)—Cambridge, T-S Misc. 35.88

Paper; a single folio, 21.2x 15.5 cm; 17-19 lines per page; a small
part is missing, and there are some small holes; some of the writ-
ing is effaced, and the reading was improved with the aid of a
multispectral image.'® Oriental hand, twelfth—thirteenth century.
From ca. line 5 of the verso, the letters and spaces between the
lines are smaller, and may indicate a change of scribe. The

scribe(s) leave(s) a larger space between words at the end of each

7 Note also our suggestion that 9371 in 6.11 is an error for 72T.

'8 This fragment was first published by Ginzberg (1928, 336-38); see
also Meerson and Schifer (2014, II:5, 54-55).
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sentence. There are no line-fillers. Two words are vocalised (Ti-
berian vocalisation). The extant text runs from 7.1 to 8.6, and
displays few scribal errors, with the exception of \Rin'® instead of
1R in 7.2. The text of Ar2 is close to that of Arl, and the dif-
ferences between the two texts are mostly dialectical, with Ar2
presenting more Palestinian Jewish Aramaic grammatical forms
than Arl or any of the other Aramaic fragments (for more on this,
see below, section III.3). However, it would be difficult to posit
the chronological priority of one text over the other, as in 7.6 it
would seem that Arl preserves an earlier version of the text, but
in 7.7 it is difficult to tell whether Arl or Ar2 preserve an earlier
version (see below, in our comments on both passages). And as
both textual witnesses are only fragmentarily preserved, there
are no other passages for which such a comparison can be carried

out.

Biblical verses are cited in Aramaic in 8.1, and 8.3.

Spelling of personal names: 1w x 5.

I1.1.3. Aramaic 3 (Ar3)—Cambridge, T-S NS 298.56 +
New York, JTS 2529.2 (Adler 2102.2)

T-S NS 298.56: Paper; a single folio, 18.2 x 13.8 c¢m; the folio is
almost completely preserved, but there are several small holes.*’

Oriental hand, twelfth—thirteenth century. The scribe uses

9 This fragment was first published by Falk (1977 and 1978), whose
readings were immediately corrected by Boyarin (1978); see also Meer-
son and Schifer (2014, II:6, 60-61, where the fragment is erroneously
labelled as T.-S. Misc. 298.56).
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wedge-like signs as line-fillers. Two words are partly vocalised
(Tiberian vocalisation). The extant text runs from 4.1 to 5.1.

JTS 2529.2 (Adler 2102.2): Paper; a bifolium, of which the
top part is missing, 12.2 x 27 cm. Oriental hand, twelfth/
thirteenth-century.?® The scribe uses wedge-like signs as line-
fillers, and sometimes writes the last word in the line at a 45-
degree angle, upwards or downwards. Six words are partly or
fully vocalised (Tiberian vocalisation). The extant text runs from
5.9 to 6.6 and from 8.7 to 9.2 (in both cases, with large lacunae,
as the top of each folio is missing).

The handwriting on both fragments is identical, and both
use the same—highly unusual—wedge-like symbols as line-fillers
(see Figure 1). It is therefore certain that they were written by
the same scribe. Moreover, both call Pilate ow"™ar (see Figure 2)
and refer to Yehudah as nxi3, rather than K113 (see below, 4.2 and
8.9). The page-width of both fragments is virtually identical, thus
making it quite clear that they stem from a single manuscript.
Moreover, the scribe who wrote this manuscript also wrote T-S
NS 224.123, which is described below (JA3).

20 This fragment was first published by Krauss (1902, 36-37, 143-46);
it was re-edited by him in Krauss (1911, 28-30); see also Meerson and
Schifer (2014, 11:28, 56-57).

% And cf. Meerson and Schéifer (2014, 11:49, 58), who classify JTS
2529.2 as ‘Early Oriental A’, and T-S NS 298.56 as ‘Early Oriental B’.
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Figure 1: Wedge-like line-fillers in T-S NS 298.56 and JTS 2529.2 (Adler
2102.2)

T-S NS 298.56 JTS 2529.2 (Adler 2102.2)

Figure 2: Pilate’s Name in T-S NS 298.56 and JTS 2529.2 (Adler 2102.2)
T-S NS 298.56%2 JTS 2529.2 (Adler 2102.2)

The structure of the original manuscript cannot be deter-
mined with certainty. If it was a quinion, as is common in Cairo
Genizah manuscripts, then we should assume that there were two
folios before T-S NS 298.56 (for passages 1.1 to 3.8), one folio
between it and the first folio of JTS 2529.2 (Adler 2102.2) (for
passages 5.2 to 5.8), one bifolium between the two folios of JTS
2529.2 (Adler 2102.2) (for passages 6.7 to 8.6), and then the
folio which formed a bifolium with T-S NS 298.56, followed by
one more folio. In such a case, the manuscript probably contained
another text after the end of our text, since the passages from 9.3

to the end of the narrative would have required much less than

% Note that the lamed is tilted, because of a movement of the paper; this
movement is also evident on the other side of the folio.
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two folios. And as the width of the folio in T-S NS 224.123 is
virtually identical with that of T-S NS 298.56, it is quite possible
that they stem from the same manuscript, in which the Aramaic
version of our text was followed by its Judaeo—Arabic translation,
JA3.%® And as the text of JA3 begins in passage 2.3, it may even
have formed the last folio of the same quire, with its text contin-
uing into the next quire.

For the passages from 4.1 to 5.1, Ar3 is our only Aramaic
textual witness, and therefore cannot be compared with the other
Aramaic textual witnesses. However, its text clearly is faulty in
several places, including pnTayp for pmrax in 4.1, and the spelling
mmaa for om0 in 4.2 and ow[']%x in 4.3. In those passages
where we can compare Ar3 with other Aramaic texts, its errors
become even more glaring. In 5.9, it replaces the Aramaic 8w
with the Hebrew now and has *3*112 instead of *3372>. In 6.1 it
has nxnnin owoax, displaying both the corruption of Pilate’s
name and the inclusion of two definite markers at the end of the
word pnsn. In 8.7 it has 7% instead of pnne, and »nn instead of
N or "N, and in 8.9 it has 91 instead of 9373 or 13, and it calls
Yeshu n"718 192 32, In 9.1 it has 820, probably instead of xnvo,
and in 9.2 it has 7o instead of 730.

23 The possibility that the fragments belong in the same manuscript is
also supported by the physical shapes of JTS 2529.2 (Adler 2102.2) and
T-S NS 224.123, as both fragments are lacking their top part, preserve
the bottom eight or nine lines of text, and display a similar form of tear,
all indicating that the manuscript was torn when these two fragments
were still folded in the same quire. However, within such a scenario it
is harder to explain why T-S NS 298.56 is fully preserved.
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Biblical verses are cited in Hebrew in 5.9, but in Aramaic in 8.7.

Spelling of personal names: W x 11; DWaR x 2.

I1.1.4. Aramaic 4 (Ar4)—New York, JTS 2529.1 (Adler
2102.1)

Paper; a single folio; 16.4 x 12.3 cm;** two large holes; some of
the writing is effaced; 18-19 lines per page.?® Oriental hand,
twelfth/thirteenth-century. The scribe uses elongated letters, or
the first letters of the first word in the next line, as line-fillers.2¢
Two words are vocalised (Tiberian vocalisation). The extant text
runs from the middle of 8.1 to 9.2 (but omits 8.8), and closely
parallels that of Arl. It is relatively free of scribal errors, except
for recurrent misreadings of the ending p- as ®&- (see our com-
ments on 8.3, 8.6 and 8.11) and a dittography in 8.1.

Biblical verses are cited in Aramaic in 8.3 and in 8.7.

Spelling of personal names: 1w x 3, W x 3;% pWYa x 3.

% Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:27) give the size as 36.5 x 25.3, but
this is the size of the modern paper which serves as a frame for the
much smaller Genizah fragment.

% This fragment was first published by Adler (1911); it was re-edited by
Krauss (1911, 30-31); see also Meerson and Schéfer (2014, 11:27, 55-57).

% Elongated letters: See recto, lines 10 (elongated &), 12 (elongated 2),
and 17 (elongated n of 'n); verso lines 4 (elongated 7) and 18 (elon-
gated Rr). First letters of next word: See recto, lines 1 (n"pho < 50) and
12 ([8vwipa] < '2).

% Two of the three instances with double yod are w7 (and cf. Ar4’s
X'nwTin 8.1 and 7727 in 8.9), but in the third instance, the name yw»
is not preceded by a genitive marker.



Introduction 15

I1.1.5. Aramaic 5 (Ar5)—Manchester, JRL B 3791

Paper; a single folio; 12.9 x 8.3 cm; two large holes. Some of the
text has darkened, and is hard to read; 10-12 lines per page.?® Ori-
ental hand, eleventh century. The scribe uses the first letters of the
first word in the next line as line-fillers. There is no vocalisation.
The extant text runs from the end of 5.8 to the beginning of 6.3.

In 5.9, Ar5 writes "pn'R instead of "™p nN& or AW "IPNK,
and, like Ar3, it uses the Hebrew word for 8w, but gives it a
quasi-Aramaic ending, 80'w. However, this fragment is so small

that its overall textual quality cannot be assessed.

Biblical verses are cited in Hebrew in 5.8-5.9.

Spelling of personal names: W x 2.

I1.1.6. Judaeo—-Arabic 1 (JA1)—Cambridge, T-S NS 298.55
+ T-S 8 Ka 7.4 + London, BL Or. 6197.7-8%

Paper; three bifolia, well preserved, but for a few small holes in
T-S 8 Ka 7.4 and BL Or. 6197.7-8, and larger holes on the top
part of T-S NS 298.55; 16.5-17 x 24.5-26 cm.* Oriental hand,

8 The fragment was first published by Bohak (2018).

» The three Genizah fragments are read consecutively, and are there-
fore described here as a single manuscript.

30 T-S NS 298.55 was correctly identified by whoever placed it next to
T-S NS 298.56 (Ar3) and the other Toledot Yeshu fragments in T-S NS
298, and was mentioned by Horbury (1971, 41); Di Segni (1985, 226);
Goldstein (2010, 31%); however, Meerson and Schéifer state that its iden-
tification as Toledot Yeshu is questionable (2014, I1:45). The other two
fragments have thus far gone unnoticed. All three fragments are pub-
lished here for the first time.
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eleventh/twelfth-century.® 13-18 lines per page. In each bifo-
lium, the text is read consecutively, thus showing that this was
not a regular quire, in which the bifolia are folded inside each
other, but an irregular one, in which each bifolium is folded side-
by-side with the next one. The handwriting is quite crude, and
the entire manuscript probably was written by a quasi-profes-
sional scribe.

The top part of T-S NS 298.55 is only partly preserved, but
it is quite certain that our text began at the beginning of the first
page of this bifolium (see below, the synopsis for 1.1). Our text
ends in the middle of the second page of BL Or. 6197.7-8, and is
followed by several different textual units: (*) A short Hebrew
praise of God, beginning nawn nr (5")nn: (x3)nmn (D)w3a, ‘In the
Name of the Merciful One, we shall begin this praise’. This is a
rhymed acrostic piyyut, which breaks off after the letter zayin.3>
(*) A5 "¢ 't armmS ™, ‘A confession prayer by Nahrwani, may
the memory of the righteous be for a blessing’, beginning with
127 92 omp omyn 5 pan, ‘Master of all the universe, before any
thing’. This is a well-known Hebrew piyyut, by Nissi al-Nahrwani
(Baghdad, early tenth century), the first known payyetan from
Babylonia.*® The text runs to the end of the fourth page of BL Or.
6197.7-8, and clearly continued into the next bifolium, which

has yet to be identified. The presence of these two piyyutim might

31 See also Goldstein 2021a, 89, n. 17, for an eleventh-century dating.

32 The text itself runs 5174 nnaNa paR 8172 ARRW PWH ATIAR 0 NNON
:nwan 93 a2 Y5nm, etc.

33 See Beeri (2014).
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point to a liturgical, or synagogal, context for this manuscript,
including our text, but may also be a mere coincidence.

There is no doubt that JA1 was translated directly from an
Aramaic source text, but either this was not a very faithful trans-
lation, or the translated text was redacted and modified in the
course of its own transmission. Thus, in some instances it looks
more like a paraphrase of the Aramaic text(s) than a translation
thereof (e.g., 8.5). Moreover, in some cases it abridges the Ara-
maic text(s) (e.g., 5.6, 8.11), but in others it actually expands
them (e.g., 6.6). One interesting feature of this text is the recur-
rent incorporation of terminology that is borrowed from the
translator’s Muslim environment, including God’s epithets 11 53
(6.10 and 7.6), references to Yeshu’s followers as his armey
(8.1), the contrasts between 1¥x and Y112 (6.1) and between pn
and HSoxa (8.5), and the notion of books ‘coming down’ from
heaven (6.5). JA1 also changes the claim made by Yeshu and
Yohanan that they are ‘sons of God’, and has them claiming only
that they are ‘friends of God’, in line with the Muslim insistence
that God has no children (6.5 and 6.11).

Another noteworthy feature is the translator’s attempt to
tone down some of the nasty references to Yeshu, this too proba-
bly a reflection of his Muslim environment. In the Muslim world,
Jesus was described as ‘the Messiah, ‘Isa son of Maryam, the mes-
senger of Allah and his word’, and was seen as the most important

of the pre-Islamic prophets.** Furthermore, in the Muslim world

34 See Qur’an 4.171, and cf. 4.157, 4.163. For attitudes towards Jesus
in the Muslim world, see Lazarus-Yafeh (1975/76); Hayek (1959); Kha-
lidi (2001); Mesherky (2021).
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Jews did not feel threatened by Christianity, and therefore could
tone down some of their anti-Christian polemics.* Thus, whereas
in the Aramaic and the Hebrew texts Yeshu is frequently labelled
‘the wicked’ (8pwn/pwnn), in JA1 this epithet is applied to him
only rarely, when he is called ‘the accursed Yeshu’ (pp55% W in
8.3, and pybndx W in 8.7) or ‘Yeshu the heretic’ (pRnYR W in
8.9, 9.5, and probably also 1.1). These five occurrences may be
compared with the twelve occurrences of pwn 1w in Heb1 (with-
out including the introductory interpolation), as a demonstration
of JA1’s tendency to avoid this epithet. Equally revealing is JA1’s
transformation of the curses heaped upon those who worship Ye-
shu and those who say that he ascended to Heaven into curses
against heretics and idol worshippers in 9.2 (and cf. 9.4). This
tendency might also explain JAl’s omission of the passages
where Yeshu is interrogated about his ancestors and explains that
his real father is Pandera (3.2-3.5). In JA1, Yeshu probably tells
his interrogators that he is the son of Yohanan the Dyer, but the
claim that he was the son of Pandera and a mamgzer is entirely
omitted (see below, our comments on 1.1 and 3.1). Later in the
narrative, JA1 omits both the passages where Yohanan is inter-
rogated about the books of magic and about Yeshu’s disciples
(4.4-4.6) and the description of how Yeshu’s disciples were
caught (5.1-5.3), but the reason for these omissions is less clear.
One possible explanation is that the translator or redactor of JA1

noticed that the account of Yeshu’s eleven (or twelve) disciples,

35 See Lasker (1991) and Alexander (2011, 149-57).
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of which only five were executed, is extremely confused (see be-
low, our comments on 5.2 and 5.4), and solved this difficulty by

speaking of only five disciples.

Biblical verses are cited in Hebrew in 5.5-5.9 and in 9.5, but
in Judaeo-Arabic in 8.7 and 9.4.
Spelling of personal names: W x 22; WY X 3.

I1.1.7. Judaeo—-Arabic 2 (JA2)—Cambridge, T-S NS 246.24

Paper; a bifolium, marred by numerous small holes; 15.9 x 24.7
cm; 17-18 lines per page.*® Oriental hand, thirteenth century or
earlier.?” The fourth page was left blank, because the writing on
page 3 was showing through the thin paper; moreover, the ink
subsequently corroded the paper in many places, thus making the
reading much more difficult. Three non-consecutive pages, cov-
ering the text from the middle of 5.9 to 6.6 and from the end of
8.1 to 8.7. It is not clear whether in the original quire there was
a single folio between the two folios of NS 246.24 (in which case
it would have been an irregular quire), or a bifolium, and it is
possible that it too was a bifolium on which only three pages

were written. 38

% This fragment was correctly identified by Di Segni (1984, 91); Shivtiel
and Niessen (2006, 298); Goldstein (2010, 31%*). It is published here for
the first time.

¥ For a twelfth-century dating, see Goldstein (2021a, 89, n. 18).

% The text between 6.6 and the end of 8.1 runs to some 320 words in

JA1, and as each folio of JA2 contains ca. 130 words, it seems as if we
are missing 2.5 pages of text between the two folios of NS 246.24.
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As there are numerous passages in which JA1 and JA2
overlap, they may easily be compared, and the comparison shows
that they represent two different translations of the Aramaic text.
Moreover, the many overlaps between JA2 and the Aramaic frag-
ments show that with a few minor exceptions (see our comments
on 8.2), JA2 provides a faithful translation of the Aramaic text
on which it was based, and is especially close to the Aramaic text
of Arl. It provides none of the paraphrastic additions and Islamic
terminology of JA1 (see, for example, our comments on 6.1, 6.5
and 8.5),% and is not troubled by the claim made by Yeshu and
Yohanan that they are ‘sons of God’ (6.5). And unlike JA1, it has
no qualms about referring to Yeshu as poxax w», ‘Yeshu the her-
etic’, in 6.1 and 8.3, and as oOR'VHR W, ‘Yeshu the wicked’, in
8.5.

One peculiar feature of JA2 is its use of the rare word
11R23(R)Noasx for ‘(Yehudah) the gardener’.

Biblical verses are cited in Judaeo—-Arabic in 5.9, 8.1, 8.3 and
8.7. Interestingly, Deut. 21.23 is translated as man &%
nnns in 8.1, and probably also in 8.3, but as n'an &5
nna1 in 8.7, the second translation reflecting the
Aramaic text from which it was translated (and see our
comments ad loc.).

Spelling of personal names: W x 8; o1w'Ha x 3, DWHa x 1.

% The only exception being the notion of books ‘coming down’ from
heaven, for which see our comments on 6.5.
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I1.1.8. Judaeo-Arabic 3 (JA3)—Cambridge, T-S NS
224.123

Paper; a single folio; the top part is missing; 12 x 13.7 cm. Ori-
ental hand, twelfth/thirteenth century.®® The handwriting is
identical with that of Ar3, and the scribe uses the same wedge-
like signs as line-fillers, and sometimes writes the last word in
the line at a 45-degree angle, upwards or downwards (see Figure
3, for both phenomena). In the extant text, no words are vocal-

ised.

Figure 3: Wedge-like line-fillers and diagonal words at ends of lines in
T-S NS 224.123, and diagonal words at ends of lines in JTS 2529.2 (Ad-
ler 2102.2)

T-S NS 224.123 JTS 2529.2 (Adler 2102.2)

0 This fragment was correctly identified by Shivtiel and Niessen (2006,
254); Goldstein (2010, 31%*). It is published here for the first time.
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The extant text runs from the end of 2.3 to the beginning
of 3.8, with a lacuna in 3.6. As noted above, this fragment may
have come from the same manuscript as Ar3; moreover, as the
same scribe copied both texts, it is possible that he copied both
the Aramaic and the Judaeo—Arabic texts from pre-existing man-
uscripts, but it is also possible that he translated the text himself.
Unfortunately, there is no overlap between the Aramaic and Ju-
daeo-Arabic texts, nor does JA3 preserve the name given to Pi-
latus, which in the extant passages of Ar3 is given as DR,

The text covered by JA3 is not preserved in any of the Ar-
amaic textual witnesses, so it is difficult to analyse the translation
it preserves. However, there is little doubt that it preserves a
translation that is different from that of JA1, as may be seen from
the few places where they overlap (see especially 3.7). Given the
paucity of the extant text, it is not clear whether it is the same
translation as in JA2, or yet another translation, but the former

possibility seems more likely.*

There are no citations of biblical verses in the extant text.

Spelling of personal names: 1©° x 1.

1 As support for the assumption that JA2 and JA3 represent a single
translation, we may note that both use the expression &pn 0, ‘in truth’
(JA2 in 8.5, JA3 in 3.7), both translate the recurrent phrase 2n8 2°nn
as Hxp1 ar'ar (JA2 in 8.7 and 6.2 (but cf. 6.1 5xp1 ax'snox), JA3 in 3.8),
and both speak of Yeshu misleading pba%x, ‘the world’ (JA2 in 6.1 and
6.2, JA3 in 3.7). On the other hand, we may note the spelling 1" in JA2
vs. y107 in JA3.



Introduction 23

I1.1.9. Hebrew 1 (Heb1)—St. Petersburg, RNL EVR 1.274,
Fols 21v-27v*

A paper quire (quaternion); no water-marks; each folio is 14.7 x
10.5 cm.*”® The folios are well preserved, except for the lower
margins, which are slightly damaged. The first page of the quire,
as well as the last 2.5 pages, are blank, and it is clear that our
text was copied as a self-standing unit. A colophon at the end of
the text (see below, 9.5) identifies the copyist as Israel son of
Yequtiel, and states that he copied the text in 1536 CE. The writ-
ing is in a Byzantine hand.

The main part of the Hebrew text shows many signs of hav-
ing been translated from Aramaic, including places where the Ar-
amaic text was left untranslated, and places where it shows
through the Hebrew translation.** However, either Israel son of
Yequtiel or an earlier copyist appended to the Hebrew translation
of the Aramaic text a long introductory interpolation which was
taken from some Byzantine Hebrew version of Toledot Yeshu, as
we shall note in greater detail below (see our comments on 0.3
and 0.13, and esp. on 0.5 and 0.7). The resulting text is full of
contradictions and inconsistencies, which shall also be noted be-
low (see our comments on 0.1, 0.2, 0.8-0.12, 0.14).

42 MS RNL EVR 1.274 is bound together with several different quires
with unrelated texts; the description below focusses solely on the quire
in which our text is found.

3 This manuscript was first published by Deutsch (2000). See also Meer-
son and Schifer (2014, 11:39, 72-78).

* See already Deutsch (2000, 179-80), and cf. our comments on 1.1,
1.2,1.3, 2.2, 3.2, 3.5, 4.3, etc.
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The introductory interpolation clearly was taken from an
existing Toledot Yeshu text, probably of the ‘Helena’ recension
(even though 0.1 states that the narrative took place in the reign
of King Herod, and Helena is never explicitly mentioned in the
text). The impact of this text may be seen elsewhere in Hebl, in
places where its text differs from that of the other textual wit-
nesses, but is paralleled by other Toledot Yeshu texts, of the ‘Hel-

ena’ recension (see, for example, our comments on 8.9).

Throughout the entire text, biblical verses are cited in Hebrew.
Spelling of personal names: y1w x 3, W x 20, W x 20;* oW
x 8, oivha x 1, owHha x 1, oira x 1, DwrvHx x 2, oirrr x 1.

11.1.10. Hebrew 2 (Heb2)—New York, JTS 8998,

Fols 4v—- 6v*

Paper; 3 bifolios, folded inside each other; fols 1r-4v contain ha-
lakhic discussions of the laws of menstrual purity and of the Sab-
bath, written by two or three different hands. Several folios are
probably missing between fols 3v and 4r. Each bifolium is 22.7 x
28.8 cm. Oriental hands, thirteenth-century. This fragment is cur-
rently placed in the same envelope with Heb3, which clearly
came from the Cairo Genizah (see below), and it too probably
came from the Cairo Genizah, but this cannot be determined with

certainty.

5 The spelling pw» is found only in the introductory interpolation (see
below, 0.6, 0.10 and 0.11). The other two spellings alternate through-
out the entire text.

6 This text was ignored by Meerson and Schéifer (2014), and is pub-
lished here for the first time.
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Fol. 4r and the first two lines of fol. 4v contain the final
part (from n%nn onwards) of a commentary on the thirty-nine
types of labour that are forbidden on the Sabbath, as listed in m
Shab 7.2. Line 3 reads 'a .;jxnmn58 nnyna arnabk on, ‘Here ends
the book, with God’s help, (may He be) b(lessed)’, and this is
immediately followed by our text, written by the same hand. Our
text runs from 1.1 to 8.7, where it breaks off at the end of fol.
6v, and clearly continued into the next folio, which is missing.
The text is close to, but not identical with, that of Heb3, and will

be described in greater detail below.

Yehudabh is called *o7781 nmin* throughout.
All the biblical verses are cited in Hebrew.

Spelling of personal names: yw" x 20, yv x 1; o1Hva x 9.

I1.1.11. Hebrew 3 (Heb3)—New York, JTS 8998,
Fols 7r-8v + Cambridge, T-SK 17.1

JTS 8998, fols 7r-8v: Paper; two separate folios, which originally
formed a single bifolium; 20.1 x 27.4 cm. The two folios were
placed in the same envelope as fols 1-6, no doubt because of the
similarity between the two Toledot Yeshu texts; however, fols 7-
8 differ in size from fols 1-6, were written by a different scribe,
and clearly do not come from the same manuscript.* The text of
fols 7-8 breaks off at the end of folio 8v, but continues seamlessly
into Cambridge, T-S K 17.1, in the middle of 6.10. This also

47 JTS 8998 fols 7r-8r were edited by Meerson and Schéfer (2014, II:25,
59-62). However, they ignored fol. 8v for no apparent reason, and were
unaware of T-S K 17.1, both of which are published here for the first
time.
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proves that the two folios bound as JTS 8998, fols 7r-8v stem
from the Cairo Genizah.*®

Cambridge, T-S K 17.1: Paper; a single folio; 20.4 x 13.8
cm. Oriental hand, thirteenth-century, and probably a bit later
than Heb2. Once combined, the two fragments preserve the en-
tire text, which ends at the bottom of T-S K 17.1r, and is followed
on the verso by several unrelated texts: (*) A short list in Hebrew,
titled oarp *1p 111 19K, ‘and these are the relatives who are (ruled
out as) witnesses’, and based on m San 3.4; (*) A brief discussion
of calendrical issues in Judaeo-Arabic, titled axomn 5ex K11
nonwhHRY Harbry mapnoR rnnbR, ‘this is the basis for calculat-
ing the cycles and the (turning points of the) seasons and the
Jubilee and the Sabbatical year’, (*) A short Hebrew piyyut, be-
ginning mmAn mva5 nan 5on% ' o, ‘Lord, you were able to
contain much, to set up the heavens’, which ends at the bottom
of the page. This may have been the last page of the manuscript,

but it may also have contained additional folios.

Yehudabh is called "o71150 N7 throughout.
All the biblical verses are cited in Hebrew.

Spelling of personal names: yw* x 22, 'v* x 1; 0w x 8.

There is little doubt that Heb2 and Heb3 are ultimately

based on a single translation, and that this was a translation from

8 For other fragments that clearly came from the Cairo Genizah, but
ended up in the non-Genizah sections of the JTS Library collections, see
Danzig (1997, xI-xlii). I am grateful to Adiel Breuer for this reference.
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an Aramaic text. In several places, the Aramaic was left untrans-
lated; in others, it shows through the Hebrew translation.*® This
translation is different from that of Heb1, as may be seen in al-
most every passage of our text. The fact that Yehudah is called
'07785, ‘the orchard-man’ (an adjective that is otherwise unat-
tested in Hebrew) might reflect a familiarity with an Arabic text
in which he was called *1823npab, as in JA2, and the reference
to being a ymw with God (see 4.1 and 8.9) probably reflects the
Muslim discourse of shirk, and is not likely to have been there in
the Aramaic text. Both Heb2 and Heb3 contain several sentences
that are not found in the other textual witnesses, and are likely
to be later additions, including a long description of the misdeeds
of Yeshu and Yohanan, which echoes claims from the Gospels
(see our comments on 4.1), and a description of Yeshu’s drinking
of vinegar, which certainly is based on the Gospel stories (see our
comments on 8.1). In many other passages, Heb2 and Heb3
emerge as the least reliable textual witnesses at our disposal (see
our comments on 3.2, 3.3, 3.5, 4.1, 4.2, 5.1, etc.).

49 Aramaic phrases in the Hebrew text: 8nTp* 811 pnx (5.6); nawaTna
(8.5); 8nan am pw (8.9), and cf. our comments on 1nYwRY in Heb2
in 2.2. Aramaic showing through the Hebrew translation: *r 72 becomes
m R WK (6.11); ppoy Xp'wa becomes o'proy pwa (8.5); /100
onan ...75n, are a double translation of Aramaic 751 rm°a (6.10, and cf.
6.12); and cf. our comments on M1/ T3 DWIN YW NR N5 (3.3),
and on ©°31 Ypnn ...owp wahn (4.2). Note also the typical Aramaic
word-order reflected in phrases such as n17nn oin: 793 (4.2 and 5.2)
and n3Tnn T (7.1), or expressions like -5 Hxwn (2.1).
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Although Heb2 and Heb3 are based on the same Hebrew
translation of the Aramaic text, they are not identical. A compar-
ison between them suggests that Heb3 presents a slight revision
of the text represented by Heb2. For example, throughout the text
Heb3 corrects Pilate’s name from ova to o1wha, and in 1.3 it
changes 0787 *32 M5p to '35 o1 o'nan nHnp.*° In 2.2, it probably
omitted Heb2’s 02*ox 1nbwai, which apparently reflects the Ara-
maic text from which Heb2 was translated (see our comments ad
loc.), and in 6.5 it misread mxan as mwA. Moreover, Heb3 suffers
from some omissions of passages that must have been there in
the Hebrew text, and indeed are found in Heb2 (see, for example,
4.1, 6.12, 8.5-8.6). However, Heb3 probably is not directly
based on Heb2, since in some cases the divergences between them
exclude a direct dependence (see, for example, our comments on
3.4 and on 6.11), and in others, it seems to preserve a more orig-
inal reading (see, for example, our comments on nawaTn in 8.5).
Thus, Heb2 and Heb3 probably had a common ancestor, which
each copyist retouched or garbled in his own peculiar way.

Another interesting feature of Heb2 and Heb3 is their omis-
sion of several important scenes. Both texts omit passages 7.2—
7.7, which describe how Yeshu tries to flee and is caught, and as
this scene is also omitted in Heb1 and in Heb5, this may reflect
the omission of this scene in one branch of the Aramaic textual
transmission (more on this below). But Heb3 also omits the pas-
sages 8.11-9.3 and 9.5 (Heb2 breaks off in 8.7, so we cannot tell

0 The Aramaic texts’ po¥mr certainly made no reference to the Sages,
and they appear again only in Heb5 (see 6.3, 6.13, 8.10), and surely
are a later addition to the text.
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whether it too omitted these passages), and this omission is more
likely to be due to textual corruption, as these passages are not
missing from the other textual witnesses (except for Heb5, which
also omits 8.11-9.3), and deal with several different, and essen-
tial, elements of our text.

Given the similarity between Heb2 and Heb3, I often refer
to them as a single textual witness, namely Heb2/Heb3. How-
ever, the differences between them make it necessary to print
both Heb2 and Heb3 in the synopsis of each passage, rather than
printing Heb3 (which is fully preserved) and pointing to the dif-

ferences with Heb2 in numerous footnotes.

I1.1.12. Hebrew 4 (Heb4)—Cambridge, T-S AS 121.237 +
T-S NS 329.820 + T-S AS 74.141 + Mosseri I, 81
+ T-S AS 120.189 + T-S AS 120.190

Paper; the remains of five folios, written by the same hand and
belonging to the same manuscript; Oriental hand, thirteenth-cen-
tury. The order of the different folios in the original manuscript
may be reconstructed as follows: (1) T-S AS 121.237 (12.6 x 7.9
cm) is the right half of a folio, whose left half, and the bottom
part, have yet to be identified; it preserves the title and the incipit
of our text and runs (with numerous lacunae) from 1.1 to 3.3.
The text continues seamlessly into (2) T-S NS 329.820 + T-S AS
74.141 (11.4 x 10.4 cm), a folio which is missing one or two lines
of text at the bottom, and has several small holes, but is otherwise
well preserved. Its text runs from 3.3 to 4.1 or the beginning of
4.2, and continues seamlessly into (3) Mosseri I, 81c¢ (4 x 10 cm)
+ Mosseri I, 81b (6.1 x 6.2 cm), a folio of which only ca. 50%
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are preserved. It contains the text from 4.2 to the beginning of
5.7 (with the omission of 4.4-5.3). After this folio, three more
folios seem to be missing, and the next preserved folio is (4)
Mosseri I, 81a, a folio that is well preserved, but for several holes.
The text runs from 6.14 to 7.7, and continues seamlessly into (5)
T-SAS120.189 + T-SAS 120.190 (14.8 x 10.8 cm), a folio whose
margins are well preserved, but with several lacunae. The text
begins at 7.7, and breaks off at 8.6.5! The rest of the manuscript
is lost. Unfortunately, the individual folios cannot be rejoined
into their original bifolia, if there were any.

There is no doubt that Heb4 was translated from Aramaic,
as it sometimes retains the Aramaic words of the original, and in
other instances its Hebrew reflects the Aramaic from which it was
translated.®? And in several instances, its text seems less confused,

and closer to the Aramaic original, than that of the other Hebrew

! Two of these fragments, T-S NS 329.820 and Mosseri 1:81, were first
published by Deutsch (2000, 185-94), and cf. Meerson and Schifer
(2014, 11:49, 58), who classify one fragment as ‘Early Oriental A’ and
the other as ‘Early Oriental B’, even though they stem from a single
manuscript. The other fragments are published here for the first time.
One small fragment, Mosseri I, 81d, preserves only a few letters, and
cannot be placed with certainty.

52 Aramaic words: E.g., m113 in 2.3 (twice), 4.3, 7.3, 7.7 (and note the
typically Palestinian Aramaic ending with a he, rather than an aleph)
and 8391 in 8.5. Aramaic reflected in the Hebrew: E.g., -5 hxw in 2.1
and 5.4, -5 wan in 7.2, and -5 7)1 in 7.5, and cf. owidw apw nb1an in
3.3, and o*poty 9pwa in 8.5. Note also 7.1, where Arl’s 1pn is paral-
leled by Heb4’s wpnm, and 8.4, where 8'n7 8vin of the Aramaic texts
is rendered in Heb4 as o'nn vn[1].
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texts (see our comments on 3.5, 6.14, 7.1, 8.1, 8.2, and 8.5).
Moreover, whereas Hebl, Heb2/Heb3 and Heb5 all omit pas-
sages 7.2-7.7, Heb4 does not. And as the text of Heb4 often dif-
fers from that of Heb1 and that of Heb2/Heb3, it probably repre-

sents a third Hebrew translation from an Aramaic source-text.

Biblical verses are cited in Hebrew.

Spelling of personal names: Ww» x 7; 0w x 1.

I11.1.13. Hebrew 5 (Heb5)—New York, JTS 6312
(Rab. 273) (#39169),> Fols 67b—69a

Paper; JTS 6312 is a Yemenite manuscript of Midrash ha-Gadol to
Deuteronomy, written by Hayim ben Shalom al-Hajaj in 1653.*
In fols 67b-69a, on the margins of the Midrash’s commentary on
Deut. 13.7, which includes a florilegium of the Talmudic passages
relating to Yeshu, the same scribe copied an entire text of ‘the
story of Yeshu son of Pandera, the Nazarene, may the name of
the wicked rot’ (*w "3 79730 12 w2 nwyn).>> This text is a pas-
tiche of several different strands of the Toledot Yeshu texts: It be-

gins with the story of Yeshu as a young boy, and how the Sages

3 Here and below, # +number refers the manuscript’s number at the
Institute for Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts of the National Library
of Israel.

>* The Toledot Yeshu text was edited by Meerson and Schifer (2014,
II:25-26, 66-70). For a detailed discussion of this text, see Benarroch
(2020). I am grateful to Jonatan Benarroch and Miriam Goldstein for
sharing with me their forthcoming study on the frequent appearance of
Toledot Yeshu in Yemenite manuscripts of Midrash ha-Gadol.

55 See Fisch (1972, 274-76).
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discovered that he was conceived when his mother was menstru-
ant and fornicating. It then relates how Yeshu stole the Ineffable
Name from the Temple and performed miracles with it. Next
comes the story of how Yeshu flew in the air and R. Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah (and not Yehudah the gardener!) flew after him, soiled
him with semen (so as to make it impossible for him to use the
Ineffable Name), and brought him down. We then turn to scenes
that are well attested in our own text, beginning with the trial and
execution of Yeshu’s six (!) disciples (5.5-5.9a), which is followed
by the story of how Yeshu and Yohanan were brought before Ti-
berinus, and how Yeshu made Tiberinus’ daughter pregnant
(6.1-6.8, 6.10-6.14). Heb5 then narrates how Yohanan was
executed (7.1), but omits the scenes in which Yeshu flies in the
air (7.2-7.7), either because these already were incorporated—
in a very different version—earlier in this text, or because they
were missing from the text that this redactor had in front of him,
just as they are missing from Hebl and from Heb2/Heb3. Like
them, Heb5 moves directly to the scene where Yeshu is executed
(7.8), and to the fate of his body (8.1-8.7, 8.9-8.10). The text
then turns to the cursing formulae and the colophon (9.4-9.5).
As this summary makes clear, Heb5 is a mixed text: Much of
it is unrelated to our text (and often parallels texts from the ‘Hel-
ena’ recension of Toledot Yeshu), but some of it—and especially

in its later parts—does parallel our text. Moreover, in those parts

%6 Heb5 omits 6.9, either because the story of a three days’ fast appeared
earlier in its narrative, and in a different context, or because it was
missing from the text that this redactor had in front of him, just as it is
missing from Hebl and from Heb2/Heb3, and cf. our comments ad loc.
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the parallels can be quite close to the other textual witnesses—
close enough to be printed synoptically, as we shall do below.

There is no doubt that these parts of Heb5 were translated
from Aramaic, as they sometimes retain the Aramaic words of the
original.>” However, they often display some verbal similarities
with the text of Heb1 (this is especially visible in 6.5-6.13), and
it is therefore quite likely that Heb1 and Heb5 represent two dif-
ferent reworkings of the same translation from Aramaic into He-
brew. But the text of Heb5 also displays several long interpola-
tions, which are not found in the other textual witnesses, and are
likely to be later additions (see esp. 5.9a, 8.6, 8.10, 9.4).

Biblical verses are cited in Hebrew.
Spelling of personal names: W x 28, 80"y x 1; OW*Ha x 2, DV
x1, ovbnx 1.5

I1.1.14. Hebrew 6 (Heb6)—Tel Aviv, Gross Family
Collection 67, Fols 44a—-46b

Paper; a Yemenite manuscript, copied in 1689, containing differ-
ent prayers and supplications, followed, on fols 44a—46b, by ‘the
story of Yeshu son of Pandera, the Nazarene, may the name of

the wicked rot’ (AW ™rin 7770 <13> WA nwyn).> The text is

7 Aramaic words: E.g., R'0wT 8198 112 1n 6.5; 8350 na7 mynY pratin 6.12;
na pmaT in 6.14; Tpa oY N7 oTp 1 in 8.1.

% These numbers are based on the entire text of Heb5, and not just the
parts that parallel our text.

¥ This manuscript was mentioned by Meerson and Schifer (2014,
I1:65), who rightly noted the text’s almost complete identity with that
of Heb5.
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virtually identical with Heb5, and probably was copied directly
from it, as may be seen from a few mistakes and omissions in this
copy. It breaks off in the middle of 8.10, so one folio probably is
missing. However, as the text of Heb6 is almost identical with
that of Heb5, it will not be included in the synopses below, and
its rare variant readings will only be noted in footnotes to Heb5.

Summing up our survey of the direct textual witnesses, we
may note that they include the Aramaic fragments, which cover
about two thirds of the complete text (see Appendix 1), at least
two different translations from Aramaic into Judaeo—Arabic, only
one of which is fully preserved, and at least three different trans-
lations from Aramaic into Hebrew, two of which are fully pre-
served. And in those cases where we can see which texts were
copied side-by-side with our text, no clear pattern emerges from
our findings. If Ar3 and JA3 indeed came from the same manu-
script, that manuscript must have contained our text in both its
Aramaic and its Judaeo—Arabic versions.®® Heb5 was copied on
the margins of Midrash ha-Gadol, as a supplement to the stories
about Yeshu found in the Midrash itself. However, when it comes
to Arl, JA1, Heb2, Heb3 and Heb6, the manuscripts in which our
text was copied seem to have been miscellanies with halakhic,
liturgical, and other short texts, as well as the text about Yeshu.
Unfortunately, this tells us very little about the Sitz im Leben of
our text in the Jewish community of medieval Cairo or in the

other Jewish communities in which it was copied and read. But

0 For a similar occurrence, see, for example, the Genizah fragment Cam-
bridge, T-S NS 309.51, where a short Aramaic divinatory text is imme-
diately followed by its Judaeo—Arabic version.
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what we can say with some certainty is that the recurrent acts of
copying and translation of our text are a sign of its popularity in
late antiquity and the Middle Ages; they also are the cause of the
many discrepancies between the textual witnesses whenever they
overlap. We shall return to the latter issue below, but must first

examine the indirect witnesses to our text.

I1.2. Indirect Textual Witnesses

In addition to the direct textual witnesses, which present copies
of the ‘Pilate’ recension of Toledot Yeshu in three different lan-
guages and in varying states of textual preservation, our text is
also attested in several indirect textual witnesses—that is, in texts
that cite, paraphrase or summarise our text, or that incorporate
small parts thereof into new textual conglomerations. Some of
these are Aramaic or Hebrew texts, but two indirect textual wit-
nesses are written in Latin, two in Arabic, and one in Spanish.
Before turning to the texts themselves, a note of caution is
in order. As we shall see throughout the present study, some of
the motifs found in our text are also attested in other Jewish,
Christian, and Muslim texts of late antiquity and the Middle Ages.
However, when a single motif from our text appears in another
text, this does not necessarily demonstrate that text’s familiarity
with our text. In some cases, the motif is well known from other
sources as well; for example, the claims that Jesus was the son of
Pandera, that he was a magician, or that he was buried in a gar-
den, or in a water-source, are far from unique to our text, as we
shall note below, in our comments on 3.2, 2.1, 7.8, 8.4 and 8.12,

respectively. In other instances, a certain motif is unique to our
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text, and to texts that depend upon it, but familiarity with this
motif alone does not suffice to prove familiarity with our text.
For example, the claim that Jesus was a mamzer, with the differ-
ent meanings assigned to that term, clearly was wide-spread in
late antiquity, and its appearance in this or that text does not
demonstrate a dependence on our own text (see below, our com-
ments on 3.1).%! It is only when we find a text with a conjunction
of several motifs that are unique to our text that we may assume
that text’s familiarity with our text, and thus use it as an indirect

textual witness. These witnesses may be listed as follows:

I1.2.1. Harkavy-A—St. Petersburg, RNL Evr IT A 105/9

This fragment was first published by Harkavy and was discussed
by Horbury and re-published by Meerson and Schéfer.®* It is a
paper (?) bifolium, made up of non-consecutive folios, containing
two different texts.®® It is written in an Oriental hand of the elev-
enth century, perhaps pointing to Tyre as its place of origin. Both
texts are written in late Aramaic, and both are fully vocalised

(Tiberian vocalisation). One text offers a typological exegesis of

¢! For another example, see our discussion of a medieval addition to
Sefer Yosippon, in our comments on 1.3.

62 Harkavy 1875; Horbury 1971, 124-27; Meerson and Schifer 2014, II:
39, 63-64.

 As I only had access to microfilm images of this fragment, I could
determine neither the material nor the size of this fragment. After my
book went to press, I realised that the first text on this fragment bears
a striking resemblance to the Genizah fragment Jerusalem, NLI Heb.
577.6.5.
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an unidentified text (1 Kgs 7?), equating thirty obscure entities
with the thirty prophets, fourteen gold horns (82777 mni7p) with
fourteen biblical matriarchs, and four gold objects that grow out
of the fourteen horns ( mipy YaIR 10 PPSIT RINTT MNITP RYIINY
831777 nna7p) with Daniel and his three friends who were thrown
into the fiery furnace and into the lions’ den (see Dan. 3.19-27
and 6.17-22). The second text is based in part on our text, or on
one of its sources, but in a version that is very different from that
of all the direct textual witnesses. The first three extant words are
‘mud, as before’ (RfnTpa T2 K1Y), i.e., the end of the story of
how Yeshu fashioned birds from clay, made them fly, and then
dissolved them back into the clay of which they were made (and
cf. below, 0.13). Next, Yeshu tells his disciples that he is the Mes-
siah, son of David. Rav Yehudah then hits him on his head and
says “wicked man son of a wicked man, what have you said?”
(DR 8o RY'WA 93 R'WI), to which Yeshu responds, “I did not
say thus; I said, ‘May the Messiah son of David come quickly’”
(89303 17 72 ROwWn [N PR RIR 12 DMK KY). Yeshu then goes
to King Caesar (no other name is provided), asks the king to give
him his daughter, and promises him that he will say words over
her and she will become pregnant and give birth to a boy. King
Caesar gives Yeshu his daughter, Yeshu says words over her and
makes her pregnant, but when she does not give birth on time,
Yeshu opens up her belly and brings out a boy. King Caesar asks
Yeshu what he wants in return, and Yeshu says that his only re-
quest is that the king will kill all the Jews in his kingdom. The
Jews then declare a fast and beg God to save them, and God in-

deed has mercy on them—but the text breaks off here.
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The story about the king’s daughter shows many parallels
with the story found in our text, but also differs from it in many
details (see our synopses and comments on 6.6-6.11). But all the
other scenes in Harkavy-A are not found in any of the other tex-
tual witnesses of our text, even if they share some points of con-
tact with it, including the appellation ‘wicked’ (8y*w1) applied to
Yeshu (see below, our comments on 6.1), and the role of a Rav

Yehudah (the gardener?) as one of the protagonists.

I1.2.2. Harkavy-B—Kiev, Vernadsky National Library of
Ukraine, OPI 806

This fragment was first identified among Harkavy’s materials in
Kiev by Sacha Stern in 2013, and was recently published by Wil-
lem Smelik.** It is a paper folio, 17.2 x 24.5 cm, with 30 lines of
text, and is written in a Byzantine hand of the fifteenth/sixteenth
century.® It is titled 'nbwr owIpnnn 01N, ‘Targum Yerushalmi
of “Those who sanctify themselves™ (i.e., Isaiah 66.17), but the
title was added by a later hand. The text itself parallels Harkavy-
A, but is longer, and begins with Rabbi Yeshoshu‘a recounting
the story of Yeshu’s birth, after the carpenter Bandira slept with

Miriam, who was married to Yoseph, while she was menstruant.

64 Smelik (2025). I am grateful to Willem Smelik for sharing with me
this important paper prior to its publication.

% I have seen neither the fragment itself nor an image thereof, and both
my description and my transcription are entirely based on Smelik’s ar-
ticle mentioned in the previous note.
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It then narrates how Yeshu was circumcised, including a descrip-
tion of the polluted food served at the circumcision-feast that
finds close parallels in Eikha Rabbati and in the writings of the
ninth-century Al-Hakim al-Tirmidhi, in a story attributed to the
seventh-century Abti Hurayra.®® We subsequently learn how Ye-
shu, who grew up in Tiberias, saw the Ineffable Name on the
walls of the Temple, and began using it, including for making
birds that can fly. From this point on the narrative parallels that
of Harkavy-A, and preserves a slightly better version of the story
of Yeshu’s dealings with King Caesar. After it turns out that the
foetus in the maiden’s belly is a stone, King Caesar hands Yeshu
over to the Jews. Yeshu then tells his disciples that he is going
up to his father in Heaven, and hides himself for three days in R.
Yehudah’s garden, after which the text breaks off.

Like Harkavy-A, this text too presents some materials that
were borrowed from our text, which we shall quote in the appro-
priate sections below, and some scenes that were derived from
other copies of Toledot Yeshu. Moreover, the spelling ‘Bandira’ for
Yeshu’s real father, and the parallel in al-Tirmidhi’s work, prob-

ably point to an Arabic influence on this text.

6 See Eikha Rabbati 1 (Buber 1899, 47-48), and Abiu ‘Abdallah
Muhammad ibn °Ali ibn Hasan ibn Bashir al-Tirmidhi, Nawadir al-’usul
fi ma‘rifat ahadith al-rasil, section 258; for a French translation, see
Hayek (2001, 186).
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I1.2.3. Shemtov Ibn Shaprut

In an attempt to prove that the Jews too acknowledge the mira-
cles of Jesus, the Jewish convert to Christianity, Abner of Burgos,
also known as Alfonso of Valladolid (on whom more below),
cited two different Toledot Yeshu texts in which such miracles
were described. And in an attempt to refute Abner/Alfonso’s
claims, Shemtov Ibn Shaprut, the Iberian Jewish writer of the
second half of the fourteenth century, re-cited both passages in
his polemical anti-Christian tractate Even Bohan.®” From these ci-
tations, we learn that one text used by Abner/Alfonso was called
meun W Sw nwyn, ‘The Story of Yeshu the Nazarene’, in which
the action took place at the time of Queen Helena. The other text
was written in "nbwr nwh, ‘the language of the Yerushalmi’ (that
is, in Aramaic, and maybe even in Palestinian Jewish Aramaic),
was called 89715 92 w7 8721, ‘The Story of Yeshu, son of Pan-
dera’, and in that text the action took place at the time of Tiber-
inus Caesar. Ibn Shaprut next records Abner/Alfonso’s paraphras-
tic and abridged citations of passages from both texts, which
were cited in their original languages. The paraphrases of the Ar-
amaic text cover a part of the story about how Yeshu made Ti-
berinus’ daughter pregnant (see below, 6.3-6.7), and immedi-
ately move to the story of how Yeshu tried to avoid crucifixion
by flying in the air and hiding in the cave of Elijah, but was
caught by R. Yehudah the gardener (see below, 7.2-7.7).

%7 See Krauss (1902, 146-47); Horbury (1971, 113-21, 476-78); Meer-
son and Schéfer (2014, 1:12-14).
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As the passages which Abner/Alfonso and Ibn Shaprut par-
aphrase are extant in Arl, and in some instances also in Ar2 or
Ar3, it is easy to see that the Aramaic text behind this paraphrase
was essentially similar to the other Aramaic texts at our disposal,
but that Abner/Alfonso, or an earlier extractor, abridged the text
he was citing. In two cases, he seems to have misunderstood the
text in front of him (see our comments on 7.6 and 7.7). In others,
his paraphrase shows the impact of the language and phraseology
of the Babylonian Talmud and of Targum Ongelos (see our com-
ments on 6.5, 6.6, and 7.2).% However, his text is close enough
to the Aramaic texts to serve as a useful textual witness for the
passages it covers, and one would have loved to see more such
citations from the copy of our text that was available to Ab-
ner/Alfonso in the fourteenth century (and we shall return to this
issue below, when we look at his own works).

Unfortunately, there is no complete critical edition of Ibn
Shaprut’s Even Bohan.®® Krauss edited the relevant passages from
a manuscript in Breslau which is no longer extant, but the work
is found in numerous other manuscripts.”® Of these, I have used
the MS Florence, Plut. 2.17 (Sephardic hand, sixteenth-century;
IMHM #17662), fols 190r-v, while referring in the footnotes to
better readings found in the Genizah fragment Cambridge, T-S K
17.5 (Italian hand, fourteenth-century? IMHM #18964), whose

% Note, however, that some of these elements may be the work of later
scribes, as may be seen in our comments on Ibn Shaprut’s text in 7.4.

% See Garshowitz (1974); Niclés (1997).

70 For the manuscripts, see Garshowitz (1974, xxxv-lvii).
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text often is inferior to that of the Florence manuscript, but some-

times preserves better readings.”!

I1.2.4. Agobard of Lyons

Agobard, the bishop of Lyons from 816 to 840, wrote several let-
ters concerning the Jews, their behaviour, and their beliefs.”? The
longest of these, On the Superstitions and Errors of the Jews (De
Iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribus), was written in 827 CE, and
was addressed to King Louis the Pious.” In it, Agobard provides
a detailed account of earlier Christian writers’ insistence on the
need to shun the Jews and avoid social contacts with them. He
also includes a list of the Jews’ superstitions, errors and blasphe-

mies, explaining that ‘This is well known to us, since we speak

7t T-S K 17.5 (which is only identified as ‘Polemics’ in the Friedberg
Genizah website) contains two complete bifolia, whose folios are num-
bered 133-36; the colophon at the end of fol. 136v identifies the author
and the text: VINARY '] 20 DW A7 12NN TOAR 92 7T7AYY ’5N 2077 T3
TWNAYR MOYRA NPT NNDa 100 Wwi Hwa ka1 ,Y7, ‘Blessed be He who
gave strength to his servant, the son of his maidservant, the author, the
great rabbi, Rabbi Shem Tov ibn Shaprut (may he rest in Eden), and
here ends the fifteenth section of (or, dealing with) the refutation of
Maestro Alfonso’. The citations from the Aramaic text of Toledot Yeshu
are found on fol. 133r.

2 The texts were edited by van Acker (1981, 185-221), and are also
available in Rubellin (2016). For Agobard’s anti-Jewish writings, see
Blumenkranz (1963, 152-68); Bonfil (1994); Langenwalter (2009).

73 The letter was in fact written by Agobard, Bernard of Vienna, and
Faof of Chalon-sur-Saéne. For the last two, see Rubellin (2016, 312-
33). For ease of reference, I shall refer to Agobard as the author of this
letter, and cf. Langenwalter (2009, 145-46).
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with them almost on a daily basis, and have heard their mysteri-
ous errors’ (Quod nobis non minime notum est, qui cotidie pene cum
eis loquentes, mysteria erroris ipsorum audimus).”* He then de-
scribes the Jews’ belief in a corporeal God, in the existence of the
Torah even before the creation of the world, in seven earths,
seven Hells, and seven Heavens, and so on, before moving to their
blasphemies against Jesus. Here, he explicitly states that the Jews
‘read (legunt) in the teachings of their ancestors’ a whole set of
nasty claims about Jesus (see below, our comments on 3.8). He
ends his account by stating that ‘All these things were indeed
fabricated by their elders, and they themselves rehearse them
with stupid obstinance’ (Haec autem omnia ideo seniores eorum
confinxerunt, et ipsi stulta obstinatione lectitant), in order to subvert
the power of Christ’s Passion.”

Most of the claims about Jesus that Agobard cites are at-
tested in our text (see below, our comments on 2.1, 3.8, 6.6, 6.7,
6.8, 6.10, 7.8, 8.2 and 8.4), and it is therefore evident that the
Jews of Lyons had some written form thereof, and that some
Jews—or Jewish converts to Christianity—even recited some of
its stories to the local Christian bishop.”® However, Agobard also
attributes to the Jews several claims that are not found in our

text: For example, he says that they claim that,

74 Agobard, De Iud. super. 9 (van Acker 1981, 205). For Agobard’s famil-
iarity with our text, see also the detailed discussion by Schifer (2011).

7> Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 207).
76 See Langenwalter (2009, 172-73).
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Jesus... had many disciples, to one of whom he gave the

name Kephas, that is ‘stone’, because of his thick and slug-

gish mind (lesum... plures habuisse discipulos, quorum uni

propter duritiam et hebitudinem sensus, Kephae, id est petre,

nomen inposuerit).””
Our text mentions Kepha (see below, 4.2 and 5.1), but does not
even hint at the etymology of his name, which may reflect a dif-
ferent branch of the textual transmission, and may have been
added by the Jews who spoke to Agobard from their own oral
traditions.”® Agobard also attributes to his Jewish interlocutors
the claim that,

When the people were expecting him (i.e., Jesus) on a fes-

tive day, some children from his school ran before him,

and out of respect and reverence for their teacher sang ‘Ho-

sanna to the Son of David (Et cum exspectaretur a populo ad

diem festum, quosdam ei de scola sua pueros occurrisse, qui

illi ex honore et reverentia magistri cantaverint, Osanna filio

David).”®
This scene is not found in our text, and stands in marked contrast
with its potent polemics against Yeshu. Moreover, it is clearly
based on Matt. 21.15, and one wonders whether the Jews of Ly-
ons would have known this passage, and would have agreed with

the claim that Jesus indeed was a descendant of King David.

7 van Acker 1981, 206; Agobard, De Iud. super. 10.

78 Below, we shall see that Abner/Alfonso knew of a text which was
supposedly sent from Rabbi Simon Kepha to Rabbi Nathan de-Tzutzita.
Thus, it is possible that some versions of our text had more to say about
Simon Kepha than the extant textual witnesses.

79 Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 207).
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Agobard also records another scene that is not found in our
text, when he relates what happened after Jesus was buried near
an aqueduct and entrusted to someone called Iuda to guard (see
below, 8.4). He then adds:

But in the night he was carried away by a sudden inunda-
tion of the aqueduct (noctu vero subita aquaeductus inunda-
tione sublatum); he was sought after for twelve months, by
Pilate’s order, but was still not found (Pilati iussu per duo-
decim lunas quaesitum, nec usque inventum).*°

This claim partly parallels some of the known versions of our text
(see below, our comments on 8.4). But Agobard’s subsequent pas-

sage is again very different from our text:

Pilate then promulgated a law for them, in this way (Tunc
Pilatum huiusmodi ad eos promulgasse legem): “It is clear,”
he said, “that he who was killed by you because of your
jealousy rose from the dead, as he had promised, and that
he is found neither in his grave nor in any other place
(Manifestum est, inquit, resurrexisse illum, sicut promiserat,
qui et a vobis per invidiam peremptus est, et neque in tumulo
neque in ullo alio invenitur loco). And for this reason, I com-
mand that you worship him; for whoever shall refuse to do
so, should know that his share will be in Hell (Et ob hanc
causam praecipio, ut adoretis eum. Quod qui facere noluerit,
partem suam in inferno futuram esse cognoscat).®!

This scene is unattested in the extant textual witnesses of our text,
and is again at odds with the rest of our narrative, which makes

it clear that Pilate saw Yeshu’s dead body and therefore knew

80 Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 206-7).
81 Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 207).
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that he did not ascend to Heaven (see below, 8.10 and 9.3). And
Agobard also says that the Jews claim that Peter was not released
from prison by an angel (as in Acts 12.7), but by King Herod
himself, and this surely is unrelated to our text.®? Thus, either the
Jews of Lyons had in front of them a text that differed from ours
in some very important details, or they told Agobard tales that
were taken from our text as well as from other texts, or—and this
is the likeliest scenario—Agobard himself added some details of
his own to the stories he had heard from the Jews.®* But be this
as it may, the fact that in many places the stories narrated by
Agobard are paralleled in our text—and are not found in other
versions of Toledot Yeshu—demonstrates that by the ninth cen-
tury our text was well known to the Jews of Lyons. Whether they
knew it in an Aramaic version, or in a Hebrew translation, is an

open question.

I1.2.5. Amulo of Lyons

Amulo succeeded Agobard as the bishop of Lyons, a position he
held from 841 to 852 CE. Following in his predecessor’s footsteps,
and utterly shocked by the conversion to Judaism of the Deacon
Bodo in 838 CE, Amulo wrote in 846 CE a long tractate on The

82 Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 207).

8 For example, the claim that Pilate promulgated a pro-Christian decree
fits well with the many Christian depictions of Pilate as a crypto-Chris-
tian believer, and cf. Tertullian, Apol. 21.24: ‘Pilate, who himself was
by his own consciousness a Christian’ (Pilatus, et ipse iam pro sua consci-
entia Christianus), and the Christian Acta Pilati literature, with Dusen-
bury (2021).
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Perfidy of the Jews (De perfidia Iudaeorum).®* As he explicitly says,
he received much of his knowledge about the Jews and their be-
liefs from Jewish converts to Christianity, and many of the beliefs
and claims that he attributes to Jews indeed are attested in Jew-
ish texts.® He devotes much space to the Jews’ belief in two Mes-
siahs—a Messiah son of David and a Messiah son of Ephraim—but
he also pays some attention to the nasty things that the Jews say
about Jesus. Extracting the Jewish claims from his excruciatingly
convoluted refutations is not always easy, but there is no doubt

that some of these claims are based on his informants’ familiarity

8 For a recent edition, a detailed introduction, and a German transla-
tion, see Herbers-Rauhut (2017). For Amulo’s reference to his predeces-
sor (Agobard, whose name is not explicitly mentioned), see De perfidia
Iudaeorum 43 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 86); for Bodo’s conversion see De
perfidia Iudaeorum 42 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 84-86), and for the date
of composition of Amulo’s own work see De perfidia Iudaeorum 19 (Her-
bers-Rauhut 2017, 36); also cf. Blumenkranz (1963, 195-200).

8 See Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 42 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 84): ‘We
received from some persons, who went over from their error to Christi-
anity, and who also explained to us in an accurate manner their other
evils, that... We clearly saw ourselves how they regularly ambush in a
wicked and crafty manner those who convert from their perfidies, have
faith, and are baptised, and say to them...” (Proditum est nobis a qui-
busdam, qui ex eorum errore ad Christianitatem veniunt, per quos etiam
cetera eorum mala nobis fideliter exponuntur, quod... Nos ipsi veraciter ex-
perti sumus, quod illis qui ex eorum perfidia conversi credunt et baptizantur,
ita malitiose et callide soleant insidiari, ut dicant....). For the second part
of this citation, see also below, our comments on 8.9. For the cultural
identity of the Jews whom Amulo met, see Lapin (2023).
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with at least one version of our text.® As we shall note in greater
detail in our comments on specific passages, he clearly knew sev-
eral key elements of our narrative (see below, 3.3, 6.1, 7.8, 8.3,
8.9, and cf. 8.10 and 8.12). However, he also knew of anti-Chris-
tian Jewish stories and traditions that are not found in our text,
including nasty names given to the Apostles and the Gospels (one
of which, Avon Gilayon, is already attested in rabbinic litera-
ture),® the claim that the Jews call Jesus ‘Ussum Hamizri, which
means the Egyptian destroyer’ (dissipator Aegyptius),® and the
claim that Jesus’ tomb remains empty in Amulo’s own day, and
is filled by the Jews with stones and filth.®® And he also makes
the puzzling claim that the Jews forbid the recitation of Psalm 19
(i.e., Psalm 20 in the Hebrew Bible) in all their synagogues, since
it has obvious references to Jesus.” Some of these claims may
have come from a version of our text that is quite different from
that attested in the direct textual witnesses, but they are more

likely to have stemmed from other sources, and especially from

8 For Amulo as an important witness to Toledot Yeshu, see the detailed
analysis by Horbury (1971, 438-66), and cf. Schéfer (2011). The dis-
cussion by Herbers-Rauhut (2017, Ixxxix-xcviii), makes no use of the
more recent scholarship on Toledot Yeshu, and is therefore quite dated.

8 See Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 10 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 16) and
bt Shab 116a, with Horbury (1971, 443-44).

8 Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 39 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 76), and see
below, our comments on 3.1.

8 For this claim, see below, our comments on 8.9 and 8.12.

% Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 10 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 18). For the
use of Psalm 20 in Jewish liturgy, see Elbogen (1993, 71).



Introduction 49

the oral traditions that the Jewish converts to Christianity related
to their new patron. And yet, Amulo’s references to the Jews’ anti-
Christian claims provide further evidence that our text was well

known to the Jews of Lyons in the first half of the ninth century.

I1.2.6. Abi ‘Uthman ‘Amr b. Bahr al-Jahiz

In his Reply to the Christians (Al-radd ‘alda al-nasara) the ninth-
century polymath al-Jahiz (776-869 CE) records claims made by
the Jews concerning Jesus.” Embedded in a long refutation of
the Christian claims that the Qur’an’s reports about Jesus and
about Christian and Jewish beliefs are full of errors, al-Jahiz says
that the Jews reject the stories about the miracles of Jesus.®? He
then adds that,

Sometimes they laugh (at these stories), and sometimes

they become angry and say that he was a master of spells

and magic rituals, a healer of demoniacs, a quack, a master

of tricks, and a trainer of deceptions and the reading of
books; and he was eloquent but silent, and he was killed

! The importance of these references was noted by Horbury (1971,
209-11). The text of Al-radd ‘ala al-nasara was discovered and edited
by Finkel (1926, 9-38); cf. his discussion, and partial English translation
(but not of the section that interests us here) in Finkel (1927). For an
introduction to this text, and a French translation, see Allouche (1939).
For a more detailed analysis, and an English translation, see Fletcher
(2002). The following translations of the Arabic text are my own.

92 For a recent suggestion that the Qur’anic statements about Jesus
echo—and refute—stories found in the ‘Pilate’ recension of Toledot Ye-
shu, see Anthony (2025) and Zellentin (2025). However, the possible
echoes of our text in the Qur’an do not suffice to consider it an indirect
textual witness to our text.
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and stoned. And he had previously been a fisherman, and

an owner of nets, and so were his followers. *®
Al-Jahiz also says that ‘The best speakers, and the most moderate
in their religion among them (i.e., among the Jews) claim that he
was the son of Joseph the carpenter’.* And he states that the Jews
claim that Jesus’ healing of the paralytic was based on a collusion
between the healer and his patient, and that Jesus did not raise
Lazarus from the dead, but only brought him back to conscious-
ness, after touching him and realising that he had a pulse.®

Unfortunately, al-Jahiz does not explain which Jews he was
talking to, and where he had met them, but both in his hometown
Basra and in Baghdad, where he was active as a scholar, he would
have met many learned Jews. The stories that they told him
clearly were not based exclusively on our text, but as we shall
note below, in our comments on 2.1, 3.5, and 8.2, some of these
stories are directly dependent on our text; in other instances, the

parallels are more general, and see our comments on 0.8 and 3.6.
I1.2.7. Abi ‘Abd Allah Muhammad b. Abi Bakr b. Qayyim
al-Jawziyya

This fourteenth-century writer (1292-1350) has several interest-

ing references to Jewish claims about Jesus, embedded in his

% See Finkel (1926, 23), with Allouche (1939, 140) and Fletcher (2002,
77).

94 See Finkel (1926, 23), with Allouche (1939, 140) and Fletcher (2002,
77).

% See Finkel (1926, 23), with Allouche (1939, 140) and Fletcher (2002,
78).
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lengthy treatise, The Guidance for the Perplexed in Answering the
Jews and Christians (Kitab hidayat al-hayara fi ajwibat al-yahiid
wal-nasara).®® Some of these claims are based on the Talmudic
stories about Yeshu, including the story (found in bt San 107b
and Sota 47a and cited below, in our comments on 0.12) of why
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah excommunicated Yeshu.®” But other sto-
ries are clearly based on the Toledot Yeshu texts. As a case in
point, we may note his claim that,

Some Jews say that he (i.e., Jesus) was one of them, and

that they know his father and his mother, but they attrib-

ute to him (birth by) adultery... and they call his adulterer

father al-Bandir, the Roman, and they call his mother Mir-

iam, the hairdresser (il:\lJl), and they assert that her hus-

band—Joseph, son of Judah—found al-Bandira with her

on her bed, or sensed it (i.e., her fornication), and he aban-

doned her and denied her son.*®
Some of these claims could have been derived from rabbinic lit-
erature (including the claim that Jesus’ mother was Miriam the

hairdresser, for which see especially bt Shab 104b), and some are

% For what follows, see Cuffel (2020, 149-53). For Ibn Qayyim and his
polemics, see Hoover (2010) and Schlosser (2013). For Ibn Qayyim’s
familiarity with Jewish sources, see Goldziher (1873; reprinted in
Goldziher 1967, 229-58). In what follows, I use the Arabic text of Al-
Hajj (1416/1996) and the English translation by El-Masri (1428/2007).

% See Al-Hajj (1416/1996, 531-32) and El-Masri (1428/2007, 298).

% Al-Hajj (1416/1996, 531); El-Masri (1428/2007, 297-98). Cf. An-
thony (2025, 179, n. 93), for the appearance of these claims in the writ-
ings of Ahmad ibn ‘Abd al-Samad ibn Abi ‘Abidah al-Khazraji (1125~
1186).
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found in our text, but the full story of how Joseph caught his wife
in bed with Pandera is only attested in the ‘Helena’ recension of
Toledot Yeshu. The same is true of Ibn Qayyim’s version of the
flight story, where he states that the Jews claim that Jesus did
not perform any miracles, except one, when ‘he flew in the air,
when they were about to seize him, and one of them flew after
him, ascended above him in his flight, and he (i.e., Jesus) fell
down to earth’.®® Here too, there is nothing that would point to
the specific version of this story that is found in our text, rather
than the ‘Helena’ recension (see below, 7.2-7.7). And in some
instances, Ibn Qayyim cites stories that are found in the ‘Helena’
recension but not in our text, including the story of how Yeshu
and his friends were playing ball, and when the ball fell near a
group of sages ('@L:,a), Yeshu went to bring it, and the sages rec-
ognised him as a bastard (o ;;).1% Even Ibn Qayyim’s claim that
all this happened in the time of Qaysar Batariush (_js )l ,23),
i.e., Tiberius Caesar, need not be based on our text, since it is also
found in some of the versions of the ‘Helena’ recension, and is in
any case attested also in Luke 3.1, a Gospel that Ibn Qayyim fre-
quently cites.'® Thus, while Ibn Qayyim certainly had some ac-
cess to a Toledot Yeshu text, that text probably was a part of the
‘Helena’ recension.

Besides al-Jahiz and Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyyah there are

several other Muslim writers who seem to have been familiar

% See Al-Hajj (1416/1996, 529) and El-Masri (1428/2007, 296).
190 See Al-Hajj (1416/1996, 532) and El-Masri (1428/2007, 298).
101 See Al-Hajj (1416/1996, 532) and El-Masri (1428/2007, 298).
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with stories taken from Toledot Yeshu, but as far as I can see, they
were all acquainted with some form or another of the ‘Helena’
recension, and not with our text. This may reflect a greater pop-
ularity of the ‘Helena’ texts in the Islamic world, but the existence
of three different Judaeo—Arabic copies of our text in the Cairo
Genizah, based on at least two different translations of the Ara-
maic text, would argue against such an hypothesis. Alternatively,
it might simply be a lacuna in modern research, waiting to be

filled by a competent scholar.

I1.2.8. Abner of Burgos/Alfonso of Valladolid

This Jewish rabbi, who converted to Christianity ca. 1320, wrote
several polemical treatises against his former co-religionists. '
The first of these, Sefer Milhamot Adonai, ‘The Book of the Wars
of the Lord’, is unfortunately mostly lost: Both the original He-
brew text and the Castilian translation are lost, and only some
excerpts in Latin are extant, as well as the Hebrew citations by
Shemtov Ibn Shaprut, which we discussed above.'”® However,
Abner/Alfonso returned to the nasty Jewish stories about Jesus
in his later book, the Moreh Tzedek, ‘Teacher of Righteousness’,
whose original Hebrew version is lost, but whose Castilian trans-
lation, the Mostrador de justicia, is extant.'* In this work, he again

refers to the existence of different versions of a Jewish text called

192 For Alfonso’s references to Toledot Yeshu, see Vicioso (1992); Szpiech
(2021).

103 For these excerpts, see del Valle Rodriguez (1992).

104 For a critical edition of the Castilian text, see Mettmann (1994—
1996).
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‘The Story of Jesus of Nazareth’ (del fecho de Jhesu Nazarenno),'®
and says that some Jews claim that he lived in the time of Queen
Helena, and others say it was in the time of Tiberius. Of the latter,
Abner/Alfonso adds,

They say that Emperor Tiberius ordered him to be killed at

the request of the Jews, and because his daughter died af-

ter the conception that Jesus brought about without the

help of a man. (Dizen que Tiberio Cesar le mandé matar al

pedimento de los judios, e porque murié su ffijo de Tiberio con
el concibimiento quel ffizo Jhesu sin ayuntamiento de uaron).

And he immediately adds that,

It says so in the book written in Aramaic about “The Story
of Jesus, Son of Pandera” that Rabbi Simon Kepha sent to
Rabbi Nathan Retzutzita in Babylonia, in the time of Herod
(Assi lo dize en el libro que es conpuesto en lengua caldea del
fecho de Jhesu, fijo de Pandera, que enbié Rrabi Ssimon Quefa

a Rrabi Natan Rressucita a Babilonia, e esto fue en tienpo de

Erodes).'%

Above, we already saw that Ibn Shaprut cited Abner/Alfonso’s
paraphrase of the story of how Yeshu made Tiberinus’ daughter
pregnant; here, we see that Abner/Alfonso also knew the end of
the story, in which Tiberinus’ daughter dies, and Tiberinus de-
cides to punish Yeshu for this crime (see below, 6.12-6.14).
However, here we also learn that the book was composed in Ar-

amaic (lengua caldea), rather than the more specific ‘the language

195 The Castilian ‘fecho’ probably translates the Aramaic ‘uvda, as in Ibn
Shaprut’s text.

106 Eor the text, see Mettmann (1994-1996, 11:136-37). I have used the
translation by Szpiech (2021, 285).
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of the Yerushalmi’, and that in the manuscript known to Ab-
ner/Alfonso, it was presented as a text (a report?) sent by Simon
Kepha (from Palestine) to Rabbi Nathan Retzutzita (i.e., de-
Tzutzita) in Babylonia. Rabbi Nathan de-Tzutzita probably lived
at the end of the third and the beginning of the fourth century,
so it is not clear how Simon Kepha, who lived in the first century,
could have sent him this text.'”” However, the chronological mis-
match probably was not due to Abner/Alfonso, but to the texts
in front of him, since some Toledot Yeshu manuscripts claim that
Simon Kepha composed a prayer-book and sent it to Rabbi Na-
than de-Tzutzita who is described in these manuscripts as the
head of the Jewish community in Babylonia.!® All these manu-
scripts belong to the ‘Helena’ recension, are written in Hebrew,
and attribute to Simon Kepha the composition of a prayer-book,
and not the composition of Toledot Yeshu itself, and so it is not
clear what exactly was the text that Abner/Alfonso had in front
of him. One possibility is that he was mixing up motifs taken from
different recensions of Toledot Yeshu; another is that he had in
front of him a hybrid text, which already contained such a mix-

ture.

197 For xnve1x(7) 103, see bt Shab 56b.

198 This claim appears in the manuscripts classified by Meerson and
Schifer as Late Yemenite A (Meerson and Schifer 2014, 11:124). For the
positive role assigned to Simon Kepha (i.e., Peter) in some of the Toledot
Yeshu texts, see van Bekkum (2003a), and for the piyyutim attributed to
him, see van Bekkum (2003b).
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Abner/Alfonso refers to this text once again, when he notes
that,
In the “Passion of Jesus, Son of Pandera,” which Rabbi Si-
mon Kepha sent to the Sages and to Rabbi Natan Retzutzita
in Babylonia, it is proven that Jesus of Nazareth and Saint
John the Baptist lived in the time of Emperor Tiberius,
which was the time of Herod (En la “Passion de Jhesu ben
Pandera,” que enbié Rrabi Ssimon Quefa a los ssabios e a
Rrabi Natam Rresucita a Babilonia, se prueua que Jhesu Naz-

areno e Ssant Johan Baptista fueron en tienpo de Tiberio

Cesar, que ffue en tienpo de Erodes).'"

Interestingly, in this case the title of this work is given as the
‘Passion’ of Yeshu, and one wonders whether this is an attempt
to translate into Castilian an Aramaic title such as Gzar-dina de-
Yeshu, which probably was the original title of our text (as we
shall see below). And the claim that Jesus and John the Baptist
were contemporaneous, and lived in the time of Tiberius, cer-
tainly is borne out by our text, though our text never mentions
King Herod (except in the late-Byzantine interpolation, in 0.1),
and one would have expected a reference to Pilate instead.

A third reference to our text is much shorter. There, Ab-
ner/Alfonso says that the Jews possess texts that attest to Jesus’
miracles, and mentions both the ‘Helena’ text and

The other book, which they composed in the language of

Jerusalem on “The Deed of Jesus, Son of Pandera,” which
says that he lived in the time of Tiberius Caesar (E assi el

199 See Mettmann (1994-1996, 11:199); Szpiech (2021, 286).
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otro libro que conpusieron en lengua de Jherusalem de “Ffa-
zienda de Jhesu, ffijo de Pandera,” e que dize que ffue en
tienpo de Tiberio Cesar).

He then goes on to cite the stories of how Jesus used the Ineffable
Name to perform his miracles, stories that are found in the ‘Hel-
ena’ recension of Toledot Yeshu, but not in our own text. How-
ever, in this passage we come closest to the passages cited by Ibn
Shaprut, since here we learn that the Aramaic text was written
‘in the language of Jerusalem’, and that both texts confirm the
veracity of the miracles of Jesus, which is exactly what we find
in the passages cited in the Even Bohan.

Alfonso de Valladolid is the last Christian writer who had
direct access to our text, and perhaps also the last person in the
world who is known to have read it in Aramaic. Interestingly,
after one of his references to our text, he turns to the ‘Helena’
recension of Toledot Yeshu, of which he says that it is ‘more wide-
spread among the Jews’ (mds publicado entre los judios).'*® This
fits well with our other textual data, which shows that by the
fourteenth c. the ‘Pilate’ recension was on the wane, and that the
‘Helena’ recension gradually became much more popular. In fact,
the ‘Pilate’ recension was still available, but only in a Hebrew
version, to Israel son of Yequtiel, who copied it in 1536 CE (see
above, Hebl), and a similar version—or a part thereof—was still
available to Hayim ben Shalom al-Hajaj, who copied it in 1653
(see above, Heb5), and whose text was copied as Heb6 in 1789.
In all three cases, we are dealing with provincial centres of Jew-

ish learning, namely Byzantium and Yemen. In the major centres

110 See Mettmann (1994-1996, 11:199); Szpiech (2021, 286).
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of Jewish learning, the ‘Helena’ texts were widely read, were
translated into new languages, such as Yiddish, and were known
to and translated by Christian Hebraists such as Ebendorfer and
Wagenseil. But by this time the ‘Pilate’ recension was entirely

forgotten, until it was brought back to life by modern scholars.

I1.2.9. The Other Recensions of Toledot Yeshu as Indirect

Textual Witnesses

As noted above, Toledot Yeshu circulated in many different ver-
sions. There is little doubt that the Aramaic ‘Pilate’ recension was
the earliest Toledot Yeshu text, and that the later versions bor-
rowed heavily from this recension, while adding many new sub-
plots, scenes and narrative details that are not found in our text.
It is therefore hardly surprising that both the ‘Helena’ and the
‘Herod’ texts display numerous elements that are also found in
the ‘Pilate’ recension, including the names of some of the protag-
onists, the places where the action takes place, and some of the
specific scenes and narrative details, including the claim that Ye-
shu was a mamzer, the flying contest, the crucifixion on a cabbage
stalk, and so on. In light of such parallels, it is clear that the later
Toledot Yeshu texts can serve as indirect textual witnesses to our
text, but in most cases such parallels are of little value for its
textual reconstruction. After all, by stating that when a certain
narrative element is found both in our text and in other recen-
sions of Toledot Yeshu we may assume the priority of our text, we
are also saying that when reading a later text we can tell which

elements are ultimately derived from our text only because they
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are already attested in it. Thus, their value for filling the lacunae
in our text is a priori quite limited.

There are, however, some exceptions, in those cases where
our text is corrupt or uncertain, and where other versions of To-
ledot Yeshu seem to reflect those details in our text for which the
direct textual witnesses do not supply a secure reading. One ex-
ample is found at the very beginning of our text (1.1), which is
not extant in the Aramaic fragments, but seems to be preserved
in slightly garbled Aramaic in the Hebrew of Heb1. A very similar
Aramaic phrase is preserved in some late manuscripts of the ‘Hel-
ena’ recension at the end of the text, and it is very clear that it is
not based on Hebl, but on the incipit, or the colophon, of a lost
Aramaic textual witness (see our comments on 1.1). Another ex-
ample is found in 8.12, where we learn that after dragging Ye-
shu’s body through the streets of Tiberias, Yehudah the gardener
buried it [RFFA[T] 833 (Arl)/8n7 &%1H12 (Ar3)/&nT 8123
(Ar4), ‘in the water-holes’ (?). The corrupt word lurking here can-
not be reconstructed with certainty, but it seems to recur in late
Hebrew manuscripts of the ‘Helena’ recension, where we are told
that after being dragged in public, Yeshu’s body was buried in a
place called nnma or &n1a, which probably is yet another ver-
sion of location mentioned in our own text (and see our com-

ments on 8.12).
III. The Relations between the Textual
Witnesses, and the Question of an Urtext

As we already noted, whereas the ‘Helena’ recension of Toledot

Yeshu is attested in numerous manuscripts and in several different
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languages, and displays major differences between its many tex-
tual witnesses, the ‘Pilate’ recension is attested in only three lan-
guages, and in a relatively small number of textual witnesses.
There are two reasons for the paucity of the textual evidence: On
the one hand, we have no Jewish manuscripts from late antiquity,
or, to be more precise, we have very few Jewish manuscripts
from the period between the first century CE, when the latest
Dead Sea Scrolls were written, to the eighth or ninth century CE,
which is when the oldest Genizah fragments were written. Thus,
from the period when our text was first written down (on which,
more below), and for several more centuries, we can hardly ex-
pect to find any manuscript evidence of its existence. On the
other hand, the ‘Pilate’ recension seems to have enjoyed some
popularity between the ninth and the fourteenth century, but was
much less popular, and mostly forgotten, in later periods. This
fact is due, no doubt, to the growing popularity of the ‘Helena’
recension, which was probably composed—by someone who
clearly had at least one version of the ‘Pilate’ recension in front
of him—in the ninth or tenth century.''! That recension was first
written either in Judaeo-Arabic or in Hebrew, and enjoyed an
ever-growing popularity, in both these languages as well as in
Yiddish, Ladino, and Judaeo—Persian, not to mention its Latin
versions, produced by Christian polemicists. The ‘Pilate’ recen-
sion was eventually left with very few readers, and even fewer

copyists.

11 See Goldstein (2021a, 18-19).
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The result of this process is that when we edit the direct
textual witnesses of the ‘Pilate’ recension synoptically, as we shall
do below, the differences between all the textual witnesses are
relatively small. However, these differences suffice to show that
the translators and copyists of our text did not hesitate to delete
some parts, add others, and modify the text in many different
ways. Thus, the textual witnesses of the ‘Pilate’ recension should
be examined from two different perspectives. On the one hand,
we should analyse each textual witness on its own and highlight
its treatment of our text; this is something that we did, albeit
briefly, in our introduction to each textual witness, and that we
shall highlight in greater detail in our comments on every pas-
sage of our text. But on the other hand, the question must be
raised whether we can use the textual witnesses at our disposal
to reconstruct the original version of our text; or, to make things
even more difficult, should we assume that such an Urtext ever
existed?

Any analysis of such issues must begin with the Aramaic
texts at our disposal, since there is no doubt that the text was first
written in Aramaic, and that the Judaeo-Arabic and Hebrew texts
are based on translations from Aramaic source-texts. Ideally, we
would have had access to several complete copies of the Aramaic
text, in order to see how much they resemble each other, where
they diverge, and whether we can securely establish the original
reading whenever they diverge. This, however, is not the case,
since we do not have even one complete Aramaic copy of our text,
and all of our Aramaic fragments combined only cover about two

thirds of the text, which is fully preserved in only one Judaeo-
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Arabic version (JA1) and in two Hebrew ones (Heb1l and Heb3).
And yet, the evidence we do have allows for some conclusions
about the relationships between the different Aramaic copies
whose fragments have reached us, and between the Aramaic texts
and the Judaeo-Arabic and the Hebrew ones.

As we shall see on numerous occasions below, whenever two
or more of the Aramaic textual witnesses overlap, and/or when-
ever we can compare the Aramaic text(s) with their Hebrew or
Judaeo-Arabic translations, we see four distinct types of textual

differences. Let us take a closer look at each of these differences.

II1.1. Scribal Errors

One common feature of any textual transmission by way of hand-
written copies is the presence of scribal errors. Above, in our de-
scription of each of the Aramaic textual witnesses, we noted some
of the obvious errors and corruptions found in each manuscript.
However, there are many other instances of textual corruption
that are not so readily apparent. Note, for example, how in 8.9,
in the account of how Yehudah the gardener dug Yeshu’s body
out of his temporary grave, Arl has i"poxs, ‘and he brought him
up’, and Ar4 uses the same verb, °'poxy, but Ar3 has m'n pany,
‘and he took him out’. Both pox and par would fit here, but the
graphic similarity between them is so great that we would be safe
in assuming that one reading is more original, and the other is
based on a slight miscopying thereof. In this case, the reading of
JA1, nwain ‘and he dug him out’, is not very helpful, but Heb1’s
reading, 8'v3m, ‘and he took (him) out’ shows that the Aramaic
text which it translated had the reading pag, and the fact that in
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9.1 several textual witnesses support the reading pax shows that
this must have been the original reading. Moreover, in this case
it is quite possible that the change to poXk was due in part to a
scribe’s familiarity with the Talmudic story of how Ongelos
raised Yeshu (w9 m'poRr) from the dead in order to ask him about
his fate (bt Gitt 57a).

Another minor modification that is visible in the different
textual witnesses is reflected in the interchanges between the
claims that Yeshu and Yohanan misled ‘the (Jewish) people’ and
the claim that they misled ‘the world’. This interchange is due to
a small variation in the Aramaic, between &np and 8n5p; but the
difference is not merely due to a scribal error. As we shall note
in our comments on 1.1, in rabbinic literature 8ny 3 is a typical
Palestinian way of referring to the Jewish people, whereas Baby-
lonian rabbinic texts, and those that depend upon them, often

refer to 8n5p "1 instead.

II1.2. Minor Modifications and Rephrasing of the Text

Whenever we can read a passage of our text in two or more Ara-
maic textual witnesses, we see many small differences between
them. These involve the addition or deletion of a word or two,
the substitution of one word by another, or the re-arranging of
the words in a sentence, but in ways that do not really change
the meaning of the text, and only express the same meaning in
different words. Examples of such minor scribal modifications are
found throughout our text, and a typical example is found in 6.1,
the first passage for which we have three different Aramaic tex-

tual witnesses. In this passage, Arl says that Pilate ‘answered’,
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but Ar3, and perhaps Ar5 as well, say that he ‘answered and said’;
this reading is also reflected in JA2.''? In the same passage, Arl
speaks of ‘Yeshu the wicked’, which reading is also reflected in
JA2 and some of the Hebrew versions, but Ar3 and Ar5 merely
speak of ‘Yeshu’. And still in the same passage, in Arl Pilate
speaks of the disciples of Yeshu who ‘misled the world’ (or, ‘the
people’, 8n[5]y) whereas Ar3 and Ar5 have Pilate speaking of the
disciples, but then saying that Yeshu and Yohanan ‘misled the
people’; this latter reading is also reflected in Heb5. In all these
cases, it would be quite impossible to show that one reading is
original and the others are later modifications; but in a way this
makes very little difference, since the meaning of the text remains
quite the same regardless of which reading we choose to follow.
To see an example of a much greater difference between
two Aramaic textual witnesses, we only need to turn to the next
passage, 6.2. Here, we find Ar5 explaining in a few words that
the Jews ‘answered and said to him (i.e., Pilate): “If our master
[wi]shes, we shall send to [Tibe]rinus Caesar.” And they sent and
informed him’. However, Arl has a much longer text, explaining
that,
R. Yehoshu‘a answered and said to Pilatus: “If our master
wishes, we shall send and inform [Tibe]rinus Caesar and
whatever he shall tell us, we shall do.” They sent to him:

“There are seven men here, who misled the whole world and
such is their business”—everything they had been doing.

112 Note that in 6.2 we again find ‘they answered’ in Arl, whereas Ar3
and Ar5 have ‘they answered and said’. But elsewhere Arl too uses the
‘answered and said’ formula, and see, for example, 6.5 and 6.6.
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Looking at the other textual witnesses for this passage, we can
see that JA1 has a text that is even shorter than that of Ar5; JA2’s
text closely follows the longer text of Arl; Hebl has a short text;
and the other Hebrew versions go their own ways, but probably
reflect the longer version of this passage. In this case, it would
again be difficult to tell whether a shorter text came first, and
was later embellished with more details, or maybe the longer text
was abridged by a later copyist, although the former possibility
seems more likely (see our comments on 6.2). Nor is there clear
evidence that some of the Aramaic texts are consistently longer,
or shorter, than the others. In 6.5, Ar3 is badly preserved, but its
text seems to have been much shorter than that of Arl. In 7.3,
Ar2’s text is longer than Arl’s, and in 8.3, Ar2 and Ar4 present a
text that is longer than that of Arl. But in 8.5, the text of Arl and
Ar4 is longer than that of Ar2, in 8.6 the text of Ar4, and probably
of Ar2 as well, is longer than that of Arl, in 8.7 the texts of Arl
and Ar4 are longer than that of Ar3, and the same is true in 8.9.
In 8.8, the entire passage is found in Ar3, but omitted in Ar1 and
Ar4. Thus, it does not seem as if some of the text’s editors or
copyists tried to abridge or expand the text in a systematic man-
ner. Rather, in each passage, each editor and copyist felt free to
abridge or expand the text in front of him. And what is absolutely
clear is that such processes were in full force already when the
texts were copied in Aramaic, and—perhaps more importantly—
that such modifications make only minor differences to the struc-

ture and contents of the text as a whole.
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II1.3. Dialectical Modifications

A third type of differences between the Aramaic textual witnesses
reflects the editors’ or copyists’ preferences for different dialecti-
cal forms, in line with either the Aramaic they spoke, the Aramaic
with which they were most familiar from texts they were reading
(and especially the Babylonian Talmud and the Targumim), or
the Aramaic that they considered more ‘authentic’ or more ap-
propriate for such a text. As an example of such differences, let
us look at two Aramaic textual witnesses for 7.1:
TNPY PARY 205 PAnT 1 IR K91a[a n]Ant wyv RAP[w xnna] Ard
7P0° 19aR 12 N1 RAY A Y[ w]Ana n 12581 13 RIN]
wnn aabe Riparn (21019 1200 7200 phaws 85Moa ... Ar2
MR 13 N RAY (0 WY
In four different places, Arl uses the accusative marker -n" with
a pronominal suffix (phn* x 2 and 7' x 2), and in all four places,
Ar2 prefers an accusative suffix ending (- x 2 and - x 2), that
are typical of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic. Moreover, in all these
instances, Arl has 3pl.m. verbs ending with 1-, whereas Ar2 adds
a final nun, a typical feature of Targumic Aramaic and of Jewish
Palestinian Aramaic.!'* This is not an isolated example, but a re-

current phenomenon. One can see more examples in 7.2, where

113 This reconstruction is based on the text in Heb2 and Heb3 and in
Heb4 (and cf. Heb1), but 82'5¢ also is possible.

114 See Smelik (2009, 13, 15 and 35), and Sokoloff (2011, 16-17). Both
scholars note the presence of typical Jewish Palestinian Aramaic forms
in Ar2, a fact already noted by Ginzberg (1928, 328). And cf. Boyarin’s
analysis of the Aramaic of Ar3 as consisting both of Eastern and of West-
ern Jewish Aramaic features (Boyarin 1978).
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Arl has o 25vn% ...[n]n[> ®a]5er5 and Ar2 has ...ma%enb
mabxny, in 8.1, where for Arl’s pnny "WORT ... 1PD<>T Ar2
has pryorT ...mpoT, as well as in 8.2, 8.4 and 8.5. Moreover,
such dialectical differences are apparent not just in Arl and Ar2,
which happen to be the best preserved Aramaic textual witnesses,
but also in the other textual witnesses. Note, for example, how in
8.1 and 8.2 Ar4 parallels Arl and differs from Ar2, but in 8.5
Arl has *minawR, Ar2 has n°11nowR, and Ar4 has 0 imows.
Many more such examples could be adduced, but the im-
portant point is that none of the Aramaic textual witnesses dis-
plays a ‘pure’ Aramaic dialect, nor does any witness display a
systematic attempt to revise the text in line with a single dialect.
In fact, all of them seem to mix forms that stem from different
types of Jewish Aramaic, and are internally inconsistent even in
the spelling of the same word in different passages.''® This could
mean that the text was written down at a time when Aramaic was
no longer a living language, but it could also mean that it was
copied by scribes who no longer knew Aramaic well, and who
corrupted and ‘corrected’ the text. Each copyist would thus add

more and more such changes to the text in front of him, in line

15 Note, for example, that Ar1 uses both 8n5n and nn%n in 6.9, and has
oA in 6.3, but pan WA in 7.1, has 0 1abe in 7.1 and 8.2, but
'maby in 7.8, and has ' 11ap in 7.1 (and 7 93p in 8.12), but *nmap
in 8.4; Ar2 has XmynT 8ma in 7.5 and XnpnT Amg in 7.6, a5y in
7.1, but mady in 7.8, m11ap in 7.1, but *Amap in 8.4; Ar3 has 7 1nbn
in 4.5, *mTnon in 4.6, and " 7n5n in 6.1 and 9.2; Ar4 has prnown in
8.1, but pnnowx in 8.7, n*p5o in 8.1, but np*bo in 8.7.
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with what he thought was the ‘right” way of writing older Ara-

maic texts. We shall return to this issue below, in section V.

