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Acclaim for James the Brother of Jesus

“Stirs up a furor.”
— Los Angeles Times

“Robert Eisenman’s James the Brother of Jesus is less a book
than an irresistible force. Once opened . . . [it] bulldozes your
prejudices, flattens your objections, elbows aside your counter-
arguments, convinces you.”

— Toronto Globe Mail

“‘Powerful.... A thriling essay in historical detection ... this
passionate quest refigures Christian origins.”
— The Guardian

“Mind-blowing.... A masterpiece.... The breadth and detail of
Eisenman’s investigations are breathtaking, as are its
implications. Eisenman shows us how to crack the codes of
theological disinformation, to listen to the long-faded echos, to
find handholds up what seemed an unsurmountable climb to a
peak from which to view a hitherto unseen landscape.... A
massive and profound achievement.”

— R. Price, Editor, Journal of Higher Criticism

‘A tremendous work of historical scholarship ... Expert ...
Unparalleled ... Great ... This book will live and live and live.”
— A. Auswaks, Jerusalem Post



“Careful . . . Passionate... So logical and so compelling, one
wonders how this demythologized, internally consistent
understanding of Christianity could have been kept out of sight
for so long.”

— The Scotsman

“Enthralling ... Immense ... Stunning ... Compelling ... A massive
display of provocative scholarship.”
— The Oregonian

“Professor Robert Eisenman speaks with the fervor of a true
believer who has been shown a revelation of stunning splendor
... [nis] words, theories, and personal style have all made a
deep impression on me.... A tour de force... magnificent.”

— Neil Asher Silberman, author of The Hidden Scrolls
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Once Perfection comes, all imperfect things will disappear.
When | was a child, | spoke as a child, | thought as a child,

I reasoned as a child. But when | became a man,

| put aside childish things. For the moment we see as
through a glass darkly, but in time, face to face.

1 Corinthians 13:11-12

Our Lord and Prophet, who has sent us, declared to us that the Evil One,
having disputed with him forty days, but failing to prevail against him,
promised He would send Apostles from among his subjects to deceive
them. Therefore, above all, remember to shun any Apostle, teacher, or
prophet who does not accurately compare his teaching with [that of]
James ... the brother of my Lord... and this, even if he comes to you

with recommendations.

Pseudoclementine Homilies 11.35 (Peter preaching at Tripoli)



Introduction

James the brother of Jesus, usually known as James the Just
because of his surpassing Righteousness and Piety, is a
character familiar to those with some knowledge of Christian
origins. He is not so well known to the public at large, an
inevitable if peculiar result of the processes being described in
this book.

James is not only the key to unlocking a whole series of
obfuscations in the history of the early Church, he is also the
missing link between the Judaism of his day, however this is
defined, and Christianity. In so far as the ‘Righteous Teacher’
in the Dead Sea Scrolls occupies a similar position, the
parallels between the two and the respective communities they
led narrow considerably, even to the point of convergence.

In the introduction to an earlier book on this subject in 1983,
Maccabees, Zadokites, Christians and Qumran, | wrote with
specific reference to James as follows:

In providing an alternative historical and textual framework in
which to fit the most important Dead Sea Scrolls, it is to be
hoped that most of the preconceptions that have dominated
Scrolls research for so long will simply fade away and new
ideas will be brought into play and previously unused sources
given their proper scope. When this is done, individual
beings, the facts of whose lives tradition has distorted
beyond recognition or who have been otherwise consigned
to historical oblivion, will spring immediately to life and a
whole series of associated historical fabrications and



accusations evaporate 1

It is to the task of rescuing James, consigned either on purpose
or through benign neglect to the scrapheap of history, that this
book is dedicated.

Mentioned in various contexts in the New Testament, James
the Just has been systematically downplayed or written out of
the tradition. When he suddenly emerges as a principal
personality and leader of ‘the Jerusalem Church’ or
‘Community’ in Acts 12:17, there is no introduction as to who he
is or how he has arrived at the position he is occupying. Acts’
subsequent silence about his fate, which can be pieced
together only from extra-biblical sources and to some extent
seems to have been absorbed into the accounts both about the
character we now call ‘Stephen’ and even Jesus himself,
obscures the situation still further.

Once the New Testament reached its final form, the process
of James’ marginalization became more unconscious and
inadvertent but, in all events, it was one of the most successful
rewrite - or overwrite - enterprises ever accomplished. James
ended up ignored, an ephemeral figure on the margins of
Christianity, known only to aficionados. But in the Jerusalem of
his day in the 40s to 60s CE, he was the most important and
central figure of all — ‘the Bishop’ or ‘Overseer’ of the
Jerusalem Church.

Designated as ‘the brother’ of Jesus, James the Just or the
Just One is often confused or juxtaposed, and this probably
purposefully, with another James, designated by Scripture as
‘James the brother of John', the so-called ‘son of Zebedee’,
thus increasing his marginalization. This multiplication of like-
named individuals in Scripture was often the result of the same



rewrite or overwrite processes just remarked.

There is a collateral aspect to this welter of like-named
characters in the New Testament — even going so far as to
include ‘Mary the sister of’ her own sister Mary (John 19:25).
These instances are all connected with downplaying the family
of Jesus and writing it out of Scripture. This was necessary
because of the developing doctrine of the supernatural Christ
and the stories about his miraculous birth.

James

The leader of the ‘early Church’ or ‘Jerusalem Assembly’ in
Palestine from the 40s to the 60s, James met his death at the
hands of a hostile Establishment before the events that
culminated in the Uprising against Rome and the destruction of
the Temple (66-70 CE). To have been ‘Head’ or ‘Bishop’ of ‘the
Jerusalem Church’ (Ecclésia) or ‘Community’ was to have
been the head of the whole of Christianity, whatever this might
be considered to have been in this period. Not only was the
centre at Jerusalem the principal one before the destruction of
the Temple and the reputed flight of the Jamesian community to

a city beyond the Jordan called Pella,2 but there were hardly
any others of any importance.

For instance, the famous centre at Antioch in Syria, which
may have been confused with the one at Edessa some two
hundred miles further east, was only just being formed in the
40s and 50s, all others, in so far as they existed at all, being in
a nascent state only. According to Acts, Antioch was where
Christians ‘were first called Christians’ (11: 26). It was the



former capital of the Hellenized Seleucid kingdom, one of the
offshoots of the empire of Alexander the Great, and the Church
there consisted mainly of Paul and several associates,
including, it would appear, one person associated with the
Herodian family in Palestine (13:1).

Because of James’ pre-eminent stature, the sources for him
turn out to be quite extensive, more than for any other
comparable character, even for those as familiar to us as John
the Baptist and Peter. In fact, extra-biblical sources contain
more reliable information about James than about Jesus.

There are also strong parallels between the Community led
by James and the one reflected in the Dead Sea Scrolls. This
is particularly true when one considers the relationship of
James to the person known in the Scrolls as ‘the Teacher of
Righteousness’ or ‘Righteous Teacher’. This book will build on
the present debate concerning the Dead Sea Scrolls,
presenting an alternative manner of viewing these documents.
So many doctrines, allusions, and turns of phrase emerge from
the material in the Scrolls common to both traditions that the
parallels become impossible to ignore.

The research | am presenting here was originally completed
under a National Endowment for the Humanities Fellowship at
the Albright Institute in Jerusalem in 1985-6, the well-known
‘American School’, where the Scrolls were first photographed in
1947. It was during the tenure of this award that the insights
became clear to me that led to the struggle for open access to
the Scrolls, and the final collapse of the scholarly elite
controlling their publication and, even more importantly, their
interpretation.

But the subject of the person and teaching of James in the
Jerusalem of his day is not only more important simply than his



relationship to the interpretation of the Scrolls, it is quite
independent of it. Even without insisting on any parallel or
identification of James with the Righteous Teacher of the
Scrolls, the Movement led by James - and it does seem to have
been a ‘Movement’ — will be shown to have been something
quite different from the Christianity we are now familiar with.
James’ relationship to the Scrolls is only collateral not intrinsic
to this.

One of the central theses of this book will be the identification
of James as the centre of the ‘opposition alliance’ in
Jerusalem, involved in and precipitating the Uprising against
Rome in 66-70 CE. The Dead Sea Scrolls, like other recent
manuscript discoveries - as for instance those from Nag
Hammadi in Upper Egypt, which came to light at about the

same time as the Scrolls — while important, only further
substantiate conclusions such as this, providing additional
insight into it.

In the course of this book, it will become clear that James
was the true heir and successor of his more famous brother
Jesus and the leader at the time of whatever the movement
was we now call ‘Christianity’, not the more Hellenized
character we know through his Greek cognomen Peter, the
‘Rock’ of, in any event, the Roman Church.

Though Peter’'s name has now become proverbial, he may
not be as historical as we think he is, and the role we attribute
to him may possibly be an amalgam of that of several
individuals by the same name, one a martyred ‘cousin’ of both
Jesus and James and their reputed successor in Palestine,
Simeon bar Cleophas. Nor does a normative adherence to
Judaism and Christianity appear tenable after pursuing a study
of this kind and grasping the real significance of James in the



Jerusalem of his time.

Roman Power and its Effects

In historical writing, it is an oft-stated truism that the victors
write the history. This is true for the period before us. Paul, for
instance, would have been very comfortable with this
proposition, as he makes clear in i Corinthians, where he
announces his modus operandi of making himself ‘all things to
all men’ and his philosophy of ‘winning’ and ‘not beating the air’
(9:24-27). So would his younger contemporary, the Jewish
historian Josephus (c. 37 — 96 CE), who in the introductions to
his several works also shows himself to be well aware of the
implications of this proposition without being able to avoid its
inevitable consequences.

There is in this period one central immovable fact, that of
Roman power. This was as elemental as a state of nature, and
all movements and individual behaviour must be seen in relation
to it. But the unsuspecting reader is often quite unaware of it,
when inspecting documents that emanate from this time or
trying to come to grips with what was actually a highly charged
and extremely revolutionary situation in Palestine.

This is the problem we have to face in this period, not only
where individuals are concerned, but also in the documents that
have come down to us. For example, in the Gospels, probably
products of the end of this period, one would have difficulty
recognizing that this highly charged, revolutionary situation
existed in the Galilee in which Jesus wanders peacefully about,
curing the sick, chasing out demons, raising the dead, and



performing other ‘mighty works and wonders’.

But in the parallel vocabulary of the War of the Sons of Light
against the Sons of Darkness - a key document from the Dead
Sea Scrolls treating the final apocalyptic war against all Evil on
the earth, led by the Messiah and the Heavenly Host - these
same Messianic ‘mighty works and wonders’ are the battles
God fights on behalf of His people and the marvellous victories
He wins. In this Scroll, known among aficionados as the War
Scroll, we are in the throes of an apocalyptic picture of Holy
War, with which the partisans of Oliver Cromwells militant
Puritanism in seventeenth-century England would have felt
comfortable.

On the other hand, where the Gospels are concerned, we
are in a peaceful, Hellenized countryside, where Galilean
fishermen cast their nets or mend their boats. Would it were
true. The scenes in the New Testament depicting Roman
officials and military officers sometimes as near saints or the
members of the Herodian family - their appointed custodians
and tax collectors in Palestine - as bumbling but well-meaning
dupes also have to be understood in the light of this
submissiveness to Roman power.

The same can be said for the scenes picturing the
vindictiveness of the Jewish mob. These are obviously included
to please not a Jewish audience but a Roman or a Hellenistic
one. This is also true of the presentation of the Jewish Messiah
- call him ‘Jesus’ — as a politically disinterested, other-worldly
(in Roman terms, ergo, harmless), even sometimes pro-
Roman itinerant, at odds with his own people and family,
preaching a variety of Plato’s representation of the Apology of
Socrates or the Pax Romana.

Josephus, whose own works suffer from many of these



same distortions, was himself a defector to the Roman cause.
Much like Paul, he owed his survival, as well as that of his
works, to this fact. Both, it seems, either had or were to achieve
Roman citizenship, Josephus in the highest manner possible -
adoption into the Roman imperial family. His works were
encouraged by persons, previously high up in the Roman
Emperor Nero’s chancellery (54-68) and equally favoured later
under Domitian (81-96), with whom Paul also seems to have
been in close touch.

Josephus sums up this obsequiousness to Roman power
perhaps better than anyone in his preface to his eye-witness
account of this period, the Jewish War, a work based at least in
part on his interrogations, as a defector and willing collaborator,
of prisoners. In criticizing other historians treating the same
events, Josephus notes that all historical works from this period
suffer from two main defects, ‘flattery of the Romans and
vilification of the Jews, adulation and abuse being substituted

for real historical record’.2 Having said this, he then goes on to
indulge in the same conduct himself.

That historical portions of the New Testament suffer from the
same defects should be obvious to anyone with even a passing
familiarity with them. But the Dead Sea Scrolls do not, for the
simple reason that they did not go through the editorial
processes of the Roman Empire. The opposite; they were
probably deposited in caves expressly to avoid it. The fact of
Roman power, too, was probably the principal reason why no
one ever returned to retrieve them. No one could have,
because no one survived. It was that simple.

This power is also the key determinant behind the political
and ideological orientation of several of the religious groups or
parties in this period, including early Christians and Pharisaic



Jews, not to mention the group responsible for the composition
of the Scrolls themselves, who were in all likelihood destroyed
by it.

The Jesus of History

The quest for the historical Jesus has held a fascination for
sophisticated Western man for over two centuries now, but the
quest for the historical James has never been pursued. Rather
than be disconsolate that the material regarding James is so
fragmentary and often presented from the point of view of
persons like Paul who disagreed with him, it is the task of the
historian to revive him, to rescue him from the oblivion in which
he was cast, either purposefully or via benign neglect, and to
revivify him.

This is not so difficult as it might seem, because the
materials about James exist - quite a lot of them. It remains
only to place them in a proper perspective and analyse them.
This would be much more difficult to achieve for James’ brother
Jesus. But is Jesus as well known as most people think?
Experts, lay persons, artists, writers, political figures from all
ages and every time and place constantly assert the fact of
Jesus’ existence and speak of him in the most familiar way, as
if they personally had certain knowledge of him. Unfortunately,
the facts themselves are shrouded in mystery and
overwhelmed by a veneer of retrospective theology and
polemics that frustrates any attempt to get at the real events
underlying them. Most who read the documents concerning him
are simply unaware of this.

Questions not only emerge concerning Jesus’ existence



itself, at least as far as the character so confidently portrayed
in Scripture, but also regarding the appropriateness of the
teaching attributed to him there to his time and place. Where
the man ‘Jesus’ is concerned - as opposed to the redeemer
figure ‘Christ’ or ‘Christ Jesus’ Paul so confidently proclaims
and with whom, via some personalized visionary experience, he
claims to be in constant contact - we have mainly the remains
of Hellenistic romance and mythologizing to go on, often with a
clear polemicizing or dissembling intent. In fact, Paul, portrayed
as appearing on the scene only a few years after Jesus’ death,
either knows nothing or is willing to tell us nothing about him.

Only two historical points about Jesus emerge from Paul's
letters: firstly, that he was crucified at some point - date
unspecified (1 Tim. 6:13, which is not considered authentic,
adds by Pontius Pilate),é and, secondly, that he had several
brothers, one of whom was one called James (Gal. 1:19). In
fact, taking the brother relationship seriously may turn out to be
one of the only confirmations that there ever was a historical
Jesus.

Jesus in the Gospels

Where the Gospels are concerned, whatever can be said with
any certainty about Jesus is largely presented in the framework
of supernatural story-teling. Hellenistic mystery cults were
familiar over a large portion of the Graeco-Roman world where
Paul was active. They would certainly have provided fertile
gound for the propagation of competing models among a
population already well versed in their fundamentals.