III.4. Deliberate Editorial Changes: Theologically
and/or Ideologically Motivated

So far, we have focused on textual differences that are due to
scribal errors, to different formulations of the same basic content,
and/or to modifications due to the many different forms of Jew-
ish Aramaic in late antiquity and the Middle Ages. However, in
some instances the Aramaic texts display differences that change
the contents of the text they transmit. One clear example of such
a difference is found in 7.6, where Ar2 has Yehudah reciting the
Ineffable Name in order to open the cave’s mouth, but Arl has
him utter a more elaborate spell, namely, ‘Opening, opening, open
up! For I am [the me]ssenger of the Great God’. Such a difference
surely is not due to scribal errors, or to a minor rephrasing of the
same contents, but to a deliberate modification. And as we shall
note in our comments on this passage, in this case it seems more
likely that Ar1 preserves an earlier version of the text, which was
replaced by a theologically safer formulation in Ar2. Another ex-
ample is found in 7.7, where Arl says that Yeshu turned himself
into a rooster bird, but Ar2 merely refers to a bird; a more signif-
icant change is seen in Arl, which refers to the Carmel mountain
as the place to which Yeshu escaped, but Ar2 names no specific
location. In this case, it is not impossible that the words &5 nT
NHI3T 82 201 181 were omitted from the text due to a scribal
error, but it is more likely that what we see here is a deliberate

change. However, as we shall note in our comments ad loc., in
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this case it is not clear whether the reference to Mt Carmel was
added to the original text in order to echo a biblical verse, or
whether it was deleted from the original text because later copy-

ists were unaware of the existence of a Mt Carmel near Tiberias.

II1.5. The Question of an Urtext

To sum up this discussion, we may note that even when we ignore
the modifications and revisions of our text in its Hebrew and Ju-
daeo—Arabic versions, and focus only on its Aramaic textual wit-
nesses, we must still reckon with many differences between these
textual witnesses. It is therefore quite clear that if we had several
fully-preserved Aramaic copies of our text there would have been
many differences between them. It is also clear that the differences
between the different Aramaic copies of our text are due not only
to textual corruptions, but also to editorial activity. This hardly
is surprising, since our text never became a canonical text but did
enjoy quite some popularity, at least from the time it was written
until the fourteenth century. Moreover, such minor differences be-
tween the textual witnesses are apparent even in canonical Jew-
ish texts of late antiquity, including much of rabbinic literature.
But where does all this leave us in our search for an Urtext?
Here, it is important to distinguish between two different issues,
namely, the search for the earliest recoverable text, and the search
for the original text.''® As for the former, the available textual wit-
nesses do not enable a full reconstruction of an Aramaic text, nor

do they allow a reconstruction of an English translation—based

116 For this distinction, see Hayman (2007).



70 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

on the Aramaic, Judaeo—Arabic and Hebrew texts—that would
be completely reliable. However, having noted the many differ-
ences between the different textual witnesses, we may now note
that most of these differences have to do with the wording of
individual passages, but not with the order of these passages or
with the overall structure of the text. Thus, I would argue that
although we cannot offer a hypothetical reconstruction of an Ar-
amaic text, we can at least offer a tentative English translation,
in which some passages are more textually secure than others,
and in which the emphasis is more on the overall contents of each
passage, and less on its exact wording (see Appendix 2).!”
However, this hypothetical reconstruction of the earliest re-
coverable text probably is not identical with the original text. As
we shall note below, in our comments on 5.4, the scene in which
Yeshu’s five disciples are brought to trial is attested in all the
textual witnesses (except those that are broken at this point), but
this scene probably was not a part of our text at an earlier stage,
and was taken from a rabbinic source. Incorporating this scene
also necessitated adding some explanation as to why, if Yeshu
had eleven (or twelve) disciples (as stated in 4.5), only five of
them were brought to trial; this helps explain the strange account
in 5.2 of how some of his disciples escaped. If this indeed is what
happened, then the earliest text we may reconstruct from the tex-

tual witnesses at our disposal represents a text that has already

117 And cf. Hayman (2004, 1-15, 43—-48). However, whereas the textual
witnesses of Sefer Yetzira are all written in Hebrew, and are mostly well
preserved, those of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu are written in three different lan-
guages and often are poorly preserved.
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undergone at least one major modification.'® It is therefore quite
likely to have undergone other modifications as well, to which
we currently have no access. In some cases, and most clearly in
our comments on 6.9, we shall raise the possibility that a certain
passage in one of the Aramaic textual witnesses in fact is a later
addition to, or an extensive modification of, an earlier version of
the Aramaic text.!'?

A further complication is raised by the fact that some tex-
tual units found in our text probably circulated orally long before
they were committed to writing. As we shall see below, the claims
that Jesus’ father was called Pandera, and that Jesus was a magi-
cian, were well known to Celsus, writing in the 170s CE (see our
comments on 3.2 and 2.1, respectively), and the same may be
true of the claim that he had eleven disciples (see our comments
on 4.5). The claim that Jesus was crucified, or buried, in a gar-
den, goes back to the Gospel of John, and is well attested in early
Patristic literature (see our comments on 1.3 and 7.8). Moreover,
the curses against the followers of Yeshu (9.2, and cf. 9.4) prob-
ably circulated in many different forms at least from the second
century CE, as demonstrated by the references to such curses by
Justin Martyr and other early Christian writers (see our com-
ments on 9.2). Thus, there is no doubt that long before our text

was written down, Jews must have heard, and told, many stories

118 This modification also entailed adding a reference to seven culprits
in 6.2, as seen in Arl and JA2, and see our comments ad loc.

119 And cf. our comments on 6.14, for the possibility that the entire
scene with Tiberinus’ daughter was not there in some early versions of
our text.
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about Yeshu, and that some of these stories were later incorpo-
rated into our text. And as we shall note below, the story of Ye-
shu’s crucifixion on a cabbage stalk may have developed from a
small modification of an earlier version of the story, that only
spoke of crucifixion in a cabbage garden (see our comments on
7.8). Thus, we should always keep in mind that the earliest re-
coverable text is not the earliest version of our text, and that the
earlier versions unfortunately are inaccessible to us.

However, we should also keep in mind that the text as we
now have it is not a haphazard collection of oral stories about
Yeshu, but a relatively well-structured text, clearly focused on a
single theme, namely, the trial and execution of Yeshu. And if we
are right in assuming that it was written in an attempt to present
a semblance of the ‘authentic’ records of the trial of Yeshu—as
we shall argue in the following section—it also means that it was
composed by someone who tried to make the text look as ‘au-
thentic’ as possible. Thus, we should not discard the idea that
Gzar dina de-Yeshu had an Urtext, but always bear in mind that
this Urtext was not identical with the text that we can reconstruct

from the extant textual witnesses.

IV. The Contents, Structure, Title and Genre of the

‘Pilate’ Recension of Toledot Yeshu

IV.1. The Contents of the ‘Pilate’ Recension

Apart from the long interpolation at the beginning of Hebl,

which is probably based on a late-Byzantine text of the ‘Helena’
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recension of Toledot Yeshu and was not a part of the original com-
position, our text may easily be divided into nine textual units. It
begins with an opening unit (1) that sets the stage for what fol-
lows by providing the relevant details, such as the time and place
where the events take place and the persons involved. This is fol-
lowed by seven scenes, which are distinguished by the identity
of the main actors, and by the main actions, in each scene. In the
first of these scenes (2) Pilatus the governor questions Yehudah
the gardener about Yeshu, and has Yeshu brought to him. In the
next scene (3) Pilatus interrogates Yeshu about his identity and
about his actions, and since Yeshu claims that Yohanan had
taught him his magic, in the next scene (4) it is Yohanan who is
brought before Pilatus and interrogated. The following scene (5)
focusses on Yeshu’s disciples, who are caught, interrogated, and
executed. The focus then (6) shifts from Pilatus to Tiberinus Cae-
sar, to whom Yeshu and Yohanan are brought, and who wants
them to make his daughter pregnant without a man. When this
miracle ends in a miserable failure, Tiberinus sends Yeshu and
Yohanan to be tried according to the Torah. We then learn (7)
how Yohanan was crucified, and how Yeshu tried to escape but
was caught, and then he too was crucified. In the next scene (8),
we learn that Yeshu’s followers were convinced that he ascended
to Heaven, and to refute their claims his body was exhumed,
dragged through the streets of Tiberias, and eventually re-buried.
The text ends with a concluding unit (9), which provides specific
information about the dates of the different events, a list of wit-
nesses to these events, and some curses against Yeshu’s followers

and blessings for those who follow God (or, for the Jews).
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IV.2. The Original Title of the ‘Pilate’ Recension

When it comes to the question of the text’s original title, things
become slightly more complicated. Toledot Yeshu is notorious for
the many different titles attached to its textual witnesses over the
years.'?® However, for the ‘Pilate’ recension, which is the focus of
the present study, there is much less discrepancy between the
textual witnesses. The best attested title is Gzar-dina de-Yeshu,
‘The Sentencing (or, Judgment) of Yeshu’, a title that is implied
in Heb1 (which probably preserves the original incipit of the Ar-
amaic text from which it was translated), and is reflected in the
incipits of Heb2/Heb3 and Heb4, and in the colophon of JA1 (see
below, our comments on 1.1). This title is also attested in a man-
uscript with the ‘Helena’ recension of Toledot Yeshu, whose colo-
phon says, ¥ P21pa "NRYA RITID 121w 7 3 780 71, “This is the
Book of the Sentencing of Yeshu son of Pandera, which I found
in an ancient compilation’.'* And, as we noted above, it may also
have been known to Abner/Alfonso of Valladolid, who referred
to the ‘Passion of Jesus, Son of Pandera’. However, in addition to
Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, our text also received several other titles, the
best attested being w» nwyn, ‘The Story of Yeshu’ (Arl and Heb5
in 9.5), which may go back to an Aramaic title like 92 w7 872
87719, as recorded by Ibn Shaprut. Two other titles, W nan, ‘The
Scroll of Yeshu’ (see Heb4 in 1.1), and [1]¥” ar[na], ‘[The bolok
of Yes[hu]’ (JA1 in 1.1), are attested only once, and probably do

not go back to the earliest version(s) of our text.

120 See Di Segni (1985, 41-42), and Horbury (2020).
121 Oxford, Bodleian Library, Opp. 712 (#20523), fol. 157r.
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IV.3. The Genre of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu

The question of the text’s original title is closely connected with
that of its postulated genre. In the past, scholars have been ac-
customed to treat Toledot Yeshu either as a polemical parody, in-
tent on making fun of Jesus and his followers by telling fanciful
stories about them; as a counter-history, aiming to refute specific
claims made in the Gospels by telling stories that undermine
these very claims; or as folk narratives, intended to amuse and
instruct their readers or hearers.'* All these generic classifica-
tions may apply to the ‘Helena’ recension of Toledot Yeshu, in its
many different forms. However, unlike that recension—which
displays a great interest in Yeshu’s birth, his trial and execution,
and in the fate of some of his earliest followers, and which often
displays its familiarity with the Christian Gospels—our text is
only interested in the trials and executions of Yohanan, (of Ye-
shu’s five disciples),'*? and of Yeshu himself. Moreover, our text
makes some effort to look like an official document, by providing
the exact time and place where the proceedings took place (see
1.2, 1.3, and 9.1), and especially by providing a list of witnesses

who were present when Yeshu was executed and when his body

122 For Toledot Yeshu as a parody, see, for example, Goldstein (2023).
For Toledot Yeshu as a counter-history, see Funkenstein (1993, 39-40),
and Biale (1999). For Toledot Yeshu as a folk-narrative, see Yassif
(2011).

123 As we noted above, and as will be discussed in our comments on 5.4,
this scene—which indeed may be read as a parody—probably is a later
addition to Gzar-dina de-Yeshu.
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was dragged through the streets of Tiberias, and who thus vouch-
safe for the text’s (supposed) authenticity (see 9.3). Thus, the title
w7 K7 9, ‘The Sentencing of Yeshu’, may be seen as yet one
more aspect of our text’s attempt to look like the ‘authentic’ pro-
tocols of the trial and execution of Yeshu and his closest associ-
ates.

In order to fully understand this attempt, we must briefly
turn to other ‘authentic’ protocols of the trial of Jesus, since the
production of such protocols seems to have captured the imagi-
nation of quite a few ancient authors. While many stories about
Jesus circulated from his lifetime onwards, and while the earliest
Christian communities were busy producing many evangelia, that
is, stories about the ‘good news’ of Jesus’ ministry, crucifixion,
and resurrection, the first known attempts to produce ‘authentic’
protocols of his trial come from the early fourth century.'** As
Eusebius informs us, during the last great persecution of the
Christians, in the reign of Maximinus Daia (310-313 CE), the au-
thorities ‘forged protocols of Pilate and our Saviour (ITiAdtov xai
Tl owtiipog Nudv vmopviuata), full of every kind of blasphemy

against Christ’, and,

124 To be sure, earlier Christian writers already claimed that such pro-
tocols existed (Justin Martyr, First Apology 35.9 and 48.3; cf. Tertullian,
Apol. 5.2 and 21.24 and Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 2.2), but such claims are
extremely doubtful. For the following discussion, see especially Lampe
(1984); Dubois (1991); Chambert-Protat and Gerzaguet (2019, 173-
98).
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Sent them round to every part of his (i.e., Maximinus’) do-
minions,'® with edicts that they should be exhibited
openly for everyone to see in every place, both town and
country, and that the primary teachers should give them
to the children, instead of lessons, for study and committal
to memory (At TpoypappdTwY TAPAXEAEVGUEVOL AT TAVTA
Témov, Gypols Te xal ToMEl, év éxdavel Talta Tois mhaty éxbeivat,

Toi¢ Te malgl Tobg ypapuatodidacxdiovs avtl uabnudtwy talita

neletdy xal Ot pviuns xatéxew mapadiddvar). >

Eusebius mentions these forged anti-Christian hypomnémata of Pi-
late and Jesus three times in his Ecclesiastical History, and a fourth
reference is found in Rufinus’ translation of that work.'?” We shall
examine some of the specific details below (in our comments on
1.2, 3.8, and 8.0), but should already note that, unfortunately,
Eusebius says very little about the actual contents of these forged
protocols, which presumably were written in Greek. And, to the
best of my knowledge, we have neither epigraphic nor papyro-
logical attestations of these documents, which must have enjoyed
a limited circulation, and for a very short time, and were de-
stroyed by the triumphant Christians of the later fourth century.

While the ‘authentic’ Roman protocols of the trial of Jesus
remain mostly inaccessible to us, the ‘authentic’ Christian proto-

cols, known as the Acta Pilati, or the Gospel of Nicodemus, enjoyed

125 Which included mainly Syria, Palestine, and Egypt.

126 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 9.5.1 (LCL translation, with minor modifica-
tions). For the significance of Eusebius’ reference to these hypomnemata,
see Horbury (1971, 387-95) and Dusenbury (2021, ch. 4). For the wider
historical context, see Mitchell (1988).

127 See Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 1.9.3,1.11.9 and 9.6.3.
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a wide circulation in late antiquity and the Middle Ages.'*® The
earliest of these texts probably was written in Greek, probably in
the fourth century, and it was subsequently translated into nu-
merous languages, including Latin (and all of Europe’s vernacular
languages), Syriac, Christian Palestinian Aramaic, Coptic, and
many other languages. The texts found in these versions diverge
widely, but many of the textual witnesses have one or two pro-
logues, one of which purports to be the first-person account of
the converted Jew, Ananias, who explains how he found the pro-
tocols (Umopviuata) of the trial of Jesus, written in Hebrew (év
éBpaixois ypaupaoy) and translated them into Greek (ypappaoty
EMAnyixoic).'?® The second prologue provides a detailed dating for-
mula for the court proceedings (see below, our comments on
1.2), which is followed by the scribe identifying himself as Nico-
demus, who wrote his account in Hebrew.'® The account itself
begins with the Jewish leaders coming to Pilate and accusing Je-
sus of saying that he is the son of God and a king, profaning the
Sabbath, and wishing to abolish the Torah. The text then turns to
a series of successive scenes, in each of which more and more
persons, and even inanimate objects, recognise or demonstrate
Jesus’ divinity, or innocence, thus confounding the Jewish

claims.

128 For a recent survey, see Baudoin (2023, esp. 435-55). For an earlier
survey, see Izydorczyk and Dubois (1997).

1291 cite the Greek text of Version A, from Tischendorf (1853, 203).

130 Tischendorf (1853, 204-6); for a detailed analysis of these passages,
and the suggestion that the dating formula is a part of the text’s original
title, see Furrer and Guignard (2013).
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There are many differences between the Acta Pilati and
Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, not least because the Acta depend heavily on
the Gospels, whereas Gzar-dina de-Yeshu seems quite oblivious of
the Christian Gospels and develops its own narrative scenes.'®!
But they share in common an emphasis on the exact date on
which the proceedings took place (see below, 1.2 and 9.1), and—
more surprisingly—a set of curses and blessings uttered by the
Jews at the very end of the text (see our comments on 9.2 and
9.4).

The Roman, Christian, and Jewish attempts to present the
‘authentic’ protocols of the trial of Jesus as a part of their anti-
and pro-Christian polemics were in no way a novelty. Long before
the fourth century, ‘authentic’ protocols of different trials were
compiled and distributed by the supporters of different social fac-
tions. The most famous examples are the numerous Christian
martyrs’ acts, that sometimes take the form of the supposed pro-
tocols of the trial during which a Christian (or a group of Chris-
tians) was condemned to death.!** To these we may add the so-
called ‘Acts of the Pagan (or Alexandrian) Martyrs’, which are
Greek texts that were found among the papyri from Roman

Egypt. These texts purport to record the proceedings of trials of

131 There are, however, some points of contact between the two texts,
and especially the emphasis on the Galilee as the location of Jesus’ ac-
tivity. In the Acta Pilati, the risen Jesus preaches to his followers on
Mount Mamilch (Tischendorf 1853, 242, 246, 259), a mountain not far
from Tiberias; see Reiner (1998, 263-67).

132 Much has been written about this literary genre, and see the useful
survey by Praet (2020), and the detailed study by Rebillard (2021).
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Alexandrian patriots who were tried and executed by several Ro-
man emperors.'* Both types of ‘acts’ are literary texts, and the
degree to which they tried to emulate authentic Roman court
proceedings—in order to enhance the verisimilitude of their ac-
counts—varies greatly from one text to another. Gzar-dina de-Ye-
shu differs from these martyrs’ acts in that it is written from the
perspective of the executioners, not that of their victims, but it
too seems to have adopted several features intended to make it
look like the authentic protocol of a real trial.'** These may be
listed as follows:'*

A) By far the most conspicuous feature of our text is its

recurrent use of the formula ()81 (7)2'nn, ‘He/they answered

133 See Musurillo (1954); Harker (2008); Vega Navarrete (2017).

134 For the protocols that recorded Roman court proceedings (most com-
monly called dmopvAuata or dmopvyuatiouoei and best preserved in papyri
from Roman Egypt), see Coles (1966) and Palme (2014), and cf. Bekken
(2015, 71-90).

135 For the following discussion, cf. Rebillard, “To qualify as written in
the protocol form a text must be composed primarily of a dialogue be-
tween a judge and the accused Christians, that is, one or more interro-
gation scenes, with an introductory formula and a concluding section”
(2021, 22). Note also his claim, that this format became common in
Christian martyrs’ Acta only from the fourth century, and that “later
martyr texts included one or more interrogation scenes in the protocol
style, but within a larger narrative frame” (2021, 26).
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and said’, followed by direct speech.'?¢ Such formulae are already
attested in the canonical biblical texts, and are also found in the
Aramaic Targumim of late antiquity.'® However, this way of re-
porting a legal encounter also is the most common feature of
written Roman court proceedings, and one of the common fea-
tures of texts that try to imitate them. In Greek legal protocols
from Roman Egypt, the words of the different persons involved
in the trial are usually given in direct speech, and there are sev-
eral different manners of introducing their words, one of which
is eimev, ‘he said’.'®® The same phenomenon is well attested in the
Acta Pilati, where one repeatedly reads how ‘Pilate says’ (Aéyet ¢
ITddtog) + direct speech... ‘the Jews say’ (Aéyouaw of Toudaiot) +
direct speech... ‘Pilate says to them’ (Aéyet adtois 6 [Tiddtos) + di-
rect speech... ‘they say to him’ (Aéyovow adt®) + direct speech.'®
In a few cases, we even find there the formula ‘they answer and

say’ (amoxpiBévtes... Aéyouow), or ‘they answered and said’

1% See 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 5.1, 6.1, 6.2, etc. Even in passages where no Ara-
maic text has been preserved, one can see that it used this formula; note,
for example, how at the beginning of 4.1, Heb4 has qnx1 ...2'wn, and
Heb2/Heb3 have &7 ... n1p, reflecting two different translations of the
2K ...2'nn of the Aramaic text in front of them.

137 See, for example, Song 2.10 and the numerous examples of ...;pm
anxn in the Hebrew Bible, and cf. Daniel 2.5 (3281 ...73p) and Daniel 2.7
(w1 ... 1), and Targum Sheni to Esther 1.1 (David 1898, 1) ( a'nn
PR AR 20N ... 9 PR, and many other examples.

138 For the use of oratio recta in Roman protocols of trials, as attested in
many papyri from Egypt, see Coles (1966, 9-27); for the formulae with
gimev, see Coles (1966, 41-46), and cf. Palme (2014, 485-86, 496).

139 See, for example, Tischendorf (1853, 207-8).
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(&mexpibnoav... xal eimav), which is an exact parallel to what we
find in our own text.'*

B) Another common feature of Greek protocols from Ro-
man Egypt is the importance of the introductory formulae, which
often include the date and place of the trial, and the names of the
persons involved, both as litigants and as presiding judges.'* In
the Acta Pilati, we already mentioned the presence of a long da-
ting formula at the very beginning of the text, and in Gzar-dina
de-Yeshu, the text begins by introducing the culprit (see below,
1.1), and then provides the date, the place, and the name of the
presiding judge (1.2), after which we are given the specific date
on which the proceedings began to unfold (1.3). Later on in the
narrative we learn the exact dates of Yeshu’s crucifixion and of
the dragging of his body through the streets of Tiberias (9.1).
Such precision was not really necessitated by the narrative itself,
and only the fact that Yeshu was crucified on the fourteenth of
Nisan was pre-determined by the Christian stories about Jesus
(and see our comments on 9.1). Thus, providing specific dates
for these events probably was intended to give our text a more

‘official’ look.

140 See, for example, Tischendorf (1853, 215, 218 and 259); the use of
this formula certainly was influenced by its appearance in New Testa-
ment passages, such as Mark 7.28 (amexpibn xai Aéyet adtd), Luke 13.15
(&mexpify... xal eimev), John 1.30 (&mexpify... xal eimev ad76), and numer-
ous other examples, especially in the Gospel of John. And it is also fre-
quently found in the Doctrina Jacobi Nuper Baptizati, in sections that
supposedly record the exact words spoken by Jacob and his Jewish in-
terlocutors (see Bonwetsch 1910, 42-43 and Déroche 1991, 136-37).

141 See Coles (1966, 29-38).
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C) Pilate’s interrogation of Yeshu begins with a set of ques-
tions about his origins, his parents, his name, and his profession
(3.1-3.5). Tiberinus’ interrogation of Yeshu and Yohanan begins
by asking for their names and their activities (6.4). Such ques-
tions are common whenever one meets a stranger, but are also
typical at the start of a criminal interrogation. Note, for example,
how when the Christian Conon is brought before the governor
(Mysuav, just as in our text) of Pamphylia, he is asked ‘Where are
you from? Of what descent are you? What is your name?’'*> And
when a group of Christians is brought forth before another Ro-
man ruler, he asks them about their names, where they are from,
and what are their religious beliefs.'** Similarly, in a Coptic mar-
tyrdom, a Christian named Stephanos is brought before Arianos
the governor (again, #yeuwv), who asks him what is his name,
where he is from, and what does he do.!*

D) One peculiar feature of our text is the presence of a list
of witnesses who supposedly saw Yeshu’s crucifixion and the ex-
huming and dragging of his body, a list that includes both Ro-
mans and Jews (see below, 9.3). Within the context of our nar-
rative, this is surely related to the fact that when Yeshu’s body
was dragged through the streets of Tiberias some of his followers
believed that it was him—and therefore surely realised that he
did not ascend to Heaven, and that he was no son of God—but
some did not believe (see below, 8.10, and cf. 8.7). Within such

142 Mart. Conon 4 (Musurillo 1972, 188-89). The first of these questions,
nébev i, is modelled on John 19.9.

143 Mart. Justini et al., Recension C, 1.3 (Musurillo 1972, 54-55).
144 See Van Minnen (1995, 30-31).
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a context, it is important for future readers to know that the Ro-
man emperor, the Roman governor, and many Jews testified that
Yeshu’s body indeed was dragged through the streets of Tiberias.
But a list of witnesses also is a typical feature at the end of legal
documents, such as marriage documents or business contracts. It
is less expected in the protocol of a trial run by the Roman em-
peror or his representative, since the presence of an all-powerful
judge mitigates the need for other guarantors or signatories, but
it at least gives Gzar-dina de-Yeshu the aura of an ‘authentic’ legal
document.

Before ending our discussion of the genre of our text, two
additional notes are in order. First, we must note that unlike the
Acta Pilati, Gzar-dina de-Yeshu never refers to itself as the hy-
pomnémata of the trial of Yeshu, or as a copy or a translation
thereof. Thus, any attempt to read our text within the context of
the ‘authentic’ Roman and Christian protocols of the trial of Jesus
is based on the assumption that our text is old enough to have
taken part in the interreligious polemics of the fourth or fifth cen-
turies CE. Second, the claim that the Jews had their own hy-
pomneémata of the trial of Jesus is attested in at least one Christian
text, the Martyrdom of Conon. There, the Roman governor asks
the Christian Conon,

Why do you (pl., i.e., Christians) err, saying that a man—

and one who died a violent death—is a god (or, is God)?

For I have learnt accurately from the Jews what his family
was, the things he showed forth to their people, and how
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he was crucified to death. For they brought his protocols

(adrod T& Omopviuata) and read them to me.'*

Conon was martyred in the mid-third century, but his Martyrdom
probably was written down in the fourth or fifth century CE. Un-
fortunately, the author of this text does not specify in which lan-
guage the Jewish protocols of the trial of Jesus were written, nor
does he provide much data about their contents. Gzar-dina de-
Yeshu certainly did speak of Yeshu’s family (see 3.1-3.4), of the
things he showed his fellow Jews (see 2.3), and of his death on
the cross (see 7.2, 7.8, 8.2), but these details are far from unique
to our narrative. Thus, the author of the Martyrdom of Conon
could easily have had in mind one of the Acta Pilati texts, which—
as we already noted—purport to provide the ‘authentic’ Jewish
protocols of the trial of Jesus.

Another possible reference to the Jewish protocols of the
trial of Jesus is found in the Syriac version of the story of how
Judas Kyriakos helped Queen Helena find the true Cross. There,
when Helena first asks Judas where the wood of the Cross might
be, he answers ‘As they say in the records ( cimes &= war
~m.\ iaso)’, Or, in another manuscript, ‘as it is written in the pro-
tocols (RAmumaams auhar e wer)’.'*® The first version uses the
Greek loanword xdptrns, which refers to the material (usually pa-
pyrus) on which a text could be written; the second version uses

the Greek loanword dmopuvnuatae, which the editors translate as

145 Mart. Conon 4.6-7 (Musurillo 1972, 188-91). For the significance of
this passage, see Horbury (1971, 382-86), and Gero (1978, 165, n. 5).

146 See Drijvers and Drijvers 1997, 44-45 (Syriac text), 62-65 (English
trans.).
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‘official records’, but which we may also translate as ‘protocols’,
as we have done thus far. However, it must be noted that when
the queen further pressures Judas to tell her where the Cross is,
if he knows it from the records or protocols, he suddenly insists
that he was just imagining this, or even making it up ( yu= cumi»
Nima). ! It is therefore far from certain that the author(s) be-
hind this text were aware of the existence of such texts in Jewish
hands.

A third possible reference to our text is found in the Syriac
story of the icon of Christ made by the Jews of Tiberias at the
time of the Emperor Zeno. We shall quote it in full in the follow-

ing section.

V. Gzar-dina de-Yeshu—Date and Place of Origin

Given everything that we have seen thus far, it is quite certain
that Gzar-dina de-Yeshu was first written in Aramaic, at a time
when that language was still widely used by Jews; that it circu-
lated in several Aramaic versions that probably were not very
different from each other; and that it was later translated both
into Hebrew and into Judaeo—Arabic. However, when it comes to
the time and place in which this text was first written down, no
certainty is possible, since we do not have incontrovertible exter-
nal evidence of the text’s existence before the times of Agobard

and Amulo, in ninth-century Lyons.

147 See Drijvers and Drijvers 1997, 44-45 (Syriac text), 62—-65 (English
trans.).
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One possible criterion for dating the text is its language. As
noted above, in section II1.3, our text displays many Eastern (Bab-
ylonian) Aramaic features, and some Western (Palestinian) fea-
tures as well. This has given rise to two different scenarios of how
this mixture came about, with Willem Smelik suggesting that the
text began its life in Palestine, was modified in Babylonia, and
moved to Palestine once again, and Michael Sokoloff arguing that
it is a Babylonian Jewish text.!*® However, both scholars agree
that the Aramaic of our texts points to the middle of the first
millennium CE as its likely date of composition. But as we already
noted, the dialectical forms appearing in our text are not con-
sistent in any of the textual witnesses, and Ar2 presents more
Jewish Palestinian Aramaic elements than the other Aramaic
fragments of our text. We should therefore assume that different
copyists modified the Aramaic text in line with the Aramaic
forms they knew, or thought they knew, and that we have no real
access to the Aramaic dialect in which the text was first written.
In other words, the linguistic analysis suffices to demonstrate that
our text was written in late antiquity, at a time when Aramaic
was still widely spoken by Jews, and not in some ‘artificial’ Ara-
maic of the Middle Ages, but it is far from probative when it
comes to the text’s geographical provenance.

While any suggestion of a specific provenance for our text

would be quite speculative, I would tentatively like to suggest

148 See Smelik (2009) and Sokoloff (2011). In July 2023, Willem Smelik
told me that he no longer thinks that the Jewish Palestinian Aramaic
elements in the text prove an early Palestinian origin, since they could
have been added by later scribes (cf. Smelik 2025).



88 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

Tiberias of the fourth or fifth century as the original place of com-
position.'* The arguments in favour of this provenance are of
two different types: Some arguments are based upon what is
found in the text itself, while others are based on what we know
about Tiberias in late antiquity. Let us look at each of these ar-

guments:

V.1. Internal Considerations

Looking at the text of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, we may note that the
entire narrative unfolds in a small geographical area; much of the
action takes place in Tiberias (see 1.2, 6.3, 7.1, 8.9, 9.1, 9.3),
and the text also refers to Hammat Tiberias (see below, our com-
ments on 1.2), and to the water-holes (?) in Tiberias where Yeshu
was finally buried (8.12). In addition to these locations, we hear
of Nazareth, where Yeshu is said to have been born (1.1 and 2.2);
of Kephar Nahum, where Yohanan the Dyer is active (4.1 and
4.2) and where Yeshu’s disciples are concentrated (5.2); of the
cave of Elijah, where Yeshu tries to hide (7.5); of a mountain to
which he flees, which some textual witnesses identify as Mt Car-
mel (7.2 and 7.7); and perhaps also of the Galilean village of
Roma (1.2). Other than that, the only places mentioned are

149 For the suggestion that Toledot Yeshu was written in fourth-century
Tiberias, see already Schonfield (1937, 204, 216-27); however, the To-
ledot Yeshu texts at his disposal were mostly of the ‘Helena’ recension,
and his attempt to extract an ‘Ur-Toledot’ from these texts is far from
convincing. For a different view, and the suggestion that Tiberias was
chosen as the setting for our text because of the association between its
name and that of Tiberius, see Meerson and Schéfer (2014, 1:63).
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Egypt, where Yeshu is said to have acquired his books of magic
(2.2, 3.6 and 3.8); Africa, to where some of his disciples flee (5.2,
which may not have been there in the earliest version(s) of our
text); and ‘all the towns’ whose Jews fast for three days in order
to nullify Yeshu’s magical act of making the king’s daughter preg-
nant (6.9). Such a narrow geographical focus might suggest that
it is in one of these locations that the text was produced, and that
the Jews of Tiberias could point to some of the locations men-
tioned in it and claim that this is where Yeshu was crucified,
dragged through the streets, or buried. And we might even hear
the echoes of such traditions when a twelfth-century Christian
visitor to Tiberias saw the cave where Jesus was said to have
hidden himself from the Jews (see our comments on 7.5), or
when a set of ancient ruins above Tiberias are known to the local
Arabs as ‘the castle of the king’s daughter’ (see our comments on
6.6).

V.2. Tiberias as a Hotbed of Jewish—Christian
Conflicts in Late Antiquity

A second factor supporting the case for Tiberias as the place
where Gzar-dine de-Yeshu came into being is that it was—together
with Sepphoris—one of the two most important Jewish towns in
late-antique Palestine. Unlike Sepphoris, however, it was well-
known as a hotbed of anti-Christian activity, including the pro-
duction and transmission—or suppression—of pro- and anti-
Christian texts. One famous example is found in the Palestinian
Talmud, in a story of rabbis who fight a min (the rabbis’ blanket

term for Bible-reading heretics) in the bathhouse of Tiberias, and
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how the min drowned when he tried to cross the Sea of Galilee
(in imitation of Jesus?).® Another famous example is found in
Epiphanius’ detailed account of the adventures of Joseph, the
Jew who converted to Christianity, became an imperial comes,
and received from Constantine permission to build churches in
several Jewish centres in the Galilee, including Tiberias.'>! The
stories that Epiphanius says that he heard from Joseph are of
great interest, and for the present discussion three specific points
must be highlighted: First, in Tiberias of the early fourth century
there were some Jews who converted to Christianity (although
in this case, the conversion itself took place in Asia Minor), but
there also was great Jewish opposition to the construction of a
church, even when it was carried out by someone who had the
emperor’s backing.'® Second, in the house of the Jewish Patri-
arch in Tiberias (i.e., the Nasi) there was a secret storeroom, in
which were found Hebrew copies of the Gospel of John, the Book

of Acts, and the Gospel of Matthew.!*® Third, this storeroom also

150 See pt San 7.19 (25d), with Bohak (2003) and Levinson (2010).

151 Epiphanius, Panar. 30.4-12 (Holl 1915-1933, 1:338-48); for an Eng-
lish translation, see Williams (2009, 133-41). This story has been the
subject of numerous studies, and see esp. Rubin (1982); Thornton
(1990); and Reiner (2004).

152 For Joseph’s conversion, see Epiphanius, Panar. 30.11; for the Jewish
opposition to his activities in Tiberias, see esp. 30.12. For a church in
Tiberias that may fit Epiphanius’ description, see Cytryn (2016).

133 Epiphanius, Panar. 30.6. These books are what set Epiphanius on his
long digression, and cf. 30.3 and 30.12.
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contained God’s Ineffable Name, in a written form.'> This last
claim, we may add, re-emerges in a text that deals with the Inef-
fable Name, which was written in Tiberias in the ninth or tenth
century.'>

Looking at these three claims, we may conclude that they
depict Tiberias of the fourth century as a Jewish town that wit-
nessed Jewish—Christian polemics, rumours about secret Chris-
tian books hidden by the Jewish Patriarch, and similar rumours
about the concealment of the Ineffable Name. This may provide
a possible historical context for the production of texts like Gzar-
dina de-Yeshu, in which the Christians are on the losing side and
the Jews make use of the Ineffable Name (see below, 7.4 and
7.6). However, a much stronger argument for the Tiberian ori-
gins of our text may be made on the basis of a later Christian text,
namely, The History of the Likeness of Christ Which the Jews of Ti-
berias Made to Mock At, a Syriac text edited and translated by
Wallis Budge.'*® This text purports to tell of events that took place
in Tiberias in the time of Emperor Zeno (474-491 CE), but it

134 Epiphanius, Panar. 30.10.
155 See Bohak (2015).

1% Budge (1899). In what follows, I cite from his Syriac text and his
English translation. An Arabic version of this text is attested in several
manuscripts; see Graf (1944-1953, 1:245). For Theodore Abli Qurrah’s
familiarity with this story in the early ninth century, see Griffith (1985,
61). The significance of this text for the study of Toledot Yeshu was al-
ready noted by Horbury (1971, 396-400); cf. Dvir (2020, 109-23).
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probably was written several centuries later.' In this long text,
Philotheos, a Christian, describes his pilgrimage to the Holy Land
and focusses on his many adventures in Tiberias. Upon entering
the town, he is shocked by what he sees among “the enemies of
and those who hate God”, and by their scoffing and mockery.!*®
Unfortunately, he does not provide any specific details about the
contents of this mockery, but he does say that he looked for fel-
low-Christians, and found none.'® He then sees a man of God,
whom he had already met earlier; this divine man describes to
him the long history of the Jews and their obnoxious behaviour,
including the fact that they,

wrote in their covenants (L_omla akas asha) to their sons,

and to their sons’ sons, saying, “We seized Christ, the Son

of Mary, because he called himself the son of God ( ~is

~a\wi); and we delivered him over to the judgment of

death (~<ha=s ~ui\), and we crucified him, and we slew

him (,;ul\jca ,;uaaa). And He did not rise of his own ac-

cord, but by favour he was buried by the children of his

people. And after his death we seized his disciples

17 The story itself must have enjoyed an enduring popularity, since an
anonymous Christian chronicle relates how when the Crusaders were
besieged in Antioch by Kerbogha in 1098, one of the bishops dreamt
that the spear with which the Jews had pierced the figure of Jesus in
Tiberias (hwim in) o ~eics 01283 am ~aarsn el o @ da, s o Apaaal)
was preserved in the great church of Casianus, and that if they would
take it with them, they would defeat their besiegers, and this indeed
happened. For the Syriac text, see Chabot (1916, 59). For an English
translation, see Tritton and Gibb (1933, 72).

138 See Budge (1899, 161-62, 178).
159 See Budge (1899, 162, 178-79).
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(smoism\¥), and we persecuted them, and we slew them,
and we drove them forth from the congregation; and they
went round about begging. And you also, O children of fa-
thers who wrought these things, make no mistake. If there
should be any man who would make you to err (by follow-
ing) after the doctrine of that deceiver (~us\»), or if you

should find any man confessing him, as we have done even

so do you.”!®°

This is not a summary of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, and cannot
serve as an indirect textual witness for our text. And yet, it incor-
porates many elements also found in our text, including the Jew-
ish claim that it was the Jews who crucified Jesus (see 7.8), son
of Mary (see 3.3) and that they did so because he called himself
the son of God (see 2.3 and 6.5). The claim that Yeshu was a
~u\ » which reappears later in Philotheus’ account of what the
Jews say about Jesus,'® is paralleled by the many occurrences of
the afel form of *pv in our own text (see below, esp. 4.5, 6.1, 8.1,
8.5, and 8.7). And the call to future Jews to do unto the followers
of Jesus what the Jews have done to Jesus himself is reminiscent
of the curses upon Yeshu and his followers found at the end of
our own text (see 9.2 and 9.4). To these elements we may add
the Jewish claim that Jesus did not ascend to heaven, but was
buried by his own people, a claim that may reflect the stories in

our own text of how Yeshu was buried, exhumed, and buried

160 See Budge (1899, 165-66, 184, with minor modifications).

161 Cf. Budge (1899, 180, 205). For ~u.s\ =, which Budge translated as
‘seducer’, see Sokoloff (2009, 748).
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again (see 8.4, 8.9 and 8.12).'%? But perhaps the most intriguing
aspect of this passage is that the divine man who is instructing
Philotheus is explicitly stating that these claims were transmitted
by the Jews in written covenants, or testaments, using the word
~a¥e Which is a loanword from Greek, d126vx».¢® This might pro-
vide another perspective from which to see the witnesses ad-
duced at the end of our text (see 9.3), which is what we would
expect in a testament by the Jews’ forefathers to their children
and their children’s children.

Before leaving this example, one more point must be
stressed. Even if this speech has nothing to do with our text, The
History of the Likeness of Christ Which the Jews of Tiberias Made to
Mock At has much more to say about all the nasty things that the
Jews of Tiberias supposedly did in order to denigrate Jesus and
his followers. According to this text, the Jews made a mock-icon
of Christ, hid it in a locked room, and inflicted torture upon it,
analogous to that which their forefathers had inflicted on Jesus.
Moreover, they persecuted all those who—convinced by the mir-
acles performed by this icon—believed in Christ and his message.

Thus, at the very least we may conclude that here is another piece

102 T am tempted to suggest that the claim that ‘by favour (~ha=),s) he
was buried by the children of his people’, is a slightly garbled reference
to his burial ‘in Tiberias’. However, in this text Tiberias is consistently
spelled ma.ia\,.

163 For wa.hu, ‘cOvenant, testament’, see Sokoloff (2009, 301). Note that
this is a loaded term, since it is also the term used for the ‘Old’ and
‘New’ ‘Testaments’ (I am grateful for Holger Zellentin for this sugges-
tion).
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of evidence for the centrality of Tiberias in the Jewish—Christian
confrontations of late antiquity. To be sure, we have here no clear
proof that Gzar-dina de-Yeshu was first written in Tiberias in the
fourth or fifth century, but I believe that this can serve as a ten-
tative working hypothesis, an hypothesis that will have to be
tested in light of new textual evidence, if and when such evidence

becomes available.

VI. The Principles Guiding the Current Edition

In preparing a critical edition of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, I have taken
into account several important factors. First, that some of the tex-
tual witnesses clearly are less trustworthy than others, in the
sense that they display many signs of later reworkings, interpo-
lations, or omissions. This is very clear in the case of Harkavy-A
and Harkavy-B, which cannot easily be printed synoptically with
the other witnesses, and which I have thus treated as indirect
textual witnesses. But it is also evident in Heb2/Heb3 and in
Heb5, which often have expansions that are not likely to have
been there in any of the Aramaic texts, and seem like Hebrew
interpolations, added at a later stage. Thus, although they will be
included in the synopses below, we shall note their divergences
from the other textual witnesses, and the likelihood that their
texts do not reflect an early form of our text. This also means that
we shall be paying attention both to the reconstruction of the
earliest recoverable text and to the textual evolution of Gzar-dina
de-Yeshu in its later versions.

A second factor that must be considered is that when the

different Judaeo—Arabic or Hebrew textual witnesses diverge,
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this may be due to different translations or paraphrases of the
same Aramaic text, or to changes in translated texts that occurred
during their own textual transmission. However, it may also re-
flect the presence of different Aramaic source texts. We can see
this when the Aramaic textual witnesses overlap, and display
many small differences that are not merely errors of copying or
dialectical variations (see above, sections III.2 and III.4). Thus,
we may assume the existence of different Aramaic texts even in
cases where there is only one textual witness in Aramaic, or even
none at all, and especially when the other textual witnesses di-
verge without displaying obvious signs of later additions and
modifications.

In light of this situation, the following edition does not try
to reconstruct an Aramaic Urtext, but to print the textual wit-
nesses synoptically, and note the differences between them. How-
ever, in places where certain conclusions about the lost Aramaic
text(s) that lurk behind the extant witnesses seem highly likely,
they will be mentioned and discussed. To facilitate this analysis,
I divided the text into textual units (1-9, as listed above) and into
smaller passages (1.1, 1.2, etc.), in order to enable the synoptic
comparison of all the textual witnesses at any given point in the
text, and to enable internal cross-references in the textual and
exegetical comments.

For each passage, I first note in which textual witnesses it
is preserved, and then offer an edition and translation of each of
the textual witnesses. In the editions, letters with a circle above
them (R) are only partly preserved; square brackets [ ] mark la-

cunae in the manuscripts, and letters within such brackets [x]
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mark my suggested reconstructions of such lacunae; {} mark de-
letions by the scribe; and < > mark additions by the scribe. And
although I tried to offer a faithful transcription of each textual
witness, I did add some punctuation marks here and there,
mainly in order to highlight the structure of the individual sen-
tences. In translating the texts, I did not aim for stylistic beauty,
or even for fully idiomatic English, but I tried to reflect the tex-
tual and grammatical difficulties posed by the texts themselves.
However, I added in parenthesis () words that are not there in
the source text, but must be added to the English translation in
order for it to make sense. I also added clarifications, such as (i.e.,
X), and references to biblical verses quoted in the text. But, in
order to save space I added such glosses only in the first row in
each synoptic table in which the gloss is needed.

My comments on the text are of two different types. On the
one hand, there are textual notes that highlight the similarities
and the differences between the textual witnesses for each pas-
sage. These are followed by exegetical comments on the contents
of the passage, which seek to elucidate the significance of plot-
elements and terms that are likely to have been there in the ear-
liest Aramaic versions of our text. The aim of these comments—
some of which take the form of a detailed excursus—is to facili-
tate the understanding of the text within the context of Jewish

culture, and of Jewish—Christian relations, in late antiquity.






GZAR-DINA DE-YESHU:.
TEXT, TRANSLATION,
AND COMMENTARY

0.0. An Introductory Interpolation

The long introductory interpolation is found only in Heb1, even
though the beginning of our text is preserved in Heb2/Heb3, in
Heb4, and probably also in JA1. Moreover, as shall be noted in
the detailed comments below, the contents of this textual unit
repeatedly contradict what is said later in the narrative, even in
Heb1, thus proving that it was not a part of the original narrative.
The many parallels with both canonical and non-canonical Gos-
pels (see our comments on 0.5, 0.7 and 0.13), point to a Chris-
tian milieu in which this textual unit was composed, and the pres-
ence of Greek loanwords (see our comments on 0.5 and 0.7) ar-
gues for a Byzantine origin of this long text. Moreover, its partial
resemblance to some of the birth narratives in the ‘Helena’ recen-
sion of Toledot Yeshu, which shall be noted below, points to its
importation from one of the ‘Helena’ texts (see our comments on
0.1,0.3, 0.5, 0.6, 0.8, etc.). It probably was added to the Hebrew
text preserved in Hebl by a medieval Byzantine Jewish copyist
who felt that the narrative was missing important details about
Yeshu’s birth and youth, and who was less worried by the fact
that adding this textual unit resulted in numerous internal con-

tradictions within the composite text.

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0497.00
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0.1. An Introductory Interpolation: Title and

Introduction

Hebl And this is a book about the NIRIa RN 21wm Hwna oo an
tale of Yeshu the Nazarene in 5533 nrnan
the town of Nazareth, in the
Galilee.
In the days of King Horodos wR 0 {80} 7500 ormmin e
there was a certain man, and DWI A0 WRN DW ,INWRI TNR
his wife—the man’s name was .00 INWR

Yoseph, and his wife’s name

was Miriam.

And the wife was barren all her PY 0 5 nwRm
life.!

And Yoseph was a God-fearing 07290 D798 R YR 777 q0M
man, more than many of his N33 079K ™27 POW T NI
generation, and he was dealing .no1d
with the words of God in the

synagogues.

The title given here to our narrative is a rather generic one—the
book, or the tale (bwn) about Yeshu ha-Notzri. This title will recur
in Heb1 at the colophon (see below, 9.5). However, elsewhere in
Heb1, we will encounter the title/incipit of the original narrative,
preserved in its Aramaic form in the midst of the Hebrew text
(see below, 1.1). The epithet given to Yeshu—ha-Notzri—hardly
appears in the textual witnesses of our narrative, but is attested
in Ar4, when it speaks about 8p*wn "x371 W 172 2HORRT RO, ‘the

day on which Yeshu the Nazarene, the wicked, was crucified’ (see

! Lit., ‘all her days’.

2 Lege: w.
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below, 9.1). And it is the epithet that is applied to Yeshu in (the
uncensored copies of) the Babylonian Talmud, for example in bt
San 107b and Sota 47a (cited below, in our comments on 0.12).

The claim that the whole narrative unfolded in the days of
King Horodos (i.e., Herod) stands in marked contrast with the
rest of the narrative, where all the textual witnesses have King
Tiberinus Caesar as a central protagonist, without any reference
to King Herod. Even in Heb1, Horodos is never mentioned again.
However, he does appear in other Toledot Yeshu texts, of the ‘Hel-
ena’ recension, where he is usually referred to as ‘the second
Herod’ (1wn o1 n), i.e., Herod Antipas.?

Unlike the rest of our narrative, which displays little inter-
est in Yeshu’s parents beyond their names and professions, the
interpolation in Heb1l depicts Yoseph as a pious Jew (note the
expression 0'58 87, which recurs in 0.12),* and Miriam as a

normal woman who happened to be barren (see also below, 0.5).

0.2. An Introductory Interpolation: Yoseph and His

Enemy

Hebl But one time he (i.e., Yoseph)  5xawn pwn oy v0IPNI TN OYa
had a quarrel with a wicked T2
man from Israel (i.e., a Jew) of
his generation.

% See Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:139, 195).

* This expression is used to describe Miriam’s husband in other versions
of Toledot Yeshu, and see, for example, Meerson and Schéfer (2014,
I1:213).
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And in his fight he (the wicked D& *MmaR 12 "R 101370315 NN
man) said to him: “I am not my .09 1 TTARR R
fathers’ offspring if I will not
destroy you from the world.”

And this Yoseph did not fear TSR LT wwn 8D qor n
his words, but this wicked man o™n oy iRb 1253 ow ywan
had it in his heart to fornicate WY 127 11Rn ATManY InwR

with Miriam his wife so as to

separate her from him (i.e.,

from Yoseph), as he in fact did.
Unlike the main part of the narrative, where it is clear that Ye-
shu’s real father was named Pandera, and was a Gentile, here he
remains a nameless figure, who is depicted as wicked and cun-
ning, and is explicitly identified as a Jew. Thus, reading Hebl as
a continuous text, we first learn that Yeshu’s father was a name-
less Jew, and then learn that he was a Gentile ("&n8) named
Pandera (see below, 3.2), without any attempt by the text’s cop-
yist(s) to resolve this blatant contradiction. Moreover, in the nar-
rative of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu it is Yeshu who is repeatedly labelled
Kp*w, or pwan, ‘the wicked’, but here the same epithet is used to
describe his Jewish father. Interestingly, Amulo claims that the
Jews refer both to Jesus and to his Gentile father as ‘impious’,
and this appellation is supported by Harkavy-A, as we shall note
below, in our comments on 6.1.

Another unusual aspect of this passage is that here the act
of fornication with Miriam is not due to mere lust (even though
we will soon learn that she was very beautiful!), but to the forni-

cator’s desire to take his revenge on her husband. Moreover, his

® Lege: IN.
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self-binding oath, ‘I am not my fathers’ offspring if I will not...’,
might serve as a hint to the punishment he wanted to inflict upon

Yoseph, by making sure that his son is not really his.

0.3. An Introductory Interpolation: Yoseph’s Enemy

Impregnates Miriam with Yeshu

1551 M¥ND DA 2793 NNR opa
m ,59annh noion ma nadh vy
BIon Wi nNnat 1 2R YwIn
anovna

Hebl One time, on the eve of the
Sabbath, at midnight, he
(Yoseph) went out to go (to)
the synagogue to pray, and this
wicked man was spying on
him, and he opened the gate
(of Yoseph’s home) and went
into his bed.

And he had intercourse with
Miriam, who thought that he
was her husband, Yoseph.
And this wicked man, after he
fulfilled his desire® he closed

nHYa RIAW 71202 0N oY 20w
oV

930 1WAI MKRN AWYWI YwIn an
oA 8anayn: nnwa nYTh

the door as it was,” and anaa
escaped into his own home.
And from this intercourse she Jwh A7aynI naTwn amKRns

became pregnant with Yeshu.

6 Lit., ‘when he did what his soul desired’.
7 For my translation, see the following note.

8 The word nnayni probably crept in here from the following sentence,
where it belongs. Another possibility is to understand the previous word
as 8'nw3, i.e., ‘when she (Miriam) became pregnant’, but then the next
sentence would be redundant.
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The practice of going to the synagogue to pray on midnight of
the Sabbath eve (i.e., Friday night) which is here attributed to
the pious Yoseph, is unattested in antiquity, and probably is a
medieval innovation.® But the fact that Miriam is not surprised
by her husband’s behaviour might be explained by the assump-
tion, common from late antiquity onwards, that Friday night is
the ideal time for talmidei hakhamim, ‘disciples of the Sages’, to
cohabitate with their wives.'?

In this version of the story, Miriam (unwittingly) becomes
impregnated with Yeshu by a man who is not her husband. This
would make Yeshu a mamzer in the common halakhic sense of the
term; an accusation that will become explicit in 0.12. However,
as we shall note below (in our comments on 3.1), the original
narrative of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu probably had another sense in
mind when referring to Yeshu as a mamzer. And unlike other ver-
sions of the story of Yeshu’s birth, as found in the ‘Helena’ recen-
sion of Toledot Yeshu, the present version does not insist on mak-
ing him ben ha-nida, that is, the son of a woman who was men-

struating when she conceived him."!

° See Horowitz (1989); I am grateful to Elchanan Reiner for this refer-
ence. The claim that Miriam’s husband returned from the synagogue (or
the beit midrash) at, or after, midnight, recurs in other versions of Tole-
dot Yeshu, and see, for example, Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:82, 139,
195); it is also alluded to in Harkavy-B.

19 For the point of departure for these discussions, see bt Ket 62b.

! For the many versions of the birth story in Toledot Yeshu see Schifer
(2012); Gager and Ahuvia (2013); Barbu (2018); Goldstein (2020).
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0.4. An Introductory Interpolation: Yoseph Realises
What Happened

Hebl After three months her belly ,IN8Y 7Y OWTN Wbwna

swelled, and Yoseph noticed
this and said to her: “Oh
Miriam, my love, what is this?”
She answered him: “Oh my
master, from that Sabbath eve
when you had intercourse with
me, I felt that I have been
impregnated.”

When Yoseph heard his wife
speaking thus,'? he said to her:
“Woe to me! What are you
saying?

These things never happened. I
will make it clear to you that
this wicked man who
quarrelled [with] me—he did
it.”

She said to him: “Oh my
master, but I did not sin!”

And because of his great love
for Miriam—for she was very
beautiful—he did not speak of
this thing, so that it would not
reach the beit din (i.e., the
rabbinic court).

12 1it., ‘the words of his wife, thus’.

13 Lege: ™nxn.

00 'R 1Y R AT Y o1 W
AT 0 NaInR

NAW 27 IMRA NTR R D ANy
2 nwxn (Y] naoww
JDNa<y>na

0K 113 INWR M7 OR 0T PINwI
ByyaRrn N Y R 0

oHwn 0™aT n RY
VORIV YW IMR D TH AR
AWy RN S[ny]

SORVT RY TIRT TR R D AR
Na AN Y 0MAY AR 2

by RHW 9277 T30 8D TRD RN
7 nraa
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It is not really clear how it is that once Yoseph realises that his
wife is pregnant he knows that it was his wicked enemy who did
it, but perhaps he recalled the quarrel they had, and his enemy’s
oath to destroy him. But his decision not to talk about this is
surely due to his desire to avoid having his son labelled a mamzer
by the local beit din, as will indeed happen later on (0.12). And
once again, it is clear that Miriam is innocent of the sin of forni-
cation, since she had not known that it was not her husband with

whom she had slept.

0.5. An Introductory Interpolation: Yeshu is Born in a

Manger

Hebl After some time, when the Tna 92N Soona niwa o
foetus (in Miriam’s belly) 53 X712 19pMnnn DIpRn WIRD
became public knowledge, he Y e

(Yoseph) was afraid of the

people of that place who were

saying that all her life she had

been barren.

And he took her, and he left ONI™TN DORIA RYY AMKR 1M
Nazareth, their town, and they  ."5w 1i®0%33°1 9n& D1pna 15
went to another place—his

rural estate.'

14 For this translation, see the notes below.

5 Lege: noiamawa, and cf. a similar expression, e.g., in Meerson and
Schéfer (2014, I1:217): n1apn K7W 9277 00YaNI WK, ‘and when it
bacame public knowledge that she (i.e., Miriam) is pregnant’.

16 Lege: omminn.
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And the time for her giving TN 210 AT AMTYT T P

birth came, and because of her 18 15w v Hw o1ara

great fear she gave birth

in the manger of her'” ox.
The fact that Miriam was barren was already mentioned in 0.1,
and is used here to explain the fact that once she became preg-
nant Yoseph feared his neighbours’ gossip; this makes little sense,
since her pregnancy could easily have been understood as a mir-
acle, and certainly did not imply that the child’s father was not
her legal husband. However, this line of reasoning recurs in other
versions of Toledot Yeshu as well, and probably reflects the as-
sumption that if a married woman did not bear any children for
a long time, and then suddenly did, then the baby’s father cannot
be her legal husband.*?

The story of how Yoseph and Miriam left their hometown,
and how she gave birth in an ox’s manger is no doubt based on the
Gospel accounts (esp. Luke 2.6-7), and on the later Christian tra-
ditions based upon them, and is attested in several versions of To-
ledot Yeshu.*® But the keyword here is 1i®"053371, i.e., (evynhateio,
a word that is only attested in late-Byzantine Greek, mainly in

the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and means ‘rural estate’

7 Or: ‘their’.

'8 The last word is followed by a sign that may signify an abbreviation
(i.e., or5w), or a full stop.

19 For other versions of Toledot Yeshu where this claim appears see, for
example, Meerson and Schéfer (2014, 11:141-42).

20 Especially in manuscripts classified by Meerson and Schéfer as Slavic
B and C; transcriptions of these manuscripts are available in their elec-
tronic database.
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or ‘imperial estate’.?! This word clearly testifies to the environ-
ment in which the introductory interpolation was composed, or
at least copied and appended to the Hebrew text of Gzar-dina de-

Yeshu. We shall note more Greek loanwords below, in 0.7.

0.6. An Introductory Interpolation: The Flight to

Egypt
Hebl Immediately they were afraid 071513 0™MAN AW TN TN
and they hired donkey-drivers .0MRN5 17N

(and) camel-drivers and went
down to Egypt.

Then the child grew there, and R T [H]7a03 20WH 18
they called his name Yeshu‘a .00 12 IV INW 23R
ben Yoseph.

This passage is ultimately based on Matthew’s story of the Flight
to Egypt (Matt. 2.13-23), and is parallelled in other versions of
Toledot Yeshu.?* Later in the narrative (0.8), we will learn that
Egypt is where Yeshu learned his magic. It is noteworthy that

he is here called yw», a name that recurs in the introductory

2! See Bartusis (2012, xli, 20, 348, 375-76, 459, 632-33). I have had no
access to Vagiakakos (1974), who apparently argues that a Zevyolateté
is ‘a landed property with a house on it’ (I am grateful to Julia Krivo-
ruchko for this reference).

22 The Hebrew is awkward, but the sense is clear; Hebl seems to favour
the word owb, which will recur several times later on—owb =nxnn
(0.11) and owh ...owam (5.3).

2 A dittography; such dittographies occur quite regularly in Heb1, prob-
ably the result of miscopying the catchwords at the end of the pages of
an earlier manuscript, and see below, 0.12, 3.6, 6.8 and 8.10.

% See, for example, Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:241).
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interpolation of Hebl side-by-side with w», whereas later in
Hebl1 he is consistently called w. This too probably is the result
of the different origins of the first part of Hebl, as against the
rest of its text. For the different spellings of Yeshu’s name, see

also below, our comments on 1.1.

0.7. An Introductory Interpolation: Yeshu’s Brothers
and Sisters

Hebl Within a short while® Miriam DA ANaYnI MY DOYn 0
was impregnated again by 0% AT 0 Yet opa mara
fornication, time and again, R? D71 ,RI0 WO DNR DTINR
and she gave birth to other N3 o3 ARMDR YRR 20widip
sons, brothers of Yeshu the JWY INR

Nazarene, and they are Iakobos
and Iannis and Simea, and also
daughters—sisters of Yeshu.

Having heard that Miriam’s first pregnancy was not her fault, we
are suddenly told that her next children were again conceived in
acts of fornication. We are also told that Yeshu had three broth-
ers, whose names are provided, and an unspecified number of
sisters, who remain anonymous. Of special interest are the bro-
thers’ names: Not only are they Greek names, they are given in a
sequence that displays its Byzantine Greek origins—Iakobos (pro-
nounced in Byzantine Greek as Iakovos) kai (=and, pronounced
in Byzantine Greek as ke-) Iannis kai Simea. Moreover, the list
follows closely the list of names given in the Gospels, where Jesus

is described as ‘the brother of Iakdbos and 16sé and Ioudas and

% Lit., ‘within a few days’.

% The scribe split the name in two.
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Simén’, and his brothers are listed as ‘lac6bos and I6séph and
Simo6n and Ioudas’.?” Thus, out of the four brothers listed in the
Gospels, our text names Iakobos accurately, slightly garbles
Simon into Simea, turns either Ioudas or 160sé/16séph into Iannis
(even though this is the Byzantine pronunciation of I6annés, i.e.,
John), and omits the fourth name. Such direct or indirect depend-
ence on the Gospel texts is very unusual for our narrative, and
this is yet another sign that the entire passage was added to Gzar-
dina de-Yeshu at a late stage, and in a Greek-speaking, Christian

environment.

0.8. An Introductory Interpolation: Yeshu’s Learning

Hebl And this Yeshu studied and R¥M 79102 SN Tabn wr an
grew great in Torah, and D™ NNIN D3 0IM §™IN
became sharp and wise, and MMIVINI MPIOWIAI DY NrMKRa
also in the wisdom of Egypt— .o™Mxn

in tricks® and magical acts—

like the wizards of Egypt.
In this passage we hear that Yeshu became a wise Torah scholar,
a claim that is not really reflected elsewhere in our narrative. Apart
from the introductory interpolation, Yeshu’s only knowledge of
Torah is that he knows that the body of a person who was hung
or crucified should not be left there overnight (see below, 8.1),

but other than that he is not depicted as knowledgeable in the

7 See Mark 6.3: ¢deAdos TaxdPov xai Twofitos {Twafj} xal Todde xal Zigwvos,
and Matt. 13.55: oi ddeldoi adtod Taxwfos xai Twond {Twofs} xal Sipwy xat
Tovdag.

% Lit., ‘seizing the eye’, a rabbinic expression that usually refers to
sleight of hand and other illusionary tricks; see Alexander (2005).
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Torah or as wise in any other manner. His description as such
may be based on the Talmudic accounts, where he is described
as a disciple of R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah (see below, in our
comments on 0.12). It is parallelled in other versions of Toledot
Yeshu,? and may also lie behind the statement of al-Jahiz, that
the Jews claim that Jesus was ‘eloquent but silent’ (SR EY
The assertion that Yeshu had used his time in Egypt to
study magic—a claim already made by Celsus in the 170s CE—
will re-emerge later in the narrative, and will be discussed below
(in our comments on 3.6 and 3.8). But as we shall see there, the
emphasis in our narrative is not on the magic that Yeshu had
learned, but on the books of magic he supposedly acquired there.
Here too, the contents of the current passage do not fit the rest
of the narrative, since we will eventually be told that Yeshu’s
books of magic were written by Yohanan the Dyer, and have
nothing to do with Egypt. And the reference to the Egyptian wiz-
ards (o'nw0n) appears only in Hebl, here and in 2.2 and 9.2, and
is parallelled in other versions of Toledot Yeshu, which claim that

Yeshu went to Egypt and studied magic from its wizards.*

2 See esp. MS Yale Beinecke Heb. 5 (#12713), fol. 3r: 5™m npa mvm
A7na 5700 na0n T, ‘and he (Yeshu) was smart and sharp and studied
a lot and grew great in Torah’; see Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:142).

%0 Finkel (1926, 23).
31 See MS London, British Library Or. 3660 (#6425), fol. 4r: 5x 15 7o
DURYI D37 DWW DIVTINN R TAY oW1 Den PR, ‘And he went to the

land of Egypt, and there he learned from the wizards many powerful
acts of magic’, and cf. Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:168-69).
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0.9. An Introductory Interpolation: Yoseph, Miriam,
and Their Children Return Home

Hebl And when many days passed TAR D™MYAA DAY DT 12IRWI
upon them in Egypt, Yoseph Awynn Nanwi anyn omnb qor
said to Miriam: “By now>? the 21V BIPA TWIRA THOW 18D
incident, and the story about Arn5nIar ueRa

you, have been forgotten by the
people of our place; (so) let us
return to our land and our
ancestral domain.”

And they arose and returned to PIINT W™ DMIPAA I I
their place, and (i.e., with) TN
Yeshu and his brothers and his

sisters.

It is not clear why, having told us (in 0.5) that Yoseph and his
family left their town, Nazareth, the text now refers vaguely to
‘their place’, and will go on doing so in the following passages.
Such inconsistencies are not unusual in the interpolated section
of Heb1, but this one may be due to a copyist’s awareness of the
fact that the rest of the narrative is supposed to take place in
Tiberias, and not in Nazareth, and his attempt to gloss over this
inconsistency. It may also have to do with the obscure claim in
0.5 that Yoseph and Miriam went to their ‘rural estate,” whose

exact location is never specified.

%2 1it., ‘from now’.
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0.10. An Introductory Interpolation: Yeshu Confronts

the Corrupt beit din

Hebl And in those days, the beit din MR Sw T 021 000 0 N
of that place was deciding the  ©'on 17 oy *“VawN P17 10 OPN
trials of the people, and they .0"9 NI5N21 TMW3A Dawnn

would distort the trials for
bribes and favouritism.

And this Yeshu‘a the Nazarene Bany 2wy mvn RN WY N
would sit there (or: with them), P3P TR HY 34 o
and would rebuke them, i.e., .5y b [o]aren

concerning justice, and they
would hat[e] him because of

this.

And he would puff himself up 22 1 5y oy STann M
over them because of this with P man WP, [T n[at]
dispute and [ani]mo[sity], and 1AW P IIaY 1Y owpan
they had enough of him and Jmran

were looking for a reason to

drive him away from sitting

between them.
Surprisingly, and in marked contrast with what will transpire
throughout the rest of the narrative, in this passage Yeshu is de-
picted as a righteous Jew, who is confronting the evil Jewish
leadership of his generation, and in so doing runs into trouble.

Thus, not only are Yoseph and Miriam both honest and blameless

3 Lege: nnw, but onny or ony are also possible.

34 The meaning of this abbreviation is not clear, and I opted for (1Ww1)a,
‘its meaning’ (introducing an explanatory gloss).

* Lege: pen.
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(except for the single claim of her fornication in 0.7), Yeshu him-
self is a talmid hakham, who boldly confronts his contemporaries
when they are guilty of injustice. On the other hand, the ‘bad
guys’ are all Jews—both the anonymous Jew who impregnated
Miriam and the anonymous members of the corrupt beit din. All
this is very different from the image that will emerge in the rest
of our narrative, where it is ‘Yeshu the wicked” who is always to

blame.

0.11. An Introductory Interpolation: The beit din Finds
Out the Truth about Yeshu

Hebl One day Yeshu went out to the =anx&n 1POYH 7931 W KW '8 DM

village on his own affair, and .owYH
came there (i.e., to the beit din)

late.

And the beit din summoned his  nRW IR MR DR WP PT A0
mother Miriam—after her D DWa MY awim ,qo% 1bya
husband Yoseph had already ™33 T NN YW 15 MINRN
died—and adjured her by the IO ORAN DRI N2 7Y RN
Name that “Tell us, this young a1385 36725

man Yeshu‘a—from where did
you get him? Whose son is he
that he has been so impudent
towards us?”

Because of her ripe old age, she

was afraid of the oath (by the 'Y PIawn AR NPT 2N
Name) of the Lord, and she SWYRA N TR T a5 7 nmm
admitted to the beit din how the

thing had happened.

% Lege: 72 5.

% Lege: nnmim.
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Adjuring people by the Ineffable Name of God was a common
practice in the Jewish world, but will not recur later in the nar-
rative—as, for example, when Yeshu will be interrogated about
the origin of his books of magic. The Name itself will, however,
be used by Yehudah the gardener to overcome Yeshu, as we shall
see below (7.4 and 7.6). Our scribe marks out the word owa, ‘by
the Name’, to highlight its sanctity, this too being a common
practice in Jewish manuscripts.® And once again, the scene con-
tradicts what will occur later on, even in Heb1, when Yeshu ad-
mits that he is the son of the Gentile Pandera. In fact, since we
now hear that the truth about his birth was already revealed by
his mother, it is noteworthy that the copyist(s) of Heb1l did not
omit the entire scene where Yeshu himself is interrogated about
his ancestry, and provides a completely different account (see be-
low, 3.1-3.4).

0.12. An Introductory Interpolation: The beit din
Ejects Yeshu, Who Becomes an Apostate

Hebl And when Yeshu returned from nawh Ra 1920 10 W Wl
the village and was about to sit ™7 0293 NN 1awina
in his usual place, the beit din qtAn K2 KD 1D IR TN ManT
rose and they pushed him, and 2" 5apa

said to him thus: ““No mamzer
may enter the congregation of
the Lord’.”*

3 For different ways of marking the Name in Jewish manuscripts see,
for example, Sacher and Lavee (2021).

% Deut. 23.3.
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He said to them: “Even if it is D37272 7 o8 AR onY NN
as you say, I am wiser than you  1nn2im 0198 X" D27 0ON IR
and (more) God-fearing, and I SNY DR AN NI DaN PINR K
shall not withhold His rebuke

from you; ‘you shall surely

rebuke my people’.”*

They answered him: “From oapn R PR Anpn 1H Y
now on, we do not accept your 1132 2wn &Y a8 , 737 2phapn
words, nor will you sit among TN NNR 1
us, for you are a mamzer.”

He tried to appease them, but  pran NRSIW TP 100N 891 DO™A
they were not appeased, until P MAaTnY 0PI RN INRIPA
he gave up and distanced

himself in his zeal, and

Yorobeam became an

apostate.*!

Having learned the truth about Yeshu’s birth, the members of the
beit din use the fact that from a halakhic perspective he is a mam-
zer in order to settle their score with him. And once again we see
that in this part of Hebl Yeshu—who elsewhere in the narrative
is repeatedly characterised as ‘Yeshu the wicked’—began his life
as a good person who happened to be a mamgzer, and it was only

because of the evil beit din that he became an apostate and a her-

0 This quote from Lev. 19.17 is modified; the actual verse says ‘you
shall surely rebuke your neighbour’. By omitting the last two letters of
Ty, the meaning of the verse changes to ‘you shall surely rebuke my
people’. The change in the verse might be due to a copyist’s error, but
in this case it might also be deliberate.

4l Lit., ‘went out into an evil habit’.

2 A dittography; see above, our comments on 0.6.
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etic. Moreover, this passage is heavily influenced by the Tal-
mudic account about Yeshu, in which we hear that he became an
apostate because of how he was treated by his teacher, Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah. The keyword here is yman7, ‘they pushed him’,
which echoes the Talmudic claim that Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah
‘pushed Yeshu the Nazarene with both hands ( @un w 1an7
7 'nwa)’, and thus left him no choice but to turn to idolatry and
to incite other Jews to follow him (bt San 107b and Sota 47a).*®
The Talmud also relates how Yeshu tried several times to make
his teacher re-admit him to his presence, but to no avail, a de-
scription that is echoed in our story’s claim that ‘he tried to ap-
pease them, but they were not appeased’. However, as we shall
see below (3.8), in our narrative Yeshu’s teacher is Yohanan the
Dyer, and not Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah—who is one of Yeshu’s
opponents from the very beginning of the narrative—so the role
of pushing Yeshu out was left to the beit din of his own town.
This passage ends by stating that ‘Yorobeam went out into
an evil habit’. The expression ‘to go out into an evil habit’, in the
sense of ‘to become an apostate or a heretic (or an otherwise
badly misbehaving Jew)’ is well known from rabbinic literature,
with the story of Elisha ben Abuya, also known as Aher, as the
paradigmatic example of someone who ‘went out into an evil
habit’ (see bt Hag 16a). King Yorobeam is another proverbial her-
etic (see 1 Kgs 12.26-33; m San 10.2; etc.), and the claim that he

‘went out into an evil habit’ is found in a section of the Zohar

*3 For this story, see Gero (1994); Schifer (2007, 34-40); Boyarin (2010,
52-54).
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where a story is told of how Yoroboam began his life as a right-

eous person; God wanted to kill him, but the angels prevented

Him from doing so. However, Yoroboam ‘subsequently went out

into an evil habit’ (7Y manY pai 2 7na1), and God rebuked the

angels.** But I am aware of no other texts that use this expression

in relation to Yoroboam, even though the statement that

‘Yorobeam went out into an evil habit’ appears in our text as if it

were a well-known proverb.

0.13. An Introductory Interpolation: Yeshu’s Miracles,

Performed by Magic

Hebl And he went to his place in the
land of Galilee, and proclaimed
that “I am the son of God, and
believe me by the signs that I
will show you.”

And every worthless and light-
headed person gathered around
him.

And he would make in front of
them images of birds and make
them fly. He also cleaved a
river of water in two, and they
passed (through it) on dry land.
Also, they were short of bread,
and he satisfied their hunger

4 Zohar Hadash, Aharei Mot 17 (58b).
* Lege: 1mpn Hx.
6 Lege: "mmxa.

47 Lege: nw.
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with one loaf of bread; and he
made water (taste) like wine in
their mouth.

And he dyed garments in the {8on} 4¥7maw o'na yrarn o
water which was inside the vat NYWa Ppa1v paxn nvaa Haon
in the dyer’s home—dipping it LORTWR O[] v Rwin

on time (?) and carrying it out

dyed [according to the wish of]

each person.

And people came to capture 172 1onh wand owar IR
him and hand him over to be .05nn prya nmean pwnm
tried, but he made the house

dark in their eyes and escaped.

Such things he would do with AYnm IMIawaa nwp M aoRa
his magic, and he misled all 2R 00 'mpnn 5o N
these places after him (i.e., into

following him).

As in previous passages, here too Yeshu returns ‘to his place’—
presumably, Nazareth, but the name is left unmentioned—and it
is not clear how he left ‘his place’, where he had run into trouble
with the beit din, and returned from there to ‘his place’. In the
new location, he gathers around himself various worthless fol-
lowers—a description that is modelled on Abimelekh’s actions in
Judg. 9.4—and fools them with his words and his actions. And
his claim that he is the son of God closely follows the Christian

claims, and is repeated later in Heb1 (see below, 2.3, 8.5). But

8 Lege: 7inaw. The scribe noted the error, and added signs above the
word to mark the mistaken metathesis.

49 Lege: Haw?

%0 Probably: n¥ma.
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as we shall see below (6.5), in Hebl—and in several other textual
witnesses—Yohanan too is depicted as a son of God.

Unlike the rest of the narrative, where Yeshu’s miracles are
acknowledged, but only a few are described, especially when he
makes the king’s daughter pregnant (6.7) and when he escapes
his pursuers by performing several magical acts (7.2-7.7), here
we find a long, and slightly garbled, list of his miracles, with six
different entries. All these miracles are well known from other—
and especially Christian and Muslim—sources:

1) Drawing images of birds and making them fly: This is a
slight variation on a miracle that is first attested in the Infancy
Gospel of Thomas, where Jesus, still a child, makes twelve birds
from clay, and—when reproached by his father Joseph for doing
this on the Sabbath—commands the birds to fly away, which they
immediately do.*! This miracle must have become quite famous
already in late antiquity, since it is mentioned twice in the
Qur’an, and it remained popular in the Christian world through-
out the Middle Ages and beyond, and was well known in the Mus-
lim world as well.>? In the ‘Helena’ recension of Toledot Yeshu, it
is found in several slightly different versions, and serves, as here,
to demonstrate the kind of magic tricks that Yeshu performed in
order to stupefy his followers.>® And it is also found in Harkavy-
A, where only the very end of the story is extant, and in Harkavy-

B, as we noted in our descriptions of these two indirect textual

5! See Burke (2010, 468-71), and Elliott (2006, 135-40).

52 See Berkes and Nocchi Macedo (2024), and Qur’an 3.49; 5.110, with
Dzon (2011) and Zellentin (2025).

>3 For a detailed survey, see Kattan Gribetz (2013).
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witnesses (see above, 11.2.1-2). However, in our text no clay is
mentioned, and Yeshu is said to make ma<wy *3vx—which could
imply two-dimensional images of birds, rather than three-dimen-
sional figurines. This might be due to a translation from another
language (both Aramaic "¢ and Arabic ,s.» are used for the mak-
ing of two-dimensional images and of three-dimensional figu-
rines), but I have not found any other version of Toledot Yeshu
which attests to this variant of the story of Jesus and the birds.
2) Cleaving a river in two in order to cross it: This miracle,
which was modelled on the crossing of the Jordan River by Elijah
(2 Kgs 2.2) and Elisha (2 Kgs 2.14), and perhaps also on the cross-
ing of the Red Sea (Exod. 14.21-22), is found neither in the ca-
nonical Gospels nor in the earlier apocryphal gospels. However,
echoes of such a miracle—or, rather, several such miracles—are
found in numerous sources, including several late-antique and
medieval magical texts.> In one set of stories, it is the Jordan
River that stops flowing, either when Jesus is baptised in it by
John, or when Jesus seeks to cross it, thus highlighting the simi-
larity with Elijah’s and Elisha’s miracles. But in another version of

this miracle, Jesus is escaping his Jewish opponents, and stopping

>* In addition to the stories mentioned below, note the story in pt San
7.11 (25d), of the min who cleaved the Sea of Tiberias in two, and
walked in it, while reminding the rabbis who opposed him that ‘Moses,
your master’ had performed a similar feat. This min may have been im-
itating the miracle of Jesus, when he walked on the water of the very
same lake (Mark 6.48-51; Matt. 14.25-32; John 6.19-21). See above,
section V.2.
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the Euphrates River with his staff.>> Our text seems to reflect a
version in which Jesus cleaves the river—presumably the Jordan
River—so that he and his disciples can cross it, but no further
details are given. And as far as I know, this miracle is not men-
tioned in any other version of Toledot Yeshu.

3) Feeding his followers with a single loaf of bread: This
miracle goes back to two separate miracles recounted in the Gos-
pels, in one of which Jesus feeds 5,000 of his followers with five
loaves of bread and two fish (Matt. 14.13-21; Mark 6.31-44;
Luke 9.12-17; John 6.1-14), and in the other he feeds 4,000 fol-
lowers with seven loaves of bread and a few small fish (Matt.
15.32-39; Mark 8.1-9). In the Qur’an, Jesus is said to have
prayed to God to send down from heaven a table spread with
food as a sign, and God agreed (Qur’an 5.114-115), and early
Muslim commentators connected these verses with the feeding
miracles recounted in the Gospels.®® Our text refers to a single
loaf of bread, thus abridging the story to its bare minimum. And
this miracle too is not mentioned in the other versions of Toledot
Yeshu, except for an oblique reference in Heb2/Heb3, to which
we shall return in our comments on 4.1.

4) Turning water into wine: This miracle goes back to the
Gospel of John, where it is described as Jesus’ first miracle, per-
formed at Cana (John 2.1-11). As far as I know, it is not men-

tioned in any other version of Toledot Yeshu.

%5 See Maltomini (1982, esp. 152-56); the text published by Maltomini
was republished in Daniel and Maltomini (1990, no. 32), and discussed
by Sanzo (2024, 52).

% See Mesherky (2021, 132-34) and Goudarzi (2023).
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5) Dyeing garments in different colours by dipping them in
water: In our text, the description of this miracle is somewhat
garbled, and this miracle is not attested in other versions of Tole-
dot Yeshu, but it can be interpreted in light of the Christian and
Muslim accounts thereof.>” This miracle is not found in the ca-
nonical Gospels, but is narrated in some versions of the Infancy
Gospel of Thomas, and in the Arabic Gospel of the Infancy, each
time with slight variations of detail.*® In the Arabic version of the
Infancy Gospel of Thomas, the story is told of how the child Jesus
went into a dyer’s shop and threw different pieces of cloth which
the dyer was about to dye in different colours into a single vat
with black dye. When he took them out of the vat, each piece of
cloth was dyed with the colour the dyer had intended for it, and
all the witnesses to this miracle were greatly amazed.* This story
was also known to the eleventh-century writer Tha‘labi, who in-
cluded it in his Tales of the Prophets, and to the eleventh- or twelfth-
century Kisa’i, who included it in his own compilation of the Ta-

les of the Prophets.®® Interestingly, some Muslim sources locate

57 Note that our text makes no mention of the fact that Yeshu would
later be involved with another ‘dyer’, namely Yohanan, as we shall see
below.

%8 See Burke (2010, 359-60); Elliott (2006, 165). For one of several ver-
sions of the Arabic Gospel of the Infancy, see Provera (1973), where the
story of the dyer is found on pages 110-13.

 For the Arabic text and an English translation (both by Slavomir
Céplo) see Burke (2017, 238-41).

60 See Davis (2014, 168-69); Brinner (2002, 652); Thackston (1997,
333).
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this miracle in Tiberias. Abt al-Hasan ‘Ali ibn Abi Bakr al-Harawi
(d. 1215) notes that in Tiberias there is a fountain named after
Jesus, and a church of the tree (5 ~zJ! i..), in the place where
Jesus performed the miracle with the dyer ('CL,.,QS\). He adds that
this was Jesus’ first miracle, and wrongly states that it is men-
tioned in the Gospels.®! Al-Harawi provides no further details, but
this must be our miracle, and the claim that it was Jesus’ first
miracle fits well with the claim that it was one of his childhood
miracles. Moreover, Christian pilgrims of the thirteenth century
saw in Tiberias the tree which grew from the firebrand that one
of the Jews had thrown at Jesus; in some versions of this story,
it is stated that the Jews got angry with Jesus when he showed
them how to dye clothes.®® We shall return to some of these sto-
ries below, in our comments on 7.5.

6) Escaping his pursuers by making darkness fall upon
them: This miracle was modelled on the blinding of the people of
Sodom in Gen. 19.11, and especially on Elisha’s actions in 2 Kgs
6.18, when he blinded the soldiers of Aram who came to arrest
him. It is not found in the canonical Gospels, but in the Infancy
Gospel of Thomas we read that when Joseph’s neighbours com-
plained to him about the behaviour of his unruly son, Jesus de-
cided to punish them and they were immediately struck blind. %

Moreover, in the canonical Acts we read how on his way to Da-

61 See Le Strange (1890, 339); Frenkel (2008, 161); Tal (2014, 112-13).
For the Arabic text and an English translation, see Meri (2004, 38-39).

62 See Pringle (1993-2009, 11:364, no. 266).
63 See Burke (2010, 480-81).
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mascus Paul saw a great light from heaven, and heard Jesus ask-
ing him ‘Saul, Saul, why do you persecute me?’ After this, Paul
was blinded for three days.® Such stories probably help explain
the origins of the miracle attributed to Yeshu in our text. And this
miracle too does not appear in other versions of Toledot Yeshu.
Looking at these miracles as a group, we may note that with
the exception of the first miracle, they are not really recorded in
other versions of Toledot Yeshu.®> Moreover, they do not overlap
with the miracles that Yeshu and Yohanan claim to be able to
perform elsewhere in our narrative (see below, 6.5). They are
clearly based on stories found in the Gospels and in apocryphal
Christian texts, and if we could identify a medieval Christian
text—or an iconographic cycle—in which all these miracles ap-
pear side-by-side, it would help us identify the historical context
in which a Jewish writer could have come up with such a list of
Yeshu’s miracles. This, in turn, could serve as yet another clue
for the date and provenance of the long text which was eventu-
ally appended to a Hebrew translation of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu as
an introductory interpolation. I suspect that it will once again
point to a late-Byzantine environment, but this research has yet

to be undertaken.

5 Acts 9.3-6, and note how Paul himself blinds Elymas in Acts 13.8-
11.

% As was already noted by Meerson and Schifer (2014, L.75).
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0.14. An Introductory Interpolation: The Jews Try to
Stop Yeshu, and Go to Tiberinus Caesar

Hebl When all of Israel (i.e., all the a5 Wwpa YR 92 pinwa T

Jews) heard (this), they wished 5190 891 58w van

to uproot the evil from Israel, %

but could not.

They went and complained to THnn (PR PIMAL HR YR 199N

Tiberinus Caesar, the king who 21w a3 TN

reigned in the Second Temple

(period).
This passage clearly serves as a ‘bridge’ between the interpolated
introductory passage and the opening scene of Gzar-dina de-Ye-
shu. This is also why having told us at the beginning of the text
that the narrative unfolded ‘in the days of King Horodos’ (0.1),
Hebl must now state that the Jews went to Tiberinus Caesar, ‘the
king who reigned in the Second Temple (period)’, since he will

be a major protagonist in the rest of the narrative.

% For the Hebrew expression used here, see Deut. 17.22 and 22.22.



1.0. Setting the Stage

Like many texts in antiquity and the Middle Ages, the incipit of
our text can also serve as its title, which may also be mentioned
at the end of the text (see below, 9.5). And, in an attempt to
sound official, our text immediately moves to the technical de-
tails: the identity of the culprit, the nature of the accusation
against him, the time and place where the proceedings took
place, the officials who were in charge, and who initiated the

entire process.’

1.1. Setting the Stage: A Title/Incipit; Introducing the
Main Event and the Main Culprit

Textual Witnesses: JA1, Hebl, Heb2, Heb3, Heb4

JA1 [This is the Bo]ok of Yes[hu] HR PIR]AYR [1] ar[N2 PRTA]

the Her[etic who violated] the 2HpR1 RND[HKR] 39 NPRO[2 N
will of the Master of Heaven 58P A1) 0 1M AR ORION
and misled the people after SRR RN

him; and he was from [a town]
called Nazareth.

Hebl The sentencing that was W 5y mHY 30T MRT KT N
decreed upon Yeshu son of R'IWT RNHRI 7937 RPTID 12
Pandera, who denied the God N WK 09N DR NYDMm nym
of Heaven and erred and 99233 7IN27 AT NORI N3N
misled the world; who was SwnmbRa

! See the fuller discussion of these issues above, in section IV.3 of the
Introduction.

2 Lege: HeN, i.e., :}..ab For JA1’s confusion between -, ., and ., see
also below, 6.8.

3 Lege: nan*RT. As 817 713 is masculine, one would expect 3nRT.

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0497.01
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Heb2

Heb3

The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

from the town of Nazareth of

the Great Rome, and denied the

God of the world.

This is the book of the
sentencing that was decreed
upon Yeshu‘a son of Pandera.
And it was in the year two of
Tiberinus Caesar, the king of
Edom (i.e., Rome), they
decreed a trial upon Yeshu‘a
son of Pandera who rebelled
against the God of Heaven, for
he misled the people of the

world with deeds of magic. And
he was from the town Nazareth

in the land of the town Rome,
which this thing happened in
the town of the Jews.

In the Name of the Merciful
One. This is the book of the
sentencing that was decreed
upon Yeshu‘a son of Pandera.
And it was in the year two of
Tiberinus Caesar, the king of
Edom (i.e., Rome), he decreed
a trial upon Yeshu‘a who
rebelled against the God of
Heaven, for he misled the

* Lege:
® Lege:
¢ Lege:
7 Lege:

"wyna.
nrInn.
nInn.

.

12 VW 5y MW T T a0
o'nw {A8} NIwa a1 RITI
1072 D1TR TOn 10 DIMavh
R"T18 12 Y1 By <o>{w)awn
.00 THR HY T WK
4pwyna oW WIR DR VNN
NIRI 503vT 10 7 RI DYAWON
7T A WK 6avTan T PINa
O™ N2TRa a0

5 MW PTIA 080 Ar.'mn 'wa
D'NW DIW3 M .A0YTI0 ja e
2 OVIR THR 907 DuMavy
TOR DY 70 WR YW S vawn
oY [YJwIrk R AYNn 3 0w
NITRA PN RIT DAWaN Twyna
WK APTAN 7N PIRA NNR
.0YTIAY NITAA 93T AT A
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people of the world with a deed
of magic. And he was from the
town Nazareth in the land of
the town Rome, which this
thing happened in the town of

the Jews.

Heb4 The Scroll of Yeshu: This is the TR PTI<s3 1 8w nhan
sentencing that was [de]cre[ed YwIn RIS [12 1w Oy A]na]
upon Yeshu son of] Pandera, JAynm o'nwn nHRa [102 R
the wicked, wh[o denied] the ]R3 A R ranR [ohpn N
God of Heaven and misle[d the JOrnonmal ..

world] after him that he was
from Nazareth [...] in the Great
Rome.

No Aramaic fragments of this passage have been preserved, but
the original Aramaic incipit probably is preserved in Heb1’s =1
RAWT RNHRI 9907 RITI0 12 w7 HY by nanneRT K37, after which
Heb1 reverts to Hebrew, oown nx nynm nym. This incipit is also
reflected in Heb2/Heb3 and in Heb4. Interestingly, this incipit
recurs, with minor variations, as the colophon of several Toledot
Yeshu texts from the ‘Helena’ recension, which were classified by
Meerson and Schifer as Late Yemenite A.° For example, one man-
uscript reads:

52 PRI K27 RADRA 99T 1377 3N RVTID W Awyn nndwn m
2w rTen{x} 21900 N1 DRI AW RITW N3 KDY

8 The title is highlighted with five triangular sets of dots above it.
9 See Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:125), and Horbury (2020, 22-23).
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This is the end of the story of Yeshu ben Pandera, and this

is'* his sentence, who denied the great God and misled the

whole people after him, who was dwelling in the town of

Nazareth (of) Rome, may it be destroyed and become des-

olate, may the name of the wicked rot.*

The other manuscripts have a very similar text, but omit the verb
*1¢n, and state that Yeshu misled ‘the whole world’ (8nby 53),
rather than ‘the whole people’, a difference to which we shall
return below.