One attitude, particularly important in determining the
historicity of Gospel materials, is the strong current of anti-
Semitism one encounters lying just below the surface. This anti-
Semitism was already rife in Hellenistic cities such as
Alexandria in Egypt and Caesarea in Palestine, and ultimately

led to the destruction of the Jewish populations there 2

One can assert with a fair degree of confidence that while
Messianic agitation in Palestine could be sectarian, it would not
be anti-Jewish or opposed to the people of Palestine. This
would be a contradiction in terms. Of course, there was
internecine party strife, often vitriolic and quite unforgiving, but
for a popular Messianic leader to be against his own people
would be prima facie impossible and, one can confidently
assert, none ever was - except retrospectively or through the
miracle of art. The reader may take this as a rule of thumb. For
corroboration, where native Palestinian literature is concerned,
one need only inspect the Dead Sea Scrolls, which, while often
vitriolic and uncompromising towards their opponents in
Palestine and the world at large, are never anti-Semitic. The
opposite.

Nor can we say that in the Gospels we do not have a
composite re-creation of facts and episodes relating to a
series of Messianic pretenders in Palestine in the first century,
familiar from the works of Josephus, interlaced or spliced into a
narrative of a distinctly Hellenistic or non-Palestinian, pro-
Pauline cast. This includes some light-hearted - even
malevolent - satire where events in Palestine are concerned.
Josephus displays a parallel, but inverted, malevolence, calling
examples of the charismatic Messianic type of leader ‘religious
frauds’ or ‘impostors more dangerous than the bandits and
murderers’, and ‘deceivers claiming divine inspiration leading



their followers out into the wilderness there to show them the

signs of their impending Deliverance’ 8

The Gospel of Matthew, even more than the other Gospels,
has long been recognized as a collection of Messianic and
other scriptural proof-texts taken out of context and woven into
a gripping narrative of what purports to be the life of Jesus. In
describing an early flight by Jesus’ father ‘Joseph’ to Egypt to
escape Herod — a la Joseph in Egypt and Moses’ escape
from Pharaoh in the Bible - not paralleled in the other Gospels,
Matthew utilizes the passage, ‘Il have called my son out of
Egypt (3:15). Whether this passage applies to Jesus is
debatable.

In its original Old Testament context (Hos. 11:1), it obviously
refers to the people Israel as a whole. However, it does have
very real relevance to a character in the mid-50s, whom
Josephus — followed it would appear by the Book of Acts -
actually calls ‘the Egyptian’, but declines to identify further. This
Messianic pretender, according to the picture in Josephus, first
leads the people ‘out into the wilderness’ and then utilizes the
Mount of Olives as a staging point to lead a Joshua-style

assault on the walls of Jerusalem.Z But the Mount of Olives was
a favourite haunt, according to Gospel narrative, of Jesus and
his companions. We will note many such suspicious overlaps in
the data available to us.

For his part, Josephus, predictably obsequious, applauds the
extermination of the followers of this Egyptian by the Roman
Governor Felix (62-60 CE). The Book of Acts, too, is quick to
show its familiarity with this episode, including Josephus’ tell-
tale reticence in supplying his name. Rather it somewhat
charmingly portrays the commander of the Roman garrison in
the Temple as mistaking Paul for him (21:38).



Other examples of this kind are the so-called ‘Little
Apocalypses’ in the Gospels (Matt. 24:4 — 31 and pars.). In
Luke’s version of these, anyhow, Jesus is depicted as
predicting the encirclement of Jerusalem by armies, followed by
its fall. All versions are introduced by reference to the
destruction of the Temple and generally refer to famine, wars,
and sectarian strife, along with other signs and catastrophes.
These probably have very real relevance to a section in the
Antiquities of the Jews, in which Josephus describes in gory
detail the woes brought upon the people by the movement
founded by someone he calls ‘Judas the Galilean’ around the
time of the Census of Cyrenius in 6-7 CE.

This is contemporaneous with Jesus’ birth according to the
time frame of the Gospel of Luke too and is also referred to in
Acts (5:37). Josephus calls this movement the ‘Fourth
Philosophy’, but most now refer to it as ‘Zealot’. Here, as in the
Little Apocalypses above, Josephus portrays this movement -
the appearance of which, again, is contemporaneous with the
birth of Christ in the Gospels — as bringing about wars, famine,
and terrible suffering for the people, culminating in the
destruction of the Temple.

These ‘woes’ also have relevance to another Messianic
character, depicted in Josephus and a namesake of Jesus,
whom Josephus calls ‘Jesus ben Ananias’. This man, whom
Josephus portrays as an oracle or quasi-prophet of some kind,
went around Jerusalem directly following the death of James in
62 CE for seven straight years, proclaiming its coming
destruction, until he was finally hit on the head by a Roman
projectile during the siege of Jerusalem and killed just prior to
the fulfilment of his prophecy.

The applicability of this story to the Historical Jesus (and in a



very real way the Historical James), the facts of whose
existence and its relevance to mankind's everyday existence
have been so confidently asserted for the last nineteen
centuries or more, should be obvious. In fact ‘Jesus ben
Ananias’ was set free at the end of Josephus’ Jewish War
after having originally been arrested. The release of such a
Messianic double for Jesus is also echoed in the Scripture as it
has come down to us in the release of another ‘double’. One
Gospel anyhow calls this double ‘Jesus Barabbas’ — the
meaning of this name in Aramaic superficially would appear to
be ‘the Son of the Father’ - a political ‘bandit’ who ‘committed
murder at the time of the Uprising’ and is released by Pontius
Pilate (Matt. 27:26 and pars.).

It is reflected too in another curious episode in a narrative
concerning which many profess scepticism but few have
explained, called the Slavonic Josephus, because it came down
through the Old Russian. An epitome of Josephus’ Jewish War,
like much in this period it is probably a forgery. However, in
expanding the notices about Jesus from Josephus’ later
Antiquities, it portrays him as a revolutionary who is released
only to be re-arrested before the final crucifixion scenario
familiar to us.

Variant manuscripts of the works of Josephus, reported by
Church fathers like Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome, all of whom
at one time or another spent time in Palestine, contain
materials associating the fall of Jerusalem with the death of
James - not with the death of Jesus. Their shrill protests,
particularly Origen’s and Eusebius’, have probably not a little to
do with the disappearance of this passage from all manuscripts
of the Jewish War that have come down to us. As will also
become clear, other aspects from the biography of James



have been retrospectively absorbed into the biography of
Jesus and other characters in the Book of Acts in sometimes
astonishing ways.

In fact, in what suggests that the Gospels and some Dead
Sea Scrolls are virtually contemporary documents - and that the
authors of the former knew the latter - it will be shown that
fundamental allusions from the Scrolls have been absorbed into
Gospel presentations of Jesus’ relations with his Apostles. This
subject is treated in the section focusing on Jesus’ brothers as
Apostles and Jesus’ post-resurrection appearance to James.
There, it will be shown that the presentation of the Apostles as
peaceful fishermen on the Sea of Galilee incorporates a play
on key ideological usages found in the Dead Sea Scrolls. This
is the language of casting down nets implicit in episodes
relative to appearances by Jesus to his Apostles along the Sea
of Galilee both before and after his resurrection and in parallel
notices in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Revelation. This language
of casting or throwing down will also be shown to be integral to
presentations of the death of James in virtually all traditions we
are heirs to.

The ‘Galilean’ language, also part and parcel of the
presentations of Jesus and his Apostles in these and like
episodes, likewise can be thought of as playing on the name of
the Movement developing out of the activities of Judas the
Galilean, the founder of the Zealot Movement mentioned
above, which Josephus and the book of Acts will also call the
‘Sicaril or ‘Assassins’.

Changing terms with ideological connotations into
geographical place names tends to ftrivialize them. This is
certainly the case with confusions relating to whether Jesus
came from a place in Galilee called ‘Nazareth’ (never



mentioned in either the works of Josephus or the Old
Testament) or whether, like James, he followed a ‘Nazirite’ life-
style or was a ‘Nazrene’ or ‘Nazoraean’, which have totally
different connotations in the literature as it has come down to
us.

These are complex matters and will doubtlessly be perplexing
at first, but it is necessary to elucidate them to describe the true
situation behind some of these highly prized scriptural re-
presentations. It is hoped that the reader will soon get used to
the kind of word play and evasions at work. The evidence,
which might at first appear circumstantial, will mount up, allowing
the reader to appreciate the validity of the explanations
provided. This is not to say that the Jesus of history did not
exist, only that the evidence is skewed and that the problem is
more complex than many think.

The Study of James

The situation with regard to James is quite different and
clearer, probably because except for the Gospels and the first
eleven chapters of the Book of Acts it has not been so
overwritten. Here, too, materials do exist outside the tradition of
Scripture. Even scriptural materials regarding James, where
not theologically refurbished, are very helpful. Where rewritten
or overwritten, they can by comparison with external materials
be brought into focus and sometimes even restored.

But one can go further. It is through the figure of James that
one can get a realistic sense of what the Jesus of history might
have been like. In fact, it is through the figure of James, and by
extension the figure of Paul, with whom James is always in a



kind of contrapuntal relationship, that the question of the
Historical Jesus may be finally resolved.

The name ‘James’ should not cause too much of a stumbling
block for readers, as this is a corruption of the Greek Jacobus
moving into the Latin Jacimus. Except for Jaime in Spanish
(which also knows /ago), in most European languages a
version of the Graeco-Hebrew original Jacobus or Jacob is
preserved. In this book ‘James’ will be used, despite
consequent difficulties in visualizing what the name really was in
Palestine.

The same is true with regard to ‘the brother of Jesus’. In the
original accounts - the Gospels as they have come down to us,
Paul's letters, and Josephus — no embarrassment whatsoever
is evinced about this relationship with Jesus, and James is
designated straightforwardly and without qualification as Jesus’
brother. There are no questions of the kind that crop up later in
the wake of the developing doctrine of the supernatural ‘Christ’
and stories about his supernatural birth, attempting to
depreciate or diminish this relationship. These stories about the
birth of ‘Christ’ are, in any event, not referred to by Paul and
appear first in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, thus leading in
the second century to embarrassment not just over Jesus’
brothers, but the fact of Jesus’ family generally, including
sisters, fathers, uncles, and mothers.

Embarrassment of this kind was exacerbated by the fact that
Jesus’ brothers (‘cousins’, as Jerome would later come to see
them at the end of the fourth century) were the principal
personages in Palestine and Jesus’ successors there,
important in Eastern tradition generally. What exacerbated the
problem of their relationship to Jesus even further in the
second century was the theological assertion of Mary's



‘perpetual virginity’ and with it the utter impossibility - nay,
inconceivability - that she should have had other children. This
even led Jerome’s younger contemporary, Augustine, in the
fifth century, to the assertion reproduced in Muhammad’'s
Koran in the seventh, that Jesus didn’'t have any father at all,

only a mother!8

To the ideologue, it was simply impossible that Jesus should
have had a father or brothers, Gospel notices and references
in Paul notwithstanding. Nor could Joseph have had any
children by Mary. These had to have been by another wife. All
such theological considerations will be set aside and all family
designations treated naturally. If a person was said to have had
a brother, then he was a natural brother, conceived by natural
generation, not a half-brother, stepbrother, ‘cousin’, or ‘milk
brother’.

The wealth of extra-biblical sources relating to James has
already been noted. If we include with these those in the Book
of Acts, where not adulterated or retrospectively overwritten
with more orthodox historical or theological materials, and
notices in the letters of Paul, then there is a considerable
amount of material relating to James. James is also mentioned
in the Gospels, but here the material is marred by doctrinal
attempts either to defame the family and brothers of Jesus or
to disqualify them in some manner.

Though a parallel process is at work in the early chapters of
the Book of Acts, as one moves into chapter 12 where James
is introduced and beyond, the character of the material
changes and quickens. For some reason Acts assumes that
we already know who James is, in contradistinction to another
James it calls ‘the brother of John' - elsewhere ‘the son of
Zebedee’ - whom it also conveniently disposes of at the



beginning of chapter 12 preparatory to introducing the real
James. It is possible to read through this material in Acts to the
real history underlying it and the real events it transmogrifies.

The same can be said for Paul's letters, which provide
additional straightforward witness to ‘James the brother of the
Lord" and know no other James. The Historical James can
also be reconstructed from the underlying circumstances to
which remarks in these letters are directed. These, plus a
myriad of extra-biblical materials, such as Josephus,
apocryphal gospels, non-canonical acts including the ‘Pseudo-’
or ‘False Clementines’, the Gnostic manuscripts from Nag
Hammadi in Upper Egypt, and the mass of early Church
literature all constitute sources about James. The
documentation is that impressive.

If we include in this mix of materials the Righteous Teacher
found in the Dead Sea Scrolls, where the commonality of
language, themes, and historical setting provide additional
correspondences, then we are truly in a position of some
strength with regard to James.

The Historical Jesus and the Historical
James

It is through documentation of this kind that we can resurrect
the person of Jesus as well. The proposition would run
something like this: let us assume that a Messianic leader
known as ‘Jesus’ did exist in the early part of the first century in
Palestine. Furthermore, let us assume that he had brothers,
one of whom was called James.



Who would have known the character Jesus better? His
closest living relatives, who according to tradition were his
legitimate successors in Palestine, and those companions
accompanying him in all his activities? Or someone who admits
that he never saw Jesus in his lifetime, as Paul does, and that,
on the contrary, he was an Enemy of and persecuted the early
Christian community, and came to know him only through
visionary experiences that allowed him to be in touch with a
figure he designates as ‘Christ Jesus’ in Heaven?

The answer of any reasonable observer to this question
should be obvious: James and Jesus’ Palestinian companions.
But the answer of all orthodox Church circles has always been
that Paul's understanding of Jesus was superior and that he
knew him better than any of Jesus’ other Apostles or
companions. Furthermore, it is claimed that the doctrines
represented by James and the members of Jesus’ family
generally were defective in their understanding of Paul's Christ
Jesus and inferior to boot. Given the fact that the Christianity
we are heirs to is largely the legacy of Paul and like-minded
persons, this is just what one would have expected and it should
surprise no one.

Moreover, it has been retrospectively confirmed by the
picture of Jesus that has come down to us in the Gospels as
well. This is particularly evident in the picture of the Apostles in
the Gospels as ‘weak’ (Matt. 14:31 and pars.), a term Paul
repeatedly uses in his letters, almost always with derogatory
intent, when describing the leaders of the community,
particularly in Jerusalem, and their directives (Rom. 14:1-2 and
1 Cor. 8:7-9:22). Occasionally he parodies this, applying the
term to himself to gain sympathy, but generally he uses it to
attack the leadership, in particular those keeping dietary



regulations or relying on Mosaic Law - even those whom, as he
puts it, ‘only eat vegetables’, like James.

In the Gospels, reflecting Paul, when an Apostle as important
as Peter ‘sinks’ into the Sea of Galilee for lack of ‘Faith’ or
denies Jesus three times on his death night, the implications
are quite clear. They are ‘weak’ in their adherence to the
Pauline concept of ‘Faith’, as opposed to the more Jamesian
one of salvation by ‘works’. In addition, they have a defective
understanding of Jesus’ teaching, particularly of that most
important of all Pauline doctrines, the Christ. This is the
situation that has retrospectively been confirmed by eighteen
hundred years of subsequent Church history too - however
unreasonable or in defiance of real history it might appear.

Here, two aphorisms suggest themselves: ‘Poetry is truer
than history’ and ‘It is so, if you think so’. The first has a clear
connection to the development of the documents that have
come down to us. If the Gospels represent the ‘poetry’, and
truly they are perhaps the most successful literary creations
ever created both in terms of their artistry and the extent of
their influence, then their authors were the poets. It was Plato,
who, comprehending the nature of the ancient world better than
many others, wished to banish the poets from his ‘Republic’ or
ideal state - not without cause, because, in his view, it was the
poets who created the myths and religious mysteries, by which
the less critically minded lived. For Plato, this was a world of
almost total darkness.

Where the second is concerned and early ‘Christian’ history
in Palestine, one can say with some justice that it does not
matter what really happened, only what people think happened.
In essence, this is the theological approach of our own time and
in the court of public opinion the decision has long ago been



rendered, not only for Christians themselves, but also for the
world at large, including Jews and Muslims - even, for instance,
for modern-day Japanese, Hindus, or Latin American Indians -
because for all these people the Jesus of Scripture is real too.