The incipit of JA1 is fragmentarily preserved, but it seems
not to refer to ‘the sentencing that was decreed upon Yeshu’ (one
would expect a noun like 0on, or ®'¥p), and to call itself ‘the Book
of Yeshu the Heretic’. However, as we shall see below (9.5), JA1
ends with parnb& W 7 913 on, ‘here ends The Sentencing of Ye-
shu the Heretic’, thus embedding a slightly corrupt version of the
Aramaic title within a sentence in Judaeo—-Arabic.

The title, Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, fits well with the narrative’s
focus on the investigation, trial, and execution of Yeshu, and with
the quasi-legalistic nature of the entire narrative (for which see
section IV of the Introduction). Moreover, this title probably is
reflected in Heb1’s rendition of 6.13, where R. Yehoshu‘a and
Marinus ask Tiberinus Caesar ory 750 n3 1<*>T nn, ‘what sen-
tencing does the king decree upon them’ (i.e., upon Yeshu and
Yohanan), and is echoed in the claim, found in 9.2, that God T2y

K17 upon Yeshu. Interestingly, the expression R -1 recurs in

10 All the manuscripts read n, which probably is due to a miscopying
of 2.

11 MS New York, JTS 4934a (Rab. 2343) (#49783), fol. 66r.
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other versions of Toledot Yeshu, but in a different context,
namely, in the list of holidays established by the Christians as
alternatives for the Jewish holidays.!?

All the textual witnesses, except for JA1, refer to Yeshu as
‘the son of Pandera’. Below (3.2) we shall hear Yeshu himself
admitting that his father was a Gentile named Pandera, and we
shall discuss that name. However, that passage is omitted by JA1,
which attributes to Yeshu a different father (see our comments
on 3.1). Thus, JA1’s omission of that appellation in the current
passage is no accident, but a deliberate editorial choice, since the
name Pandera is nowhere to be found in JA1.'3

All the textual witnesses agree that Yeshu was an offender
against God, but they formulate this claim in slightly different
words. As we already noted, Heb1’s characterisation of Yeshu as
one who 8nw7 8nH8a 700 probably reflects the Aramaic text from
which Hebl was translated. However, Heb2/Heb3’s claim that
he o'nwn 'nH8 Sy 70 probably reflects an Aramaic text which had

12 See MS Jerusalem, Benayahu B 25 (#43794), fol. 39r and MS Sassoon
793 (#9074), page 364, where a Rabbi Yohanan says to the followers
of Yeshu that Yeshu commanded them that =13 837 Xn1% WY MHI NnMm
K17, ‘and as a substitute for (Yom) Kippur, you should establish the
great fast of gzar-dina’ (Sassoon 793 omits the word wy). See Meerson
and Schifer (2014, 11:135). The word rendered here as x1*7 713 appears
as 8n1s in other copies, and see Stokl Ben Ezra (2009, 490), and Stadel
(2020, 286-87). I am grateful to Sacha Stern for sharing with me his
identification of this Christian holiday as the Fast (or, Rogation) of the
Ninevites.

13 For more on this tendency of JA1, see our description of this textual
witness in section I1.1.6 of the Introduction.
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this verb, since it re-emerges very clearly in 8.9, where three Ara-
maic textual witnesses use the expression X'wW2aT 837 KAYRA TINAT
and two Hebrew textual witnesses support that reading, and in
9.3, where both Arl and Heb1 repeat the same formula. This char-
acterisation of Yeshu is intriguing, since it is not really supported
by his actions throughout the text, where he appears as a deceiver
and a magician, but not necessarily as a rebel against God.

JA1 next refers to Yeshu misleading the people (oxi15x). The
discrepancy between ‘the world’ (Hebl, Heb2/Heb3) and ‘the
people’ (JA1) probably reflects a similar variation in the Aramaic
texts between 8&nby and &ny, which is visible elsewhere in the
text (see below, our comments on 4.2 and on 6.1, and note the
occurrence of this variation in the Yemenite manuscripts of the
‘Helena’ recension that were mentioned above). The variant 8ny,
‘the people’ probably preserves the earliest form of the text, as it
is parallelled by claims in early Christian literature that Yeshu
was accused by the Jews of misleading the people, to which we
will turn in a moment. Moreover, the expression ‘all the people’
in the sense of ‘all the Jews’ is attested already in the Second
Temple period, and the shift between &ny 53 in Palestinian
sources and 815y 911 in their Babylonian parallels is well known

from rabbinic literature.'* It therefore seems likely that the shift

!4 For “all the people’, see the doomsday prophecy of Yeshu‘a ben Han-
aniah, as recorded by Josephus (War 6.301): ‘A voice from the East, a
voice from the West, a voice from the four directions, a voice on Jerusa-
lem and the Temple, a voice on bridegroom and bride, a voice on the entire
people’ (dwvy émt Tov Aadv mavta). For the shift from xkny in Palestinian
rabbinic texts to 815y in Babylonian texts, see Friedman (2014, 103-8).
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between xny and x&n% and their Hebrew and Judaeo-Arabic
equivalents in the different textual witnesses of our text is due to
those scribes who chose to change the earlier, Palestinian, form
xny to the Babylonian form xnbp.1°

All four witnesses agree that Yeshu came from Nazareth,
but the exact wording of this statement is corrupt in all the He-
brew versions.'® Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb4 all refer to Naza-
reth in relation to Rome, but in all four texts the connection is
not really clear. It could be a rather simple assertion that Naza-
reth was a part of the Roman Empire, but it may also be a garbled
reference to the town Roma, in the Galilee, for which see the next
passage. Moreover, Heb2/Heb3 add the year in which the events
took place, a statement that probably belongs in the following
passage (see below). They also use an unusual idiom, vawn (1)n"3,
which I translated as ‘decreed a trial’.

Heb2/Heb3 call Yeshu yw», which is, of course, a more ac-
curate rendition of Jesus’ Hebrew name. However, as this name
is based on the root pv», and is close to the word nywr, ‘salvation’,
most Jews throughout history preferred not to use this name, and

to call him v instead. In some cases, "W was taken as an acronym

15 And note how in a late rabbinic midrash, we hear that Balaam had
prophesied that ‘a man born of woman will rise and seek to make him-
self a God and to mislead the whole world’ (912 o%wn 52 myvn), with
a clear reference to Jesus. See Jellinek (1853-1857, V:207-8), with Ur-
bach (1956, 287; reprinted in Urbach 1988, 552).

16 As was noted above, they are also corrupt in the colophons of the
‘Helena’ texts in which our passage is partly quoted, where it is claimed
that Yeshu ‘was dwelling in the town of Nazareth (of) Rome’.
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for o1 MW nn, ‘may his name, and the memory of him, be blot-
ted out’, but it is not clear whether the different transmitters and
readers of our text were aware of this derogatory etymology.
Heb4 consistently calls him 1w», and Heb1 alternates between w»
and 1w (with the exception of the introductory interpolation,
where he is also called yw», and see section 11.1.11 of the Intro-
duction). But it is not clear whether they attributed any specific
significance to these spellings, and the spelling yw» probably re-
flects the pronunciation of Jesus’ name in the Eastern Aramaic
dialects.'” Heb4 also refers to Yeshu as ywnn, ‘the wicked’, which
reflects the appellation &y in the Aramaic texts, on which see
below (6.1).

Finally, Heb4 adds a title, “The Scroll of Yeshu’, which is
not attested in any of the other textual witnesses, and is modelled
on such titles as ‘The Scroll of Esther’ or ‘The Scroll of Antio-
chus’.'®

The claim that Jesus was misleading the Jews is one of the
oldest accusations levelled against him. Note, for example, Matt.
27.63, where the chief priests and the Pharisees refer to Jesus as

‘that deceiver’ (éxeivos 6 mAavog); Luke 23.2, ‘And they began to

7 For the spelling ~a«. in Syriac, see, for example, Moriggi (2014, 48),
and note the spelling w x in a Babylonian Jewish Aramaic incantation
bowl (Levene 1999, 287, 290 and 301, and Levene 2003, 124, 127 and
137), and the spelling yysw® in a Parthian amulet (Henning 1947, 50,
and cf. 40). I am grateful to Ohad Abudraham for these references.

18 For the generic resemblance of (some versions of) Toledot Yeshu and
the Scroll of Esther, see Kattan Gribetz (2011).
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accuse him, saying, ‘We have found this man misleading our eth-
nos...” (tolitov elpapev daatpédovta o €6vog Hudv...); or John 7.12,
where some Jews say that Jesus is a good person, but others insist
that ‘he is deceiving the crowd’ (mlavé Ttév &yAov).'® This claim
recurs in many other early Christian texts, such as Justin, Dia-
logue 69.7, who says that the Jews ‘impudently said that he was
a magician and a deceiver of the people’ (udyov... xal AeomAdvov).?°
And it emerges once again in the Babylonian Talmud, as we shall

note below, in our comments on 2.1.

1.2. Setting the Stage: Year, Place and Initiator(s) of
the Proceedings

Textual Witnesses: JA1, Heb1, Heb4 (in Heb2/Heb3, this was included
in the previous passage)

JA1 It was written in the year four  =0"p DU™ALVH AP3IR N30 0 2N
of Tiberinus Caesar that when TnR THNORA 77322 Hrnr 8NY 18D
the king heard about him (i.e., TP REPY TRPHR D10HAY
Yeshu), he ordered Pelatus the
governor to investigate about
him.

' And cf. John 7.47, ‘has he deceived you too?’” (M%) xal Opeis
wswkc’cvno@s). For additional references, see Stanton (1994, reprinted in
Stanton 2004, 127-47), and note how the description of Simon Magus
in Acts 8.9 as paysbwv xal élotavwy 0 #bvos THe Sapaplag, ‘practising
magic and amazing the ethnos of Samaria’, is rendered by the Peshitta
as ~imra s\ Kam A\ = ,;maxiss, ‘he was deceiving (kyvn) the people
(xny) of Samaria with his magic ("mwnna)’.

2 And cf. Justin, Dialogue 108.2, or John Chrysostom, Expositio in
Psalmos on Ps. 8.3. For additional examples, see Minov (2022).
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Hebl In the year four of King Tonn 7op [o]amavh paar miwa
Tiberinus Caesar, there was a DivHD DINR MW VR M
man named Ilyagos, and Platos  Rrinn 87203 19 0 107 AN
the governor who were from RN DIPRA AT NITAN N VR
RWM in the district of Tiberias, oM nnn

who were from the town of
Rome, in the place of Thermae,
the district of the sea.

Heb4 In [the year four?] of Tiberianus ...70]’p DUXRMAVY [?pa78 Niw]a
Cae[sar...Pilatus] the governor, unnn [...] i pnnann [os
who was [...] the great district. 5ran

JA1 and Hebl1 agree that the proceedings took place in the fourth

year of Tiberinus. In Heb2/Heb3, the date is mentioned in the

previous passage and is given as year two, but in Heb2 one can
see how the scribe began to write ‘four’, but erased the word after
two letters and wrote ‘two’ instead. Apparently, he too had in
front of him a text that spoke of year four, but it is not clear why
he, or an earlier copyist of the text, changed the year to ‘two’.
The attempt to offer a precise date for Yeshu’s trial proba-
bly is a part of the text’s desire to present itself as the ‘authentic’
protocols of his trial. In the Christian Acta Pilati, one of the two
prologues with which the text often begins offers a much more
detailed dating for the proceedings that will follow. This includes
the year of Tiberius’ reign, the year of Herod’s rule, the exact date

(the twenty-fifth of March; see also below, in our comments on

9.1), the name of the consuls of that year, the year according to

the Olympic cycle, and the identity of the Jewish high priest at

the time (Joseph Caiaphas).?!

2 Tischendorf (1853, 204-6).
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The claim that the proceedings took place in year four of
Caesar Tiberinus stands in marked contrast with the chronology
offered by the Gospel of Luke, which states that the ministry of
John the Baptist began in the fifteenth year of Tiberius’ reign
(Luke 3.1). It also makes no sense from a historical perspective,
since year four of Tiberius would have been 18 CE, long before
Pontius Pilate became the governor of Judaea in 26/27 CE. But
this unlikely dating might provide an important link with the
anti-Christian hypomnémata that were known to Eusebius.? For
in one of several references to the forged protocols of the trial of
Jesus, Eusebius says that Josephus states that Pontius Pilate be-
came the governor of Judaea in the twelfth year of Tiberius. This,
he adds,

is clear proof of the forgery of those who recently or for-

merly have issued a series of protocols about our Saviour

(xate ol cwtiipog Nuév dmouviurata); for in them the dates

mentioned convict the forgers of untruth. They relate that

the crime of the Saviour’s death fell in the fourth consul-

ship of Tiberius, which was the seventh year of his reign

(éml tiig TeTdpng 8 oty Umatelas Tifeplov, #} yéyovey ETous EBIdpou

THic Bagirelag adtod), but at that time it has been shown that

Pilate was not yet in charge of Judaea.*

Our text does not distinguish between the consulships of Tiberius
and the years of his reign, but the fact that Eusebius already knew

of forged protocols of the trial of Jesus in which the trial was dated

2 For the Roman Acta Pilati, see esp. Dubois (1991), and cf. our discus-
sion thereof in section IV.3 of the Introduction.

23 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 1.9.3 (LCL tr.; I have changed the translator’s
‘Pilate’s Reports’ to ‘protocols’).
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to the fourth year of Tiberius—and several years before Pontius
Pilate became the governor of Judaea—Ilends further support to
the great antiquity of at least some components of our text.?
The identity of the person who initiated the investigation
is not entirely clear. JA1 states that Tiberinus heard about Yeshu,
and ordered Pilatus to start an investigation. Heb1 introduces a
mysterious person called oiny'®, ‘Ilyagos’, whose identity and
role are not explained. Later in Heb1, we find the two as DR
NN o> e, ‘Altigus and Pilatus the governor’ (4.3) and towards
the end of Heb1, it speaks of 15w mswn pirvhr1 pnsnn owba, ‘Pila-
tus the governor and Altigus his deputy’ (9.3), with all three pas-
sages presumably referring to the same person. Whether this per-
son is the same as D1VHX / 1i0iPVHR / DPVHR / DLIVOR P13, who
is mentioned later in the text is not really clear, and we shall
return to this issue below in our comments on 4.2 and on 4.6.
In Hebl and Heb4, Pilatus is called a pinan, with Hebl even
preserving the (Palestinian) Aramaic form nnnsn. This appella-
tion is found in the Aramaic fragments as 8137037 and n&nAIN (see
below, 6.1, 6.3, 6.8, 8.6, 8.10, 8.11 and 9.3), and accurately
preserves Pilate’s title, as seen, for example, in Matt. 27.2: ‘And
they bound him (i.e., Jesus) and brought him and handed him

over to Pilate the governor’ (ITiAdtw & #yeuévt). The same title

% However, it must also be noted that according to our narrative, the
actual execution of Yeshu would have taken place in year five or six of
Tiberinus Caesar, as we shall note in our comments on 9.1.

% See also Luke 3.1; Josephus, Ant. 18.55. For the extensive use of the
title hégemon for different Roman officials, including provincial gover-
nors, see Mason (1974, 144-51, esp. 148-49).
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is also found in Syriac texts that mention Pilate, as well as in the
Greek Acta Pilati texts.?

Heb1 also refers to Tiberias as the place where the proceed-
ings began. More specifically, it uses the Greek word &n'n, fepua
or O¢puat, ‘hot springs, hot baths’, i.e., the famous thermal springs
and bathhouse complex of Hammat Tiberias, immediately to the
south of Roman-Byzantine Tiberias.?” It also uses the Aramaic
word &nnn and its Hebrew equivalent, nnn, which is also attested
in Heb4; the word (X%)nnn probably was there in the Aramaic text,
and referred either to a ‘town’ or ‘district’ or to a ‘harbour’—i.e.,
the harbour of Tiberias or of Hammat Tiberias.?® As both loca-
tions lie on the shores of the Sea of Galilee, the narrative may be
assuming either of these locations as the place where Pilatus held
court, and where the investigation began. Thus, the phrase “wx
07 1INn RNDD 01PN A NavTan 1, ‘who were from the town of
Rome, in the place of Thermae, the town/harbour of the sea’,
may be the Hebrew translation, and therefore a duplication, of

the Aramaic Krinn 87202 217 0 177, ‘who were from RWM in the

% See, for example, Sokoloff (2009, 340): ~asy o wa\,\se, and Tischen-
dorf (1853, 208, 209, 210, etc.).

%7 The word 8n7'n is as yet unattested in Aramaic. For the entry of this
Greek word into Arabic (L4, referring to the thermae of Constantino-
ple), see Frenkel (2008, 162); Tal (2014, 116 and n. 61), and Meri
(2004, 41).

2 For (R)nnn, see Cook (2015, 136, ‘harbour’); Sokoloff (2017, 326,
‘harbour, district’); Sokoloff (2020, 614, ‘walled city, town’). See also
Cotton and Greenfield (1995, reprinted in Cotton 2022, 275-83).
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town/harbour of Tiberias’, and the obscure 8772v1 117 may be a
miscopying of 7"™2v "N or 7Mav nnan.?

The claim that ‘they’—presumably, Ilyagos and Pilatus—
were 211 nivnn, ‘from the town of Rome’, may be a duplication
of the reference to 8”12V m7, but may also be an attempt to
present them as Romans, who came from Rome itself. However,
as with the references to "n1 in the previous passage, there may
have been a reference here not to the capital of the Roman Em-
pire, but to the Galilean village Ro(u)ma. This village was already
mentioned by Josephus, who noted that two of the Jewish heroes
who fought together with him during the siege of Yodephat were
Galileans who came ‘from the village of Rouma’ (amd ‘Poduag
xwuns).*® In rabbinic literature, there is a famous story of how the

third-century Palestinian Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Levi met the

» See Josephus, Ant. 18.36, who says that Tiberias was founded not far
from the hot spring (fepua) in a village called Ammathous. In War 4.11
he again refers to Ammathous, and says that its name—clearly derived
from Aramaic nnnn ,nnn, ‘hot spring’ (see Sokoloff 2017, 209)—may be
translated as fepua, and that the spring of hot water is good for healing.
In War 2.615 and Life 85, Josephus again refers to the hot baths/springs
of Tiberias (tois é&v Tifepiddi feppois Udaat), and their medicinal properties.
Rabbinic literature offers numerous references to the hot springs and
bathhouses of Tiberias (see, for example, Yudilovits 1950, 6, 20-21),
and note Malalas’ description, cited below, of how the hot baths of Ti-
berias required no artificial heating, as they could rely on the hot water
(Udata Bepua) which was naturally found there.

%0 Josephus, War 3.233.
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Messiah, who was sitting at the gates of Rome (177 8nmar).®!
This tradition is also found in the Palestinian Targums to Exod.
12.42, which recount how, in the eschaton, 83371 130 M8 nwn
RN 13 70 RAPwR 8350, ‘Moses will set out from the desert, and the
king Messiah will set out from Rome’, and in many later rabbinic
texts.®> And it reappears, in the sixth or seventh century, in Sefer
Zerubavel, where the protagonist, the biblical Zerubavel ben
She’altiel, recounts how he was teleported to Nineveh, which is
the Great Rome (*na7 'n1M), and encountered there the Messiah,
all weak and wounded.* In the ninth century, it was known to
Amulo, who says that the Jews fabricated a belief in two
Messiahs, one of whom—the Messiah son of David—was born on
the night when the Temple was destroyed, and ‘was transported
to Rome (I have no idea how!), and is there until today, enclosed
in secret caves and crypts’ (et nescio quibus modis Romam esse

perductum ibique usque hodie in speluncis et cryptis abditis esse

31 bt San 98a; the printed text merely says 8npT 8nntax, ‘at the gate of
the city’, but all the manuscripts and early printed editions read "1 or
(n)'.

32 See Klein (1978) with Klein (1980, 80 and 244), and cf. Tanhuma Ex.
1.8; Ex.R. 1.26 (Shinan 1984, 83); Agadat Bereshit 23.1 (Jellinek 1853-
1857, 1V:35); Pesikta Rabbati 90b.

33 For the Hebrew text, see Lévi (1914a, 132), and Even-Shmuel (2017,
72-73); for an English translation see Himmelfarb (2017, 149). For re-
cent assessments of Sefer Zerubavel’s date of composition, see Newman
(2013), who argues for the early to mid-sixth century, and Himmelfarb
(2017, 27-34), who supports the more commonly accepted dating to
the period of the Byzanto—Persian wars of the early seventh century.
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reclusum).® In the fifteenth and sixteenth century, several Kab-
balists suggested that this was not imperial Rome, but the one in
the Galilee.® It is impossible to tell how far back such traditions
went, but the Galilean contexts of the Messiah are well attested
in many other sources.* And the village Roma is still mentioned
in Arabic sources, and has retained its ancient name in Hirbet
Rouma, some ten kilometres north of Nazareth and twenty-one
kilometres west of Tiberias.*

The fact that the investigation, trial, and execution of Yeshu
all took place in Tiberias is in marked contrast with the account
in the Gospels, all of which agree that Jesus was caught, tried,
and crucified in Jerusalem. It is, however, a part of a larger trend
in late-antique Judaism, to ‘transfer’ different historical events to
the Galilee, even though earlier accounts of these events make a

Galilean location improbable.*®

3 Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 12 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 20). Amulo
even mentions the Jews’ claim that this Messiah was met by ‘one of
their great teachers, who was called Iosue Ben Levi’.

% This also helped them solve another difficulty, namely, the claim that
Rabbi Yehudah ha-Nasi, who lived in Sepphoris in the early third cen-
tury, could maintain close relationships with the Roman emperor Anto-
ninus, including by way of an underground tunnel that connected their
homes, as in bt AZ 10b.

% For a fuller discussion, see Dvir (2020, esp. 181-83).
%7 See Tal (2014, 115 and 265).

%8 For this trend, which is due to the decline of the Jewish communities
of historical Judaea and the rise of the Galilean Jewish centres, see
Reiner (1998) and Dvir (2020); and cf. Rosenson (2013). For more ex-
amples of this trend, see our comments on 9.2, below.
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The ‘re-location’ of the trial of Yeshu to Tiberias is directly
related to another unusual claim of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, namely,
that Tiberinus Caesar presided over the proceedings and was
deeply involved in the trial. Whereas the Gospels have Pontius
Pilate presiding over the trial and execution of Jesus, Gzar-dina
de-Yeshu has Pilatus initiate the investigation, but later Tiberinus
Caesar—and his daughter—become deeply involved in the pro-
ceedings (see below, 6.2-6.14).

Historically, Tiberias was founded by Herod Antipas in 19
CE, and named after the reigning emperor, Tiberius.*® But in the
mind of the author(s) of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, it seems that Tiber-
inus Caesar lives in Tiberias, which is named after him, and runs
his affairs from there.*’ Such a claim might seem quite ridiculous
to a modern reader, but it may have seemed less bizarre to a late-
antique audience. Note, for example, the rabbinic story of Ha-
drian’s (long) stay in Tiberias, which may be supported by

Epiphanius’ reference to an unfinished Hadrianeion temple in that

3 See Josephus, Ant. 18.36-38 and War 2.168; and cf. Gen.R. 23.4 (The-
odor and Albeck 1912-1927, 221): ‘Tiberias was named after Tiberius,
Alexandria after Alexander, Antiochia after Antiochus’. This tradition
may imply that all three kings built the cities named after them, and cf.
the following note.

0 The notion that Tiberius himself had founded Tiberias is shared by
the Byzantine chroniclers, from Malalas onwards, and see his Chrono-
graphia (Dindorf 1831, 235): ‘Tiberius himself built in the land of Ju-
daea, next to the lake, a town which he called Tiberias; having found in
that place hot springs (0ata feppd), he built for the town public baths,
which had no (artificial) heating, but used these hot springs for the ben-
efit of the town’.
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town.* Even more intriguing is the rabbinic claim that the em-
peror Diocletian used to be a pig-herder in Tiberias before he be-
came the king of Rome.** That Diocletian indeed visited Tibe-
rias—but as an emperor rather than a pig-herder—is made clear
by the edicts he issued there.** Moreover, Tiberias may have had
a large praetorium, in which the Roman governors occasionally
conducted trials, and such a structure may have been seen by the
authors of our narrative as the structure in which Jesus too was

tried.*

1.3. Setting the Stage: Date and dramatis personae

Textual witnesses: JA1, Heb1, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

JA1 When it was in the twenty- 55& 9nw ' o D 'm v Ra 8nYa
eighth of Elul, Pelatus the AT TRPOR DIVHE RYTNONR
governor summoned Yehudah TP 12 PIWIT IRRT IR IRIONR
the gardener. And Yehoshu‘a 1R PRAI 72258 TYHR DI
ben Perahiah and Marinus the STPWOR

great elder and a crowd of
elders were present.

Hebl On the twenty-eighth day of 9K WTNA 07 ANRWI 0WYa
the month of Elul, this Pilatus A Hw<i> RTAN PIwa 2P

4 See Lev.R. 25.5 (Margalioth 1953-1960, 576-79); Epiphanius, Panar.
30.12.2 (Holl 1915-1933, 1:347), with Shahar (2021, 242-46).

42 See Gen. R. 63.8 (Theodor and Albeck 1912-1927, 688-90) and pt
Ter 8.11 (46b-c).

*3 See Codex Justinianus 1.51.1, 1V.10.3, and V.17.3, in Kriiger (1877,
88, 153 and 212 respectively), with Shahar (2021, 254-57).

* For an attempt to identify a large structure in the south of Tiberias as
a praetorium, and literary evidence that points to the existence of such
a praetorium in Tiberias, see Patrich et al. (2022).
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Heb3

Setting the Stage

the governor approached the
market of his town and

summoned Yehudah, the owner

of the garden, and took him
and brought him before R.
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah, and
before Marinus the great elder
of the Jews, and before a great
multitude with people.

On this day, on the twenty-
eighth of the month of Elul,
Petalus the governor
approached and came into the
market, and summoned
Yehudah the orchard-man, and
he took him before Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah the Nasi, and he
brought him before Marinus
the elder of the Jews and in
front of crowds of people.

On that day, on the twenty-
eighth of the month of Elul,
Pelatus the governor came into
the market, and summoned
Yehudah the orchard-man, and
he took him before Rav
Yehoshu‘a ben Rav Perahiah,
the Nasi, [and brou]ght him
before Marinus the elder of the

Jews and in front of a crowd of
Sages, may their memory be for

a blessing.

* Lege: omindw.
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Sya ATy X1 pRann owha
12 ' 1 aah wam np an
5w 517 1pr IR 1S ha
OTR "33 DY 30 an ey (o]

WTIND ANnw 0Mwya a1 ora
qwn oHYa Pwa NaH 29 R
DR NP7 0TIA0 ATD RPN
29p" .RWIA PANA 12 YW "aed
SaTmrbw 1pr ownn 1ah IR
.OTRA 33 AR aah

Wb mnwt 0wpa RIA0 ora
Wi DY Pwa K125 2P HN
108 1P~ oTIan AR 8PN
R'WIT 7PMI8 29 72 Ywi 2 7185
5w 1Pt D1I™MA 185 108 29[ PM]
.25 "ot onon nhap taah o
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Heb4 [On the twenty-eighth] of Elul, 92y 5HRY [nnnwt owpa]
Pi[latus the governor?] passed ... ] &1 Piwa [Ppnann oo ]a
in the market and summoned OTR[1a 1R ......

[... ... 1 [...pleople.

JA1, Hebl and Heb2/Heb3 all agree that the proceedings began
on the twenty-eighth of Elul, but the significance of this specific
date is not clear. In some Jewish texts of late antiquity, the
twenty-eighth of Elul is identified as the day when the sun and
the moon were created; and in an apocalyptic Jewish text of the
early Muslim period this is the date when the Messiah will
emerge and fight the Arabs.* However, neither claim sheds any
light on our text’s dating of the beginning of Pilatus’ investigation
concerning Yeshu.

JA1, Heb1 and Heb2/Heb3 also agree that the proceedings
began with Pilatus summoning Yehudah the gardener, and all the
Hebrew textual witnesses state that this occurred in the market
(Heb1 has &17nn pwa, probably reflecting an Aramaic expression
like 8n3n(7) ()pwa, ‘in the street(s) of the town’)¥—i.e., the
streets of Tiberias, where Yeshu’s dead body will be dragged to-
wards the end of the narrative (see below, 8.9). In JA1, Pilatus
summons Yehudah together with Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and
Marinus the great elder and a group of elders in attendance, but
in Hebl and Heb2/Heb3 he summons Yehudah and brings him

46 See Pirke de-Rabbi Eliezer, chap. 8: niab nnn x1a1 hhra nnnwt omwya,
and Sefer Eliyahu (Even-Shmuel 2017, 52): mwn 8% 51583 nnnwt owya
DHRYAWN DY AN WY R P Lo MYnn.

% The impact of the Aramaic original on Heb1’s text is also visible in

expressions such as o1w%a i and [0°] T Sw 5173 1791, and see our discus-
sion of this textual witness in section II.1.9 of the Introduction.
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to R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah, Marinus the great elder, and a
crowd of people/Sages. On this last point, the texts are divided,
with JA1 speaking of ‘a crowd of elders’ (which could also be
translated as ‘Sages’) and Heb3 speaking of ‘a crowd of Sages’,
whereas Heb1 and Heb2 speak of ‘crowds (or, a great multitude)
of people’, and this probably was the reading of Heb4 as well.
The Aramaic text behind these versions probably used the (Greek
loanword) o1921x, ‘crowds’, which reappears later in the text (see
below, 4.3, 5.3, 6.3, and 9.3, and cf. our comments on 2.3). The
identity of this crowd is not entirely clear, and in the one Aramaic
textual witness where its identity is stated, there is a lacuna in
the text (see Arl at 9.3). However, it seems quite clear that their
recurrence in the narrative is due to the text’s desire to stress that
there were many witnesses who saw what happened to Yeshu,
and therefore saw that his followers’ claims were utterly un-
founded, as is explicitly stated in 9.3.

The Greek word dyAoc—in its singular or plural form—ap-
pears extremely often in the Gospel stories, and usually refers to
the crowds who followed Jesus and who were astounded by his
miracles and his teachings.*® However, in some passages it refers
to a crowd of Jesus’ persecutors.* In our text, the yAot are not
directly involved in the unfolding of the narrative, but serve as
witnesses to the veracity of the events it describes.

Throughout the narrative, three Jewish protagonists pre-

side over the legal proceedings, namely, Yehudah the gardener,

8 F.g., Matt. 4.25, 5.1, 7.28, 8.1, etc.
9 E.g., Matt. 26.47, 55, 27.20, 24, etc.
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Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah, and Marinus the elder. The first and
third of these are virtually unknown in other ancient Jewish
sources, but the second is known both from rabbinic literature
and from the Babylonian incantation bowls of late-antique Mes-
opotamia. In rabbinic literature, Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah is de-
scribed as one of the ‘pairs’ of Sages who were active at the early
days of the rabbinic movement, in the second century BCE. Very
few rulings and sayings are attributed to him, and very few sto-
ries are told about him, but one of these stories describes him as
Yeshu’s teacher, who unwittingly rejected his disciple and thus
pushed him to become a heretic (bt San 107b and Sota 47a, cited
above, in our comments on 0.12). Thus, both the Babylonian Tal-
mud and our text see Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and Yeshu as living
at the same time, in spite of the chronological gap between them,
with Yehoshu‘a active in the late-second century BCE, and Jesus
in the 30s of the first century CE. The association between these
two figures may have been due to the similarity of their names,
Yehoshu‘a and Yeshu‘a, but may also have been due to the fact
that Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah was a figure about which very little
was known. This also helps explain how the rabbis could think of
Yehoshu‘a as Yeshu’s teacher, whereas our text thinks of him as
Yeshu’s main Jewish opponent, who leads the procedures against
him together with Pilatus.

Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah is also mentioned in the Babylo-
nian incantation bowls. These inscribed magical texts often in-
clude a reference to the get, or deed of divorce, sent from the

court-session (ann) of Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah in order to drive
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demons away.*® This may seem irrelevant for our text, but the
stress on the court-session of this figure raises the possibility that
in our text too the three Jewish protagonists were thought of as
a court (beit din) of three, headed by Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah.
Moreover, although Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah is ostensibly a rab-
binic figure, he is in fact far more prominent in non-rabbinic texts
such as Gzar-dina de-Yeshu and the Babylonian incantation bowls
than he is in rabbinic literature itself.>* And although the bowls
occasionally mention Jesus as well, they never imply any connec-
tion between these two historical figures.>>

With Yehudah the gardener, things are much more obscure.
On the one hand, this figure is not mentioned in other ancient
Jewish sources. On the other, the connection between the execu-
tion and burial of Jesus and a garden is very old. In the Gospel of
John, we read that ‘in the place where he was crucified there was
a garden’ (x#jmos), in which there was a new tomb, so Jesus was
buried there.>® We also read that when Mary Magdalene came
there, and saw the empty tomb, Jesus came to her, but she
thought at first he was the gardener (6 xmoupés), and that this
gardener had taken Jesus’ body away.>* Moreover, as we shall
note below (in our comments on 7.8), the claim that Jesus’ body

was removed by a certain gardener (hortulanus) from his patch of

%0 See Shaked et al. (2013, 103-73).
51 See Ilan (2013).

52 For references to Jesus in the bowls, see Levene (1999), and Shaked
(1999); additional bowls that refer to Jesus remain unpublished.

5% John 19.41-42.
54 John 20.15.



150 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

lettuces was recorded by Tertullian, writing c. 197 CE. Unfortu-
nately, no name is given for this gardener, and there is no way of
knowing why our narrative decided to call him Yehudah, except
for the fact that this is the most ‘Jewish’ name that one could
imagine.

The third figure is called in Hebl, o™mmow 5113 1pr oumn,
which is a literal translation of the Aramaic expression, 0™Mn?
RTINT 831 RAD, a title that is attested in Arl later in the text (see
below, 9.3, and cf. 6.3 and 6.13), and is also attested in Ibn
Shaprut’s abridged text (see below, 6.3). A Rabbi Marinus is men-
tioned a few times in rabbinic literature (e.g., t Tohorot 7.7), but
not much is known about him, and there is no indication that our
narrative has him in mind. It is therefore not really clear how and
why this originally-Latin name was chosen for one of Yeshu’s
main opponents.

The connection between these three figures and Yeshu re-
emerges in one of the medieval additions to the Hebrew Sefer
Yosippon.> There, within a very garbled version of the story of
Gaius Caligula’s attempt to place his statue in the Jerusalem Tem-
ple (an event that was described by both Philo and Josephus),
the medieval Hebrew narrator embedded these four figures, to-

gether with Yehudah Iscarioti (who will appear in our own text

%5 For this passage, see already Lévi (1931). For the text, see Flusser
(1980-1981, 1:439-42). For an English translation, see Bowman (2022,
409-12). My understanding of this passage benefitted from an un-
published paper given by Saskia Donitz at the Bern Toledot Yeshu con-
ference in 2015, and cf. Donitz (2013, 54-57).
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below, 4.2). In this version of the story, it is Yeshu—who is pre-
sented as the son of the Jewish God—who incites the Roman em-
peror to force the Jews to recognise him (i.e., Gaius) as a god,
whereas the Jewish king (who in some textual witnesses remains
anonymous, and in others is identified either as Herod or as
Agrippas) sends Yehoshu‘a and Yehuda and Marinus to Rome, to
tell Caesar that they refuse to obey his orders. The emperor is
furious, the Jews declare a three days’ fast (cf. the same practice
in our own narrative, in 6.9), and with God’s intervention Gaius
is slain and Claudius replaces him on the throne. Some of Yeshu’s
followers are subsequently hung by the Jewish king, but some
Jews are unhappy with this, since they expected the sinners to
repent. The Jews then kill and stone more sinners in ‘Nazareth,
the town of Edom’, but cannot extirpate them completely.
Reading such an account, we can be sure that its author
had at least a passing familiarity with our text, for whereas Ye-
hoshu‘a (presumably, ben Perahiah) and Yehudah (presumably,
the gardener) appear in many other versions of Toledot Yeshu,
Marinus is found only in Gzar-dina de-Yeshu. However, the deci-
sion to embed this scene in the reign of Caligula, Tiberius’ suc-
cessor, and in the story of Caligula’s attempt to place his statue
in the Jerusalem Temple, probably means that this anonymous
author had only a very vague familiarity with our text, and with
other Toledot Yeshu texts, and thus developed his own scenario
for the birth and growth of Christianity. As this scenario is not
found in the main text of the Hebrew Yosippon, or in its Arabic
version, and is only found in late medieval manuscripts, it seems

clear that this is a late addition to the Yosippon. While it requires
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further study, such a study probably will not add much to our

knowledge of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu.>®

% For the Arabic and Judaeo—Arabic versions of the Yosippon, see Sela,
(2009, esp. 1:258-59 and 11:480).



2.0. Pilatus and Yehudah the Gardener

After providing its readers the basic facts about the culprit and

the investigators, and when and where the proceedings took

place, our narrative moves to the investigation itself. To find out

more about Yeshu and his crimes, Pilatus questions Yehudah the

gardener, and has Yeshu brought to him for interrogation.

2.1. Pilatus and Yehudah the Gardener: Pilatus

Questioning Yehudah

Textual witnesses: JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

JA1

Hebl

Heb2

And Pelatus the governor said
to Yehudah the gardener: “We
received word of a man called
Yeshu. He is misleading the
people with magic. Do you
know him?”

And they asked Yehudah, the
owner of the garden, and they
said to him: “A certain man
whose name is Yeshu rose and

is misleading the world; do you

know him in truth?”

And they asked this Yehudah,
and they said to him: “A
certain man whose name is
Yeshu‘a, and he is misleading
the people of (the) world with
a deed of magic—do you know
him?”

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0
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Heb3 And they asked this Yehudah, TAR D TIRRM AT D HRWN
and they said to him: “One OOW TWIR NYNN RIT W N
whose name is Yeshu‘a, and he ANR YINN 0Bwann Iwyna

is misleading the people of the

world with a deed of magic—

do you know him?”
Heb4 And they asked Yehudah [the WK 15 [1nR1 nas] amnh Hrw

gardener and they said] to him: oywn nyn[m op] 1w mnw TN

“A certain man whose name is [ymR] nyTn onopa

Yeshu [rose and is mi]sleading

the world with sorcery—do you

know [him]?”
Whereas JA1 has Pilatus questioning Yehudah, in Heb1, Heb2/
Heb3, and Heb4 it is ‘they’—presumably, Pilatus, Yehoshu‘a and
Marinus—who question him; moreover, in JA1, Pilatus opens his
question by saying that he had received word, or a report, about
Yeshu, which is absent in the other textual witnesses. The ques-
tion itself is nearly identical in all the textual witnesses, except
that JA1, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb4 make an explicit reference to
Yeshu’s use of magic. Heb1 does not, and additionally Heb1, and
perhaps also Heb4, add ‘in truth’ (or ‘truly’) at the end of the
question.

The accusation that Jesus was practising magic is extremely

old, and may go back to his own lifetime.' It is based on four

! The literature on this issue is vast; see the classic, and very problem-
atic, discussion by Smith (1978), and the very sober analysis by Garrett
(1989); see further Stanton (1994, reprinted in Stanton 2004, 127-47);
Swartz (2012, reprinted in Swartz 2018, 71-88). For the discourse of
magic in our text see Di Segni (1985, 143-61); Bammel (1997a); Bohak
(2020).
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related assumptions. First, that the miracles he performed, and
the stories about them, were a major source of attraction for
those who followed him, both in his lifetime and after his death.?
In our narrative, this is made clear in a subsequent passage,
where Yeshu is explicitly described as misleading the people with
his supposed miracles (see below, 2.3). It is also implied in the
Talmudic claim that Yeshu ‘practised magic, and incited and mis-
led the Jews (into idolatry)’ (58w nx n™7m nom qwn).2 Celsus,
the second-century anti-Christian polemicist, stated that Jesus
‘tried his hand at certain magical powers ... and on account of
them gave himself the title of God’; but Celsus shows no real in-
terest in the stories about Jesus’ miracles, as we shall soon see.*
A second assumption that underlies this accusation is that
Yeshu really did perform some of the miracles reported in the
Gospels, and presumably in oral traditions as well. This is an im-
portant point, since it means that rather than denying that he
performed any miracles, his opponents admitted the veracity of
his miracles, but claimed that they were based on illegitimate
magical practices.® In our own narrative, this becomes clear when

Yeshu miraculously makes Tiberinus’ daughter pregnant, even

% This is repeatedly stated by the Gospels themselves, and see, for ex-
ample, Mark 1.27-28, 32-34, 45; 3.7-10, etc.

® See bt San 43a and 107b, and bt Sot 47a. For the specific meaning of
mon and nv1n, see m San 7.10 and Deut. 13.7-19.

* Origen, Contra Celsum 1.28 and 1.38 (translated by Chadwick 1965,
28 and 37).

> This was a common tactic in antiquity, and see Dodds (1965, 124-26);
Garrett (1989); Stratton (2007, 107-41).
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though she never had sexual intercourse with a man (see below,
6.7), as well as when he flies in the air, locks a cave’s opening
from the inside, and turns himself into a bird (see below, 7.2,
7.5, and 7.7). In rabbinic literature, we find stories about healing
the sick in the name of Yeshu ben Pandera, and from these stories
it is clear that this mode of treatment was deemed by the rabbis
to be effective, but strictly forbidden.® Celsus is much more cir-
cumspect on this point, saying that ‘it was by magic that he was
able to do the miracles which he appeared to have done’ (yoyteia
duvnBévtos & £dofe mapddofa memonxévar), thus stopping short of ad-
mitting the veracity of Jesus’ miracles.” And the Qur’an reports
the miracles of Jesus as facts, and has Allah saying to Jesus on
Judgment Day that “I prevented the children of Israel from harm-
ing you when you came to them with clear proofs (o\fﬁ;j\.;) and
the disbelievers among them said, ‘This is nothing but pure
magic’ (o» >-).”* This probably reflects the older Jewish accu-
sation that Jesus was just a magician, but is also a part of the
Qur’an’s own awareness of the tendency of a prophet’s opponents

to denigrate his actions as ‘magic’.’

¢ See t Hull 2.22-23 (Zuckermandel 1970, 503); pt AZ 2.2 (40d); pt
Shab 14.4 (14d); Eccl.R. 10.5 (Kiperwasser 2021, 262), with Geller
(1977); Reiner (2004, 366-71); Schifer (2007, 52-62).

7 Origen, Contra Celsum 1.6 (translated by Chadwick 1965, 10; emphasis
mine).
8 See Qur’an 5.110 and 61.6.

9 See, for example, Qur’an 10.2 and 74.24 (accusations that Muhammad
was a magician), and Qur’an 10.76 and 27.13 (accusations that Moses
was a magician), with Zadeh (2015, 238-40).
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The accusation of magic was well known to early Christian
writers, who often noted that the Jews describe Jesus as a mere
magician.'® It is also attested in rabbinic literature, where Jesus
is said to have practised magic (see above), and reappears in
many later Jewish texts.!! The same accusation is rehearsed by
al-Jahiz, when he claims that the Jews, “say that he was a master
of spells and magic rituals (<> 49 @j —>L»),'? a healer of de-
moniacs (s s :943), a quack (lexs), a master of tricks (>Ll-
J=>), a trainer of deceptions (C.b'- u.a_a ») and the reading of books
(=5 551 3).”"2 Notably, it is rehearsed at about the same time, but
thousands of kilometres away, by Agobard of Lyons in his sum-
mary of the Jewish polemics against Jesus, when he says that
they relate how Jesus was executed ‘like a despicable magician’

(ueluti magum detestabilem).**

10 See, for example, Justin, Dialogue 69.7 (cited above, in our comments
on 1.1), and cf. his First Apology 30; for later Christian writers see, for
example, the third-century Christian poet Commodian, Carmen apolo-
geticum (or, Carmen de duobus populis) 384 and 387, who says that the
Jews ‘defame (Jesus) as a magician’ (magum infamant). This Jewish ac-
cusation is also attested in the Pseudo-Clementine Recognitiones 43.3-4,
in the Acta Pilati (Tischendorf 1853, 208 and 214), in the Letter of Pilate
to Claudius (see Ehrman and PleSe 2014, 278), in the Lament of the Virgin
(see our comments on 8.10 below), and in many other texts.

! See, for example, Nemoy (1930, 364).

!2 For the second term, see Burnett (2008). The attribution of niranjat
to Jesus recurs in The Polemic of Nestor the Priest, and see Lasker and
Stroumsa (1996, 1:70 and 155).

13 See Finkel (1926, 23).

4 See Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 206), with Schéfer
(2011, 33).
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A third assumption that underlies the connection of Yeshu
with magic is that such miracles as his can be achieved by magi-
cians whose powers derive from the technical magical knowledge
that they have acquired. This is a common assumption in late
antiquity and is shared by our narrative, as well as by rabbinic
literature (which has much to say about magicians and their
magic), by many early Christian writers (who certainly did not
think of Jesus himself as a magician), and by the ‘pagan’ writers
of late antiquity.'®

The fourth assumption that underlies our narrative is that
magic can be learned from written books. This is an assumption

to which we shall return below, in our comments on 3.6.

2.2. Pilatus and Yehudah the Gardener: Yehudah’s

Response
Textual witnesses: JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

JA1 And he (Yehudah) said to him: 5RPA 1132 9IRY RIR OYI 19 HRPA

“Yes, I know him.” And he AT RN HRPa A PR N D
(Pilatus) said to him: “Where is  <3>R¥NRA 7IAKRD 7I¥RI RINDN
he from?”. And he (Yehudah) 51bR

said to him: “From a town
called Nazareth.” And he
(Pilatus) ordered him to bring
the man.

!5 For the widespread belief in late antiquity in the power of magic and
magicians, see Dickie (2001, 202-21); Collins (2008, 132-65); Bohak
(2008, 35-51).



Hebl

Heb2

Heb3

Pilatus and Yehudah the Gardener

He said to them: “I know him.”
They answered him: “And
where is he from?”. He said to
them: “He is from the town of
Nazareth, and he deals with
trickery and magic, and he
misleads human beings, since
he has books from the wizards
of Egypt, and he is always busy
with them. Now, if you (pl.)
wish, I will go and bring him.”
And he (or, they) said [ 1.
And he said to them: “Yes, I
know him (and) that he is
misleading people, and he is in
magic, and also misleads the
people of the world. And we
discovered in his hand this
deed, and he chose a place
there, and he is misleading the
people of the world in a certain
town. Now, if my master
wishes I will go and bring him
and deliver him to you.”

And he said to them: “Yes, I
know that he is misleading

159
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16 Lege: namnn. The form 103 reflects the Aramaic nna™n in the text

from which Hebl was translated.

7 Lege: oawaa. A word like npin probably was omitted from the text,
and cf. Heb3.

18 Lege: ow.
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people, and he is misled by MR 7302 19051 war aynn
magic, and also misleads the JNR RVIANTTHR TR O OKR ANY
people of the world in a certain

town. Now, if my master

wishes I will go and bring

him.”

Heb4 And he said: “Yes I know him.” JR[ ... ] 90K MK "nyT 12 90K
He said to him: “[Bring him [..]5]...
here (?)].”

Yehudah’s answer diverges widely between the textual witnesses.
All agree that Yehudah answers that he does know Yeshu, but in
Heb2/Heb3 Yehudah goes on with his explanations, whereas in
JA1 and Heb4 Pilatus asks a follow-up question, which is asked
by all those present in Heb1. The question, about Yeshu’s place
of origin, is preserved in JA1 and Hebl, but Yehudah’s answer is
different in each textual witness. In JA1 he merely answers the
question, by saying that Yeshu is from Nazareth, but in Heb1l he
adds to this statement a detailed description of Yeshu’s evil deeds
(and note the verbatim repetition of phrases from 0.8), including
the books of magic that will be the topic of the next major scene.
Heb2/Heb3 also describe Yeshu’s actions, but in a rather garbled
manner, and without referring to his hometown; however, it is
quite likely that Heb2/Heb3’s nn& nrna is a miscopying of
nAx3 n3v1n3, which would reflect the Aramaic text’s 8N NARIa.

At the end of this scene, JA1 has Pilatus ordering Yehudah
to bring Yeshu to him, whereas Heb1l and Heb2/Heb3 have Ye-

9 1t seems as if the text of Heb3 was shaped by a parablepsis from the
first 0%y "wir nynn to the second.
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hudah suggesting that he will bring Yeshu; in Heb1, Pilatus prob-

ably agrees. And if 1nbwxt in Heb2 is not a scribal error for

nnowRy, ‘and I will send him’, then it would seem to reflect the

Aramaic verb obw in afel, ‘to hand over’, which may have been
there in the text that Heb2 was translating. Heb3 probably did

not understand this phrase, and simply omitted it.

2.3. Pilatus and Yehudah the Gardener: Yehudah

Finds Yeshu and Brings Him to Pilatus

Textual witnesses: JA1, JA3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

JA1

JA3

Hebl

Yehudah went with a crowd to
bring Yeshu to the governor’s
court. And they found him
sitting with a great crowd
around him including sick
persons and cripples, whom he
was claiming to heal. And they
brought him to the governor
and to (Marinus) the elder.
[..... ] and he brought him
before them.

Then Yehudah went, with
people, and they found him
(i.e., Yeshu) sitting, with many
people before him. And when
he came before them they
stood up and they bowed
down. And Yeshu said to them:
“I am the son of God.” Yehudah
then spat spittle in the face and

2 Lege: xawa.
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Heb2

Heb3

The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

mouth of Yeshu; and he
decreed and they caught him
and tied his hands behind him,
and they brought him before R.
Yehoshu‘a and before all those
who had sent him (i.e.,
Yehudah).

Yehudah the orchard-man went
and found him with many
people sitting in front of him,
and he was saying to them that
“I will heal you.” And he said
to them: “I am God.” And they
were bowing down to him. And
Yehudah the orchard-man
caught him and came with him
before them.

...with people sitting in front of
him, and he was saying to them
that “I will heal you, and I will
raise the dead and open the
eyes of the blind.” And he also
said to them: “I am God.” And
they were bowing down to
him. And Yehudah the orchard-

2 Lege: 1My, or 1NKX.

2 Lege: D'WINI.

2 Lege: Imx 811,

24 Lege: 10N,

29pR KRR OTIAN AT TN
N1 1anh 0w 0van 20w
RO IR {*npT7} 0 onb IR
ARm MR TIR DAY BRI .DONR
AT 2408 o1 ab ovnnwn
.D17185 1R K127 070

' R 1Iah DAY oWwiIn...25
7INT DONR ROIR IR 72 OAH 269K
TIVI DAI0 1Y NNARI 0NN MR
DINNWR TR IR MOKR DAY IR
X2 0T8N AT INR DN 1
.D1"185 10K

2 A few words were omitted from the text here.

% Lege: N,
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man caught him and brought
him before them.

Heb4 [Yehudah] the gardener went, ... ..... ] owWaRY Ma33 27797 [
[with] people [ 1 Yeshu and [ e een e ] nann owary wr[Y
many people [ 1, and he = ] ] onb Bnom xm
(i.e., Yeshu) was demonstrating ~ amim At R3[ ... ... ... ] onb AR
(?) to them [ ] to him, for omaahRalm ... ... .. ] nasa
he told them [ ] came

this Yehudah the gardener [

and br]ought him before them.
All the textual witnesses agree that Yehudah found Yeshu in front
of a crowd—and in this case, the Aramaic texts may have used
the word po1va1x to describe Yeshu’s followers—and that he was
busy extolling his own powers. In JA1, he merely claims that he
can heal the sick and the cripple, who therefore flock to him. In
Heb1, his followers bow down to him, and he claims to be the
son of God, as he already did in the introductory interpolation,
for which see above, 0.13, and as he will do again in 8.5. And in
Heb2/Heb3 he promises to heal his followers, and says that he is
God, and his followers then bow down to him. Heb3 provides
further details, with Yeshu claiming that he can raise the dead
and make the blind see. Heb4 is poorly preserved, and it is not
clear what Yeshu is claiming in this version.

Yeshu’s claim that he is the son of God probably was there
in the Aramaic text(s), since in 6.5 both Yeshu and Yohanan de-
scribe themselves as ‘sons of God’ in the Aramaic textual wit-

nesses, whereas JA1 makes them ‘friends’ of God. Thus, it seems

27 The name nmi* was omitted from the text here.

8 Lege: M2 or nom, with one or more words missing before it (?).
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likely that here too JA1 omitted Yeshu’s claim to be the son of
God, reflecting its own theological sensitivity on this score.?
Hebl1 is alone in depicting Yehudah as spitting in Yeshu’s
face and mouth, but this is no random textual variant. Later in
the narrative, when Yeshu makes the king’s daughter pregnant,
Hebl says that Yeshu nnaynn m9a pin po, ‘spat spittle in her
mouth, and she became pregnant’, and a similar statement is
made in Heb5 (see below, 6.7). And there too, the other textual
witnesses do not include this detail. As we shall note below (in
our comments on 6.7), the Gospels describe Jesus’ use of his own
spittle when performing some healings, and Hebl probably re-
flects a familiarity with such stories, and in this scene has Yehu-
dah doing the same thing to Yeshu—but mainly as a sign of con-
tempt.*® Heb1 also is alone in having Yehudah’s men tie Yeshu’s
hands, but JA1, Hebl, and Heb2/Heb3 all agree that Yehudah
(and his men) bring Yeshu to Pilatus and his fellow-investigators,
as he had promised to do. This probably was stated in JA3 as

well, but only a small part of the description is extant.

» For this theological sensitivity, see our description of JA1 in section
11.1.6 of the Introduction.

%0 In some of the texts of the ‘Helena’ recension, all the Jews spit at
Yeshu’s face, but this occurs at a much later stage of the narrative; see,
for example, Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:164).



3.0. Pilatus and Yeshu

Once Yeshu is brought before Pilatus, the interrogation begins.
First the technicalities—the identity of the suspected culprit, in-
cluding his origins, his ancestry, and his profession—and then the

charges against him, and his response to these charges.

3.1. Pilatus and Yeshu: Interrogating Yeshu about His
Origins
Textual witnesses: JA1, JA3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

JA1 They asked him about his ANYIR v on nHoa [ MHROY
ancestry and about his IRAR[OR ...]JjAR 8D MIR DRANYa
profession, and he informed
them that he was the son of
[Yohanan? the] Dyer (?).

JA3 ... they salid: “What is your  ...] 58p .72 wR 1[58p ... ... ]

nation?” He said: “[I am a KR T L
Jew?], but I am a child of
fornication.”

Hebl They said to Yeshu: “Where are AN ANR PR WD 1 N
you from? what is your RHR 1IN DT 12 2w L TNoRN
profession?” He answered: “I Ralyalal

am the son of Jews, but a

mamgzer.”

Heb2 They asked Yeshu‘a the wicked, 15 1KY YWIN PIWY DR HRWN
and they said to him: “From DAOR AR ANKR 1(?) PR PR
which nation/place (?) are IR AN O3 UK TN

! Lege: 1'n mr'x&n? Note the use of pn for ‘nation’ in some Aramaic dialects
(e.g., Sokoloff 2014, 221); however, it could also be an error for nr8n
(o1)pn, ‘from which place’. Both options are supported by Heb3.

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0497.03
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you?” And he said to them: “I
am a Jew, and I am also a

mamgzer.”
Heb3 They asked Yeshu‘a the wicked, 19 1R PWIN YW DR HRWN
and they said to him: “From IR NTRM NNKR DIPR ATRD

which place are you, and from 18 717 D3 Y238 "I DAY KRN

which nation?” And he said to

them: “I am a Jew, and I am

also a mamzer.”

Heb4 They answered: “[ ] your 2wn nnavd[ .. ... ... 112%wns

family?” [Yeshu] answered qtan KRHR IR [T AR W]

[and said]: “I am a [Je]w, but a

mamzer.”

The textual witnesses diverge on the exact question Yeshu was
asked, but all agree that he was asked about his origins, whether
in regards to his ancestry, his place of origin, or his nationality.
JA1 and Hebl also add a question regarding his profession, but
this is an issue that will be dealt with later in the text (see below,
3.5).

Yeshu’s answer in JA1 is unusual, in that it seems to refer
to Yohanan the Dyer; if the text indeed had Yeshu saying that
Yohanan was his father, this would be inconsistent with JA1’s
later reference to Yohanan the Dyer as Yeshu’s teacher (below,
3.8). However, in this version, the subsequent passages—which
discuss Yeshu’s parents and his own name and profession—have
been omitted.? It therefore seems likely that the translator, or a

reviser, of the Judaeo-Arabic text decided to skip the entire

2 The manuscript displays a gap after axag[5x], signifying that this is the
end of one scene, and the next passage in JA1 is 3.6, which deals with
the books of magic used by Yeshu.
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discussion about Yeshu’s ancestry, including the claim that he
was a mamgzer, and fill the resulting lacuna by claiming that
Yohanan was his father.® Alternatively, he was planning to write
that Yeshu was the son of “x8x15& 707, ‘Yoseph the carpenter’, as
we will see in some of the other textual witnesses in 3.4. In such
a case, the reference to sxa2[5x] is just a scribal error.*

Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb4 all have Yeshu claiming that
he is a Jew, but a mamgzer, and the same text probably is reflected
in JA3, where Yeshu says that he is [a Jew], but a &1 7, ‘a child
(born) of fornication’. This is one of the meanings of the word
mamgzer, and the term Rt 79 is of great importance in Islamic
jurisprudence, which probably influenced JA3’s translator when
he incorporated it here.> However, in this case it might be a
misleading translation. The halakhic definition of a mamzer is the
offspring of any union which according to biblical law is liable

to extirpation.® Thus, if Yeshu’s mother was married, and

® Note that in many ‘Helena’ texts, including those in Judaeo-Arabic
(e.g., New York, JTS ENA NS 32.5, Cambridge, T-S NS 298.57, and St.
Petersburg, RNL Evr.-Arab. 11:1993), Yeshu’s mother is married, or be-
trothed, to a man named Yohanan, or impregnated by a man with that
name (see Goldstein 2023, 53-55, 115-18, 124-31, 181-89). Thus, a
translator or copyist of JA1 may have thought that Yeshu was
Yohanan’s son, and confused him with Yohanan the Dyer.

* A third possibility is that many words were omitted from the text here,
and that J83%[5R] is in fact the word T8¢ which should have appeared
at the end of 3.5.

> See Kohlberg (1985).
5See m Yev 4.13.
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committed adultery, Yeshu would indeed be a mamgzer.” But here
the issue probably is that Yeshu was the son of a Jewish woman
and a Gentile man (as will be made clear in the following pas-
sage). In rabbinic literature, we find the claim that the child born
of such a union is a mamzer—a claim that is eventually rejected
as a minority view, but is still attested in rabbinic discussions of
the amoraic period.®

The claim that Jesus was a mamgzer is attested in an early
piyyut, 9585 "mn oamnn, ‘Those who support a mamger as an
idol’, that was included by Menahem Zulay among the poems
perhaps written by Yannai (fifth or sixth century), as it was writ-
ten in imitation of another anti-Christian piyyut that Zulay at-

tributed to him.° Regardless of who wrote this piyyut, the claim

7 For the possibility that the label mamgzer was applied to Jesus already
in his lifetime see Chilton (2000 and 2006); McKnight (2003); and cf.
Meerson (2016).

8 See t Kidd 4.16 (Lieberman 1973a, 292): 5x7w* na Hy wRan 7ap "
qtan TN 12 1T, ‘A Gentile and a slave who had sexual union with a
Jewish woman and she gave birth to a son—the child is a mamzer’. See
also pt Kidd 3.12 (64c), bt Yev 45a and 70a, and bt AZ 59a, where the
view that the child of a Jewish woman and a Gentile man is a Jew, but
a mamgzer, is attributed to several different Sages (and cf. bt Yev 99a and
bt Kidd 70a and 75a-b). See further Francus (1988, 98-103); Katzoff
(2003, 282-84). I am grateful to Yedidah Koren for discussing this issue
with me.

? See Zulay (1938, 339 and 382). The first piyyut was re-edited by Rab-
inovitz (1985-1987, 11:220-23), and was discussed by van Bekkum
(1993, 306-7). For a brief discussion and translation of both piyyutim,
see Rand (2013, 1-4 and 14-16).
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that a mamzer was turned into an idol is an unmistakable refer-
ence to Jesus, and joins other anti-Christian references in this
piyyut, as we shall see below, in our comments on 3.8 and 8.3.
The claim that Yeshu was a mamzer may also have given
rise to the reference in a piyyut for Purim attributed to Eleazar
ha-Qallir (early-seventh century) to Haman as ‘the mamgzer, when
he was hung/crucified on a pole , to be pierced in front of his ten
sons’ (MpTAY 13 mwy S Ap Y nbnio mnn), as the parallels
between Jesus and Haman are a recurrent theme in Jewish lore
in late antiquity.'® And this claim may even have been heard—
and misunderstood—by Amulo, who says that the Jews call Jesus
‘Ussum Hamizri, which means the Egyptian destroyer (dissipator
Aegyptius)’.*! ‘Mitzri’ ("1en) is the Hebrew word for ‘Egyptian’, but
it is not clear how ‘ussum’ could be a Hebrew or an Aramaic word
for ‘destroyer’. It is therefore quite possible that what Amulo
heard was that the Jews were calling Jesus ‘Yeshu ha-mamgzer’, or
‘Yeshu mamzera’, i.e., ‘Jesus the mamgzer’, which he slightly mis-
heard and subsequently misinterpreted. Earlier in his text, Amulo

cited the famous passage from Jerome’s commentary on Isa. 8.14,

1% For this piyyut, see T-S H 12.24, and the edition by Bernstein (1964,
501), and by Hacohen (1997, 57). For doubts about the attribution to
the Qallir, see Hacohen (1997, 119-26). For the parallels between
Haman and Jesus see below, our comments on 7.8.

' Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 39 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 76). For the
many attempts to explain this unusual claim see Horbury (1971, 451-
55).
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in which the name of Shammai, one of the forefathers of the rab-
binic movement, is etymologised as dissipator, an etymology that
may have led to some confusion on his part.'?

The claim that Yeshu was a mamzer reappears in a piyyut
by Yosef Ibn Avitur (tenth or eleventh century), who character-
ises the Christians as those who ‘name as God a mamzer and the
son of a menstruant woman’ (777°3 121 911 MOR O'8MPR), this being
the first attested reference to Jesus as the son of a menstruant
woman.'® This claim is amply attested in the ‘Helena’ recension
of Toledot Yeshu, but not in our text. And Maimonides, in the
twelfth century, knows the claim that Jesus was a mamgzer, but
says that it is halakhically inaccurate, since his mother was Jewish
and his father was a Gentile, and the halakha determines that the
offspring of such a union is not a mamgzer.'* The possibility that
according to other halakhic—or popular—views such an offspring
would be considered a mamzer was of no interest to Maimonides.

To sum up: The word =mn probably was found in the Ara-
maic texts translated by the different versions, and is a keyword

in the text of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, since it points to Yeshu’s Gentile

12 See Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 8 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 14).
13 See Rand (2013, 7 and 11).

14 See Maimonides, Epistle to Yemen (Kafih 1972, 21): pnw »xin yw»
DRRHR IRD ,HRIW 17 1D IORIW AR M MAR 1R IR AIRT ORI 10 1 mngy
"An's by TN Rl RAIRT WA THIN ORW na Y Ran Tay o RITIY
naoRaNYR, ‘Yeshu‘a the Nazarene, may his bones be ground, was a Jew,
for although his father was a Gentile, his mother was a Jew, so he was
a Jew, for the rule with us is “A Gentile or a slave who have sexual
union with a Jewish woman—the offspring is legitimate” (bt Yev 45a
and Kidd 68b), but we call him mamgzer by way of exaggeration.’
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father, Pandera (on whom more below). Moreover, it is this word
which encouraged the development of the later stories of how
Yeshu was conceived in an act of fornication, or rape, by a man
who was not his mother’s husband. This story is found in most of
the ‘Helena’ texts of Toledot Yeshu, and it was also included in the
introductory interpolation in Hebl (see above, 0.3-0.4 and
0.11-0.12), even though it contradicts what we learn in the cur-
rent passage about Yeshu’s ancestry.’® And the claim that Jesus
was a mamgzer resurfaces in many other strands of late-antique
and medieval Jewish literature, and is often augmented by the
claim that he was the son of a menstruant woman (7731 72).1°
This detail probably was based on a conflation of the claim that
he was a mamzer with a story about a disrespectful disciple that
is found in the ‘minor tractates’ Kallah and Kallah Rabbati, in
which the rabbis detect that a certain disciple is both a mamzer
and the son of a menstruant woman.'” And the application of
both epithets to Jesus, an application which is common in the
‘Helena’ recension of Toledot Yeshu, is first attested in the tenth

or eleventh century, in a piyyut by Yosef Ibn Avitur.

15 See Deutsch (2000, 182); Gager and Ahuvia (2013); Goldstein (2020).

16 See, for example, Rand (2013); Lasker and Stroumsa (1996, 1:121,
170; Jesus as a mamgzer, and as a son of Pandera). For ben ha-nida, see
also Marienberg (2003, 159-213).

17 See Kallah 16 and Kallah Rabbati 2.2, in Higger (1936, 146-49 and
190-93).
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3.2. Pilatus and Yeshu: Interrogating Yeshu about His

Textual witnesses: JA3, Heb1, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4'8 (this passage is omit-

Father
ted in JA1)
JA3 [They said: “What is the name

Hebl

Heb2

Heb3

of] your father?” He said: “His
name is Pandera and he is a
foreigner.”

They said to him: “What is the
name of your father?” He said
to them: “Pandera, and he is a
Gentile.” They said to him:
“And what is his trade?” He
said to them: “He is a wood
carver.”

“And your father too—what
was his name, and what was he
doing?” He said to them: “My
father’s name is Pandera, and
he is a Gentile in Israel, and he
is a man who plays.”

They said to him: “Your
father—what was his name,
and what were his deeds and
his profession?” He said to

ANOR 5RP TIA[R DOR WR 1HRD]
"R RIT RITID

,RT718 DR par Yow an 'R
ATDUMIR 11 5UR LRI ORNDIN
LRI DRy wan 9K

NWYN R IRW N A0 TAR oN
RIT DY RITID AR DD RN
LRI 1R WRY DRI M)

AR IRW N AR TEAR 1D TINKRY
AR DAY AR IR PwYn
M2 WA 21 WORTINW RTID
17 1330 WIRY 2058 wa

'8 In Heb4, a large lacuna in the folio left only broken remnants of letters

at this point.

9 The word ow was highlighted by the scribe, in the same manner in
which he highlighted the word own (‘the Name’, i.e., God) elsewhere in
his text (see above, 0.11); here, the highlighting is due to scribal error.

20 A dittography.
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them: “My father’s name is

Pandera, and (he is) a Gentile

person in Israel, and he was a

man who plays.”
Heb4 [......... 1] [eor vn e ]
All the textual witnesses agree that Yeshu’s father was Pandera,
and that he was a Gentile. Heb1’s claim that he was an *®na&
reflects the Aramaic word »mIR or ARNMIR, i.e., ‘an Aramean’,
which is the common designation for a Gentile person in Jewish
texts of late antiquity.?! Heb2/Heb3 also claim that Yeshu’s fa-
ther was a man who plays—presumably, playing a musical in-
strument. This error must be due to a confusion between (Ara-
maic and Hebrew) 113, ‘carpenter’ and Hebrew 131, ‘player’. Hebl
states that he was a o'¢p wan, a biblical term meaning ‘wood
carver’ (see Isa. 44.13), and cf. our discussion below of wan as
applied to Yeshu’s grandfather or stepfather in 3.4.%

The claim that Jesus’ real father was called Pandera is ex-

tremely old, and was well known to Celsus, writing in the 170s

L See Sokoloff (2017, 53; ‘Aramean, gentile’), and Sokoloff (2020, 104),
whose translation, ‘pagan’, is too specific, since any non-Jew may be
covered by this term, as the examples he adduces demonstrate, and see,
for example, m San 9.6: R 5an, ‘one who has intercourse with a
Gentile woman’, or m Meg 4.9, with Stern (1994, 17-18).

22 The claim that Yeshu’s real father was a o'y wnn is found in other
versions of Toledot Yeshu, and see, for example, MS Jerusalem, Be-
nayahu B 25 (#43794), fol. 35r, MS Sassoon 793 (#9074), page 359,
and MS Jerusalem, NLI Heb. 8°864 (#B 43 (8°864)), fol. 81r (in the last
two manuscripts, the reading is oty wn), with Meerson and Schéfer
(2014, I1:127).
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CE.?* According to him, Jesus’ mother ‘was turned out by the car-
penter (&mo Tol... Téxtovos) who was betrothed to her, as she had
been convicted of adultery and had a child by a certain soldier
named Panthera’ (amd Twog otpatiwtov Iavbrpa tolvoua). Celsus
does not state that this Panthera was not a Jew, but since he was
a Roman soldier, it is quite clear that he was a Gentile. In later
Christian literature, Panther is sometimes found as one of Jesus’
forefathers, thus proving the longevity of this tradition.?* One in-
teresting example is found in the seventh-century Teaching of Ja-
cob, the Newly-Baptised, where a senior Jewish Torah-teacher
from Tiberias (uéyag vopodidaoxaros Tifepiados) is reported to have
provided a long explanation about Jesus’ genealogy, including
the claim that Mary’s paternal grandfather was called Panther.?

The claim that Jesus’ real father was Pandera is also at-
tested in rabbinic literature (although it never states that Pandera
was not a Jew), and it is quite likely that many Jews—and even
non-Jews—in late antiquity knew Jesus by his derogatory appel-

lation ‘Yeshu ben Pandera’.?® In the ninth century, Amulo states

% See Origen, Contra Celsum 1.32 and cf. 1.69, with Chadwick (1965,
31, no. 3). In what follows, I cite Chadwick’s translation.

2 For Panther as one of Jesus’ ancestors, see Epiphanius, Panar. 58
(=78) (Holl 1915-1933, Il1:457), and the sources adduced by Murcia
(2014b, 170-83) and Zeichmann (2020, 143).

% See Doctr. Jacobi 42, in Bonwetsch (1910, 41-42), and Déroche (1991,
132-35).

% See, for example, t Hull 2.22-23 (Zuckermandel 1970, 503); bt Shab
104b; bt San 67a; Eccl. R. 1.8 (Hirshman 2016, 72), with Rokeah
(1970). For non-Jewish sources, see, for example, Langlois (1869, 191
and 195), and de Menasce (1945, 210-11, 222).
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that the Jews claim that Jesus was ‘an impious man, and the son
of an impious man, namely, of a certain pagan whom they call
Pandera (nescio cuius ethnici, quem nominant Pandera), with whom
they say the mother of the Lord committed adultery’.?” Finally,
in medieval Jewish literature, ‘ben Pandera’ is a common appel-
lation for Jesus.?® And as we have seen in our comments on the
previous passage, Maimonides was well aware of the claim that
Jesus’ father was a Gentile; whether he had some direct or indi-
rect access to our text, or simply deduced it from Pandera’s name,
is not clear, but elsewhere in his writings he displays no famili-

arity with our text.

3.3. Pilatus and Yeshu: Interrogating Yeshu about His
Mother

Textual witnesses: JA3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4 (this passage is omit-
ted in JA1)

JA3  “And what is the name of your D RANDR YR TR DOR WIRI
mother?” He said: “Her name is <NOWRN> HRP RANPIR VR
Miriam.” “And what is her
profession?” He said: “Hair-

dresser.”
Hebl They said to him: “And what is  .Anw o™n 5'8 g8 ow nm 5'8
the name of your mother?” He nnoan 'R e mian<ss>1 98

%7 Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 40 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 80), with
Schéfer (2011, 46); Schifer’s own translation ‘(someone) of uncertain
origin’, misses the significance of ethnicus, a common appellation for a
Gentile (from Greek 20vixés = Latin gentilis).

8 See, for example, Mann (1937-1938, 439); Nemoy (1930, 327).
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said to them: “Her name is
Miriam.” They said to him:
“And her craft?” He said to
them: “She shaves and fixes up
women’s faces, and plaits and
combs their hair.”

They said to him: “What is the
name of your mother and what

Heb2

are her doings?” He said to
them: “Her name is Miriam,
and she plaits the hair of
women (into) plaits.”
Heb3 “And your mother—what is her
name and her doing?” He
answered them: “Her name is
Miriam, and she plaits the hair
of great women.”
Heb4 “[And what is the name of your
mo]ther?” [Yeshu said to them:
“Her name is Mi]riam.” “And
what is her profession?” He
said: “She plaits the hair of

women.”

The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

npawm nHTan1 owan 1a nipnm
Jonmyw

WPR 1N AR DW A0 1O 10K
NOTIX R 7AW 0N DR RN
D93 D'WIN YW DR

DAY MIY IWYNI AR R TR
DWW N5} R RW 01N
jalinst

1w oo k] TR oW ... ]
nR Anabn am oX[n nnw
RN DwIdw Www nHTan

All the witnesses agree that Yeshu’s mother was called Miriam.

They also agree that she was a hairdresser, a claim that must go

back to a claim in the Aramaic text that she was n%1n, that is,

‘plaiting’ women’s hair. JA3 abbreviates the description by

merely claiming that she was a hairdresser, and Heb4 takes the

Aramaic verb 513 as Hebrew, in spite of the possible change of
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meaning (from ‘plait’ to ‘raise’).? But Heb2/Heb3 probably pre-
serve a translation of an Aramaic phrase such as 8w17 1573 0570,
‘plaiting the plaits of women’, which is why we find o511 in
Heb2 and n7s in Heb3. In Hebl, we find a more detailed de-
scription of the tasks performed by Miriam: in addition to plait-
ing, she also shaves women’s hair, combs it, and fixes up their
faces.

The claim that this was Miriam’s profession is due to a con-
flation of Mary the mother of Jesus and Mary Magdalene, with a
fanciful—and probably also derogatory—etymology of her
name.* The figure of Miriam who plaits women’s hair is found
in rabbinic literature as well, and there too she is assumed to be
Yeshu’s mother.*! However, as both Celsus and some early Chris-

tian sources depict Jesus’ mother as a spinner and a weaver of

* In rabbinic Hebrew, the verb 511 also means ‘to plait’, but it is not
clear whether the Hebrew translators of the Aramaic text knew this. The
form n5m3 in Heb2/Heb3 is what we would expect (see, for example, m
Shab 10.6), but n%1an in Heb4 is not.

% Given the text’s familiarity with Tiberias and its vicinity, it is note-
worthy that it does not make the obvious connection between Mary
Magdalene and the village Magdala, a few kilometres north of Tiberias.
This village was known in late antiquity as &' 571, and another vil-
lage, 8'pax 57an probably was found to the south of Tiberias; see Leibner
(2006).

31 See bt Shab 104b; bt Hag 4b, and bt San 67a, with Boyarin (2010,
67-68).
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cloth, this too may have given rise to the claim that she was plait-

ing women’s hair.*

3.4. Pilatus and Yeshu: Interrogating Yeshu about His
Mother’s Husband (or about His Grandfather)

Textual witnesses: JA3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4 (this passage is omit-
ted in JA1)

JA3  They said: “Your mother’s 5RP .INDR WIR TAR 1T 1HRP
husband—what is his name?” IR ORP LANPIR WIRY 018D
He said: “Pappos.” “And what
is his profession?” He said: “A

carpenter.”

Hebl They said to him: “Your 0199 "8 W AR TR AR 'R
mother’s father—what is his wAan 5K amang om 58 anw
name?” He said to them: “His RI0 DRY

name is Pappos.” They said to
him: “And what is his
profession?” He said to them:
He is a wood carver.”

Heb2 They also said to him: “What is A1 TAR SYa ow an b ns on
the name of your mother’s nw qor{.} onb R YN
husband, and what is his NI WM
profession?” He said to them:

“His name is Yoseph, and he is
a carpenter.”

32 See Origen, Contra Celsum 1.28-29, who quotes Celsus as saying that
Jesus ‘came from a Jewish village and from a poor country woman who
earned her living by spinning’ (4mé yuvawxds... xepvitidos), with Chadwick
(1965, 28) whose translation I use. For Christian sources see Prot. Jac.
10-12 and Gines Taylor (2018). The claim that Mary spun flax recurs
in Arabic sources—e.g., Brinner (2002, 647).
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Heb3 and my father died and Yoseph nn& 8w11 337731 01 827 a8 N
the carpenter came and
married her.”

Heb4 They said: “Your mother’s 0o MR INW A1 TAR HYa R
husband—what is his name?” 9K nahn am anw 019 13 qor
He said to them “Yoesph ben R0 A[3]3 wrr

Pappos is his name.” “And

what is his profession?” He

said: “He is a carpenter man.”
As Yeshu already told his interrogators who his father and
mother were, it is a bit unexpected to have another male ancestor
introduced, and the textual witnesses are in disagreement about
his identity. In JA3, Heb2 and Heb4, Yeshu is asked about his
mother’s husband, presumably assuming that the Gentile Pan-
dera cannot have been Miriam’s husband, and hinting that Yeshu
is not only the son of a Gentile man, but also born of his mother’s
union with a man who was not her husband. In Heb3, Yeshu him-
self explain that his father—i.e., Pandera—had died, and then his
mother re-married the other male figure; this makes him the son
of a Gentile person, but not a child of fornication. Only in Hebl,
Yeshu is asked not about his mother’s husband, but about her
father; normally, this would be quite an unusual question, as one
would expect that his father’s father would be of greater im-
portance. But once it turns out that his father is a Gentile, his
paternal genealogy becomes quite irrelevant, whereas that of his

Jewish mother may be of some interest.

33 An dleph was added above the following waw, probably to reflect the
Aramaic form 873.



180 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

The textual witnesses are divided over whether the other
male figure’s name was Yoseph (Heb2/Heb3), or Pappos (JA3
and Hebl), with Heb4 conflating the two options by claiming
that his name was Yoseph son of Pappos. However, they all agree
that he was a carpenter, or a wood carver; Heb3 even uses the
Aramaic form 1733, which probably was there in the Aramaic text
from which Heb3 was translated. This surely is due to an attempt
to fit into the interrogation the Christian claim that Jesus’ father
was Joseph the carpenter, a claim that was well known to Jews
in late antiquity.®* But the appearance of wan, ‘carver’, in Heb2,
and of ovy wAn, ‘wood carver’ in Hebl (where this biblical term
already appeared in the description of Yeshu’s father, for which
see above, 3.2), might suggest a pun on the Aramaic word wan

or Xwn, ‘magician, sorcerer’.*

34 For late-antique Jewish references to Jesus as the son of a carpenter,
see Origen, Contra Celsum 1.28, who says that Celsus’ Jewish informant
referred to Jesus’ father as ‘a carpenter by profession (téxtovog Thv Téxvny
8vtog)’. See also Sokoloff and Yahalom (1999, 216, no. 33): ©*pa T°31 73,
‘the son of one who works wood’. Cf. Lieber (2018, 123), who translates
this as ‘and a ‘Son’ was stretched out upon a cross’. For later periods
see, for example, al-Jahiz’s report (Finkel 1926, 23) that ‘The best
speakers, and the most moderate in their religion among them (i.e.,
among the Jews) claim that he was the son of Joseph the carpenter’ ( .,!
)\-’.dj‘ J—ﬂﬁ)-

% In the Gospels, Jesus is described as a téxtwv (see Mark 6.3) as is his
father (see Matt. 13.55). In LXX Isa. 44.13, the same word is used to
translate the Hebrew wnn, and it is quite possible that already in his
lifetime Jesus’ opponents used the dual meaning of Aramaic wan—
which means both ‘wood/metal worker’ and ‘magician’—against him.
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The name Pappos is parallelled in rabbinic literature,
where it is claimed that Pappos ben Yehudah used to lock his
wife indoors, to prevent her from committing adultery.* It is fur-
ther suggested—but only in the Babylonian Talmud—that he was
the husband of Miriam who plaits women’s hair, who fornicated
with Pandera.*” The different textual witnesses thus seem to
make an effort to follow either the Christian claim that Jesus’
father was Joseph (Heb2/Heb3 and Heb4), or the claim that is
found in the Babylonian Talmud, that Miriam’s husband was Pap-
pos ben Yehudah (JA3, and perhaps also Heb1).

3.5. Pilatus and Yeshu: Interrogating Yeshu about His

Name and His Profession

Textual witnesses: JA3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4 (this passage is omit-
ted in JA1)

JA3  “And you—what is your name?” DR HRP .<TNDR> LR MINY
He said: “My name is Yesu‘a.” <[TIR0R> HRp InpIR WY L0
“And what is your profession?”
He said: “a fisherman.”

Hebl They said to him: “You—what S W BR 7w a0 nnr 'R
is your name?” He said to them: 5"& 738 27 5"'8 .ynung nm 5's
“My name is Yeshu.” They said 2 90K TR 03 IR T35 T

to him: “And what is your
profession.” He said to them: “I

% See t Sotah 5.9; pt Sotah 1.7 (17a); bt Gitt 90a; Num. R. 9.12, with
Lieberman (1973b, 661) who suggests that the correct name was Yehu-
dah ben Pappos, but the Babylonian sources called him Pappos ben Ye-
hudah.

%7 See bt Shab 104b and bt San 67a. Both passages were censored out of
the printed editions of the Talmud.
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am a fisherman.” They said to
him: “Only a fisherman, or also
a hunter?” He said: “Yes.”
Heb2 They also said to him: “What is TWwYR A Tw A0 1o RKR ON
TR DY IRY W PIYT TIR AR
DR 19 409081 07370 DR TTIRR
AnaT<>1 RS nb 1an Han opm
D™aRA DR 0P

your name and what are your
doings?” He said: “Me—my
name is Yeshu‘a, and I am a
hunter;® I hunt the fish.” And
they said to him: “You are
empty (?) of all friend* (?).
Why did you not chase (?)
empty (?) the birds? (?).”
Heb3 They said to him: “What is your  ,»nw p1w» 908 7AW A0 15 187

name?” He said: “My name is TIARM .DFTA AR TTIRR TNORDM
Yeshu‘a, and my profession—I  ©'p™ nnb 0™an a0 op™ AR 1o
hunt the fish.” And they said to D™Ma¥N NR

him: “You are empty (?) of all
friends. Why empty (?) the

birds? (?).”
Heb4 “And you—what is your ] (e ] R TRw an anR
name?” He said: “Y[esh]u.” LIR TR WOR 0K TN

“[And] what is your

profession?” He said: “I am a

hunter.”*

The text of JA3 is straightforward, and has Yeshu revealing his

name (which is spelled as in many Christian Arabic texts, @Mg),

3 Lit., ‘an owner, or a master, of hunting’.

399an and 0an could also refer to ‘magicians’, but the meaning remains
obscure.

40 Lege: 1N,

4l Lit., ‘a hunter man’.
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and saying that he is a fisherman. The Aramaic text behind all
the textual witnesses clearly had Yeshu explaining that he is a
(R)T™Y, i.e., ‘a fisherman’,** but this gave the Hebrew translators
some trouble, since in Hebrew a 7% usually means ‘a hunter’.*®
This is why in Hebl Yeshu becomes both a fisherman and a
hunter, in Heb2 he is a hunter who hunts fish, in Heb3 he is hunt-
ing fish, and in Heb4 he is only a hunter.*

The claim that Yeshu was a fisherman—as against the Gos-
pels’ claim that he was a carpenter—must be based on the many
references to fishermen and to fishing in the Gospel stories about
Jesus. Most significant in this regard is the story of his encounter
with the two fishermen, Simon-Peter and his brother Andreas, to
whom he says ‘follow me, and I will make you fishers of men’

(aAels avBpimwy).* It may also reflect an awareness of the frequent

“2 That (8)71"¢ was a common word around the Sea of Galilee is made
clear even by the place-name, 87"¢-n"3, ‘the place of fishermen’, which
appears in the Gospels as Byfoaidd; see esp. John 1.44, where it is stated
that Peter and Andreas, as well as Philip, came from there. And cf. be-
low, for Peter and Andreas as fishermen.

*3 See, for example, Jer. 16.16; bt Eruv 54b. Note, however, rabbinic
references to 7% n*an K21 37, ‘a fish that is brought from the home of
the fisherman’ (bt Ned 20b) or 0’11 jn 07 Aoww T ¥, ‘a fisherman who
pulls fish out of the sea’ (bt BK 41b and 116a), which show that in
Hebrew too 7% can refer to a fisherman.

* A similar confusion is apparent in Yehudah Hadassi’s claim about
Mark the Evangelist, in Eshkol ha-Kopher 99: ™71 x1n "¢ n'n wipan
nm13v Hw 12733, ‘Mark was a hunter of fish, a fisherman in the pool (i.e.,
lake) of Tiberias’. See Lasker et al. (2019, 694-95).

% See Mark 1.17 and Matt. 4.19.
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use of the fish as a symbol for Jesus Christ in early Christian ico-
nography and writings.*® And it was well known to the Jews who
told al-Jahiz that Jesus ‘had previously been a fisherman, and an
owner of nets, and so were his followers’ ( sl &3 )3 o8 Adls
aloesl SISy (ot Loy (Ela).

Heb2/Heb3 add a taunt addressed at Yeshu, whose word-
ing is different in each of these textual witnesses and whose
meaning is obscure. It may have resulted from a faulty translation
of an Aramaic text, but probably reflects an expansion of the orig-
inal Hebrew translation, as such expansions are frequently found
in these two textual witnesses. The reference to birds may be con-
nected with the famous story of how the boy Jesus made clay
birds fly, but although this story appears in other versions of To-
ledot Yeshu, as well as in Hebl and in Harkavy-A and Harkavy-B
(see above, 0.13), it does not appear in Heb2/Heb3. However, it
is also possible that omax, ‘birds’, is a scribal error for o™ap,
‘books’, and that this sentence belongs in the following scene,
where Heb2/Heb3 use the word o™av for Heb1’s 0'ana. And the
word 9an/oman could be a misreading of (nv)1an, ‘creatures’, but
could also mean ‘magic spell(s)’, as in Isa. 47.9 or Ps. 58.6. How-

ever, this philological puzzle has yet to be solved.

 For this symbol, which was associated with the Greek word ix8dg,
‘fish’, seen as an acronym (what the rabbis would call a notarikon) for
"Inoolic Xprotds Ocoli Yids Zwtip, ‘Jesus Christ, Son of God, Savior’, see the
classic study by Dolger (1928-1957), and the more recent study by Rasi-
mus (2012), with further bibliography.

47 See Finkel (1926, 23).
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3.6. Pilatus and Yeshu: Interrogating Yeshu about His

Books of Magic

Textual witnesses: JA1, JA3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

JA1

JA3

Hebl

Then [they] placed [in front of
him?] the book of magic, and
said to him: “These books—are
they new or old?” And he said
to them: “They are old, and
they are the ones that Balaam
son of Beor had. I found them
in the land of Egypt, and
anything that is of the utmost
attainment (?)—it is with them
that it is done. I cure the sick
and heal the crippled.”

“...and I found [them] in
Egypt.” [“...what] benefit do
you have from the[m?” ... “... ]
the books of magic which [...]
with them, and whoever is sick
[..].”

They said to him: (The) books
which were found in your
hand—are they new or old?”
He said to them: “My teachers

oYK AR 48[ 2nnRNR 1Y on
IR T3 2nabR K77 7D 1HRPA
*5R ', Py onb SRpa pny
qxn 75275 .Apa 12 opYa yn nINo
REPR R P73 R .RANTI[1]

MaR Hyahr <R>13 TITHR
HhybR awr1 0TpohR

[... ... KRA|OTN wn o [, ... ]
ana | .. ... R]a 5 nyaan
182 121 83 [ ... YRR IN0OR
[ ... Jp[]n

DWTR T3 IRRAI WK D'ana YR
DI1AN2 »Ma1 YR 0N IR 0N

12 opban N o<e>pnYY 0w
.onRen 49{omen waar} on pa

8 Or: [y onry nlypr on, ‘Then [their eye] rest[ed upon] (the book of
magic)’.

49 The scribe marked both words as delenda, but only the first, ¥nay,

should be deleted as a dittography. For such dittographies in Hebl see

above, our comments on 0.6.
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Heb2

Heb3

Heb4
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wrote them, and they are old
and ancient; they are from
Balaam son of Beor, and I
found them in Egypt. And they
heal with their spells all evil
illnesses, and sores and
wounds.”

They also said to him: “The
books that are in your hand—
are they old or new?” He said
to them: “They are old, and I
found them in Egypt, from
those that belonged to Balaam
son of Beor, and I heal the sick
with them.”

“And the books that are in your
hands—are they new or old?”
He said: “Old, and I found them
in Egypt, from those that
belonged to Balaam son of
Beor, and I heal the sick with
them.”

They said to him: “These
writings of the magicians that
were found in your hand—are
they new or old?” He said to
them: “They are old,
(belonging to) Balaam son of
Peor, and I found them in
Egypt.” They said to him: “How
do they benefit you?” He said

o'R5M 53 onwnba o'k oM
.DYNY MIAm oA

772 ww 0Mapn 1 1R oX
AnRT 0w oR Ann owTn {ann}
D'NREA DMRAAY AR DY DY
INT TIP3 12 0YYaY PR WRN
.09 NR DA RaTN

DR DA OWTN 77" WW DA
DR DAY INRM DI

Y3 12 opYah P IWRN DNIRRA
D91 0N KD AN

Dawanbw 0vanan oR 15 InR
DU1W IR D DWTR T IRRAW
12 opbab ,on orwr oAb NN
AR .DNREA DM¥AAY 0P
52 158 onb R 15 9w an 15
127 521 ona mwyb wpaaw nn
[...]000 ... ... ] nwy

% Lege: <wa. The spelling with a peh probably resulted from a hyper-

correction by a scribe living in an Arabic-speaking environment.
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to them: “These (books)—

everything that we want to do

with them, in everything, we

do [ ... ] forillnesses [ ... ]
In this passage, there is quite a lot of variation between the tex-
tual witnesses, but the gist of their contents is the same. Heb4,
and probably also JA3, have the interrogators ask a question, and
when Yeshu responds, they add a second question, but in JAI,
Hebl, and Heb2/Heb3 there is a single question, followed by a
long response. The first question is whether the books of magic
used by Yeshu are old or new, and in all the extant textual wit-
nesses Yeshu insists that they are old, that they used to belong to
the biblical Balaam son of Beor (see Num. 22.5; 24.3, 15, etc.),
and that he found them in Egypt. The second question, which is
only implied in JA1, Hebl, and Heb2/Heb3, is what benefit Ye-
shu derives from these books, and his answer is that he heals the
sick with the help of these books; this is a claim that will recur
in 6.5, when Yeshu and Yohanan will explain in greater detail
what they can accomplish with their books of healing. However,
there are numerous small differences in the wording of these
claims, and some textual witnesses probably reflect errors of
translation or textual transmission. Hebl’s mana »man, ‘My
teachers wrote them’, contradicts the claim that the books were
written by Balaam and were found in Egypt (and cf. Heb1’s ref-
erences in 0.8 and 2.2 to the Egyptian wizards), and it seems
likely that the Aramaic text read *arn2 !&nman, ‘My masters! The
writings (are old, etc.)’, especially since Heb1 will make the very

same mistake in 4.5 (see our comments ad loc.). And in JAI,
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77758 Repr makes little sense, and may be an error for 77781 R¥PR
(.e., & )sly o281), ‘(everything that) I accomplish and attain’.