This is why the study of James is so important, because the
situation is for the most part just the opposite of what most
people think it is or consider to be true. The reader will,
undoubtedly, find this proposition preposterous. How could so
many people, including some of the greatest minds of our
history - some even considering themselves secular - from so
many different cultures and in so many different places, have
been wrong? The answer to this question has to do with the
beauty of the concepts being disseminated, however
uncharacteristic of the Palestine of the period they might be,
ideas epitomizing the highest ideals of Hellenistic Civilization.

Like Plato’s picture of his teacher Socrates, Jesus refused
to answer his interlocutors or avoid his fate. At least as far as
his chroniclers are concerned, he met an end more terrible
even than Socrates’ - but then Socrates was not dealing with
the might of Imperial Rome, only of Athens. Of course, the very
terribleness of this end is what makes the drama and its
symbols so attractive.

It is, it wil be remembered, Plato’s pupil Aristotle who
informed us how the most successful tragedy inspires terror
and pity. Indeed, much of the legacy of Plato and Socrates is
incorporated into the materials about Jesus, including the
notions of non-resistance to Evil and a Justice that does not
consist of helping your friends and harming your enemies - all
doctrines absolutely alien to a Palestinian milieu, such as that,
for instance, represented in native Palestinian documents like
the Dead Sea Scrolls.



Beauty and artistry are two reasons for the abiding appeal of
the historical presentation of these documents, but so too, for
instance, is the attractiveness of a doctrine such as Grace, not
something anyone would have any need or desire to resist.
Along with these, however, goes the lack of any real historical
understanding of this period - which is complex and difficult to
grasp - to the extent that oversimplifications, artifice and
disinformation are preferred. In turn, these have operated on
the level of general culture worldwide in an almost hypnotic
fashion. It is this phenomenon that has been generalized to
describe religion as ‘the opiate of the people’. This is not true
for all religions. Some operate in exactly the opposite manner.

The End Result

It will transpire that the person of James is almost diametrically
opposed to the Jesus of Scripture and our ordinary
understanding of him. Whereas the Jesus of Scripture is anti-
nationalist, cosmopolitan, antinomian - that is, against the direct
application of Jewish Law - and accepting of foreigners and
other persons of perceived impurities, the Historical James will
turn out to be zealous for the Law, xenophobic, rejecting of
foreigners and polluted persons generally, and apocalyptic.
Strong parallels emerge between these kinds of attitudes and
those of the Righteous Teacher in the Dead Sea Scrolls. For
instance, attitudes in the Gospels towards many classes of
persons - tax collectors, harlots, Sinners, and the like - are
diametrically opposed to those delineated in the Dead Sea
Scrolls, but in agreement with anti-Semitic diatribes of the time
in Greco-Hellenistic environments such as Caesarea and



Alexandria.

At the centre of the agitation in the Temple in the mid-50s,
hostile to Herodians, Romans, and their fellow travellers,
James will emerge as the pivotal figure among the more
nationalist-inclining crowd. In his incarnation of ‘the Perfect
Righteous’ or ‘Just One’, he will be at the centre of the
Opposition Alliance of sects and revolutionary groups opposed
to the Pharisaic/Sadducean Establishment, pictured in
Josephus and the New Testament.

The election of James as leader of the early Church, missing
from Scripture in the form we have it, will be shown to be the
real event behind the election of the Twelfth Apostle to succeed
Judas Iscariot in his ‘Office’ (Episcopate), as pictured in the
more orthodox presentation of the Book of Acts. James’ death
too, in 62 CE, will be shown to be connected in the popular
imagination with the fall of Jerusalem in 70 CE in a way that
Jesus’ some four decades before could not have been.

Two attacks on James also emerge in our sources - both
physical — one paralleling the attack pictured in Acts on the
archetypal Gentile believer Stephen in the 40s, and the other in
the 60s, described by Josephus and in early Church sources,
ending in his death. The attack on Stephen in Acts, like the
election of Judas Iscariot’s replacement that precedes it, will
turn out to be totally imaginary - or rather dissembling - yet
written over very real materials central to the life of James.

The modus operandi of New Testament accounts such as
those in Acts, some merely retrospective refurbishment of
known events in sources relating to the life of James, will be
illumined. Once the aim and method of these substitutions are
analysed and correctly appreciated, it will be comparatively
easy to understand that the highly Hellenized Movement that



developed overseas, which we now call ‘Christianity’, was, in
fact, the mirror reversal of what actually took place in Palestine
under James. It will be possible to show that what was actually
transpiring in Palestine was directly connected with the
literature represented by the Dead Sea Scrolls, which in its last
stages was either equivalent to or all but indistinguishable from
that circulating about and normally associated with James.

Paul, on the other hand, will emerge as a highly compromised
individual, deeply involved with Roman officials and Herodian
kings - a proposition given added weight by the intriguing
allusions to a parallel character in the Dead Sea Scrolls called
‘the Lying Spouter’ or ‘Scoffer’ — even to the extent of actually
being a member of the family of King Herod.

His contacts will go very high indeed, even into the Emperor
Nero’s personal household itself (Phil. 4:22). Appreciating this
context will help rescue Jesus' closest relatives and his
religious and political heirs in Palestine from the oblivion into
which they have been cast either intentionally or via benign
neglect. Coming at this juncture in the debate over the
relationship of the Dead Sea Scrolls to Christianity, these kinds
of insights should prove enlightening.

This book is written for both the specialist and the non-
specialist, particularly for the latter, where interest, as in the
case of the Dead Sea Scrolls, is often the most keen.
Therefore, all the quotations and explanations necessary to
pursue this subject will be provided in the book, which is meant
to be complete in itself and treat James in a comprehensive
and exhaustive manner. A first volume will treat all aspects of
James’ relationships to the New Testament, early Church



sources, and the problem of the brothers of Jesus generally. A
second volume will explore the Pella Flight and James’
relationship to Eastern conversions and communities generally,
as well as providing a more detailed, in-depth, and point-for-
point analysis of his link-up with the Dead Sea Scrolls and an
identification of the document now popularly known as ‘MMT’ as
a letter (or letters) to ‘the Great King of the Peoples beyond the
Euphrates’ Agbarus or Abgarus or the character we shall
encounter as Queen Helen of Adiabene’s favourite son, King
|zates.

Readers are encouraged to make judgements for
themselves and, where possible, to go to the primary sources
directly and not rely on secondhand presentations. Because of
this, secondary sources will not prove particularly useful, except
in so far as they supply new, previously overlooked, data,
because writings or materials later than 500 CE are for the
most part derivative. Later writers too - even modern
researchers - sometimes forget the motives of their
predecessors, adopting the position and point of view of the
tradition or theology they are heirs to. In the recent controversy
regarding the Dead Sea Scrolls, a struggle developed with just
such an academic and religious elite, not only over the
publication of all the documents but even more importantly - and
this conflict continues at the time of writing - over their
interpretation.

All too often, a docile public has been easily dominated by a
religious or scholarly hierarchy claiming to know or to have
seen more. In religious matters, given the place of scholarly
elites in upholding religious ones, this has been the case more
often than not. Therefore, almost everything in this book, from
the restoration of James to his rightful place as successor to



his brother Jesus and heir to Christian tradition in Palestine, to
the elucidation of the Dead Sea Scrolls in a manner at odds
with dominant scholarly consenses, will occur outside the
traditional or received order. Only a knowledgeable and
enlightened public can change this state of affairs.

| have done my best to make the Dead Sea Scrolls, which
have come along as if miraculously to redress the balance or
haunt those who would adopt an ahistorical approach, available
across the board to a wider populace. It is now time to move to
the next level and a wider subject matter. The matters before us
are not for those who docilely accept biblical writ or scholarly
consenses as the final word. The criticism we are doing is
historical and literary criticism, looking at the way a given author
actually put his materials together and to what end. It is the
weight of the gradual accumulation of detail and textual
analyses of this kind that ultimately renders the presentation
credible.

To follow the arguments, as well as to make sure the
materials are being correctly presented from the sources, the
reader is urged to have a copy of the New Testament, the
works of Josephus and a translation of principal Dead Sea
Scrolls at his or her disposal. Nothing more is really required.
Even though all necessary quotations from these sources are
provided verbatim in the book, it is still very useful to see them
in their original context and to follow the sequencing and order
surrounding a specific historical or legal point.

Where the New Testament is concerned, it should be
realized that, aside from the Greek original, most translations
are only that. But even a knowledge of Greek, while helpful,
does not always guarantee clear understanding. Common
sense is the better tool, for even those with the most accurate



knowledge of languages often miss the underlying relationships
or crucial meanings lying just beneath the surface of the text.
Therefore, when it comes to key passages and allusions, |
have tried to follow the original languages as closely as
possible. These, | hope, will at least be consistent where key
Palestinian usages are concerned. This is important, because
often the sense of a translation one encounters is wrong.

With regard to the Dead Sea Scrolls, the best translation in
English is that of G. Vermes in the Penguin edition, though this
also should be used with caution where key formulations are
concerned. Michael Wise and | recently published translations
in the Dead Sea Scrolls Uncovered (Penguin, 1992.) of what
we considered the best Qumran fragments from the previously
unpublished corpus. While helpful in emphasizing the
‘Jamesian’ aspects of a given document or its uncompromising
‘Zealot’ bent, it was not meant to be exhaustive or include the
principal Qumran documents, which had already been
published, though it does signal important sections from these
last.

When using Vermes, it should be remembered that
translations are simply one person’s view of the sense of a
given passage as opposed to another’s. What is crucial is a
firm historical grasp and literary-critical insight. His translations
sometimes fall short in key passages, for instance, in the all-
important interpretation of ‘the Righteous shall live by his Faith’
in the Habakkuk Pesher and other obscure materials related to
this, describing the destruction of the Righteous Teacher
and/or the Wicked Priest.

Often translations of pivotal terminologies such as the
Messiah, doing, works (both based on the same Hebrew root),
justify, the Holy Spirit, Judgement (‘the Last Judgement)



Belial, and Satan, are inconsistent and sometimes even
misleading. Occasionally, a critical phrase is omitted or
singulars inexplicably changed to plurals. The more recent
Dead Sea Scrolls Translated, by F. Garcia Martinez, done in
the Netherlands (Leiden, 1994), while more complete, is even
more inconsistent and inaccurate, being rendered into English
from the Spanish! Therefore, as far as possible, | have
endeavoured to provide my own translations. The reader will be
able to find my complete translations of the Habakkuk Pesher,
the Damascus Document, and the Community Rule - the three
most important previously published Qumran documents, in The
Dead Sea Scrolls and the First Christians (Rockport, 1996).
These will be included in an appendix to Volume 11.

Where Josephus is concerned, any translation will do, as fine
distinctions such as these in a historical work are not so
crucial. Josephus’ works are packed with data and, as far as
showing the scope and flow of events in this period, invaluable.
Translations of the relevant passages are provided here too,
along with the analysis necessary to understand them.

The same applies for Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History and
the other early Church Fathers and their works. Eusebius, for
instance, was Constantine’s Archbishop and actually
participated in many of the events resulting in Christianity’s
takeover of the Roman Empire. His works, though tendentious
and often vindictive, present either epitomes or long quotations
from Josephus and early Church historians such as
Hegesippus, Papias, Clement of Alexandria, and Julius
Africanus - now lost.

Wherever an important quotation is taken from a text, for
instance from Josephus or the New Testament, an effort is
made to give the reader some idea of its context or



surroundings in the original. Too often in this field and religious
matters in general, readers have been treated to words or
quotations taken out of context. This is not only unfair to the
original text, but misleading as well, allowing the person using
the quotation to mystify or otherwise take advantage of the
ignorance of the person for whom it is intended. Paul does this
often. So do the Gospels.

It is important to look into the original contexts of passages
used in scriptural and scholarly debate, because the ambience
of such materials is important in determining the frame of mind
and intent of the original, not its derivative application.
References are confined as far as possible to primary
sources, the trends implicit in secondary ones often ebbing and
flowing with the times and one generation’s consensus being
overturned by the next’s.

For this reason, readers are advised to go directly to the
ancient sources themselves. It is in the ancient sources that
the data is to be found and this is where the battle must be
joined. What is required is a critical faculty, sensitivity to
language, and simple common sense. These, one hopes, are
shared by everyone.

Fountain Valley, California
May 1996
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James

The Downplaying of James in Christian
Tradition

Of all the characters of the period of Palestinian history ending
with the destruction of the Second Temple by the Romans, one
of the most under-esteemed and certainly under-estimated is
James the brother of Jesus. James has been systematically
ignored by both Christian and Jewish scholars alike, the latter
hardly even having heard of him - his very existence being a
source of embarrassment to them both.

Muslims, too, have never heard of him, since their traditions
were bequeathed to them by Christians and Jews. This is
certainly very curious, because the key ideology of Faith and
works together, associated with James in New Testament
Scripture, fairly shines through the Koran - ‘believe and do good
works’ as Muhammad repeatedly puts it with an emphasis on
doing. But in addition, Muslim dietary law is also based on
James’ directives to overseas communities as delineated in the

Book of Acts (15:20 — 29), the Arabs presumably comprising
one such emerging overseas community.

This silence surrounding James, though latterly breached by
the finds at Nag Hammadi in Upper Egypt and the author’s



theories about the Dead Sea Scrolls, was not accidental. The
early Church theologian and historian Eusebius (260-340)
finalized the process of the downplaying of James. He was the
Bishop of Caesarea in Palestine and participated in
Constantine’s reorganization of his empire following his
conversion. Though Eusebius acknowledged the New
Testament Letter of James, like Jude, to be in general pastoral
use, he nevertheless questioned its authenticity, presumably
because its content and theological approach were so alien to
him.2

Augustine (354-430), writing to his older contemporary
Jerome (348-420), expressed his concern about problems
between Peter and Paul signalled in Paul's Letter to the
Galatians. Clearly, these were directly connected to James’
leadership in the early Church and his directives. But, curiously,
neither Augustine nor Jerome mentions James in this
exchange at all. Martin Luther a thousand years later felt that
the Letter of James should not have been included in the New

Testament at all.3

It is not surprising that these arbiters of Christian opinion in
their day should have felt the way they did, because it is hard to
consider the Letter of James as ‘Christian’ at all, if we take as
our yardstick the Gospels in their present form or Paul’s letters.
If we widen this interpretation somewhat to include the Eastern
sectarian tendency, referred to in early Church literature as
‘Ebionite’ and deriving from an original Hebrew root meaning
‘the Poor’, and other parallel currents producing additional
variations related to it, like the Essenes, Nazoraeans,
Elchasaites, Manichaeans, and even Islam, we discover a
different story. For its part, the Letter of James in its essence
resembles nothing so much as the Dead Sea Scrolls, which is



why, prior to their discovery, it may have been difficult to
appreciate this.

Origen (185-254), who had also spent time in Caesarea on
the Palestine coast, railed against traditions he knew giving
James more prominence than he was prepared to accord him,
namely those connecting James’ death to the fall of Jerusalem.
The normal scriptural view and popular theology to this day
connects Jesus’ death not James’ to the destruction of the
Temple. This is not only associated with the Little Apocalypses,
but echoed in the famous Gospel assertion attributed to Jesus,
‘| shall raise it up in three days’ (John 2:19 and pars.).

Jesus is ostensibly presented as referring to the Temple, but
John is most anxious to clarify this, adding, ‘he was speaking
about the Temple of his body’. Though Origen was later
accused of heresy, his view of the tradition connecting the fall
of Jerusalem to the death of James, which he credited to
Josephus, is probably not a litle connected with its
disappearance from these materials as they have come down
to us.

Eusebius contemptuously alluded to the poverty-stricken
spirituality of the Ebionites, holding James’ name in such high
esteem. He did so in the form of a pun on the Hebrew meaning
of their name, ‘the Poor’, thereby showing himself very
knowledgeable about the meaning and implications of biblical
references involving this usage, so basic for a consideration of
James’ person.® The euphemism ‘the Poor’ was already in
common use as an honourable form of self-designation in the
community responsible for the Dead Sea Scrolls - commonly
called ‘the Qumran Community’, because of the location of the
caves along the Dead Sea where the Scrolls were found, called
in Arabic Wadi or Khirbat Qumran - as it was among those in



contact with James’ Jerusalem Community, most notably Paul.2
The usage also figures prominently in both the Sermon on the
Mount in the Gospel of Matthew and in the Letter attributed to
James itself.8

The group or movement associated with James’ name and
teachings in Jerusalem is usually referred to as ‘the Jerusalem
Church’ or ‘Community’, an English approximation for the
Greek word Ecclésia, which literally means ‘Assembly’. It is also
possible to refer to it as Palestinian Christianity, which would
indeed be appropriate. But an even more popular notation one
finds in the literature is Jewish Christianity.