The claim that Jesus learned his magic in Egypt is very old,
and was known already to Celsus, who wrote his ‘True Doctrine’
in the 170s CE.* It is ultimately based on a combination of Mat-
thew’s story of the Flight to Egypt (Matt. 2.13-23) and the en-
trenched stereotype of Egypt as the land of magic par excellence.>>
Rabbinic literature too knows about Yeshu’s stay in Egypt—or,
rather, in Alexandria—but he is supposed to have stayed there
with his teacher, R. Yehoshu‘a bar Perahiah.>® However, in Gzar-
dina de-Yeshu no further mention is made of Yeshu’s stay in
Egypt, except for the long introductory interpolation in Heb1 (see
above, 0.6, 0.8 and 0.9, and cf. Hebl in 2.2).

The claim that Jesus learned his magic from books proba-
bly was known to al-Jahiz, who refers to the ‘reading of books’
at the end of the long catalogue of magic-related accusations that
the Jews hurl at Jesus (see the full citation above, in our com-
ments on 2.1). Al-Jahiz does not state that these were books of
magic, but this is implied by the context in which they are men-
tioned. And the same claim probably re-emerges in the writings
of the Karaite Yehudah Hadassi, in the twelfth century, when he
stated that Jesus ‘learned from them (=the Egyptians) and stud-
ied from the books and the magic and sorceries of the Egyptians’

51 See Origen, Contra Celsum 1.28; 1.38, with Gallagher (1982, esp. 41—
50).

>2 For this stereotype, see Bohak (2000, 220-21).
53 See bt San 107b and bt Sot 47b.
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(omxn v omon DMIawaN DA™MADA DMM TAYNI DAN W )54
However, Hadassi explicitly connects these books with the reli-
gion of the Sabaeans, so his claim may be due to his direct or
indirect familiarity with the medieval Arabic discourse of the Sa-
baeans and their books of magic, a discourse that was also uti-
lised by Maimonides. Elsewhere in his writings, Hadassi displays
his familiarity with stories found in the ‘Helena’ recension of To-
ledot Yeshu, but not with our text.%

The assumption that magic is best learned from written
books fits well in the world of late antiquity, where written col-
lections of magical recipes and ritual instructions were extremely
common.*® One famous demonstration of this assumption is pro-
vided by the Acts of the Apostles, where we read how some of
those who practised magic (tév t& mepiepya mpa&dvtwy) in Ephesus
saw the miracles wrought by Paul and burnt their books (tag

BiBous xatéxatov) in public.>” Another is found in a detailed—and

>* Yehudah Hadassi, Eshkol ha-Kopher 100, in Lasker et al. (2019, 698-
99), and cf. Firrouz (2018, 107, n. 808).

> For the medieval Arabic traditions about the Sabaeans, see esp.
Hjarpe (1972), and Stroumsa (2004). For Hadassi’s use of motifs from
Toledot Yeshu, see Firrouz (2018, 22, 104-9) and Goldstein (2021b).

% For a recent survey of such manuals as found in Roman and early-
Byzantine Egypt, and a detailed bibliography, see Dieleman (2019). For
Jewish magical recipe books in late antiquity, see Bohak (2008, 143-
226).

> Acts 19.19. ‘Magic’, or ‘sorcery’, is the accepted translation of mepiepya
in this verse, but a more general term, such as ‘superstition’, or ‘non-
sense’, might be more accurate in this context.
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quite nasty—account of Mani’s career, as recounted by Hegemo-
nius in the Acta Archelai and rehearsed by Epiphanius. There,
Mani is described as the slave of a Persian widow, who inherited
from her the dualistic texts and the books of magic that she had
in turn inherited from the Egyptian magician Terebinthus, who
was the slave of the Arab merchant-cum-magician Scythianus.
Scythianus himself, it is claimed, learned his magic from the
Egyptians and the Indians.*® We shall return to this story below,
in our comments on 6.12 and 7.2, where we will note additional
parallels between the stories told about Mani and his teachers
and those told about Jesus by their respective detractors. But at
present, we must note that the suggestion that Yeshu used written
books of magic in his attempts to dupe his followers was in no
way unique to our text, and was shared by other polemical texts
about the founders of new religions.

To fully understand this and the next two passages (3.7 and
3.8), we must remember that in late antiquity possessing books
of magic could get one into serious trouble with the authorities.
In the legal codes, this is first attested in the writings of Ulpian,
in the late-second or early-third century CE, when he notes that
judges should not deal with inheritances involving harmful drugs

or poisons, and adds that,

%8 See Hegemonius, Acta Archelai 62-66 (Beeson 1906, 90-95), and the
English translation by Vermes (2001, 140-48); Epiphanius, Panar.
66.1-3 (Holl 1915-1933, I1I:15-21), and the English translation by Wil-
liams (2013, 227-31). For an attempt to correlate these stories with the
Manichaeans’ own propaganda, see Gardner (2020, 20-32), and for the
magic practised by Mani’s teachers see Spéat (2004, esp. 7-11).
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the same goes for the treatment of books on unacceptable
subjects, on magic, perhaps, or anything of the sort (libris
improbatae lectionis, magicis forte vel his similibus). All such
things should be destroyed at once (haec enim omnia pro-
tinus corrumpenda sunt).>

The prohibition against possessing books of magic emerges in
even fuller force in the Opinions of Julius Paulus, probably com-
piled ca. 300 CE, where we read that,

Those who take part in the magic arts should be executed
in the most extreme manner, i.e., thrown to the beasts or
nailed to a cross, and the magicians themselves should be
burnt alive (Magicae artis conscios summo supplicio adfici
placuit, idest bestiis obici aut cruci suffigi. Ipsi autem magi vivi
exuruntur); no one is permitted to have in their possession
books of the magic art (libri artis magicae); anyone in whose
possession they are found shall have their property confis-
cated and the books publicly burnt, and they themselves
shall be deported to an island; humiliores shall suffer capi-
tal punishment. Not only is the profession of this art but
also the knowledge is prohibited’.®

That this was not just some unheard of piece of legislation is
made clear by the writings of Ammianus Marcellinus, including

his detailed description of the burning of books of divination and

% Justinian’s Digest 10.2.4.1. I have used the translation edited by Wat-
son (1985, I; there are no page numbers).

€0 Pauli Sententiae 5.23.17-18. The English translation, and a fuller dis-
cussion, are found in Rives (2003, 328-34; reprinted, with some modi-
fications and an Afterword in Rives 2011, 91-99).
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magic, and the persecution of their owners, in Antioch in 371 CE.®
Thus, for the author(s) of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, Yeshu’s practice of
magic was a good reason for the Roman governor to crucify him,
and even his ownership of magic books was sure to bring him
into trouble with the authorities. However, when it comes to the
Jewish authorities, things are less clear-cut, for although rabbinic
literature does speak of ‘books of diviners’, and insists that every
magician should be put to death, it never describes magicians
who use books in order to perform their magic, and it has nothing
to say about the search for such books, or the punishment of those
who possess them.%? Moreover, as we shall see in our comments
on 8.2, in rabbinic halakha, magicians are stoned to death, and
there is some debate over whether they should also be hung—
but only after they have been stoned. Thus, although Gzar-dina
de-Yeshu has the Jews Kkilling Yeshu, the legal grounds for doing
so seem to be based on Roman, and not on Jewish, assumptions.

The attribution of the books of magic to Balaam, which will
prove false in 3.8, is no doubt based on the comparison between

‘Balaam the wicked’, which is his common designation in rab-

6 Ammianus, 29.1.41 and 29.2.2-4; for Ammianus’ reports on the per-
secution of magic and magicians, see Dickie (2001, 251-54, 285-87 and
314-15).

62 For ‘books of diviners’ (noip mav), see t Hull 2.20 (Zuckermandel
1970, 503) and bt Hull 13a, and cf. bt Ber 56a, for the oneiromantic
manual used by a dream—interpreter; for the punishment of a ‘magician’
(qwan), see m San 7.4, 11. For a fuller discussion of the rabbinic dis-
course of magic, see Bohak (2008, 351-91).
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binic literature, and ‘Yeshu the wicked’ of our own text (see be-
low, our comments on 6.1).%® We shall return to this comparison
below, in our comments on 7.4. However, this attribution is also
based on the well-attested custom, in antiquity and the Middle
Ages, of attributing manuals of magic to figures of the distant
past, be they Moses, Solomon, or—in the Greco-Egyptian world
—Hermes, Dardanus, Astrampsychus, and so on.®* In rabbinic lit-
erature, we find an obscure reference to a ‘notebook of Balaam’,
in which it was written that Balaam was killed by Pinehas when
he was thirty-three years old.® In medieval Karaite texts we find
a reference to a ‘Book of Balaam’ which supposedly was a magical
book used by Rabbanite Jews but about whose contents nothing
else is known.% However, in our own text we will soon hear that
the books which Yeshu now attributes to Balaam were not writ-

ten by him after all.

3.7. Pilatus and Yeshu: Further Interrogations about

His Books of Magic

Textual witnesses: JA1, JA3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

JA1 They said to him: “Why do you Snynon nix 8TRNY 15 HRPa
use magic and why do you oxibR Dhyn RTIRND ,INOHR
teach people teachings of evil?” 1% 15&p on {=n} .Job& nrnbyn

% For ywan oyha see, for example, pt San 10.2 (28d), bt Ber 7a, etc.

54 See, for example, Swartz (1994a); Boustan (2007). For some Greco—
Egyptian examples, see Betz (1982, 165-67).

55 See bt San 106b with Murcia (2014a, 621-52), and cf. our comments
on 7.4.

6 See Markon (1958), with Mann (1931-1935, II:76).
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JA3

Hebl

Heb2

Heb3
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Then they said to him: “Tell us
in truth—where did you get
these books, or else we will kill
you and not show you mercy
and will throw your body to
the wild beasts.”

“And why do you dabble in
magic and teach the world evil
teachings? Tell us, then, in
truth—where did you get these
books, or else we will kill you
and not show you mercy.”
They said to him: “Tell us the
truth—where did you find
these writings, and you teach
and instruct people, and you
and they mislead the world.
Tell us the truth, and if [not—
we will ki]ll you.”

They said to him: “We know
that you roam the world, and
you also do evil deeds, and you
sin and also mislead the people
of the world with these books.
Tell us the truth, and if not—
we will kill you.”

They said to him: “We know
that you roam the world, and
you also do evil deeds, and you

7 Lege: wimdh.

% Lege: N8 0™aD3 or nHR TMHDA.

% Lege: nynn.
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o9 RSP 757 a8, [2]na5R
S (alan}

NREA FIR 115 AR DARA D 1N
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sin and you mislead the people 115 980 Pway .98 Tboa oo
of the world with these books STOR 170 KD DR1 NRRA
of yours. Now tell us the truth,

and if not—we will kill you.”

Heb4 They said to him: “And why 1582 ANPOYNI IS 1H 1R
did you deal with these things, .0'R1Ma0 525 v minth nhm
and you teach an evil teaching TRKRN 0K 777 YW 0UaNa0 nHN
to all creatures? And these 1IR3 7919 oRy o0 Y [N]ARN 1Y

books that are in your hand—if .n7wn nrnb nbal 050N Tmr

you tell us the truth, whose

(books) they are; and if not, we

will kill you, and t[hro]w your

body to the animals of the

field.”
As in the previous passage, there is quite a lot of variation be-
tween the textual witnesses, but the gist of their contents is the
same. JA1l, JA3 and Heb4 have the interrogators asking Yeshu
why he uses magic and teaches evil teachings; Heb2/Heb3 frame
this part as an accusation, rather than a question; and Heb1 omits
the reference to magic here (but includes it elsewhere, e.g., in
2.2). All the textual witnesses have the interrogators threatening
Yeshu and insisting that he must tell the truth about the origins
of his books. The fact that both JA1 and Heb4 include the threat
of throwing Yeshu’s body to wild beasts probably proves that it
was there in at least some of the Aramaic texts. But the fact that
JA3, Hebl, and Heb2/Heb3 do not include this threat probably

means that other Aramaic texts did not include it.

70 Lege: &5.
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3.8. Pilatus and Yeshu: Yeshu Says That He Received
the Books of Magic from Yohanan the Dyer

Textual Witnesses: JA1, JA3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

JA1

JA3

Hebl

Heb2

He said to them: “My masters,
know that these books are not
ancient and I did not find them
in Egypt, and they are not by
Balaam. In fact, they are by
Yohanan the Dyer and he is my
teacher.”

He answered and said to them:
“My masters, th[ese books ...]"">
He said to them: “These books
are not ancient, nor old, and I
did not find them in Egypt;
rather, Yohanan my master”*
and teacher, the Dyer—he gave
them to me, and he taught
them to me.”

He said to them: “You are my
masters and I say to you (the)
truth. Know that these books
are by Yohanan the Dyer,

from whom I have learned.”

I Lege: 8AnTa.
72 JA3 breaks off here.

777 1R HYR TITRD X DAY HRPA

TLRANM R PRy 0 05 2na5K
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73 The sign which I read as a n may also be a space-filler at the end of

the line.

74 Elsewhere, I translated *a1 as ‘my teacher’, but in this case the text’s

*15m1 21 necessitates a different translation.

> Lege: 'M¥n3a, i.e., oMena.
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Heb4
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He said to them: “You are my
masters; I speak to you
righteousness. Know that the
books that are in my hand are
by Yohanan the Dyer, and I
learned from him.”

He said to them: “These
writings are not old and they
are not new, and they are not
by Balaam.” They said to him:
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“And from where do you have .OMIR

them?” He said: “They are by

Yohanan the Dyer, and he is

my teacher, and he gave them

to me and I learned them.”
All the textual witnesses agree in describing Yeshu as admitting
that the books he is using were written by Yohanan the Dyer. In
JA1, Hebl, and Heb4 he first admits that they are not ancient,
and that he did not find them in Egypt (JA1 and Hebl) and/or
that they were not written by Balaam son of Beor (JA1 and
Heb4); in other words, what he claimed in 3.6 was a blatant lie.
Heb2/Heb3 do not include this admission, and Heb4 adds an-
other question by Yeshu’s interrogators, between his admission
that he had lied and his confession of the truth.

JA1, JA2, and Heb2/Heb3 have Yeshu address his response
to ‘My masters’, an exclamation that will reappear elsewhere in
the text (see esp. Ar3’s 8xnxn in 4.5). JA3 however reflects the

recurrent Aramaic formula, 9181 2'nn, which is found throughout

76 Lege: o"wn 89, although one might expect o"wTn 858, ‘but new’.
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our text, and probably was there in the Aramaic text from which
JA3 was translated.

All the textual witnesses, in all three languages, consist-
ently refer to John the Baptist as &ipaxn jm» (Aramaic), ame
va(1)xn  (Hebrew) and ixavdx Kime  (Judaeo-Arabic), i.e.,
‘Yohanan the Dyer’. This is due to the double meaning of the verb
yay, ‘to dye’, i.e., ‘to dip in a coloured solution’, but also ‘to dip
oneself, or parts of one’s body, or others, in liquid’.”” In Christian
Palestinian Aramaic, 8ipayn is indeed used as an appellation of
John the Baptist, and the same is true for Mandaic.”® In Arabic,
he is known as @LA\, reflecting the same phenomenon.”

The dual meaning of pay, in the sense of ‘to dye’ and ‘to
immerse in water’ (for which the usual Hebrew verb is 3v) is
also attested in late-antique Hebrew. In a passage in the Hekhalot
literature, we find elaborate instructions intended to assure one’s
ritual purity, including o'nn nnra yaw 7nm, ‘and he should im-
merse (himself) in the water channel’.® Normally, one would ex-
pect the root 5av for such a ritual ablution, and a later glossator
added on the margin of one of the manuscripts of this passage

that yaie is yagn (;3'n37)nn1 ,0231 ()N, ‘like “and he should wash

77 See Sokoloff (2017, 519-20) and Sokoloff (2020, 924).

78 See Sokoloff (2014, 243), and Drower and Macuch (1963, 250).
Sokoloff (2011, 22) suggests that the word entered the Aramaic text of
Toledot Yeshu via the Mandaic, but this is unwarranted, as the following
discussion will demonstrate.

79 See Wehr (1961, 502). I do not know why the JA texts call him xxaxHx
rather than 3aR¥OK.

80 See Schifer (1981, §623).
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(his clothes),” which the Targum renders as payn’.8! The refer-
ence is to Targum Ongelos to Lev. 11.25 and many other verses,
and one may also add such examples as Targum Ongelos to Lev.
15.17: 8'na paven ...w1ad 53y, ‘and every garment... and it shall be
thoroughly washed in water’. Thus, the appellation Xiyaxn,
‘Dyer’, for the man who thoroughly dipped his followers in the
water of the Jordan River hardly is unusual, and probably was
shared by several Aramaic dialects, and later by Arabic as well.
That it was known to speakers of Hebrew in late antiquity may
also be seen from an anti-Christian piyyut that is tentatively at-
tributed to Yannai, where ‘Those who support a mamgzer as an
idol’ (see above, our comments on 3.1) are also described as
10 nyraxa ohan, ‘those who defecate / immerse in a baptism of
filth’, with nyax for the Christian baptism and a vicious pun
based on Yav as a phonetic alternative for 5av, ‘to immerse (one-
self in water)’ and as a verb which in Jewish Palestinian Aramaic
means ‘to defecate’.®?

The fact that Yohanan the Dyer is a key figure in our nar-

rative, and even described as a ‘son of God’ (see below, 6.5 and

81 The gloss is found in MS Oxford 1531, and see Schifer (1981, §623).

82 For the piyyut, see Zulay (1938, 382). For the variation between fric-
ative peh and beth in Palestinian Jewish sources, see Kutscher (1976,
17). For 5av, ‘to defecate’ see an unpublished dream interpretation text
(which I am preparing for publication elsewhere), with the sequence
rn pamaRn [ 1m0 L5003 'mT, ‘One who sees himself (in a
dream) defecating... one who sees himself [removing] his clothes and
passing water...” And cf. Rand (2013, 15), whose translation (‘those who
paint over with a coat of filth’) misses the specific reference to baptism.
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6.11) is noteworthy, since John the Baptist does not figure prom-
inently in ancient Jewish texts. He is famously, and favourably,
described by Josephus (Ant. 18.116-119), but is never mentioned
in rabbinic literature or in the other late-antique Jewish texts.
Moreover, in the Gospels too, John the Baptist does not figure in
the accounts of the trial and execution of Jesus. However, as we
shall note below (in our comments on 7.1), the claim that he was
executed together with Yeshu may have been known to Celsus.
At this stage, we may note that Eusebius, in one of several refer-
ences to the forged protocols (hypomnémata) of the trial of Jesus
that served as anti-Christian propaganda, may have known of
such a text where both Jesus and John played a central role. For,
having cited what Josephus had said about John the Baptist and
about Jesus (Ant. 18.63-64, the passage now known as the Testi-
monium Flavianum), Eusebius goes on to say that if a Jew speaks
so favourably about John and Jesus, ‘what alternative is there
but to convict of shamelessness those who have concocted the
protocols about them?’ (todg Ta& xaT adT@V TAacapEVOUS
Omopvipata).®® Eusebius may have had in mind one set of hy-
pomnémata about John and one about Jesus, but the simplest in-
terpretation of this statement is that he knew of a text that, just
like Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, covered the trial and execution of both
John and Jesus in the same text.

The claim that John the Baptist was Jesus’ teacher is shared
by JA1 and by Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb4, and will recur sev-

eral times in later passages, in different textual witnesses (see

8 Fusebius, Hist. Eccl. 1.11.9 (LCL translation, with minor modifica-
tions).
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below, 4.3, 4.4, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 7.1). It is also attested in Heb5,
embedded in a passage that is not parallelled in Gzar-dina de-
Yeshu, in which it is mentioned in passing that Yeshu ‘took for
himself a teacher, that is, Yohanan the Dyer ( ;am» 8171 2719 nwm
pavn)’.8* This claim is also cited by Agobard, in his report of all
the nasty things that the Jews say about Jesus. He begins his ac-
count by saying that,

For they also read in the teachings of their ancestors that

Jesus was a certain young man who was respected among

them, and was educated under the tutorship of John the

Baptist (Nam et in doctrinis maiorum suorum legunt Iesum iu-

uenem quendam fuisse apud eos honorabilem et magisterio

Baptistae Iohannis eruditum).®
From the stories told about John the Baptist and his followers in
the New Testament, one cannot conclude that Jesus was one of
John’s disciples, but this claim has been made in some early
Christian writings, and has often been raised in modern scholar-

ship about Jesus and John.® However, it is not really clear why

84 This is found in JTS 6312, fol. 67b; there is another reference to Yeshu
‘and his teacher Yohanan (3am 1271)’, in fol. 68a, and cf. Heb5’s phrase
127 anm in 6.2.

8 See Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 206), with Schéfer
(2011, 32); see also Bammel (1997b).

8 For ancient claims see, for example, the (seventh c. CE) Jesus-Messiah
Sutra, verse 168 (English translation by Saeki 1951, 141), and cf. the
Mandaean Book of John 30 (Haberl and McGrath 2020, 82-87). For a
detailed survey of the modern claims, and much further bibliography,
see Ernst (1989), who concludes that Jesus was not one of John’s disci-
ples, and cf. Marcus (2018, 27, 86-91, 96-97, 116), who suggests that
he was.
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Gzar-dina de-Yeshu decided to pay so much attention to the figure
of John the Baptist, and one wonders whether its authors were
familiar with Christian or Judaeo-Christian groups for whom
John was a central figure. But be this as it may, it is clear that in
our text both Yeshu and Yohanan are condemned and crucified,

as we shall see below.



4.0. Pilatus and Yohanan

The interrogation of Yeshu led to his mentioning Yohanan’s in-

volvement in the crimes of which he is accused, so the narrative

next turns to this second culprit, who is brought before Pilatus

and interrogated.

4.1. Pilatus and Yohanan: Inquiring about Yohanan

Textual witnesses: Ar3, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

Ar3

JA1

Hebl

[ ... ] that if you wish we will
send and summon Yohanan the
Dyer and see what he says and
pass judgment upon them (i.e.,
Yeshu and Yohanan).

(Pilatus) the governor said to
Marinus the elder: “Do you
know where Yohanan the Dyer
is?” He said to him: “He is in
Kephar Nahum.” And he
(Pilatus) ordered to bring him
over.

Then Pilatus the governor said
to them—to R. Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah and to Marinus the
respected elder of (the) Jews:
“And where is Yohanan?” They
said to him: “In the town of
Kephar Nahum.”

! Lege: nnrax.

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0

mpn MW IPnTAY oRT [ ... ... ]
0 T RINYARA PATD A
DY T IR

51 TWHR D1MINY TRPHR HRpa
5RPA IRIAYOR RIAT P12 'R 79N
Tnra .on{1}1 9838 20 1o
L<R>ENNG

"5 RN 0WYa 0 AR IR
2237 Pt WY A mnn 1A i
9822 5"'R any many o Sw
ATRN DI

https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0497.04



204

The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

Heb2 Petalus the governor answered

and said to Rabbi Yehoshu‘a

ben Perahiah the Nasi, and also

to Marinus, the elder of the

Jews: “From which place is this

Yohanan the Dyer?” They
answered him and said to him:
“In truth did Yeshu‘a the
wicked say to us that these
books belong to Yohanan the
Dyer, and this wicked Yeshu‘a
did not write them, but
Yohanan the Dyer (did). And
they sinned with them, and
they also misled the people of
the world.” And our rabbis
answered and said to Petalus:
“If our master wishes>
authority, that we will kill
these wicked men, since they
are dealing with magic and
with writings of falsehood, and
they mislead people and say to
them, ‘We have (the ability) to
kill and also to revive’, and
they make their souls liable to
being killed. And they think
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2 Add: ‘and he will grant us’, or a similar expression.

% Lege: Dana.

4 Lege: TnKM.

> Add: mwn b o™, as in Heb3, or some similar expression.

® Lege: wn.
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that they are equal with God.
Father, please see what these
people have done—they rose
and misled many people, and

led them to the desert, and now

they will die of hunger; and
also the money which is with
them—it is the law to give it to
our master, (but) they will not
let them give it.” And Petalus
the governor wrote and said to
them: “If you wish, I too will
send for them, and will also
bring Yohanan the Dyer, and
we shall see what comes out of
the trial, and we will try them.”
Pelatus the governor answered
and said to Rabbi Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah the Nasi, and also
to Marinus, the elder of the
Jews: “From which place is this
Yohanan the Dyer?” He
answered him and said to him:
“In truth did Yeshu‘a the
wicked say to us that these
books belong to Yohanan the
Dyer, and this wicked Yeshu‘a
did not write them, but
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Yohanan the Dyer did. And
they sinned with them, and
also misled the people of the
world. And our rabbis—may
their memory be for a
blessing—answered and said to
Pelatus the governor: “Does our
master wish to grant us
authority, that we will kill
these men, since they are
dealing with magic and with
writings of falsehood, and they
mislead people and say to
them, ‘We have authority to
kill and also to revive’, and
they make their souls liable to
being killed. And they think
that they are equal with God.
Please see what these people
have done—they rose and
misled many people, and
brought them to the desert, and
now they will die of hunger;
and also the money which is
with them—it is the law to give
it to our master, (but) they will
not let them give it.” And
Pelatus the governor wrote and
said: “If you wish, I too will

' Lege: 1.
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13 A line or more were omitted from the text here.
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send for them, and will also
bring Yohanan the Dyer, and we
shall see what comes out of...”**
Heb4 Pilatus the governor answered — DW™MnY AR N3N DIVDA 2"WN

and said to Marinus the elder 1IAY AT RN ISMAR DTN P
of the Jews: “Where is this ORI [ ... 0IM3] 993219 TnR Yaxn
Yohanan the Dyer?” He said to [cen oen e ]

him: “In [the town of ?] Kephar

[Nahum]. And if [... ... 17
All the textual witnesses agree that Pilatus asks one or more of
the Jewish protagonists about the whereabouts of Yohanan. In
JA1 and Heb1, and probably also in Heb4, he receives a straight-
forward answer, stating that Yohanan is in Kephar Nahum. Ca-
pernaum, located on the Sea of Galilee some 12 km north of Ti-
berias, was one of the major centres of Jesus’ activity, and is fre-
quently mentioned in the Gospels.'® In rabbinic literature, it was
associated with heretical activities, no doubt a reflection of the
ongoing presence there of followers of Jesus even several centu-

ries after his death.'” It therefore hardly is surprising that Gzar-

14 A line or more were omitted from the text here.
15 Lege: nan.
16 See Matt. 4.13, 8.5, 11.23 and 17.24; Mark 1.21, 2.1, 9.33; Luke 4.23,

31, 7.1, 10.15; John 2.12, 4.46, 6.17, 24, 59, with Zeichmann (2017),
and the studies cited in the following footnote.

17 See Eccl. R. 1.8 (Hirshman 2016, 76) on the minim of Kephar Nahum,
and cf. Eccl. R. 7.26 (Kiperwasser 2021, 122): ““And a sinner will be
caught by her”—These are the people of Kephar Nahum’. For recent
surveys of the historical and archaeological evidence relating to Caper-
naum in late antiquity, see Arubas and Talgam (2014), and Becker
(2015). For the numerous late-antique Christian graffiti from Caper-
naum, see Ameling et al. (2023, nos. 6239-6414).
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dina de-Yeshu identified Kephar Nahum as the place where
Yohanan the Dyer may be found, and later on we will learn that
Yeshu’s disciples are also found in the same town (see below,
5.2).

Whereas the texts of Ar3, JA1l, and Hebl are relatively
short, Heb2/Heb3 present a much longer—and rather garbled—
text, which must be a later interpolation. Parts of the interpolated
text repeat what had already been said earlier, namely, that the
books were written by Yohanan the Dyer and that Yeshu and
Yohanan used them to mislead the world. Other claims embed-
ded here are based on the claims that will be made by Yeshu and
Yohanan later in the story, about their ability to kill and to revive
the dead (see below, 6.5). But the statements made by ‘our rab-
bis’—who are never mentioned as a group in the other textual
witnesses—include the claim that Yeshu and Yohanan pretend to
be ‘equal with God’ (&% o'amw), and this claim may reflect the
Muslim discourse of shirk as a cardinal sin.'® And they also men-
tion two incidents that are not mentioned in the other textual
witnesses, namely, that Yeshu and Yohanan brought their follow-
ers to the desert, where they would soon die of hunger, and that
they did not let their followers give Pilatus the money—presum-
ably, the taxes—that they were supposed to pay him. Both these
claims seem to be based on accounts in the Gospels: The first
claim echoes the two stories of the feeding of the multitudes, to
which we referred in our comments on 0.13, and the second ech-

oes Jesus’ famous response to the question of whether Jews

8 And cf. below, 8.9, where Heb3 is alone in insisting that God has no
equal (qnw). For the dangers of shirk, see Sinai (2023, 425-43).
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should pay taxes to the Romans, as recounted in Matt. 22.15-22,
Mark 12.13-17 and Luke 20.20-26.

The interpolated passages in Heb2/Heb3 add several other
elements to the narrative, including the reference to the books
owned by Yeshu and Yohanan as px Sw o'ana, ‘writings of false-
hood’, a claim that echoes the famous rabbinic pun on edayyéiiov,
‘good news, Gospel’, as "9 & in bt Shab 116a.!® And it also has
the Jewish leaders ask Pilatus for permission to kill both Yeshu
and Yohanan, a request that stands in marked contrast with the
rest of our narrative, where the Jews ask Pilatus what should be
done to the two culprits (6.13), and he insists that it is they who
should punish them (6.14).

4.2. Pilatus and Yohanan: Finding Yohanan

Textual witnesses: Ar3, JA1, Heb1, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

Ar3  And Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah TS 20100 12 Y ' RDD
looked for Yehudah Svariota PRYIa RO YRS ROTIAD
and Shime‘on Kepha and (15t .Rapawm e 5y paaTen
Binyamin, and sent them after 21530 D1RY RO DIMAN 9939
Yohanan the Dyer. And they Y IN2WRY 7YY AN 220K
went to the town Kephar 11 9070 23012330 AMIORT 0K
Tanhum, and Yehudah the JIRTI 1 R2T KDY YO KD

9 For this pun see below, 5.4, n. 31.
20 Lege: mmna.
2 Lege: nmim.

22 For nxy3, the Babylonian Jewish Aramaic word for ‘gardener’, see
Sokoloff (2020, 225). I am grateful to Ohad Abudraham for this refer-
ence.

2 Or: oumaw.



210

gardener went with (some)
men, and they found him (i.e.,
Yohanan) imprisoned, for
Tiberinus Caesar had
imprisoned him, and (i.e.,
since) he was misleading a
great (number of) people from
among the Jews.
JA1 He sent a guard (or, a courtier)
[ ] Shim[e‘on] Kepha
and Binyamin Altagus and
three [

Nahum after Yohanan the Dyer,

to K]ephar

and they found him imprisoned
for often misleading the people
with magic.

They sent for Yehudah
Iscariota, and Shime‘on Kepha,

Hebl

and Binyamin Altigoson, and
they went to the town Kephar
Nahum, and they found him
(i.e., Yohanan) imprisoned in
jail, since King Tiberinus
Caesar imprisoned him,
because he rose and misled the
world. And many people from
among the Jews mentioned this
to Caesar, and he decreed, and
they took [him].

2 Lege: nnrom?
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[hw]nw [ ] 2sxna npas
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% Lege: 7noYra. The syntax of the sentence is a bit unusual, but the

sense is clear.



Heb2

Heb3

Heb4

Pilatus and Yohanan

They answered him and said to
him (i.e., Pilatus): “Yes; send
Yehudah, who wears torn
(garments), and also Shime‘on
Kepha, and Binyamin who is
cursed in the army (?). He sent
them, these (men), and they
went to the town Kephar
Nahum, and found Yohanan
imprisoned in jail, for Tiberinus
Caesar had imprisoned him,
since he had been misleading
the people of the world.

... who wears torn (garments),
and also Shime‘on Kepha, and
Binyamin who is cursed. And
he (Pilatus) sent this one (?)
with them, and he commanded
and they went to the town
Kephar Nahum (or, Tanhum).
And they found Yohanan
imprisoned in jail, for Tiberinus
Caesar had imprisoned him,
since he had been misleading
the people of the world.

[ ] Yehudah Iscariota, and
Shime‘on Kepha, and Binyamin
Altigus, and three men with
him [ ... ... 1 Clae]sar [ ... ]

% Lege: 8o,

%7 Lege: Dn1, or DN,

211

NR MW 1719 1INR<STINR 1PN
AW NR DX DWINP wadn
.03 59pnn pivia nRY 2681
152 HR 1257 15R R oMK NHYN
RIT 13AY DR IRRAM APTAN DI
190K "2 Mapa .89 a3 MoR
"WIRD NYNA AW 0°D DIMAY

.oy

YR NR O3 DPTP wad ..
DNR MOWM H9pnn (%33 NRY Ra™MD
27010 982 HR 195 MR I nR
TIOR RITAMY OR IRRAM 73TAN
D132 10K "2 MaYa KYI Mhaa
05w WIRY YN Y 0

YNWI ROMIOR AT [ ... ... ]
IWHWI DIVOHR PR[a1] Ra™

] 33Y owar

[ 17o01p



212 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

The textual witnesses diverge on many points here, but they all
agree on three of the persons sent to look for Yohanan, namely,
Yehudah Iscariota, Shime‘on Kepha, and Binyamin Altigus or Al-
tigoson. The first and the third of these names caused quite a
headache to the Aramaic copyists and the Hebrew translators. In
Ar3, Iscariota became xv1™Map, surely reflecting the spelling
KRVIMID (which is also the standard spelling of this name in the
Peshitta translation of the Gospels), and a graphic confusion be-
tween kaph and bet. But in Heb2/Heb3 the name got garbled in
a much more creative—and amusing—manner, with a confusion
between m™p (probably a place-name) and my=p, ‘tearings’, so
that ‘the man of Keraioth’ became ‘he who wears torn (gar-
ments)’.?® And Binyamin’s puzzling moniker, ‘Altagus’ (JA1), or
‘Altigoson’ (Heb1), or ‘Altigus’ (Heb4) proved even more difficult
to handle. In Ar3 it was simply omitted, whereas in Heb2 it was
partly translated, with *o%& taken as a passive form of the Ara-
maic verb v, ‘to curse’, and o3 left untranslated, thus ending up
with the meaningless o2 5,pnn, ‘who is cursed in the army’.?
In Heb3, the situation was slightly ameliorated by the omission
of the second word, so that Binyamin is nicknamed 5»pnn, ‘the

cursed one’.

% For the many etymologies of the name Iscarioth offered by modern
scholars, and for the ancient claim that his name means ‘the one who
suffocated’, see Taylor (2010).

# In Hebrew, the word ©1 could mean ‘army, troop’, as well as ‘brother-
in-law’. In Aramaic, it could also mean ‘side’. But none of these mean-
ings would help make sense of o2 55pnn.



Pilatus and Yohanan 213

Regardless of their distortion by some of the text’s trans-
mitters, the presence of these three figures in our text is quite
puzzling. Shime‘on Kepha certainly is Peter, whose original name
was Simon, and who was nicknamed Kephas in Aramaic, or
Petros in Greek, both words meaning ‘rock’.*® Yehudah Iscariota
is Judas Iscariot, one of Jesus’ disciples, and the one who even-
tually betrayed him. Binyamin is a mystery, and even more mys-
terious is his appellation. The reading ouv5& in JA1 might make
us think that the -5x is the Arabic definite article, in which case
the Hebrew versions—which preserve the -5% (Hebl and Heb4)
or reflect it (even in mistranslation)—would all have to be de-
pendent on the Judaeo-Arabic text. But this is extremely unlikely,
as the Hebrew translations were made from Aramaic texts, and
not from Judaeo-Arabic. Thus, a reading such as D1VHR, DIFVIR,
DTIVOR (see below, 5.2) or powrvHxr probably goes back to some
of the Aramaic texts. If it is a Greek loanword, one may think of
alels, ‘fisherman’, an adjective attached to the names of Simon
Peter and his brother Andrew in the Gospels (Mark 1.16-17 and
Matt. 4.18-19). Or one might think of a Greek name like Al-
phaeus, which appears several times in the Gospels.*' However,
none of these suggestions seem persuasive. Moreover, as we noted

in our comments on 1.2, and as we shall see in the following

% See esp. John 1.42: éufrébas adtd 6 ‘Inool elmev, =V el Slpwv 6 vids
‘Twavvov- U xAnbnay Kneés (8 épunvedetar Tétpos), ‘Looking at him, Jesus
said: “You are Simon son of John. You will be called Cephas, which,
when translated, is Petros (=Rock).”

31 For James the son of Alphaeus, see Matt. 10.3; Mark 3.18; Luke 6.15;
Acts 1.13. For Levi son of Alphaeus, see Mark 2.14.
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passage, Heb1 assumes that ouvdR is Pilatus’ deputy (and Ar3
calls him ow[]%ix), and in 4.6 and in 5.2 we will meet
D10"HaR/01I09R as one of Yeshu’s disciples. Unfortunately, there is
no easy solution to this textual crux.??

The choice of these three as emissaries who are sent to
bring Yohanan the Dyer will recur later in the text, when they
will be sent to bring the disciples of Yeshu (see below, 5.1). This
choice may be due to a familiarity with the Christian stories of
how Judas Iscariot betrayed Jesus, and how Peter denied him on
the night when he was arrested and tried.*® And it probably is
based on an assumption that since these two were disciples of
Jesus, they knew what John the Baptist—and Jesus’ disciples—
looked like, and thus could help bring them to Pilatus. This, of
course, is not very different from the assumption in the Gospels
that because Judas knew Jesus well, he could lead his persecutors
directly to him. However, it is not really clear whether Gzar-dina
de-Yeshu sees Yehudah Svariota and Shime‘on Kepha as disciples
of Yeshu, since when his disciples will be listed, in 4.6, we will
hear of a Yehudah, who may or may not be Yehudah Svariota,
and of Petrus, who is not identified with Shime‘on Kepha.

All the extant textual witnesses record that when the emis-

saries reached Kephar Nahum, they found out that Yohanan was

32 And note the suggestion by Meerson and Schéfer 2014, 1:134, no. 33,
that the name o158 is due to confusion with 1n37 D3R who is men-
tioned in rabbinic literature as a contemporary of Rabbi Yohanan—see
pt San 1.6 (19b).

3 For Judas’ betrayal, see Matt. 10.4; 26.14-16, 25, 47-49, etc. For
Peter’s denial, see Matt. 26.34-35, 69-75, etc.
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in jail. This claim accords well with the accounts of the Gospels,
and of Josephus, but these sources are unanimous in having
Herod Antipas, and not Tiberius, as the ruler who imprisoned
John the Baptist. On why he did this they disagree. The Gospels
of Mark and of Matthew claim that John had reproached Herod
Antipas for marrying Herodias, his brother’s wife, and that Herod
therefore put him in jail, and later had him beheaded at the re-
quest of Herodias’ daughter (Matt. 14.3-12; Mark 6.17-29). The
Gospel of Luke mentions Herod’s beheading of John, but does not
delve on the details (Luke 9.9), and the Gospel of John briefly
refers to John being imprisoned (John 3.24) but does not even
mention his execution. Josephus, on the other hand, recounts the
story of Herod’s marriage with Herodias (Ant. 18.109-110), with-
out connecting it with John, but subsequently claims that Herod
had imprisoned John the Baptist in the fortress of Machaerus,
and had him killed there, because he was afraid that John’s in-
fluence on his many followers might lead to sedition (Ant.
18.118-119). But in our narrative, it is Tiberinus Caesar who
placed Yohanan in jail, and he did so because Yohanan had mis-
led the people, a theme that we encountered already in 1.1, 2.1,
2.2 and 3.7. JA1’s claim that this was done ‘with magic’, proba-
bly reflects an Aramaic text that said so, even though it is not
found in Ar3. And in this passage we can see how Ar3, and prob-
ably also JA1, reflect the reading xny, ‘the people’, whereas
Heb2/Heb3 reflect the reading x8nby, ‘the world’, and Hebl re-
flects both readings, a change that we already noted in our com-

ments on 1.1.
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4.3. Pilatus and Yohanan: Yohanan is Brought before

His Interrogators

Textual witnesses: Ar3, JA1, Heb1l, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

Ar3  And they brought Yohanan the
Dyer, and placed him before R.
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and
before Marinus and before
Agl[i]tus.

And they took him out (of jail)
and he came before** the

JA1

governor and Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah and Marinus the elder
and the crowd.

And they brought him before
Yohanan the Dyer, Yeshu’s

Hebl

teacher, and placed him before
R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and
before Marinus and Altigus and
Pilatus the governor.

And they brought Yohanan the
Dyer, the teacher of Yeshu‘a
the wicked, before Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah the Nasi and
before Marinus the elder of the

Heb2

Jews, and before Petalus the
governor.

34 Lit., ‘to the presence of’.
% Lege: nMyRnIvN.

% Lege: ywhw.
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Heb3 And they brought Yohanan the
Dyer, the teacher of Yeshu‘a
the wicked, before Yehoshu‘a
ben R. Perahiah the Nasi and

b0 PR 1IAY DR RN
'3 pwi 1185 pwIn Y
IPT OWINR 1A KW I
Wi e o

before Marinus the elder of

(the) Jews, and before the

governor.

[And they brou]ght Yohanan, [... 7w 5w ]Tnbn pnrd r[am]
the teacher [of Yeshu, and *199] 7'R9a 2 ywine ' aah
placed him] before R. [..... ] 185 on [t outn
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah [and [ ... ] maa amne 'l
before Marinus the e]lder of

the Jews, and before [... ... 1

and Rabbi Yehudah the

gardener [ ... ... 1

Heb4

All the textual witnesses agree that Yohanan was brought before
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and Marinus, but diverge when it comes
to the other interrogators. Ar3 adds a person named DW[*]%ix,%
who re-emerges later in Ar3 as nxnnan owHIR, ‘Aglitus the gov-
ernor’, i.e. a corruption of the name Pilatus (see below, 6.1).
Heb2/Heb3 refer to ‘Petalus the governor’ (qwn o1bva) or to ‘the
governor (Wwn)’, i.e., Pilatus; Heb1 has both Pilatus and Doy,
presumably a corruption of o1, Only JA1 goes its own way
with yRn3S8, which presumably is a translation of PO, ‘a
crowd’, or ‘crowds’, for which see our comments on 1.3. Other
than that, there are only minor differences between the textual
witnesses, with all the Hebrew textual witnesses describing
Yohanan as Yeshu’s teacher (as in 3.8 and elsewhere), and Ar3

and JA1 making no mention of this fact here. In addition we can

% See above, Figure 2.
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see how the Aramaic direct object marker -5 was mistranslated
both in Heb4, 1am5 x[*am] and in Heb1, where janr *13a% ymram
makes the sentence quite meaningless (‘they brought him’, i.e.,
Yohanan, ‘before Yohanan’).

In the following scenes, we see a clear split in the transmis-
sion history of the text. In JA1, which is well preserved, once
Yohanan is brought before the interrogators, he and Yeshu are
asked about the identity of the five disciples who are with them.
The narrative then moves to the trials and executions of the five
disciples. Since some of the intervening scenes are found not only
in Heb1 and in Heb2/Heb3, but also in Ar3, one might think that
this is a mere omission in JA1. However, in Heb4, which is very
fragmentarily preserved, all these scenes also seem to have been
omitted. Thus, we should either assume that JA1 and Heb4 are
dependent one upon the other, directly or indirectly, or that they
both are translations of an Aramaic text which already omitted

all these scenes.

4.4. Pilatus and Yohanan: Interrogating Yohanan

about the Books of Magic

Textual witnesses: Ar3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3 (this passage is omitted in
JA1 and Heb4)

Ar3  Yehoshu‘a answered and said POR 13APY 7Y NRI PW<IST 200
to Yohanan: “These writings of 772 IMaNWRT wAnT ar{a}na

magic that were found in the ROWIP K15 920 OR 7750 W
hands of Yeshu, your disciple— WM NR IR ORI Y (paw
if you tell us the truth, we will RI18 PINT 83902 PHopnn

release you, but if not, you and



Hebl

Heb2

Heb3

Pilatus and Yohanan

Yeshu will be executed by a
double-edged sword.”3®

R. Yehoshu‘a answered and
said to Yohanan: “These
writings that were found in the
hands of Yeshu your disciple—
where did he find them? If you
tell the truth, you are (i.e., will
be) saved, but if not, you and
Yeshu your disciple will die a
strange death.”

They answered and said:
“These books that we found in
the hand of Yeshu‘a the
wicked, your disciple—if you
tell us in truth we will release
you, but if not, we will kill you
by a double-edged sword.”

They answered and said to him:

“These books that we found in
the hand of Yeshu‘a the
wicked, your disciple—but if
you tell us in truth, and if not,
we will kill you by a sword.”

219

TOR AP O ARy v ' n
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N5 NARA RN OX .DRYA IR
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All the textual witnesses that contain this passage are in agree-

ment here, claiming that Yohanan’s interrogators insisted on

knowing about the books of magic that were found in the hands

of his disciple Yeshu, and added a threat in case he did not tell

% Lit., ‘by a sword of two mouths’. For this expression, see Judg. 3.16:
ni'g 3w A% 170, ‘a sword which has two mouths’; Ps. 149.6: ni*a'a 171,
‘a two-mouthed sword’. And cf. Prov. 5.4: ni*a 291, ‘a (two-)mouthed

sword’.
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the truth about them. But we can also see how Ar3 and
Heb2/Heb3 frame the question addressed to Yohanan in general
terms, whereas Hebl provides a more specific question— iR
oxen, ‘where did he find them?’ The threat that accompanies the
question—execution by a double-edged sword—is translated by
Heb1 as ‘you will die a strange death’, whereas Heb3 refers to ‘a
sword’, and Heb2 has ‘a two-mouthed sword’, just as in Ar3.
The formulation of the question (“if you tell us the truth”),
and the threat uttered by Yehoshu‘a, are parallelled in Roman
court proceedings, where one finds descriptions of the judge
threatening the suspected culprits with punishments, while or-

dering them to confess the truth (7o dAnbés égoporoyrioadbe!).®

4.5. Pilatus and Yohanan: Yohanan’s Response

Textual witnesses: Ar3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3 (this passage is omitted in
JA1 and Heb4)

Ar3  Yohanan answered and said to ROIRA AY AR IR 2000
them: “Masters! These M RIR 17A0D W PHR YARND
writings—Yeshu wrote them. [...J%1 70p oumav [ o]R
I—Tiberinus Caesar had WY T RN I KROR 540 R
im[pris]Joned me, and Yeshu "WoN RPI AN TR
[...] did not show me, but he RWIR 113 “n5{a)

39 See Pap. Oslo II 17, as discussed by Bekken (2015, 78-79), and the
other examples adduced by Coles (1966, 47-48).

40 Lege: mnx &Y.

“ The scribe began to write 113, i.e., ‘with them’, but corrected it to
1o, ‘to them’, which is grammatically awkward. The phrase he was

copying may have read xwix 325 nna pon &p), ‘and were misleading
people with them’.
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Heb2
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and his eleven disciples wrote
them and were misleading
people (with them).”

Yohanan answered and said to
them: “These writing (are)
from my teachers, and this
Yeshu wrote them and copied
them, for I was imprisoned,
since King Caesar imprisoned
me. And he copied them, and
did not show them to me, and
he and his twelve disciples
know them, and they rose and
are misleading the world.”
Yohanan answered and said to
them: “My masters! These
books are books of magicians,
and Yeshu‘a the wicked wrote
(them), and I was in jail, since
Tiberinus Caesar had
imprisoned me. And I did not
see Yeshu‘a the wicked, but he
and his eleven disciples wrote
these books, and they are
dealing with them and mislead
(the) people of the world. And
they say about me that they
(i.e., the books) are mine, but
he wrote them out of his own
mind.”*

*2 Lege: DMIN.

4 Lit., ‘Out of his own heart’.
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Heb3 Yohanan the Dyer answered TR DAY AR PRI IO WN
and said to them: “My masters! .77 0OWAIN ™80 AYRN 0™MOON
These books are books of T IRI ONKR 202 YWD YW
magicians, and Yeshu‘a the 10°p DAY INORW 8N n'aa
wicked wrote them, and I was ROR TTIRT RY YN P NN

in jail, since Tiberinus Caesar NR 1202 75N WY TNRY <RIN>

had imprisoned me. And I did DA DPOYNN IR AYRA DMH0N

not see Yeshu‘a the wicked, but 5w 2 "5y 1R .09 "wiIr wnn

he and his eleven disciples 125 1 RI7 ROR RN Hw 89 nnn

wrote these books, and they are .ONR 2<n>2

dealing with them and mislead

(the) people of the world. And

they say about me that they

(i.e., the books) are mine, and

they are not mine, but he wrote

them out of his own mind.”
All the textual witnesses that contain this passage agree in having
Yohanan deny that the books are his, claiming that he could not
have written them, since Tiberinus Caesar had put him in jail; he
further insists that Yeshu wrote the books, and that Yeshu and
his disciples used them to mislead people. In Heb1, we can see a
clear case of mistranslation, when the exclamation ‘my masters!’
followed by ‘these books are...” is rendered as if Yohanan is saying
that these books are from his masters (or teachers); this also con-
tradicts the following statement, that Yeshu wrote them, and it is
an error which Hebl already committed in 3.6, as we noted
above.** We can also see how Heb1’s translator rendered the typ-

ical JBA form ga + participle too literally, ‘and they rose and are

** For the exclamation ‘my masters!’ at the beginning of an answer see
also 3.8, and cf. ‘my master!’ in 8.7.



Pilatus and Yohanan 223

misleading’ (2'ynn1 1np1), instead of ‘and they are misleading’, as
in Heb2/Heb3. Other than that, we can see once again how
Heb2/Heb3 have Yohanan explicitly identify these books as
books of magicians, and how they add a whole sentence at the
end of the passage that is not likely to have been there in any
Aramaic text, especially as it refers to claims supposedly made by
Yeshu’s disciples, who have not yet been mentioned in the text.

The claim that Yeshu wrote the books of magic refutes Ye-
shu’s own claim in 3.8, that they belong to Yohanan. As we noted
in our comments on 3.6, in the world of late antiquity owning
and using books of magic could be a capital offence, and Yeshu
and Yohanan try to evade this accusation by claiming that the
books are not theirs, and blaming each other.

One interesting feature of this text is the claim—found in
Ar3 and in Heb2/Heb3—that Yeshu had eleven disciples,* rather
than the typological number of twelve that is repeatedly found
in the New Testament traditions about the Apostles.* This might
seem like a minor scribal error, but it is interesting to note that a
similar tradition was known already to Celsus, when he stated

that ‘Jesus collected round him ten or eleven infamous men (Jéxz

% Agobard, in his summary of the Jews’ blasphemies against Jesus (De
Iud. super. 10; van Acker 1981, 206), says that they say that ‘he had
many disciples’ (plures habuisse discipulos), but does not provide an exact
figure.

6 Of course, some New Testament passages speak of eleven disciples
(Matt. 28.16, Mark 16.14, Luke 24.9, 33, etc.), but only after Judas
hung himself. See also Acta Pilati (Tischendorf 1853, 259), for Jesus
teaching his remaining eleven disciples after his resurrection.
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7 évdexd Twvas... émppntous avlpwmoug), the most wicked tax-collec-
tors and sailors, and with these fled hither and thither, collecting
a means of livelihood in a disgraceful and importunate way’.*” It
is therefore likely that the claim that Yeshu had eleven disciples
actually is an ancient element found in our text, and that the ref-
erence to twelve disciples in Heb1, which is also found in Heb5
(see below, 5.9a, and cf. 6.2), reflects an attempt to ‘correct’ the
text in light of the well-known Christian traditions about Jesus’

twelve disciples.

4.6. Pilatus and Yohanan: Interrogating Yohanan

about Yeshu’s Disciples, and His Response

Textual witnesses: Ar3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3 (this passage is omitted in
JA1 and Heb4)

Ar3  They answered and said to him: w7 *mmnbn 75 p[1]AR pann

“The disciples of Yeshu—what 48lpv} pannd anr Jirnw nn
are their names?” He said to AT A9 D1P0ORY PHRT RPID TN
them: “Naqi and Matai and JTTI U131 R D10 D1A

Luqa and Alqi and Altigus and
Yehudah, and Paulus and
Patmus and Netzer and Buni
and Todah.”

47 See Origen, Contra Celsum 1.62 (translated by Chadwick 1965, 56),
and cf. 2.46. Origen cites this passage to show that Celsus got even the
number of the Apostles wrong, and that he erred in his characterisation
thereof, but cf. Williams (2023, 171-72).

8 Or: {vo}.

49 Or: oIRVHNI.
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Hebl They said to him: “What are S [orn]inw nn 1 nR
the names of his disciples?” He ... ... o0 *g1 1 onH AR PTNR5N
said to them: “Naqai, Natzai, oiMa ATIAM DWHRY N [
Sata[ ... ... ] and Matai and 2PORI ATIM N1 En 0w

Altigus and Yehudah, Paulus
and Petrus and Netzer and Buni

and Todah and Alqgi.”

Heb2 Then they said to Yohanan the 0 parn {p} amrh MnR PnR
Dyer that: “The disciples of Y DMWY Nn Ywan v nbn
Yeshu‘a the wicked—what are "P1 DAY 707 19K AR AT
their names?” Yohanan 2% ©IVAT ATIM D 7N POR
answered and said: “These are O MAY ORS00

their names—Nagqi and Alqi
and Zakai, Teini and Todah and
Patros and Netzer and Situ.
These are their names.”

Heb3 Then they said to Yohanan the 3 pa1Rn Imh 15 1nR 10 NR
Dyer that: “The disciples of oMRW AR YwIn pwhHw nbn
Yeshu‘a the wicked—what are  ominw on A5R ©AS PRI M 7Y
their names?” Yohanan DILAY AT VBT 737 TPHRI P
answered and said to them: DN 19K NNt RN

“These are their names—Nagqi
and Alqi and Rabbi and Tat and
Todah and Petrus and Netzer
and Matai. These are their
names.”

In the previous passage, Yohanan mentioned Yeshu’s disciples, so
his interrogators now want to know their names. However, both
the order of the names of Yeshu’s disciples and the names them-
selves vary quite considerably between the textual witnesses.

Five of the names are found in all four witnesses, namely, Naqi,

0 Lege: *nm.
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Alqi, Todah, Netzer, and Petrus (if we assume Dva to be a cor-
rupt form of Petrus). Matai appears in three witnesses, and prob-
ably was corrupted into 1o in Heb2. To these we should add
Buni, who appears in Ar3 and Hebl (but not in Heb2/Heb3),
since he is one of the five disciples who are later executed (see
below, 5.7). But when it comes to the other disciples, Ar3 and
Hebl agree in adding Altigus, who probably is not the same as
Pilate’s deputy (for whom see our comments on 1.2), but might
be the same as ovYHR PA71a (for whom see our comments on
4.2). Ar3 and Hebl also agree on the name Yehudah (i.e., Yehu-
dah Iscariota, mentioned in 4.2?), and Paulus,® to whom Ar3
adds Luga (who may have been there in the lacuna in Heb1), and
Heb1 adds Natzai. Ar3 also has the name—or the beginning of a
name—bvv, written and erased, but this name re-emerges in
Heb3, and may also be reflected in Heb1’s [...]oo. On the other
hand, Heb2 adds two disciples, Zakai and Teini, and Heb3 adds
only one, Rabbi.

Looking at this textual mess, we may suggest several differ-
ent factors that shaped the different versions of this list. First, the
attempt to have a pre-set number of disciples, either eleven or
twelve (see the previous passage); this is visible in Ar3, which
claims that Yeshu had eleven disciples, so there are eleven names,
and one more name—Tat—was erased, and in Hebl, which
claims that he had twelve disciples, and lists twelve names. Sec-

ond, the need to have the five disciples who will later be executed

°! Heb2/Heb3 do not mention Paulus here; in 5.2 they will mention
oo, or o1, i.e., Paulus, as one of the disciples who managed to es-
cape.



Pilatus and Yohanan 227

included in the list; in Ar3, they appear as the first two and the
last three names on the list, and in Heb1 they appear as numbers
one, four, nine, ten and eleven of the list. In Heb2/Heb3, on the
other hand, the lists are truncated—there are only eight names
in each of these lists, and only three (Heb2) or four (Heb3) of the
five disciples who are later executed are found in these lists, with
Buni missing from both lists and Matai missing from that of Heb2.

In addition to the above-mentioned considerations, one
more factor that may have shaped the different forms of this list
is the desire of some of the text’s copyists to make the list more
congruent with what they knew from Christian sources. In the
synoptic Gospels, Jesus chooses twelve apostles, whose names
are given as Simon (whom Jesus names Peter), his brother An-
drew, James son of Zebedee and his brother John (both of whom
he named ‘Boanerges’, which means ‘sons of thunder’), Philip,
Bartholomew, Matthew, Thomas, James son of Alphaeus, Simon
who is known as the Zealot, Judas son of James/Thaddaeus, and
Judas Iscariot.>® To these we may add Matthias, who was chosen
to replace Judas after Judas’ betrayal of Jesus.>® We may also add
Paul, who, though not one of the original apostles, described him-
self as Jesus’ chosen ‘Apostle to the Gentiles’.>*

There is no doubt that the Petrus who appears in our list is

Simon Peter, who elsewhere in our text appears under his Ara-

52 See Matt. 10.1-4; Mark 3.13-19; Luke 6.13-16.
3 See Acts 1.21-26.
> See Rom. 11.13, and the Pauline epistles that open with ITafilog

améaTolog, etc.
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maic name, Shime‘on Kepha, as we noted above (4.2); interest-
ingly, our text seems unaware of the fact that this is the same
person who had already been mentioned before, and may be
thinking of them as two different persons. In a similar fashion, it
seems clear that Paulus is Paul, that Matai is either Matthew or
Matthias, and that Yehudah is one of the two Judases. Todah
could easily be Thaddaeus (which would mean that Yehudah is
Judas Iscariota), and Luqga probably is supposed to be the Gospel-
writer Luke, even though he was not one of the apostles. Alqi
may be a corruption of Alphaeus, the father of James, but all the
other names in our list seem independent of the claims about Je-
sus and his disciples that are found in the New Testament. They
may depend on non-canonical and apocryphal Christian tradi-
tions, but may also be the invention of whoever wrote Gzar-dina
de-Yeshu.>®

%5 For non-canonical traditions, note, for example, Origen, Contra Cel-
sum 1.62, on Leves (Aeurns), who “was not numbered among the Apos-
tles, except according to one of the copies (xata Twva Tév avtiypadwv) of
Mark’s Gospel.”



5.0. Yeshu’s Disciples

The interrogation of Yohanan led to the identification of even
more culprits, namely, Yeshu’s disciples, so it is now time for
them to be brought before Pilatus and tried. At the heart of the
following passages (5.5-5.9) lies the trial and execution of Ye-
shu’s five disciples, a scene which is found in rabbinic literature

as well, as will be noted in our comments on 5.4.

5.1. Yeshu’s Disciples: Sending a Mission to Arrest the
Disciples

Textual witnesses: Ar3, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3 (this passage is omitted in
JA1 and Heb4)

Ar3  [They ans]wered and said: N2 R n s [pav]nn
“Who is going after them?” [ ] ®v¥20 AN 2N
Yehudah Svariota answered [

...... ]

Hebl Then they said: “Who will go TR DMK RN T 1 NN IR
and bring them?” Yehudah RO NYRAWI RVIMIPO'R AT
Iscariota and Shime‘on Kepha DRI T3 IR DIPOHR PRt

and Binyamin Altigus said: “We
will go and bring them.”
Heb2 They said to him: “Who will go .18 omR 28127 75 "0 1 10K

and bring them to us?” And oy DPIPR WY AT DAY RN
Yehudah who wears the torn .0%n 5 ptaa oyt 8o wnw
(garments) said to them, with IR'ANT 12507 1IART DR IR
Shime‘on Kepha and with 193 1IN<R>M DMK

! Lege: 'n 1nx.

% Lege: xan. The hirig under the beth probably is an attempt to correct
the error.

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0497.05
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Binyamin the curse of the army
(?). And they summoned them,
and said: “Will you go and
bring them?” And they said:

“We will go.”

Heb3 They said to him: “Who will go  niy 1rH& onx 871 75 15 Mnx
and bring them to us?” <R>{n}a% nynw oy Inrs NN
Yehudah answered and said DI IRIPM HH<I>PAn 1A%
with Shime‘on Kepha and TR DMK IRAM 12500 1R
Binyamin the cursed one. And T

they summoned them and said:

“Will you go and bring them?”

And they said: “We will go.”
All the textual witnesses that contain this passage share a very
wobbly syntax, which probably is due to the loss of a few words
(e.g., ‘Yehudah answered and said: “I will go, with Shime‘on,
etc.””), and display some minor differences in wording, as well as
the corruption of the names that we already noted in 4.2 (with
the slight variation that in Heb2 Binyamin is now called n%»p
onan rather than o2 59pnn). But they all agree that once again,
Yehudah Iscariota, Shime‘on Kepha and Binyamin Altigus were

sent to bring in the culprits.

5.2. Yeshu’s Disciples: Some of the Disciples Escape

Textual witnesses: Hebl, Heb2/Heb3 (this passage is omitted in JA1
and Heb4)

Hebl They went to Kephar Nahum 053 DR WP 01N 1835 3790
and looked for them quietly. RP™MOR NITAY N2 1OKR WHY
They (i.e., the disciples) heard, 1257 708 1R NN ow IRann

3 Lege: 15n.
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and escaped to the town* R NNn DIRERAY [INR TR
Africa, and hid there under a SOWI TPHRY DN 1NN DIRW
certain tree. They (i.e., 2n{ahn 7oTna ST oo

Yehudah et al.) went after
them, and found them under
the tree. And when they (i.e.,
the disciples) saw them they
ran away from them, and Alqi
and Paulus and Petrus and
Yehudah in the town of Rome.

Heb2 They went and came to the 7™M DN 992 5R 1RAM 1957
town of Kephar Nahum and MM IWAWN DAMINKR OIN 1AN
were wandering after them, nnnRanm 81Rp™MAaR nIvTH OX
and they (i.e., the disciples) TWR W02 PO P TNR (R
heard and ran away to the nAn PAM YW YWY R 1TRY
town Africa, and hid under a MO 0NN M JRA W
certain tree, and they were D81 901901 IR DIIVIRY
dealing with magic, which 2o

they learned from Yeshu‘a the
wicked, and they were under
the roots of the tree. And Satai,
and Altagius, and Alqgi and
Paulus and Petrus and Zakai
ran away from them.

* Or: ‘state, province—presumably, the Roman province Africa Proconsularis.
> Lege: oo,

5 Lege: nminm.

7 Lege: nana.

8 Lege: N'pmaN.

° Lege: o191,

10 Tege: orva. It is possible that this is what the scribe tried to write,
with a very long tet and a very round resh.
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Heb3 They went to the town of D'PIN PAN TR0 1992 5K 195
Kephar and were wandering 5K 129120 {Hr} wnwn onmnR
after them, and they (i.e., the 1R 0NN IRANY RPMAR NTA
disciples) heard and ran away  1Tn% WK w03 D'POW PN TR
to the town Africa, and hid WA NN LYWAn P in
under a certain tree, and they DIIVHRI NN DA INNAN RN
were dealing with magic, 15 11 14p100a1 130151 PN

which they learned from

Yeshu‘a the wicked, and they

were under the root of the tree.

And Matai, and Altagius, and

Alqi and Paulus and Petrus and

Zakai ran away from them.
The three textual witnesses that contain this passage share in
common the claim that the messengers went to Kephar Nahum
(about whose significance see our comments on 4.1), but the dis-
ciples escaped to Africa and hid under a tree, and that when the
messengers found them there, some of the disciples managed to
escape. In Heb2/Heb3, we also read that when the disciples hid
under the tree, they were dealing with magic, which they had
learned from Yeshu (see above, 4.5), and that they managed to
hide under the roots of the tree.

From a narrative perspective, this is a very strange scene,

and from a textual perspective it is quite corrupt—more so than

' The word i1 or oinin was omitted from the text here, at the point
where one page ends and the other begins.

12 Lege: mnan.
13 Lege: oo
4 Lege: omvan.

15 Lege: »on.
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some of the other passages. The claim that some of the disciples
managed to escape probably has two different functions. On the
literary level, it explains why, if Yeshu had eleven (or twelve)
disciples, only five were brought to trial and executed, as we will
hear in the following passages. Thus, it may even be an attempt
to create an artificial bridge between two conflicting stories that
came from different sources (see our comments on 5.4). But it
may also have a historical function, in helping to explain to the
readers or hearers of this narrative how Christianity—or the faith
in Yeshu—survived the execution of Yeshu, Yohanan, and the
five disciples. If some disciples escaped, it was they who spread
the faith to the entire world, and the fact that this list includes
both Peter and Paul, the two most important Apostles, supports
this interpretation of the current passage.'®

In Heb1, the name which was previously spelled oi”ns has
now become o1»w. This discrepancy might stem from a copyist’s
knowledge that Paul’s Hebrew name was Shaul (see Acts 9.4, 17;
22.7, 13; 26.14), but might also be due to a mere scribal error.'”

An even clearer error is found in Heb3, which lists *nn as one of

16 Note, however, that in 8.10 we will hear that when Yeshu’s body was
dragged through the streets of Tiberias, some of his followers believed
that it was him, and presumably gave up their Christian faith, but others
did not, which also explains how Christianity survived.

17 Note, however, that the identification of Paul with Abba Shaul (a
tanna of the early- to mid-second century) was already made by Dawtd
ibn Marwan al-Mugammas in the ninth century, as recorded by al-
Qirgisani in the tenth century; see Nemoy (1930, 367), and Stroumsa
(2016, xxi). And it re-emerges in several Toledot Yeshu texts, for which
see Meerson and Schéifer (2014, I:35).
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the disciples who escaped, when later on we hear of his trial and
execution (see 5.5). Heb2 has *np instead, and this name may be
compared with the [...]oo mentioned above, in Hebl.

In all three textual witnesses, there are incongruities in the
lists of the disciples. In Heb1, which speaks of twelve disciples,
their names were previously given (in 4.6) as “Naqai, Natzai,
Sata[ ... ... ] and Matai and Altigus and Yehudah, Paulus and
Petrus and Netzer and Buni and Todah and Alqi.” Of these, we
now learn that Yehudah, Paulus, Petrus and Alqgi escaped, and we
will soon hear of the executions of Naqai, Matai, Netzer, Buni,
and Todah. This leaves the fates of Natzai, Satal...], and Altigus
unexplained. In Heb2/Heb3, which speak of eleven disciples,
their names were previously given as “Naqi and Alqi and Zakai,
Teini and Todah and Patros and Netzer and Situ” (Heb2), or as
“Nagqi and Alqi and Rabbi and Tat and Todah and Petrus and Net-
zer and Matai” (Heb3). We now learn that Alqi, Petrus, and Zakai
managed to escape, that Altagius and Paulus also escaped, even
though they were not mentioned in the earlier list (which, as we
noted there, is truncated), and that Matai managed to escape
even though we would soon hear of his trial and execution. Naqji,
Netzer, and Todah will be tried and executed in the following
scene, but what happened to Rabbi, Teini, and Tat is never ex-
plained. Unfortunately, the scribes who copied these manu-
scripts—and those who had copied the manuscripts which they
copied—were not really bothered by such grave inconsistencies.

At the end of the passage, Heb1 refers to the town of Rome,
but the context of this reference is obscure. Did the four disciples

who are mentioned here escape to the town of Rome? If this is
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what the text has in mind, it may point to a familiarity with the
many stories of how both Paul and Peter were executed in
Rome.'® However, this is likely to be yet another addition in Heb1
that is due to its redactor’s or copyist’s familiarity with ‘Helena’
texts, where we are told that Yeshu’s twelve disciples escaped to

several different places, including some who went to Rome.*°

5.3. Yeshu’s Disciples: Bringing the Remaining
Disciples to Trial

Textual witnesses: Hebl, Heb2/Heb3 (this passage is omitted in JA1
and Heb4)

Hebl And they (i.e., Yehudah et al.) Wi ' 1ah ;IR A Dwan noR)
caught them (i.e., the .27 oY pnn e oy 200
remaining disciples) and
brought them before R.

Yehoshu‘a and Marinus and
Pilatus, and before a great
crowd of people.

'8 For a survey of the earliest of these stories, see Foakes Jackson (1927).
19 See, for example, MS Oxford, Bodleian Library, Opp. Add. Quarto 145
(=Neubauer 2407) (#21687), fol. 60v: "% 1251 "3—wdn1 Wy oaw
R1ONY 1257 "M MY 150 M R™MIvAab 1250 3 R"oPR, ‘Twelve (disciples)
fled—three went to the mountains of IRTA (other manuscripts speak of
Ararat), three to Britain (other manuscripts speak of Armenia), three to
Rome, and three to Messina.’

0 Lege: oumm

2 Lege: oo
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And those who remained—they 385 omg wan orwim 2{m}

brought them before Rabbi 11851 R'WIA N0 12 YW 230
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah the ohu{5}a 1ah omrbw pr o
Nasi, and before Marinus the OTR 33 23mbnp "oHaR 11a%

elder of the Jews, and before
Petalus, and before the crowd

of people.

And those who remained—they pwi* "1 7185 Dnr 870 DRWIM
brought them before Rabbi PT DTN 71aD RUWIAN NS ja
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah the 24p15aR 1181 DIYYE 1A DT
Nasi, and before Marinus the DTRA 33 1P

elder of the Jews, and before
Pelatus, and before the crowd
of people.

The three textual witnesses that contain this passage agree that

the remaining disciples were brought before R. Yehoshu‘a ben

Perahiah, Marinus the elder, and Pilatus, as well as a crowd, with

Heb2/Heb3 preserving the Aramaic word 015318, which surely

was there in the text they were translating (see above, 1.3). It is

not clear why Yehudah the gardener is not there with them.

22 The first two letters of the following word were written as space-fillers
at the end of the line.

% mbnp is the Hebrew translation of *015ax (see above, 1.3), and prob-
ably was added as an explanatory gloss.

4 Lege: '0192& (and cf. the same error in 6.3), and cf. the previous note.
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5.4. Yeshu’s Disciples: Introducing the Trial of the

Five Disciples

Textual witnesses: Arl, JA1, Heb1?, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4

Arl

JA1

Hebl

[... ... ] Yeshul ... ... th]eir
names [are Matai and Na]qi
and Buni [and Netzer and
Todah ... ]

And there were with Yohanan
and Yeshu five people from
among the disciples. And
Yehoshu‘a and Yehudah the
gardener said to Yohanan and
to Yeshu: “Who are these five
who are with you?” And Yeshu
said: “They are my disciples.”
And Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah
said: “What are their names?”
And they said: Naqai, and
Matai, and Buni, and Netzer
and Todah.” And Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah said to them:
“Indeed it is necessary for you
to be executed, because you use
magic.” And they were brought
forward to be executed.

And Yeshu and Yohanan to
there (?)

% Lege: ywi.

% Lege: DaORNyNoNRS.

[ e Il ... ... ]
AxN] N33 P rnn T hnnnnw
[... 773

11 D123 DA W RINT PN IR
AT YW SRPA L TRRINON
H1m 00 1w aneh IRIOR

on W HRPA .0opn MTOR oNIOR
T8 12 S P Hrpa TnRSn
"1 NAT PRI 19RPD .DNNDR YR
12 YW onb HRpo LRTIM RN
5npbr 0%y an Tp nna
NTIPA .INDYR 260ahRNYNoRD,
15N

.o pame wm
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Heb2 And they (R. Yehoshu‘a ben PRI N RIT DOIR RN
Perahiah et al.) saw them; and R 03 0 p3AR[A] AR owan
he was standing—Yeshu‘a the R ialY
wicked; and Yohanan the Dyer
was also standing.

Heb3 And they saw him, and he was VIWT AT TR PRI INKR IR
standing, this Yeshu‘a the T RIT DI AN YWIN
wicked; Yohanan was also
standing.

Heb4 And they asked Yohanan [and  mwn BYWIR [... ... ] 1anr5 Hren
Yeshu?]: “[... ... 1 people, the AR SPRWY ... ... ]1anRi] ... ... ]
servants [of Yeshu? ...].” And ARI[ .en ees onl PR PDITTINY]
he said: “[ .... ].” [And he T

ask?]ed: “And what [are their

names?” And he said? “... ... 1,

Netzer and Todah.”
The textual witnesses are split here, with Arl, JA1, and Heb4
going one way and Hebl and Heb2/Heb3 going in a different
direction. Having omitted some of the previous passages, JA1
moves directly from the scene where Yohanan is brought before
his interrogators to the current scene, where he and Yeshu are
asked about Yeshu’s five disciples. In this textual witness, Yeshu
and Yohanan are asked about the identity of the five disciples,
and then about their names; the five disciples are then told that
they deserve to be killed because they used magic. Both Arl and
Heb4 are only partly preserved, but both probably did not have
the last sentence, and focused only on the names of the five dis-
ciples (to whom Heb4 seems to refer as ‘servants’—presumably,
the servants of Yeshu). In all these textual witnesses it is not clear
how Yeshu got there; he may have been left in custody after his

own interrogation in an earlier scene (see above, 3.1-3.8), but
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this is never stated. Moreover, the entire passage seems like an
introduction to the scene in which the five disciples are tried and
executed. Unfortunately, in Arl the previous pages are missing,
and the beginning of the preserved text is mostly illegible, so it
is hard to tell how its narrative unfolded up to—and including—
the present scene.

Heb1l and Heb2/Heb3 are very brief, and likely truncated,
stating that both Yohanan and Yeshu were present. It is even pos-
sible that their short statements belong at the end of the previous
passage, and that they omitted this passage altogether.

The following five passages (5.5-5.9) cover the execution
of Yeshu’s five disciples. This scene is also found in the Babylo-
nian Talmud (bt San 43a), and is cited there as a baraita, that is,
as a tannaitic tradition that is not a part of the Mishnah.? It is the
only scene in Gzar-dina de-Yeshu that is also attested in rabbinic
literature, and the question arises whether the Babylonian Talmud
is dependent on our text, or is our text dependent on the Babylo-
nian Talmud or on the baraita which it cites. Alternatively, both
could depend on a third source, where this story was first told.

The text found in the Babylonian Talmud is generally iden-
tical with our text, with several notable differences. First, the or-
der of the disciples in the Talmudic text is Matai, Naqi, Netzer,
Buni, and Todah, whereas in our text some textual witnesses have

Matai first and then Nagqi, as in the Talmud, but others have Naqi

¥ Given its appearance in the Talmud, it is also found in numerous
sources that depend upon it, such as Pirka de-Rabbenu ha-Qadosh, and
cf. Bohak (2018, 647—-48, n. 19). For this scene, see also Schafer (2007,
75-81) and Murcia (2013).
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come first and Matai placed second. Moreover, all the textual
witnesses agree in having Buni come before Netzer, in contrast
with the order in the Talmud. Second, the biblical prooftexts ad-
duced for and against each disciple are the same in the Babylo-
nian Talmud and in our text, with the exception of the case of
Naqi. There, all the textual witnesses but one offer different
prooftexts, and only JA1 adduces the same verses as found in the
Talmud, in an apparent attempt to ‘correct’ the text in line with
the well-known Talmudic passage.?® Another minor exception is
the case of Todah, where Heb2/Heb3 adduce prooftexts different
from those of all the other textual witnesses and of the Talmudic
text, but this probably is due to the idiosyncratic nature of
Heb2/Heb3, as seen in numerous other passages as well. Finally,
a third difference is that the Talmudic baraita is silent when it
comes to how the disciples were executed. This is a point to which
we shall return in a moment.

In the Babylonian Talmud, this baraita is cited in the con-
text of one of the few references to Yeshu, which appears within
a halakhic discussion of the treatment of those who are about to
be executed. None of the five disciples are mentioned elsewhere
in rabbinic literature, and the story of their execution is not al-
luded to in other rabbinic sources. However, several factors argue

strongly for the rabbinic origin of this story.?® First, we may note

% Additionally, Heb5 has Nagqi adducing a prooftext that is different
from all the other textual witnesses and from the Talmudic text. How-
ever, as Heb5 is a ‘hybrid’ and heavily redacted text, this discrepancy
adds little to our knowledge of the earlier versions of our text.

2 For a similar suggestion, see Meerson and Schéfer (2014, 1:91).
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that barbed exchanges between rabbis and heretics, including the
citation of relevant biblical verses, are extremely common in rab-
binic literature, and even the exclamation ‘Fool!’ is a recurrent
motif in such exchanges.*

Second, the exegetical puns that are embedded in it, with
each disciple citing a verse that supposedly supports his inno-
cence but is then refuted by the citation of a biblical verse that
condemns him. Such exegetical puns are typical of rabbinic liter-
ature, and are found there in many different contexts. The Baby-
lonian Talmud even presents another example of the exegetical
punning on the names of two followers of Yeshu in order to prove
their guilt, and there are other examples of polemical rabbinic
word-games on specifically Christian terms.>!

A third reason for considering this a rabbinic text is that it
parallels—or, more correctly, mirrors—the talmudic version of
the famous story of the woman and her seven sons who were
executed by a cruel tyrant. In the version of the story found in
the Babylonian Talmud, each son is brought before ‘Caesar’ and
is told to worship idols. Each son then cites a biblical verse that

forbids the Jews the worship of any deity other than God, and is

% For a recent study, see Bar-Asher Siegal (2019, esp. 43-65).

31 See the puns on the names Sasson and Simha in bt Sukk 48b, and the
brilliant analysis by Halbertal and Naeh (2006); see also the nasty pun
on the name Stada—supposedly the name of Yeshu’s mother—in bt San
67a and bt Shab 104b, and cf. the spelling of edayyéAiov, ‘good news,
Gospel’ as 93 iy, ‘falsehood + (blank parts of) a manuscript’ (R. Meir)
and as 191 17, ‘sin + (blank parts of) a manuscript’ (R. Yohanan) in bt
Shab 116a, with Zellentin (2011, 145-60).
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then executed.*? Both the structure of the story—with a series of
culprits, each of whom adduces a biblical prooftext—and the fate
of each culprit, are the same in both stories, but in both stories it
is the ‘good Jews’ who have the final word. This is why in the
story of Yeshu’s disciples, the culprits adduce a biblical prooftext
but the Jews adduce an even better prooftext and the disciples
are executed, whereas in the story of the seven sons the Jews are
executed—but at least they have the final word, with a fitting
biblical prooftext.

To these three considerations a fourth one may be added,
namely, that in this scene numerous biblical verses are cited in
Hebrew. Elsewhere in our text, there are very few citations of
biblical verses, and they are mostly cited in Aramaic or in Ju-
daeo-Arabic, rather than in Hebrew.* This too may imply that
the entire scene with the trial of the five disciples is not an or-
ganic part of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu. And a fifth consideration which
argues for the story’s origins outside Gzar-dina de-Yeshu is the fact
that the story does not fit well within our narrative, which claims
that Yeshu had eleven (or twelve) disciples, as we already saw
(4.5). Thus, it is not clear why only five of them are tried and
executed, and it is this discrepancy that necessitated the addition
of a very confused story about the flight of the remaining disci-

ples to Africa (5.2), which seems to paper over the gap between

32 See bt Gitt 57b (interestingly, this story appears soon after one of the
rare Talmudic references to Yeshu, in bt Gitt 57a). For the many ver-
sions of this story, see Gutman (1959); Himmelfarb (2015); Ben Shahar
et al. (2022, 286-88).

33 See our notes on this issue in sections I1.1.1-7 of the Introduction.
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two different traditions about Yeshu’s disciples. It thus seems
likely that an earlier version of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu did not con-
tain the story of the execution of the five disciples, which was
added only at a later stage, and under the impact of rabbinic lit-
erature. Although no textual witness that omits this scene has
thus far been identified, we may note that neither Agobard nor
Amulo refer to the execution of Jesus’ disciples in their summar-
ies of the stories about Jesus which they heard from the Jews of
Lyons. It is therefore quite possible that the text of Gazr-dina de-
Yeshu that was available to the Jews of Lyons in the ninth century
did not yet contain this scene.

There is, however, one further complication to our recon-
struction of the textual history of this scene, namely, that
whereas the Talmudic baraita says nothing about how the five
disciples were executed, our narrative makes an effort to have
Yeshu’s disciples executed in line with the four methods of exe-
cution listed in the Mishnah (m San 7.1): stoning, burning, killing
(i.e., beheading), and strangling.?* This is why Matai is strangled,
Nagqi is burnt (though not in the manner suggested by the Mish-
nah, as we shall note below), Buni is stoned, Netzer is beheaded,
and Todah is merely ‘executed,’ since there are five disciples, and
only four specific modes of execution.® This is likely to be a sec-

ondary addition to an earlier version of the story, for if this were

34 See Lorberbaum (2015, 100-55).

% I ignore the alternatives offered by Heb2 and Heb3, which are clearly
faulty, and have both Naqi and Buni burnt, yet have none of the disci-
ples strangled.
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the starting point for the entire story one would expect four dis-
ciples to be executed, rather than five. Such a secondary addition
is more likely to have occurred in a rabbinic context, and yet it
is not attested in the Talmudic version of this story. Thus, it
would seem that the story of the five disciples had a life of its
own before it was inserted into an earlier version of our text, a

life about which we currently know very little.

5.5. Yeshu’s Disciples: Trying and Executing Matai
Textual witnesses: Arl, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4, Heb5

Additional note: In Arl and Heb4, as well as in bt San 43a, Matai
is tried first, and Naqi is second, whereas in JA1, Hebl, Heb2/
Heb3, and Hebs, Naqi is first and Matai follows. I have rear-
ranged the passages so as to follow the order of Arl and Heb4.

Arl [... R.] Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah. 5 'R e E ywi [ ..]
He said to Matai: “[Why is] "mR .00 7[nw mpnr anb] nnd
your [name called] Matai?” He R1ar ['nn] T ['AR OyT vh]
said [to him: “Because about R[0]w 5 'AR .0'HKR 718 RN
me] David [said], ‘[Matai [ nn 71]7 7HY 9nR 12 IRY
(=When)] will I come and be SpIm mbY TRat 38w AN

seen before God?’.”*¢ He said to
him: “F[oo]1! No! Thus said
D[avid] about you, ‘[Matai
(=when) will he die] and his
name perish’!”% And he

% Ps. 42.3.
% Ps. 41.6.

8 Lege: mw.
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decreed upon him, and they
strangled him.

Then Matai was [brought
forw]ard [to be executed] and
he said: “How can you execute
me when it is said about me
‘Matai will I come and be
s[een] before God?’” And they
said to him: “About you it was
said ‘Matai will he die, and his
name perish’.” And it was
ordered that he should be
strangled.

After him (i.e., Nagi) he (R.
Yehoshu‘a) summoned Matai.
He said to him: “Why is your
name called Matai?” He said to
him: “About me David said,
‘Matai will I come and be seen
before God?’” R. Yehoshu‘a
answered him: “Oh you fool
and imbecile—about you he
said ‘Matai will he die, and his
memory perish’” He decreed
upon him, and they strangled
him.

And after him they summoned
Matai, and said to him: “Why is

a2 58pa .[5npd] *Hn o[Tp] on
R1aR [*]PA SR Hy1nbnpn
TOY 1Y HKRP .DTOKR 18 [AR]IN
TmIRG AW TARY DY DR PPN
.paoa

39'p AnY 5K nnb RIp TINR

hA T AR OY 'R onn Taw
"9 I 40 05K 118 ARIRT RIAR
nn R TOY 501 oW R Wi
POY 3 41,01 TARY e
AMpanm

119 15 1IARM TN AR PINR IR
"5 0nd R MY NN TRW RIPI

% Lege: (81)'pa? Note, however, that this could be a reflection of the

Aramaic, ("™)'p.

40 Lege: (D)"nHx.

41 The biblical verse has mnw.
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your name called Matai?” He
answered and said to them:
“About me David said, ‘Matai
will I come and be seen before
God?’” They answered him and
said to him: “You are (more)
light(-minded) and a fool than
all living creatures! Not thus
said David about you (in) the
Bible, for it says afterwards,
‘Matai will he die, and his name
perish’” And they ordered
about him, and they cut Matai’s
head off from his body.

And after him they summoned
Matai, and said to him: “Why is
your name called Matai?” He
answered and said to them:
“About me King David said,
‘Matai will T come and be seen
before God?’” They answered
and said to him: “You are
(more) light(-minded) and a
fool than all living creatures!
Not thus said David, peace be
upon him, about you (in) the
Bible, for it says afterwards,
‘Matai will he die, and his
name perish’” And they

2 Lege: 'nn.

* Lege: 7ax.

* Lege: 1nnipn.

10 ARINT RIAR NN TIT NN
5p AnR 15 IRRT IR 1Y 07N
TIT AR 12 8D .01 Yan nown

TANR 2102 OK *2 RIPAA THY

THY NN NW TIR M 200

Anmp R enn 5w 1wRY DR 1NN

119 1 IR NN INR RPN
"5 0nd KR MY N TRW RIPI
AIRIRT RIAR NN TOAD TIT NN
5p AnR 1 1INR 1Y 05K 30
T AR 12 85 07nn Yan now
212 OR 2 RPN THY 'wn Y
N AW BTN MY NN PINKR
#NnPN NN WRA IR 107N
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ordered, and they cut Matai’s
head off from his body.

R. Yehoshu‘a answered and
said to Matai: “Why is your
name called Matai?” He said to
h[im ... “About] me David said,
‘Matai will I come [and be seen
before God?’” He said to him:]
“No, but about [you he said,
‘Matai will he die, and] his
name [per]ish’.” And he
ordered [... ... ]

Afterwards (i.e., after Naqi)
they said to the second
(disciple): “Why is your name
called Matai?” He said to them:
“About me the Bible said, ‘Matai
will I come and be seen*?””
They said to him: “It is not
thus, but it said ‘Matai will he
die, and his name perish’.” And
they decreed upon him, and
they strangled him.

247

AnY R[S AnR ywiny ' wn
By ... 115 0K nn AW 8P

RY[ ... ... ... ] R1AR NN THT AR
Ta[RY R nn R 715 Ha[R]
[ ... 1 panm nw

TAw RIp1 b wh ns 2N
*nn Rpnn ‘AR Hy onb 'R nn
RHR 12 1R 19 190K RINT RIANR
THY MR I TART MR NR 'R
R PIM

All the textual witnesses agree that Matai cited Ps. 42.3 as a

prooftext supporting his claim to God’s favour, and that his op-

ponent(s) responded by citing Ps. 41.6 as a proof that he should

be executed. The same verses are also adduced in bt San 43a. In
Arl, Hebl, and Heb4, it is R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah who runs

the interrogation and orders the execution, but in JA1, Heb2/

> Heb6 adds: ‘before God’.
46 Heb6 adds: o'rHR "1a.
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Heb3, and Heb?5 it is a collective ‘they’ who do this. More signif-
icantly, in Arl, JA1, Heb1, and Heb5 Matai is executed by stran-
gulation, but in Heb2/Heb3 he is beheaded.” Such minor dis-
crepancies will reappear in the executions of the other disciples
as well. Heb2/Heb3 also use the unusual expression 52n nowi 5p
o»nn, which may be a translation from an Aramaic expression
that would be akin to—but the exact opposite of—Dan. 2.30: miR3
...8"1 52 g0 3 R 7 nnona 8, ‘And I, (it is) not because I have

(more) wisdom than any living creature...’*

5.6. Yeshu’s Disciples: Trying and Executing Naqi
Textual witnesses: Arl, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4, Heb5

Additional note: For the order of the trials of Matai and Nagqi, see

the note to the previous passage.

Arl  Th[ey brought Na]qi. He A[nb] avh 'nr oplah mnr
(Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah) said  2nR "5y 75 'nR op1 7w Mp[nR]
to him: “[Why i]s your name 'R .a[a% 1]21 [oaa] pi [TT]
called Nagi?” He said to him: Tov 'nr[T] RS Ro[w P n]h
“About me [David] said, ‘Neqi 15 RO 4.apIR 8D AP RIP
(=The one who has clean) KRN0 R poR we[ahnlm

47 Interestingly, the expression 1nmip jn that is found in Heb2/Heb3
might be a translation from Aramaic, but it does not appear in the Ara-
maic textual witnesses in 5.8, in the description of Netzer’s beheading.

8 However, the use of the word 5p might point to a mistranslation
from—or the influence of—a language in which ‘light-weight’ and ‘fool-
ish’ are covered by a single word, as in Arabic _i.s5.

49 Lege: npr. One can also think of Jer. 30.11, Tpir 8 np», but this verse

would be less likely in our context, and all the other textual witnesses
argue for Exod. 34.7.
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[hands] and a p[ure hea]rt’.”*°
He said to [Naqi: “F]ool! No,
for the Bible said about you,
‘and He (God) shall nage not
yenage (= shall by no means
absolve (the sin))’.”>" And it
was ordered ab[out him and
they th]rew him into a [fie]ry
furnace.

And Naqai was brought
forward first.** And Nagqai said:
“How can you execute me,
when Scripture says about me,
‘and do not kill a naqgi (=an
innocent person) and a
righteous person’?”>® And it
was said to him: “About you it
was said, ‘in hiding places he
(i.e., the wicked man) kills a
naqi (= an innocent person)’.”>*
And it was ordered that he
should be burned.

R. Yehoshu‘a said to Naqi:
“Why is your name called

50 ps. 24.4.
51 Exod. 34.7.

2RI 71 Hrpa p1 ROMR DT
21 IR AnabR HRp Y1 abnpn
5 15 5pa . [3]1an 58 priv
{3m}.op1 s onona Yr
PN MIRG 559p1 [...]

TAW 56903 Anb pI% "I ' anR
anR HY 15 nKr1 {ARY) My o

>2 Note that in JA1, the execution of Nagai comes before that of Matai.
>3 Exod. 23.7.
> Ps. 10.8.

% The dittography is found between end of one page and the beginning

of the next one.

* Lege: 'pa.
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Naqi?” He answered and said
to him: “About me David said
‘Neqi hands’.” He said to him:
“Oh you fool, who fooled
around and destroyed yourself!
About you Moses our master
said ‘and He shall nage not

’

yenaqe’.” He decreed, and they
threw him into a fiery furnace.
They said to Nagi: “Why is
your name called Naqi?” He
answered them and said to
them: “About me David said,
‘Neqi hands and a pure heart’.”
They answered him and said to
him: “You are light(-minded)
and a fool who misled (?)
yourself from all living
creature! Not thus said David
about you, but in the Torah it
is written thus, ‘and He shall
naqe not yenaqe’.” And they
ordered about him and threw

him into a fiery furnace.

7 Lege: npa.

%8 Lege: npx.

o R B Loran {..) T
nTary {navari} anTnowaw
TR WA AR TOY ,Twad
125w T 58,1 R S7nIpn
TP R PNR RI32

I TR RIPI AN p1H H IRy
59<5Y> AR DAY AR DMK Wi
INR 1Y 225 721 080 P TIT
UK A0 DP ANR 1 1INRI

TR §2 RS R0 San qwal moon
2102 12 7N o8 0 ThY T
125w vhY e 61 Rp RH ORPN
ROT<KSP R POR TINY 27NN

%9 The word "5y was written once again on the margins. It belongs before

IR,

6 Lege: np.

o1 Lege: np1.