Jewish and Christian Sectarianism

Sects such as these were at a very early time pronounced
anathema by the Rabbis - the heirs of the Pharisees pictured in
the New Testament - who took over Judaism by default seven
and a half years after James’ judicial murder. After the
destruction of the Temple theirs was the only Jewish tradition
the Romans were wiling to tolerate in Palestine. The legal
tradition they inherited has come to be known as Halachah, the
sum total of religious law according to the traditions of the
Pharisees. It is preserved in the literature of the Rabbis known
as the Talmud. This includes what is also known as ‘the Oral
Law and consists mainly of a document compiled in the third
century called the Mishnah, a number of commentaries on it,
and further traditional compilations, together known as either
the ‘Babylonian’ or ‘Jerusalem Talmud’, depending on whether



they originated in Iraq or Palestine.

The Movement headed by James from the 40s to the 60s CE
in Jerusalem was the principal one of a number of groups
categorized in the Talmud by the pejorative terminology min or
minim (plural). This has now come to mean in Jewish tradition
‘sectarian’. With the gradual production of this rabbinical
literature - at the time of Jesus there were sectarian leaders
who went under the title ‘Rabbi’ as well - a new form of Judaism
was formulated no longer predicated on the Temple. This
became dominant in Palestine only after the Romans imposed
it by brute force.

Because of its palpably more accommodating attitude
towards foreign rule and, at least while the Temple was still
standing, to High Priests appointed by foreigners or foreign-
controlled rulers, it was really the only form of Jewish religious
expression the Romans were willing to live with. The same was
to hold true for the form of Christianity we can refer to as
‘Pauline’, which was equally submissive or accommodating to
Roman power. For his part, Paul proudly proclaimed his
Pharisaic roots (Phil. 3:5).

This form of Judaism must be distinguished from the more
variegated tapestry that characterized Jewish religious
expression in Jesus’ and James’ lifetimes. This consisted of
quite a number of groups before the fall of the Temple, some of
which were quite militant and aggressive, even apocalyptic, that
is, having a concern for a highly emotive style of expression
regarding the End Time’. Most of these apocalyptic groups
focused in one way or another on the Temple. They were
written out of Judaism in the same manner that James and
Jesus’ other brothers were written out of Christianity.

‘Christianity’, as we know it, developed in the West in



contradistinction to the more variegated landscape that
continued to characterize the East. It would be more proper to
refer to Western Christianity at this point as ‘Pauline’ or
‘Gentile Christian’. It came to be seen as orthodox largely as a
result of the efforts of Eusebius and like-minded persons, who
put the reorganization programme ascribed to Constantine into
effect. It can also be usefully referred to as ‘Overseas’ or
‘Hellenistic Christianity’ as opposed to ‘Palestinian Christianity’.

Its documents and credos were collected and imposed on
what is now known as the Christian world at the Council of
Nicea in 325 CE and others that followed in the fourth century
and beyond. These formally asserted the divinity of Jesus and
made it orthodox. Eusebius, who came from Caesarea in
Palestine, was Constantine’s bishop and personal confidant.
He had a major role in the organization and guidance of the
Council of Nicea. The development of this genre of Overseas
Christianity was actually concurrent and parallel to the
development of Rabbinic Judaism - if something of its mirror
image. Both were not only willing to live with Roman power, they
owed their continued existence to its sponsorship.

To put this proposition differently: the fact of the power and
brutality of Rome was operating in both to drive out and to
declare heretical what is now called Jewish Christianity -
‘Essenism’ or ‘Ebionitism’ would perhaps be a better
description of it in Palestine. In Judaism, what was left was a
legalistic shadow of former glories, bereft of apocalyptic and
Messianic tendencies; in Christianity, a largely Hellenized,
other-worldly mystery cult, the real religious legacy of three
hundred years of Roman religious genius and assimilation. This
surgery was necessary if Christianity in the form we know it
was to survive, since certain doctrines represented by James,



and probably dating back to his Messianic predecessor ‘Jesus’,
were distinctly opposed to those ultimately considered to be
Christian.

James the Real Successor to Jesus, not
Peter

In the literature James’ place as successor to and inheritor of
the mantle of his brother was largely taken over by the more or
less, mythological presentation of the claims of an individual
known, in the West, as ‘Peter’ or the ‘Rock’. This was a logical
end of the legitimization of certain claims advanced by the now
Hellenized and largely non-Jewish, Gentile Church at Rome
following the destruction of the Jerusalem centre in the wake of
the Uprising against Rome. It is an interesting coincidence that
‘the Jerusalem Community’ of James the Just and the
Community at Qumran disappeared at about the same time -
though perhaps this is not so coincidental as it may seem.

This ‘Rock’ terminology reflected in Peter’'s name and the
imagery related to it were actually in use contemporaneously in
Palestine in both the literature at Qumran and in what were

probably the documents of the Jerusalem Church.Z In the latter,
a version of it was applied to James, as well probably as to his
successor, a man identified in the tradition as Jesus’ - and
therefore James’ - first ‘cousin’, Simeon bar Cleophas.
Simeon’s father, Cleophas - depending on the degree of
confusion - is usually seen as the brother or brother-in-law of
Joseph.



This name resonates in interesting ways with the version of
Simon Peter’'s name ‘Cephas’ encountered in Galatians, 1
Corinthians, and the Gospel of John. Acts 15:14, at the famous
‘Jerusalem Council’ actually refers to Peter as ‘Simeon’ - at a
time when Peter had already supposedly fled Palestine on pain
of death. We shall see that Simeon bar Cleophas is very likely
the second brother of Jesus, Simon, as presented in Gospel
Apostle lists, Christianity in Palestine developing in something
of the manner of an Islamic Caliphate (and a Shi‘ite one at
that), that is, one centred on the family of Jesus.

James is not only the key to a re-evaluation and
reconstruction of Jewish Christian history and the Jewish-
Christian relationship, he is also the key to the Historical Jesus.
The solution to this problem has evaded observers for so long
primarily because they have attempted to approach it through
the eyes and religious legacy of James’ arch rival and

sometime religious ‘Enemy’, Paul.8 It is through James, Jesus’
spiritual heir and actual physical successor in Palestine, that we
are on the safest ground in approaching a historically accurate
semblance of what Jesus himself, in so far as he actually
existed, might have been like.

Of all the characters in the early stages of Christianity, Paul
alone is known to wus through reliable, first-hand
autobiographical documents, that is, the letters attributed to him
in the New Testament. They reveal his life, character and
thought in the most personal manner possible. All others, even
Jesus and most of those generally called ‘Apostles’, we know
only by second- or third-hand accounts, if we know them at all.
We have Gospels or letters purportedly written about them or in
their names, but these must be handled with the utmost care.

It is also not generally comprehended that this is the



sequence in which we should take the New Testament. Paul's
letters and a few other materials - possibly including the Letter
of James - come first and are primary. The rest come later and
are secondary. The Gospels themselves are probably even
tertiary. Biblical scholars have not come to a consensus on
which aspects of this legacy can properly be considered
historical. Nor have they succeeded in giving us, despite the
bulk of their output, a very real picture of what might have
occurred at this formative moment in human history or of the
events surrounding and succeeding the life of the individual
called, in the Hellenistic world, ‘the Christ'.

When it comes to the person of Jesus’ brother James,
however, we are on much firmer ground, not least because he
has been so marginalized and ignored. We have a number of
facts concerning James’ life attested to by a variety of
independent observations within and without Christian tradition.
It should not be surprising that the existence of an actual
brother of Jesus in the flesh was a problem for the theologian
committed to an a priori doctrine of divine sonship or the
supernatural birth of Jesus Christ. In Roman Catholic doctrine it
has been the received teaching since the end of the fourth
century that James was the brother of Jesus, not only by a
different father, an obvious necessity in view of the doctrine of
divine sonship, but also by a different mother - the answer to
the conundrum presented by the perpetual virginity of Mary.
That is, James was a ‘cousin’ of Jesus.