62 Lege: 1nN.
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Heb3 They said to Nagi: “Why is DI TAW RIP* Y p1H B Mk
your name called Naqi?” He T AR HY 0 AN DNR WA
answered them and said to 129 "1 325 931 oaa P B'wn By
them: “About me David—peace R "W 5P AR 1O TIRRY
be upon him—said, ‘Neqi hands  75n1 908 12 85 7°nn 53 Anvwn
and a pure heart, etc.”.” They AP 8Y 6401210213 ' nMpa
answered and said to him: “You 871 iR Ti0 5R 10K 125w 137
are light(-minded) and a fool "

who fooled all living creature!
Not thus said the king (i.e.,
David), for in God’s Torah it is
written thus, ‘and He shall naqe
not yenaqge’.” And he ordered
and they threw him into a fiery

furnace.

Heb4 [And afterwards] he (i.e., % 11% nR1 PIH Ran [PnR]
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah) TR HP] 15 R P17 [RIP
brought Nagi and said to hi[m: 1H 9nR 2]3% 131 002 P [T
“Why is] your name [called] [(nR 75 112 &Y ywA 13 [ywn
Nagi?” He (Nagqi) said to him: 125w [... 7P KY] npn own
[“About me David said], ‘Neqi [ m]R

hands and a pure he[art’.” He
said to him: “Wicked person]
son of a wicked person! Not
th[us; about you] Moses [said],
‘and He shall nage [not
yenage’.” And he ordered] and
they threw h[im into a fiery
furnace].

83 Le.: own vHy.

6 Lege: np.
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Heb5 They said to the greatest nnb wr rnbnaw H1aS mnr
among Yeshu’s disciples: “Why 1702 1w "85 90K *p3 TAW 8P1
is your name called Naqi?” He 1Y R DNR MW b 't
said: “Because it is written in PN 8HR 12 1R ANR VW SR
the Torah, ‘He shell be naqi wR 1MaHwm Oy ne apr 8

(=exempt, and allowed to go)

to his home for one year’.”®®

Israel (i.e., the Jews) said to

him: “You are a fool! It is not

thus, but ‘and He shall nage not

yenage’.” And they decreed

upon him and they threw him

into the fire.
As in the case of Matai, in Arl, Heb1, and Heb4, it is R. Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah who runs the interrogation and orders the execu-
tion, but in JA1, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5 it is a collective ‘they’
who do this.%® However, in the case of Naqi, there is no agree-
ment between the textual witnesses concerning the biblical
prooftexts adduced by both sides. Arl, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, and
Heb4 have Naqi adduce Ps. 24.4 in his defence, with his oppo-
nent(s) adducing Exod. 34.7 as a proof that he should be exe-
cuted, but JA1 has Naqi adduce Exod. 23.7, and his opponents
adduce Ps. 10.8. These are the two verses adduced as prooftexts
in bt San 43a, and it thus seems probable that JA1’s text reflects

a revision of an earlier text in line with the Talmudic text, and

% Deut. 24.5.

% In JA1, most of the verbs are in the passive form, with Naqai as their
subject, so it is impossible to know whether he was dealing with one or
several opponents; but the verb *3%npn, ‘you (pl.) will execute me,’
points to several opponents.
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that the other textual witnesses reflect an earlier form of our nar-
rative at this point. Heb5, on the other hand, has Naqgi adducing
Deut. 24.5, which is not parallelled in the other textual witness,
while his opponents cite Exod. 34.7, as in Arl, Hebl,
Heb2/Heb3, and Heb4.

All the textual witnesses agree that Naqi was burnt alive,
with Arl, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, and probably also Heb4 referring
to being thrown into ‘a fiery furnace’ (XnT'p* 871 pnR). This
phrase is taken from the book of Daniel (see Dan. 3.6, 11, 15, 20,
21, etc.), and is likely to have been there in all the Aramaic ver-
sions of this passage. Only JA1 and Heb5 offer short paraphrases
of this sentence, when they says that ‘it was ordered that he
should be burned’ (JA1) or ‘and they threw him into the fire’
(Heb5). This mode of execution is of some interest, since when
the Mishnah (m San 7.2) discusses execution by burning, it en-
joins pressing a burning substance down the condemned person’s
throat, so as to burn him to death without destroying his whole
body. However, the very same Mishnah also mentions a case
when a woman of a priestly family was burnt alive on a pyre,
which is also the punishment prescribed by Lev. 21.9.%” It there-
fore is quite likely that the author behind the present scene did
not deem the Mishnaic ruling important enough to have the exe-
cution of Naqi conform to it, rather than to the plain meaning of
the Hebrew Bible.

57 For a fuller discussion, see Lorberbaum (2015, 103-10).
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5.7. Yeshu’s Disciples: Trying and Executing Buni

Textual witnesses: Arl, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4, Heb5

Arl  [..... ] Buni. [He (Yehoshu‘a 75 Mpn[R 7nY '] b [
ben Perahiah) said: “Why are] 112] R 'NR OYT Y 'R (1]
you called Buni?” He said to mywinl = h 'nlr v 02
him: “Because about me the RIP 7OV AR 20 R[OW PANA
Bible says, ‘Israel is [beni (=my 717192 732 [N 30 IR TR
son), the firstborn]’.”% [R. SR TSP TR

Ye]hosh[u‘a ben Perahiah]
sa[id to him: “Foo]l! Thus says
the Bible about you, ‘Behold I
[will kill] binkha (= your son),
the firstbo[rn’.”%° And it was

ordered] about him and they

stoned him.

JA1 Then Buni was brought forward 72 58pa SnpY *na oTp on
to be executed, and he said: 122 712 IR *Hy1 35npn
“How can you execute me M0 R 7hy ab hrpa Hxwe
when about me it was said, .I<I>23 733 DR 30 2R
‘Israel is beni, the firstborn’?” .33 NIRD

And they said to him: “About
you it was said, ‘Behold I will
kill binkha, the firstborn’.” And
it was ordered that he should

be stoned.

Hebl After him he (Yehoshu‘a ben W 'P1 AN SR nab kP TINR
Perahiah) summoned Buni. He ™23 732 R NR HY O'R o3
said to him: “Why is your name 75 5031 5 'x 1% map Srwr
called Buni?” He said to him: L1332 OR 3790 T0AR N30 DR
“About me the Bible says, JAR3 MRz vHy [Am]

8 Exod. 4.22.

% Exod. 4.23.
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‘Israel is beni, the firstborn’.”
He answered him: “Oh you
stupid idiot! About you it was
said, ‘Behold I will kill binkha,
etc.”.” [He decreed] upon him,
and they stoned him with a
stone.”
Heb2 After him they summoned Beni, 1% 171387 33 N 7N {Nx} w5
and they said to him: “Why is  0n% 287 "2 7103 TRW 8p1 b

your name called Beni?” He 121 *12 7IN3 RIPHN NIR DY
said to them: “About me the 5p AR 19 1IAKRM IR 1Y ORW
Bible says in the Torah, ‘Israel THY 727 12 8D 0N Han now
is beni, the firstborn’.” And they 3717 "8 1377 91K 12 OR "3 1IN2
answered him and said to him: 19w vhy 1v 702 Taa NN
“You are light(-minded) and a LYK 713 NNt wRA

fool of all living creatures! Not
thus did it speak about you in
the Torah, but it said like this,
‘Behold I will kill binkha, the
firstborn’.” And it was decreed
upon him, and they burned him
in the fire, and Beni died in the

fire.

Heb3 After him they summoned Beni, 19 1RM 12 DR PINKR 2R
and they said to him: “Why is 7ARR Y AIY "33 TIW RIPI NS
your name called Beni?” He TR Y SR M2 13 ANn

70 Or: ‘they stoned him with stones’. For both translations, see our com-
ments on 8.2, below.

7! These two letters, found at the end of a line, probably are an attempt
to write the first two letters of the next word as a line-filler, but may
also be due to a confusion with *1131 in the next line.

72 Lege: WIpM.
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answered: “About me the Torah
says, ‘Israel is beni, the
firstborn’.” They answered and
said to him: “Not thus did the
Torah speak about you. You are
light(-minded) and a fool! for
thus said the Torah, ‘Behold I
will kill binkha, the firstborn’.”
And they decreed, and they
burned him in the fire.
After[wards they brought ...]
Afterwards they summoned the
third (disciple) (and said):
“Why is your name called
Beni?” He said to them: “About
me the Bible says, ‘Israel is
beni, the firstborn’.” They said
to him: “It is not thus, but the
Bible says ‘Behold I will kill
binkha, the firstborn’.” And
they decreed upon him and
they stoned him.

5p AnR 7OV AMnn TR RH Y
IR 737 77N 0K 12 0 10w
19N MR TN TI3 DR AN
JURI NN

B[] an[R]

12 7AW RIPI AR5 Y IR 2NN
122712 "pnn 'R Y onh 'nr
AR 8HR 12178 19 1R v

T332 DR 30 1238 N30 RIPAN
1R Y Ny o2

All the textual witnesses—as well as bt San 43a—agree in having

Buni cite Exod. 4.22, while his opponents cite the subsequent

verse, but Heb2/Heb3 and Heb5 change Buni’s name to Beni, to

make it better fit the pun on the Hebrew word ben, ‘son’. How-

ever, when it comes to Buni’s mode of execution, the textual wit-

nesses are divided: Arl, JA1, Heb1l, and Heb5 speak of stoning,
but Heb2/Heb3 follow a different route (as they already did in

5.5), and claim that he was burnt in the fire.

73 Heb4 breaks off here, and will resume in 6.14.
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5.8. Yeshu’s Disciples: Trying and Executing Netzer

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar5, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl

Ar5

JA1

And after him he (i.e.,
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah)
summoned Netzer. He said:
“And why [is your name called
Netzer?” He said to hilm: “For
about me the Bible says, ‘and a
netzer (= sprout) will grow
from its roots’.””* He said to
him: “Fool! Thus the Bi[ble
said a]bo[ut you], ‘you were
cast out of your tomb like a
detested netger (=sprout)’.””*
And it was decreed upon him,
and his head was cut off.
[““...out of your tomb like a
det]ested [netzer’.” And it was
decreed upon him, and they
cut] his head [off].

Then Netzer was brought
forward to be executed, and he
said: “How can you execute me
when it was said about me
‘And a shoot shall come out
from the stump of Jesse, and a

74 Isa. 11.1.
75 Isa. 14.19.

76 Lege: mar.

77 Lege: naSwn.

78 Lege: ayna.

R AR arb RIp N

Hy7 A[5 PR R 7AW pNR]
<I>{R}78T PwAwn RN R PR
[151y [DnR] a0 Rvw Y 'NR
q%13 THapn NS anR [R1]p
WM DO DY TROY .ayna

Tpo] ap[n1 axId 7Iapn ...
ORI Ao by

73 Hrpa Snp'd ax1 oTp on
PIIN 0 R¥M DPIR O I5npn
19 15RPA 76,8787 wAwn TR W

77 <n>n25wn ANR PR THY
21%3 IRA 78.2pnn RId TIapn
.Anapn



258

Hebl

Heb2

The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

netzer will grow from its
roots’?” And they said to him:
“About you it was said ‘And
you were cast out of your
tomb, like a detested netzer’.”
And it was ordered that his
neck should be cut off.

After him he summoned
Netzer. He said to him: “Why is
your name called Netzer?” He
answered him and said: “About
me the prophet Isaiah said,
‘and a netzer will grow from its
roots’.” He said to him: “Oh
you stupid person! About you
the Bible said ‘And you were
cast out of your tomb like a

)

detested netzer’.” He decreed
upon him, and they chopped
off his head with a sword.
Afterwards they summoned
Netzer, and they said to him:
“Why is your name called
Netzer?” And he said to them:
“About me the prophet Isaiah
prophesied, as it is written,
‘and a netzer will grow from its
roots’.” And they answered and
said to him: “You are (more)
light(-minded) and a fool than
all living creatures for speaking
thus! Not thus did Isaiah speak
about you, but thus—'And you

79 Lege: 821na.

R RO 5K RIH R INR
TR *HY NRTD MY R TR
SR N "W TR RAIA PR
"o 'wn anR 'R 'R 7Y DR R
DR DM POY M LN eIn
.23 TWwRA

0% 15 [7]ARM Ax1h IRIP PR
S 0Ad RN R THW RIPI

9R3 2INOW R*AIA PR 79NN
ANR 1 AR EPM AND PYIwn
1Pw{a} ornn *Sya Han nows 5p
oR 2 7HY YW 937 12 KY AT
T1apn nabwn {nbwn} nnxi
1ARI 1AM POY ¥ 2pni R
%3 NN
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were cast out of your tomb like
a detested netzer’.” And they
ordered concerning him, and
they stoned him—Netzer—with

a stone.

Heb3 After him they summoned "W P39 15 'R RIS IRP NN
Netzer, and they said to him: R'237 YWY 833 HY DAY My e
“Why is your name called 85 {&}5p 19 up .o Pwwn Ten
Netzer?” He answered them: 19 <> THY RN PWT IR D
“About me the prophet Isaiah THapn NAHWIA ANRY THY NR
prophesied, ‘and a netzer will DM 1AR2 TR 80,20 91D

grow from its roots’.” They
answered him: “You light(-
minded) person! Not thus did
Isaiah the prophet speak about
you, but thus did he speak—
‘And you were cast out of your
tomb like a detested netzer’.”
And they stoned him with a

stone, and he died.

Heb5 Afterwards they summoned the An% 15 1R a5 P 2NN
fourth (disciple). They said to S ond 'nr {'nR} TR Taw RIPI
him: “Why is your name called  yynx 792 Pwawn Sen 'pon 'nr
Netzer?” He said to them: AR ROR 12 1R ANR NOW D

“About me the Bible said, ‘and TYapn NaSWA ANKRY THY RPN

a netzer will grow from its WK 1N THY MR NI TR
roots’.” They said to him: “You
are a fool! It is not thus, but the
Bible said about you ‘And you
were cast out of your tomb like
a detested netzer’.” And they
decreed upon him and cut his

head off.

80 Lege: ayma.
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All the textual witnesses—as well as bt San 43a—agree in having
Netzer citing Isa. 11.1 in his support, while his opponent(s)
cite(s) Isa. 14.19. But they diverge when it comes to the method
of execution, with Arl, Ar5, JA1, Hebl, and Heb5 speaking of
beheading, whereas Heb2/Heb3 opt for stoning. This divergence
is a recurrent feature in Heb2/Heb3, as we already noted in our

comments on 5.5 and 5.7.

5.9. Yeshu’s Disciples: Trying and Executing Todah

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ar5, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl  After him they brought Todah.  an% b 'nx .A7In5 AnpR AN

He (Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah) HYT Y AR AN 7AW MPnR
said to him: “Why is your name 9 'R amnd am T 'ne
called Todah?” He said to him: nan T 75 PR 20 ROY
“For about me David said, “A TIHY TR AITAY <IN
psalm for todah .moom

(=thanksgiving)’.”® He said to
him: “Fool! Thus said David
about you, ‘He who sacrifices
todah (= a thanksgiving
offering) honors me’.”%? And it
was decreed upon him, and
they executed him.

Ar3  [... “Why is your name] call[ed A0 AW M pnR [ ... ... ]
Todah?” He said to him: ARt T AR Yy b anr
“About me] David said, “A THY Bnow 5 Aa[R] ARG

81 ps. 100.1.

82 pg, 50.23.

8 Note the appearance of a Hebrew word in the midst of the Aramaic
text.
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psalm for todah’.” He said to
him: “Fool! about you David
said, ‘He who sacrifices todah
honors me’.” And he decreed
upon him, and they executed
him.

They brought Todah. He said to
him: “Why are you called
Todah?” He said to him:
“About me David said, “A
psalm for todah’.” [He said] to
him: “Fool! D[avid said about
yo]u, ‘He who sacrifices [todah
hJonors me’.” And he decreed
[upon him, and they executed
()] him.

Then Todah was brought
forward to be executed, and he
said to them: “How can you
execute me when about me it
was said, ‘(A psalm) for
todah’?” And they said to him:
“However, about you it was
said, ‘He who sacrifices todah
honors me’.” And it was
ordered that he should be
executed.

8 Lege: "372>.

8 Lege: ™p NX, or 7AW MPNK.
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84 33723 ATIN MM TIT AR
smbopt Y TR;

b o 'n'r amnb (ind) nrnr
AR By Y 'A'R AN 8MpR
5 ['n'R] .amnb mnm e

nan T[77 R T 5[v] Exrvw
5] TRpay T3 AN

o

A 2om

on5 Y8pa Hnpd AN <o>Tp on
TIN5 5IR Sy mbnpn
AT nan SR THy on 1 Hhrpa
.Hnpa niRg MiTay

8 Here too the word is in Hebrew, but ending with an aleph, to look
more ‘Aramaic’.
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JA2 [..... 1. And he said to him: 12 ,PARR R O ORPA [ ... ... ]
“You fool! Thus it said about 23RN AN 87naT i 7hY HRp
you, ‘He who sacrifices todah 5N na anra

honors me’.” And he decreed
upon him, and he was

executed.

Hebl After him he summoned Todah. 5K 88 HijwH nTINh R PINR
He said to him: “Why is your anR HY B'R .ATIN oW 'pa nnd
name called Todah?” He said to 75 %02 °& "R .A7inh 2 17
him: “About me David said, ‘A MR PHY M LATIN nan 'R

psalm for todah’.” He said to
him: “Oh you idiot! About you
it was said, “He who sacrifices
todah’.” He decreed upon him,
and they executed him.

Heb2 Then they summoned Todah, 115 19 MRRN 7N IRIP IR
and they said to him: “Why did ~ 12pa 0a% 081 A1n 7AW IRIp
they call your name Todah?” IRT VT AR DY 1D ATINONRIP 12
He said to them: “For this 19 1R INR PN ATIN YW
(reason) they called "2 0vnn HYa Han now Hp nnr
me Todah, for about me TR 13 8D 99Dy 1N9A IR KD
David said, ‘Come to His gates "1 N3 2100 oR{.} D T

with todah (= thanksgiving).”® w7 9px 13 o3 .10 Narnam
They answered him and said to 139799 by nwn 233723 770 Nan
him: “You are light(-minded) TN N

8 A later hand wrote the original Hebrew verse above the line: nan
21722 1IN (lege: "137aY).

8 This word seems redundant here; it could mean ‘to question [him]’,
but such a phrase did not appear in the previous four passages, which
are all structurally identical with this one.

8 Ps. 100.4.

9 Lege: T9.
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and a fool of all living
creatures! For Scripture did not
speak about you, and not thus
did David speak; rather, it is
written in the Torah, ‘And
when you sacrifice a sacrifice
of todah (=thanksgiving)’.**
And David too said, ‘He who
sacrifices todah honors me’.”
And they ordered upon him,
and they executed Todah.
After him they summoned
Todah. They said to him: “Why
is your name called Todah?”
He answered them and said:
“Thus did David say about me,
‘Come to His gates with todah,

’

to his courtyards with praise’.

They answered and said to him:

“Light(-minded)! Not thus did
he say; you are light(-minded)
and a fool in the world of all
living creatures! And (was it)
not about you that the Torah
said thus, ‘And when you
sacrifice a sacrifice of todah,
etc.”? ‘He who sacrifices todah
honors me’.” And he ordered,
and they executed Todah.

1 Lev. 22.29.

2 Lege: 1.

% Lege: "372>.
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T2 90K DAY MY AN TRY R
ATINA TIPW 92133 TIT HY nR
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Heb5 Afterwards they summoned the NP1 A5 wanh 1RIp 2NN
fifth (disciple) (and said): “Why 717 'R Y onb 'nr AN v
is your name called Todah?” 12 1R AOW 15 AR AN MOMm
He said to them: “About me MY 711722 AT NaN AR RONR
David said, ‘A psalm for WK 1DNM Y

todah’.” They said to him:

“Fool! It is not thus, but he said

‘He who sacrifices todah honors

me’.” And they decreed upon

him and they cut his head off.
All the textual witnesses except for Heb2/Heb3 agree that Todah
cited Ps. 100.1 in his support, whereas his opponents cited Ps.
50.23; the same two verses are cited in bt San 43a. But
Heb2/Heb3 have Todah citing Ps. 100.4, while his opponents cite
Lev. 22.29 in addition to Ps. 50.23. And all the textual witnesses
agree that he was executed, with the sole exception of Heb5,
which claims that his head was cut off, probably a duplication of

Netzer’s fate in the previous passage.

5.9a. Yeshu’s Disciples: Trying and Executing Nogev
Textual witnesses: Heb5

Heb5 Afterwards they summoned the  gnw 83p3 nnd "wwh r3p 2'nx

sixth (disciple) (and said): "mIR 89P0 HY onb AR api
“Why is your name called 19 1R 7R HY 770w nap:
Nogev?” He said to them: TOY KPR PR ROR 12 1R TOW
“About me the Bible says, POY 1R DNT IR Y 0w apin
‘Nageva (=name) your wages YW NRW TP 07aR MO0
upon me, and I will give MNYW TP 903 DMK 1377 DIINKRA
them’.”®* They said to him: k!

% Gen. 30.28.



Yeshu’s Disciples 265

“Fool! It is not thus, but the

Bible said, ‘And one who nogev

(=pronounces) the Name of

the Lord shall surely be

executed’.”®® And they decreed

upon him and they stoned him

with stones until he died.

And the last six (disciples) they

killed with a sword until they

were all gone.
Heb5 (and Heb6) are unique in describing the fate of a sixth dis-
ciple, called Nogev. His inclusion is explained by the statement
that appears earlier in their text, that Yeshu and his teacher
Yohanan had twelve disciples, ‘six of which (were) laymen, and
six magicians’ (0'awan onn MWW 001N 0N Nww). % This version
therefore narrates how the six magicians were executed, and then
adds that the remaining six disciples were killed by the sword.

The verse cited by Nogev is Gen. 30.28, and his opponents
respond with Lev. 24.16, and Noqev is stoned to death, just like
Buni, but the author of this passage chose a different verb here,
replacing the verb oa1 used for Buni’s execution with ovara 5po

for Nogev.

% Lev. 24.16.

% See JTS 6312, fol. 68r. For this claim, see also above, in our comments
on 4.5.






6.0. Yeshu, Yohanan, and Tiberinus Caesar

Having dispensed with Yeshu’s disciples, the narrative now re-

turns to the main culprits, namely, Yeshu and Yohanan. And as

we are nearing the climax of the entire narrative, the identity of

the person running the proceedings shifts, from Pilatus the gov-

ernor to King Tiberinus Caesar himself.

6.1. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Pilatus’

Question to Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ar5, JA1, JA2, Heb1l, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl

Ar3

Pilatus the governor answered
R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah:
“The five disciples of Yeshu the
wicked who misled the wo[rl]d
have been executed, and
Yohanan the Dyer—Yeshu’s
teacher—and he (Yeshu)
deserve to be executed.”
Aglitus the governor answered
and said to Yehoshu‘a ben
Pera[hia]h: “The five disciples
of Yeshu were exe[cuted];
Yeshu the wicked and
Yohanan, who mi[sl]ed the
people—what execution do
they deserve?”

12 ywi "H jinasn owba 2nn
RY'WI W T RSN Awnn
N ORI RA[5]Y WorT
P2 R WTT a0 RIparn
.ROVP

SRR 1ARNNIN D10HAR 2NN
“nbn nwnn Al n]he [ vy
1M RYWwa W HPvpIR W
M RHOP "R RNAY IR[P]ORT

! This word is highlighted by a series of markings below it, perhaps as

a sign that it should be deleted, and cf. above, Figure 2.
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Ar5

JA1

JA2

Hebl

The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

P[ilatus the governor]
answered [Yehoshu‘a] and
[said: “The five disciples] of
Yeshu were executed, and
Yeshu the wicked and Yohanan,
who misled the people—what
execution do they deserve?”
When the five disciples were
executed, the governor said to
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah: “You
have executed the disciples who
are branches. Execute Yohanan
and Yeshu who are (the) roots.”
Pelitus the governor answered
and said to R. Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah: “These five disciples
of Yeshu the heretic who is
misleading the world have been
executed, and Yohanan the
Dyer, Yeshu’s teacher, and
Yeshu (himself) deserve to be
executed.”

Then when Pilatus the
governor saw (this), he said to
R. Yehoshu‘a: “Yeshu’s
disciples have already been
killed—except those who ran
away. Now, Yeshu the wicked
and Yohanan his teacher, who
caused all this—which death
do they deserve?”

[ywird 83030 009 ]8 I n<>n
w7 [1abn nwnn k]
{oRT} A &YW W5 0PN
M RHVP CRN RAY IRPORT

58P TARHNHR DRIYR HNp 8RS
TP N 1A P RPN

Y18 20nHR Tarbnor onbnp
er on THR W e HnpR

"5 Hrp1 TRPHR D109 aR'ANDN
"mHR DIRA B 1A Py
P55 H'vn pOREOR W TARDN
WM 1w 05PN ARAROR 1AM ONR
.[5]nphr 132" nor

"5 'R PRINN 01 ARIWI IR
13971 1w Sw rrnadbn aaa ['whine
YWAI W ANy an<a>aw non
TR NIRT 52 197370 1AW 137 I
.Da"n on Ao

% Lege: on *19% or on "Hx (a late form, which would be a bit unexpected

here); or, perhaps: om 'nHx.



Heb2

Heb3

Yeshu, Yohanan, and Tiberinus Caesar

After this Petalus the governor
said to Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah the Nasi and to
Marinus the elder of the Jews
and to the crowds of people:
“The disciples of Yeshu‘a the
wicked have been killed. And
now, what shall we do with
those whose names are Yeshu‘a
and Yohanan? What shall we
judge concerning them, and
what do they deserve by
law...?”

After this Pelatus the governor
said to Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah the Nasi and to
Marinus the elder of the Jews
and to the crowds of people:
“The disciples of Yeshu‘a the
wicked have been killed. And
now, what shall we do with
those whose names are Yeshu‘a
and Yohanan, and what shall
we judge concerning them, and
what do they deserve by law
and by trial?”
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2% Wi o1HvVD AR 12 TINR

PT OINYY RWIN N0 13 ywn
DR 12 NP omimhw {Hwi)
XN YW Pwr *rndbn 3nK
DAY WK YR WY1 AR oo
1 0AOY VIBWI AR MmN Y
5.7 R Yamnn

YW "% qwn o1woha Tnr 10 IR
IPT DUMASY RWIn TIe 13

DR DTRA 713 NOAPY oMY
an AnYY 1AM Ywan yw rnbn
1IN YW DAY TWR 19X Twp)
<1>2"NN3 N oYY VIBWwI A
.0aWNRM T

% This word is superfluous, unless we emend 13771 to onxIn.

4 Lege: 1a'nne.

> A few words were omitted from the text between the end of this pas-

sage and the beginning of the next one.
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Heb5 After this Pelites the governor YW Y win ovda 'R 2"NRI
said to R. Yehoshu‘a ben YW whHw rabn o ja
Perahiah: “The disciples of WNNY PART 1IN PWIN WY 13003
Yeshu the wicked have been AR 02N 07 03 D9Wn NR

killed; Yeshu the wicked and

Yohanan the Dyer, who misled

the world—they too deserve to

die.”

All the textual witnesses agree in having Pilatus initiate the next
stage of the proceedings, now that Yeshu’s disciples have been
executed. In Ar3, Ar5, Hebl, and Heb2/Heb3 this is framed as a
question (what manner of execution do Yohanan and Yeshu de-
serve?), but in Arl, JA1, JA2 and Heb5 he merely states that they
too deserve to die. In Ar3 and Ar5, he refers to Yohanan and Ye-
shu as those who ‘misled the people’, but in Heb5 he refers to
them as those who ‘misled the world’. The reading in Arl is un-
certain, but as JA2 is a literal translation of the text of Arl, it is
quite likely that the reconstruction 8n[5]p in Ar1 is correct, espe-
cially as in the next passage (6.2) Arl will once again say that
they ‘misled the whole world’. The texts’ wavering between xnb
and 8ny is something we already noted above, in our comments
on 1.1 (and cf. our comments on 4.2), and, as we noted there,
the reading 8&ny probably is the earlier reading.

Ar3 refers to Pilatus as ‘Aglitus the governor’ ( OY0"Hix
nR1I30), but the word 81nsn is both misspelled (with an extra n
at the end, i.e., two Aramaic definite articles in succession), and
marked with a series of small signs, probably signifying that the
scribe thought it should be deleted. This may be due to the
scribe’s knowledge that the governor was called Pilatus, and his

assumption that ‘Aglitus’, who already appeared earlier in his
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text (see above, 4.3), is a different person. JA1 uses the typical
Muslim terminology of 51&x, ‘roots’, and y11a, ‘branches’, as in the
distinction between 444! Jjﬁai, ‘the sources of Islamic law’, and
4l €9 ‘the branches of Islamic law’.® This is a recurrent phe-
nomenon in JA1, as we noted in our discussion of this textual wit-
ness in section I1.1.6 of the Introduction. Heb1 adds a brief refer-
ence to the disciples who escaped, as a reminder to what we read
in 5.2. And as in many other passages, Heb2/Heb3 expand on
the text found in the other textual witnesses, but the added ver-
biage merely repeats what was already said in the shorter texts.
Arl, Ar3, and Ar5 all agree in calling Yeshu &y vn, ‘the
wicked’, and this epithet recurs later in the Aramaic texts (see
below, 6.9-6.12, 7.2, 7.7, etc.), and probably occurred in the
parts that are not preserved in the Aramaic fragments we cur-
rently have. It is reflected in the frequent appellation of Yeshu as
ywin in the Hebrew textual witnesses (see above, 1.1, 3.1, 4.1,
4.4, etc.), but is less common in the Judaeo-Arabic texts (see
poraYx in JA2 here and in 8.3, and 1"p55& in JA1 in 8.3), probably
because in the Muslim world Jesus was seen as one of the pre-
Islamic prophets (see above, section I1.1.6 of the Introduction). It
is also attested to by Amulo, who says that the Jews claim that
Jesus was ‘an impious man, and the son of an impious man’
(impium et filium impii), as well as by Harkavy-A, where Yeshu is
addressed as 8p'w1 12 8p'w.7 The frozen form xy*wn 1w probably

5 See, for example, Soufi (2018). I am grateful to Miriam Goldstein for
discussing this point with me.

7 For the former citation, see our comments on 3.2. For the latter, see
section I1.2.1 of the Introduction.
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was coined quite early, as a phonetically similar (esp. given the
weakening of the gutturals in Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, and
the similar pronunciation of het and ‘ayin), but derogatory, coun-
ter-balance to the xn'wn pw», ‘Jesus the Messiah’, of the early
Christians.® Such derogatory appellations of Jesus must have
been quite common in the first few centuries CE, and Celsus, for
example, cites his Jewish source as referring to Jesus as ‘a pesti-

lent person’ (8\ebpog).’

6.2. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Sending

an Embassy, or a Letter, to Tiberinus

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ar5, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl  R. Yehoshu‘a answered and oR 01aY ['A]RY YW ' 2N
said to Pilatus: “If our master o1[av]% YT nOwN RN AR
wishes, we shall send and 5w Taps 815 ANS[T]25 0D
inform [Tibe]rinus Caesar and 512 WORT P AYaw 8o
whatever he shall tell us, we AT A0 90 oY oM Ry
shall do.” They sent to him: Q7Y

“There are seven men here,
who misled the whole world
and such is their business”—
everything they had been
doing.

8 In rabbinic literature, it is found in Eccl. R. 1.8, where a story about
minim refers to ‘the donkey (or, the wine) of that wicked one’ ( 87nn
RY"WwA KI7T7), an oblique reference to Jesus; see Hirshman (2016, 76
and 79). For the weakening of the gutturals in Jewish Palestinian Ara-
maic, see Kutscher (1976, 67-96).

? See Origen, Contra Celsum 2.29.



Ar3
Ar5

JA1

JA2

Hebl
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They answered and said [... ... 1

They answered and said to him:

“If our master [wi]shes, we
shall send to [Tibe]rinus
Caesar.” And they sent and
informed him.

Yehoshu‘a said: “We shall
consult about them'® with King
Tiberinus Caesar.”

R. Yehoshu‘a answered and
said to Pelatus: “If our master
wishes, we shall send and
inform Tiberinus Caesar and
whatever [he shall command]
us, we shall act accordingly.”
They sent to him: “There are
[sleven [men] here, [who]
misled the world and did so
and so”—everything they had
been doing.

R. Yehoshu‘a said to him: “If
our master wishes, we shall
send and inform our master,
King Tiberinus Caesar.” And
they sent and informed him.
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[ ... 1Ry rann

RIT0 "a[2] DR Y PIRARI PN
MOWY .90 D1IA[av ] nHwa
SR

T5n5R DA TTRNDI YW HRPA
0D DAY

IR DWHaY HRP P 7 ar'aR
D1MAY 4791 NP3 RIT[]0 'R
Snnn<as Ra[ .. ] 5% o)

[ ...]npa[o] 1R[1]A7 5K Inya
P31 72 P phahr AS'or
.5 1IN RN

[1]717R e oR "W M YR
q0°p DUMAY WIATTRY YT nHwl
A5 Wi anbws 1onn

19 Or: ‘We shall ask permission about them (i.e., to execute them)’.

! The reading is doubtful, but parallels Arl’s x37. For 177 see also
below, JA1, at 8.1.

12 1e., \;,Lp\ Here and below (8.5 and 8.7), JA2 uses 'v to transliterate
both L and ..
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Heb2

Heb3

Heb5
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13

...but we will not try (them)
until we send to King Tiberinus
Caesar that we caught people
who were dealing with magic—
(and) now command (us) what
to do to them.” And they sent a
messenger to him.

They answered and said: “We
will not try them until we send
to King Tiberinus Caesar and
tell him that we caught people
who were dealing with the law
(?) of magicians; (and) now,
what do you command that we
do with them?” And they sent a
messenger to him.

He said: “If our master wishes,
we shall send and inform King
Tiberinus Caesar, and then we
will try them. Immediately they
sent a written message to
Tiberinus Caesar and said: “We
inform the king that the magic
of Yeshu and his teacher
Yohanan and his twelve

TWR TY VIOWI 8Y UMK Har 3.,
"2 .70 DUMAY TOnN OR nHwa
O'POI PN WK DWIR 11003
onb nwpa an mr ANy 0'awaa
SIROM vHR Inhem

TV DAR VIDWI KD MR 1IARI 1Y
90°p DAY 7900 SR NHwl TwR
D'WIR DR 1wan " 15 159087
D'aWaN LAWNI DPOW P TR
MOW™ 0N AWPIW RN AR ANy
STR5N TOR

YTINI NOWI 1713295 16pxnK 'nR
P71 2" TOnn TR pumav o
D1avY 20 1w TR oMK
IR¥AIW RaHAH RIWTIA TIART 0D
WY 0TI 137 (M 1Y MIaw)
A0 PTRYN 12NN PTRbn
Bpawaa ohn Ha wnnw
010K 1327 A W DA TAY
xabn 75 y1inaT Ty 9mon aa

13 A few words were omitted from the text here.

14 Lege
15 Lege
16 Lege
17 Lege
18 Lege

1 11oan.

LONRN.

: %1 DR, as in Heb1. Heb6 has: p'¢, which is even more corrupt.

2 11aMb.

: 0'2w a2, Heb6 has: nowaa.
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disciples has been discovered, DRRY NwYn ana by nbwr KM
and his disciples deserved to be T
executed for misleading the

whole world with their

magic;'® and we imprisoned

Yeshu and his teacher Yohanan

in jail, until we inform you, the

king, and he (i.e., you) will

send us a written message and

we will execute a judgment

upon them.”

Following Pilatus’ question, or statement, in the previous pas-
sage, Arl, JA1, JA2, Hebl, and Heb5 have R. Yehoshu‘a answer-
ing him, but Ar3, Ar5, Heb3, and probably also Heb2 have a plu-
ral ‘they’—presumably, R. Yehoshu‘a, Marinus, and perhaps also
Yehudah the gardener—who answer Pilatus. All the textual wit-
nesses agree in having Pilatus’ Jewish interlocutors saying that
the issue should be referred to Tiberinus Caesar, as this is a nec-
essary prelude to the long scene in which Tiberinus tests Yeshu
and Yohanan.

One striking difference between the textual witnesses is that
Ar5, JA1, and Heb1 do not provide any details about the message
sent to Tiberinus, whereas Arl and JA2 devote a whole sentence
to the contents of the message. In Arl and JA2 (which again of-
fers a verbatim translation of the text of Arl), the text refers to
seven persons, i.e., Yeshu, Yohanan, and their five disciples, even

though these five disciples had already been executed.? Thus, if

19 Lit., ‘with the magic that is in their hands’.

20 And Heb5 ‘corrects’ the text, so as to speak of twelve disciples.
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we are right in assuming that the scene with Yeshu’s five disciples
was interpolated into an earlier version where it did not yet ap-
pear (see our comments on 5.4), then that earlier version would
have made no reference to the seven culprits, and probably had
the shorter text at this point. And as often is the case, Heb2/
Heb3, as well as Heb5, have more to say about the message sent
to Tiberinus, and Heb5 even claims that it was a written message.
It is possible, but not very likely, that whoever revised that text
was dimly aware of the many Christian attempts to provide the

‘authentic’ letter that Pilate supposedly sent to Tiberius.*

6.3. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Bringing

Yeshu and Yohanan to Tiberinus

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar5, Ibn Shaprut (=IS), JA1l, JA2, Hebl,
Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl  [When] King Tiberinus Caesar  n5w 82351 70°p 0120 yn[wTa]

[he]ard, he sent: “Bring them 22005 DR 0T PR
to me!” And they brought them R3I7 OISR nnAp [H]w
to him. And Aligus (?) the 12 ywi ["M] 8327 830 DR

governor and Marinus the great  82v5 8[133] A[TA] "2 Mg
elder, [and R.] Yehoshu‘a ben MpPH a1 BRI .RN33 RA[]MTA
Perahiah and Rabbi [Yehud]ah .JDp DIIMAY

2 For the claim that Pilate sent such a letter, see Tertullian, Apol. 21.24
and Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 2.2.1-2; for the apocryphal letter of Pilate to
Tiberius, known as the Anaphora Pilati, see Ehrman and PleSe (2014,
267-71).

2 Lege: mmb.

% The reading is uncertain. A reading ow[>'a], as suggested by Horbury
(1970, 117), is possible, but note Arl’s DWRR in 9.3.



Ar5

IS

JAl

Yeshu, Yohanan, and Tiberinus Caesar

the [gardener] we[nt] with
them to Tiberias, the great
town. And they all went before
Tiberinus Caesar.

And when Tiberi[nus] Caesar
heard, he said to them: “B[ring
them] to m[e!]” And [ ... ... 1
...% Pilatus the governor and R.
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and
Marinus the great elder of the
Jews and Rabbi Yehudah the
gardener and Yohanan the
Dyer? and Yeshu son of
Pandera went to Tiberias,
before Tiberinus Caesar.

When they consulted him about
their matter the king brought
them to his presence and with
them the governor, and
Marinus the elder, and
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and

Yehudah the gardener.

24 Ar5 breaks off here.
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PN 'R 0 [ou]™av yaw T
...... 1 [R5 [pene]R

YW ' RNN3T DIORYD ROX...
™7 11327 27837 DI N0 §3a
12 13 R133 AT " 28R
R™MIVH RITID 12 WM PRIPON

.70 DIPMAVT NP

DAAR B TIITRODR RA<R>HA
DAY ANARN TONOR DARAR
12 YIWm TWOR D1IMIAT TRPONR
JUOR AT {=) s

% Ibn Shaprut begins his paraphrase of the Aramaic text at this point.

% For our translation, see our note on the Aramaic text of Ibn Shaprut.

7 Lege: NaD.

28 TS K 17.5 has: 72 831 xao (1) 7o'p oum-n.

29 This also is the reading of T-S K 17.5, and is also cited in Kraus (1902,
146). Abner-Alfonso is likely to have written Riyayn, ‘the Dyer’, as in

the Aramaic texts, but Ibn Shaprut may have modified it to Kiyvn i3,

‘the son of the deceiver’.
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JA2

Hebl

Heb2
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When King Caesar heard about
this, he ordered that both of
them be sent to him. And they
were sent, and with them
Pelitus the governor and
Marinus the great elder and R.
Yeho[sh]u‘a ben Perahiah and
R. Yehoshu‘a (!) the gardener,
to Tiberias the great town. And
everyone came before
Tiberinus Caesar.

When Tiberinus heard (this), he
sent and said to them: “Take
Yeshu and Yohanan his teacher
and come before me.” And they
all went before King Tiberinus
and said (?) to him.

He sent to them and answered
them that: “Send them to me!”
And they rose and sent
[Yeshu‘a the wicked and
Yolhanan the Dyer before King
Tiberinus Caesar. And R.
Yehoshu‘a and Marinus and
Petalus and crowds also went
with them.

30 An error for nmn?

TR 0P TONOR 7572 Yno rknH
RYATa .ANN'enY Ko7 N3
TWORY TRPHR DIOYa RA[N]PA
12 P[W]in "1 o aohR
21RAINDAOR 3P " A ]nna
9'8m1 .9225R AITROR A7a0 HR
A0 p1Mad M 31 PIAHR

onb TnR MHY D1IMAY YRwwol
2185 IR 120 AOPDY W IR
THnn ownav oTp P
32 5 ypam

DIHW "2 DR MY DTHR NOWN
pwnn pw]H [1nSwn mipn OR
10°p LWL "8 yawen pafh

P ' onny 1253 ox Tonn
.001HaR1 DOV DI

31 The lacuna seems too large for a[ir]i5x; a reading PI[1IM]I5R is pos-

sible, but not supported by the visible remains of the missing letters.

32 The last six words are in slightly garbled Aramaic, rather than in He-

brew. The words 1" 174 seem out of place here, and as Hebl omits

the next passage, the text probably is corrupt.
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Heb3 He sent to them and answered onnbw " onR P orhR nHwn
them that: “You sent to me onr Inbwn oawoan Hawa Hx
concerning magicians; send 1M IR YWY IR POR MOWN CHR
them to me!” And they sent to DAY 1257 OX TR Top "1ah

him Yeshu‘a and Yohanan, to 33, '01HaARM DIVHET DI YW
King Caesar. And Yehoshu‘a

and Marinus and Pelatus and

the crowds also went with them.

Heb5 When Tiberinus Caesar heard D132V 34{D1MaVv} YW TWRDI
(this), and saw the written DI0YA MWW AN37 NR AR 10D
message that Pelitus the DU MR A "W M wn
governor and R. Yehoshu‘a ben noW T SR *1an 531 83D

Perahiah and Morinus the elder DINYM 127185 DIR'AN DAY IR
and all the Sages of Israel had ~ .70p 1™V 118H 01D 1R PIDS
sent, he immediately sent and

said to them: “Bring them

before us.” And they brought

them before him. And they all

came before Tiberinus Caesar.

All the textual witnesses agree that when Tiberinus heard the
story, he asked that Yeshu and Yohanan be brought to him, which
indeed happened. They also state that Pilatus (or Aligus, if our
reading of Arl is correct), Marinus the great elder, Rabbi Ye-
hoshu‘a ben Perahiah and Rabbi Yehudah the gardener also came
before Tiberinus, but Heb2/Heb3 and Heb5 omit Yehudah,
whereas Hebl states this paraphrastically—and in Aramaic!—as
‘and they all went before King Tiberinus’, but Heb5 has both the
list of names and the general statement. Heb2/Heb3, and perhaps

3 Lege: ooy, and cf. the same error in 5.3.

34 This is the custos at the end of a page, whence the duplication of this
word.
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also JA2, also mention the presence of ‘crowds’ (oo1an, for
which see above, 1.3), and Heb5 includes ‘all the Sages of Israel’
as signatories to the letter sent to Tiberinus, and will mention the
Sages again in 6.13 and 8.10 (for the appearance of the Sages in
Heb3, see above, 1.3).

Arl and JA2 (which again follows Arl quite closely), as
well as Ibn Shaprut, mention Tiberias as the place to which the
protagonists move. That our narrative assumes that Tiberinus re-
sides in Tiberias is something we already noted (see above, 1.2),
but in this case the reference to the move to Tiberias may imply
that the trial of the five disciples took place somewhere else, but
no mention is ever made of another location (and cf. our com-
ments on 7.1). In fact, both Pilatus and Tiberinus seem to operate
from Tiberias, or from Hammat Tiberias, and the shift of location
would only have involved a move from Pilatus’ headquarters to

those of Tiberinus.

6.4. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Tiberinus

Interrogates Yeshu and Yohanan

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ibn Shaprut, JA1, JA2, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5 (this
passage is omitted in Heb1)

Arl  And when [Yohanan] the Dyer RS wm Ripag[n pne e,
and Yeshu [came] before him, *RA 10D O[3V (]I NN
[Tiber]inus Caesar said to Jeo oo n]2POY
them: “What is [your] business
[and who are you?]?”

IS He said to them: “What are T2 1o RN 3Sonh 'R
these deeds that you do?” JnTaYT

% T-SK17.5 has b, i.e., prb.
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Heb2

Heb3

Heb5
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And when Yohanan and Yeshu
were present before the king,
the king said to them: “Who
are you and what is your
profession?”

And when Yohanan the D[ye]r
and Yeshu [came] before
Caesar, he said [to them ... ...
o]

When he (i.e., Tiberinus) saw
them, he said both to Yeshu‘a
and to Yohanan: “What are
your doings, and who are you?”
When he saw (them), he said to
Yeshu‘a the wicked and to
Yohanan: “What are you, and
what are your doings?”

When they came there, the
queen (i.e., Queen Helena?)
asked Yeshu and Yohanan:
“What are these (things) that
you are doing?”

nARna W e en xnba
DRIR WK TonHR 0nY HRP TONOR
.DINPIR WRY

aR[2e]HR 361 2]3m [1]5]...]R RA
...... 158&p [A0]% [A]2'2nh wm
J oo e IRRVRAI [, .

PIWH AR[R] DIIR IR TWRD
™ D2WYN AN 0w {7w} ame,
.onR

PWIR DI 9AR IRT WK

.02Wwyn ARt onR a0 pame

3779500 NHRWY ANW IR WK
DWW DNR 31K A0 anm W

Most of the textual witnesses agree in having Tiberinus ask Yeshu

and Yohanan who they are and what they do, a question that

echoes the questions posed to Yeshu by Pilatus in an earlier scene

% 1t is not clear whether there is another (small) letter between the two

nun letters.

% Lege: 79nn HRw, but Heb6 too reads na5nn nbxw. Later, Heb5 and
Heb6 refer to Tiberinus as 8351, and this Aramaic form may have given

rise to the erroneous translation na5n. But the text may also be referring

to Queen Helena, as will be noted below.
%8 Heb6 has: .
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(see above, 3.1 and 3.5). Hebl omits Tiberinus’ question, and
immediately turns to Yeshu and Yohanan’s description of their
actions and powers, in the next passage.

Hebb5 is an amalgamation of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu with a ‘Hel-
ena’ text, and the shift from ‘king’ to ‘queen’ may be due to an
error of translation (see the footnote ad loc.), but may also be
due to the unconscious influence of the ‘Helena’ text upon one of
the copyists of this text. That it is not a mere lapsus calami is made
clear in the next passage, where Heb5 again refers to ‘her’ rather

than to ‘him’.

6.5. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Yeshu and
Yohanan Boast to Tiberinus about Their Great

Powers

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ibn Shaprut, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3,
Heb5

Arl

They answered and said to him
that “We ar[e] the sons of the
G[od] of Heaven; and [thes]e
boo[ks] that are in our hand
are not ours.” He said to them:
“And where are they from?”
[They said to hilm: “They are
[books of] heal[ing], and every
person who needs healing, we
he[al] him, and if [we want] to
revive [we revive and if we
want] to kill we kill, and

w13 [RI]MIRT 79 PIAKRI PATON
PIPR 1[]201 RonwT [RAD]R
P 'R PR RIDTIRG R3TA[T
39,730 Alh panR] R am
AT WIR 51 R [ROJOKR[T

.. 'RY Y [Ra]'on RMIDKR
RINAR KONDRS [... ... IR nRNR[S

...] R3TAY TaYNY RPPAT TR 5N

KPP NTOR KT RAPIW [...
33 892 T 5] b jaae
DRI TN RPARY [... ... 1710 a8
175 (... ... 15 Rawnh nnnb pa

% The correct reading probably should be *an, vel sim.
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everything we want to do—we RINAO'RO RIYIAOR K[ ... ...
do. [And a] barren [woman] e IRIAR L ] 4R Rav
who did not give birth and is 2R K. .. 1R [... ... 1595 [...
suffering—we can give her a

child (even) without (inter-

course with) a man. And also,

whoever his soul [is about] to

come out, and if he is about to

die, we whisper [in his ear?

and...]. And if we want to...*

Ar3  “[We are the... of the Gold of RITA .. R]AWT RA[OR ... ]
hea[ven, and the books that "nR1 #[2nn] ]8R RMORT
are?] in our hand are (books) (P2 PreR] RMIDR RN 1Y
of healing.” [He answered]** R377 2T RMOR 52 H 1R
and said to them: “What 775 RYT SRVPPYT RONK ORI
healing [is in them?]” They X123 8H2 4079105 10PAY 1h

said to him: “Every healing that
our master wishes. And also a
woman who is barren, who did
not give birth—we can give her
a child without (intercourse
with) a man.”

0 The text of the rest of the sentence is entirely corrupt.

“ The reading of the last few words probably is wrong, but the text is
utterly effaced; it probably dealt with making grass grow, as in JA2.

2 The text of Arl is so lacunose at this point that it is impossible to say
where 6.5 ends and 6.6 begins.

43 Or: ‘[Caesar answered]’.
4 Or: [hop 2nn].
4 Or: RIpy.

6 The scribe wrote 751% as a single word, and the vocalisation was
added to help the reader realise that these are two separate words.
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They said to him: “We are the RITINT RIR RAOR *22 4815 'R
sons of God, and we wound »I1 Y RIWNH AT IR RO
and we heal,”” and whoever is 852 15 RINAYN ATH ®YT RONK
dying, we whisper to him and Rl

he lives, and a woman that did
not give birth—we make her
pregnant without a man.”

They said to him: “We are L,RNDDOR 27 RO 113 15 1HRPA
friends of the Master of Heaven noTI RIPN 497758 ANAHR 1T
and these books that are with ~ {n<3>P} 5r1 81121 RN |1 RIHY
us came down upon us from (w1 <TIRpn> 93 {=) Hnps
Heaven and with them we can bR 2mn mHR RN 0PN
achieve every goal—we heal RAYAI IPRY NIRD ARIAR 'R
the sick, we kill the living and 53118 S opa THm Sann
revive the dead, and every 77 10 T5m Yann anbK
woman who is barren—we SLRATHR 211 Da0 YR SORPPRIN
make her become pregnant and TOPIR <I>TAN TYP<I>NIN

give birth. We can even make a  .5p81 2n3 81 a3 NRIOKR N2
woman become pregnant and

give birth without intercourse

with a man. And we heal the

chronically ill and the invalid

and make raindrops fall and

make plants grow and

whatever we want—we do.”

7 For this expression, cf. Targum Ongelos to Deut. 32.39: 7RI 831N
R1on, translating God’s words 827K "8y 'nenn, ‘I wounded, and I will

heal’.

48 T.SK 17.5 has Y K.

49 Lege: "nHx.

0 Lege: nyprin.

> Lege: 1198 or PRmoR.
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The two answered and said: A%5R TRO[1]R M3 1RP RARIR
“We are the sons of the [ ... ] 3 [n]7'» 758 ana5%1 L. 5R
God, and the books that were q0°p onY HRP LRI 1 DY RITR
found in our hands are not 15 1HRP .an3HR IR 1R TOROR
ours.” King Caesar said to DD WIRT LR RIDN RNDIR 0
them: “And to whom do these HR AIROMY IROIR 521,20 BRP
books belong?” They said to NN PR3 0na nHRYI NHRYN
him: “We came down from AT RN P'a ona Snyn ona
Heaven with them.” “And what 0P 75N DY IPRY IRINR RN
is in them?” They said: L3003 1 IR RAPI[1 TP
“Medicine, and every man who ... ... 13 A ['P]193[0 5]'3 ReR

needs treatment—we treat him  .7"%'x 5[p] §9° [...] "2 maTR 0 |
with them, and we revive and 8921 3Wp RINAIR RITIR IR R'LNI
kill with them, and we do with 5w 53 Sy TondR Hrn
them everything we want. And .OHRYHNR
also a barren woman who has

never given birth—we c[an

grlant her children without [a

man]. And also, a man whose

mind is sick we [whisper?...] in

his ear in [ ... ] he will stand on

his feet. And also, if we want

we make plants and grass grow

and make rain fall down and

do everything in the world.”

When they stood before him, MM WY AR a5 [1]Tywa
Yeshu and Yohanan said to RI2W DNHRA "33 1R DALY
Tiberinus: “We are the sons of 15K O™MADI1 RN DRI DAWA DR
the God who created the 0 MRIST M50 1T DIR]RAIWY
heaven and the earth. And 1R OoWwn AT 85w APy WK
these books that were fou[nd] 033 75w i b nnb P
in our hand are books of R K93

medicine. A barren woman
who never gave birth—we can
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grant her a pregnancy, so that
she will give birth to sons
without a man.”

Heb2 They answered him and said to TOR 73219 R INR Y[ ]I
him: “We are the sons of the DYPOIY S3RMINT MR DAWN
God of Heaven, and we are q0°p DAY AR .AMNN 541[a0a]
dealing with the [book] of the UMIR IR DIT'2 WY MIRDT N
Torah.” Caesar said to them: 033 N mena anb Han
“What healing can you 55, 27w 893 NwKY

perform?”* They said: “We can
kill and revive, and grant
children to a woman without
intercourse (with a man).”

Heb3 They answered and said to him: UMIR ONHRM 13215 TIARY Y
“We are the sons of God, and 575 qaR Ana {Lpow uri
we are dealing with the Torah.” 1 98 0372 ¥ MW NN o'
Caesar said to them: “What nnS mna nanb Ha1 R
authority do you have?” He R PIT 20w 852 NwKY 073

said to him: “We can kill and
revive, and grant children to a
woman without sexual

intercourse with a man.”%°

%2 Lit., ‘What healing is in your hand?’.
3 Lege: 1uniny; the form xmax may reflect the original Aramaic form
RININ.

>* The reading is uncertain; one could also read 7[10]3, ‘in the secret (of
the Torah)’.

% A word or two were omitted from the text here.
%6 Lit., ‘without the sperm of a man’.
7 Lege: orb.

%8 Probably an error for mxan, as in Heb2, and cf. Ar3’s "R] K MoK 'Rn
i[»na. But the reading mwn, ‘authority’, is possible.
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Heb5 They said to her:> “We are the RDWT RADR "33 UMK 79 10K
sons of the God of Heaven, and IRIZT MAD 1T R AN
these books that are in our AR 7T ]9 1pY IWKR w0 OR 0N
hands are books of medicine. If R RH3 073 Iwynw nH nwws

there is a barren woman, and

she did not give birth, we will

make her produce sons without

a man.”
There are many differences between the textual witnesses here,
which tell us much about the textual history of our narrative.
Whereas Tiberinus’ question was divided in two—‘Who are you
and what do you do?’—Yeshu and Yohanan provide a tri-partite
answer, explaining (a) who they are, (b) what are the books they
are using. In Arl, Ar3, JA2 and Heb2/Heb3, Tiberinus then asks
another question, but in the other textual witnesses we move di-
rectly to (c) what things they can do with these books. Let us look
at each of these issues separately.

With regards to the first issue, Arl, JA2, Heb1, Heb2/Heb3,
and Heb5 have Yeshu and Yohanan stating that they are the sons
of the God of Heaven (Ar3 unfortunately is fragmentary at this
point, but probably contained the same claim, and Heb5 gives
this part in Aramaic, parallelling the text of Arl and reflecting
the original Aramaic text here). JA1, on the other hand, has them
using a common Arabic/Muslim term, attested from the Qur’an

onwards, ;L.Sj\, which refers to ‘friends’, or ‘faithful followers’, of

¥ For Heb5’s confusion of Tiberinus with Queen Helena see our com-
ments on the previous passage.
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God, and can even be translated as ‘saints’.®®° The graphic similar-
ity between T8 and 898 might explain this change, but there
seems to be a theological motivation behind it, as the concept of
‘sons of God’ was deemed highly problematic in a Muslim con-
text.®! Thus, having Yeshu and Yohanan claiming that they are
friends of God apparently seemed to the translator or copyists
behind JA1 more acceptable than having them claim to be the
sons of God. Later in the narrative (see below, 6.11), we shall see
another passage where Arl, Hebl, Heb2, and Heb5 have Yeshu
and Yohanan referring to themselves as ‘sons of God’, but JA1
changes it to ‘friends of God’, and there are other instances where
Muslim theological sensitivities are reflected in JA1’s text (as
noted in section II.1.6 of our Introduction). However, such
qualms only highlight the fact that all the other textual witnesses
do record this statement, which must have been there in the ear-
liest Aramaic texts. This claim is clearly related to the Christian
view of Jesus as the son of God, but the fact that here John the
Baptist too claims to be a son of God shows once again his cen-
trality within our text, as we already noted in our comments on
3.8.

2

% See, for example, Qurian 10.62: ;s3> (,_é /\Ij H_,,Lc :Jf N AJJ\ ;UJ\ Q‘ ‘ﬁ,
‘Now surely the friends of Allah—they shall have no fear nor shall they
grieve’.

&1 See, for example, Qur’an 112.3: .Q)Q (.J/j AL (.3, ‘He (i.e., Allah, God)
does not beget, nor was He begotten’, and Qur’an 5.18: 3,;;3‘\’ qu
3;,.\} w\ \;L\ ey L'g;‘_.ﬁj@, ‘But the Jews and the Christians say, “We are
the children of Allah and His beloved”’.
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The second issue in Yeshu’s and Yohanan’s response to Pi-
latus has to do with the origin of their books. Ar3, and probably
also Arl, as well as Heb1 and Heb5, merely state that their books
are books of healing, but the Judaeo—Arabic versions follow a
different course. Both JA1 and JA2 have Yeshu and Yohanan
state that the books came down from Heaven, a claim that prob-
ably reflects the impact of the Muslim discourse about the sacred
books which came down (513) or were brought down (51x) from
Heaven, including the Torah, the Psalms, the Gospel, and finally
the Qur’an itself.®? However, whereas JA2 has Yeshu and
Yohanan present themselves as sons of God, who came down
from Heaven with the books, in JA1 they present themselves as
‘friends of God’, and claim that the books were brought down
from Heaven for their use. Heb2/Heb3, in their turn, have Yeshu
and Yohanan claiming that they deal with the Torah, a claim
which makes little sense within the narrative as a whole.

The third issue in Yeshu’s and Yohanan’s response to Pila-
tus is their great powers, with which they can perform various
miracles, and here one can see a clear difference between the
extant Aramaic texts. Ar3 merely states that with their books they
can perform every healing that Tiberinus might ask for, and im-
mediately moves on to the claim about making a barren woman

pregnant even without sexual intercourse with a man. This is the

62 See, for e—xample, Quran 21.4: SUS .. J,\ ] :JJ\ Jf\ Uy o5l u’-’j‘)
Osd e V'i‘ 872903, ‘And those who believe in what was sent down to you
(i.e., to Muhammad), and what was sent down before you, and in the
Hereafter, they have certainty of faith’; see Wild (1996) and Loynes
(2021).
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only element that is needed in order to move the plot forward,
since—as we shall soon learn—it is the one thing that Tiberinus
actually needs. But Arl provides a long list of healings—as well
as other miracles—that Yeshu and Yohanan can perform with
their books. Hebl and Heb5 clearly follow the shorter version,
and Heb2/Heb3 follow the same version with one minor addi-
tion—that Yeshu and Yohanan can kill and bring the dead to life.
But JA1 and JA2 follow the longer version, and provide similar
lists of miracles that Yeshu and Yohanan can perform. These in-
clude (i) healing sick people and invalids, (ii) reviving the dead
and dying, (iii) killing living people, (iv) making a barren woman
give birth without sexual intercourse with a man, (v) bringing
down rain, (vi) making plants and grass grow, and (vii) doing
whatever they wish. In this long list, the statement about barren
women is embedded in the middle of the list, and it is only Ti-
berinus’ response that will highlight this specific ability.
Looking at the list of miracles that Yeshu and Yohanan
claim to be able to perform, we may note that some of these mir-
acles—and especially (i) and (ii)—could be based on the Gospel
stories about Jesus, while others, such as (iii) and (vii), could be
based on stories found in the apocryphal gospels, but the entire
list does not seem to have been ‘tailor made’ to suit Jesus. Rather,
such miracles were typical of the Jewish (and Christian) holy
men of the Second Temple period and of later antiquity, and were
equally typical of those wonder-workers who often were viewed

as ‘magicians’ by their detractors.®®> What is quite surprising is

83 See, for example, Stratton (2007, 107-76); Bohak (2008, 20-27, 139-
40, 360, 401-6); Carleton Paget (2011).
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that it does not include the miracles that Yeshu will perform later
in the narrative, including flying in the air (see below, 7.2), shut-
ting a cave from the inside (7.5), and turning himself into a bird
(7.7). Moreover, the one miracle which Yeshu will soon per-
form—namely, making a woman pregnant without her having
sex with a man—may be conceived as a response to the famous
Christian claims about the virgin birth. Such a claim, our narra-
tive implies, is no proof of divinity, since any magician can per-

form this feat.

6.6. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Tiberinus
Asks Whether They Can Make His Daughter
Pregnant, and Yeshu Says Yes

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ibn Shaprut, JA1, JA2, Heb1l, Heb2/Heb3,
Heb5

Arl  [Caesar said... “I do not ask] of a2 [ ornl....]%..
you [... ... can you grant her a AR 00 933 853[ .. . IS
son without] a man?” Yeshu 0N
answered and said: “Y[es].”

Ar3  When Caesar heard (this), he JIHY RN M0 0P YRwT
made fun of them. He said to RN7IN2 "9 MR 8O3 NAY DR
them: “I have a daughter, a vr |92 852 P33 72 A5 pvhae
virgin—can you grant her [ ...

children without (intercourse
with) aman?” [ ... ... ]

54 The text of Arl is so lacunose at this point that it is impossible to say
where 6.5 ends and 6.6 begins.
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He (Tiberinus) said to them: “In
this I will test you—I have a
daughter whom no man has
seen; make her become
pregnant.” They said to him:
“Bring her out to us.”

When the king heard their
words—and he had one
daughter and he was not
blessed (with offspring) except
her, neither male nor female.
And at that time the kings
refused to marry his girl, and
he yearned to see her with a
male child, who would be like
a son and a descendant to him,
even (if he were) from his
daughter.®” So he said to them:
“Everything that you
mentioned I have no

65 T-SK 17.5 has b"x.

PR 125 581037 812 6500 AR
TP w193t 8YT RO Y
AR5 ARAR D INR NaYNnT

19 1821 DA THROR Yo xnba
RH RT3 P P12 09 TR FIAR
681NTHR 57 '8 1RIY .NIR KD 0T
597128 DAY A THRHR NN
151997 151 KD R NNW IR
515K ORPA 1Y OP° NN

RN P 0nY Hrpo 501K

RH FARM POR Y2 KD ON<>T
K91 7OnnRNHR K9 PR RO
[9]vn 9<®>0RR K1 R SR
ATARY 9% 125 .NRAI NRAIR KDY
IR 7w [T]R DNNDT RO
15N 5 TAR KNI 8D 923 NIaR
531 pn S 852 T R ow

6 T-S K 17.5 has x10in. Ibn Shaprut’s phrasing of this sentence is influ-
enced by the story in bt San 107a, where God tells David that he will
test him in a matter of sexual relations (71 9273 75 K3'0in), but note a
similar expression in JA2, [0]3iAAA1 R,

7 The syntax of the Arabic sentence is quite cumbersome, and the exact
translation is uncertain.

8 Lege: (RN,
% Lege: nniax.
70 Lege: nx&nbR or nRndR, for «iLJ1?

"1 The word 9&" seems out of place here, and is ignored in the transla-
tion.
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need for—neither that the sick
be healed, nor that the dying
will live, nor that the living
would die, nor making rain fall,
nor making plants grow. But
one benefit of those you
mentioned I do want. I have a
virgin daughter whom no one
has seen. Can you have a child
come from her without (her)
being with a man?” And Yeshu
said: “Yes, oh king, if only
you”? will show her in our
presence.”

When Caesar heard their
words, he said to them: “We do
not want you to make the dead
live or to kill the living, nor to
make grass or plants grow nor
make rain fall, and no [thing]
in the world. But thus we will
test you [...] and she is my only
daughter, a virgin, [who saw]
no [ ... ] man nor knew him.
Are you able to give her a son [

[1]5 TonHR PR R 0PI W SRPA
RINTRM RAITONR

5xp oAn[R]52 90°p Yno kb
AN IR D20 T 0h oo

K51 RMR AN 89 [R]MN

R 2wy 745 8Ha pnain

a [w] &9 9[v]A a0
[0]2IANA RTIN ROR .0HRYHR
922 75RTARY A7 0% 0 []9R[]3
RAP [P [...]Rn

.. ] T RANOYA PTPN AN

[ ...

72 Lit., ‘he’, probably as a sign of respect for the king.

73 JA2 breaks off here, and will resume in 8.1.

74 Lege: 8.

75 Lege: mTnN.
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When King Caesar heard their ' THnn A0 AT yawwa
words he mocked them and na oR 5'R g5 prwm Snnn
made fun of them. He said to ‘n1a5na *H wr ANa W nnR
them: “If I have a girl, a virgin MY WK 891 0713 7Y NN N
maiden, in my kingdom—can .2 nR W

you grant her children without
a man?” Yeshu answered and

said: “Yes.”

When Caesar heard their words PNR DAMAT 90 YRY TWRI
he laughed and said to them: “I nnY H3INN N2 wr onY R
have a daughter—can you B RRM] wR AW 8Ya na b
grant her a daughter (!) M T5 mwyh Sou i onnw

without sexual intercourse with
a man?” Both of them said to
him: “Yes, we can produce a
pregnancy for you.”

When Caesar heard their words DAMAT DR 0P YA WK
he ridiculed them. He answered 5 v nib qnK1 map .ona peibnn
and said to them: “I have a naow 85313 nH NN Yoinn na
daughter—can you grant her a TN MwYH S MnR Y R
son without sexual intercourse WK NA0w 892

with a man?” They answered
and said: “We can produce
offspring without sexual
intercourse with a man.”

When Caesar heard their words "N DA™M2T Q0P YRVW I
he made fun of them, and he 5w na onb 'ar oy prvn
said to them: “I have a o%a 15 b onR o1 ANa
daughter, a virgin—can you R ARRIWYY W LR 8D2

grant her children without a
man?” Yeshu answered and
said: “Yes.”
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Ar3 and all the Hebrew textual witnesses agree that Tiberinus
was laughing at, or making fun of, Yeshu and Yohanan when he
asked them whether they could make his virgin daughter preg-
nant without a man. However, Hebl is an exception, since it
speaks of an unknown virgin maiden, rather than the king’s
daughter; as we shall see below, Heb1 never speaks of her as the
king’s daughter, but as ‘the maiden’. But a much bigger difference
is apparent in JA1 and JA2, where Tiberinus is not making fun
of Yeshu and Yohanan. In both texts, Tiberinus repeats many of
the claims made by Yeshu and Yohanan in the previous pas-
sages—which, as we saw, did not appear in Ar3 and in the He-
brew textual witnesses—and stresses that the only thing he is in-
terested in is that they would make his virgin daughter pregnant
without intercourse with a man. To this, JA1 adds a long and
rather convoluted explanation as to why Tiberinus was so des-
perate for his daughter to become pregnant and bear him an heir
to his throne. This sentence may have been there in the Aramaic
text of which JA1 is a translation, but probably is a later addition
to the translated text, as it is found in none of the other textual
witnesses. It looks very much like an explanatory gloss, explain-
ing why the king was so desperate to have a male offspring that
he was willing to see his daughter become pregnant even though
she was not yet married. Moreover, this explanation is partly par-
allelled in another—and admittedly late—Judaeo-Arabic story,
in which a visitor to a certain town is told that its king has a

daughter, and has not been blessed with any (offspring) except her
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(873 prY o9 AR THn5H).7° It therefore seems as if this sentence
belongs more in the world of Judaeo—Arabic story-telling than in
that of the Aramaic Gzar-dina de-Yeshu.””

In Harkavy-A, the story of Caesar’s daughter begins when
Yeshu himself ‘went to King Caesar, and said to him: “Give me
your daughter, and I will say words over her, and she will become
pregnant and give birth to a child, and it will be a male” (ix1
RI1 72 TOm VM PRIND A% IR T2 °H 30 A7 DR DR R A
X7137), and a very similar description is found in Harkavy-B. The
subsequent story in both fragments resembles the story found in
our text, but also differs from it in many specific details, as we
shall note below.

The story of how Yeshu made Tiberinus’ daughter pregnant
without her having sexual intercourse, and how the foetus turned
out to be a mere stone, was well known to Agobard. In his brief
summary of the nasty stories about Jesus told by the Jews of Ly-
ons he states that,

In the end, and because he was accused of many lies, he

was thrown into jail by a decree of Tiberius, because he

promised to his daughter to give birth to a male child with-
out a man, but then placed a stone foetus inside her. (Ad

76 This is found in MS St. Petersburg, RNL, Yevr.-Arab. II 1365
(#59614), a transcription of which, made by Rachel Hasson, is available
on the Friedberg Genizah Project website.
77 For the place of the Toledot Yeshu texts in the world of Judaeo-Arabic
story-telling see Goldstein (2023, 47-66).
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extremum uero, propter plura mendatia accusatum, Tiberii iu-

dicio in carcerem retrusum, eo quod filia ipsius, cui sine viro

masculi partum promiserat, lapidis conceptum intulerit).”®
For the present passage, it is the promise to make Tiberius’ daugh-
ter give birth to a boy without a man that is of great importance,
as it summarises well the central component of our text.

One final comment. The mountain above Tiberias is known
today as Mt. Berenike. This, however, is a modern Israeli name,
and its previous Arabic name was ¢l oy .23, ‘the castle of the
king’s daughter’.” On the top of the mountain there is a large
church, built in the sixth century and renovated several times,
until it was abandoned when the Crusaders left Palestine at the
end of the thirteenth century.® It is not clear which king’s daugh-
ter was supposed to have lived there, but I am tempted to suggest
that this was a distant echo of the story of the daughter of King

Tiberinus, whose sad fate is recounted in our narrative.

78 See Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 206), and Schifer
(2011, 34-35).

79 See Hirschfeld (1994, 124), and cf. Eisenstein (1926, 138), for the
account of a sixteenth-century traveller who reports that ‘on the top of
the highest mountain (i.e., near Tiberias) there is an old building, and
it is said that this is where the palace of Caesar’s daughter was’ ( oww
10'pn Nad paar n), but connects it with the famous story of how Cae-
sar’s daughter kept the face of R. Yishma‘el ben Elisha® after he was
executed by her father (see Reeg 1985, 50*-53%).

80 For this church, see Hirschfeld (1994) and Hirschfeld (2004, 75-209).
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6.7. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Yeshu

Makes Tiberinus’ Daughter Pregnant

Textual witnesses: Arl, Harkavy-A (=H-A), Harkavy-B (= H-B), Ibn

Shaprut, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl

H-A

IS

JA1

[...... 1 Yeshu [whispered?]
words of magic, and she
became pregnant. [Caesar]
ans[wered] and said: “[ ] the
foetus that is in her belly—is it
male or female?” Yeshu said to
him: “What the king wishes, I
will make it, whether male or
female.”

King Caesar gave his daughter
to Yeshu, and he said words
over her, and the woman
became pregnant.

King Caesar gave his daughter
to Yeshu the wicked, and he
said these words over her, and
the woman became pregnant.
He (Tiberinus) ordered an
orderly® to bring her out, and
they whispered to her and she
became pregnant, etc.5?

He did so and brought her. And
he (Yeshu) performed a miracle

RwanT PR [ .. .. ]

[ ]1'ARY[ ... 2°]0A .nayn

IR RIN 2T RAPHAI ORT R
afT] xn w b AR napn

.21 DR 127 OR ATAPR RION

AWM XA 1 707 R37D 20N

ROMR NR™Y PRIND 12D 0K

W5 ONa 0 10" XY 2
PORA RNAME NHY R R
ROMR DR

15 W Apard Tpab me

83,13 N2

S<n>pa 8AIRARI 797 Hyaa
.noana nobr n [AlRa

81 The word T'pa seems more like the Aramaic form of m1¢ than a noun,
but this is also the reading in T-S K 17.5 and in Krauss (1902, 146).

82 Tbn Shaprut’s paraphrase ends here, and will resume in 7.2.

8 T.S K 17.5 has "1
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Heb2

Heb3
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by magic and she became
pregnant.

The king decreed, and [she was
brought] before them. Yeshu
approached her and said in her
ears words of spells, and he
spat spittle in her mouth, and
she became pregnant. Caesar
answered and said to Yeshu:
“Now she is pregnant—what is
the foetus, male or female?” He
said to him: “As the king
wishes, so it will be.”

Caesar ordered, and she was
brought out to them. And they
spoke in their sorcery words of
magic, and he saw with what
she was pregnant. And he
(Tiberinus) said: “What is she
pregnant with?” They said: “It
is with a male son. And thus we
said, that it will be male.”

He ordered, and she was
brought to them. And they
spoke in their sorcery words of
magic, and Caesar saw that she
was pregnant. And he said to
them: “What is she pregnant
with?” They said: “A male.”

299

a9p b [mxealm 1hnn
MAT IR 2T YW WY TR
.72Ynn aa P P mwnd
maynI any Wb R 0 NI
N¥I2 9"R 13RI IR 79T 20 A0
. 2 Tonn

M7 OHR NR IRRM 0P RN
847932 8T O'AWA ™MaT ovonha
1NKRM ANAA 703 N<KR>MT .70
ST AW UANAK 121 K1 701733

T3 DTOR ANKR RN W

ANR AR 0'OWAN AT DA
112 8575 KM R A0 0 0D
72T IR AN RN

8 The text is corrupt, and—in light of Heb3—it is clear that several

words were omitted from the text here.

8 Lege: orb.
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Heb5 Caesar commanded, and she W 'Ry onah mKRan o M

was brought to them. And 132 P MswaHw 0MaT YwIn

Yeshu the wicked said words of  =0'p nnn nyw nmxa 8onnaynn

magic, and spat at her, and she &7 721 YW RAW A1 WS AR

became pregnant. At that MIR XTI WK W AR LRI IR

moment Caesar wondered and R\l )

said to Yeshu: “That with

which she is pregnant—is it

male or female?” Yeshu said:

“As my master wishes, so it will

be.”
All the textual witnesses agree that Caesar’s daughter was
brought before Yeshu (in Arl this part is lost in a lacuna), that
he (or he and Yohanan) performed his (or their) magic, that she
became pregnant, and that there was a discussion of the child’s
sex (but this part is omitted in JA1). However, there are numer-
ous small differences between them. Arl, JA1, Heb1l, and Heb5,
as well as Harkavy-A and Harkavy-B, have Yeshu performing the
magic by himself, whereas Heb2/Heb3 and Ibn Shaprut use plu-
ral forms of the verbs, thus claiming that both Yeshu and
Yohanan performed the magical procedure. When it comes to the
procedure itself, Arl refers to ‘words (or deeds) of magic’,
whereas JA1 speaks of 9nob& in [A]R, lit., ‘a miracle of magic’;
both these terms will recur in 7.2. Harkavy-A and Harkavy-B
come quite close to Arl and JA1, reflecting their ultimate de-
pendence on a text similar to ours, but Heb1 and Heb5 have Ye-
shu not only reciting spells in the maiden’s ear, but also spitting

into her mouth—an action that we already encountered in Hebl

8 Heb6 adds: nwxa, which probably is an error for nwsn.
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and not in the other textual witnesses (see above, 2.3). In the
current passage, this detail probably reflects a familiarity with
the Gospel stories about Jesus, and especially the story of how
Jesus healed a deaf and near-mute person by putting his fingers
in the person’s ears, spitting, and touching the man’s tongue.®
With regards to the child’s sex, there is a greater divergence
between the textual witnesses. Arl, Hebl, and Heb5 have Tiber-
inus asking whether he should expect a boy or a girl as his grand-
child, and Yeshu tells him that he can choose for himself. In
Heb2/Heb3, Tiberinus asks the same basic question, but is told
to expect a boy, and JA1 omits the entire discussion. However,
Agobard seems to have heard a version in which a male child was
promised (masculi partum promiserat; see the full citation in our
comments on 6.6). Similarly, in Harkavy-A, Yeshu already prom-
ised King Caesar a male child (see the full citation in our com-

ments on 6.6).

6.8. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Arresting

Yeshu and Yohanan for Nine Months

Textual witnesses: Arl, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl At that moment Caesar said to D1YaH 0 'NR RAPW RNNa
Pilatus the governor: “[Let us MY Ywn T pan [ ... ] Ranan
arrest] them for nine months, R {ATY<RY>R} AT R TaT Y
until we see whether she gave IR [005]8 Hix Ty K8
birth or did not give birth. 21 Ywn

Pi[latus] went and imprisoned
them for nine months.

87 Mark 7.33. For other instances in which Jesus used his own saliva to
heal people, see Mark 8.23 and John 9.6.
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Then they arrested him until
the end of nine months to see
what will be of the maiden.
And the maiden spent nine
months...

Then King Caesar decreed to
Pilatus the governor: “Place
this Yeshu, and his teacher
Yohanan in prison for nine
months—the time of giving
birth; either she will give birth,
or not. And Pilatus imprisoned
them for nine months.

At that time Caesar
commanded Petalus and said to
him: “Imprison them.”

[A]w v orAN HR MOPNYN on
SIRIOR 12 12T KD RPD
89_..911W "0 RO 88<r>MOpa

PR3N 01aY 15NN N IR
903 127 PnrhY Wy W

IR ATY YW ny owTn "o T MmN
"0 D1 OIORT 9L.8D 8D IR THN
.DwTn

D1>vA NR 0P MR R0 NYa
DR NOR 1D RN

% Lege: n¥py, i.e., «.zs. For JA1’s confusion between -, ., and .,

see also above, our comments on 1.1.

8 Some words probably were omitted from the text here, and see our

comments on JA1’s text in the next passage.

% Lege: n'aa. However, the interchangeability of n'a and a1 is already
attested in the Hebrew Bible and in rabbinic literature, and see Sharvit
(2008, 65-66). I am grateful to Ohad Abudraham for this reference.

91 A dittography. For such dittographies in Heb1, see above, our com-
ments on 0.6. The word &% might also be an error for 75n, but this seems

less likely.
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Heb3 And Caesar commanded, and 779 NY TY OOR 10K 0% MY

they were imprisoned until 92,90°p N2 NR
Caesar’s daughter would give
birth.

Heb5 At that moment Caesar said to D10°9ah o' AR BAYw nMmra
Pelitus the governor: “Catch YWD TY DMK 10K D10AN W
them and imprison them for LT NN AR DWN

nine months, and we shall see

what will happen.”

All the textual witnesses agree that Tiberinus has Yeshu and
Yohanan arrested for nine months, but diverge on the details. Arl
and Hebl have similar texts, and Heb5 is not far removed from
them, but Heb2/Heb3 are much shorter, and JA1 is slightly cor-
rupt.

The claim that Jesus was imprisoned by Tiberius was also
known to Agobard, but, as we saw above (in our comments on
6.6), he claims that Tiberius threw Jesus into jail after learning
that his daughter’s foetus was a stone. Such a variation probably
is due to the oral nature of the account that Agobard heard from
his Jewish interlocutors, and need not reflect a different version

of our text.

92 The Hebrew sentence is awkward, perhaps because of a faulty trans-
lation of the Aramaic word 75, ‘giving birth’, but the intended sense
is clear, and I have translated accordingly.

% Heb6 omits this word by mistake.
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6.9. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: All the

Jews Fast for Three Days

Textual witnesses: Arl, JA1l (this passage is omitted in Hebl,
Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5)

Arl

And there was great distress for
Israel (i.e., for the Jews) for
nine months. [R.] Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah went in secret
and wrote messages and letters
to all the towns where Israel
were (i.e., where there were
Jews), and said thus: “Decree a
fast of three days, so that no
man would taste food or drink,

t%” before

but will fast in earnes
the Holy One, blessed be He, so
that Israel (i.e., the Jews)
would not be destroyed, and
the Torah and the laws and the
commandments would not be
annulled, for such and such
was done by Yeshu the wicked.”
And all the towns and places

where there were Israel (i.e.,

% Lege: pna.

KRNPY HRWH 1 ywn mm
mna {3 [P]EIRR [N]SR R0
*mH122 MIPRY AR 2021 XINDA
1 AR WY %102 NAT RN
R5T 0y KNS KON T
RH195RHDA IR DWOH

N2 963pnT RHR R'OW<>N

R v 1720H 81 A"'ap np RABY
DT RORIRAY O IR S0
%N MR LRYWI W 5PH oM
"W AT RORIINRT RN<R>I™TN
1210 Anbn RMIYN TR0
JRANT AR R A

% From here onwards, the ink of Arl changes from brown to black, and

is also better preserved.

% Lege: nynm.

% Lit., ‘with a whole heart’.

% Above the final nun there is a small square, perhaps signifying a cor-

rection to a final mem.
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Jews) rose and decreed a fast of
three days, and asked for mercy
from the Master of Mercy.

JA1 great... and extreme distress.* 100 55K TN RRY <AT>...
When Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah 12 YW 75T TR R1YA
saw this he wrote to all the HR 115K 512 HR ana <> [n]ha
towns, to Israel (i.e., to the [15]21 xR RSN IR SR
Jews), that they should fast for W Sya 7o 159K 11 1350M
three days and pr[ay] and ask [n]nRwT AvaTm

God that He would annul

Yeshu’s act and his planning

and his invocations.
The fact that this passage is omitted in all the Hebrew textual
witnesses, and that the text of JA1 differs greatly from that of
Arl, probably reflects the absence of this passage from some of
the Aramaic versions of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, and its appearance
in longer and shorter forms in the Aramaic versions where it did
appear. It is quite likely that it was added to an earlier form of
the text, where it did not yet appear, in order to make the text
encompass the entire Jewish world, rather than the small geo-
graphical area in which the narrative takes place (as was noted
above, in our comments on 1.2). And in Harkavy-A and Harkavy-
B, a fast (and Harkavy-B says ‘of three days’) does appear, but it
is declared only after Yeshu asks King Caesar to destroy all the
Jews in his kingdom (see section I1.2.1 of our Introduction). How-

ever, we should also note the Greek loanword o2, that is véyoc,

% The text is obscure, and probably corrupt.

19 Some words probably were omitted from the text, due to a parablep-
sis from the first reference to ‘nine months’ (in the previous passage) to
the second reference to ‘nine months’, and the remaining text is corrupt.
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‘law’, which is quite common in Palestinian Jewish Aramaic, and
much less common in Babylonian Jewish Aramaic.'*!

The text of Ar1 is partly modelled on the Book of Esther, as
may be seen, for example, from a comparison with Est. 4.3, which
describes the mourning and fasting of all the Jews in every prov-
ince in which the king’s edict was promulgated, and with Est.
9.20, which describes the letters sent by Mordechai to all the
Jews in all these provinces. Moreover, the declaration of a three-
day fast in order to avert an imminent danger to the Jews is mod-
elled on Est. 4.16, where she tells Mordechai to gather together
all the Jews who are in Susa and fast for three days and three
nights, neither eating nor drinking, and adds that she and her
female attendants will fast as well. Today, this fast is commemo-
rated by a one—day fast (known as ta‘anit Esther) on the thirteenth
of Adar, i.e., one day before Purim, but in the Gaonic period a
fast of three non-consecutive days at the end of Adar was still
observed in some Jewish communities.!®? Thus, the author be-
hind this narrative element probably was thinking of the parallels
between Yeshu and the biblical Haman, parallels to which we
shall return below (in our comments on 7.8).'°® Unfortunately,
our text does not state on which dates the fast took place, and
this cannot be deduced from the other dates provided by the nar-
rative. The investigation began on the twenty-eighth of Elul (see

above, 1.3), and the pregnancy itself would last either nine or

101 gee Sokoloff (2017, 382 and 388).
192 See Massekhet Soferim 17.3 and 21.1 (Higger 1937, 299 and 352).
103 And see Kattan Gribetz (2011, 165-66).
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twelve months (see below, 6.11), after which Yeshu would be
executed on the fourteenth of Nisan (see below, 9.1), apparently
of the following year, i.e., a year and a half after the beginning
of the investigation. The fast could have taken place at any time
during this interval, depending on how long each part of the nar-
rative would take to unfold. However, I am aware of no evidence
of a fast relating to Jesus, or of attempts to commemorate such a

fast, in late-antique or medieval Jewish lists of fast-days.'**

6.10. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: God

Turns the Foetus into a Stone

Textual witnesses: Arl, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl  And the Holy One, blessed be 532 A3 Tay AT 'A'ap 1Ay
He, did for them (i.e., for the NI TAANR RPW 5021 17
Jews) as he had done in every WA MNT R
period and every time, and the mm 0T 9n{<a>{n}a
foetus that was in the belly of WM NRY 93 v RIAR
Caesar’s daughter turned intoa  ""“'a"'n 'a"v'a" 22n23 20T 8PN
stone,'® and all the counsel of Jm o'y

Yeshu the wicked was
annulled, for thus it is written:

194 For these lists, see Elizur (2007); Misgav (2015). And cf. Leiman
(1983) for the possibility that the mysterious fast on the ninth of Tevet
is somehow connected with events surrounding Jesus or Simon Kepha,
with further discussion in Elizur (2007, 191-96). However, there is no

evidence to support a connection between this fast and our text.
105 1jt., ‘was overturned and became a stone’.

196 Lege: mn1a. Presumably, the scribe’s addition of a resh was intended
as a substitute for the first tav.
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“The Lord overturned the
counsel of the nations, etc.
And God, the Exalted, the
Majestic, did as is his custom to

2107

act kindly in every per[iod]
with the sons of Israel, and he
transformed the foetus and it
turned to stone.

And then the Holy (One)
worked miracles and placed a
stone in her belly, and
confounded the counsel and
thought of Yeshu, and not at
the end of nine months. '

And before she reached (the
time of) giving birth, the Lord
made a great sign, and He
commanded the angel who is in
charge of the house of the child
and of the womb, and he
shaped the child and placed
and dropped a stone [there?].'!!

197 ps. 33.10.

108 Tege: 25pNa.

NRTRYD 11 53 79HR Hyas
12 pn [1R]AT 92 '8 7IRONR
ST IRR HR 10853080 SR

1aR 110pawm 001 P nwp IR
Sw inawnn ey Habar nvwna
.0WwTn "o §ioa 89 W

MR ™ ARy 55 Pran WK adm
5 ANAnA 12 THn0 NR e N
U4y onan Sy 113950 ma
JaR o[ @ Han nvm [0

199 The text is garbled here; it seems likely that the word n7% is missing
after 8; in such a case, the translation would be: ‘and she did not give

birth at the end of nine months’.

110 Lege: pawm.

11 The Hebrew sentence is garbled, and the translation is tentative.

112 Lege: T80,

113 This probably reflects the Aramaic 75 n*3, as will be noted below.

114 Lege: nx .
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The Master of the Universe
commanded the angel who is in
charge of the house of the one
who is born and of the womb,
and he turned the child into a
stone in the belly of Caesar’s
daughter, and a stone fell down
below her, and she was about
to die.'"®

The Holy One, blessed be He,
performed a miracle, and sent
her a stone into her womb, and
overturned the counsel of
Yeshu the wicked.

R WK TRONY DAWR Na7 My
16pm7 Hp1 TR nva Sy nnnn
7303 TIN3 1aRY T NR e
1aR Annn n Han [0 nabw
b nwal RwK anvm

1A 15 mHw o1 1'"apn owy
WA W nvyH 189am arpna

All the textual witnesses state that God—or His angel—turned

the foetus in the belly of the pregnant virgin into a stone but do

so in different ways.''® Arl and JA1 stress that this miracle was

in line with God’s benefactions towards the Jews at all times, but
the other textual witnesses omit this detail. Ar1, Heb1, and Heb5

stress that in so doing God confounded Yeshu’s counsel, but the

other textual witnesses omit this statement. Arl also adds a cita-

tion of Ps. 33.10 as a prooftext, but this citation is found in none

of the other textual witnesses, and seems rather unusual given

115 The translation of the last five words is uncertain.
116 JTS 8998 ends here, and T-S K 17.1 begins.

17 Lege: non?

18 Or: 7om, with the same meaning.

19 For an attempt to analyse the story of the stone foetus from a history-

of-medicine perspective, see Meerson (2013); for an analysis of the same

story from a feminist perspective, see Kattan Gribetz (2020, 100-11).
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the paucity of biblical citations throughout the rest of the text. It
therefore seems quite possible that this citation was added to the
Aramaic text at a late stage, and that the Judaeo—-Arabic and He-
brew texts were translated from an Aramaic version that did not
yet have this addition. But the basic claim, that the foetus in the
maiden’s belly was a stone, was also known to Agobard of Lyons,
as we noted in our comments on 6.6.

JA1 uses the common Muslim epithets of Allah, ‘the Ex-
alted, the Majestic’ ((}>s ¢, which often is translated by the single
epithet, ‘the Almighty’), and will use it once again later in the
narrative (see below, 7.6).'%° This usage is common in Judaeo—
Arabic texts, but in JA1 it joins a series of other terms and con-
cepts that betray the Muslim context in which this version was
translated and transmitted, as noted in our description of this
textual witness in the section I1.1.6 of our Introduction.

Ar1 uses the verb 503, ‘to annul’, to describe how Yeshu’s
counsel (n¥'p) was overturned, but Heb1 uses the verb 5353, and
speaks of Yeshu’s counsel as well as his thought (nawnn). This
may reflect an Aramaic version that used the expression 51352
mnawnm ney, an expression that finds close parallels in the Ar-
amaic incantation bowls and elsewhere.!*

As often is the case, Heb2/Heb3 offer an expansion to the
text of the other textual witnesses. In this case, they claim that
rather than performing the miracle by Himself, God sent the an-

gel who is in charge of the womb to turn the foetus into a stone.

120 Tn both cases, the order is 11 53, rather than the more common 531 1.

121 See Ford and Morgenstern (2020, 48-50). I am grateful to Ohad Ab-
udraham for this reference.
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The assumption that each element of nature, and each part of the
human body, have an angel who is in charge of, or appointed
over (memuneh ‘al) it was extremely common among Jews in late
antiquity and the Middle Ages.'?*> The text of Heb2/Heb3 proba-
bly reflects a theological preference for a more distant God, who
leaves the technicalities of the daily running of the universe to
his numerous angelic underlings. This element may have been
added to the Hebrew text long after it was translated from Ara-
maic, but the expression 751 n*a, or TN '3, seems like a mis-
guided translation from Aramaic 7% n*3, ‘womb’, which is fol-
lowed by the correct translation, ornai.1%

Whereas Heb2 probably says that the angel ‘dropped’, or
placed, a stone in the maiden’s belly, Heb3 misunderstood this to
mean that the stone dropped out of her belly (and cf. the follow-
ing passage). Heb3 also adds that the maiden was about to die
because of this. This may parallel the claim found in JA1 in the
next passage, that ‘the maiden did not give birth and her pains
increased’, but probably is due to a misunderstanding of the text

by one of its copyists.

122 For detailed surveys of ancient Jewish angelology, see Ahuvia
(2021), and cf. Bohak (2022).

123 And cf. below, 6.12. For 75 n"a, ‘the house of a foetus’, i.e., ‘womb’,
see Sokoloff (2020, 150), and cf. *13 '3, ‘the house of children’, i.e., ‘the
womb’, in Yardeni and Bohak (2016, 105). In Hebrew, the word n'3,
‘house’, also refers to the womb (see, for example, m Miqv 8.4), but I
am unaware of the appearance of 7511 "2 or 7510 m"a in other Hebrew
texts.
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As noted in our comments on 6.6, the claim that the foetus
in the maiden’s womb turned out to be a stone was known to
Agobard as well, although in his account it is Jesus himself who
‘placed a stone foetus inside her (lapidis conceptum intulerit)’. But
here too, Agobard’s version probably reflects his memory of what

his Jewish interlocutors had told him, rather than a different ver-

sion of our text.

6.11. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Yeshu

Explains Why Caesar’s Daughter Does Not Give
Birth, and Wants to Cut Her Belly Open

Textual witnesses: Arl, Harkavy-A, Harkavy-B, JA1, Heb1, Heb2/Heb3,

Heb5

Arl

And because the Holy One,
blessed be He, had turned that
foetus into a stone, nine
months passed and she did not
give birth. Caesar sent and they
brought Yeshu the wicked. He
(Tiberinus) said to him: “Why
did she not give birth?” He
(Yeshu) said to him: “There are
among the Jews those who
bind the baby in its mother’s
belly for twelve months.” After
twelve months he (Tiberinus)
sent after him and brought
Yeshu. He said to him: “Twelve

124 Lege: 70M?

R NIAAY '3’ ToanT
DT R M Apwn 1ay RiaR
R LRYWI WH APNRI 0% Y
R Y 'R LT Rp 8D RDR D
WNA RTND PIART 'RTIT RAYA
100 N2 om 9In R
AR YT APARY N 7Y N
RP R RARY T 0N A O
Hmapoy ka7 b 'R ATy
KT 781 8D RN ROPINAT RADY
ROWA 5 Nan R LOvanT T
5 Rapram nonah h Rapap RIR
M0 YT 1249071 1 T2 IR PN
R'DWT RAHR 12 RINIRT 0P
S 5 TaPNnY KHI 3 R
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months have passed, and why T2 0P 0D 7Y 'R LRPYAT
did she not give birth?” He 2an
(Yeshu) said to him: “Perhaps

we are dealing with “the

matters of the world,”'? for she

is a virgin, and the baby will

not come out until she is

penetrated. If you grant me

permission, I will cut open her

belly, and will extract it from

its mother’s womb alive, and

my master, Caesar, will

remember and know that'* we

are the sons of the God of

Heaven, and we have the

ability to do everything we

want.” Caesar said to him: “Go

and do so.”

H-A  The days of her giving birth TR N7 R AMTY M nam
have passed, and she did not PO 1033 W wh 10 RaYD
give birth. King Caesar said to nMTY i N3Y RO ROOR TOR
Yeshu, “Yeshu, in how many 27 70 RIHNY W MR 1T KN
months does a woman give RANYYT D™ NRSRY ROW *H
birth? Lo, the days of her RDT RO A AN

giving birth have passed, and
she did not give birth.” Yeshu
said to King Caesar, “Grant me

125 For this expression, see Schifer (1981, §340), where 8nby *>n, ‘mun-
dane matters’, are contrasted with 77n "127, ‘words of the Torah’. But
here the expression might also carry a sexual connotation, or be a pun
on the Hebrew word nnbyp, ‘a maiden’, as in Isa. 7.14, a verse that was
applied to Mary from the Gospels onwards.

126 Or: ‘alive, and a male, and my master, Caesar, will know that’.
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permission, and I will open up
the maiden’s belly and will
extract it (i.e., the baby), and
lo, (it will be) a male.”

The days of her giving birth
have passed, and she did not
give birth. King Caesar said to
Yeshu, “Yeshu, in how many
months does a woman give
birth?” Yeshu said to King
Caesar, “The Jews do not let
them (sic) give birth. Grant me
permission, and I will open up
the maiden’s belly and will
extract it, and lo, a male.” And
King Caesar gave his daughter
to Yeshu.

When nine months had passed,
the maiden did not give birth
and her pains increased. And
Yeshu was brought, and the
king said to him: “Why didn’t
the maiden give birth as you
had claimed?” And Yeshu said:
“Oh king, the Jews delayed'*®

127 Lege: mnna.

128 Or: ‘captured’/‘bound’/‘withheld’.
129 Lege: 7¥nno (i.e., f;a;u), and note the spelling 7¢nx later on in this
passage. It seems as if the scribe detected the error, and tried to ‘stretch’

the dalet into a tzadi. For this scribe’s confusion between ,», ,», and s,
see also below, 8.4.

TR 0TS KD AT MY nag
PR AR W awrh [07p RN

L300 8355 W AR RODR 9N

b an Tynb i rpaw RS R
RNA"HYT RD™MI NNORT RN
Rabm 27" LRIDIT R Y PUANY
AWnH 1273013 1 07D

T5n 0% Mnw 'v [n]5na 8na
12999ARE LRATAI TRN IROR
T5n 8% ob THndR 1 Hrpa [
R [1]w HRpa TP RN
13119R TP TIHR THnHR 3O3R
AW 27 HR 0N LRANTR
58pa 1w RnR .TON oY 157 Y
AR 1ARD RATIND TIOR8

130 Lege: nw (i.e., L@ﬁ), and cf. the correct spelling below.

131 Or: 170N,
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her birth.” And they tied him
until (the end of) twelve
months, and after this she
(still) did not give birth. Yeshu
was brought and said: “The
Jews practised magic upon her,
but, Oh king, allow me to cut
open her belly—you shall see a
male baby and know that we
are friends of God.”

When the time for giving birth
had passed, Caesar sent, and

they brought Yeshu the wicked.

He said to him: “Why did she
not give birth? The time has
already passed.” Yeshu
answered and said to him:
“There are women in Israel
(i.e., among the Jews), and
they delay to give birth'3* in
their bellies, and do not give
birth. Now, if you grant me
permission, I will cut up her
belly and will extract the
baby—and it will even be
male—and our master Caesar
will know that we are the sons

315

RIND RMI02 PWI *H pHor Tonhr
.A9OR ROIR R1IR DHYN 99T T

qo°p MHw A 7HA Rt 9aywa

RH nH O'R pwnn wnh wram
AR WY TP AT Ay 120 ATy
% nnnRe 'wa owl w1
1NN DR ANY Y 1R 1Yna
ROQIRT 7D PIPR IR v H
90D TR YT 3T 03 I TN
WM IR 0w DR 133 MR 0D
19 1 IR .2 00 pwwy oA
YW op

132 The meaningless construction is due to a mistranslation of the Ara-

maic 8195 7n8T; the verb was misread as pangT, ‘who are late’, and

xT9H was translated as 75", ‘to the child’. However, a later copyist, un-

derstood 755 as an infinitive, ‘to give birth’ (as in the many magical

recipes titled 755 nwpnb, ‘for (a woman) who has trouble giving birth’),

and added the word ‘women’ as the subject.
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of the God of Heaven and
earth, and there are among the
Jews and they do likewise.”!*
Then Caesar decreed upon him
to tear her up.

And when the Lord confounded
their counsel, the people of the
kingdom answered Yeshu‘a the
wicked and said to him: “The
woman who became
pregnant—why did she not
give birth?” He answered and
said to them: “There are among
the people of the Jews men
who do not let the child leave
his mother’s belly... alive,’** so
that you will know, our master
the king, that we are both the
sons of the God of Heaven.”
Caesar answered and said to
them: “But wasn’t she pregnant
with a male (baby)—so why
did a stone come out of her?”

DR<e>{.}Y R " 55300 M
ywan pw[*]5 mabAn war 12vwn
AR% NN WK AWK D 1IRR
opa v BnY IR A T 1357
1 {5} &Y WK DwIR DTN
WK 136K w0 1n NRYY TN NR
Tonn rnTR OR YI0 wab n RN
.DRWA TOR 13 103w 13MIR 0D

AN 791 K51 0NY PRI O My
73V AR 3700 RY A9 a0

"D DWIR DA W M e
JaRY R wna Th nR 1wy

133 The last part of the sentence is obscure, and probably corrupt; it may

belong in the previous sentence, which dealt with the Jews who can

prevent women from giving birth, but cf. the parallel in Heb5.

134 Lit., ‘that he is alive’, probably a faulty translation of 'n 72. At this
point, the text should have presented Yeshu’s request to cut open the

belly of Caesar’s daughter.

135 Lege: &5.

136 It seems as if many words were omitted from the text at this point.

137 Lege: minn.
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Yeshu‘a and Yohanan
answered: “There are among
the Jews men who made the
child into a stone in its
mother’s belly.”

Caesar said to Yeshu the nan nnb ywan wd (o 'nr
wicked: “Why does the SR’ Opa W W 'R OO AR
daughter not give birth?” M OAn WM 15N 8N AY PInsnT

Yeshu said: “There are among ANKR WRn 8Y RHW THN DR 20PN
the people Israel (i.e., the Jews) ppn mw b 10 20 IR 10X
(those) who delay her, so that MR YN TN KRR Nabw oMo

she will not give birth, and WM O'I9R "33 MR D PTm
there are among them (those) 19 PINRM 73 PPRwAT oA
who hinder the child, so it will Wy 0P 0°0 B 'NR 75N K’
not come out of its mother’s .DONRR WRD

belly. And you, my master
Caesar, grant us permission and
we will cut open the belly of
the daughter and we will
extract the child from its
mother’s womb and you will
know that we are the sons of
God, and there are among the
Jews (those) who make fun of
you, and delay her so that she
will not give birth.” Caesar said
to him: “Go, do as you have
said.”

In this passage, there are many differences between the textual

witnesses, which also make it more difficult to parse it into

smaller units. All the textual witnesses—except for Heb3, which

assumes that the maiden had already given birth to a stone—

have Yeshu explaining to Tiberinus why the maiden did not give
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birth on time, but here we can see how some of the text’s Hebrew
translators failed to understand the text in front of them. Ar1 has
Yeshu explaining that some Jews have the ability to seize a baby
in its mother’s belly, thus preventing it from coming out and pro-
longing the pregnancy for up to twelve months. Such beliefs are
well known from the story of Yohni bat Retivi, the witch who
used to prolong women’s pregnancies and would then offer to
pray for them to be delivered; when they would agree to seek her
help, she would destroy her implements of witchcraft, and the
women would indeed give birth.!*® Harkavy-B says that the Jews
prevent the daughter from giving birth—presumably, by the mi-
raculous powers of their three—-day fast that Harkavy-B had men-
tioned earlier.

JA1 may have read the verb as 7nx, and claimed that the
Jews delayed the maiden’s delivery, although it is possible that
JAT’s text reads 172K, rather than 1128, and thus reflects an accu-
rate translation of the text attested in Arl. That JA1’s translator
understood the intended sense of Yeshu’s claim is made clear by
Yeshu'’s later assertion that the Jews ‘practised magic upon her’,
or ‘bewitched her’ (817no), thus delaying her delivery. But the
Hebrew versions go in different directions. Heb2 paraphrases the

claim that some Jews have seized the baby in its mother’s belly

138 This story is merely alluded to in bt Sota 22a, and the full details are
given by Nissim Gaon and by Rashi; see Malhi (2009, 161-62). For a
witch who made one woman’s pregnancy last for more than eight years
see Apuleius, Met. 1.9, and for Cyprian’s confession that he ‘used to bind
foetuses in the womb so that they could not come out’ ( Qas\ duom v
waaa. A1 asimas), see Cherkashina and Kuzin (2022, 177).
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(perhaps on the basis of a claim similar to that made in Harkavy-
B, with ppaw &Y rendered as 1a1y* 85), whereas the Hebrew trans-
lators behind Hebl and Heb5 misread the verb 7nx, ‘to seize’, as
IR, ‘to be late’, and thus had to rephrase the whole sentence.
Heb5 states that some Jews delay (7 n&n) the mother so that she
does not give birth, and some Jews hinder the foetus so that it
will not come out of its mother’s belly. But in Heb1 it is some
Jewish mothers who are late (nmn&n) in giving birth.

Arl and JA1 state that when nine months have passed and
the maiden did not give birth, it was decided to wait three more
months, but Harkavy-A, Harkavy-B, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, and
Heb5 omit this part. This has some wider implications for the
chronology of the entire narrative, but unfortunately the chro-
nology makes little sense either way, since the proceedings began
on the twenty-eighth of Elul (see above, 1.3) and Yeshu was cru-
cified on the fourteenth of Nisan (see below, 9.1), i.e., eighteen-
and-a-half months later, but it is not clear when within this time
frame we should place the beginning of the king’s daughter’s
pregnancy.

Ar1 also adds Yeshu’s claim that the delay in the maiden’s
delivery might be due to her being a virgin, and that she will not
give birth until she is sexually penetrated. On the physical level,
this might be construed as a claim that a virgin whose private
parts have never been ‘opened’ simply cannot give birth. On the
polemical level, this might be an oblique critique of the Christian
claims about the virgin birth, an issue that was deemed problem-
atic in ancient Christian discourse, as may be seen, for example,

from the story in the Protevangelium of James of how a woman
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named Salome inserted her finger into Mary’s private parts in
order to verify that she was still a virgin even after she had given
birth to Jesus.'*® Interestingly, none of the other textual witnesses
present Yeshu’s claim, perhaps because it was deemed too irrev-
erent, or too immodest, by some of the text’s translators and cop-
yists.

Arl, Harkavy-A, Harkavy-B, JA1, Heb1, and Heb5 have Ye-
shu ask Tiberinus for permission to cut open the pregnant
maiden’s belly; in Heb2 this part probably was omitted from the
text, and in Heb3 it did not appear, since Heb3 already had the
maiden give birth to a stone. In Arl, Hebl, Heb2, and Heb5, Ye-
shu repeats the claim that he and Yohanan are ‘sons of God’, and
in JA1 this is again modified to ‘friends of God’, as already hap-
pened earlier in the narrative (see above, 6.5). In Arl, Yeshu also
boasts that ‘we have the ability to do everything we want’, a boast
that is not found in any of the other textual witnesses, but echoes
the boasts made by Yeshu and Yohanan in 6.5. At that point in
the text, Heb1l and Heb5 share a claim made by Yeshu that there
are some Jews who prevented the maiden from giving birth; this
claim repeats what has already been said before, and in Hebl it
seems to have been corrupted in the process of textual transmis-
sion. Interestingly, Heb5 uses the verb pnwn, which already ap-
peared in Heb1 and Heb5 at 6.6, but is never used by the other

Hebrew textual witnesses.

139 prot. Jac. 20.
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Arl, Harkavy-B, Heb1l, and Heb5 have Tiberinus granting

Yeshu permission to cut open the maiden’s belly, but this is omit-

ted in Harkavy-A, JA1, and Heb2. And as in the previous passage,
Heb2 and Heb3 diverge, with Heb2 parallelling the other textual

witnesses and Heb3 assuming that the stone already came out of

the maiden’s belly, so Caesar asks why this is so and Yeshu ex-

plains this to him, without any need to cut up her belly.

6.12. Yeshu, Yohanan, and Tiberinus Caesar: Yeshu

Opens Caesar’s Daughter’s Belly, She Dies, and

He Cannot Bring Her Back to Life

Textual witnesses: Arl, Harkavy-B, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl

H-B

And Yeshu the wicked rose and
tore up the belly of Caesar’s
daughter, and that foetus was
discovered to be a stone in the
womb of that virgin. At that
moment'*° Caesar said to him:
“Bring her back to life.” He
tried (to), but could not.

And he (i.e., Yeshu) opened the
belly of the maiden. And the
Holy One, Blessed be He had
mercy upon Israel (i.e., the
Jews) and turned it into a rock.

140 Add: ‘she died’.

10725 NPT RY'W W 0P
RI77 NONWRI 0T ANaT
RAA[T] Rvna R1aR R[T]H
TNR HROPW RN .RON2
Rya R 0% A0]5 {=<>ph)
5y 89

RYTIP OM ROOPT ROMI NN

R553 e Tt SR by R 2

141 The word nnn, or nn'n, must have been omitted from the text here,

as may be deduced both from the context (Caesar wants Yeshu to revive

her, and later says that Yeshu and Yohanan killed the king’s daughter),

and from all the other textual witnesses.
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The king brought his daughter
and cut open her belly, and
behold, there was a stone in
her abdomen. She died
immediately, and the king said
to them: “Bring her back to life
as you have claimed.” They
tried to do so but could not.
Yeshu the wicked rose and tore
her womb, and a stone was
found in her womb. And the
virgin died at that hour.

And they took iron tools, and
tore up her belly, and extracted
from “the house of the
child,”*** from the womb, a
stone. And that virgin died.
...And that virgin died.

RMI02 PWI N33 THROR ¥NRA
DORD 0N .37 RAD A RN
RATPAR Ton58 onb Hrpa .npdh
05a 757 10PNHRD 420NRPIR 8N
Py

KRe{=}nn awpn yap ywan wr op
13 nYINan nam LY na AR
143 myw

nR ppn 45{R}51a 5o mpn
{in} 146na {nada} 1n wem nava
AMKR DM AR onan R T
.9nan

.A9INan anR DM

1421 e., onnyr; shifts between I and IV verbal forms are very common in

Judaeo-Arabic; see Blau (1980, 75-77).

143 The last two Hebrew words are unusual, and the result of a faulty

translation of the Aramaic Xnpw 8'1n3, also attested in Arl.

144 For this expression, cf. above, 6.10.

145 The extra aleph—deleted by the scribe—might be a reflection of the

Aramaic text behind this Hebrew version.

146 The scribe seems to have wavered between miv3, ‘her belly’ and na
(75°n), ‘the womb’ (as in 6.10), or n3, ‘the (king’s) daughter’, and ap-
parently chose na.
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Heb5 And Yeshu the wicked rose and naT aynb 47yray 'wan wr op
tore up the womb of the king’s ANRY AR 7YRn RN RO
daughter, and a stone came out YW MR
of her womb. And she died at
that hour.

Arl, Harkavy-B, Heb1, Heb2, and Heb5 all agree that Yeshu cut
open the maiden’s belly, but JA1 seems to claim that Tiberinus
himself did this. However, they all agree that what was found in
her belly was a stone, and all the textual witnesses except for
Harkavy-B state that she immediately died (in Ar1, the verb ‘died’
was omitted from the text). But Heb3, which had earlier told us
that the maiden gave birth to a stone, and that Yeshu explained
why this has happened, skips the account of cutting open her
belly, and merely says that she subsequently died. In Heb5, we
find the slightly Hebraised Aramaic expression naT nyn% yra
8351, which probably reflects the Aramaic text from which this
Hebrew version was translated.

The story of how Yeshu killed Tiberinus’ daughter recalls a
story found in the Acta Archelai and recounted by Epiphanius in
his detailed biography of Mani. Having explained how Mani ac-
quired his dualistic theories and his books of magic (see our com-
ments on 3.6, above), Hegemonius and Epiphanius claim that
Mani heard that the son of the Persian king was ill, and decided
that he could heal him with the help of his books. Unfortunately

for him, his treatments were of no avail, the young man died, and

147 Heb6 has: ppay, which is either a copyist’s error or an attempt to
render the Aramaic 11 in Hebrew, as in 2 Kgs 15.16: ypa mmann 52 nx,
‘he tore up all its pregnant women’.
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the Persian king threw Mani into prison, intending to have him
tortured and executed. Mani then bribed the prison-guard and
managed to escape, but he was eventually caught and murdered,
with his body—flayed and stuffed-up with straw—displayed for
all to see.'*® The parallel between this story and ours may be pure
coincidence, but may also reflect the use of a common topos of
ancient polemics, showing how the founders of deviant religious
movements fell afoul of the local rulers by claiming to help their
children and then killing them instead. This would be the exact
opposite of what happened when ‘good’ religious leaders tried to
heal the rulers’ children, as in the famous story of how Rabbi
Shime‘on bar Yohai healed the daughter of the Roman Em-
peror. %

Arl and JA1 add a nice touch to this scene, by having Ti-
berinus ask Yeshu to revive the maiden (Arl), or remind Yeshu
and Yohanan of their earlier boasts, including their ability to re-
vive the dead (see above, 6.5), and telling them to do so now.
But in both texts, Yeshu (and Yohanan) try to do this and fail.
The fact that this element is not found in any of the Hebrew ver-
sions might show that it was not there in some of the Aramaic

versions of this text, probably because—as we have noted

148 See Hegemonius, Acta Archelai 64-66 (Beeson 1906, 93), and see the
English translation by Vermes (2001, 145 and 148); Epiphanius, Panar.
66.4-5 (Holl 1915-1933, IlI:22-24), and see the English translation by
Williams (2013, 231-32). For the many different versions of the story
of Mani’s failed healing of the king’s son, or sister, or relative, see Gard-
ner (2020, 71-77).

149 For this story, see bt Me‘ilah 17b, with Bar-Ilan (1995, 21-24).
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above—the assumption in the rest of our text is that Yeshu and
Yohanan really can perform miracles, but do so by way of magic
(see our comments on 2.1). But in Arl, and especially in JA1, this
short exchange serves to prove that when Yeshu and Yohanan
boasted that they can revive the dead it was a blatant lie. More-
over, as both the canonical Gospels and the apocryphal stories
about Jesus insist that he could revive the dead, and as many
Jews assumed that when the Messiah would come he would re-
vive the dead, the insistence that Yeshu could not revive the
maiden whom he had just killed provides an additional polemical
axe which our narrative happily grinds.’° If he could not revive
the dead, he certainly was not the Messiah, nor was he the son of
God.

6.13. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar:
Tiberinus, Yehoshu‘a and Marinus Discuss What
Should Be Done with Yeshu and Yohanan

Textual Witnesses: Arl, Harkavy-B, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl  Caesar [answer]ed and said to 12 ywinh Y 'R o) a[nn]
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and to IR 727 820 DWMAY ANA
Marinus the great elder: “These B[] [R]ARM2Y WO[RT] PN

130 For stories about Jesus reviving the dead see, for example, the raising
of Jairus’ daughter in Mark 5.41-42, Matt. 9.25 and Luke 8.54-55, the
raising of Lazarus in John 11.43-44, and the many stories of the boy
Jesus bringing the dead back to life in the Infancy Gospel of Thomas. For
Jewish eschatological scenarios in which the Messiah revives the dead
see Reeves (2006, 63, 111, 119, 121, 128, 137), and cf. Dvir (2020, 168
and 201).
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men [who mis]led the people
and killed the king’s daughter—
what is the judgment of these
[men]? You must...""
[execu]tion.” They said: “King
Caesar! At this time'>* we
cannot (execute people), but
only [the Holy One, blessed] be
He, and you can.”

King Caesar said to the Jews,
“Take Yeshu and do to him
whatever you see fit.”

The king sent after Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah and after Marinus
the great elder, and the king
said to them: “These people who
misled the people and killed the
king’s daughter—pass judgment
upon them.” They said: “The
matter (belongs) to God and to
our master the king.”

When Caesar saw this he
answered and said to R.
Yehoshu‘a and to Marinus: “It
is clear that the God of Heaven
loves you, and revealed all this

151 Or: ‘of these guilty [men]?’.

152 Lit., ‘on this day’.

153 Lege: mmna.

154 Lege: 825n.

PORT T orn RaHDT 153703
R5[op ... 9 IDIR[R] ran [wr]R
T ROV 7Ta M5 8250 0% BN
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120 RTID 707D 15483515 KR
J21PA PPN T A TAy W

M99 12 YW R TONOR Nyas
58pa 2258 TWHR DLITMIA RN
TP TTHR DIPHR HiRn TonbR onb
T5n5R N12 150 DRIONR 1HRR
KR HRPA .0IMOR DD 1TRIR
STonRHR RIT'D HRY 1598 HR

"5 "ARI 7Y DRI 0P AR
DINR AMKRWY 7201 oS v
52 0oh abm oawn R
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195 Cf. Isa. 44.25: 5% onop) o™1a nink 1an, ‘He who foils the signs of

the seers and confuses the diviners’.
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to you, and He confounds and
annuls the spell of the
magicians and of the
tricksters'>® and He confuses
the diviners and the wizards,
whose deeds provoke Him
every day.” Then R. Yehoshu‘a
and Marinus answered and said
to the king: “Our master! Men
who misled the world and led
it to destruction and made it
liable to death (?) and killed
this girl—what judgment does
the king pass upon them, and
to what are they liable?”

King Tiberinus answered and
said to the Jews: “Blessed are
you, for your God revealed the
mysteries to you, and
confounded the counsel of
these magicians who irritate
Him every day.” Our

159 answered and said

teachers
to King Tiberinus: “What is due
by law that we will judge

them?”

.07 52315 poryon B7mwn TwR
THnb IR DU Wi ' My IR
oW WRAW DWIR TR
AR AN 2T MAT T TR
THRA M <>T A0 18PN Nkt
.oavn on am onhy

oD RN THRA DAY P
n& 0a% % o nbR 0 Damww
7OR NEY NR Haban .omn

502 vash orann {n) oawoann
TIART IR 1PMAN 1P 12wn Lo
TR0 270 an 790 oumavh
.omy {onb} visw: TR

136 Lit., ‘those who seize the eye’. For this typically rabbinic term, see

below.

17 Lege: jvwyn.

138 T,ege: nyan. The scribe wrote an ‘ayin instead of a nun, but perhaps

tried to erase parts thereof so as to create a nun.

159 Or: ‘Our rabbis’.
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King Tiberinus answered and
said to the Jews: “Happy are
you, that (God) revealed the
secret of the mysteries to you,
and confounded the counsel of
these magicians who irritate
Him every day.” Our teachers
answered and said to King
Tiberinus: “What is due by the
law that we will judge them
already?”

Caesar answered and said to R.
Yehoshu‘a and to all the Sages
of Israel: “It is good for you
that the God of Heaven had
mercy upon you, and

revealed to you all these things
that are things of magic that
irritate Him.” R. Yehoshu‘a and
Marinus the elder answered
and said to the king: “These
people erred and misled the
world and killed a king’s
daughter; what is their (due)
judgment?”

DY AR YRR 01av P
D171 TI0 03Y 193 02 DIMWR
D'awaNa 1OR Ney Havan
119112°Wwn 0P 923 17385 oaann
THRn DAY AR IR 1IN

.732 D2 APl AWK T 1N 2N AN

5251y 'h 'Ry qop 2wn
758 on™T 02% 210 'wr nan
0277 HR 52 0HY Hn onwn
b praanw oawa MaT W
TIART RAD DL YW ' 2wn
NR WD WD DWIRA 1HR THnd
.07 11 790 Sw na whm own

Arl and Hebl have Tiberinus address Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah
and Marinus the elder, but JA1—sensing that they probably were

not there when the whole scene with the maiden gradually un-

folded—has him summon them first. Heb5 has Tiberinus address-

ing R. Yehoshu‘a and all the Sages of Israel (which Heb5 also
mentions in 6.3 and 8.10), and Harkavy-B, Heb2 and Heb3 have
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him address ‘the Jews’ as a collective. But the contents of his ad-
dress, and of the Jews’ response, diverge further. In Arl and JA1,
he lists the crimes of Yeshu and Yohanan, and asks Yehoshu‘a
and Marinus to punish them. In both texts, they respond that this
issue should be decided either by God or by Caesar, and in Arl
they also explain that they themselves have no power—presum-
ably, no authority to execute criminals. But in all the Hebrew
versions, Tiberinus blesses the Jewish leaders for the way by
which God had protected them from the evil magicians, and it is
the Jews themselves who ask what punishment Yeshu and
Yohanan deserve, with Hebl and Heb5 listing their various
crimes. Of the two types of text, the one found in the Hebrew
versions might seem less plausible, since it has Tiberinus speak-
ing almost like a pious Jew, and in Heb1 he even echoes a famous
biblical verse about God confounding the diviners. Moreover, the
description in Heb1 includes phrases such as p "tmixy ouawa that
re-appear elsewhere in Heb1 (see 0.8, 0.13 and 2.2) and are un-
attested in the other textual witnesses.'®® However, given the ap-
pearance of this version in all the Hebrew textual witnesses, it is
likely to have appeared in some of the Aramaic texts as well.'®!
This is especially true of Heb1’s expression, T5m1 an3 1<*>7 nn
oy, which seems to reflect the 817 713 of the text’s original title,

160 The word miawa is also used by Heb5, in 6.2 and 6.7, but o7y nrnx
is unique to Hebl. For this typically rabbinic term, see Alexander (2005).

161 Note also that some of the Hebrew phrases might be due to transla-
tion from Aramaic. For example, 185 371 might be a poor translation
of 'nTp 3, and cf. Targum Ongelos to Num. 14.11, where MR v
710 oD e is rendered as 170 RNV TR 1PTIOD 1I0 MR Y.
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as noted in our comments on 1.1. Finally, Harkavy-B has the king
give a shorter answer, which also conveys the contents of the
next section, by telling the Jews to do to Yeshu whatever they
see fit.

Ar1’s explicit claim that the Jews have no power to judge
people—presumably, to inflict capital punishment—sound like
an echo of John 18.31, when Pilate tells the Jews to try Jesus
according to their own law (i.e., the Torah), and they respond
that ‘We are not permitted to put anyone to death’ (ulv o0x &eotiv
amoxteivar ovdéve). This scene is re-enacted in the Acta Pilati,
where the Jews repeat the very same words.'? In our text Tiber-
inus insists that the Jews should be the ones to try Yeshu, as we
shall read in the following passage, but it seems that Abner of
Burgos/Alfonso of Valladolid knew of a somewhat different ver-
sion, since he says that the Jews ‘say that Emperor Tiberius or-
dered him to be killed at the request of the Jews, and because his
daughter died after the conception that Jesus brought about with-
out the help of a man’.'®® This is a brief summary of the entire
scene with Tiberinus’ daughter, but here it is the king himself
who orders that Jesus should be killed.

162 Acta Pilati, Tischendorf (1853, 218).

163 See above, section I1.2.8 of the Introduction.
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6.14. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar: Tiberinus

Tells Yehoshu‘a and Marinus to Judge Yeshu

and Yohanan According to the Torah

Textual witnesses: Arl, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4, Heb5

Arl

JA1

Hebl

He said [to them]: “These
m[en] are Jews, and they are
from your people, and they
[deal] with magic, judge them
(according to) the judgment of
Torah, and if not—we will
uproot you from the world.”
He said to them: “These people
are Jews and they are from
among you. Judge them as it is
laid out for you in the Torah.”
Caesar answered them: “These
(people) are Jews and they
were dealing with magic,
which your Torah forbade.
Judge them according to the
judgment of your Torah.” They
answered: “The king...”

PR ORTIP PR 8F30 [pnb] 'nx
[2pop] Rp1 IR P15 RAY 11
ROMINT R2[7 11392 357 Rwan3
R05Y 10 NanT Y RN

DI T DIPHR 10 R onb HRpa
'8 DIRX RN OYHY ININR L0230
n5R

on o R onb [0t My
.D20IN AIORY 164M1InoRa 1o
165 75n 129 02NN P2 onh T

%4 The word minop, rather than o'mop, is extremely rare in Hebrew,

and—as may be deduced from the Maagarim website (https://maaga-

rim.hebrew-academy.org.il/)—is only attested in Karaite texts. This

may reflect the origins of Israel son of Yequtiel, the scribe who copied

Hebl.

165 Some words must have been omitted here.
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Heb2

Heb3

Heb4

Heb5
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He answered and said to them:
“Do to them as you wish, so
that they will not destroy you
from the world.”

He answered and said: “Do to
them as you see fit, so that they
will not destroy your
communities from the
world.”?*¢¢

[..... ] Caesar: “These people
are Jews, and are from your
people, and behold, they deal
with the things of magicians.
[Jud]ge them (according to)
the law of the Torah, and if
not—I will uproot you from the
world.”

The king said to them: “These
men are Jews, and you know
their (appropriate) judgment by
which they will die, and will
not escape from the world.”*”

WK 0% WY ond R (Al
.O9Wn 1 DINR TTAR ROW AN

D21°Pa 2103 DA WY IR Y
.09 10 0YAR 17ARY RHW

DT DWIRA TR 0P [ ... ... ]
Bpow niM on oabw oym on
vawn oY (7] .Bawann MaTa
17 025 AR &Y ORI NN
.ohpn
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PR3 PMRTT 0T DT DANY 07
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In spite of the textual divergences in the previous passage, in the

current passage all the textual witnesses agree that Tiberinus tells

the Jews to try Yeshu and Yohanan by themselves. Arl, JAI,
Heb1, Heb4, and Heb5 have Tiberinus insist that since the cul-

prits are Jews (with Arl, JA1, and Heb4 adding ‘and of your peo-
ple’), they should be tried by Jews, and not by him. Arl, Hebl,

166 Or: ‘so that your communities will not be lost from the world’.

17 Or: ‘they will die, and you will not be uprooted from the world’.

168 An error for N1 or PO N?
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and Heb4 also have him stress that Yeshu and Yohanan practised
magic (with Heb1 adding, ‘which your Torah forbade’), without
any reference to killing the poor maiden, who in all the textual
witnesses but Hebl1 is his own daughter. Thus, this passage may
reflect a text in which the entire scene about Tiberinus’ daughter
was not yet there, even though it is currently attested in Aramaic,
Judaeo—Arabic and Hebrew textual witnesses.

In Arl and Heb4, Tiberinus also threatens the Jews that if
they do not try Yeshu and Yohanan he will destroy them, though
it is not entirely clear why he would punish them for not punish-
ing the two culprits. In Heb2/Heb3, this part becomes more co-
herent, when Tiberinus says that the Jews should punish Yeshu
and Yohanan, lest they lead to the Jews’ own ruin; and the ex-
pression wann wKd (Heb2), and especially n2°1pa 212 (Heb3)
closely resembles Harkavy-B’s awu'pa ppn 73, which we saw in
the previous passage. In Heb5, the text may have followed a sim-
ilar line of thought, but is now textually corrupt. In Heb5, we also
find the expression pna pmin™T, which probably reflects the Ara-
maic text from which Heb5 was translated.

Tiberinus’ refusal to try and punish Yeshu and Yohanan,
and his insistence that it is the Jews themselves who should do
so, may be read as a distant echo of some scenes in the Gospels,
such as the scene where Pilate learns that Jesus is a Galilean and
sends him to be tried by Herod Antipas (Luke 23.6-7). But it is
quite clear that our narrative—like the Babylonian Talmud—has
no qualms about stating that it is the Jews who executed both
Yohanan and Yeshu. This is, indeed, the next scene of our narra-

tive.






7.0. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu

We are now reaching the climax of the story, with the execution
of the two main culprits. Yohanan is crucified without much ado,
but Yeshu tries to escape, is caught, and is eventually crucified.
That both John the Baptist and Jesus met violent deaths
was well known in antiquity, and whereas the death of John oc-
cupies relatively little space in the Gospels (see Matt. 14.3-12,
Mark 6.17-29, and Luke 9.9), the death of Jesus on the cross is
the most essential fact associated with him in the Gospels, in
early Christian literature, and in the ‘pagan’ and Jewish reactions
to the early Christian claims. The notion of a ‘Christ crucified’
was, as Paul famously noted, ‘a stumbling block to Jews and fool-
ishness to Gentiles’ (Clouvdaiolg uev oxdvoadov, éfvesty ot pwpiav) (1
Cor. 1.23), and was a fact which neither Jews nor Gentiles tried
to refute, for it only proved—from their perspective—that Jesus
was a criminal, and was executed as such by the Roman author-

ities and/or by the Jews.

7.1. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu: Bringing Yeshu
and Yohanan to Tiberias and Executing Yohanan
Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4, Heb5

Arl  [At that t]Jime they burdened nlant wpo KnY[w 8NN3
th[em with] iron (chains)' avh pan i 85Mala

! For 5m», ‘iron’, in the sense of ‘iron manacles’, see Sokoloff (2020,
903).

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0497.07
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Ar2

JA1

Hebl

The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

and led them to Tiberias.
They set up [a tree?] for
Yohanan, [and] crucified him
on the fif[th h]our of the day,
and after this they buried
him.

...they burdened them with
iron (chains) and led them to
Tiberias. They took Yohanan
the Dyer and crucified him
(on the) fifth hour of the day,
and after this they buried
him.

And they (Yeshu and
Yohanan) were shackled and
sent to the sons of Israel (i.e.,
to the Jews). And Yohanan
was seized, and executed, and
crucified for five hours; then
he was buried.

At that time they put iron
chains on their feet, and
brought them to the place Ti-
berias. And they found them
liable to be hung on a tree. At
first they hung Yohanan the
Dyer and buried him.

P 12521 3R1R] 1anvh wpnK
193p 12 9021 RAY R Y[w wr]Ana
o

1m270% 52N ROTME2 PAEYL ...
mraber Rapaxn J[a]mH 120n
LP193P 13 9031 RAY 10 YW wnn

T2IRD HRIW? 32 HR 41paT1 1TIPA
DN NRYRD DA 291 Smpy jany
a7

0r*5372 512 *Ha0 mw nnyw na
Bi2”M X™MIV OIPHRI DRI
1anr nR 50 nSnna pya omonb
MNP pavn

2 Or: ‘a cross’, and see the following note.

% This reconstruction is based on the text in Heb2 and Heb3 and in Heb4
(and cf. Heb1), but 82'5% is also possible.

4 Or: wam.



Heb2

Heb3

Heb4

Executing Yohanan and Yeshu

At that time they shackled
both of them and he® sent
them to Tiberias which is in
the town of Yahud, and he set
up a tree for them. And they
hung them—Yohanan the
Dyer, the teacher of Yeshu‘a
the wicked, and he died, and
they buried him.

At that time they shackled
both of them and sent them
to Tiberias which is in the
town of Yahud, and they set
up a tree for them. And they
hung Yohanan on the tree,
and he died, and they buried
him.

When R. Yehoshu‘a, and
Marinus the elder of the Jews,
and all those who were with
them heard this, they took
them (i.e., Yeshu and
Yohanan), and shackled them
in chains, and brought them
to Tiberias. And they set up a
tree for Yohanan the Dyer,
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DAY <AR> SRR K0 NYa
TIP2 WK R™MID OR DMK MOWY
DN 150" PY OnH 2081 7.3 TR0
YWIN YW TR PaIRA [N NN
ANR TaPM AN

MOWI OPAW DR 10K RN Nya
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5 e nR B Py onb 12
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®> The sentence begins with a verb in the plural, and then moves to the
singular, with Tiberinus as the most likely subject.

® Lege: 1MDN.

7 This expression, which is also found in Heb3, reflects the Aramaic 711"
x&n11n. The word &ni™n can mean both ‘town’ and ‘province’.

8 Lege: 1oR.
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and they hung him at five
hours of the day, and after

this they buried him.

Heb5 At that time they brought 5172 10533 D1O™ION YW AMRA
them in iron implements® into e vHY Hm Py wam amavd
Tiberias. And they prepared a JMIR 2P DAY TY yavn

tree, and they hung upon it

Yohanan the Dyer until he

died, and they buried him.

All the textual witnesses but one state that Yeshu and Yohanan
were brought to Tiberias, with JA1 only saying that they were
brought to the sons of Israel; however, later in the narrative, JA1
too refers to the dragging of Yeshu’s dead body through the mar-
kets of Tiberias (see below, 8.9 and 9.1). This must mean that
they were brought from the place where they had been impris-
oned, and if this was not in Tiberias, it probably was in Hammat
Tiberias, where much of the plot seems to take place (see our
comments on 1.2 and 6.3).

Arl, Ar2, Hebl, and Heb5 mention the iron chains in which
the two culprits were bound, but Heb4 refers to shackling in
chains, without mentioning iron, and JA1 and Heb2/Heb3 only
refer to their being shackled. This is reminiscent of the ancient

descriptions of the execution of John the Baptist both in Josephus

° Or: ‘in iron chains’.

1% Lege: "9203?
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and in the Gospels, but as this was the standard manner of han-
dling criminals and prisoners in antiquity, not much can be made
of this parallel.!

All the textual witnesses agree that Yohanan was executed
first. Arl, Ar2, and JA1 have Yohanan crucified, but all the He-
brew versions describe his execution as hanging on a tree. How-
ever, the Hebrew verb 115n, ‘to hang’ is often used when crucifix-
ion is meant, including for example, in bt San 43a: ‘On the Eve
of Passover they hung Yeshu (w5 ymxbn)... and they did not find
any merit for him, and they hung him (3m&5m) on the Eve of
Passover’.'?

Ar2, Heb4, and probably also Arl, claim that the execution
of Yohanan took place on the fifth hour of the day, and JA1 prob-
ably reflects a misunderstanding of that claim (and cf. the next

passage, for Ibn Shaprut’s reference to the fourth hour), but this

! Josephus (Ant. 18.119), says that John the Baptist was brought to
Machaerus in chains (9éopiog); Mark 6.17 and Matt. 14.3 say that Herod
arrested and bound (£noev) John and threw him into prison.

2 The equation of hanging with crucifixion is, of course, much older,
and can be seen already in LXX Esther 7.9, where the Hebrew 119n,
‘hang him!’, is translated as Ztavpwditw, ‘let him be crucified’. Josephus,
Ant. 11.246, 261, 266-67 and 280, also speaks of crucifixion in this
context. The same equation is evident in the descriptions of Alexander
Yannai’s persecution of his Jewish opponents, when the Qumran scrolls
speak of hangings (in 4Q169, Pesher Nahum), and Josephus speaks of
crucifixions (War 1.97 and Ant. 13.380). For a useful survey of the re-
cent scholarship on the meaning of ‘crucifixion’ in ancient sources, see
Harley (2019).
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detail is omitted in the other textual witnesses. Within our narra-
tive, this statement makes it clear that there was still enough time
for Yeshu to escape, be caught, and be crucified, all on the same
day. But the specific reference to the hour of the crucifixion also
grants a more formal and ‘official’ air to the narrative, just like
the references to the exact dates on which the investigation began
(see above, 1.3), or the dates when Yeshu (and Yohanan) were
executed, and when Yeshu’s body was exhumed and dragged
through the streets of Tiberias (see below, 9.1), all of which add
to the supposed authenticity of this would-be protocol. This spe-
cific reference may also reflect a familiarity with Christian claims
about the exact hour on which Jesus was crucified (see Mark
15.25, 33-34 and cf. John 19.14). But as the rest of the narrative
does not display such a direct familiarity with the Gospels, it
might reflect a familiarity with later Christian traditions in which
such claims were rehearsed.’®

All the textual witnesses agree in stating that Yohanan was
buried immediately after his execution. Heb2 is alone in referring
to him as Yeshu’s teacher, but this is a claim that was already made
earlier in the narrative (see above, 3.8, and our comments there).

The claim that Yohanan was crucified stands in marked
contrast with the famous description in the Gospels (Matt. 14.8—
11, Mark 6.24-28, and Luke 9.9) of how John the Baptist was
beheaded, and the claim that he was executed in Tiberias stands
in marked contrast with Josephus’ statement that John was exe-
cuted in Machaerus (Ant. 18.119). However, both the Gospels

13 And see, for example, the Acta Pilati (Tischendorf 1853, 233): ‘It was
about the sixth hour....’
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and Josephus agree that it was Herod Antipas who had John ex-
ecuted, the same Herod who founded Tiberias, turned it into the
capital of his tetrarchy, and built a lavish palace there (see esp.
Josephus, Life 65-69). Thus, the claim that he had executed John
in Tiberias is not entirely implausible, and modern scholars have
raised this possibility in their studies of John the Baptist.'* And,
as we had noted in our comments on 1.2, the entire plot of Gzar-
dina de-Yeshu takes part in the Galilee, especially in Tiberias, and
reflects the transfer, in late antiquity, of many Jewish traditions
about the past to the Galilee. It may also reflect the realia of Ti-
berias in late antiquity, as a central city visited by governors and
even emperors.'®

Finally, and most importantly, we should note that our nar-
rative makes it clear that Yohanan and Yeshu were executed to-
gether (even though Yeshu managed to delay his own crucifixion
by escaping, before he was caught again, as we shall see below).
This claim stands in marked contrast with what may be deduced
both from the Gospels and from Josephus, for although the exact
chronology of both executions is uncertain, they clearly did not
occur at the same time.'®* However, the claim that Jesus and John

were executed together may be based on a very old tradition.'”

14 See, for example, Marcus (2018, 215, n. 18).

!5 For trials conducted in Tiberias in late antiquity see Patrich et al.
(2022, 94-98), and cf. above, 1.2, n. 44.

!¢ For a recent discussion, and a survey of earlier scholarship, see Visi
(2020).

7 As was first noted by Bammel (1968a, reprinted in Bammel 1986,
194-95).
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In his Contra Celsum, Origen says that Celsus, in discussing the
baptism of Jesus by John the Baptist, the appearance of the dove,
and the voice that came from heaven and said ‘This is my son’,
had claimed that his Jewish informant asked,

What trustworthy witness saw this apparition, or who heard

a voice from heaven adopting you as son of God? There is

no proof except for your word and the evidence which you

may produce of one of the men who were punished with

you (xai Tiva éva émdyy Tév petd ool xexodaopévay). '
In trying to refute this claim, Origen insists that Celsus imputed
to his fictitious Jew a claim that the Jews themselves would never
make, ‘For the Jews do not connect John with Jesus, nor the pun-
ishment of John with that of Jesus’ (Ovo¢ yap cuvamtovot Tov
"Twavvny o Tovdaiot 6 ‘Inool xal ™y Twdvvou Tfj Tol ‘Tyool xoldoet).
However, it is precisely this connection that is made by our text,
when it claims that the punishment of Yohanan and that of Yeshu
occurred at the same place and time. Thus, Celsus’ Jewish in-
formant may have known of a tradition such as that recorded in

Gzar-dina de-Yeshu.?°

18 Origen, Contra Celsum 1.41 (translated by Chadwick 1965, 39), and
cf. 1.48.

19 Origen, Contra Celsum 1.48; translated by Chadwick (1965, 46).

%0 For a detailed defense of the authenticity of Celsus’ Jewish source,
see Niehoff (2013), and cf. Carleton Paget (2017) and Lieu (2021).
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7.2. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu: Yeshu Escapes by

Flying in the Air

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ibn Shaprut, JA1, Heb4 (this passage is
omitted in Heb1, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5)

Arl

Ar2

IS

And after him [they brought WA W[ meR] N
Ye]shu, and were about to RORT RIOT 1 [A]0) Ra]HeRb
cruci[fy h]im. But when he B 299nR] o a50nh PRp
saw the cross set up to crucify A[a1a [T ]n mar pea[nT
him, [he said words of .REIPI RIDW N2

m]agic®, and flew out of
[their hands], and flew in the
air of the heaven like a bird.

And after him they brought 1V RYYWI WY BIRINKR 7NN
Yeshu the wicked, and were — ©&p 8252 [R1]nT [n]™21 radbend
about to crucify him. But nay pwAln]T Hn [Ta]y mradbend
[whlen he s[aw] the cross set RDWI RDWT RPI[R]2 PN

up to crucify him, he d[id]

acts of magic, and flew out of

their hands in the air of the

heaven like a bird.

...2* When they proclaimed RITY ROAT W HY 2rmaRTI...
about (executing) Yeshu, and WY PaIRa RHE R 1abend

% Or: ‘[he did a deed of ma]gic’.
22 Or: 72y, but cf. Arl’s reading in 7.5.

3 Lege: "mmx.

4 In Ibn Shaprut’s paraphrase of the Aramaic text, the current passage

comes immediately after the end of 6.7, for which see above.

> Tbn Shaprut’s ma8T) may reflect his recollection of bt San 43a,

where the 113, ‘crier’, proclaimed the execution of Yeshu for forty days

before the actual event, but cf. below, 8.9, where the same verb is used

in our text.
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the time came to crucify him,  2'1m 1791 PwAnT o0 DR RAPT
and he saw the cross on the 5107 802
fourth hour of the day, he said
words of magicians and flew
up and sat on Mount Carmel.

JA1 And when Yeshu saw that the T HRAWY 133 R WY TR RADD
sons of Israel want to crucify 11 26383 Sy mbnpm mabe
him and execute him, he 2RA RIAHR 8 PHAM nobr
made a kind of magic and
flew up in the air and es-
caped.

Heb4 And after him they brought WP [Yw]In wrH xan mng

Yeshu the wi[cked], and
wanted to hang him. And
when he [saw the cr]oss

T ai%[en PARa] R ImH R
27 1awa [Pnwyn Pnw]d imbnd
A2 DWN MRA [PRa

standing to hang him, he d[id

an act of] magi[c, and flew]

in the air of the heaven like a

bird.
The following passages (7.2-7.7) are omitted by Hebl, Heb2/
Heb3, and Heb5, all of which move smoothly from the crucifixion
of Yohanan to the crucifixion of Yeshu.?® However, the fact that
both Arl and Ar2 contain detailed descriptions of Yeshu’s at-
tempt to escape his fate, and that Ibn Shaprut offers an abridged
paraphrase of these passages, argues for the presence of this

scene in the earliest versions of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu. Its omission

26 Or: 7°R3, and cf. above, 6.7.
% One would expect 0'aw3, or MiowA.

8 In Heb5, the scene of Yeshu’s aerial flight already appeared earlier in
the narrative, and see the description of this textual witness in section
I1.1.13 of the Introduction.
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from some of the Hebrew versions may be due to textual corrup-
tion, or to the translators’ or redactors’ desire to avoid this scene,
which may have seemed too nasty, or too childish, to some of the
text’s readers.

Arl, Ar2, JA1, and Heb4 present almost identical texts, and
all four textual witnesses, as well as Ibn Shaprut, have Yeshu per-
forming a magical act and flying in the air. That Yeshu is a ma-
gician is something that we already saw (above, 2.1), but the
term used to describe his magical act is either missing (in Arl
and Heb4) or badly preserved (in Ar2 and JA1). The use of the
Aramaic word &5n/nbn—literally, ‘a word’ or ‘a thing'—in the
sense of ‘a magical spell’ or ‘a magical act’ is well attested in rab-
binic literature.?® And pwan can mean both ‘magicians’, and the
acts performed by them (‘sorceries’). Ibn Shaprut has Yeshu say-
ing words of magicians, and in JA1 the reference to anvo, ‘magic’
is clear, but it is not certain whether the translator chose the word
ara, which literally means ‘gate’, but also refers to ‘a chapter’, as
well as ‘a recipe’ (in a magical recipe book), or the word R,
which refers to a Qur’anic verse, but also to a sign or a miracle
(and cf. our comments on 6.7). And Heb4 uses the word [n]iawi3,
which is unattested elsewhere, and may be due to textual corrup-
tion. Finally, Ibn Shaprut’s text has Yeshu settling down on
Mount Carmel, a point to which we shall return below (see 7.7).

The claim that Jesus tried to escape his fate was well known
already in Celsus’ time, since he quotes his Jewish informant as

saying that ‘when we had convicted him, condemned him and

2 See Sperber (1994, 60-66, and esp. 66, n. 25), where he cites the
current example.
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decided that he should be punished, (he) was caught hiding him-
self and escaping most disgracefully’ (xpumtopevos pev xal
dadidpdoxwy émoveldiotétata éddw).* Unfortunately, no further de-
tails are provided as to how Jesus tried to escape, and no mention
is made of flying in the air. There are, however, explicit claims
in late-antique Christian writers, perhaps going back to the sec-
ond-century Diatessaron, that Jesus flew in the air (i~ »ie) in
order to escape his Jewish pursuers; but in this case, the story is
supposed to have taken place in Nazareth, when the Jews tried
to throw Jesus off a cliff (as in Luke 4.29).3!

Aerial flights were a common topos in ancient stories about
magicians, and Yeshu’s success in performing this feat would
hardly have surprised early readers of our text. In the Acts of Pe-
ter, Simon Magus demonstrates his powers to the dwellers of
Rome by flying in the air all over town, and Peter brings him
hurtling down with a pious prayer to Jesus Christ.*> And in the

stories told about Mani by his detractors, his teacher Terebinthus

30 See Origen, Contra Celsum 2.9 (translated by Chadwick 1965, 73), and
cf. Bammel (1967, 326-29; reprinted in Bammel 1986) for the sugges-
tion that echoes of Jesus’ attempts to escape his persecutors may be
heard in the Gospels themselves.

31 See the detailed study of these traditions by Baarda (1986) who al-
ready noted the possible connection with Toledot Yeshu (334).

32 Acts of Peter 32 (Lipsius and Bonnet 1891, 1:82-83); for an English
translation, see Hennecke and Schneemelcher (1963-1965, 11:312-13).
For this scene, and for stories of other magicians who could fly, see
Bremmer (2002, 62-64 and 69). For the kind of magic ritual that may
lurk behind some of these stories, see Mirecki (2007).
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dies while apparently attempting to perform the same trick.**
Such stories were told in the Jewish world as well, and below (in
our comments on 7.4) we shall note the claims that Balaam too
could use his magic tricks to fly in the air, and how he was

brought down by Pinehas the priest.

7.3. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu: Yehudah the

Gardener Asks Permission to Chase Yeshu

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ibn Shaprut, JA1, Heb4 (this passage is
omitted in Heb1, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5)

Arl  Yehudah [the gardener said 12 Wi Y R o 'nR
to R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah: A[nIR Amn[a R L] Ams
“Should I go a]fter him?” He St Y]
said [to him: “GJo.”

Ar2  Yehudah the gardener said pwin [215] RII[3] AT 0K
[to Rabbi] Yehoshu‘a ben SR TapR '8 0 i{)a
Perahiah: “What should I do? MR8 93w map n{R)a
Should I go after him?” Ye- .2mpn 851 nmna 5 b n

hoshu‘a bar Perahiah an-
swered and said to him: “Go
after him, and do not tarry.”

IS R. Yehudah the gardener said 12 Wi 'H R AT ' R
to R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah: AR #P0R N2 IR e
“Should I go after him and Smrd

33 See Hegemonius, Acta Archelai 63 (Beeson 1906, 93), and the English
translation by Vermes (2001, 143); Epiphanius, Panar. 66.3 (Holl 1915~
1933, III:21), and the English translation by Williams (2013, 230-31).
For the relations between this scene and the flight of Simon Magus, see
Spiit (2004).

34 T-SK 17.5 has i
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bring him?” He said to him:

“GO.”

JA1 Yehudah the gardener said to 12 Wb IRIOR AT 58P
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah: “Do  5&pa ApnbR X 1n<R>0 mm0a
you order me to chase him?” .NaRNN 891 5yar ob

And he said to him: “Do (so0)
and do not tarry.”

Heb4 R. Yehudah the gardener said "5 a3 Amn Peir} 'k
to R. Yehoshu‘a: “My master, 1B AR PINR 357153 MR pw
shall we go after him?” He )

said to him: “Go.”

Ar2, JA1, and Heb4, as well as Ibn Shaprut, agree in having Ye-
hudah the gardener ask Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah whether he
should chase Yeshu, and having Yehoshu‘a telling him to do so;
Ar2 and JA1 add that he told him not to tarry. Arl is badly pre-
served, but probably contained the same exchange as the other
textual witnesses.

The reason why Yehudah has to ask this question is left
unstated, but may be deduced in light of Yehudah’s subsequent
use of the Ineffable Name, in the following passage.®* The use of
this Name was considered extremely problematic, given the ex-
plicit prohibition in the Ten Commandments and the punishment
meted out to those who misused the Name.* In rabbinic litera-

ture, the same motif appears in a story of how when King David

%5 Or: [na]ba.
36 For a fuller treatment of this issue, and of the use of the Ineffable
Name in Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, see Bohak (2020, esp. 90-91).

% See Exod. 20.6 and Deut. 5.10 (‘You shall not take the Name of the
Lord your God in vain; for the Lord will not hold him guiltless who takes
His Name in vain’), and cf. Lev. 24.10-23.
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was excavating the drainage for the Temple altar, the water of
the abyss began rising and was about to flood the whole world.
David then asked his advisers whether it is permissible to write
the Ineffable Name on a shard and throw it into the rising water
in order to force it to recede. At first, his advisers refused to an-
swer him, but when he threatened to punish them Ahitophel
came up with an a fortiori argument justifying this use of the
Name, even though the water might erase it off the shard.*® In
our text too, Yehudah’s question to R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah
probably reflects his need for permission from a leading religious

authority to use the Ineffable Name.

7.4. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu: Yehudah the

Gardener Recites the Name and Flies after Yeshu

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ibn Shaprut, JA1, Heb4 (this passage is
omitted in Heb1, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5)

Arl  [At that] moment [he (i.e., AR[ 227R] KRNpw [R00na]
Yehudah) purified himself?] .02 MY RY[Han RAY]
and said [the Ineffable
Na]me, and flew up after

him.

Ar2 At that moment he purified AR TR ROPY [R7]A03
himself and was cleansed, and xwia[n] R{IwT KM R
said the word of the Ineffable .Ina N

Name, and flew up after him.

% For this story, see bt Sukk 53a-b and bt Makk 11a, with a different
version thereof in pt San 10.2 (29a), and cf. Sperber (1966; reprinted
in Sperber 1994, 47-54) and Heinemann (1974, 17-26).
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IS He purified himself and said 5N 39007 MW HRI RITNR
the Ineffable Name and went .7MINa
and flew up after him.

JA1 He purified himself and PTaNHR DORYR 7271 8HY nvN
prayed and recited the secret R PHAM oTInhR
holy Name and flew up after
him.

Heb4 At that moment R. Yehudah AR AT ' R0 R0 TYwa
purified himself, and said the JMINR Q1 wMann ow

Ineffable Name, and flew up

after him.
All the extant textual witnesses claim that Yehudah purified him-
self before reciting the Ineffable Name, with Ibn Shaprut and
Heb4, and probably Arl as well, using a single verb for this pro-
cedure, Ar2 using two different verbs for the act of self-purifica-
tion, and JA1 speaking of self-purification and prayer. And they
all agree that once Yehudah recited the Ineffable Name, he flew
up right after Yeshu. In the Aramaic texts, we may even see a
little pun, which probably was intended, as the permission

granted by n'm1a 12 enables Yehudah to nna after Yeshu by using

% The text of Ibn Shaprut edited by Krauss (1902, 146), reads: 937X
waiann ow ()b (Ar)a AmMnT 1w onRy, ‘he recited and said the Name
of his Master, that is, the Ineffable Name’. The phrase n™nT n'nw, ‘the
Name of his Master’, is based on the famous story in bt Gitt 68a, of how
Ashmedai was caught with a chain and a ring on which the Ineffable
Name was written. Benayahu threw the chain at him and cried, xnw
T5p 7T ROW T5Y 77, ‘The Name of your Master is upon you, the Name
of your Master is upon you’. The words wmann ow (1) (n¥1)7, ‘that is,
the Ineffable Name’, are an interpretive gloss, probably added by a later
scribe. And 137 is a scribal error for "27x.
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the Ineffable Name, (m)n; this pun is lost both in the Hebrew and
in the Judaeo-Arabic versions.*

The scene of the aerial battle between Yehudah and Yeshu
is one of the most celebrated scenes in the whole of the Toledot
Yeshu literature.*! However, in contrast with the ‘Helena’ version
of Toledot Yeshu, and even with Harkavy-B, where Yeshu steals
the Ineffable Name from the Jerusalem Temple and uses it to per-
form his magical feats, in our narrative Yeshu uses his magic, and
it is Yehudah the gardener who uses the Name in order to over-
come him.*?

That the Ineffable Name has great powers was an assump-
tion shared by many Jews in antiquity, but it was also assumed
that these powers should not be used lightly, and should be re-
served for the most dire circumstances.*®* Moreover, the use of
the Name required special preparations; in the Hekhalot texts, it
is assumed that one must stand up before reciting the Ineffable
Name, and in rabbinic literature it is stated that the Name should

only be transmitted (from a teacher to his disciple) while standing

0 For this pun, see already Basser (1993, 274), and Reiner (1998, 258).
4! For the different versions of this scene, see Mazo Karras (2013).
42 See further Bohak (2020, esp. 89-91).

*3 For the rabbinic discussions of the powers of the Ineffable Name, and
the circumstances under which it may be divulged to others or put into
use, see Urbach (1975, 124-34), and cf. Becker (2002) and Stein (2004,
236-57).
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up, and only in a pure place.* However, our text goes a step fur-
ther, and assumes that reciting the Name demands the prior pu-
rification of one’s body, so as to recite it in purity.*

The use of the Ineffable Name for the purpose of aerial
flight seems to have been a common topos in the Jewish litera-
ture of late antiquity and the early Middle Ages. One famous
story in the Babylonian Talmud has the sages of Athens test R.
Yehoshu‘a by asking him to build a house in the air, so he ‘said a
(or, the) Name, and was suspended between heaven and earth
(8yIRH RY7p1 172 850 ow nR), and told them, “Lift up for me bricks
and mortar”, which, of course, they could not do.* Another
story, found in the Midrash of the Ten Martyrs, relates how ‘R.
Yishma‘el stood up, recited the Ineffable Name ( Sxynw '3 Tnp
wMann ow 91m), and the storm-wind suspended him until he

 See, for example, Schifer (1981, §512): awrn 1M R ...wMoNA DW T
Tpn ROR, ‘This is the Ineffable Name... do not recite it while sitting
down, but while standing up’, with additional examples in Bohak
(2014b, 440 and n. 269). And cf. Eccl. R. 3.11 (Hirshman 2016, 200):
D' 5P1 A0 01PN RHR MR 1010 PRI TAPR RHR IMR 100 7RI, ‘And one
transmits it (i.e., the Ineffable Name) only while standing up, and one
transmits it only in a pure place, and over water’, and the famous story
in m Ta‘an 3.8 about Honi the circle maker, who ‘drew a circle, and
stood within it, and said “...I swear by your Great Name...””.

5 For a medieval parallel, see Gil (1979, 104-5): ‘And they recited the
Ineffable Name in holiness and purity’ (777021 nw1Tpa wnann ow 11am).
For a broader survey of such rituals, see Swartz (1994b).

6 See bt Bek 8a, and cf. the story in bt Gitt 68b, of how Ashmedai swal-
lowed the signet-ring of Solomon (on which the Ineffable Name was
inscribed) and ‘placed one of his wings in heaven, and the other wing
on the earth’.
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ascended to heaven’ (o1n% npw Ty Myo M M 75m). ¥ And in
another famous story, found in the Alphabeta of Ben Sira, we learn
how when Adam’s first wife Lilith had a quarrel with her husband
she ‘recited the Ineffable Name, and flew in the air and escaped’
(APn21 mMRa AN wnann ow Nk 70o1).*8 Finally, we may note a
variant of this claim in a story found in Midrash Tehillim, of how,
seeking to help King David escape his pursuers, ‘Avishai recited
the Ineffable Name and placed him (i.e., David) in the air, be-
tween heaven and earth’ (a2 87MR2 7"APINT WHNA DW "WaAR 93TR
RPIR P2 RNDW). ¥

However, the closest parallel to our scene is found in Tar-
gum Pseudo-Jonathan, where we read that,

When Balaam the guilty (%371 op53) saw Pinehas the priest

chasing him, he did a thing of magicians and flew up in

the air of heaven (X'nw MR 111 PADIPT RNY0 T72p); imme-

diately Pinehas recited the great and holy name and flew

after him (m7na maoy KW TP K17 8NAW 727R) and caught him
by the head and brought him down.>°

47 See Reeg (1985, 22*-23%),
8 See Yassif (1984, 232), and cf. the Midrash of Shemhazai ve-Azael, in
which the angel Shemhazai teaches an earthly woman the Ineffable

Name with which he ascends to heaven, and she recites it and ascends
to heaven herself (see Jellinek 1853-1857, IV:127).

49 See Midrash Tehillim 18.30 (Buber 1891, 159).

0 pseudo-Jonathan to Num. 31.8, and cf. Tanhuma, Matot 4: ‘And if
you see that wicked person (i.e., Balaam) performing magic and flying
in the air ("8 maY o'aw> nwp), show him the (golden) plate on which
it is written ‘Holy to YHWH’ (Exod. 28.36) and he will fall down’. For
the claim that Pinehas killed Balaam, see also bt San 106b. And see
Shinan (1992, 136-37).
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The fact that the rabbinic stories about Balaam are laced with
anti-Christian polemics, and that one of the few explicit rabbinic
references to Jesus (bt Gitt 56b-57a) couples him with Balaam
and Titus as three arch-enemies of the Jews, makes this parallel
even more revealing.> This raises the question of which of the
two stories came first. Were the authors of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu
familiar with the story of Balaam and Pinehas, and adapted it to
their own needs, or was this story first told about Yeshu, and then
re-told about Balaam, with a possible wink to ‘that man’, whom
it was no longer safe to blaspheme in such an open manner?>? My
own assumption is that the story about Yeshu came first, but
without external evidence this would be very hard to prove—or
to refute.

Before leaving this passage, one last comment is in order.
Like the rest of our narrative, this scene too takes place in Tibe-
rias, a town whose Jewish residents seem to have had quite a
lively interest in the exact nature of the Ineffable Name, as we
already noted above.®® It is this interest—coupled with the
knowledge that by reciting the Ineffable Name one can fly in the

air—that may have given rise to our scene in the first place.

51 See Urbach (1956; reprinted in Urbach 1988, 537-55); Baskin (1983,
75-113, esp. 91-93); Schéfer (2007, 31-33, 84-92); Nikolsky (2008, esp.
224); Murcia (2014a, 497-669). And cf. above, our comments on 3.6.
52 A third possibility, that both stories independently adapted a story in
which some other culprit fled his fate by using magic to fly in the air,
and a ‘good Jew’ brought him down with the help of the Ineffable Name,
seems to me far less likely.

53 See section V.2 of the Introduction.
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7.5. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu: Yeshu Hides in

the Cave of Elijah

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ibn Shaprut, JA1, Heb4 (this passage is
omitted in Heb1, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5)

Arl

Ar2

IS

JAl

Heb4

When Yeshu the [wicked saw
him] (i.e., Yehudah), he went
and hid himself in the cave of
Elijah, and he said words of
magic and shut the mouth of
the cave.

When Yeshu saw (this), he
went (and) hid himself in the
cave of Elijah, and he said
[words of] magic and shut the
mouth of the cave.

At the point when he (i.e,
Yehudah) was about to
overtake him, Yeshu said
words of magicians and
entered the cave of Elijah and
held the opening.

When Yeshu saw him, he
entered and hid in the cave of
Elijah, peace be upon him,
and shut the mouth of the
cave with a gate of magic.
When Yeshu saw R. Yehudah
behind him, he went and hid
himself in the cave of Elijah,
and he said words of a spell,
and the mouth of the cave
was shut.

DR K[y wa] w» [nT] o
B AR IHRT ROOPAA NVRY
LROAPAT KRNAID 301 PwINT

YR D[R] W RINT P
Hn] anR1 IHRT KRNAPHNa
LRONPAT RAID 301 PYIA[T

S 1w 'R Avaonb kYT Tha
TARY HRT ROpnh Y1 wan
.RNND

"5 RANORA 537 W IR KNS
DA 701 ORYDHR HY IHR NARIN
.MEHR 1 AR RIRINOR

PINR AT M5 W AR WK
™37 AR ITOR NNpna jpon Ton
.YnRn 1 N wnd
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All five textual witnesses agree that Yeshu hid himself in the cave
of Elijah (for which see 1 Kgs 19.9, 13), and all but Ibn Shaprut
state that he used his magic to seal it from the inside. The texts
do not state where this cave was, but the references to Mt Carmel
by Ibn Shaprut (see above, 7.2) and in Arl and Heb4 (see below,
7.7) suggests that according to these textual witnesses this is
where this scene is supposed to take place. Today, a cave of Elijah
is shown on the lower northern slopes of Mt Carmel. It began its
life as a ‘pagan’ shrine, and was claimed as the cave of Elijah at
an unknown date, probably in the Early Byzantine period.
Moreover, it is quite likely that the references to Mt Carmel are
not to the one which overlooks the Mediterranean, but to the
mountain above Tiberias, as we shall note below, in our com-
ments on 7.7.

The connection between Yeshu and Elijah is somewhat un-
expected in an anti-Christian text, as this is a connection often
made in Christian discourse, from the New Testament onwards.
In the Gospels, the question is raised whether Jesus or John the
Baptist are in fact Elijah, and Elijah joins Moses in the scene of

Jesus’ Transfiguration.> In our own narrative, the reference to

54 See Ovadiah and Pierri (2012a, esp. 66, and 2012b); both papers were
revised and republished as Ovadiah and Pierri (2015, see esp. 52); Ilan
(2017, esp. 285). For the inscriptions found there, see Ameling et al.
(2023, nos 6435-6614).

% For the claim that Jesus is Elijah, see Matt. 16.14 and Mark 8.28; for
the claim that John is Elijah, see Matt. 11.14, 17.10-13 and cf. Luke
1.17. For Elijah’s presence at the Transfiguration, see Matt. 17.1-8,
Mark 9.2-8, Luke 9.28-36.
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Elijah’s cave probably was intended to prove that even this trick
could not save Yeshu, and that the Christian attempts to demon-
strate a connection between Elijah and Jesus were utterly vacu-
ous.

The claim that Jesus hid himself from his persecutors may
have been known to Celsus, for he is cited by Origen as quoting
his Jewish informant as saying, ‘But what messenger that has
been sent ever hid himself (xpOmrerar) when he ought to be deliv-
ering the message that he had been commanded to proclaim?’>¢
Origen insists that Jesus did not hide himself (o0 yap éxpimteto),
and refutes this claim by quoting Jesus’ saying in Mark 14.49 and
Matt. 26.55 that he had been teaching every day in the Temple.
This implies that the accusation that Jesus was hiding was unre-
lated to his crucifixion, and was perhaps related to him being
caught in the garden on the outskirts of Jerusalem. However, as
we have no direct access to Celsus’ own text, we cannot tell what
he—or his Jewish informant—had in mind, and it is possible that
he was familiar with a story of how Jesus tried to hide from his
Jewish opponents in order to escape his dire fate.

A story of Jesus hiding in a cave in or near Tiberias resur-
faces in Christian sources of the Crusader period. The Russian
Abbot Daniel, who visited Palestine in 1107-1108 CE, saw in Ti-
berias a cave with a spring, into which—he says—Jesus fled
when the people wished to make him king of the Galilee.*” It is

not clear which story about Jesus Daniel had in mind, but it is

% QOrigen, Contra Celsum 2.70 (translated by Chadwick 1965, 120).

7 See Wilkinson (1988, 159); Raba (1987, 71); Pringle (1993-2009,
11:364, no. 266).
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tempting to think that traditions about a specific cave near Tibe-
rias in which Jesus hid himself in order not to be caught by the
Jews are a distant echo of the current scene of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu.
And as we noted in our comments on 0.13, al-Harawi saw in Ti-
berias a spring associated with Jesus, and later Christian pilgrims
saw in Tiberias the tree which grew from the firebrand that one
of the Jews had supposedly thrown at Jesus, although no cave is
mentioned in this context.>® Finally, Nahmanides is quoted in the
Barcelona disputation of 1263 as saying that Jesus ‘was pursued
by his enemies and hid himself from them, falling finally into
their power whence he was not able to liberate himself’, but this
claim probably was based on one of the Toledot Yeshu texts them-

selves, and does not preserve a local oral tradition.*

7.6. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu: Yehudah Opens
the Locked Cave

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ibn Shaprut, JA1l, Heb4 (this passage is
omitted in Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5)

Arl  R. Yehudah came to the open- RMNDY K113 AT A ROR
ing of the cave, and said RNO' KON 15 PRI OnYanT

%8 For this story, see, for example, Ps.-Odoric, De terra sancta 7 (in Lau-
rent 1864, 147).

% See Horbury (1970, 112-13).

% Lege: 8mpnT. A triangular sign above the resh probably points to the
scribe’s, or a reader’s, awareness of the transposition of the resh and the
‘ayin.



Executing Yohanan and Yeshu 359

to it: “Opening, opening, open  XnHRT [R]ASW R[1]RT L nnaR
up! For I am [the] messenger ROWNAT KON YRwT 2 137
of the Great God.” When the INR
opening of the cave heard

(this), it opened up.

Ar2  Yehudah the gardener R R K133 TR RORT]
[came], and said the word of nma nnoRY R[waan] RpwT
the [Ineffable] Name, and the NRDYNT
mouth of the cave opened up.

IS Yehudah the gardener came RMwnY MR R AT M ROR
and said to the cave: “Open RIR RAORT RAOWT "NNAR
up! For I am the messenger of .RTINOR
God.” (And it) opened up.

JA1 Yehudah the gardener came 282 NNDD IRIOR AT R3O
and opened the cave’s gate by 9193 7558 DORA RIRINON

the Name of God the Exalted,
the Majestic.

Heb4 ...and he said thus: “Opening, *&w nna nna nna 2 AR ...
opening, open up! For I am nna ynw Twra 'N'a'p'n Sw imbw
the messenger of the Holy .[n]nAn1 13 mwnn
One, blessed be He.” When
the opening of the cave heard
this, it opened up.

51 One would expect the masculine form, nnax, but note how in Ibn
Shaprut’s text the feminine imperative is addressed to the cave (f.) and
not to the opening (m.).

62 Some words were omitted from the text here (e.g., & 11370 77" 1 8
mynn 'a, etc.), probably due to homoioteleuton with the previous sen-
tence.
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All five textual witnesses agree that Yehudah the gardener man-
aged to open up from the outside the cave that Yeshu had closed
from the inside, but are divided on how he did this. Ar2 and JA1
state that he recited the Ineffable Name, just as he had done when
he wished to fly in the air and chase Yeshu (see above, 7.4). But
Arl and Heb4 have Yehudah commanding the cave to open up
and stating that he is a messenger of God, and this text is also
reflected in Ibn Shaprut’s paraphrase.®® The spell recited by Ye-
hudah the gardener, according to these textual witnesses, finds
ample parallels elsewhere in ancient literary and magical texts.
In one famous rabbinic story, Rabbi Eliezer says ‘Carob tree,
carob tree... be uprooted!” (PWN'R ...RNM21IN ,RN"2N); in an-
other, Rabbi Shime‘on bar Yohai says ‘Valley, valley, be filled
with gold dinars’ (2t 377 *85n0 ,AYpa ,nypa); and in both cases,
the rabbi’s command is immediately obeyed.®® In an Aramaic piy-
yut from late antiquity, God tells Moses to go to the Red Sea and

command it to ‘move before me... for I am the messenger of the

% In Ibn Shaprut’s text, one may also note a possible misunderstanding
of the Aramaic text, for whereas the first 'nnax is an imperative, the
second &nnax should have referred to the cave opening up in obedience
to Yehudah’s command, but may have been understood by Ibn Shaprut
as another imperative.

% For the following discussion, see Bohak (2020, 92-94).

 For Rabbi Eliezer, see pt MoQ 3.1 (81d); for Rabbi Shime‘on bar
Yohai, see pt Ber 9.1 (13d) and Gen. R. 35.2 (Theodor and Albeck 1912~
1927, 329). For another example, see bt Ta‘an. 24a: ‘Fig tree, fig tree,
bring forth your fruits’ (7>mra "®*11 ,7INRN ,7IRN).
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Creator of World’ (n*wxna aeT 7mbw RiRT).% Similar formulae
are also attested in the Aramaic incantation bowls from late-an-
tique Mesopotamia and are echoed in the Sword of Moses.®” But
perhaps the closest parallel is provided by a recipe for opening
locked doors found in the Greek magical papyri, where the spell
first orders the door in Coptic ‘Open up for me, open up for me,
door bolt’, and then repeats the command in Greek ‘be opened,
be opened, door bolt, because I am Horus the Great, (here come
some magic words) son of Osiris and Isis. I want the godless Ty-
phon to flee’.®® Here, we have all the components of our Aramaic
spell, including naming the object that is being commanded, the
command itself, and the self-identification as a messenger of God,

or as a god, which is why the command must be obeyed. Even

% Another version reads ‘the messenger of the King of Glory’ ( m'mvbw
712377 T9n7). See Sokoloff and Yahalom (1999, 82-83), and cf. Lieber
(2018, 21). As noted by Sokoloff and Yahalom (1999, 83), the expres-
sion ‘the messenger of the creator of the World’ re-appears in Midrash
Va-Yosha (Jellinek 1853-1857, 1:38), in a passage that clearly depends
on this piyyut. And cf. Song of Songs Rabbah 7.9: 5 'nx1 nyx yanws
2R n"apn Sw mbwt R o w3, ‘(Daniel) adjured the golden plate and
said to it: “I am flesh and blood, and I am the messenger of the Holy
One, blessed be He”".

5 For the appearance of such formulae in the Aramaic incantation
bowls, and for earlier Mesopotamian parallels, see Ford and Morgen-
stern (2020, 36-37). In the Sword of Moses, it is an angel who is de-
scribed as the ‘swift messenger’ (879 8&mHw) of God, and see Harari
(1997, 26 and 106-9).

% PGM XXXVI.312-20; for the Greek and Coptic texts, see Preisendanz
(1928-1931, 11:173-74); for an English translation, see Betz (1986,
277).



362 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

the duplication of one textual element is found here, except that
in the Jewish spell it is the object being commanded that is men-
tioned twice, whereas in the ‘pagan’ one it is the command itself
that is duplicated.®

Given the popularity of such spells in antiquity, it stands to
reason that this was the more original version of our text, and
that this spell was omitted from the text, and replaced by a sec-
ond recourse to the Ineffable Name, by an editor who wanted to
make sure that the ‘good Jews’ of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu make no
use of magic.”” However, no certainty is possible on this score,
and the fact that both versions of this passage are attested already
in the Aramaic texts shows once again that our text was mallea-
ble, and given to minor modifications, already in the earliest

stages of its transmission history.

7.7. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu: Yeshu Turns
Himself into a Rooster, but is Caught by Yehudah

the Gardener

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ibn Shaprut, JA1, Heb4 (this passage is
omitted in Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5)

% For many such parallels between Jewish magical spells and Graeco-
Egyptian ones, see Bohak (2008, esp. 227-90).

7 It is even possible that the original author was familiar with Jesus’
use of the same imperative form of nna, transliterated in the Gospel of
Mark as Eddabd and translated as Siavoixfyti, ‘Open up’, to heal a deaf
and mute person (Mark 7.32-35). However, the text as a whole displays
very little familiarity with the Gospels.
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Arl  And Yeshu the wicked [n]waa {3} 72n[TR] RYwA W™
[disg]uised himself as a RV 200N DRI RYIINT RIAWD
rooster,”* and went and sat on X133 AT[1]7 ' RART TV KOAIT
Mount Carmel, until R. DR AR T RWIWA TN
Yehudah the gardener came JTa R YvInT Y

and held him with his cloak,
and brought him before R.
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah.

Ar2  And Yeshu [dis]guised TY RVoea ol mI)R] Wwn
himself as a bird, until R. TR R AT RORT
Yehudah the gardener came 12 YWY Y27 R AR aTwIwa
and held him with his cloak, .ma

and brought him before R.
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah.

IS Yeshu turned himself into a 76RDNINNT RIQYD W 7NN TP
rooster.” R. Yehudah grabbed 7773707 82wwa nmin ' mopa
him with the cloak of his 12 RM\AM YW ' RAP NN

sheet,”* and brought him
before R. Yehoshu‘a and the
Sages, etc.”

71 Lit., ‘a rooster bird’.

72 The reading of this word is uncertain, as there might be one more
letter—a samekh or a final mem—at the end of the line.

73 Lit., ‘a rooster bird’.

74 The phrase 8707 80w makes no sense, and 8370 probably was a
gloss, explaining the rare word 8oww. See already Ginzberg (1928, 326).

75 Ibn Shaprut’s paraphrase of the Aramaic text ends here.

76 T-S K 17.5 and Krauss (1902, 146), have 8513107, which is closer to
the Hebrew 190, but 853110 is well attested in Aramaic, and see Sokol-
off (2017, 685) and Sokoloff (2020, 1217).

77 T-S K 17.5 has x3*707 82°wi1wT, which makes even less sense; Krauss
(1902, 146), has R1™107 Ra"wI1Wa.
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JA1  And Yeshu disguised himself AT T80 03 W NAwnD
as a bird, and Yehudah took IRAPY MTIRD OY RADN ANTY
his headscarf and threw it on LIPTID 12 YW DR RN
him. And they caught him
and arrested him and he was
brought to Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah.

Heb4 Yeshu the wicked made Si[avwa ey nwy ywan wr]

[himself? like] a rooster,”®
and went [and sat?] on
Mount Carmel. And R.

5nn2a0 3[na 2awn] Tom moaan
1T UNRY N [Tt R

[]Rne 2 ywie " aab iR ]am

[Yehudah] the gardener came

and held him by his hand,

and br[ough]t him before R.

Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah.
Four of the five textual witnesses claim that Yeshu turned himself
into a rooster, with JA1 referring to ‘a bird’, without further spec-
ification. But the textual witnesses diverge when it comes to the
place where this scene is supposed to take place: Ar2, Ibn
Shaprut, and JA1 mention no specific location; but Arl and Heb4
refer to Mt Carmel, and this location had already been mentioned
by Ibn Shaprut at an earlier passage (above, 7.2). In JA1, Yehu-
dah’s cloak becomes a 33,, ‘a small turban’, but perhaps in the
sense of ¢ls), ‘a cloak’.” And in Heb4, the claim that Yehudah
held Yeshu/by his hand probably is due to a mistranslation from

the Aramaic 7717 82ww; the first word apparently was unknown

78 Lit., ‘a rooster bi[rd]’.

79 For > ,, see Blau (2006, 245), who quotes Maimonides’ statement that
this word is used in the Maghreb for what in Egypt would be called a
Loils. For ¢ls, see Wehr (1961, 336).
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to the translator, and he mistook the second as n*1*-7, ‘of his
hand’, rather than ‘his’.

Yeshu’s ability to morph into an animal is reminiscent of
ancient stories of powerful magicians, as when in a Demotic
Egyptian tale copied in Roman Egypt an evil magician turns him-
self into a wild gander (or, a bird), in order to flee his pursuers,
but is quickly caught, or when a powerful witch in Apuleius’
‘Golden Ass’ turns herself into an owl and flies away.®® The claim
that Yeshu turned himself into a rooster might be a distant echo
of the Gospels’ accounts of Peter’s denial of Christ (Matt. 26.34,
74-75; Mark 14.30, 68, 72; Luke 22.34, 60-61; John 13.38,
18.27), or of later apocryphal accounts that relate how Jesus re-
vived a dead rooster.®! But in the Jewish world it was mainly
demons who could morph into any shape they wished, and in
rabbinic literature it is Satan himself who turns himself into a
bird, a deer, a poor man, and so on, in stories that use the same
verb ("nT'R) that is used here.®> The same verb appears in the
Babylonian incantation bowls, where it refers to the shape-shift-
ing demons, who appear to human beings in the form of different

animals.® Within this cultural framework, the choice of a rooster

80 See Setne II, translated by Lichtheim (1973-1980, II:138-51, esp.
149), and Apuleius, Met. 3.21 (and cf. 2.22), with Phillips (2019).

81 See Piovanelli (2011).

82 See bt San 95a, where Satan appears to King David in the form of a
deer (87302 5 TR W RNR); bt San 107a, where he appears to him as
a bird (8122 75 TR oW KRNR); bt Kidd 81a, where he appears to
Plimo in the form of a poor man (8712 7" "NT'R).

83 See, for example, Moriggi (2013).
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may be connected with the assumption that demons have chicken
legs, which is attested both in rabbinic literature and in the in-
cantation bowls.®* Thus, our text assumes that for Yeshu, being a
magician, morphing into a rooster is also possible, even though
this ability was not mentioned in the list of the miracles that he—
or he and Yohanan—claimed that he, or they, could perform (see
above, 6.5).

The reference to the Carmel may have been intended to
highlight the connection with the cave of Elijah, mentioned in
7.5.%5 But it may also be based on a kind of a midrash on Amos
9.2-3, where God vows to destroy His enemies, insisting that,

If they dig into Sheol, from there shall my hand take them;

if they rise up to Heaven, from there I will bring them

down. And if they hide on the top of the Carmel, from there

I will search and take them; and if they hide from my sight

at the bottom of the sea, from there I will command the
serpent, and it shall bite them.%¢

Of the four places where God’s enemies might hide—the Under-
world, the Heaven, the Carmel, and the sea—those textual wit-

nesses that mention the Carmel mention two (the heavens and

8 See bt Ber 6a and Gitt 68b (with Rashi ad loc.). For demons with
chicken legs in the Babylonian incantation bowls, see Vilozny (2015,
141-42), and Vilozny (2017, 50-51).

8 This would apply even if the site which is now known as the Cave of
Elijah was not yet identified as such by the time our text was written,
since the connection between Elijah and Mt Carmel was well known
from the Hebrew Bible itself (1 Kgs 18.17-40).

8 And cf. Bammel (1997b, 17, n. 22).
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the Carmel). This may be a coincidence, but if it is not, it proba-
bly suggests that the reference to the Carmel is a later addition,
added by someone who made the midrashic connection with
Amos 9, rather than an original part of the text, which was omit-
ted by some of the textual witnesses.

However, a second possibility is that our text does not refer
to the famous Mt Carmel, overlooking the Mediterranean, but to
the mountain above Tiberias. That this mountain was sometimes
called Carmel is evident from two statements in bt Shab 35a,
which speak of watching the well of Miriam (which, according to
legend, accompanied the Israelites in the desert, and then sunk
into the Sea of Galilee) from the Carmel, and of going down from
the Carmel to wash in the sea (of Tiberias).?” It is also evident
from several medieval sources that speak of Mt Carmel in the
vicinity of Tiberias.® In such a case, it would seem more likely
that the reference to Mt Carmel was there in the earliest version
of our text, but was removed by some of its later copyists, who
did not know of this Galilean tradition, and did know that the
biblical Mt Carmel was quite far from Tiberias—too far to have
Yeshu hiding there.

Finally, the claim—shared by Ar1, Ar2, and Ibn Shaprut—
that it was with his 82ww that Yehudah caught Yeshu may also
contain a literary allusion. In the Aramaic Targum to 1 Kgs 19.13

(‘And when Elijah heard this he wrapped his face with his cloak,

87 See the textual witnesses for bt Shab 35a, as recorded in the Hachi
Garsinan module of the Friedberg website (https://fjms.genizah.org),
and the detailed discussion by Reiner (1998, 236-39 and 255-56).

88 See Reiner (1998, 236, and 239, n. 39).


https://fjms.genizah.org/
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and he came out and stood at the opening of the cave’), the word
used for Elijah’s cloak is m'2wiw.® Here too, the recurrence of
Elijah, his cave, its opening, and a cloak may be pure coinci-
dence, but may also be a deliberate polemical move. In this re-
enactment of an action taken by Elijah in his cave, it is not Yeshu,
but Yehudah the gardener, who plays Elijah’s role, when he uses
his cloak to catch Yeshu the wicked.

7.8. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu: Yeshu is Crucified

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, JA1, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4, Heb5

Arl  And [they raised him up], X123 5y mabw [mpo]x
and they crucified him on a 9, 831727
cabbage stalk.

Ar2  And they raised Yeshu the 8313 Hy My xywa wh mpors
wicked up, and crucified him .R2M3T
on a cabbage stalk.

JA1 And they raised him up, and 11 HeR By mabw nrye{x}xa
they crucified him on a root ArahR

of a cabbage.

Hebl Afterwards they hung Yeshu PYN HY YwAn W N8 1N 12 NN
the wicked on the tree, the .20 wWwWw
root of the cabbage.

% The Hebrew verse reads, nna Thpn 8N iR7IRI 110 091 IOR VAW "N
mwnn; the text in Targum Jonathan is *miag 7M1 3HR Yynw T3 Mm
RMWN YIN3 0P pan Aowiva. The same Aramaic word is used for Eli-
jah’s cloak in verse 19, as well as in 2 Kgs 2.8, 13-14.

% The reading of the last word is uncertain, and it may have been cor-
rected by the scribe. On the right margin, a later scribe wrote, vertically
to the text: 821727,
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Heb2 And after him (i.e., Yohanan) DA LYWAN YW AR HYR PINRY
they raised Yeshu‘a the Hyn ranr mk {Gyn} napi]
wicked up to the tree.* PV OR 92pwan v NR

Heb3 And after him they hung Ye-  .ppn 5 pwnn pw» nx 10 7N
shu‘a the wicked on the tree.

Heb4 And they raised him up and A3pn Sy wmbnm imr Hym
they hung him on the stem of 95,0723 RITW %P2 pROW
the cabbage (?), which is
sprouting (?).%

Heb5 And after him they hung Ye- RYWI W 15N TINR
shu the wicked.

Whereas passages 7.2-7.7, that describe Yeshu’s attempts to es-
cape his fate after Yohanan had already been crucified, were
omitted in Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5, this and the following

passages are covered by all the extant textual witnesses. The cru-

cifixion of Yeshu is described by a single, short, sentence, but

! In my translation, I ignore the dittography, and restore ppn 58 to its
correct location.

92 The words ‘pwnn ...nn"" are a dittography, partly duplicating what
was said in 7.1, which is the previous passage in Heb2.

% Or: ‘that is, cabbage’ (see the following notes).

9 The word paIpr probably reflects the spelling a17ax for a3, ‘cab-
bage’, a spelling that is well attested in ancient manuscripts; see, for
example, MS Kaufmann A50 at m Shev 9.1, Or 3.7 and Ukz 1.4, or MS
Leiden Scaliger 3 for pt Kil. 5.8 (30a) and elsewhere. The Hebrew trans-
lator probably was puzzled by this form, and rendered it as ya7px.

% The word v°21A is puzzling. One possible explanation is that the word
should be v-a1p, i.e., M an alternative form of L.’ J,e, ‘cauliflower’. For
the relations between Ja.ws and cabbage see Low 1881 no. 161, and Shy
(2005, 52), s.v. Di10DN. However, the traces of the first letter—which
we deciphered as a mem—hardly look like a gof or a qof + waw.



370 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

more details will be provided later in the narrative, in 8.2. How-
ever, the current passage includes one of the most famous motifs
in the entire narrative. Arl, Ar2, JA1l, and Hebl all agree that
Yeshu was crucified on the stalk (Arl and Ar2), or the root (JA1
and Heb1) of a cabbage, and the same claim probably lies behind
the corrupt text in Heb4. Only Heb2/Heb3 and Heb5 omit this
detail and state that Yeshu was hung on a tree (Heb2/Heb3), or
simply hung (Heb5). And as Heb2/Heb3 and Heb5 often preserve
a revised text, there is no doubt that the claim that Yeshu was
crucified on a cabbage stalk was there in the earliest versions of
our text.%

The claim that Jesus was crucified on a cabbage stalk
clearly enjoyed a wide circulation at least by the tenth or elev-
enth century, when the poet Yosef Ibn Avitur castigated those
who ‘swear by the one who was hung on a stalk of cabbage’
(212 nYp S mHna owawsn).” And it was much expanded in the
‘Helena’ recension of Toledot Yeshu, as we shall note below.

The polemical use of an unexpected tree on which to imag-
ine the hanging or crucifixion of one’s enemy is quite a common
topos.® In late-antique Judaism, much energy was spent discuss-

ing the tree on which Haman and his ten sons were hung (as in

% For earlier discussions of this motif, see Newman (1999); Meerson
(2011, 186-91); Stokl ben Ezra (2020, 54-57).

% See Rand (2013, 7 and 11-12).
% Note, for example, how during the American Civil War the Union
Army soldiers sang that ‘They will hang Jeff Davis to a sour apple tree!’.

For the lyrics of ‘John Brown’s Body’, and their use during the War, see
Stauffer and Soskis (2013, esp. 42-72).
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Est. 7.9-10, 8.7, 9.13 and 22, and cf. 5.14 and 6.4).%° In one late
midrash, we read how when Haman looked for a tree on which
to crucify Mordechai—the tree on which he himself would later
be crucified—God summoned all the trees, to see on which one
the villain should be crucified. Many different trees offered them-
selves, each providing biblical prooftexts to support its own
claim, but eventually the thorn offered itself, claiming that such
a thorn as Haman should only be crucified on a thorn, and its
offer was accepted.!® This tradition is also found in several later
midrashic compilations, but its late-antique origin is proven by its
attestation in a Palestinian Jewish Aramaic poem embedded in
the Targum Sheni to Esther, in its expansive retelling of Est.
7.10.1%! There, each of the trees refuses to have Haman crucified
upon it, and adduces scriptural or halakhic excuses for its inabil-
ity to perform this task. Eventually, the cedar agrees to have
Haman and his ten sons crucified upon it. This last source is par-
ticularly relevant for our own discussion, since the poem opens
by saying ‘Hearken unto me (i.e., to Haman), trees, and all the
plants / that have been planted since the day of creation, / for
the son of Hammedata (i.e., Haman) is about to go up to the

’LKSNRY’ of the son of Pandera’ ( 8102585 ponY pa KnTnn 127

% For the comparison between Haman and Jesus, see Thornton (1986);
Horowitz (2006, esp. 223-25); Kattan Gribetz (2011, 170-76); McDow-
ell (2021, 384-91).

100 Esther R. 9.2.

101 See David (1898, 41); Ego (1996, 316-19); Grossfeld (1994, 66-67).
This poem was re-edited by Sokoloff and Yahalom (1999, 182-87, no.
29), and cf. Lieber (2018, 99-102).
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8739 127).19? There have been many attempts to interpret the
word °LKSNRY?, which clearly is a Greek name (Alexandria?) or
a Greek noun, but while its meaning remains elusive, the connec-
tion between the crucifixion of Haman and that of Jesus is quite
clear.!® Thus, it comes as no surprise when in the ‘Helena’ recen-
sion of Toledot Yeshu one often finds a story of how Yeshu had
adjured all the trees not to accept his body, so they all broke
under his weight, until the Jews eventually realised that the so-
lution is to crucify him on a cabbage stalk, which is not a tree,
and therefore was not covered by the adjuration.'®* This version
of the story clearly parallels the rabbinic stories about the cruci-
fixion of Haman, and was no doubt inspired by them.

Returning to our own text, we may also note that the claim
that a person could be crucified on a cabbage stalk seems slightly
less improbable when we recall that some people in antiquity
claimed that such stalks could be quite large. In one tannaitic mid-
rash we read that ‘Rabbi Shime‘on ben Halaphta said: “There was
a stalk of cabbage in my house, and I would ascend and descend

upon it, like ascending and descending on a ladder.'® It is even

102 gokoloff and Yahalom (1999, 182).

103 See Grossfeld (1991, 180-81); Sokoloff and Yahalom (1999, 183);
Kister (2007, 108, n. 9).

194 For this story, see Meerson and Schéifer (2014, 11:91, 107, 120, 173-
74, etc.).

195 Sifre Deuteronomy 317: Tina 7' 2112 Hw ndp :xnabn 2 pynw 137 nr
o103 T AMYa—ia T A nm ma. Cf. bt Ket 111b. As we shall note
in our comments on 9.2, Rabbi Shime‘on ben Halaphta was active in the
vicinity of Tiberias and displayed an interest in eschatological scenarios.
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possible, but not very likely, that this image was in the mind of
whoever chose the cabbage as the ‘tree’ on which to have Yeshu
crucified, as a mockery of the claim that he ascended to Heaven,
which will be mentioned in the following passage.'%

And yet, in spite of all the attempts to explain the motif of
crucifixion on a cabbage stalk, there is no doubt that this is the
strangest and least expected element in our narrative, and here I
would like to suggest a completely different solution to this
problem, one that assumes a small textual change. For if we
assume that in an earlier version of the Aramaic text, Yeshu was
not crucified 821727 832 %Y, ‘on a cabbage stalk’, but rather xisa
X21127, ‘in a cabbage garden’, then the text becomes much less
puzzling. Thus, the earlier Aramaic text may have simply
incorporated a well-known tradition, namely, that Jesus was
crucified and buried in a garden—a tradition that is recorded
already in the Gospel of John (as cited in our comments on 1.3).
This tradition was also known to Tertullian, who was familiar
with the claim that Jesus’ disciples secretly stole his body, so that
he would seem to have resurrected, ‘or maybe it was the gardener
who removed him, lest his lettuces be damaged by the crowd of
visitors’ (vel hortulanus detraxit, ne lactucae suae frequentia

commeantium adlaederentur).'” Moreover, the claim that Jesus

1% In late-antique Jewish texts, and especially in the Hekhalot litera-
ture, there is a well-worn metaphor of ascending to Heaven ‘as if on a
ladder’, a metaphor that goes back to Jacob’s famous dream. See Re-
biger (2003).

197 See Tertullian, De spectaculis 30, with Horbury (1972, reprinted in
Horbury 1998b, 176-79).
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was crucified in a garden recurs, or is echoed in, many later
sources as well.'%

The assumption that an earlier version of our text only
spoke of crucifixion in a cabbage garden finds some indirect sup-
port in the writings of Agobard and Amulo. Agobard only says
that the Jews relate how Jesus was ‘hung on the gallows’ (furca
suspensum) and hit with a stone (see below, 8.2), and seems un-
aware of any story of crucifixion on a cabbage stalk. But Amulo
states that the Jews claim that Jesus was ‘hung on a tree’ (in ligno
suspensum), and that he was subsequently taken off the tree (see
below, our comments on 8.3) and ‘thrown into a grave in some
garden full of cabbages’ (in quodam horto caulibus pleno in sepulcro
proiectum).'® Amulo’s statement may reflect an older Christian

tradition, such as Tertullian’s words that we have just quoted, but

198 See, for example, the claim in the Acta Pilati (Tischendorf 1853, 231)
that Jesus was crucified in the garden in which he was caught (but cf.
262, for the claim that he was crucified at Golgotha), and the Coptic
Book of the Resurrection of Christ by Bartholomew the Apostle, where Phi-
logenes the gardener explains that he had buried Jesus in a tomb next
to his vegetable garden (see Budge 1913, 188-89). And cf. the apocry-
phal gospel apparently cited by ‘Abd Al-Jabbar in 995 CE, in which a
person who was wrongly identified as Jesus is said to have been cruci-
fied and buried in ‘a field of melons and vegetables’ (ilisy isl.), for
which see Stern (1967, 44 and 55), and Pines (1968, 291-92); the claim
made by Bammel (1968b), that al-Jabbar had access to a Toledot Yeshu
text, seems to me unwarranted, and cf. Reynolds (2004, 233-36).

199 See Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 25 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 48),
with Newman (1999, 68-69) and Schéafer (2011, 33, 35, 45).
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the fact that Amulo speaks of cabbages, rather than lettuces, ar-
gues for the influence of our text, especially as we already noted
Amulo’s familiarity with many motifs found in it. Thus, it seems
quite likely that the text which Agobard and Amulo’s informants
read still had the older reading, 821727 K13, ‘a cabbage garden’, at
this point, and said nothing about the type of tree on which Yeshu
was crucified.

Accepting our reconstruction of an earlier version of this
passage would also help explain one strange aspect of our text as
it currently stands, namely, the fact that in the present passage
we learn that Yeshu was crucified on a cabbage stalk, but in a
subsequent passage (8.2) we learn that Yeshu was crucified alive
and then stoned. Thus, we seem to have two different descrip-
tions of the same crucifixion. However, if in the first instance the
original reference was to where Yeshu was crucified, and the sec-
ond was to how he was crucified, this inconsistency is greatly re-
duced.

The shift from K13 to K12 is easy to explain as a mere scribal
error, but it may also have been a deliberate change, perhaps
influenced by the rabbinic midrashim on the tree on which Haman
and his ten sons were crucified. In either case, the fact that the
new reading replaced the old one in the extant Aramaic texts and
in most of the textual witnesses may be due to one additional
factor, namely, the many Christian stories about Yehuda Kyriakos
and the finding of the True Cross.!'° For if Yeshu was crucified

on a cabbage stalk, any Christian display of (fragments of) the

110 For these stories, see Drijvers and Drijvers (1997).
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Cross on which Jesus was crucified is immediately proven false.
We can thus imagine why this quirky change in the text became

so popular among its many Jewish readers.



8.0. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body

Having reported how both Yohanan and Yeshu were crucified,
our narrative now moves to what is perhaps the most controver-
sial part in all the stories about Jesus, namely, the Resurrection
and the subsequent Ascension to Heaven. That this was a con-
tested issue is evident already in the Gospel of Matthew, where
we learn that after Joseph of Arimathea buried Jesus in his own
new tomb, the chief priests and the Pharisees informed Pilate that
Jesus had told his followers that after three days he would rise
from the dead; they therefore asked Pilate to guard the tomb, lest
Jesus’ disciples steal his body and claim that he indeed came back
to life. As a result, Pilate had the tomb sealed, and placed a guard
over it (Matt. 27.62-66). Jesus subsequently rose from the dead,
and the chief priests bribed the guards, who then told everyone
that Jesus’ disciples had stolen his body (Matt. 28.11-15). ‘And’,
Matthew adds, ‘this story has been widely circulated among the
Jews to this very day’ (Kai diednuiabn 6 Adyos obros mapd Toudalol
Uéxpt Tic ayjuepoy Juépas) (Matt. 28.15). In a similar fashion, Justin
Martyr claims that the Jews send men to every corner of the
world to tell people that after Jesus was crucified ‘his disciples
stole his body from the tomb at night’ (oi padytal adtol xAépavreg
avTov amo Tol uvnuatos vuxtés) and misled people by insisting that
he rose from the dead and ascended to Heaven.! Both sources are
not necessarily reliable when it comes to their depiction of Jew-

ish anti-Christian polemics, but it stands to reason that some Jews

! Justin, Dialogue 108.2.

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0497.08
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in late antiquity insisted that if the tomb of Jesus was found to
be empty, it is only because his disciples had stolen his body.

Our narrative employs a different tactic, but its aim is the
same: to prove that Yeshu’s body did not vanish, and that he
never rose from the dead. This is an essential issue, for whereas
Jesus’ miracles could easily be acknowledged and explained as
due to his mastery of magic (see above, 2.1), and his gathering
of disciples and followers could be explained as a result of his
miracles (see 2.3), the claim that he rose from the dead had to
be refuted. For if it were true, then he surely was more than a
mere magician who misled his people. Moreover, as we know
from early Christian literature, from the New Testament on-
wards, the resurrection of Jesus was of paramount importance
for the claim that he was the Messiah and the son of God.?

The attempt to refute the Christian claims about Jesus’ res-
urrection played a part in the ‘authentic’ protocols of the trial of
Jesus circulated in the time of Maximinus Daia. Rufinus, in a long
insertion to his translation of Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History
(9.6.3), cites a speech supposedly made by Lucian (who was mar-
tyred in 312), in which he says of Jesus:

Nor did he by his death deceive us to whom he rose after

the third day, not as those records of Pilate have it which are

now being written in untruth (non ut ista, quae nunc falso con-

scribuntur, continent acta Pilati), but as innocent, blameless,

and pure he accepted death for one reason only, that he
might conquer it by rising again.?

2 See, for example, 1 Cor. 15.12-23; Rom. 1.3-4, 4.24-25; 6.3-6.7, etc.
3 Rufinus, Hist. Eccl. 9.6.3, translated by Amidon (2016, 354).
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Unfortunately, Rufinus does not provide any further details on
what these ‘Acts of Pilate’ actually said about the death and res-
urrection of Jesus, accept to say that it was a lie.

The objection to the claims about the resurrection of Jesus
is apparent in rabbinic literature as well. In a statement at-
tributed to the fourth-century Rabbi Abbahu, he recasts Balaam’s
words in Num. 23.19 (‘God is not a person, who lies, nor a son of
man, who changes his mind; does he speak, and not act, or say
(something), and not fulfil it?’) as saying that ‘If a man tells you
‘T am a god’—he is lying; ‘I am the son of man’—he will eventu-
ally regret it; ‘that I ascend to Heaven’—he says (it), and will not
fulfil it’.* Here the claim—that if someone claims to be a god he
is lying—may refer to various ‘pagan’ figures (including, for ex-
ample, the Roman emperors), and not only to Jesus, but the con-
junction of this claim with a claim that he was the ‘son of man’,
and that he ascended to Heaven, clearly points to the Christian
claims about Jesus. And Rabbi Abbahu, like our narrative, claims

that this is simply a lie.>

4 See pt Ta‘an 2.1 (65b), with Irshai (1982).

® For R. Abbahu’s frequent arguments with Christians, see Lachs (1970);
Levine (1975, esp. 61); Halbertal and Naeh (2006).
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8.1. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Before He Was
Crucified, Yeshu Told His Followers That If They
Do Not Find His Body, It Means That He Ascended

to Heaven

Textual Witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ar4, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4,

Heb5
Arl

Ar2

But from before they raised
him to the cross, he knew what
[is writt]en in the Torah, “Do
not let his corpse remain
overnight on the cross.”® At
that moment he sent and called
the pe[ople] whom he had
misled and said to them: “If
you come tomorrow and do not
find me, nor my bo[dy], on the
cross—I ascended to the
firmament of Heaven, and you
will not see me.”

But from before they raised
him, he knew what is written
in the To[rah], “Do not let his
[cor]pse remain overnight on
the cross.” He sen[t and call]led
the people whom he had
misled and said to [them: “If
you come] tomorrow [and you
will no]t find me, nor my body,

6 Deut. 21.23.

7 Or: [ PR b

8 The reading is very doubtful. Lege: ni.
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[on the cross]—know that I
ascended to the firmament of

Heaven.”

Ard  “[..... 1 if you do not find me, *m pnmawn O8H KOOSR [ ... ... ]
nor my body, on the cross—I mpHo 1050 R2HY HY Mo 8N
ascended to the firmament of UEAN 89 RDWTT KPP RIR
Heaven, and you will not see Risl
me.”

JA1 But before they crucified him, "8 IR OOYY IRD TP MabRr IR Yap
he had known that it is written 5 1nba1 phn &Y 2non oK
in the Torah “Do not let his onna R naRne{PIRS Srpa pyn
corpse remain overnight on the H¥OR Y RIAN NTIN 0N KT
tree,” and he said to his .RNDOHR HR NPOY R MOYRD
followers: “If you come
tomorrow and you will not find
me here on the cross—then
know that I ascended to
Heaven.”

JA2 [...... 1 “Do not let his corpse  .25%¥58 5y Anna mran 85 [ ... ... ]
remain overnight on the cross.”

Hebl But before they hung him, the  2wan’ 2 ywan y7 1w o7
wicked one knew that he would  nixn1 1YW *03 1Maden 'wr T2
be caught by the hands of P95 M }5W "W &N AN
Israel (i.e., by the Jews), and My " nba phn &Y I pya
they would crucify him 1272 AYNAW DWwIRS rInbnd
according to his wickedness, 85 9nn 1A DR 0NY PR

° A dittography?

10 These two letters were written as a line-filler, anticipating the first

word in the next line.

' A reading n&3n is also possible, but this would be a Hebrew verb in

the midst of the Aramaic text.

12 Lege: w'am or pan'.
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and (that) it is the law of the 1552 oR "2 pyn Sy []nRenn
Torah for Israel that they .02%2 127 P o1 onwh abyr
should not let him spend the

night on the tree, for it says

“Do not let his corpse remain

overnight,” etc. So he

commanded his disciples, and

the people whom he had

misled with his words, and he

said to them: “If you come

tomorrow you will not find me

on the tree, for during the night

I shall ascend to Heaven,” etc.'®

And they remembered his

words. "

[He k]lnew that it is written for 109231 5N RO WO NI DY) ]
us, “Do not let his corpse P oWwIRY 190K .pyn Sy
remain overnight on the tree.” 81 9NAY 112N DX 12 OPNRN
Hesaid [ ... ... to the pleople DT PO HY o3 [8D1 1]iRAN
who believed in him: “If you QWD "3 1H yT Al R by
come tomorrow and do not see aynn A% RN ppn Oy 151N
[me nor] my body on the 9PN PN AN Ypan .oawaa
tree—know that I nwn

ascended to Heaven. And we

13 The addition of "1m, ‘etc.” is quite surprising, as this is not a biblical
verse, although the text may have Isa. 14.13 in mind: 722%2 A7DR AOR)
119 N33 TYIN 102 2WR) RO DMK H) *22127 Hunan nhuy onwa, ‘And you

said in your heart, I will ascend to Heaven, I will raise my throne above

God’s stars, and I will sit on the mountain of assembly, in the far reaches
of the north’.

4 1it.,

‘and his words were in their heart’.

15 The word 1R, or the suffix 11-, were omitted from the text here.
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also heard that when they hung

(him) on the tree, he was
misleading with magic, and he
asked them for powerful
vinegar and he drank (it).
Yeshu‘a the wicked said to
those who believed in him: “If
you come tomorrow and you
do not see me on the tree—
know that I ascended to
Heaven. And we also heard
that when they hung him, he
too (was?)'® misleading with
magic, and he asked them for
powerful vinegar and he drank
(it).

But before they raised him to
the cross [he klnew what is
written in the Torah, “Do not
let his corp[se remain
overni]ght on the tree.” And at
that mom[ent] he sent and
called the people whom he had
misled, and said to them: “If
you come tomorrow you will
not find me, nor my body, on
the cross—you will surely

383
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0% R OYNNY DWIRD RPN
R5Y mrenn &Y 9N wan [o]R
TOYW TN YT 2Hen Y 19738
SRR RN 8K onawn ypnh

16 The expression 8171 g% makes little sense, and probably is corrupt.

7 1.e., 2103, or 2'n2.

'8 Dittography between the end of one line and the beginning of the

next one.

19 Lege: maa.
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know?° that I ascended to the
firmament of Heaven, and you
will not see me.”

Heb5 For it is written in the Torah, 10521 pHn &Y A 'na RAT 2
“Do not let his corpse remain 2pn e HnT 0T 1 Py Y
overnight on the tree.” And IRIAN OR PINK WNW PWIRY
before they hung him, he P 5y 'nHal nR IReAn 85 nnd
ordered his people, who went S5y o wn OR

astray after him: “If you come
tomorrow and do not find my
body on the tree—I ascended to
Heaven.”

All the textual witnesses agree in stating that Yeshu knew in ad-
vance that his body would be taken off the cross, in line with the
biblical injunction of Deut. 21.23, and that he used this know-
ledge to trick his followers by telling them that if they do not find
his body, it means that he ascended to Heaven. The texts of Arl,
Ar2, and Ar4, inasmuch as they are preserved, are very similar.
Both Arl and Ar2 cite the biblical prooftext in Aramaic, rather
than in Hebrew, and in the version that is attested in Targum
Ongelos, which was the common Aramaic translation of the He-

brew Bible in late antiquity.?* JA1 follows the Aramaic texts very

%0 The Hebrew text uses the very biblicising form wn y17.

2 A few words were omitted from the text here; they are also missing
in Hebé6.

2 The last five words are in Aramaic, and might reflect a translation

from that language, with these words left untranslated.

3 See Targum Ongelos to Deut. 21.23 (Sperber 1959, 327). Deut. 21.23
is also cited in Aramaic, and in the same version, in Targum Sheni to
Est. 9.24; see David (1898, 46) and Grossfeld (1994, 72).
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closely, and is closer to Ar2 than to Arl and Ar4 in omitting the
phrase ‘and you will not see me’. JA1 refers to Yeshu’s followers
as his arnyr—rather than, ‘the men whom he had misled’, as in
Arl, Ar2, Heb4, and Heb5—reflecting the influence of Muslim
terminology on the Arabic translator or redactor(s) of this text;
this expression will recur in JA1 in 8.5, 8.7 and 8.10.%* Of JA2,
only the citation of Deut. 21.23 is preserved, but whereas in JA1
it is cited in Hebrew, here it is cited in Judaeo—Arabic in a version
that is different from Saadiah Gaon’s Tafsir; this is an issue to
which we shall return in our comments on JA2 in 8.3, where the
verse is cited more fully. Heb4 and Heb5 too are very close to the
Aramaic texts, with Heb4 following Arl and Ar4 in including
‘and you will not see me’, and Heb5 following Ar2 in not includ-
ing this part. Hebl, on the other hand, offers the same basic text
as the Aramaic textual witnesses, but adds some minor flourishes,
such as the claim that Yeshu knew he would be caught by the
Jews and crucified according to his wickedness, and the claim
that his disciples and followers kept his words in their hearts.?®

However, Heb2/Heb3 add a new element, which is unattested in

24 For the frequent use of \>.-| to describe Jesus’ disciples and follow-
ers, see, for example, Pines (1968, 250, 252, 253 and 261), and note
that al-Jahiz too refers to Jesus and his —l>~.! (see above, our com-
ments on 3.5).

* Interestingly, this is the only place in Heb1l where the root 15¢ ap-
pears. Throughout Hebl, it speaks of ‘the tree’ rather than ‘the cross’,
and of ‘hanging’ rather than ‘crucifixion’. Moreover, the reference to
Jesus’ ‘disciples’ (ov1nbn) seems quite out of place here, since we al-
ready know that some of his disciples had escaped, and the others were
executed (see above, 5.2-5.9).
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any of the other textual witnesses, when they state that Yeshu
was misleading people with his magic (as the narrative already
made clear on several different occasions), and that to do so he
asked for strong vinegar. This last detail is introduced by pmi
"2 115, ‘And we also heard that’, which marks it as a later interpo-
lation, added by the translator or redactor of this Hebrew version.
It is based on the Gospel accounts, where we read that when Je-
sus cried ‘Eli, Eli’ (my God, my God), some people thought he
was calling for Elijah, while others brought him vinegar (&%0c),
perhaps thinking that he called for 5n—probably pronounced
‘el’—i.e., ‘vinegar’.?® Given its appearance in the Gospels, it is not
surprising to find Yeshu’s drinking of vinegar in the ‘Helena’ re-
cension of Toledot Yeshu, which is where the interpolator of
Heb2/Heb3 may have found it.?” But in Heb2/Heb3, Yeshu’s re-
quest for vinegar, and his drinking thereof, is somehow con-
nected with his magical activities, although the connection is not
clear. Vinegar is quite a common ingredient in Jewish magical
recipes, but it is usually combined with other ingredients, and is

used for mundane aims such as making hair grow or stopping

26 See Matt. 27.48 and Mark 15.36; in John 19.29, Jesus asks for some-
thing to drink, and is given vinegar (in fulfilment of Ps. 69.21). For the
weakening of the gutturals in Galilean Aramaic, see Kutscher (1976,
67-96), and note that in the Gospel of Peter, Jesus says, ‘My power, O
power, you have forsaken me’, i.e., taking the Greek 'HAl as Aramaic
*»n; see Hennecke and Schneemelcher (1963-1965, 1:224).

7 See, for example, Oxford, Bodleian Library, Opp. 712 (#20523), fol.
157r: mnwH 15 10 P pRIm InpY 0 YR 5 1IN AR W kPR, ‘and Yeshu
was thirsty, and said “Give me some water.” And they took strong vin-
egar and gave him to drink’; cf. Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:230).
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menstruation.? In one version of Shimmush Tehillim, ‘The (Magi-
cal) Uses of the Psalms’, a recipe ‘to kill a Gentile enemy’ ( n"'nn%
"3 R1W) involves taking strong vinegar (1 ymin), reciting Ps. 69
fifteen times over the vinegar, pouring it at the entrance to the
dwelling of that enemy, and reciting a special prayer. The trans-
lator or redactor of Heb2/Heb3 may have known that Jesus cited
Ps. 22.2, but it is hard to see how they could connect it with the
recipe of Shimmush Tehillim, if they knew it at all.

The claim that Yeshu foretold his own resurrection is also
made by the Gospels (Matt. 16.21, 17.22-23, 20.18-19, etc.), but
whereas the Gospels have him foretelling his death and resurrec-
tion long before his crucifixion, our text makes it clear that it was
only after he was sentenced to crucifixion that Yeshu foretold his
resurrection, and this on the basis of his knowledge of Deut.
21.23 and its implications. However, the connection between the
death of Jesus and Deut. 21.23 goes back to earliest Christian
history, as we may deduce from Paul’s citation of this verse in
Gal. 3.13, where he says that ‘Christ redeemed us from the curse
of the Torah (éx T¥¢ xatapag Tol vopov) by becoming a curse
(xatapa) for us, for it is written, “Cursed (émixatapatog) is every-
one who is hung on a tree (éni £0)ov)””. But whereas Paul used
one part of Deut. 21.23, and built his exegesis on the verse’s ref-
erence to the curse associated with the hung (or crucified) per-

son, our text uses the very beginning of the verse, where the Jews

8 See, for example, MS NYPL 190, page 184, 1l. 5-6, and page 186, 11.
13-14, in Bohak (2014a, 1:225 and 228; and 11:184 and 186).

2 See MS NYPL 190, page 229, 11. 6-17, in Bohak (2014a, 1:263-64, and
I1:229), and Rebiger (2010, 57%).
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are told not to leave the hung (or crucified) person on the tree on

the night after he is executed.

8.2. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Yeshu is Crucified, and

the Jews Want to Leave His Body on the Cross

Textual Witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ar4, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4,

Heb5
Arl

Ar2

Ar4

JA1

JA2

Hebl

They crucified him alive, and
they stoned him with a stone,
and he died on the cross. And
they did not want to take him
down from the cross.

They crucified him al[ive, and
st]loned him with stones, and
he died on the [cro]ss. And
they did not want to take him
down from the cross.

They crucified him alive, and
stoned him with stones, and he
died on the cross. And they did
not want to take him down
from the cross.

Then they crucified him alive,
and stoned him with stones.
And they did not want to take
him down from the cross.
They crucified him after they

stoned him with stones until he

died. And they did not want to
bring him down from the cross.

They hung him on the tree, and

they stoned him with stones,
and he died on the tree. And

RIIRA 70 13N N T O 12w
RONARY 122 17 89 R2OHR HY oM
R2OR 0 Y

R3aRa N[ n] T [1]1E5%
1mp [R]9 R[20]5% Sy A
K25 TMNRY

PO 3T N T T 15w
nn 89 R2HR Sy nm 8maana
.R2HY 10 e ROARY (AR

MmN ARTMSRA Maby on
HY 1 AT T 9 ARINORA
.2vHuOR

AARINHR Mnx IR TYa Mabe
By Anbe T 09 NRA AN
Al ]hehr

0°33R2 1AM PV HY ImK 15nm
073aR 53 vhy 1aym pn Sy nm
PV T 130 8D



The Fate of Yeshu’s Body 389

they placed a mound of stones
over him. And they did not
want to take him down from

the tree.*

Heb2 They stoned him on the tree, .PYn 5y nR% i Sy imnxm
and he died on the tree.

Heb3 They stoned him on the tree. PYn 5y imnam

Heb4 They crucified him alive, and MR 3 []0 iR 125
stoned him with stones, and he ] 891 pyn [DY] nm ona[a]R3
died [on] the tree. And [they PPN n vTnd Mg Pen

did not want] to take him
down from the tree.

Heb5 They hung him on the tree, and 3282 1MN3I pYa 5y MK 1HM
stoned him with stones until he PV TInG wa RS9 nnw Ty
died. And they did not want to
take him down from the tree.

The three Aramaic textual witnesses preserve the same basic text,

with minor differences; the only significant difference between

them is that Arl speaks of stoning with ‘a stone’, whereas Ar2
and Ar4 speak of ‘stones’. JA1 follows the Aramaic texts closely,
but omits the claim that ‘he died on the cross’. JA2 does include
that claim, but changes the order of actions: first stoning, and
then crucifixion. Both Judaeo-Arabic texts speak of ‘stones’.

Heb1 diverges somewhat from the Aramaic texts, by speaking of

‘the tree’ rather than ‘the cross’ (as it does throughout the text),

and by making the very improbable claim that ‘they placed a

mound of stones over him’. Heb2 abridges the text, and Heb3

%0 Lit., ‘they did not want that they will take him down from the tree’.

3! This reconstruction is only tentative. Another possibility is i[¥7 ] &%,
but the lacuna is too large for a single word.
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abridges it even further. Heb4 follows the Aramaic texts very
closely, but translates ‘the cross’ as ‘the tree’ (and refers to
‘stones’), but Heb5 is slightly further removed from the Aramaic
texts—it translates ‘the cross’ as ‘the tree’ and ‘crucified’ as ‘hung’,
and omits the reference to ‘alive’.®> And it too refers to ‘stones’.
The claim that Yeshu was stoned with a single stone might
be the result of a textual error, but is more likely to be based on
those biblical verses that speak of stoning jar(2), which could be
understood literally as ‘with a (single) stone’.** This suggestion is
also supported by Agobard’s report of what the Jews read in their
ancestral teachings. For he too says that Jesus was ‘hung on a gal-
lows, where he was also struck on the head with a stone, and died
in this manner’ (furca suspensum, ubi et petra in capite percussum
atque hoc modo occisum).** The fact that he used the word petra
(ultimately derived from Greek, métpa) in the singular may reflect
the reading that his Jewish informants had in front of them.*
And al-Jahiz says that the Jews claim that Jesus ‘was killed and
stoned’ (Les> s N | sds)—i.e., first killed, and then stoned—but says
nothing about the number of stones used in the act of stoning.
Contrary to 7.8, where we were told that Yeshu was cruci-

fied, or hung, on a cabbage stalk, in this passage we learn that he

32 For the semantic overlaps between ‘cross’ and ‘tree’ in antiquity, see
also Thornton (1972).

3 See Lev. 20.2, 27; 24.23; Josh. 7.25, etc. But note the use of the plural,
07aR, in Num. 14.10; 15.35-36; Deut. 21.21, etc. And cf. the text of
Heb1 in 5.7 and of Heb2/Heb3 in 5.8: jara ymns.

34 Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 206).
% As was duly noted by Schéfer (2011, 35).



The Fate of Yeshu’s Body 391

was crucified—presumably on a wooden cross (as assumed by
Heb1, Heb2/Heb3, and Heb5)—but without mention of a specific
type of wood. Moreover, whereas Yohanan was merely crucified
(see above, 7.1), Yeshu was first crucified and subsequently
stoned. The Gospel accounts of the death of Jesus make no men-
tion of stoning, since the execution they depict is a Roman cruci-
fixion, whose premise was that the crucified person would suffer
a slow, painful death. And as we already noted in our comments
on 3.6, although Gzar-dina de-Yeshu insists that it was the Jews
who killed Yeshu, the legal grounds for doing so seem to be based
on Roman—and not on Jewish—assumptions. Thus, the present
scene conflates two different modes of execution. In rabbinic ha-
lakha, crucifixion, or hanging, are not one of the four standard
methods of execution, which (as we noted above, in our com-
ments on 5.4) include stoning, burning, killing (i.e., beheading)
and strangling. But according to Rabbi Eliezer, ‘All those who are
stoned are also hung’, and according to the majority view ‘only
one who curses God, or worships idols, is hung’ (m San 6.4).
Thus, the connection between stoning and crucifixion may be
based on halakhic assumptions, though not necessarily those of
the rabbis. For had our narrative wanted to follow rabbinic hala-
kha, we would have expected Yeshu to be stoned, in line with the
rabbinic injunction that magicians are to be stoned (m San 7.4),
and only then hung. Thus, the claim that Yeshu was first crucified
and then stoned may be an attempt to show that he was punished
both according to the Roman mode of execution and according to

the Jewish one. This would also explain why JA2 changed the
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order of the actions, and had Yeshu first stoned and then cruci-

fied, in order to follow rabbinic halakha.

8.3. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Yehoshu‘a ben

Perahiah Insists That Yeshu’s Body Should Be

Taken Down From the Cross

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ar4, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb4, Heb5 (this
passage is omitted in Heb2/Heb3)

Arl

Ar2

Ar4

R. Yehoshu‘a said to them:
“Because of Yeshu the wicked
we shall change the law of the
Torah? For it is written, ‘Do not
let his corpse remain overnight
on the cross’, etc.%”.

[Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben]
Perahiah said to them: “Because
of Yeshu the wicked we shall
change the law of the Torah?
For it is written, ‘Do not let his
corpse remain overnight on the
cross’.” Rabbi Yehosh[u‘a ben]
Perahiah said to them: “Bring
him down from the cross.”

R. Yehoshu‘a said to them:
[“Because of Yeshu the wick]ed
we shall change the law of the
Torah? [For it is written, ‘Do
not let his corpse remain

36 Deut. 21.23.

RYWI W 572y M nh 'nr
20T KRO™MIRT KOMD RIMIR W3
3 RHe HY nbas man 8

718 [12 ywi 3] 1A% anr
RO W1 RYWI W T2

5y a1 man K 'N3T ROMRT
[12 11 27 pnb R 82O
LR2H¥A INNR MO0

1w S1a] v <> b 'nR
RARD W1 RIMIR K[
[0 a3 man 8Y 2:n27] KRMIRT
I7R[ ..o pwi] ' 'R 3 RO 5D
R2O% 10 AlPD]

37 Lege: n[nnx. In Ar4’s script, the combination of a waw and a final nun

resembles an aleph, and cf. below, our comments on Ar4 in 8.6 and 8.11.
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overnight] on the cross’, etc.”
R. [Yehoshu‘a] said: [“Bring
him down] from the cross.”
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah said to
them: “Because of the cursed
Yeshu we shall change what is
(written) in the Torah?”

R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah said
to them: “Because of

Yeshu the heretic we shall
change what is written in the
Torah, ‘Do not let his c[orpse]
remain overnight on the cross,
but bury him on that day’?”

In the evening, R. Yehoshu‘a
said to t[hem]: “On account of
Yeshu the wicked who [ 1
the Name we shall not erase
what is written in the Torah,
‘Do not let (his corpse) remain
overnight’, etc.”

[They said] to R. Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah: “Because of
Yeshu [the wi]cked we shall
change the law of the Torah, in
which it says, ‘Do not let his
cor[pse rlemain overnight on
the tree’?”

3 Lege: minHR or AxMnHN.
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<mr>13 12 ywn o HRpa
"8 RN PR PYHOR W 2203
MR

2202 7'MID 12 Y ' B ORp
'8 IN3A FTOR 1 PORDOR W
Sy [Ann]3 nvan 85 38¥ndR
T57 '8 .aTR Y3 2H[R]5R

39, 019K

Yawa "'winr ' [on]5 [A]nR 27pa
K5 own n[R Jw ywnn wr

L POn RS Ana 'now an pinm

M08 13 ywine Y [ PnR]
UMIR 9511 pw[an] w» Maya
1150 85 na 'now NN pIn
.PYn 5y o[

3% The last three words are still a part of the Judaeo-Arabic version of
Deut. 21.23, but the copyist of JA2 probably understood them as the
beginning of the next sentence, since he wrote a full stop, and left a

larger space, after nua7R.
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Heb5 R. Yehoshu‘a said to them: ot YwA Srawa pwin ' onh 'nR
“Because of this wicked 'NaT rpm rMmen Sy ap:
(person) we shall transgress His .PYn 5y ndas pon 8Y nna

commandments and laws? For
it is written in the Torah, ‘Do
not let his corpse remain

»r»

overnight on the tree’.

In this case, we can see how Ar2 and Ar4 have R. Yehoshu‘a’s
rhetorical question followed by his injunction to take Yeshu off
the cross in line with the biblical legislation, but Ar1 has only the
question, without the injunction. Other than this, there are only
minor differences between the three Aramaic textual witnesses,
and especially the difference between Arl’s Rimr "wi, Ar4’s
2w3 RIMIR, and Ar2’s *3wi. Both JA1 and JA2 follow Arl in omit-
ting Yehoshu‘a’s injunction, but JA2 adds a citation of Deut.
21.23, which is longer than what JA2 included in 8.1, and is as
long as, but slightly different from, JA2’s rendition of the verse
in 8.7 (where the word used for ‘corpse’ is n%a1, rather than
n'n's). Both Judaeo—Arabic renditions of the verse clearly differ
from Saadiah’s Tafsir, which reads o8 53 875p nn'n's nan &,
oroR 79" '8 K197, ‘and do not let his corpse remain overnight on
it (f.),* but bury it a burying* on that day’. The translator behind
JA2 may have relied on a translation that is different from Saa-

diah’s, but he probably translated the verse himself, each time

40 1.e., on ‘the tree’ (naw'a) which is found in the previous verse.

I My non-idiomatic translation aims to reflect Saadiah’s attempt to re-
flect the biblical Hebrew form 117apn 913 in his Arabic translation.
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slightly differently.** In either case, his translation displays some
of the markings of the early Judaeo-Arabic translations of the
Torah, characterised by their phonetic spelling.*® It is therefore
possible that JA2 reflects a relatively early translation of the Ar-
amaic text, which was partly ‘normalised’ in the course of its
transmission.

All three Hebrew versions follow Arl in omitting Ye-
hoshu‘a’s injunction, but Heb1l adds some details, including the
claim that Yehoshu‘a said what he said ‘in the evening’, and that
he mentioned Yeshu’s blasphemies. Interestingly, each version
uses a different verb to translate the Aramaic verb nw. Of these
verbs, Heb4’s a5m1 is quite unexpected, and might be due to a
translation from, or the influence of, Arabic, where f; means
both ‘change’ and ‘exchange’ or ‘replace’.

The claim that Yeshu’s body was taken off the cross by
evening was well-known to the author of the piyyut, ‘Those who
support a mamzer as an idol’, which we already referred to in our
comments on 3.1 and 3.8. There, the followers of the mamzer are

also described as ‘those who turn to the one who was hung until

2 For Saadiah’s translation of Deut. 21.23, see Derenbourg et al. (1893-
1899, 1:285). For pre-Saadian translations of the Hebrew Bible, see Blau
and Hopkins (2017); unfortunately, Deut. 21.23 is not preserved in the
extant fragments of these translations.

3 Typical characteristics of the phonetic spelling are the inconsistency
in the spelling of short and long vowels (25% in 8.1, 25 in 8.3 and 8.7),
and the phonetic spelling of misTx (rather than nio7R, which is the
‘standard’ form, and is indeed found in 8.7). But in the purely phonetic
spelling, one would not expect the spelling 5% before sun-letters, but
would rather expect 25,
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the evening’ (qw1 *1v nbna® o'nan), with a clear reference to taking
Jesus off the cross by evening.** However, this claim need not
reflect a familiarity with our text, as the injunction of Deut. 21.23
could have given rise to this motif even without recourse to our
text. But some version of this and the next passage clearly was
known to Amulo, who embarked on a long discussion of Deut.
21.23, and claimed that the Jews use it to blaspheme against
Christ; this included their nasty claim that, like the brigands in
Amulo’s own days, he was punished by being hung on the cross
(in crucis ligno... more latronum, qui nunc suspenduntur, infamant
esse punitum), rather than being nailed to it. And, Amulo adds,
When their master Joshua cried out and ordered them (et
conclamante ac iubente magistro eorum Iosue), he (Jesus) was
quickly taken off the cross and thrown into a grave in some

garden full of cabbages, lest their land be polluted (ne terra
eorum contaminaretur).*

The end of the sentence points back to Deut. 21.23, and although
this part of the verse is not cited in any of our direct textual wit-
nesses, it is definitely implied by them, whereas the claim that
the Jews buried Jesus at the command of their master (or
teacher) Joshua surely points to Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah’s role in

our passage.

* See Zulay (1938, 382), and Rand (2013, 15).

4 Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 25 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 48); for the
garden full of cabbages, see above, our comments on 7.8.
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8.4. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Yeshu is Buried in

Yehudah’s Garden

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ar4, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4,

Heb5

Arl

Ar2

Ar4

JAl

JA2

They brought him down from ROANA AP RIHY D MANR
the cross and buried him in the LR133 AT T RO RNT
water-channel in the garden of

R. Yehudah the gardener.

They brought him down and R¥T [ROANA] NP NNNRY
buried him [in the] water- LRI AT 29T ROPST
[channel] of the garden of R.

Yehudah the gardener.

They buried him in the [water]- 46xn3[*33 RNT] RV NN
channel [in the gar]den of R. RID AT T
Yehudah the gardener.

They brought him down and Pin Ty [m]aaT{5iR 47 mnxnra
buri[ed him] in the water- ATIH MTOR IRIOKR 18 RAOR
trough in the garden of IRIHNR
Yehudah the gardener.

He* (i.e., Yehoshu‘a) brought 5 e 2l ]5[¥5R 10 On]5[1]IR
[him down from the cr]oss and nT 18ND2 8 [R][N]5H 182 P
buried him in a trough for MIRAIN[0]3 05K

46 Or: jna[°s7.

47 1.e., m1Tnxa. For JA1’s confusion between _?» _?» and 5, see also our

comments on 6.11.

8 As noted in our comments on 8.3, the copyists of JA2 probably

thought that this sentence begins earlier, and reads ‘On that day, he

(i.e., Yehoshu‘a) brought him down’, etc.
4 Or: [n]5[1]3.

%0 The scribe wrote the definite article at the end of the line, and the

word itself in the next line.
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[wat]er in the garden of
Yehudah the orchard-man.

Hebl his words, the whole world.>! PYI IR AT 52090 52 T
And he (or, they) brought him T 133 o nhyna mhap
down from the tree, and they
buried him in a water-channel
in the garden of Yehudah.

Heb2 They brought him down and D7 MR NNN MNP MM
buried him under the water- 20780 AT OTI TINa
pipe inside the orchard of
Yehudah the orchard-man.

Heb3 They brought him down and S ] nnnoamnapn M
buried him under a deep water- AT 078 TINA PinY on
[ ] inside the orchard™ of Ricaabh
Yehudah the orchard-man.

Heb4 They brought him down and o'An vA[A2 NPT IMTIM
buried [him in] the water- [?n11]3 S5pwine sabw

chan[nel] of Rabbi Yehoshu‘a
() the g[ardener].

5! Either these words are misplaced here, or a few words were omitted
from the text, and see the following note.

52 The last three words are meaningless here; it is possible that one or
more words were omitted from the text, e.g., 09wn 3 1127 Wwnwn, ‘and
the whole world heard (or, obeyed) his words’, but elsewhere in Hebl
the references to ‘the world’ are to Yeshu’s misleading of ‘the world’, in
which case these words belong elsewhere in the text.

3 Or: ‘under a water-[ ] deep inside the orchard’.

% One would expect the word =¥, as in Heb2, but the reading of the
mem is quite certain.

% One would expect Yehudah, but cf. below, 8.6, where Heb4 again
refers to R. Yehoshu‘a.
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Heb5 Therefore they brought him INNARY YN I T 7avab
down from the tree and buried 1593 owan K31 000 MNpTwa
him in the water troughs. And 1297 wr Sw inba ovan anos
the rain came at night and the — D®&Wwp HYa RIM K13 AT DIPNS
water carried Yeshu’s body and N33 PWIN W 051 nawn
brought it to the place of AT

Yehudah the gardener—who
was an owner of cucumbers—
and the body of Yeshu the
wicked sat in Yehudah'’s
garden.

The three Aramaic textual witnesses are almost identical, except
that Ar2 omits the words ‘from the cross’ and Ar4 omits the initial
action, ‘they brought him down’ (from the cross). Interestingly,
Arl, Ar4, and presumably Ar2 as well, use the word v, which
is well attested in the Hebrew Bible (Gen. 30.38, 41; Exod. 2.16),
is occasionally found in the Aramaic Targumim, and is attested
in Syriac and Mandaic.® In 8.11 the Aramaic textual witnesses
will use a different term, 817 8'pw n°3, as will be noted below. It
is not entirely clear whether the Aramaic text referred to a canal,
which is how Hebl and Heb2 (and probably Heb3 as well) un-
derstood this term, or to a closed water-trough, which is implied
by JA1 and JA2.

JA1 follows Arl and Ar2 closely, but JA2 turns the plural
verbs to singular, thus claiming that it was Yehoshu‘a himself
who brought Yeshu down from the cross and buried him. Heb1’s

text suffers from some textual corruption, but Heb2/Heb3 and

%6 See Sokoloff (2009, 1441).
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Heb4 follow the Aramaic texts quite closely, with Heb4 preserv-
ing the Aramaic word v in his Hebrew text, and with Heb3
adding that the burial was ‘deep’. But whereas Arl, Ar2, Ar4,
JA1, Heb4, and Heb5 refer to Yehudah'’s ‘garden’ and refer to him
as ‘the gardener’, JA2 and Heb2/Heb3 refers to his ‘orchard’
(j&noa in JA2 and o718 in Heb2/Heb3) and refer to him as an
‘orchard-man’ ("383:0[0]3 in JA2 and *o715 in Heb2/Heb3).% This
may point to JA2 being translated from a Hebrew text, or to
Heb2/Heb3 being translated from a text in Judaeo—-Arabic, but it
is also possible that both were translated from Aramaic texts
where the word jno1a was used, even though this Middle Persian
loanword is quite rare in the Aramaic texts of late antiquity.>®

In contrast with all the other textual witnesses, but in line
with its penchant for expansions and interpolations, Heb5 adds a
detailed description of how after it was buried, Yeshu’s body was
carried away during the night by rain-water, and landed in the
garden of Yehudah, who is described not as a mere gardener, but
as an owner of cucumbers, which will re-appear in Heb5’s ac-
count in 8.6.

The claim that Jesus was buried in a water-channel, or a
trough, seems to have had long roots. The third-century Christian
poet Commodian, who displays some familiarity with post-bibli-

cal Jewish texts and traditions, says that the Jews ‘defame (Jesus)

 In Arabic, one would expect the word :skij, ie., nxno(1)a; the
spelling *1R8311[0]3 probably reflects the influence of Persian (see Lane
1863-1893, 1:202), and is attested in Mandaic, but not in the other Ar-
amaic dialects; see Drower and Macuch (1963, 56).

%8 For Aramaic 10013, see Sokoloff (2020, 128).
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even more (by saying): “We threw him into a well (or, a pit)”’
(Sed magis infamant: In puteum misimus illum).> A similar claim is
attested in a text now known as the Lament of the Virgin, or the
Gospel of Gamaliel, where the Jews insist that the body of Jesus
is found in a deep well (see below, in our comments on 8.10).
And Agobard, in his report of what the Jews relate about Jesus,
says that after Jesus was killed, ‘he was buried next to some aq-
ueduct and handed over to someone called Iuda, to guard him’
(iuxta quemdam aquaeductum sepultum, et Iudae cuidam ad custo-
diam commendatum).® This is a short but quite accurate summary
of our passage. But Agobard also adds that,

In the night he was carried away by a sudden inundation

of the aqueduct (noctu uero subita aquaeductus inundatione

sublatum); he was sought after for twelve months, by Pi-

late’s order, but was still not found (Pilati iussu per duo-
decim lunas quaesitum, nec usque inuentum).®

This sounds quite like Heb5’s description of the fate of Yeshu’s
body, and might demonstrate the antiquity of the claim that it
was carried away by the water, but the rest of Agobard’s narra-

tive does not parallel any of our textual witnesses, as we noted

above, in section II.2.4 of the Introduction.

¥ Commodian, Carmen apologeticum (or, Carmen de duobus populis) 436,
and cf. 439 and 473. And cf. our comments on 8.12, below.

0 Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 206); Schéfer (2011, 33
and 35), translates Iudae cuidam as ‘some Jew’, but it seems clear that
Agobard refers to Yehudah (the gardener), about whom he had never
heard before.

51 Agobard, De Iud. super. 10 (van Acker 1981, 206-7).
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It is quite possible, but far from certain, that the earliest
narrators of our story had a specific place in mind when they
spoke of a water-channel that runs through Yehudah’s garden. In
spite of its location on the Sea of Galilee, Tiberias also benefitted
from a long aqueduct that brought water from a spring some 11
kilometres to the south.®®> However, like the water-holes (?)
where Yeshu will find his final resting place (in 8.12), this loca-

tion too is never mentioned by any other source.

8.5. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Yeshu’s Followers Do
Not Find His Body and Insist That He Ascended to
Heaven and That The Jews Are Lying

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ar4, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4,
Heb5

Arl  When these people whom he PN WOKRT WIR I INKRT 117
had misled came, and did not S3197IR RO HY INawR KDY
find him on the cross, they Y Ry RTIAH AN wam
surrounded and caught the T RIIND W RIY PR ROWIP
Jews and said to them: “Yeshu = R&2'5% 5p OR P'p'Op RIPWA RTIT
our master told us the truth, R 120 3] ene pnaby
that the Jews are dealing with LRMWH DIRT ROWIPA

a lie. If you crucified him on
the cross, where is his body? In
truth, he went to Heaven.”

62 See Winogradov (2002).

8 The spelling of this verb with a he (as in Ar4) is more common, but
the spelling with het is well attested; see Sokoloff (2020, 310). Interest-
ingly, this verb, which is typical of JBA (JPA prefers the verb -n), is
found in Arl and Ar4, but not in Ar2.



Ar2

Ar4

JA1
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When [these people calme, and RO [WIR TIN IN]RT P
did not find him on the cross, ROWIP [1]AR RIOR DY IINIWK
they said: [“Yeshu] our master RIPWA RTI R [ 1D 0K
[told us] the truth, (that) the [65250eR R]2H2 Hy OR PROY
Jews are dealing with a lie. If RWY ROWIPA SR 1275 A
[he was crucified]®* on the .pHho

cross, where did his body go?

In truth, he ascended to

Heaven.”

When these [peop]le whom he  {inn® *poRrT "W[1KR] 37 1IOKRT "N

had misled came, they did not TR R2HY 5P 00 IMOWR R
find him on the cross; they R PRI (iA[Pne] Joam
surrounded and caught [the R0 W k1L AR RoOwIp PR
Jews and] said to them: “Yeshu &2'5% 5y DR 'p*OY RIP'WA RTIT
our master told us the truth, 66'3 DR 12°h A e finathe
(that) the Jews are dealing .90 Rrwh [ROwIpa]

with a lie. If you crucified him
on the cross, where did his
body go? In [truth], he
ascended to Heaven.”

When his followers came to BY AR 09 HARNEYR MR ®NYD
him, and did not find him on HR POV IR HRPY WIW 25RO
the cross, they calumniated and 1 HRP TR 15 181 RADHR
said that “He ascended to .Sora o

Heaven and his words that he
said are true and your words
are false.”

54 Or: ‘If [you crucified him]’.

% Or: manabe.

% A line-filler, consisting of the first letter of the first word of the next

line.



404 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

JA2  When it was morning, those TROIR IRI ARTIHNRI [RD RO
people whom Jesus had misled ~ nn7'» 0% 70n5"0oR *TH8 DRIOR
came and did not find him on  H&p1 TOR2 PHYN A ]H¥OR HY

the cross; they clung to the RITO W R3IH HRP MTOR privR ond
Jews and said to them: “The IR 27K MTPOYR TIHR IR
truth that Yeshu our master PR NNy MA[N]a% TP on<i>2
said to us, that the Jews believe .RNOHR HR TYL 7IR KPA AN

a lie. If you had indeed
crucified him, his body—where
is it? In truth, he ascended to

Heaven.”

Hebl In the morning, the people 89 OYNAW DWIRM 83 Ipa3
whom he had misled came, and 115 9nR NAR AR PV HY 1MKRLN
did not find him on the tree. or oawh 5 HR 12 RI0 D W
They said: “Yeshu told us the W1 10931 MK {3} ymx ononn
truth—that he is the son of .15 o'nwa{a} nnra

God, and he ascended to
Heaven. If you hung him,
where is his body? In truth, he
really ascended to Heaven.”

Heb2 In the morning of the Sunday, W<a2>P1 NAW3 AR 0P P
the people whom Yeshu‘a the nynn 9{o}<w>{1}8 0T8N 12
wicked had misled gathered DR Wwanm ywan {7} yiw omn
together, and caught the Jews, 15750 nnxa onb MR .oMN
and said to them: “In truth .00y pwa o inn o] yw
Yeshu‘a told us that the Jews DRR2 OO0 TWR WIRA TR
are dealing with a lie;*® where .nHy omwy

7 Le., V.g.L;aT, and cf. JA2’s text in 6.2 and 8.5.

% The Hebrew text is a bit awkward here, as it is based on a mechanical
translation of the Aramaic.

% The scribe seems to have written 0'wix, ‘people’, but realised that he
already written 0781 *13, and corrected it to WK, ‘whom’.
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is the man whom you hung? In
truth, he ascended to Heaven.”
In the morning of the Sunday,
the [peo]ple whom Yohanan
and Yeshu‘a had misled [

1, and caught the Jews, ... “...
dealing with a lie; who ... ”
On the next day the people
who were misled came, and did
not find him on the tree. They
hurried and caught the Jews,
and said to them: “Yeshu our
master told us the truth, that
the Jews are dealing with a lie;
if you hung him on the tree—
where is his body? In truth, he
ascended to Heaven.” They
went [and told? Pila]Jtus the
governor.

When people—the fools who
were misled by him—came in
the morning, they looked for
him and did not find him.
Immediately they went up to
the king and said to him: “He
(i.e., Yeshu) already
commanded us, ‘If you do not
find my body in the morning—

405

23] ] nawaTna 9pan
"W MY onR AYnn WK [DT7]RA
apWwa 700" TinA NR 109N

72, m Py

RH1 DVIND DWIRT IR OnnY
DIWAM 1R PP Y IR IReD
119 R NAR 0N AR BTITY

D'POW IPWA DTN D RID 1W
PR In923 1mK onon pyn 5H or
1350 onwd [A]5y nn[KR]a &N
IniAn o[58 1nKi]

D'0IWA DWIR P33 IR TWRDY
MR IRZA RO IMWPA PINKR WNW
1% 922 19 R TR HY TN
9pa3 *nhanrgnn 85 oR 1HY
10 R DAY mHY v 1T

797 1209 11apa inbas

7% Some words were omitted from the text here, due to a parablepsis

from the first om0 to the second one.

7! Lege: D'pioy.

72 The text is garbled, due to a parablepsis from one & DSN TWR WRA

to the next.
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know that I ascended to

Heaven’. And we did not find

his body in his tomb; where did

he go?”

The three Aramaic textual witnesses display some dialectical dif-
ferences, but only minor differences of content: Arl and Ar4 de-
scribe Yeshu’s followers as ‘those whom he had misled’, but Ar2
does not include this phrase; Arl has them ask ‘Where is his
body’, whereas Ar2 and Ar4 have them ask ‘where did his body
go’; Arl refers to ‘going to Heaven’, but Ar2 and Ar4 speak of
‘ascending to Heaven’. More importantly, Arl and Ar4 have these
followers surrounding and catching the Jews and telling them
that they are liars, whereas in Ar2 they only say that the Jews
are liars, and are not even saying this to the Jews themselves. In
this case, it seems likely that Ar2 presents an earlier stage in the
textual development of this passage, especially since in the next
passage it is Pilatus who takes the initiative. From a historical
perspective, one can imagine that the change in Arl and Ar4 was
partly due to the growing power of Christians over Jews in the
period when Byzantine Palestine was becoming more and more
Christian.

One noteworthy element in the Aramaic text is the expres-
sion &191 w», ‘Yeshu our master’, that is found in all three Ara-
maic texts, is preserved in its Aramaic form in Heb4, and is re-
flected in JA2’s 837°0 . This expression clearly echoes the fre-
quent Christian references to Jesus as ‘our Lord’, or ‘our master’,

which is widely attested in Syriac and in Christian Palestinian
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Aramaic, and is reflected already in the early Christian exclama-
tion papav ¢bd, ‘our master/Lord, come/has come’.”® Apparently,
the expression &191 W™ was a common expression in the late-
antique world in which Gzar-dina de-Yeshu was first written.

JA1 looks more like a paraphrase of the Aramaic texts than
a word-for-word translation, and it includes terms that are typical
of the Muslim world, including the word axnex (for which see
above, 8.1) and the contrast between pn and Yvoxra.74 JA2, in con-
trast, remains quite close to the Aramaic texts, and especially to
Arl and Ar4, since it includes the reference to ‘those whom he
misled’ and to ‘surrounding the Jews’; it follows Arl in asking
‘Where is his body’, but follows Ar2 and Ar4 in having Yeshu’s
followers state that he ‘ascended to Heaven’. And it also claims
that this part of the narrative occurred ‘in the morning’, an ele-
ment which is not found in the extant Aramaic textual witnesses.
This claim is also found in all the Hebrew textual witnesses, with
Heb4 stating that it occurred ‘on the next day’ rather than ‘in the
morning’. But there are also many differences between the He-
brew versions. Hebl has Yeshu’s followers claim that he is the
son of God, a claim that is not found at this place in any of the
other textual witnesses, and clearly reflects an addition to Hebl,

in line with similar additions in 0.13 and 2.3, and cf. 6.5.

73 See 1 Cor. 16.22 and Didache 10.6. For the frequent use of 1 and 1n
for Jesus in the Christian Aramaic dialects see Sokoloff (2014, 246) and
Sokoloff (2009, 823).

7 For the frequent opposition between 3~ and b\, see Quran 2.42;
3.71; 8.8; 13.17; 17.81; 18.56; 21.18; 22.62; 31.30; 34.49; 40.5; 42.24
and 47.3.
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Heb2/Heb3 claim that all this occurred on a Sunday, a claim that
must be a later addition to the original text, based on the Chris-
tian claims that Jesus rose from the dead on the Sunday after
Passover, except that Heb3 uses the Aramaic word for ‘Sunday’,
and thus may preserve an early element in the text. Moreover
both Heb2/Heb3 and Heb4 translate the Aramaic expression
POy RIp*w3, in ways that show a direct dependence on an Ara-
maic text; Heb4 partly follows Arl and Ar4 in referring to Yeshu’s
followers as o'ynn, and in retaining the phrase ywam MTnR, ex-
cept that he probably did not fully understand the first verb, and
translated it as ‘they hurried’.” Like JA2, it too follows Arl in
asking ‘Where is his body?’, but follows Ar2 and Ar4 in having
Yeshu’s followers state that he ‘ascended to Heaven’. However,
at the end of the passage, it adds that Yeshu’s followers ‘went to
Pilatus the governor’, a statement that is not found in any of the
Aramaic or Judaeo-Arabic textual witnesses, and finds only a
partial parallel in Heb5’s claim that ‘they went up to the king’.
Heb5 offers a paraphrase of the text, rather than a close parallel
to any of the other textual witnesses.

As noted in our introduction to 8.0, the claim that the Jews
are lying about Jesus’ body goes back to the Gospels themselves,
but there the claim is that the Jews insist that his disciples stole
his body, to make it seem as if he had risen from the dead. Our
own narrative claims that the Jews themselves have taken Ye-
shu’s body, and when his disciples found no body, they insisted

that he ascended to Heaven, and that the Jews are lying. But since

75 Presumably, misreading 17T either as Aramaic 1M, ‘they hurried’,
or as Hebrew 177, ‘they hurried’ (as in 1 Sam. 21.2, etc.).
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the Jews know where the body was buried, they can easily refute

the charges by exhuming the body, as we shall soon see.

8.6. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Pilatus Asks Yehudah

about Yeshu’s Body

Textual Witnesses: Arl, Ar2, Ar4, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb4,

Heb5
Arl

Ar2

Ar4

JAl

Immediately Pelatus summoned
Yehudah the gardener, and said
to him: “The body of Yeshu—
what did you (sg.) do with it?”
[Pelatus] the governor
[summoned] Yehudah the
gardener, and said to him: “The
man [whom you have
crucified...]””®

Pelatus the governor
summoned Yehudah the
gardener, and said to him: “The
man whom you (pl.) have
crucified—what did you (sg.)
do with his body?”

When the word had spread,
[the kilng summoned Yehudah
the gardener and said to him:
“The man whom you (sg.) have
crucified—what did you do
with him?”

76 Ar2 breaks off here.

ANt R b owba p TN
D DTaY RN WS e o

K113 ATH R0 [o1oha ]
[...] 83337508

RI33 ATITH RN 0WH P
38 778N2O%[T] 8723 175 AR
.5 nTay n[n]

RPTNOR DRYIHKR 9ND KNS
15 5Rpa 1158 A7IA0]2 T5[P5R]
.13 nbny wR nnady *HR H3or

77 Lege: nnao¥[7]. For Ar4’s confusion of waw-nun and aleph at the end

of words see also above, 8.3, and below, 8.11.
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JA2 Then Pelitus summoned T DDA RYT TN
Yehudah the orchard-man, and W An'a .5 SRPY IRAINDION
said to him: “The body of .RN2 nHnY wR
Yeshu—what did you (sg.) do
with it?”

Hebl Then they”® summoned Pelatus MOWI PR3AN D105a% IR IR
the governor, and they sent and 1132 11192pw 137 Hpa ATy kM
summoned Yehudah, the owner IR ION WK YR O 1KY
of the garden in whose garden 79,73 NN nbas

they buried him (i.e., Yeshu),
and they said to him: “The man
whom we have hung—what
happened (to) his body?”

Heb2 Petalus the governor said to 0780 AMAYY Twn 0150 RN
Yehudah the orchard-man: 101913 IMR AN TWR YR
“The man whom you (sg.) have A3 wy
hung—what did you (sg.) do
with his body?”

Heb3 “This man whom you (pl.) have 171913 IR DY WK WIRA O
hung—his body, what did you .M onwy
(pl.) do with it?”

Heb4 Immediately [Pilatu?]s s[ent] ... 72135 ®p1 o[ Pwh e Prh]Y TR
and summoned R[abbi ...] [Bon]Tm ywin [
Yehoshu‘a Yehudah

78 1t is not really clear whether ‘they’ refers to Yeshu’s followers or to
those who buried him in Yehudah’s garden, but the end of the sentence
refers to ‘the man whom we have hung’.

79 Lege: nY m'na nn, or a similar expression.

80 The word nm is surrounded by a frame, perhaps as a sign for dele-
tion. For Heb4’s confusion between Yehuda and Yehoshu‘a at this point,
see above, 8.4. Heb4 breaks off here.
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Heb5 Immediately Caesar decreed

upon them that they should
come to him with Yeshu’s
body. So they decreed a fast.
And Yehudah the gardener
went out and was eating in the
market (some) of the
cucumbers that he was selling
in the market, and he was
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TOR IRITW 0P OHY 3TN
mapn s 7285 W Hw inhaia
1R PIWA HIIR RINT RIF AT REN
PRI PWA 210 RINW DRIWPN
Y RIw *ah nwys an P

AnR b SR 1H AR PIRa
"R N33 A0RY 79Ra SR SR
217215 AR AP nm oo

. 737N

unaware of what had
happened, since his hearing
was bad.® And Israel (i.e., the
Jews) said to him: “Why do
you eat when Israel are in
trouble, and you are calm?” He
said to them: “But what
happened?” They said to him:
“Such and Such a thing.”

The Aramaic textual witnesses display only minor differences,
with Ar2 and Ar4 calling Pilatus ‘the governor’ and Arl omitting
this epithet, which in other passages it too uses. Also, whereas
Ar1 has Pilatus referring to Yeshu’s body, Ar4 and probably Ar2
as well, refer to him as ‘the man whom you have crucified’, and
then refer to his body. JA1 follows Ar2 and Ar4, but has ‘the
king’, i.e., Tiberinus, rather than Pilatus, summon Yehudah, and
only after ‘the word had spread’. JA2 is very close to Arl, but
translates ‘gardener’ as *3x31no3, as in 6.3 and 8.4. Hebl, on the
other hand, offers a confused translation, probably due to a mis-

translation of a phrase such as &3 nT"h R¥NIA OWHD ™Y,

81 Lit., ‘since he was harmed (or, deficient) in his ears’.
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which the translator understood as if someone called Pelatus,
who then called Yehudah the gardener. Moreover, Heb1 has the
question phrased as ‘the man whom we have crucified’, but it is
not clear who is meant by this ‘we’. Heb2, and perhaps Heb3 as
well, omit the initial verb (‘summoned’), but otherwise follow the
text of Ar4, except that ‘the gardener’ is once again translated as
07790, Interestingly, Heb3 (and perhaps also Heb2) refers to a
male noun (1213) as if it were female (n21), and will do so again in
the next passage (see the adjective naxwi, below). This could re-
flect the influence of Arabic (7'n's, f.) rather than Aramaic (113,
m.), but it is quite possible that the translator had in front of him
the Aramaic (and Hebrew) word n%'a1 (f.), rather than =35. Heb4
is poorly preserved, and once again confuses Yehudah with Ye-
hoshu‘a, and Heb5 adds a new subplot—about the search for Ye-
shu’s body and how Yehudah the gardener missed it, since he was
deaf—a story that is not found in any of the other textual wit-
nesses and must be a late addition to the text (for Yehudah as an

‘owner of cucumbers’, see already Heb5’s expansion in 8.4).

8.7. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Yehudah Says That
Yeshu’s Body is in His Garden

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ar4, JA1, JA2, Hebl, Heb2/Heb3, Heb5

Arl R. Yehudah answered and said W R Y R AT M aTnn
to him (i.e., Pilatus): “My R RO™MIND 'N2T AN YT RYWA
master! Yeshu the wicked knew WoRY N nb A nan
what is written in the Torah, b AR PYR RS pan<es{m)
‘Do not let his corpse’, etc.,5? 5y prown 891 N oK OR

82 Deut. 21.23.
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and he misled these people, pHo KW TN [R]A5R
and said to them, ‘If you come 0T MR RIR RIT AR OR ROV
tomorrow and do not find me SHTE[ATADT Pnd M o R
on the cross, you will know LRINRYWIIWNT I[N
that I ascended to Heaven’. And

now, if our master wishes, I

will bring him, and will show

his body to them, and they will

bel[ieve], and they [will kn]Jow

that it is Yeshu the wicked.”®

Ar3  “...‘[...] on the cr[oss’ and he WwrRS PRI RS 5D [ ... ]
said] to the people whom he INR AR OR 86535 [ p0]RT
[misled], “If you come WTR maa pA[na]wr 891 9nnd
tomorrow, and do not f[in]d "R DR KRNWD Npho RNWHT
my body—know that I Y 870 Y Nt RIR RIRN
ascended to Heaven. Now, if aimbi:)

our master wishes, I will bring
285

him and will show his body.

Ar4  R. Yehudah answered: “My P[] RYWA W M AT ' 200
master! Yeshu the wicked knew WORI 8'R'YI'N'D 'Ra 'NDT AN
what is written in the Torah, oR 1109 'Ry PR weRb nanft]
‘Do not let his corpse remain R2H¥ Hy ' ponows 89 ponR

overnight on the cross’, and he 817 "ax oxr xnwm npho KNwH
misled these people, and said PN AR 1Y OTRY Y TR RIR
to them, ‘If you come and do LRITRPWTIWNT NPT ARTN

8 Or: ‘that Yeshu is wicked’.
8 The reading of this word is doubtful, but is supported by Ar4.

8 If we do not adopt the emendation to "1nn or "nn, the translation
would be ‘I (will) bring him and revive his corpse’.

8 Lege: pnne.
87 Lege: "nn or Mnn.

88 Le., R2H¢ 5y mnb a1 nvan &Y ,ROMIRA.
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not find me on the cross—I
ascended to Heaven’. And now,
if our master wishes, I will
bring him, and will show his
body to them, and they will
believe and will know that it is
Yeshu the wicked.”®

And he (i.e., Yehudah) said: “I
buried him in the garden.” And
the king said to him: “What is
this calumny that is hea[rd?”
And he said] to him: “Oh king,
the cursed Yeshu knew [that it
is wrlitten in the Torah that
one who is crucified—‘Do not
let his corpse remain overnight
on the tree’, and he deceived
his followers and said to them:
‘If you come tomorrow and do
not find me on the cross, know
that I ascended to [Heav]en’.”
Yehudah answered and said:
“My master, Yeshu the wicked
knew what is written in the
Torah, ‘Do not let his corpse
remain overnight on the cross,

8 QOr: ‘that Yeshu is wicked’.

15 Sxpa J[R]IOKR '8 ANIST HRPa
PYRIWOHR AT WR THnHR

TonhR Ak 1H [Sxpa ay1]AonhR
[x2] o5 182 PWHROR W IR
215%n HR IR 7IN5R 8 2IR[0n]
1awa5R By AN ai %[ n]and
DA3 IR DY DRPY TARNER 927380
1MOYR 2HEHR HY TN 0N RTA
RA[DOR] HR BRTY'e TH AN

W T R HRPY I ARIR
5 21n2n5KR ohYr 182 DHR'OHR
Y AN al mran RS ARMNOR
DYHR 757 '8 MITR H3 2HEHR
IR RRD OIPHR IR 950N

% Lege: nyrawHR, or [»1]AonHR prIwHR 877, and cf. Blau (2006, 350).

1 Lege: man &Y, and cf. our comment on this spelling below.

@

21e., j;\ = %%, ‘to mislead, beguile, delude’.

% Lege: nyx.
% Le., J-aé‘j, and cf. JA2’s text in 6.2 and 8.5.
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but bury it on that day’, and he
misled these people and said:
‘If you come in the morning
and do not see me on the cross,
know that I ascended [to
Heaven ... ]’.”

Yehudah answered and said to
them: “My master(s)! This
Yeshu the wicked knew what is
written in our Torah, ‘Do not
let (the corpse) remain
overnight’ etc., and he misled
these people with his words,
and said to them, ‘If you come
tomorrow you will not find me
on the tree, for I will ascend to
Heaven’. Now, if our master(s)
wish(es), I will show his body
to everyone,”® and everyone
will believe that it is Yeshu the
wicked.”

He (i.e., Yehudah) answered
and said to him that: “Yeshu‘a
the wicked, before he was
raised upon the tree, was

% JA2 breaks off here.

% Lit.,

‘to the eyes of all’.

S 3N o IRTIOR onY's
95[ ... ] nTvR IR nHYRD HeHR

TTR R DAY AR AT Y
"Maw AR YT PR Ywan 1w
avnm " pbn 85 1w nmina

DY INRA P37 THR TDWIRD
Sp anrenn 85 9nnY wRian ox
N¥Y DR AN 0nwh AYYR D pyn
11<>P5 10523 IR ARIR IR TR
DWW K172 Han R Han

1185 PwAn P10 1H KR Y
RPN pyn O[KR] IR HY WK
DR ROAA 7771 WK DWI]RY
98 qaNn

% Lege: 0"wirn n& nyni, but note that -5 nynn reflects the Aramaic from

which Heb1’s text was translated.

%8 Heb2 breaks off here.
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calling the p[eople wlhom he
was leading into sin, and said
[to them...].”

Heb3 He (i.e., Yehudah) said: “It TIRWI NN
(i.e., the body) remained.”?

Heb5 He said to them: “He is already ~ 1m& 13m0 'nasa 817 723 0nH "Ny
in my garden. The rainwater RalaibtaRlal
dragged him.”

There are only minor differences between the Aramaic texts (in-

asmuch as they are extant): Arl and Ar3 refer to ‘tomorrow’, but

Ar4 does not; Arl and Ar4 have Yeshu refer to finding ‘me on the

cross’, but Ar3 only refers to ‘my body’. More importantly, Arl

and Ar4 have a whole clause on how Yeshu’s followers will be
convinced by the sight of his body that he indeed is ‘Yeshu the
wicked’ (that is, that Yeshu is indeed dead, and did not ascend to

Heaven)—a clause that is not found in Ar3, but is echoed below,

in 8.10. JA1 has an additional dialogue between Yehudah and

the king (who already was identified as Yehudah’s interlocutor
in the previous passage in JA1). It also has Yehudah cite Deut.

21.23 in Judaeo-Arabic, in a version that is different from Saa-

diah’s, and different from the one cited by JA2 in 8.1 and 8.3,

and in the current passage. Here too, we may be dealing with a

pre-Saadian, or an ad hoc, translation, since forms such as nanb

(for nvan &5) are very typical of the early Judaeo-Arabic texts in

the phonetic spelling. But whereas both JA1 and JA2 follow Ar3

in not having a clause about Yeshu’s followers being convinced

by the sight of his body, Hebl does present this clause, in line

% This obscure answer probably resulted from a mistranslation of a
source-text, or from an attempt to fill in a lacuna in the text.
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with Arl and Ar4. In Heb2, not much of the text has been pre-
served, but in Heb3 the text is very heavily abridged, with Yehu-
dah only stating that the body ‘remained’.'® As we shall see in
the next passage, the clause about convincing Yeshu’s followers
appears in Heb3, but is put in Pilatus’ mouth. Finally, Heb5 goes
its own way, by having Yehudah merely state that the body was
carried by the rainwater into his own garden, as was described
by Heb5 in 8.4.

8.8. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Pilatus (or Tiberinus)
Tells Yehudah to Dig Yeshu’s Body Out

Textual witnesses: Ar3, JA1, Heb1, Heb3 (this passage is omitted in Ar1,
Ar4 and Heb5)

Ar3  He said to him (i.e., Yehudah): 0 AR R b 'R
“Go and bring him out.”
JA1 And the king said to Yehudah  nwaix raHR amnd 15058 Sxpa

the gardener: “Dig him out and LTIRNRY
bring him.”

Hebl He (i.e., Pilatus) commanded 1291
him (i.e., Yehudah).

Heb3 And Pelatus answered and said 15 AnY ATIH RN 0wHa PN
to Yehudah: “Now go and bring mwn 705 pwan py1w[*] nR 8am
Yeshu‘a the wicked into the NI PPNRKRND 1D OIPPARY TY
market, until his believers .nRa

believe that he was truly
killed.”

19 For the f. verbal form used for the m. noun 1913, ‘his body’, see our
comments on the previous passage.

101 Lege: 1nxw; both the spelling and the vocalisation reflect the
scribe’s confusion at this point.
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This passage appears in only some of the textual witnesses, and
is omitted in Arl and Ar4 (as well as in Heb5), but does appear
in Ar3. JA1 follows Ar3, but explicitly refers to ‘the king’ as the
subject, in line with what it said in the last two passages, whereas
in Ar3 this is less clear, mainly because Ar3 is lacunose in the
previous passages; however, in 8.10, Ar3 clearly speaks of ‘the
king’ rather than ‘Pilatus’ and the same may have been true here
as well. Heb1 has a very laconic summary of the passage’s con-
tents, and Heb3 has Pelatus telling Yehudah to bring Yeshu to the
market, so that his followers will believe that he is really dead—
an idea that some of the textual witnesses placed in Yehudah’s

mouth, as we saw in the previous passage.

8.9. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Yeshu’s Body is
Dragged through the Streets of Tiberias

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ar4, JA1, Hebl, Heb3, Heb5

Arl  R. Yehudah the gardener went N PPORI R AT ' O
and brought him up from his Y193 [R]9an KR D
tomb, and threw a rope on his [A™av ' ]pw 522 e ]
leg and dragged him in all the RI73D 92 W TR MY oK
street[s of Tiberias], and 103[ popwT R]AORA [T]507T RY™WA
proclaimed upon him: “This is 20 3% b

Yeshu, son of Pandera, the
wicked, who rebelled against
the God [of Heaven], besides

whom there is none.”!%?

192 1it., ‘who has no second’, i.e., no divine figure besides Him.

193 The lacuna seems insufficient for [R'nwT 127 R]AYKRA.
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Yehudah the gardener went
and took him out, and dragged
him in the streets of Tiberias,
and proclaimed and said: “This
is Yeshu, son of Pandera, who
rebelled against the great God
who is in Heaven.”

R. Yehudah the gardener went
and brought him up from his
tomb, and threw a rope on his
leg and dragged him in all the
streets of Tiberias, and they
proclaimed upon him: “This is
Yeshu, son of Pandera, the
wicked, who rebelled against
the great God of Heaven,
besides whom there is [none].”
Yehudah the gardener dug him
out and fastened a rope to his
leg and dragged him through
the markets of Tiberias. And it
was proclaimed about him:
“This is Yeshu the heretic who
violated God’s will—recognise
him!”

419

I PYARY 194K TN IR
IART A0 PWA DY 105950
1069738 18 12 17 RN T 0K

.RWAT 827 RADRA TINT

1A PPORT R AT '

TP 31 API03 RYAN RO AMap
I MY AR 1730 P Haa
TIAYT RYWI RVTID N2 W

A5 AT Rnw[T7] 830 8RAOR3
[an]

1937 79 TWI IRLOR AT nwais
*TI M0 PRIOKR 8 19N Han
D21 o8 PARNHR W 197770 by
.MEIWRA 1558 NyRva

194 For Ar3’s use of this Babylonian Aramaic word for ‘gardener’, see

above, in our comments on 4.2.

105 Lege: 7741,

106 Lege: M1 12 W

107 Lege: NTR.
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He (i.e., Yehudah) went and
got (him) out of the tomb, and
they tied a rope to his legs, and
they were dragging him like a
dog in the market of Tiberias,
and the crier would say: “Look,
everyone! Is this Yeshu son of
Pandera or not? Indeed, this is
he who rebelled against the
God of Heaven, who has no
image or form.”

Yehudah went and tied a rope
to his (i.e., Yeshu’s) leg, and he
dragged him in the markets of
the great Rome, and they
proclaimed about him: “This is
Yeshu‘a the wicked who
rebelled against God, besides
whom there is none,'®® and
who has no o[ther] equal (to
Him), forever.”

He (i.e., Yehudah) brought
them (i.e., to his garden)'*° and
showed them Yeshu the
wicked. Immediately they tied
(?) arope to his leg, and
dragged him face down.'"

Han WP 93P R T
253 'n2 IMR PawIn T rHaIa
™IaRN Y RMA0 Sw pwn Tina
IR RTID 2 W AT 590 IR0 TR
TIOR3 TINW RI0 T 89O RD
e mnT 5] pRw onwn

19373 Han mwpn amne 109757
I TP TIN INR TIWRT
YWAR P i vhy 1] RNan
15w PR TWR TOR Y 70 WK
.Y J[NR] anw 89

TR "W W DR DRI DR
08 5Y ymanoy 1vx0a Han 2wy

108 Lit., ‘who has no second’, i.e., no divine figure besides Him.

199 Lege: Tom.

10 Or: ‘He brought them (Yeshu’s body)’.

11 71jt., ‘on his face’.

112 Lege: Mwp, or mw?
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In this passage, the Aramaic textual witnesses are split, with Arl
and Ar4 presenting the same basic text, and Ar3 presenting a
shorter text, with no reference to the tomb, to tying a rope around
Yeshu’s leg, or to God having no one besides Him. Moreover, Ar3
presents the af‘el form of a1 as against Arl and Ar4’s afel of P50,
a difference that is due to the graphic similarity between samekh
and peh. In this case, both Ar3 and Hebl, and the use of pax in
9.1, support the reading of Ar3.'*?

JA1 has one of the elements not found in Ar3, namely, the
reference to the rope, but not the other two, and it includes a
proclamation to those who witness the event to recognise that
the body is Yeshu’s. It also states that Yeshu violated God’s will,
a statement that already appeared in JA1’s text in 1.1. Heb1 has
all three of these elements, but it modifies the last one, from ‘be-
sides whom there is none’ to ‘who has no image or form’. And it
has one additional element, namely, the comparison to dragging
a dog, an element that is found in some of the manuscripts of the
‘Helena’ recension, and probably reflects Heb1’s familiarity with
that recension, which is also reflected elsewhere, and especially
in the introductory interpolation.''* Heb3 has two of the elements

(and does not mention the tomb), but to ‘besides whom there is

113 See above, section III.1 of the Introduction.

114 See, for example, Oxford, Bodleian Library, Opp. Add. Quarto 145
(=Neubauer 2407) (#21687), fol. 60v: ©5ana (1) 1MKR IMIWPI MR
05w 2NN M5 Mo 2593 113 1N, ‘and they dug him (i.e., Ye-
shu) out, and bound him with ropes, and dragged him like a stinking
dog and paraded him in the streets of Jerusalem’. And cf. Meerson and
Schifer (2014, 11:177-78, 205, 249, 301 and 303).
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none’it adds ‘and who has no other equal (to Him), forever’, ech-
oing what Heb2/Heb3 already said in 4.1. More importantly,
Heb3 changes the place where the whole scene takes place, from
Tiberias to ‘the great Rome’; as these words are given in (slightly
garbled) Aramaic (8na1 7m0 'pw), it is possible that Heb3 was
translated from an Aramaic text which referred to Rome, or to
the Galilean village Ro(u)ma (see also Heb2/Heb3 in 1.1, and
Hebl in 1.2, and our comments there). Heb5 goes its own way,
by preserving the element of the rope and the dragging, but omit-
ting the rest.

In addition to these textual variations, we may note that in
the Aramaic texts, Yeshu’s body is dragged through the pw, a
word that means both ‘street’ and ‘market’. Heb3 leaves this word
in its Aramaic form, but JA1 and Hebl translate it with the cog-
nate Arabic word p1o and the Hebrew word pw. However, in both
these languages, this word is used in a more limited sense of ‘mar-
ket’, rather than ‘street’, so the text’s meaning has slightly
changed in both languages.

The story of how Yeshu’s body was dragged through the
streets may have been known to Tertullian, who mockingly notes,
in a passage that we already quoted in our comments on 7.8, that
‘maybe it was the gardener who removed him, lest his lettuces be
damaged by the crowd of visitors’ (vel hortulanus detraxit, ne
lactucae suae frequentia commeantium adlaederentur).' The
important verb here is detraho, which can mean ‘to remove’, as

we have just translated, but also means ‘to pull, draw, drag (a

115 Tertullian, De spectaculis 30.
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person) away’.!'¢ Unfortunately, Tertullian does not provide any
details about how the gardener would have ‘removed’ or
‘dragged’ the body of Jesus. But whereas assuming Tertullian’s
familiarity with our scene is at best speculative, Amulo’s know-
ledge thereof, in the mid-ninth century, is beyond any doubt. In
his On the Perfidy of the Jews he states that the Jews apply to
Jesus, and to his Christian followers, various verses from Isa. 14,
and, after quoting Isa. 14.19-20, he provides further details:

And they say that when he was taken by their elders off

the cross, and buried in a tomb, he was once again dug out

of the tomb (de sepulcro extractum), so that everyone will

know that he was dead, and did not come back to life (ut

omnes scirent mortuum, nec resuscitatum); and he was

dragged by a twisted rope'” through the whole town (et

retorta per totam civitatem tractum) and cast away in this

manner. '8
We shall return to Amulo’s description below, but should also
note a possible reference to this scene in a fragmentary Hebrew
philosophical or mystical text, which—in an attempt to demon-
strate the power of the stars and of demons to hinder a man’s

wishes—provides an illustrative example:

116 See Glare (1968, 531), and cf. Amulo’s and Jerome’s use of traho in
the passages cited below.

117 Amulo’s retorta in fact refers to a contraption made of twisted
branches, and see du Cange et al. (1883-1887, VII:164). Herbers-Rauhut
(2017, 79) translates retorta tractum as ‘an einem flochtenen Strick ge-
zogen’, i.e., ‘pulled on a braided rope’.

118 Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 39-40 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 76-79).
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You surely heard the stories about Yeshu‘a the Nazarene

(w10 ywr), and the events that happened to him, and the

hardships he suffered. Did the stars and the demons save

him when he was hung on a tree and his body was dragged

in the burial of a donkey ( n2pa nane: N5an py Sy 1mbnna

Mnn)?t
That Jesus was hung, i.e., crucified, on a tree was common
knowledge, but the claim that his body was dragged seems to be
based on our scene. Unfortunately, the author behind this refer-
ence remains anonymous, and one cannot tell whether he had
access to Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, or only heard about the dragging of
Yeshu‘a’s body through indirect channels.

Like the crucifixion on a cabbage stalk (above, 7.8), the
dragging of Yeshu’s body through the streets might seem quite
unusual. It must be stressed, however, that such actions were
common from the earliest stages of human history (think, for ex-
ample, of Hector’s body being dragged by Achilles in Iliad,
22.395-404 and 24.14-21), and remain just as common today
(think, for example, of how ISIS terrorists tied the bodies of their
slain victims to their vehicles, and dragged them for all to see).'?
In late antiquity, numerous examples are recorded of bodies that
were dragged through the streets as a public display of defeat and
humiliation, and often also as a warning to all who watched the

scene or heard about it that such would be the fate of whoever

119T-S AS 213.23 (a parchment fragment; the text is vocalised). For ‘the
burial of an donkey’, see Jer. 22.19 (cited below), to which this text
implicitly alludes.

120 For the widespread use of such practices in antiquity, see the studies
collected in Karakantza et al. (2025).
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runs afoul of the authorities or of the mob. In Rome, the bodies
of tyrants, rebels and executed criminals often were dragged with
a hook through the streets and thrown into the Tiber or into the
sewers that flowed into it.'>' In one instance, in 190 CE, Marcus
Aurelius Cleander was beheaded, and his head was stuck on a
spear and paraded through the streets of Rome. His rivals, goaded
by the emperor Commodus, also killed his two sons and his
friends, and ‘dragged their bodies (clpovtés Te Ta cwpata) and
shamefully degraded them in every way until finally the muti-
lated bodies were thrown into the sewers (& TolUs OxeTovs
dépovteg).'?* In another instance, in 222 CE, the bodies of Elagab-
alus and his mother were ‘dragged through the whole city for a
long time and mutilated, and thrown into the sewers which run
down to the River Tiber (¢ Tolg dyeTovs... ToUs & Tév OUPptv

motaudv péovtag).'* The dragging of bodies—alive or dead—also

121 See, for example, Suetonius, Tiberius 61.4; Appian, Bel. Civ. 2.18.134;
Historia Augusta, Commodus 17.4, 18.5-7, 19.2, etc.; Cassius Dio
74.2.1, and Kyle (1998, 219-28).

122 Herodian, 1.13.6 (LCL tr., with some modifications), and cf. Cassius
Dio 73.13.6.

128 Herodian, 5.8.9 (LCL tr., with minor modifications). The Historia Au-
gusta provides a more colourful account, describing how ‘his body was
dragged (tractus) through the streets, and the soldiers further insulted
it by thrusting it into a sewer (in cloacam). But since the sewer chanced
to be too small to admit the corpse, they attached a weight to it to keep
it from floating, and hurled it from the Aemilian Bridge into the Tiber,
in order that it might never be buried. The body was also dragged (trac-
tum) around the Circus before it was thrown into the Tiber’ (Historia Au-
gusta, Elagabalus 17.1-3, LCL tr.).



426 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

is a recurrent motif in Christian martyrologies. Hippolytus of
Rome, for example, is said to have been tied to wild horses and
then dragged through a field of thorns and thistles, and similar
stories are told of many other martyrs.'?*

The practice of dragging a body through the streets of the
town was well known to the Jews of late antiquity.'?® Already in
the Hebrew Bible, the prophet Jeremiah warns King Yehoyakim
that ‘He shall be buried the burial of a donkey, dragged and
thrown out beyond the gates of Jerusalem’.'?® In rabbinic halakha
there are no injunctions to mistreat the bodies of sinners and her-
etics, but the rabbis did tell many stories about persons who suf-
fered such a fate.'” In their retelling of the story of the biblical
Shebna, who was active at the time when Sennacherib was be-
sieging Jerusalem, they relate how he went to the Assyrian camp,
but the Assyrians were angry with him and ‘pierced his heels and

hung him from the tails of their horses and dragged him on the

124 For Hippolytus, see Lapidge (2018, 188-89, 193-94, 344). For simi-
lar stories about other Christian martyrs, see Lapidge (2018, 295 and
549); for many more examples, see Filipczak (2017, 339).

125 For earlier discussions of this theme, see Lieberman (1965, 507-8
and 518).

126 Jer. 22.19.

127 See Biichler (1903), and Ben-Menahem (2020). In what follows, I
ignore the claim (in m Pes 4.9 and bt Ber 10b) that Hezekiah mingp 99
o'van Hw nvn Hp 1R, ‘ground the bones of his father (i.e., King Ahaz)
on a bed of ropes’, since it did not involve the dragging of the entire
corpse.
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thorns and the thistles’.'?® A very similar description appears else-
where in the Babylonian Talmud, as well as in the so-called
‘scholion’ to the Scroll of Fasting, in a story that relates how the
Samaritans incited Alexander the Great against the Jews and
their Temple. The story ends with a description of how Alexander
handed them over to Simon the Just, who ‘pierced their heels,

129

and they (i.e., the Jews) hung them behind horses,'* and dragged

them on the thorns and the thistles all the way to Mt Gerizim’.'*°

Another story found in rabbinic literature is less specific,
but no less revealing. It relates of two sinners who performed the
same sins in this world, but in the next world one of them ended
up with the sinners, whereas the other ended up with the right-
eous. When the former sinner protested this apparent injustice,
he was told:

You fool! after your death you were (i.e., your body was)

maltreated (nn un) for three days, and were not placed

in a coffin, and were dragged by ropes to your tomb

(72p5% 7113 ovanay); maggots were placed under you, and

128 See bt San 26a-b; this story is partly based on a playful midrash on
Isaiah’s mocking speech to Shebna in Isa. 22.15-25, and especially his
prophecy that ‘Behold, the Lord will throw you away violently... and
will toss you like a ball into a wide country; there you will die, and
there will your chariots of glory become the disgrace of the house of
your master’ (Isa. 22.17-18).

129 Or, in another version, ‘hung them from the tails of their horses’.
130 Another version has ‘they (i.e., the Jews) placed thorns in the Samar-
itans’ legs and dragged them’. The same story appears in the Babylonian

Talmud, Yoma 69a. See Noam (2003, 102, 153, and 262) and Rosen-
thal, (2008, 363, 373, and 379).
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worms covered you, and your friend saw you maltreated

and swore to repent from his wicked way, and he repented

like a righteous person.**

Clearly, the practice of dragging the bodies of sinners with ropes
was not unusual in the world of the rabbinic story-tellers.

In what is perhaps the closest parallel to our scene, the rab-
bis also recounted a story of how the body of the Babylonian king
Nebuchadnezzar was exhumed and dragged through the streets.
In one version of the story, Evil-Merodach, who was thrown into
prison by his father, refused to believe that his father Nebuchad-
nezzar was dead ‘until they dragged him (i.e., Nebuchadnezzar)
and threw him in front of him’ (v185n yma5wm 1MW T).1%2 In
another version, it is Evil-Merodach himself who ‘took him (i.e.,
Nebuchadnezzar) out (of his tomb) and dragged him’ (i
17731).1%% And in a third version, which is even closer to our scene,
we read that when Nebuchadnezzar died, and Evil-Merodach
wanted to replace him on the throne, the Babylonians were afraid
that perhaps Nebuchadnezzar did not really die (since he had
been living in the wilderness for seven years, as in Dan. 4.33),
and would punish them upon his return. Evil-Merodach insisted
that ‘Nebuchadnezzar is dead and is out of the world, and yet
until now you do not believe (it)?’ (pannn pnx n*b). To convince
them that his father was really dead, he ‘entered the royal store-

houses, and took out iron and bronze chains, and cast them upon

131 Eccl.R. 1.15 (Hirshman 2016, 210); a parallel story is found in Ruth
R. 3.3 (Lerner 1971, 11:86-89).

132 1ev.R. 18.2 (Margalioth 1953-1960, 403-4).
133 Avot de-Rabbi Nathan B 17 (Schechter 1887, 37).
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the heels (mappa &nM) of Nebuchadnezzar, his father, and pulled
and went out and took him out of his tomb (7™ap 0 mn prary)’. 134
Interestingly, all three versions cite Isa. 14.19—‘you were cast
out of your tomb like a detested sprout’—a verse that our narra-
tive already cited in 5.8.'* More interesting still, Jerome knew
of this Jewish tradition, and in his commentary on Isa. 14.18-19
he says that the Jews tell a story (fabula) of how when Evil-Mer-
odach wanted his potentates to believe that his father Nebuchad-
nezzar indeed was dead (ut fidem patris mortui faceret) he ‘opened
his tomb, and dragged his body with a hook and ropes’ (aperuit
sepulcrum, et cadaver eius unco et funibus traxit).'®

This last example provides a close parallel to our scene,
since in both cases it is clear that dragging the dead body for
everyone to see was not only a form of abuse, but was also in-
tended to prove that the person in question was really dead. This is
a point to which we shall return in our comments on the next
passage. For the time being, let us note that the similarity be-

tween the two stories was not lost on one of our text’s earliest

134 Targum Sheni to Est. 1.1; David (1898, 1-2); Ego (1996, 145-47);
Grossfeld (1994, 24). The story is also found in Seder Olam Rabbah 28
(see Milikowsky 2013, 1:314 and 11:447-49), and in different manu-
scripts of the Tanhuma-Yelamdenu, and see Urbach (1966, 29).

135 This connection re-emerges in a gerovah for the seventh day of Pass-
over (!) by the tenth-century payyetan Shime‘on ben Yitzhaq, who says
of Nebuchadnezzar, 1352 / 11apn 75w 2pna 9@ia1/ 1aa ano1 1n7(1)pa K132
w2 wRN 020, ‘When his time (to die) came, his corpse was dragged,
and like detested sprout he was thrown out of his tomb, and his flesh
rotted like a trampled corpse’. See Habermann (1938, 67).

136 Jerome, In Esaiam V.14.18/20 (Adriaen 1963, 169-70).
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hearers, namely, Amulo. As we already noted, he was familiar
with the story of how Jesus’ body was dragged through the streets
as a proof that he did not come back from the dead. Having re-
lated this story, Amulo goes on to add elements not found in our
narrative, such as the claim—attributed to the Jews—that Jesus’
tomb was left empty until Amulo’s own days, but is full of stones
and filth which the Jews are accustomed to throw into it (see
below, our comments on 8.12). But he immediately adds that
‘The impious forefathers of these impious men interpreted this
place in the prophetic text (i.e., of Isaiah) with the true history
of Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylonia, as recounted by the
Blessed Jerome’, after which he cites the passage from Jerome
which we have just discussed. ‘But they (i.e., the Jews)’, he adds,
‘in their great hatred of Christ, and their rabid desire for blas-
phemy, contrived such things, and thus turned the Lord Christ
into a curse to those who hear them’.'*’

Although Amulo is a medieval Christian writer, his suspi-
cion that the nasty story about Jesus may be related to the very
similar story about King Nebuchadnezzar may well be justified.
In a long piyyut in Palestinian Jewish Aramaic, a series of wicked
Gentiles complain to Haman about their fate, and compare it with
his; the only non-biblical figure who is mentioned in this poem is
Jesus (who is called "1[5]3, ‘someone’, in order not to mention his
name), and he is immediately followed by Nebuchadnezzar (who

is called ‘the dwarf’, in line with the midrashic understanding of

137 Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 40 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 78-80).
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oI 50w, ‘the lowest of men’, in Dan. 4.1).'*® Thus, we can be
certain that the analogy between these two figures was made by
Jews already in late antiquity. Moreover, Amulo also says that he
himself saw how the Jews ambush those who converted from
their perfidious ways, and were baptised, and say to them, ‘What
wrong is there, if you believe in Christ? But just remember that
God has none who is similar or equal to him’ (Quid mali est si
credis in Christum? Hoc tantum tene, quia similem sibi et aequalem
deus non habet).'® This reproach, hurled by the Jews of Lyons
against their fellow Jews who converted to Christianity, may be
a distant echo of the proclamation about God that is embedded
in our passage, and should surely serve as a clue to what function
our text might have played in the Jewish community of Lyons in
the ninth century.

But let us return to late-antique Palestine. One more inci-
dent that may elucidate our passage is said to have taken place
during the short reign of Julian ‘the Apostate’ (361-363 CE),
when a bronze statue which was identified as that of Christ was
toppled and mistreated by the ‘pagans’ of Paneas (Caesarea Phi-
lippi). Sozomenus merely states that it was ‘dragged around the
city and mutilated by the pagans’, but Philostorgius, as abridged
by Photius, says that the ‘pagans’ pulled the statue down from its
pediment, and then ‘tied its feet and dragged it in the middle of

the main street’ (tédv moddv éxonoapevol, O péang Eoupov T

138 Sokoloff and Yahalom (1999, 216-19, no. 33). Lieber (2018, 123-
24); see also Miinz-Manor (2012).

139 Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 42 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 84). For the
beginning of the sentence, see section I1.2.5 of the Introduction.
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Aewddpov). ' It is, of course, quite possible that the story of how
Yeshu’s body was dragged through the streets of Tiberias and the
dragging of Jesus’ statue through the streets of Paneas are en-
tirely unrelated, but one is tempted to suggest that they stem
from the same period, and reflect the same mentality.'*! In a so-
ciety marred by religious hostilities between ‘pagans’ and Chris-
tians and between Christians and Jews, such acts of aggression,
and stories about them, must have been quite common.'*?

Two final notes. In Arl and Ar3, Yehudah the gardener
makes his proclamation over the body of Yeshu, whereas in Ar4
and Heb3 we are told that ‘they’ made the proclamation; a similar

formulation is found in JA1, which uses the passive form, ‘it was

140 Sozomenus, Hist. Eccl. 5.21; Philostorgius, Hist. Eccl. 7.3. See also
Wilson (2006-2007).

41 The practice of dragging statues of dead enemies whose own bodies
were beyond reach was well known in the Jewish world as well; note,
for example, how the story in the ‘scholion’ to the Scroll of Fasting of
Caligula’s attempt to set up his statue in the Temple ends with the claim
that when the emperor’s messenger reached Antipatris, he received a
letter stating that Caligula was dead. ‘Immediately, he took the statues
and gave them to Israel (i.e., to the Jews), and they dragged them’. See
Noam (2003, 114, 283, and esp. 290).

142 Another story, from a later period, was told by the ninth-century
chronicler Theophanes, who related how in the early seventh century
the Jews of Antioch initiated an anti-Christian riot, during which they
slaughtered Anastasius, the great patriarch of Antioch, after thrusting
his genitals into his mouth, and dragging him through the main street
(cbpavtes adtov émi ™v Méony), after which they also killed many of the
city’s landowners and burnt their bodies. See Frendo (1982); Horowitz
(2006, 239-40), and Filipczak (2017, 339 and n. 99).
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proclaimed’, whereas Heb1 refers to ‘a crier’ who made the proc-
lamation. This is reminiscent of the Talmudic story of how, when
Yeshu was about to be hung, ‘a crier would come out before him
for forty days (crying) “Yeshu‘a the Nazarene is going to be
stoned since he practised magic, and incited and misled the Jews
(into idolatry); whoever knows anything in his merit should come
and testify.” They did not find any merit for him, and hung him
on the eve of Passover’.'*® However, it is very clear that the two
stories are independent of each other, and move in very different
directions, both in terms of when the proclamation was made and
in terms of what was proclaimed. Moreover, such public procla-
mations are a common feature in the Acta literature, since they
add a more ‘official’ tone to the description of the legal proceed-
ings.'* In our own text, it serves as proof that all of Yeshu’s fol-
lowers could see his body with their own eyes, and realise that
he never ascended to heaven.

The contents of the proclamation also merit some attention.
To the best of my knowledge, the expression *in 5 57, ‘who
has no second’, is unattested in other Aramaic texts, but it is par-
allelled by the Hebrew expression "3 1 px, that is found, for ex-
ample, in the poems of Eleazar the Qallir, who says of God that
uw 1H PR ,TINR DR XM, ‘and he is a single God, and he has no

143 See bt San 43a, and cf. our comments on Ibn Shaprut’s text in 7.2.

144 See, for example, Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs: ‘The proconsul Satur-
ninus had the following proclaimed by a herald...” (Musurillo 1972, 89)
or Acts of Euplus: ‘And the herald made this proclamation: “Behold Eu-
plius the Christian, an enemy of our emperors and our gods!”” (Musu-
rillo 1972, 319).
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second’.'” A more elaborate formula is found in a dream-request
ritual that is attested in several copies in the Cairo Genizah and
echoes expressions found in the Hekhalot literature. Within this
ritual, God—or God’s Name—is described as 1 ;X1 IR RI7 WK
AN Y PRI amw 1 PRI amT 1 PR 1w, ‘who is one, and has no
second, and has no(thing that is) similar, and has no equal, and
has no substitute’.'* Such a formula may lie behind Arl’s (and
Ar4’s?) sin 5 57, as well as well as Heb1’s mwy minT 1[5] prw
and Heb3’s onpy 9[nK] anw 89119 1w PR WK,

8.10. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Yeshu’s Body is
Presented to Pilatus (or to Tiberinus); Some of
Yeshu’s Followers Concede That He Did Not
Ascend to Heaven, but Others Do Not

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ar4, JA1, Hebl, Heb3, Heb5

Arl  He (i.e., Yehudah) brought him [... ... K] 010978 [n]p MY
(i.e., Yeshu) [bef]ore Pilatus, A RO [ ]AAT N
and he summo[ned ... and
there were] those who believed
(that it is the body of Yeshu),
and those who did not believe.

Ar3  He brought him before the [..... ] 81 835 0TPH HIIN
king, and he summoned [ ... ]

145 Eleazar ha-Qallir, Qerovah to n372n nxn, cited from the Maagarim
website (https://maagarim.hebrew-academy.org.il/).

146 See Bellusci (2016, 234-38).
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Ar4

JAl

Hebl

Heb3

Heb5

The Fate of Yeshu’s Body

[He brought] him to Pelatus
the governor, and he
summoned [the people] whom
[he had mis]led, and there
were those who believed, and
there were those who did not
bel[ieve].

Some of his followers believed
it (i.e., that it is the body of
Yeshu) and some of them did
not believe.

They brought him before
Pilatus, and he saw [that] it
was Yeshu. And his stench was
carried to a great distance, and
all those who saw him could
not stand (the stench).

He (i.e., Yehudah) revealed
him and his face,!*° and all
those who believed in him saw
him (i.e., saw Yeshu’s body).
They brought him to the king,
and the king saw him, and had
faith in the Lord, and in the
words of the Sages. And the
people who erred after him—

435

Y R3AA1 DDA MY T [SaN]
D W[ORT WIRY] HHA(N]
1]A00 85T wmrnaT um

DARYAT THTA AR NARNEK PYa
AR RY

R ['2] R D10YA 118 ymKRan
K5 PInY TN N NN W
51205 vR1n 2 i 48pn i

59 10K IR PID DRI IR 79
ATRN

THnm MR AR TR DR IMIRAm
DUWIRM D221 3721 ' PARM
DANY DARA 0NN TINKR WHY
TAY 3TN AR DPHKRD DIN

07 0nb WP IrnRa RHY DWIRAND

147 The reading of this word is uncertain, but cf. a similar construction
in Ar4 at 8.7.

148 A dittography, due to the move from the end of one page to the

beginning of the next one; but cf. our comments on Heb1’s text in 0.6.

1499 Note that in the previous passage, Heb5 claimed that Yeshu was
dragged face down.
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some of them believe (i.e., that
it is the body of Yeshu), and
some of them do not believe.
And after this, some of the
people who did not believe rose
and made themselves a
religion, and said: “It is
written, ‘My soul detests your
new moons and your
holidays’.”**° And they erred
after his (i.e., Yeshu’s) words,
and they made for themselves a
Scripture, and they are these
Christians, in every place and
in every time. And the rumor
spread in all the foolish nation,
and they called his name ‘Isa
son of Mariam, and this is that
which the Gentiles say that the
angel came and blew inside the
womb (i.e., of Mary), and from
this she gave birth to this son
(i.e., Yeshu).

D™V DWTA 202 AR
WPI 1PIAT AR W WAl NRIY
5221987 0™RIN DM AN2 0
522 Apnw na5m nt 231 opn
12 RD'W INW IRIPT RWAV RAY
DMAIR DAY 9370 RIM DMN
D9 N33 1A K3 TROAN

120 M unn AT

The three Aramaic textual witnesses—inasmuch as they are pre-

served—offer the same basic text, with minor differences. The

most important difference is that in Ar3 it is once again the king

(i.e., Tiberinus) who is in charge, whereas in Arl and Ar4 it is

Pilatus. JA1 offers an abridged translation, referring neither to

Pilatus nor to the king, and Heb3 offers an abridged translation

that is different from that of the other textual witnesses, and ends

150 1sa. 1.14.
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the entire narrative here. In Heb1 it is Pilatus who is in charge,
but the text also includes a detailed reference to the stench exud-
ing from Yeshu’s body, an element that is not found in any of the
other textual witnesses, and which builds on Heb1’s claim in the
previous passage that that Yeshu’s body was dragged ‘like a stink-
ing dog’ (Mo 151 12).15! And Heb5 offers a translation of the
Aramaic text, except that here the protagonist is the king, as in
Ar3, and there is also an additional description of how the king
himself ‘had faith in the Lord, and in the words of the Sages’.
Moreover, as Heb5 often does, it adds a long passage which is not
found in any of the other textual witnesses—namely, a descrip-
tion of the rise and growth of Christianity.'>> That this description
was added in an Arabic-speaking environment is made clear by
the name given to Jesus, ‘Isa son of Mariam, which is the com-

mon appellation for Jesus in Arabic (V;;; u" =), and by the

151 See our comments on the previous passage. Amulo, De perfidia Iu-
daeorum 39 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 76) attributes to the Jews the claim
that the foul smell that is prevalent in the morning hours in the early
summer is due to the belches of Jesus as he is suffering torments in Hell
because he had disturbed their nation and the entire world. However,
this claim probably was based on the famous Talmudic claim that Yeshu
is eternally punished in the Netherworld in boiling excrement (bt Gitt
57a), and not on our text.

152 And note the expression Xwav 8ny, ‘a foolish nation’, which is based
on Targum Ongelos to Deut. 32.21, where God says ‘I will provoke their
anger by a foolish nation’ (533 "31). The same expression will re-appear
in 9.4.
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claim that the angel (i.e., Gabriel) blew into Mary’s womb, which
echoes the Muslim stories about the miraculous conception.'*?

The claim that Yeshu’s body was brought before Pilate (or
King Tiberinus) is echoed—and refuted—in a Christian text
which is currently known as the Lament of the Virgin, but is some-
times referred to as the Gospel of Gamaliel. This text is extant in
Ethiopic and in Arabic (including some manuscripts in Garshuni,
i.e., Arabic written in the Syriac alphabet), as well as several frag-
ments in Coptic.'™ In this text, we find a detailed description of
what happened around the tomb of Jesus after he was crucified,
including the claim that he was a magician, and that his magical
powers continue to work even after his death. But when the Jews
insist that Jesus did not rise from the dead, Pilate wants to see
his body, and so,

The Jews preceded Pilate and the centurion to the well

which was in the garden (k! s’ ES'U\ ), and it was a

deep well... And they went down to the bottom of the well,

and found in it the dead man shrouded and laid in a sepa-
rate place. And the Jews shouted: “Here is the Nazarene

13 See Quran 66.12: Ly o 4 UiiS G55 A C;J\ Sae S35,
‘And Mariam, the daughter of Imran, guarded her chastity, and we blew
our spirit inside her...” and cf. Qur’an 21.91; for the occurrence of this
claim in later Muslim sources see, for example, Thackston (1997, 328):
‘Gabriel stretched out his hand toward her (i.e., Mary) and breathed
into her; the breath reached her womb, and she conceived Jesus’. See

further Zellentin (2025, 52).

154 For the Ethiopic texts, see van den Oudenrijn (1959, 2-83). For the
Garshuni texts, see Mingana (1928). For the Coptic fragments, see Suciu
(2012).
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sorcerer (s ;2 ~L.J1) who gave us so much trouble! You

say that he rose, and he is at the bottom of the well!”'*
Moreover, when Pilate refuses to believe that the body is that of
Jesus, the Jews insist that even if he does not believe it, they still
do."® The relevance of this passage for the study of Toledot Yeshu
was noted by several earlier scholars, from Schonfield on-
wards.'”” However, not only do we hear once again that the Jews
claim that Jesus was buried in a well—as we already noted in our
comments on 8.4—we also hear that they showed his body to
Pilate in order to prove that he had not risen from the dead. As
may be expected, the Christian text goes on to say that the body
turned out to be that of one of the two robbers who were cruci-
fied with Jesus, but this claim sounds very much like a refutation
of the Jewish claims that Pilate saw Jesus’ body with his own
eyes. This does not necessarily prove a direct dependence on
Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, but this Christian story probably belongs in

the same world in which the Jewish story circulated.

155 Translated by Mingana (1928, 207); the Garshuni text is on page
237, and I transliterated it in Arabic letters (for (¢1J), one would expect
. For the Ethiopic text, and a German translation, see van den
Oudenrijn (1959, 66-67).

1% Mingana (1928, 208); van den Oudenrijn (1959, 68-69).

157 See especially Schonfield (1937, 99-101, 121), and Newman (1999,
70-71).
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8.11. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Pilatus (or Tiberinus)
Tells Yehudah to Re-bury Yeshu’s Body

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar4, JA1, Heb1 (this passage is omitted in Heb3
and Heb5)

Arl

Ar4

JA1

[Pi]latu[s the governor?] an-
swered [ ... “This person?]
whom you buried in the water-
trough—and now, go and bury
[him in the p]lace [where they
bury] the dead.”

Pelatus the governor [an-
swered] and said to Yehudah
the gardener: “[ ... ] whom you
(pl.?) buried in the water-
trough—and now, hurry'*® and
bury him in the place where
they bury the dead.”

Then the king said to Yehudah:
“[Just] as you saw fit when

[ ... P10 0105 (8] 37 0A
RIAT NPW M2 10 nNapT
158R]AA[RA 7] A3 51 RAWAT
R0 A [PhapT

TS 'HRY RNN30 010Ha [2nn]
o 160RMapT 73l 0 RaL
16295AR ROV R'NAT ROPW 161002
"3 PapT RIDRA DY A
NN

16383 ?2] nmih TH[n]5R Sxp on
8 115 7197 5 ARILHR ORI

138 The readings of 72p1 and of 8 nxa are very doubtful.

19 Or: ‘go’.

160 Lege: nnap? (for the same phenomenon, see our comments on Ar4’s
text in 8.3 and 8.6).

161 Lege: nvaa. For such haplographies, see above, 6.8, n. 90.

0000

163 Or: xn[].
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burying him in the garden,'®* 1669 [RD] Pn []30TR 1657R1OR

bury him with the [rest of?] the . DRINKR OR
dead.”
Hebl Then the governor decreed A0 5Ya AT<sh 1ann R

upon Yehudah the owner of the .anx D1pna "nap 15 1DWN PAY

garden—the one who was drag-

ging him (i.e., Yeshu)—“Go

bury him in another place.”
As much as we can tell from their fragmentary remains, the two
extant Aramaic textual witnesses seem to present very similar
texts. But whereas Arl had earlier told us (in 8.4) that Yehudah
buried Yeshu in the &7 8vnn in his garden, and Ar2 and Ar4
probably had the same reading (with Ar2’s 8'n7 [8vn1] and Ar4’s
[8n7] Rv7), we now read in Arl and Ar4 that he buried Yeshu
in the 8'n7 ®'pw 3, this being an Aramaic equivalent of the He-
brew word vi1.'” JA1 presents a similar text, except that the
speaker is the king, and not Pilatus, and the translation is quite
paraphrastic. Heb1 follows the Aramaic texts in presenting Pila-
tus as the speaker, but his instructions to Yehudah are far less

specific than those found in Arl and Ar4—or in JA1—for rather

164 Or: ‘Why did you see fit to bury him in the garden?’
165 Lege: 1R1ION.

1% The reconstruction of this word is very tentative, and many other
words could fit here.

17 And cf. Gen. 30.38, where o3 is followed by an explanatory
gloss—ninw? 182 j¥an TWK 00 ninpwa, for which Targum Ongelos has
nwnh R POKR T INR LRMT RPW M3 908 80073, Targum Pseudo-Jona-
than renders this phrase as "nwnY X1y PPART IR ,RNAT ROPPWA KON
10, and Targum Neofiti has "nwn% My 50T K0T Rpwa ,8NN0INa.
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than telling him to bury Yeshu where the dead are buried, he tells

him to bury him ‘in another place’.

8.12. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body: Yeshu is Re-buried

Textual witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ar4, JA1, Hebl (this passage is omitted in

Heb3 and Heb5)

Arl  Yehudah the gardener went N™33 70 93P K3 AT DI
and buried him (i.e., Yeshu) in [R]A[T]
the [wa]ter-holes (?).

Ar3  [.. .. ] in the water- holes (?) [ ] ®nT 822 9] ]
[ ]

Ar4  Yehudah the gardener went 168922 70 aPY R AT IR
and buried him in the water- RMT
holes (?).

JA1 And he (i.e., Yehudah) did so. .T97 Syan

Hebl He went and buried him again, PAY 530 3va T 1A Ton

in front of all his followers,'*°
in his garden; and the water

DM DM HW 133 TINR AN
171 5923 By

would pass over the boundary

(of the garden?).'”°
Arl and Ar4 probably preserve an identical text, but unfortu-
nately it is quite obscure, since in Arl the most important words
are corrupt; it so happens that these two words are extant in Ar3,
but there too the reading is uncertain. In line with Pilate’s injunc-
tion in the previous passage, we would expect a description of

how Yehudah buried Yeshu in a cemetery. However, in Ar4, the

168 Or: 8131,
189 Lit., ‘in the eyes of everyone who was walking after him’.
170 Or: ‘over his (i.e., Yeshu’s) back’, and cf. the following note.

71 Lege: 123?
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reading is 8’07 81123, which could be translated as ‘in the water-
holes’, but it is not really clear whether this is a general term, or
a specific place in Tiberias.’”? In Ar3 the reading is 8’07 871123,
which is quite meaningless, and in Arl the two words are mostly
illegible.'”® The translator of JA1 may have been puzzled by this
description, so he merely stated that Yehudah did what he was
told to do. Heb1 once again diverges from the Aramaic texts, both
by stating that all of Yeshu’s followers could see him being bur-
ied, and by making an obscure statement about water, which
probably is an attempt to translate, or paraphrase, the Aramaic
texts’ reference to the 80T 8112,

As we noted in our comments on 8.4, Commodian heard of
Jews who claimed that, ‘We threw him (i.e., Jesus) into a well
(or, a pit)’ (In puteum misimus illum). And as we noted in our com-
ments on 8.10, the Gospel of Gamaliel tells quite an elaborate
story of the body of Jesus being found in a well. Both sources

might lend further support to the understanding of the corrupt

172 For earlier discussions of this point, see Horbury (1971, 103-5).

173 This place seems to reappear in other versions of Toledot Yeshu; for
example, in MS Jerusalem, Benayahu B 25 (#43794), fol. 38r and in
MS Sassoon 793 (#9074), page 364, we learn that o1pna 1R 11ap 2"'NRY
nnra (1) nnwy Ny, ‘and then they buried him (i.e., Yeshu) in another
place, whose name is PRYZTH’. The same sentence is found in MS Je-
rusalem, NLI Heb. 8°864 (#B 43 (8°864)), fol. 84r, where the place is
called xmmn, PRZYT’. See Meerson and Schifer (2014, 11:134); the word
9, in the sense of ‘a residential area’, is attested already in the Dead
Sea Scrolls (see Cook 2015, 194), but probably is not what the Aramaic
text(s) had in mind.
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words as ‘water-holes’, or some sort of well or pit into which Ye-
shu’s body was thrown. And as we briefly mentioned above, in
our comments on 8.9, Amulo states that the Jews relate that after
Jesus’ body was extracted from his tomb and dragged through
the whole town,

He was cast away in this manner, and because of this his

tomb remains empty to this very day, and is squalid, and

full of stones and filth, which they habitually throw into it

(sicque proiectum et propter hoc usque hodie sepulcrum eius

stare vacuum et esse squalidum lapidibus et sordibus, quae ipsi

proicere soleant, plenum).'”*

It is therefore quite possible that a local Tiberian tradition
pointed to a specific place where Yeshu’s body was supposedly
buried, and that this location became a locus of anti-Christian
rituals. However, it is also possible that Amulo was basing him-
self on the old Christian claim that the Jews were in the habit of
desecrating the tomb where Jesus had been buried. Note, for ex-
ample, the story of Eudoxia and the Holy Sepulchre, copied in two
sixth/seventh-century Coptic papyri, where it is claimed that the
Jews had been piling so much garbage on the tomb of Jesus that
it became the highest point in Jerusalem and took three months

to dig up!'”® It is hard to tell whether such claims are based on

174 Amulo, De perfidia Iudaeorum 40 (Herbers-Rauhut 2017, 78).

175 See Orlandi et al. (1980, 52-55, 58-59, and cf. 80-81), for the claim
that the Jews also filled the place where Jesus had washed his disciples’
feet with human and animal bones.
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real historical events (e.g., during the Persian or the Muslim con-
quests of Jerusalem),'”® or on Christian fantasies, but be this as it
may, our text insists that Yeshu was buried in Tiberias, at a spe-

cific location whose exact nature still eludes us.

176 Tn the Muslim world, it was common to twist the name the Church
of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem, which the Christians called i..:S
iL4ll, ‘the Church of the Resurrection’, into 4.l i..S, ‘the church of
filth’. See Frenkel (2008, 167); Tal (2014, 105 and 473).






9.0. Concluding Passages

We have reached the end of our narrative, and now move on to
several concluding passages, that—together with passages 1.1-
1.3—frame the entire narrative and provide its proper context.
They also serve to enhance the ‘official’ appearance of the text,
as the ‘authentic’ protocols of the trials of Yeshu.

Heb3 and Heb5 omit most of the following passages, and

immediately move to the curses and blessings of 9.4.

9.1. Concluding Passages: The Dates of the Different

Events

Textual Witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ar4, JA1, Hebl (this passage is omitted in
Heb3 and Heb5)

Arl  [The day on which] Yeshu the Rywn w» [a] 3H8[RT 8Rov]

wicked, the Nazarene, [was M 1007 ]3 1Y AP 90aIR ARARI
cruclified was the fourteenth 1990 map n ealpalR 1Ta T
day of the month of Nisan. And Tm PP mav pwa R0
when they returned and M0 e s

br[ought] him out of his tomb
and dragged him in the streets
of Tiberias—it was the twenty-
first of the month of Nisan.
Ar3  [The day] on which Yeshu [was  ov 1w %2 [<2boes>1T R[0m]
crucified] was the fourteenth of <[1Tn]721> 1032 WY nYaaR

Nisan, and when [they AR MAT IR0 1N TIPAR T2
returned] (and) brought him o A™Mav WA Nt <>
out of the tomb (?) (in) which .02 T WY

! Lege: 8n'0? The word n2'0 means ‘peg, nail, plowshare’, and does not
fit the context. For the Greek ofjua, ‘tomb’, see below.

©2026 Gideon Bohak, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0497.09
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Ar4

JA1

Hebl
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he was buried and dragged him
through the streets of Tiberias,
(it was) day twenty-first of
Nisan.

The day on which Yeshu the
Nazarene, the wicked, was
crucified was the fourteenth
day of the month of Nisan. And
when they returned and
brou[ght h]im out of [his
tom]b and dragged [him in the
streets of Ti]berias [ ...
twe]nty-first of the month of
[Nisa]n.

The day of Yeshu was the
fourteenth of Nisan, and the
day Yeshu was dug out or
dragged through the markets of
Tiberias was the twenty-second
of Nisan.

The day on which they hung
him (was) in the month of
Nisan, on the fourteenth
thereof.

MEIN W v 2H0RRT RAM
10°37 R[N]H KNP 0"2R RYWI
n n[ Ip]aR VT[] T
1207 Ppwa alne nn []3ap
o] jmvaTm [Pl [ ]

WA R 0M 0% 70 T 18D W oM
2"2 182 7ML PRIDRHR 8 T3 IR
.Jo"1 8

A3 o ™30 wIna mbnw ov

Arl and Ar4 are almost identical, and Ar3 is quite similar, except

that it omits the reference to Yeshu as a Nazarene and as wicked,

and that it probably had the Greek word for a tomb, &0, instead

of the Aramaic one, 12p.% JA1 abridges the text, and also claims

that the dragging of Yeshu’s body took place on the twenty-second

% This loanword, ofiue, ‘tomb, grave’, is as yet unattested in the Aramaic
dictionaries, but cf. Sokoloff (2009, 1005).
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of Nisan, rather than the twenty-first. This may be due to a scribal
error, but may also reflect an assumption that, as the twenty-first
of Nisan is a holiday (the end of the Passover week), it would not
have been a halakhically suitable day in which to exhume a body
and drag it in the streets of Tiberias. Interestingly, the author(s)
and copyists of the Aramaic texts seem not to have been troubled
by this issue. Hebl abridges the text even further, and only pro-
vides the date on which Yeshu was crucified, whereas Heb3 and
Heb5 skip these passages, and move directly to the ending for-
mulae.

The claim that Yeshu was crucified on the fourteenth of Ni-
san is shared in common by our text, by the Talmud (bt San 43a),
and by the Gospel of John. In the synoptic Gospels, it is clear that
Jesus had the Passover meal—held on the fourteenth of Nisan—
with his disciples (Matt. 26.17-20; Mark 14.12-17; Luke 22.7-
14), was caught later that night (Matt. 26.30-57; Mark 14.26—
53; Luke 22.39-54), and was crucified on the following morning
(Matt. 27.35-36; Mark 15.24-25; Luke 23.44), on a day that is
explicitly described as a holiday (Matt. 27.15; Mark 15.6), that
is, the fifteenth of Nisan. But in the Gospel of John, Jesus is
brought before Pilate on the morning before the Passover meal
(John 18.28), and is crucified on the same day, which is also de-
scribed as ‘the day of preparation for’, or ‘the evening of the
Passover (mapaoxevn tol maoya, John 19.14, cf. 19.31), that is, the
fourteenth of Nisan. However, with the exception of Heb1, which
will allude to the Passover in the following passage, none of the
textual witnesses even mention that the crucifixion of Yeshu took

place on the Eve of Passover.
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The inclusion of specific dates in our text may also be read
as a part of its authors’ attempt to make it look more ‘official’ and
‘authentic’. In fact, we know from several different sources that
other ‘authentic’ records of the trial and crucifixion of Jesus also
provided specific dates, but did so according to the Roman cal-
endar. In the Greek versions of the Acta Pilati, the date is given
as ‘the eighth day before the Kalends of April, which is the
twenty-fifth of March’.®> And Epiphanius, in his attempt to show
that the Quartodecimans err in celebrating Easter on the four-
teenth of the lunar month, says that some of them even boast that
they have found the exact date ‘in the supposed Acts of Pilate (tév
"Axtwy 07jbev ITidaTov), in which it is said that the Savior suffered
on the eighth day before the Kalends of April’ (&v ois éudéperar tfi
mpd oxTw xadavddy AmpiAdiwv TV cwtiipa memovbéval), i.e., on the
twenty-fifth of March.* Epiphanius then adds that he himself had
found copies of the Acts of Pilate (avtiypada Axtwy ITiddtov) which
say that the passion occurred on the fifteenth before the Kalends
of April, but that he himself is convinced that it took place on the
thirteenth before the Kalends of April, that is, on the twentieth
of March.® In a similar fashion, an anonymous homily of 387 CE

also refers to the eighth day before the Kalends of April as the

% See Acta Pilati, prologue (Tischendorf 1853, 205). For references to
the date of the Passion in the Acta Pilati and in Patristic literature, see
Dubois (1991, 94-98), and Furrer and Guignard (2013, 154-62).

* Epiphanius, Panar. 50.1.5 (Holl 1915-1933, I1:245); I have used, and
slightly modified, the translation by Williams (2013, 24); see also Furrer
and Guignard (2013, 196-98).

® Epiphanius, Panar. 50.1.8 (Holl 1915-1933, II: 245).
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date of the crucifixion, as witnessed by the ‘protocols carried out
under Pilate’ (t& dmopviuata & émt [Iiddtov mpaybévta).b It is im-
possible to tell whether these were Christian Acta Pilati texts or
the forged imperial protocols of the trial of Jesus mentioned by
Eusebius, but in either case, the inclusion of a specific date for
the death of Jesus seems to have been a constituent feature of
this genre. Moreover, if the Quartodecimans indeed adduced an
Acts of Pilate text as support for their practice of celebrating
Easter on the fourteenth of the lunar month, then that text pro-
vided the same date for the crucifixion of Jesus as Gzar-dina de-
Yeshu.

For our own purpose, the question of when the crucifixion
took place is of lesser relevance, but the claim that different cop-
ies of the Acts of Pilate provided exact—though different—dates
helps explain why our text too wanted to supply exact dates for
the crucifixion of Yeshu. However, contrary to what we may have
expected, Gzar-dina de-Yeshu does not state in which year this
took place. We already know from 1.1 and 1.2 that the proceed-
ings against Yeshu began in year four (or, if we follow the text of
Heb2/Heb3, year two) of Tiberinus Caesar, but throughout the
rest of the text no mention is made of any specific year. As the
proceedings began on the twenty-eighth of Elul (see above, 1.3),
and the doomed pregnancy of Tiberinus’ daughter lasted nine
months, or even a whole year (see above, 6.11), a year and a half
must have passed until Yeshu was crucified on the fourteenth of

Nisan, in year six of Tiberinus’ reign. And if we assume that the

5 See Floéri and Nautin (1957, 127).
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story of Tiberinus’ daughter was not there in an earlier version of
our text, the crucifixion would take place in year five of Tiber-
inus’ reign, some six-and-a-half months after Pilatus’ initial in-
vestigation.

As noted above, the claim that Yeshu was crucified on the
fourteenth of Nisan is also found in the Talmud, in the Gospel of
John, and in many later Christian sources. Its appearance in our
text therefore calls for no specific explanation. However, the
choice of the twenty-first of Nisan as the date on which Yeshu’s
body was exhumed and dragged through the streets of Tiberias
was not determined by the stories about Jesus that circulated in
late antiquity, but may be due to a very different set of consider-
ations. From the narrative itself (passages 8.5-8.10), we cannot
tell how many days have passed between the crucifixion and the
exhumation and public display of Yeshu’s body, but we now learn
that this took place exactly one week after the crucifixion.” The
narrative’s authors probably were aware of the Christian claim
that Jesus rose from the dead on the third day after he was cru-
cified, and so chose a longer time period, in order to prove that
even after the third day his body could still be exhumed and dis-

played to his followers. But why our text chose the twenty-first

7 This claim is also found in other versions of Toledot Yeshu; for example,
in MS Jerusalem, Benayahu B 25 (#43794), fols 38r-v, and in MS Jeru-
salem, NLI Heb. 8°864 (#B 43 (8°864)), fol. 84r, we learn that, "5nw om
DMIWPI TAR 77 7330 10 MKW 0N j0712 WY ApaIR 10 IMR, ‘and the day
when they hung him (i.e., Yeshu) was the fourteenth of Nisan, and the
day they exhumed him from the garden was the twenty-first’ (in MS
Jerusalem 8°864 the first date is illegible). See Meerson and Schéfer
(2014, I1:134).
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of Nisan as the day on which Yeshu’s body was exhumed is not
really clear, especially since—as we have just noted—it would
have fallen on a holiday. It is quite possible that in some Jewish
communities of late antiquity this date was somehow commem-
orated, or celebrated, as connected with the punishment of Ye-
shu, but I am currently unaware of any evidence that might sup-
port such an hypothesis.® However, the significance of the four-
teenth and the twenty-first of Nisan might be reflected in other
late-antique Jewish texts. In Sefer Zerubavel, a Jewish apocalypse
written in the sixth or seventh century, we find several specific
dates on which certain events in the eschatological scenario lead-
ing to the salvation of the Jews and the destruction of their ene-
mies will supposedly take place.’ One such date is the fourteenth
of Nisan, the day on which Menahem ben Ammiel, who is the
Messiah son of David—i.e., the second and final Messiah—will
appear in the Valley of Arbel (not far from Tiberias!). Another is
the twenty-first of Nisan, the day on which God will redeem the

8 One intriguing reference is found in Ilan (1997, 216), who says that
the Jews of Tiberias had a custom of visiting the graves of R. Yehoshu‘a
ben Perahiah and of Yithro on the twenty-second of Nisan. As R. Ye-
hoshu‘a is associated with Yeshu both in our text and in the Babylonian
Talmud, the choice of this specific date might be significant (or, perhaps
this would help explain why JA1 changed ‘twenty-first’ to ‘twenty-sec-
ond’ of Nisan). However, I do not know how ancient this custom is, and
Ilan (1997, 227 and 232), says that the Jews of Tiberias also used to
visit other ancient graves on the same day.

° For Sefer Zerubavel, see above, 1.2, n. 33. Its relevance for the study
of the dates offered by our text was highlighted by Reiner (1998, esp.
261-62).
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Jews, and Menahem ben Ammiel, Nehemiah ben Hushiel (the
Messiah son of Joseph, who had been killed in a previous battle),
and Elijah will come, and bring back to life Jews who had died
during the eschatological persecutions, in preparation for the
great battle against the Jews’ enemies and the final judgment of
all the nations.'?

Sefer Zerubavel’s choice of the fourteenth of Nisan as an im-
portant date in the history of the Jews’ future salvation was quite
natural: the Exodus from Egypt, which occurred on that date, of-
ten served as a model for the Jews’ final triumph. But the twenty-
first of Nisan is not an important typological date, and the choice
of this date by Gzar-dina de-Yeshu and Sefer Zerubavel to mark
both the demonstration that Yeshu was no son of God and no
Messiah, but a mere mortal, and the future appearance of the two
Jewish Messiahs and of Elijah, may point to local traditions that
were associated with that date in the eastern Galilee in late an-
tiquity. We shall have more to say about these traditions in our

comments on the next passage.

10 For the Hebrew text, see Lévi (1914a, 138), Even-Shmuel (2017, 83,
86 and 453-54), and the text provided by the Maagarim website
(https://maagarim.hebrew-academy.org.il/). For an English transla-
tion, see Himmelfarb (2017, 153-54). And cf. the piyyut by the early-
seventh century Ele‘azar ha-Qallir, who tells his audience that ‘On those
days, and in that time, in the first month, which is Nisan / indeed in the
fourteenth thereof / Menahem ben Ammiel will suddenly appear / in
the Valley of Arbel his goodness will grow...’; for this piyyut, see the
transcription of the Genizah fragment T-S H 14.12 in the Maagarim
website.
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9.2. Concluding Passages: A Curse Upon Those Who
Worship Yeshu

Textual Witnesses: Arl, Ar3, Ar4, JA1, Hebl (this passage is omitted in
Heb3 and Heb5)

Arl  [He who brought] a great RYWI 1™ R R [T2pT 1]
judgment upon Yeshu the A53Pa RMIP[MD RI]T TP RIN
wicked—He will quickly bring  jn%a pa[wT 0] 521 mny *Riw oy
a jud[gment and retri]bution pa[wi ...y nb[o1 Rn]wT KR
on the enemies of His people, PRADRY ... W] LR
and (on) who[ever aban]dons RO 1Y TP 10 R ]AY[T
the worship of the God of .[27]3p 18121 853Pa

H[eaven and wor]ships and [...
and swe]ars by the name of
[Yeshu ... and the God of]
Heaven will work a miracle for
them quickly and within a
sh[ort] time.

Ar3  He who brought a judgment NTNRHNA RYWT WA RPT TAPT
upon Yeshu the wicked and 52 1> ROIYNET RIT T2P* RIN
upon his disciples—He will noa1 RIAW M58 PAWT <8N
bring a judgment and retri- TRRT 11 521 Ry W Bapon
bution on whoever abandons 14 <q0RnM> YD RNWY

the worship of Heaven and
worships and bows down to
Yeshu the wicked and (on)
whoever says, “He ascended to

Heaven and is missing (?) ...”*?

! Lege: mnwb.
!2 The meaning of the last word is not clear, and the text breaks off here.
13 Lege: Ta00.

4 Or: <qonnm>. Ar3 breaks off here.
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He who brought a [great]
judgment [upon Yeshu] the
wicked—He will [quic]kly
bring a judgment and
retribution on the enemies of
His people, and (on) whoever
abandons the worship of the
God of [Heaven] and worships
and bows down to the name of
Yeshu the wicked ...

He who took revenge upon
Yeshu—He will take revenge
upon the heretics and the
worshipers of idols.

He who brought a great
judgment upon Egypt in these
days'® and brought (a
judgment) upon Yeshu the
wicked and his disciples—and
bless “As on this day”—and He
will bring His judgment and
retribution on all the magicians
and wizards who err and
mislead the world. And
whoever will believe and say,
“He ascended to Heaven,” and
will deny what is written “who
ascended to Heaven (and came

15 Ar4 breaks off here.

KRy'wA [wra PRa0] KT 7Y
KROUPNET RIT TIAY[Y] RN

0 521 ey RI0 oY [NHalya
noa1 [RenwT] AR N pawT
15, . RPWI WNT 1 RYY T

1 opny RI[A] W 10 OPRIR TTHR
JRMIR DR TRAW 101 IRDIONR

19R 03 '¥na HITA T AwYw
127921 PTRYN YN W oY nwy
17wy R At [o]rna
D*1awan Y3 oy Ny

R 0NN DPIVYW DMVINM
15y 'nRM PaRw ' Ha1 ohyn
15 "1 "naw nna Moo onwh
W oY DA PR R A Y
oY 'wr v a1 ywnn

IR 00 DAY YRS Yonnwn
AWy [1PMK5a PRImKR Ny
R " 'eY 2w opn W ranra
nYH IR 9 HRIW THR SR
AR TIRKRY 2P [1]Ara1 K9apa

16 I.e., on the days of the Passover holiday.

7 Lege: onnnwm.
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down)” etc.'®*—may his share
be in Gehenna, together with
Yeshu the wicked. And the
whole house of Israel (i.e., all
the Jews) who worship and
bow down to the God of
Heaven—they will witness His
salvation and His signs and His
wonders that He will bring
upon His enemies, as it says,
“And He shall return vengeance
upon His enemies,” etc.’ He,
the God, the God of Israel will
hasten His redemption for His
people quickly and within a
short time—and say, Amen.

Arl, Ar3, and Ar4 all agree in expressing a wish that just as God
passed His judgment upon Yeshu the wicked, so He may judge
and destroy all those who leave His worship and worship Yeshu
instead. The claim that God 817 72p upon Yeshu probably echoes
the title and incipit of our text, which speak of the 817 913 of
Yeshu (above, 1.1). In Ar3 we also find an explicit reference to
the claim of Yeshu’s followers that he ascended to Heaven; this
reference is found in Heb1 as well, and may have appeared in the
other textual witnesses. As noted above, in our introduction to
8.0, our text devotes much energy to the refutation of this Chris-
tian claim, thus reflecting its centrality in the early Christian

mind, and in the Jewish—Christian debates of late antiquity. Arl

8 prov. 30.4.
19 Deut. 32.43.
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and Ar4 share the reference to ‘the enemies of His people’, which
is not there in Ar3, but Arl also adds another wish—that God
will work His miracle in the near future—which is not there in
Ar4, but is echoed by Heb1, with both Ar4 and Hebl using the
formula 21p 121 853pa which is widely attested in late-antique
Jewish texts.?’ Ar4 refers to those who worship ‘the name of Ye-
shu the wicked’, whereas Ar3 speaks of worshipping ‘Yeshu the
wicked’, and JA1 modifies the wish and expresses the hope that
God would punish the heretics and the idolators—a hope which
would have sounded much more acceptable to potential Christian
or Muslim readers.?! And—as often is the case—Hebl goes its
own way: although it still reflects some of the features of the Ar-
amaic text from which it was translated,?® it adds an oblique ref-
erence to the fact that Yeshu was punished on the same day on
which the Egyptians were punished during the Exodus, wishes
for the destruction of all magicians and wizards in addition to
those who believe that Yeshu ascended to Heaven, and adds an

allusion to a liturgical blessing—which often takes the form of

20 The Aramaic formula 2mp ja1a1 853p3 is found in the Qaddish, one of
the commonest Jewish prayers, and is followed there by jn& 1nx), ‘and
say, Amen’, which indeed appears in Hebl, but not in Arl. However,
this formula is also attested in many late-antique Jewish magical texts;
see, for example, Shaked et al. (2013, 81), and Bohak (2014a, 1:231).

% For this recurrent phenomenon, see our description of JA1 in section
11.1.6 of the Introduction.

22 Note esp. the unusual expression 1mipam1 137 Awy», which partly trans-
lates and partly corrupts the Aramaic 8mip1o1 837 772",
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‘on this day (next year), may we be in Jerusalem’>*—and the ci-
tations of two biblical verses. Much of this may have been added
to the Hebrew version by the translator or by later editors of
Hebl, but the end of the passage—which expresses a wish that
God will hasten his salvation ‘quickly and within a short time’—
again reflects the Aramaic text from which it was translated, as
we can see from its appearance in Arl.

The curses against those who worship Yeshu are of great
interest for the study of Jewish-Christian relations in late antiq-
uity. Christian writers of the first few centuries often complained
that the Jews repeatedly curse Jesus and/or those who believe in
him.?* Such claims are usually understood by modern scholars as
referring to birkat ha-minim, ‘the blessing of the heretics’ embed-
ded in the ‘Amidah, the Jewish daily prayer, which is recited
three times a day.* This short ‘blessing’, which in fact is a curse,
exists in many forms, and in the earliest extant manuscripts, from

the Cairo Genizah, reads, for example,

% For this type of blessing, see Elizur (2018).

4 See Krauss (1892, 130-34); Klijn and Reinink (1973, 174-75, 200-1,
218-21, 224-25); Thornton (1986, esp. 424-25), and the studies cited
in the following note.

% For Birkat ha-Minim and its place in ancient Jewish-Christian polem-
ics, see Kimelman (1981); Horbury (1982; reprinted in Horbury 1998b,
67-110); Thornton (1987); Rokeah (1998, 78-80); van der Horst
(1993-1994; reprinted in van der Horst 1998, 113-24); Horbury
(1998a; reprinted in Horbury 1998b, 226-43); Langer (2012, 16-39).
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DRI LA YN Aann e mabnt ,mpn an S8 ormwnb
ANR T3 .3202° SR DPTTR DY 07N 9900 INAT,ITARY PAID DR
DT yon'n

Let there be no hope for the apostates (from Judaism), and
may the kingdom of evil (i.e., the Roman / Byzantine Em-
pire) be uprooted quickly, in our own days, and may the
Nazarenes (i.e., Christians) and the minim (i.e., heretics)
perish in a moment, (and) be erased from the Book of Life
and not be written among the righteous. Blessed are You,
Lord, who subdues the evil ones.?

That Epiphanius and Jerome, in the late-fourth century CE, knew
some version of this ‘blessing’ seems clear, since they refer to
curses against the Nazarenes and other sectarians that are uttered
by Jews three times a day, i.e., as a part of the ‘Amidah prayer.*’
However, earlier Christian writers do not refer to such curses as
a part of the daily Jewish liturgy, and mention elements that are
not found in birkat ha-minin. Justin Martyr, for example, writing
in the 150s CE, says of the Jews that ‘in your synagogues you curse

those who have faith in Christ’ (xatapwuevol év Tais cuvaywyais

% See Langer and Ehrlich (2007, 72-73); Langer (2012, 187-95); Ehr-
lich (2013, 165-78).

# Epiphanius, Panar. 29.9.2 (Holl 1915-1933, 1:332); Jerome, In Esaiam
11.5.18/19, XII1.49.7 and XIV.52.5 (Adriaen 1963, 76, 538, and 578);
Jerome, In Amos 1.1.12 (Adriaen 1969, 227), and Agobard, De Insolentia
Iudaeorum 10 (van Acker 1981, 193), who claims that the Jews curse
every day Christ and the Christians, under the name of Nazarenes, as
noted by Jerome ‘and admitted by many of the Jews themselves’ (et de
ipsis Iudaeis plerique testantur). In the Acta Pilati (Tischendorf 1853, 263),
the Jews curse all those who worship created things, but do not explic-
itly refer to Jesus or his followers.
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V@V ToUg mioTevovTas émt Tov XptaTov), and goes on to say, ‘Do not
say bad things about the one who was crucified, and do not jeer
at his bruises’ (M 0%... xaxév Tt eimyre €ig éxelvov TOV E0TAUPWUEVOY,
uno¢ yAsvaoyte adtol Tolg wwAwmag).”® But Jesus is never men-
tioned in Birkat ha-Minim, nor is there any mockery of his bruises
(which Justin connects with Isa. 53.5), whereas Gzar-dina de-Ye-
shu focusses on Yeshu, tells some nasty stories about him, and
celebrates the dragging of his body through the streets of Tibe-
rias. And Justin explicitly says that the Jews claim that Christ
was crucified ‘as an enemy of God’ (ws éxBpov Be0d), which is quite
close to the claim in 1.1 that Yeshu ‘denied the God of Heaven’
(8w 8nHR3 193), the claim in 8.9 and in the next passage that
he ‘rebelled against the great God of Heaven’ ( ®37 8nH8a 70
X'nwT), and the characterisation of his followers as ‘the enemies
of God’s people’ (i'ny *R3Y) in the present passage.?® Moreover,
whereas Birkat ha-Minim is directed not only against the Chris-
tians and minim but—in most of the textual witnesses—also
against the kingdom of evil (i.e., the Roman empire), in our text
the Jews and the representatives of that kingdom—including
both the Roman king Tiberinus and the Roman governor Pila-
tus—are united in persecuting Yeshu. All this is not to say that a
text like Gzar-dina de-Yeshu was read in the synagogues in the
second century and was known to Justin, but that whoever wrote
our text embedded in this passage curses against those who wor-

ship Yeshu—curses that probably circulated in the Jewish world

28 Justin, Dialogue 16.4 and 137.1, respectively, and cf. 47.4; 93.4; 95.4;
96.2; 108.3; 123.6; 133.6; 137.2.

29 Justin, Dialogue 93.4.
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from a very early period, as attested by Christian observers from
Justin onwards.

The wish that God will bring a judgment and retribution on
His enemies, or those of His people (and in many Jewish circles
there is no difference between the two) appears in other Jewish
texts in late antiquity, but the identity of these enemies is less
explicit. In the Babylonian Talmud, Rabbi Yohanan says that af-
ter reading the Scroll of Esther on Purim, one should say,

The God who fights our fights, and judges our judgments,

and revenges our revenge, and punishes our enemies for

us, and pays their due to all those who hate our souls;

blessed are You, the God who punishes all the enemies of

His people Israel on their behalf.*
Another Rabbi then suggests the formula ‘the God who delivers’,
and a third opts for combining both liturgical formulae. A slightly
more specific description may be found in the Aramaic version of
Isa. 33.22, which expands upon the Hebrew original. The Hebrew
text says, ‘For the Lord is our judge, the Lord is our law-giver, the
Lord is our King—He will deliver us’. But in the Aramaic version,
the text reads,

For the Lord is our judge, who by His might brought us out

of Egypt, the Lord is our teacher, who gave us the teaching

of the Torah from Sinai, the Lord is our King—He will de-
liver us, and will work for us the retribution of judgment

30 See bt Meg 21b: N& OPUM 11T DR 7T 172 AR 290 587 M ' DR
NP5 PaIa HRA ™ R'3 Arwa 1R 535 s ohwnm wmrn 15 Yo wnnpa
.0 5an Hxwe. For the analogies between the Scroll of Esther and
Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, see above, in our comments on 1.1, 6.9 and 7.8.
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upon the camp of Gog (11 17 PP RIZ TV RUPID RIN

33 nrywn).
The reference to the Exodus, and especially the reference to judg-
ment and retribution meted out to Gog, sound very much like the
wish expressed in our own text, for judgment and retribution
upon those who worship Yeshu. Moreover, in one late midrash,
the place where Gog’s soldiers will be buried (see Ezek. 39.11) is
said to stretch all the way from the Kidron valley (near Jerusa-
lem) to the eastern side of the Sea of Galilee.* This is yet another
example of the transfer or recasting of older traditions into the
Galilean landscape (as noted above, in our comments on 1.2),
and it may also reflect the eschatological hopes of the Galilean
Jews in late antiquity. In fact, in the eschatological scenarios of
Sefer Zerubavel, Menahem ben Ammiel will appear in the Valley
of Arbel (cf. our comments on the previous passage), and even-

tually God Himself ‘will fight the war of Gog and Magog, and the

3! See Targum Jonathan to Isa. 33.22.

%2 See Song of Songs Zuta (Buber 1925, 6a) and Agadath Shir ha-Shirim
(Schechter 1896, 14): ‘R. Nehemiah said: When God will reveal the
tomb of Gog and Magog to Israel, the feet of the Shekhina will be on
the Mt of Olives, and the burial place of Gog and Magog will open from
the right side of the river Kidron, up to Gargashta which is east of the
sea of Tiberias, and will go up to NKNSH, for it says (Ezek. 39.11) “The
valley of those who pass, east of the sea™
Ezek. 39.11: n%n2a H87wa RM3p 2% 9w 0k 339 PR RIN0 RITHI 0N
R0 INY R RINDY 023 07 N7 ROM, ‘And at that time I will give Gog

. And cf. Targum Jonathan to

a proper place of burial in (the Land of) Israel, in the valley of the pas-
sage, east of the Sea of Genosar (i.e., the Sea of Galilee), and it is next
to two mountains’. For a fuller discussion, and the identification of Gar-
gashta as Kursi, east of the Sea of Galilee, see Meir (2019).
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army of Armilus (the Jewish version of the Antichrist), and they
will all fall dead in the Valley of Arbel’ ( xm1 x3 nnnbna onom
58378 NYPaa o'nn 0910 1M 09 AR 1), The central place oc-
cupied by the Valley of Arbel in the Jews’ eschatological imagi-
nation in late antiquity is demonstrated by a famous story found
in the Palestinian Talmud, of two rabbis of the late-second/early-
third century—Rabbi Shime‘on ben Halaphta and Rabbi Hiyya—
who were walking in the Valley of Arbel and discussing the future
salvation of the Jews.** And in Huqoq, some ten kilometres north
of Tiberias and the Arbel, the richly decorated mosaic floors of
the community’s synagogue included a depiction of the four
beasts of Daniel’s eschatological vision (Dan. 7.3-8), a sure sign
of that community’s expectation of the fulfilment of the vision of
the four kingdoms, followed by the arrival of the Messiah and the

salvation of the Jews.%

33 For the Hebrew text, see Lévi (1914a, 139-40), Even-Shmuel (2017,
87-88 and 459), and the text provided by the Maagarim website
(https://maagarim.hebrew-academy.org.il/). For an English transla-
tion, see Himmelfarb (2017, 155).

3 For this story, see pt Ber 1.1 (2¢) and Yoma 3.2 (40b); Song of Songs
Rabbah 6.10; Esther Rabbah 10.14, with Reiner 1998, 246-47; for its
wider context, see Reiner (2012, 183-85), and Irshai (2013, 114-16).

% For the four beasts in the Huqoq synagogue mosaics, see Britt and
Boustan (2021). For other examples of Jewish eschatological expecta-
tions in late-antique Palestine, see Bohak (2023).
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9.3. Concluding Passages: The Witnesses to the

Proceedings

Textual Witnesses: Arl, JA1, Hebl (this passage is omitted in Heb3 and

Heb5)

Arl

JA1

[ ... ] Tiberi[nus] Caesar and
Aaligus the governor and
Pilatus the governor and Rabbi
Yehoshu[‘a ben Perah]iah, and
Marinus the great elder of the
Jews, and R. Yehudah the
gardener, and crowds of the
sons of [Tiberias?]—they bear
witness that they brought and
crucified and killed Yeshu the
wicked, who rebelled against
the great God of Heaven.

King Tiberinus Caesar, and
Pelatus the governor, and
Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah, and
Marinus the great elder, and
Yehudah the gardener and the
whole congregation were
present at the execution and
crucifixion of Yeshu and his
being dragged through the
markets of Tiberias.

DIHRKY S0P Ormav ... ]
Y] "1 RIAIT D10 RIININ
127 KRa[o o]umm A M A
[*JoiHIRY K133 T "9 RTIAT
MNTRT TR0 PR 36K [120] 12T
[R]Pw Wb *mbop *mapn
LRNWT 137 RAOKR[2 7]

o10Ha1 707p DML THRORI
DIMIAT AYAND 3 VIV TRPONR
P IRIOR AT PIOR TWOR
1251 W] Hnp 1nxen Yanndy
.30 [P]RIOKRHR 8 7N

% The reconstruction is very tentative, but for Ar1’s spelling of Tiberias
as 8™Mav, see above, 6.3.
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Hebl These are the witnesses: King
Tiberinus Caesar, and Pilatus
the governor, and Altigus his
deputy, and R. Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah, and Marinus—a
respected and great elder—and
all the community of Israel
who are present, and a very
large crowd of Gentiles who
bore witness concerning Yeshu
the wicked, and it (i.e., the
crowd?) was also present when
he (i.e., the dead Yeshu) was
displayed and dragged by his
leg with a rope, and when he
was buried. And they tried him
and hung him on the tree and
stoned him and killed [him],
since he rebelled against the
God of Heaven. And he will
have no share in the world to
come.

The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

THnRn 90 DAY 370MTYn R
HY mwn D1oHRI RN 0w e
IPT OV ANA 1A YW N
D'RR¥AIN "W Y 931 57 Ta0)
TP DRIRAN TRA 37 DY M
MR O3 R¥AN YwIn W By
I0MAPA1 Hana 1IN 1Pwnna
IR PPN OY 1mOm 1mvaw
AW YR TR D B PR
.Ran oypa phn b e 8k,

In all three textual witnesses, the list of witnesses includes Tiber-

inus Caesar, Pilatus the governor, R. Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah,

Marinus the great elder, and a great crowd of people. Unfortu-

nately, the identity of this crowd is not clear, since in Arl there

is a lacuna at this point, JA1 refers to them with the vague term

5arnbR, which we translated as ‘the congregation’ (and note how
in 4.3 JA1 had used the word mpxnidR for poHaiR), and Hebl

% These words are highlighted in Heb1 as the title of a new section in

the narrative.
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claims that they included both the whole Jewish community and
many Gentiles. Unfortunately, the earlier references to these
po1var do not shed more light on this issue (see our comments
on 1.3). In Arl and JA1, the list of witnesses also includes (R.)
Yehudah the gardener, and although his name is omitted in
Heb1l, it must have appeared in the original narrative, given his
prominent role from the very beginning of the proceedings (see
above, 1.3) to their very end (see above, 8.12). More problematic
is the appearance in Arl and Hebl of the mysterious DW9RR /
o1voR, who is described in Arl as a governor, and in Hebl as
Pilatus’ deputy, and who already appeared earlier in the narra-
tive (see our comments on 1.2 and 4.3). His name was omitted
in JA1, either because this name is an error, which crept into
some of the textual witnesses but not into others, or because the
translator or editors of JA1 were puzzled by this figure and de-
cided to leave him out of their narrative.

The contents of the testimony of these witnesses also varies
from one textual witness to another. Arl says that all these wit-
nesses testify how Yeshu was ‘brought and crucified and killed’,
but does not mention the dragging of the body, but some of the
Aramaic texts probably mentioned that element too, as it is found
both in JA1 and Hebl. The description of Yeshu the wicked in
Ar1 as one who ‘rebelled against the great God of Heaven’, which
echoes what we heard about him at the very beginning of our
narrative (see above, 1.1) is omitted in JA1, but is expanded in
Heb1, which recapitulates everything that was done to Yeshu be-
cause he ‘rebelled against the God of Heaven’, and also adds that

he will have no share in the world to come.
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The text’s emphasis on the fact that so many witnesses saw
what was done to Yeshu certainly should be read as the author’s
attempt to authenticate his narrative, against the many stories
about Yeshu that were told by his followers and worshippers,
which differed greatly from what is found in our text. The claim
that these stories were based on eye-witness accounts runs
through much of ancient Christian literature, from Luke’s ‘those
who were eye-witnesses from the beginning’ (Luke 1.2; of ¢m’
apyxiic avtomtar); John’s insistence that ‘He who saw it testified,
and his testimony is true’ (6 éwpaxws uepaptipnxev, xai ainby
avtol éotv 1 paptupia; John 19.35); and to the many apocryphal
gospels that purport to tell what their postulated authors saw
with their own eyes. It also runs through the anti-Christian po-
lemical literature of late antiquity, as when the Jew quoted by
Celsus asks ‘What trustworthy witness’ (Tis... ¢&iéypews papTus)
saw the dove that appeared when Jesus was baptised in the Jor-
dan, or heard the voice which identified him as the son of God.3®

However, the lists of witnesses appended to our text should
be read not only as a polemical statement, but as a literary device
as well. Ending Gzar-dina de-Yeshu with a list of witnesses gives
the entire narrative the air of a more official legal document.
Such lists of witnesses, who signed the legal document at the bot-
tom or on the verso, were extremely common on private legal

documents in antiquity and late antiquity, including business

3 See Origen, Contra Celsum 1.41 and 1.48, as quoted above, in our
comments on 7.1. And cf. 3.23, where Origen insists that unlike the
‘pagan’ myths, the stories about Jesus were written down by those who
saw these events (dvaypadévra Omd T@v Tebeapévwy).
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contracts and marriage documents. Such signatures do not ap-
pear in Roman court proceedings, presided over by a single judge
and needing no testimony of witnesses of his conduct, but copies
of such protocols do carry statements that vouchsafe for their
own authenticity, such as avéyvwy, ‘read’, or vmoypads, which lit-
erally mean ‘written below’.*® The list of witnesses in our text
may serve a similar function, but it must be noted that in the
Christian Acta martyrum texts, which are based upon, or try to
emulate, official Roman court proceedings, such concluding for-

mulae are also absent.

9.4. Concluding Passages: Further Curses and

Blessings

Textual Witnesses: Arl, JA1, Hebl, Heb3, Heb5

Arl  “Thus may all your enemies, 3 anr S AN o
Lord, perish” etc.*

JA1 “Thus may all God’s enemies PwM A5HR RTYR 52 1950 TR
perish, and the light of his DAWHR M PRIWKR[D  [rann
friends shine [ ] like the .anpa

shining of the light of the sun
in its strength.”

Hebl Peace and a blessing from the HR HY "o e 172 o
Lord will come upon those who  oyn 531 737pn yIn Ny nrpw
fulfilled (the commandment) VI oYM bW 12031 ' wpnwe
“And you shall uproot evil from 52 5y nnna 2onng 4 onoan

39 See Coles (1966, 52-54).
40 Judg. 5.31.
4 Lege: omban.

2 Lege: onwi?
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your midst,”** “and the whole 2R SR
people will hear,” etc.** And for

the whole of Israel (there will

be) a blessing and peace and

life and salvation from their

exile and from their trouble (?),

and (there will be) a

consolation, Amen, the Lord.

Heb3 [Blessed i]s the Lord who P7aYY 110 793 Ww[R] B q[1Na]
revealed His secret to his 45,750 AR 1R PTOMD PRAIN
servants and to his prophets
and his pious (believers). Amen

Amen Selah.

Heb5 Cursed are the stupid people in 5221 01pn 521 Rwav KROY DN
every place and at every time, DANARDW WA IMAan TNa ar
and blessed is He who chooses D3 %1 1w jnYan oRIN IR 13°aR
the seed of Abraham our father RH DR PN DOPAA NNT
and does not spurn their qan% ombab onbya 89 o'noRn
prayer, as it is said, “And even DR IR D DNR A

thus, when they were in the
land of their enemies, I did not
spurn them nor despise them,
so as to destroy them
completely (or) break my
covenant with them, for I am
the Lord, their God.”*®

As in the previous passages, we see a great deal of variation be-

tween the textual witnesses. Arl and JAl agree in citing Judg.

* Deut. 17.7.

* Deut. 17.13.

> The last three words were added by a different hand.
* Lev. 26.44.
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5.31, which JA1 cites here in Judaeo—Arabic, but will cite it again
in Hebrew in the next passage. Heb1 opts for other biblical verses
and for some further blessings for the Jews; Heb3 offers both a
blessing and a curse; and Heb5 has other curses and blessings,
and offers a different biblical verse. Apart from the citation of
Judg. 5.31, all these elements probably were not there in the Ar-
amaic copies of our text, and were added over the years into the
different Hebrew versions.

The citation of Judg. 5.31 joins the curses of 9.4, and adds
an element of blessing for those who ‘love God’ (or those who are
‘friends of God’), whose light will shine like the light of the sun.

9.5. Concluding Passages: A Colophon

Textual witnesses: Arl, JA1, Hebl, Hebs (this passage is omitted in
Heb3)

Arl  Here ends The Story of Yeshu 47[Pmx]iin 1w nwyn nbon
the Na[zarene?].

JA1 Here ends The Sentencing of 52 1721 12 PIRAOR W T MR 0N
Yeshu the Heretic. “Thus may  0p 7112 'n SR8 AWK ™ 7ang
all your enemies, Lord, perish” 2" pwn

etc.*® “Happy are you, Israel;
who is like you—a people
saved by the Lord.”*

Hebl I have completed this book ™R30 W HWna 980 Ot bW
about the Tale of Yeshu the Awnn 0 1N wIna whw ora
Nazarene on Tuesday, fifteen 2R OYYN NRMAY 0w "en Wy
days in the month of Tammuz, 5"y Srrmipr 9" 12 S

4 The reading of the last word is uncertain.
8 Judg. 5.31.
4 Deut. 33.29.
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year 5,296 from the creation of

the world, I, Israel son of the

honourable Rabbi Yequtiel,

may his memory be for a

blessing.
Heb5 Here ends the Story of Yeshu A5 PR 1N MRIn W nwyn obwa

the Nazarene, and What

Happened to Him.
As in the previous passages, the textual witnesses diverge. Arl
and Heb5 agree in calling the text ‘the Story of Yeshu’, but the
fact that this title is given in Hebrew, even in the Aramaic text,
may argue for its secondary nature. JA1 provides a Hebrew title
that is very close to the Aramaic w7 817 913, which probably was
the work’s original title (see our comments on 1.1). JA1 also ad-
duces partial Hebrew citations of Judg. 5.31 (which was cited by
it in Judaeo—Arabic, and by Arl in Hebrew, in the previous pas-
sage) and of Deut. 33.29, which extols the Jews who are saved
by the Lord and who will trample over their enemies. In Heb1 we
find the copyist of the text—which is here called ‘the Tale (or,
the Parable) of Yeshu the Nazarene’ (as in 0.1)—identifying him-
self as Israel son of Yequtiel, and stating that he copied the text
in 5296 AM = 1536 CE. In the earliest Aramaic texts, this pas-
sage probably was very short, and merely said ‘Here ends’, plus
the title of the work.



EPILOGUE

We have now reached the end of our text, but not the end of our
research. For, as noted throughout the present study, our
knowledge of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu is limited by the textual wit-
nesses at our disposal, which are mostly fragmentary, and which
display numerous signs of the revision and alteration of specific
passages of our text, both in its original Aramaic version and in
its Judaeo—Arabic and Hebrew versions. And yet, the fact that so
many fragments of this text did reach us leaves much room for
hope that more textual witnesses will be found in the future.
Note, for example, the statement that, “In the Harkavy manu-
script collection in the Library in Leningrad of the Society for the
Promotion of Enlightenment Among Jews, we found more than
ten fragments of various Hebrew and Aramaic manuscripts of To-
ledot Yeshu.”! At present, I am aware of only two relevant frag-
ments in Harkavy’s collection (Harkavy-A and Harkavy-B), and
such statements leave room for some optimism regarding the pos-
sibility of finding more textual witnesses for our text. If and when
this will occur, the availability of the present edition certainly
should facilitate the study of the new textual evidence in light of
the textual evidence that we already have. The same is true when
it comes to indirect textual witnesses, for now that we have a

rough idea of what Gzar-dina de-Yeshu looked like it should be

! See Zinberg (1972-1978, VII:170, n. 70). This statement was first
quoted by Schlichting (1982, 4-5, n. 13).
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easier to identify citations from and allusions to this text by an-
cient and medieval authors, and to distinguish more accurately
between allusions to this text and allusions to texts that are a part
of the ‘Helena’ recension of Toledot Yeshu.

Another task that awaits future scholars, which was not
dealt with in the present volume, is the elucidation of the textual
relations between Gzar-dina de-Yeshu and the ‘Helena’ recension
of Toledot Yeshu. There is no doubt in my mind that whoever
wrote the narrative of the life and death of Yeshu in which Queen
Helena presides over his trial, made ample use of Gzar-dina de-
Yeshu, and combined narrative motifs, and even specific phrases,
which he borrowed from our own text, with some rabbinic stories
about Yeshu and some Christian stories about Jesus. But did he
read our text in Aramaic, in Judaeo—Arabic, or in Hebrew? Also,
which parts of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu did he adopt, omit, and/or
modify; and what do these decisions tell us about his own inter-
ests and his own sensitivities? Such questions could hardly be
asked as long as there was much confusion in scholars’ minds
between the ‘Pilate’ and the ‘Helena’ recensions of Toledot Yeshu,
but now that we have a clearer sense of what the former text
looked like, and how different it was from the latter, we can start
assessing the relations between them with much greater preci-
sion. Such an analysis might also shed some light on the intri-
guing question of why the ‘Helena’ recension became so popular
that it eventually superseded Gzar-dina de-Yeshu and drove it out
of circulation.

While there is always the hope of new textual discoveries,

and room for further intertextual analyses, we must never forget
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that the reconstruction of ancient texts is not only an important
goal in its own right, it also is a step towards a more nuanced
understanding of ancient history. Here I believe that much work
remains to be carried out, for whereas I have tried to contextual-
ise Gzar-dina de-Yeshu within the broader context of late-antique
Jewish society, and of the Jewish—Christian confrontation in late
antiquity, I have no doubt that much more could be done on this
front. I note, for example, the need for a more sustained compar-
ison between the stories told about Yeshu in Gzar-dina de-Yeshu
and those told about him in rabbinic literature, and especially in
the Babylonian Talmud. Such a comparison would shed more
light on the multifaceted image of Yeshu in late-antique Judaism,
and on the varieties of ways by which Jews tried to cope with the
emergence, growing visibility, and eventually with the domi-
nance of Christianity. I also note the need for more detailed com-
parisons between Gzar-dina de-Yeshu and other late-antique texts,
be they the real or imagined protocols of the trials of criminals
and martyrs, or the real or imagined biographies of ‘holy men’,
‘saints’, and ‘heretics’, such as Jesus, Apollonius of Tyana, or
Mani. Such comparisons will shed more light on what the au-
thor(s) of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu may have imagined when they were
making up their fanciful account of the trial and execution of Ye-
shu, and how their earliest readers and hearers may have reacted
to this novel text, which seems to a modern reader quite nasty,
but also quite ridiculous.

Finally, I would note that Gzar-dina de-Yeshu should be re-
read within the context of late-antique and medieval Jewish-

Christian relations, a topic that is of great relevance in our own
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world as well. For, as I noted at the Preface to this volume, edit-
ing nasty texts is not an easy task, but ignoring them and hoping
that they would somehow be forgotten is no solution either. In-
stead, we must read them for what they are, namely, historical
documents of past hatreds and warnings against those of the pre-

sent.



APPENDIX 1:

THE PRESERVATION AND ATTESTATION
OF THE DIFFERENT PASSAGES OF
GZAR-DINA DE-YESHU IN THE
DIFFERENT MANUSCRIPTS

Explanation of the following synoptic table:

A blank cell means that this passage is unattested in this
manuscript, but may have appeared in its missing parts

A + means that this passage is fully—or almost fully—
preserved in this manuscript

An x means that this passage is at least partly preserved in this
manuscript

A - means that this passage is missing, even though the
manuscript itself is well-preserved at this point
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APPENDIX 2:
A TENTATIVE ENGLISH TRANSLATION
OF GZAR-DINA DE-YESHU

As noted throughout the present study, the general structure and
the overall contents of Gzar-dina de-Yeshu seem relatively stable
across the many textual witnesses, in three different languages,
but the specific wording of each passage often changes from one
witness to the next. The following reconstruction therefore does
not claim to be an accurate rendition of a hypothetical Urtext,
nor does it claim to present the earliest recoverable text. Instead,
it is intended to provide a general impression of what such a text

may have looked like. Therefore, the reader should note:

(a) For some of the passages no Aramaic textual witness is
extant.

(b) There are many differences between the Aramaic texts
when they overlap, and the following text does not seek
to reflect all these differences or to faithfully follow any
single textual witness.

(c) The text below does not include obvious interpolations into
the text (the introductory interpolation 0, and the minor
interpolation 5.9a), but probably includes passages and
phrases that were not yet there in the earliest forms of
Gzar-dina de-Yeshu, even though we have no direct
textual evidence of these forms (and see, for example, our
detailed comments on 5.4, 6.9, 6.14 and 7.8).



482 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

The reader should also remember that the division of the text into
chapters and passages is my own, and so are the chapter head-
ings, which were added by me in order to highlight the text’s

structure.

1.0. Setting the Stage

(1.1) The sentencing that was sentenced upon Yeshu son of Pan-
dera, who denied (or, rebelled against) the God of Heaven and
erred and misled the (Jewish) people (or, the world); who was
from the town of Nazareth of the great Rome. (1.2) In the year
four of King Tiberinus Caesar, there was a man named Pilatus the
governor who was from the town of Rome, in the place called
Thermae, in the district of Tiberias. (1.3) On the twenty-eighth
of Elul, Pilatus the governor approached the market (or, street)
of his town (i.e., Tiberias) and summoned Yehudah the gardener,
and took him and brought him before Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah, and Marinus the great elder of the Jews, and a great

crowd of people.

2.0. Pilatus and Yehudah the Gardener

(2.1) Pilatus the governor said to Yehudah the gardener: “We re-
ceived word of a man called Yeshu. He is misleading the people
with magic. Do you know him?” (2.2) He (Yehudah) said to him:
“Yes, I know him.” He (Pilatus) said to him: “Where is he from?”
He (Yehudah) said to him: “From a town called Nazareth.” And
he (Pilatus) ordered him to bring the man. (2.3) Yehudah went
with a crowd to bring Yeshu to the governor’s court. They found
him sitting with a great crowd around him including sick persons

and cripples, whom he was claiming to heal. And Yeshu said to
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them: “I am the son of God.” And Yehudah the gardener caught
him and brought him to Pilatus the governor and to Marinus the

elder.

3.0. Pilatus and Yeshu

(3.1) They said to Yeshu: “Where are you from and what is your
profession?” He answered: “I am a Jew, but a mamzer.” (3.2)
They said to him: “What is the name of your father?” He said to
them: “His name is Pandera, and he is a Gentile.” (3.3) They said
to him: “And what is the name of your mother?” He said to them:
“Her name is Miriam.” They said to him: “And what is her pro-
fession?” He said to them: “She plaits women’s hair.” (3.4) They
said: “Your mother’s husband—what is his name?” He said: “Pap-
pos (or, Yoseph).” “And what is his profession?” He said: “A car-
penter.” (3.5) They said to him: “And you—what is your name?”
He said to them: “My name is Yeshu.” They said to him: “And
what is your profession.” He said to them: “I am a fisherman.”
(3.6) Then they placed in front of him the books of magic, and
said to him: “These books—are they new or old?” He said to
them: “They are old, and they are the ones that Balaam son of
Beor had. I found them in the land of Egypt.” They asked him:
“What benefit do you derive from them?” He said to them: “I cure
the sick and heal the crippled.” (3.7) They said to him: “Why do
you use magic and teach people teachings of evil?” Then they
said to him: “Tell us in truth—where did you get these books?—
or else we will kill you and not show you mercy, and we will
throw your body to the wild beasts.” (3.8) He answered and said
to them: “My masters, these books are not ancient and I did not

find them in Egypt, and they are not by Balaam. In fact, they are
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by Yohanan the Dyer who is my teacher, and I learned them from

”

him.

4.0. Pilatus and Yohanan

(4.1) Pilatus the governor said to Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah
and to Marinus the elder: “Do you know where Yohanan the Dyer
is?” They said to him: “He is in Kephar Nahum, and if you wish
we will send and summon Yohanan the Dyer and see what he
says and pass judgment upon them (i.e., upon Yeshu and
Yohanan).” And Pilatus ordered to bring him over. (4.2) Ye-
hoshu‘a ben Perahiah looked for Yehudah Skariota and Shime‘on
Kepha and Binyamin Altigus, and sent them after Yohanan the
Dyer. They went to the town Kephar Nahum, and Yehudah the
gardener went with some men, and they found him (i.e.,
Yohanan) in prison, since Tiberinus Caesar imprisoned him, be-
cause he was misleading many people (or, many Jews) with
magic. (4.3) They brought Yohanan the Dyer, and placed him in
front of Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and Marinus the elder of
the Jews and Pilatus and the crowd. (4.4) Yehoshu‘a answered
and said to Yohanan: “These writings of magic that were found
in the hands of Yeshu, your disciple, where did he find them? If
you tell us the truth, we will leave you, but if not, you and Yeshu
will be executed by a double-edged sword.” (4.5) Yohanan an-
swered and said to them: “My masters! These writings—Yeshu
wrote them. I—Tiberinus Caesar had imprisoned me, and Yeshu
did not show them to me, but he and his eleven disciples wrote
them, and are misleading people (with them).” (4.6) They an-
swered and said to him: “The disciples of Yeshu—what are their

names?” He said to them: “Naqi and Matai and Luqa and Alqi
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and Altigus and Yehudah, and Paulus and Petrus and Netzer and
Buni and Todah.”

5.0. Yeshu’s Disciples

(5.1) They answered and said: “Who will go after them?” Yehu-
dah Skariota and Shime‘on Kepha and Binyamin Altigus said:
“We will go and bring them.” (5.2) They went to Kephar Nahum
and looked for them. The disciples heard this, and escaped to
Africa, and hid there under a certain tree. Yehudah and the others
went after them, and found them under the tree. When they (the
disciples) saw them they escaped from them, and Alqi and Paulus
and Petrus and Yehudah (and Luqa and Altigus?) escaped (or,
escaped to the town of Rome). (5.3) Yehudah and the others
caught the remaining disciples and brought them before Rabbi
Yehoshu‘a and Marinus and Pilatus, and before a great crowd of
people. (5.4) And they asked Yeshu and Yohanan: “Who are these
five?”, and Yeshu said: “They are my disciples.” Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah said: “What are their names?” They (Yeshu and
Yohanan) said: Naqi, and Matai, and Buni, and Netzer and
Todah.” (5.5) Then Matai was brought to Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah. He (Yehoshu‘a) said to Matai: “Why is your name
called Matai?” He said to him: “Because about me David said,
‘Matai (= When) will I come and be seen before God?’ (Ps. 42.3).”
He said to him: “You fool! No! Thus said David about you, ‘Matai
(=when) will he die and his name perish’ (Ps. 41.6)!” He decreed
upon him, and they strangled him. (5.6) Then they brought Naqi.
He (Yehoshu‘a) said to him: “Why is your name called Naqi?” He
said to him: “About me David said, ‘Neqi (=The one who has

clean) hands, and a pure heart’ (Ps. 24.4).” He said to Naqi: “You
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Fool! No, for the Bible said about you, ‘and He (God) shall nage
not yenaqe (= shall by no means absolve (the sin))’ (Exod. 34.7).”
And it was ordered about him and they threw him into a fiery
furnace. (5.7) Then they brought Buni. He (Yehoshu‘a) said to
him: “Why are you called Buni?” He said to him: “Because about
me the Bible says, ‘Israel is beni (=my son), the firstborn’ (Exod.
4.22).” Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah said to him: “You fool!
Thus says the Bible about you, ‘Behold I will kill binkha (=your
son), the firstborn’ (Exod. 4.23).” And it was ordered about him
and they stoned him. (5.8) After him he (Yehoshu‘a) summoned
Netzer. He said: “Why is your name called Netzer?” He said to
him: “For about me the Bible says, ‘and a netzer (=sprout) will
grow from its roots’ (Isa. 11.1).” He (Yehoshu‘a) said to him:
“You fool! Thus the Bible said about you, ‘you were cast out of
your tomb like a detested netzer (=sprout)’ (Isa. 14.19).” And it
was decreed upon him, and his head was cut off. (5.9) After him
they brought Todah. He (Yehoshu‘a) said to him: “Why is your
name called Todah?” He said to him: “For about me David said,
‘A psalm for todah (= thanksgiving)’ (Ps. 100.1).” He said to him:
“You fool! Thus said David about you, ‘He who sacrifices todah
(=a thanksgiving offering) honours me’ (Ps. 50.23).” And it was

decreed upon him, and they executed him.

6.0. Yeshu, Yohanan and Tiberinus Caesar

(6.1) After this Pilatus the governor said to Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah: “The five disciples of Yeshu the wicked, who misled
(pl.) the people, have been executed; and Yohanan the Dyer—

Yeshu’s teacher—and Yeshu, what execution do they deserve?
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(or, they deserve to be executed).” (6.2) Rabbi Yehoshu‘a an-
swered and said to Pilatus: “If our master wishes, we shall send
and inform Tiberinus Caesar and whatever he shall tell us, we
shall do.” They sent to him (i.e., to Tiberinus): “There are seven
men here, who misled the whole world and such is their busi-
ness”—everything they had been doing. (6.3) When King Tiber-
inus Caesar heard this, he sent to them: “Bring them to me!” And
they brought them to him. Pilatus the governor and Marinus the
great elder, and Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah and Rabbi Yehu-
dah the gardener went with them to Tiberias, the great town. And
they all went before Tiberinus Caesar. (6.4) When Yohanan the
Dyer and Yeshu came before him, Tiberinus Caesar said to them:
“Who are you and what do you do?” (6.5) They answered and
said to him: “We are the sons of the God of Heaven; and these
books that are in our hands are books of healing.” He answered
and said to them: “What healing is in them?” They said to him:
“Every person who needs healing, we heal him, and if we wish
to revive we revive and if we wish to kill we kill, and everything
we want to do—we do. And if a barren woman who did not give
birth is suffering, we can give her a child (even) without (inter-
course with) a man. And also, whoever his soul is about to come
out, and if he is about to die, we whisper in his ear—and he lives.
And also, if we wish we make plants and grass grow and make
rain fall down and do everything we want.” (6.6) When Tiberinus
Caesar heard this, he said to them: “I do not want you to heal the
sick, or revive the dead, or kill the living, or make rain fall, or
make plants grow, but I have a daughter, who is a virgin—can

you grant her children without intercourse with a man?” Yeshu



488 The Sentencing of Jesus (Gzar-dina de-Yeshu)

answered and said: “Yes.” (6.7) So Tiberinus gave an order, and
she was brought before them. And Yeshu whispered words of
magic in her ear, and she became pregnant. Tiberinus Caesar
said: “The foetus that is in her belly—is it male or female?” Yeshu
said to him: “What the king wishes, I will make it, whether male
or female.” (6.8) At that moment Caesar said to Pilatus the gov-
ernor: “Let us arrest them for nine months, until we see whether
she gives birth or not.” And Pilatus went and imprisoned them
for nine months. (6.9) And there was great distress for Israel (i.e.,
for the Jews) for nine months. Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah
went in secret and wrote writings and letters to all the towns
where there were Jews, and said thus: “Decree a fast of three
days, so that no man would taste food or drink, but will fast with
a whole heart before the Holy One, blessed be He, so that Israel
(i.e., the Jews) would not be destroyed, and the Torah and the
laws and the commandments would not be annulled, for the deed
of Yeshu the wicked is such and such.” And all the towns and
places where there were Jews rose and decreed a fast of three
days, and asked for mercy from the Master of Mercy. (6.10) And
the Holy One, blessed be He, did for them (i.e., for the Jews) as
he had done in every period and every time, and the foetus that
was in the belly of Caesar’s daughter turned into a stone, and all
the counsel of Yeshu the wicked was annulled. (6.11) And be-
cause the Holy One, blessed be He, turned that foetus into a
stone, nine months had passed, and she did not give birth. Caesar
sent and they brought Yeshu the wicked. He (Tiberinus) said to
him: “Why did she not give birth?” He (Yeshu) said to him:

“There are among the Jews those who bind the baby in its
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mother’s belly for twelve months.” After twelve months he (Ti-
berinus) sent after him and brought Yeshu. He (Tiberinus) said
to him: “Twelve months have passed, and why did she not give
birth?” He (Yeshu) said to him: “Perhaps we are dealing with “the
matters of the world,” for she is a virgin, and the baby will not
come out until she is penetrated. If you grant me permission, I
will cut open her womb, and will extract it from its mother’s belly
alive, and my master, Caesar, will remember and know that (or,
alive, and a male, and my master, Caesar, will know that) we are
the sons of the God of Heaven, and we have the ability to do
everything we want.” Caesar said to him: “Go and do so.” (6.12)
Yeshu the wicked rose and tore up the womb of Caesar’s daugh-
ter, and that foetus was discovered to be a stone in the belly of
that virgin, and she immediately died. Caesar said to him: “Bring
her back to life as you have claimed.” He tried (to do so), but
could not. (6.13) Caesar answered and said to Yehoshu‘a ben
Perahiah and to Marinus the great elder: “These men who misled
the people and killed the king’s daughter—what is the judgment
due to them? You must execute them.” They said: “King Caesar!
At this time we cannot (execute people), but only the Holy One,
blessed be He, and you can.” (6.14) He said to them: “These men
are Jews, and they are from your people, and they are dealing
with magic, judge them (according to) the judgment of Torah,

and if not—we will uproot you from the world.”

7.0. Executing Yohanan and Yeshu

(7.1) At that time they burdened them with iron chains and led
them to Tiberias. They set up a tree (or, a cross) for Yohanan,

and crucified him on the fifth hour of the day; after this they
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buried him. (7.2) After him they brought Yeshu, and were about
to crucify him. But when he saw the cross set up to crucify him,
he said words of (or, did acts of) magic, and flew out of their
hands, and flew in the air of the heaven like a bird. (7.3) Yehudah
the gardener said to Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah: “What
should I do? Should I go after him?” Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah an-
swered and said to him: “Go after him, and do not tarry.” (7.4)
At that moment he (Yehudah) purified himself and was cleansed,
and said the word of the Ineffable Name, and flew up after him
(i.e., Yeshu). (7.5) When Yeshu the wicked saw him, he went and
hid himself in the cave of Elijah, and he said words of magic and
shut the mouth of the cave. (7.6) Yehudah the gardener came
and said: “Opening, opening, open up! For I am the messenger of
the Great God” (or, and said the word of the Ineffable Name),
and the mouth of the cave opened up. (7.7) Yeshu the wicked
disguised himself as a rooster (or, as a bird), until (or, and went
and sat on the Carmel mountain, until) Rabbi Yehudah the gar-
dener came and held him with his cloak, and brought him before
Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah. (7.8) And they raised Yeshu the
wicked up, and crucified him on a cabbage stalk (or, perhaps, in

a cabbage garden).

8.0. The Fate of Yeshu’s Body

(8.1) And from before they raised him to the cross, he knew what
is written in the Torah, “Do not let his corpse remain overnight
on the cross” (Deut. 21.23). At that moment he sent and called
the people whom he had misled and said to them: “If you come
tomorrow and do not find me, nor my body, on the cross—you

will know that I ascended to the firmament of Heaven (or,
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Heaven, and you will not see me).” (8.2) And they crucified him
alive, and they stoned him with a stone (or, with stones), and he
died on the cross; and they did not want to take him down from
the cross. (8.3) Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah said to them: “Be-
cause of Yeshu the wicked we shall change the law of the Torah?
For it is written, ‘Do not let his corpse remain overnight on the
cross’ (Deut. 21.23).” (or, “... ‘... overnight on the cross’.” And
Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah said to them: “Bring him down
from the cross”). (8.4) They brought him down from the cross
and buried him in the water-channel in the garden of Rabbi Ye-
hudah the gardener. (8.5) When these people whom he had mis-
led came, and did not find him on the cross, they said (or, they
surrounded and caught the Jews and said to them): “Yeshu our
master told us the truth, that the Jews are dealing with a lie. If
you crucified him on the cross, where is his body? In truth, he
went to Heaven.” (8.6) Immediately Pilatus summoned Yehudah
the gardener, and said to him: “The body of Yeshu—what did you
(sg.) do with it?” (or, “The man whom you (pl.) have crucified—
what did you (sg.) do with his body?”). (8.7) Rabbi Yehudah an-
swered and said to him (i.e., Pilatus): “My master! Yeshu the
wicked knew what is written in the Torah, ‘Do not let his corpse’
etc. (Deut. 21.23), and he misled these people, and said to them,
‘If you come tomorrow and do not find me on the cross, you will
know that I ascended to Heaven.” And now, if our master wishes,
I will bring him, and will show his body to them, and they will
believe and know that it is Yeshu the wicked.” (8.8) He (Pilatus)
said to him: “Go and bring him out.” (8.9) Rabbi Yehudah the

gardener went and brought him (i.e., Yeshu) up from his tomb,
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and he threw a rope on his leg and dragged him in all the streets
of Tiberias, and proclaimed upon him: “This is Yeshu, son of Pan-
dera, the wicked, who rebelled against the God of Heaven, be-
sides whom there is none.” (8.10) And he (Yehudah) brought him
(i.e., Yeshu) before Pilatus (or, before King Tiberinus), and he
summoned all the people whom he (Yeshu) had misled, and there
were those who believed (that it is the body of Yeshu), and those
who did not believe. (8.11) Pilatus the governor (or, King Tiber-
inus) answered and said to Yehudah the gardener: “This wicked
person whom you buried in the water-trough—go and bury him
in the place where they bury the dead.” (8.12) And Yehudah the

gardener went and buried him (i.e., Yeshu) in the water-holes (?).

9.0. Concluding Passages

(9.1) The day on which Yeshu the wicked, the Nazarene, was
crucified was the fourteenth day of the month of Nisan; and when
they returned and brought him out of his tomb and dragged him
in the streets of Tiberias—it was the twenty-first of the month of
Nisan. (9.2) He who brought a great judgment upon Yeshu the
wicked (or, upon Yeshu the wicked and upon his disciples)—He
will quickly bring a judgment and retribution on the enemies of
His people, and on whoever abandons the worship of the God of
Heaven and worships and swears by (or, bows to) the name of
Yeshu and on whoever says that he ascended to Heaven. And the
God of Heaven will work a miracle for the Jews quickly and
within a short time. (9.3) King Tiberinus Caesar, and Pilatus the
governor, and Rabbi Yehoshu‘a ben Perahiah, and Marinus the
great elder of the Jews, and Rabbi Yehudah the gardener, and

crowds of the sons of [Tiberias?]—they bear witness that they
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brought and crucified and killed (or, and killed and dragged
through the streets of Tiberias) Yeshu the wicked, who rebelled
against the great God of Heaven. (9.4) “Thus may all God’s ene-
mies perish, and the light of his friends shine like the shining of
the light of the sun in its strength” (Judg. 5.31). (9.5) Here ends

The Sentencing of Yeshu the Nazarene.
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