This problem was already anticipated in the Gospels by the
confusing proliferation of Marys, in turn related to confusions
between Jesus’ father Joseph and his ‘uncle’ Cleophas and the
confusions between all the Simons, Judases, Jameses, and so
on - to the extent that, as absurd as it may seem, we finally end



up with Mary ‘the sister of’ her own sister Mary (John 19:25 -
called there ‘the wife of Clopas’ as well).

We shall not dignify with a response attempts by Church
writers, early or late, to prove James and Jesus had different
mothers or, depending on their theological position, different
fathers. We shall take these for what they are, embarrassment
over the existence of Jesus’ brothers and bids to protect the
emerging doctrine of the supernatural Christ. These,
developing out of a contemplation of Christ's deified nature,
started gaining currency in the second and third centuries, but
are totally absent from contemporary documents relating to the
family of Jesus that survived the redaction processes of the
New Testament.

There is also sufficient evidence to show James as a
normative Jew of his time, even one referred to by the most
extreme terminology ‘Zealot’ or ‘Sicarif, this in spite of his being
the most important of the Central Triad of early Church leaders,

whom Paul denotes as ‘Pillars’.2 What a normative Jew might
have been in these circumstances before the fall of the Temple
will require further elucidation. For the purposes of discussion
we are on safe ground, however, if we say that such a concept
at least encompassed an attachment to the Law, whether from
the perspective of the Halachah of the Pharisees or a more
pseudepigraphic or apocalyptic perspective belonging to one of
the other opposition groups. It also consisted of a feeling for
Temple and Temple worship - at least before its fall —
regardless of attitude towards the Herodian, pro-Roman
Priesthood overseeing it.

At some point in the mid-40s, Cephas and John, two of those

Paul designates as ‘Pillars’ in Galatians 2:9,1% along with
another James, ‘the brother of John’ as distinct from James the



subject of this book, disappear from the scene, probably in the
context of conflict with Herodian kings such as Agrippa | (37 —
44 CE) or his brother Herod of Chalcis (44-49 CE). Thus,
James was left to occupy the ‘Christian’ leadership stage in
Palestine alone for the next two decades. At least this is what
can be gleaned from the materials in Acts, however imprecise
or mythologized they may be.

The Direct Appointment or Election of
James

Whether James succeeded to this leadership by direct
appointment of Jesus, or he was accorded it by the Apostles or
‘elected’, is disputed in the sources. However he emerged,
such a succession seems to have been connected with the
sequence of the post-resurrection appearances of Jesus to his
Disciples, as depicted in the literature, or, as Eusebius puts it,
following Clement of Alexandra, the order in which ‘the tradition

of Knowledge’ was accorded individual leaders 11

There are lost resurrection traditions that accorded
precedence even in this to James, despite attempts to
obliterate them. One of these, found in the first post-
resurrection appearance episode in the Gospel of Luke,
depicts Jesus as appearing to ‘Clopas’ — that is, Simeon bar
Cleophas or his father - together with another unnamed
companion, possibly James, on the Emmaus road outside
Jerusalem. A second is certainly to be found in 1 Corinthians
15:7, where Paul confirms an appearance to James and ‘last of



all’ himself 12

In the former at least, if not in the latter, we have unassailable
evidence of a tradition according precedence in the matter of
the first appearance to a member or members of Jesus’ family
— ‘Clopas’, according to extant tradition, being, at the very
least, Jesus’ uncle. Interestingly enough, this appearance
takes place in the environs of Jerusalem, not in Galilee as most
other such Gospel renditions.

In addition, other early traditions, reflected to a certain extent
in the Gospel of Thomas found at Nag Hammadi and in the
Pseudoclementines — Hellenistic romances paralleling Acts,
but from a Judeo-Christian point of view - actually speak in

terms of a direct appointment of James by Jesusl12 As
opposed to this, early Church traditions via Clement of
Alexandria (150-215), reported by Eusebius, not insignificantly,
speak of an election of James or an election by the Apostles.
Whatever the conclusion, there can be no doubt that James
was the actual successor in Palestine, if not elsewhere.

Finally, there is the Letter ascribed to James in the New
Testament, which Eusebius considers spurious. Despite its
Jewish apocalyptic character and in spite of its purportedly late
appearance on the scene, it was evidently imbued with such
prestige that it could not be excluded from the canon. It can be
shown to be a direct riposte to points Paul makes in his Letters
to the Romans, Corinthians, and Galatians. Even if this is not
sufficient to consider it authentic, its doctrines are enough like
those of the Historical James, reconstructable from other
sources, to contend that, at the very least, it represents
authentic Palestinian tradition.

Despite its relatively polished Greek style, the antiquity of its
materials can also now be confirmed by reference to its many



parallels to doctrines in the Dead Sea Scrolls, not available
previously. It also lacks the Gnostic tendencies so prevalent in
later documents featuring the person of James. In it, too, the
Temple would seem to be still standing and the catastrophe that
was soon to overwhelm Jewish life in Palestine has seemingly
not yet occurred. At present, opinions concerning it show a
greater flexibility in their wilingness to come to grips with at
least the possibility of its authenticity.

Given its manifest parallels with the documents from Qumran,
with which it makes an almost perfect fit, and doctrines
attributable to the person of James from other sources, it has
to be considered a fairly good reflection at least of the
‘Jamesian’ point of view. In fact, apart from the Pauline corpus
and the ‘We Document’, on which - as we shall see - the
second part of Acts is based, and a few worrisome phrases
such as ‘the Perfect Law of Freedom’ (Jas. 1:25 and 2:12), itis
one of the most homogeneous, authentic, and possibly even
earliest pieces in the New Testament corpus. At this point, one
should also note that the Letter of Jude, whose author refers to
himself as ‘the brother of James’, is probably of the same order
of authenticity and its tone echoes the Letter of James.

A parallel individual appears in Gospel Apostle lists, ‘Judas of
James’, and he and Jude are probably identical with another
Apostle known in apocryphal tradition as ‘Judas Thomas’ or
‘Judas the Twin’. He is also probably referred to in a somewhat
distorted, and therefore probably tendentious, manner in the
Gospel of John as ‘Didymus Thomas’ — literally ‘Twin Twin’ 12

In our discussion of Jesus’ brothers as Apostles all these
overlapping materials will be amalgamated to show that the
same multiplication of names encountered vis-a-vis other
members of Jesus’ family is now being encountered with regard



to this Jude as well. Since he will also prove to be equivalent to
several other characters having the same or similar names in
the sources, the cast of characters will therefore narrow
considerably.

There are also two Apocalypses attributed to James in the
Nag Hammadi corpus, as well as an additional riposte from
James to Peter in the prelude to the version of the
Pseudoclementines known as the Homilies. In this last there
are also letters, reputedly from Clement to James and Peter to
James. There is also a Gospel attributed to James, usually
referred to as the ‘Infancy Gospel or the Protevangelium of
James, averring, of all things, the perpetual virginity of Mary! As
will be seen, its author might more appropriately have applied
this doctrine to James’ life-style. Who else to give a better
testimony to ‘facts’ relating to the infant Jesus than the person
represented as being his older brother? But it is most certainly
spurious.

Finally there is a work, which the writer Epiphanius (367-404),
a contemporary of Jerome and Augustine, claims to have seen,
called the Anabathmoi Jacobou or the Ascents of James after
the lectures James is pictured as delivering to the Jerusalem
masses from the Temple steps. Epiphanius even gives
quotations from this work, which further concretize James’ role
at the centre of agitation in the Temple opposing the Herodian
Priesthood and decrying its pollution. This interesting text too
no longer exists.

It was around this Perfectly Holy and Righteous ‘Just One’ in
the Temple that in our view all parties opposing the
Herodian/Roman Establishment, from the more violent and
extreme to the less so, ranged. In this role as Bishop, James
was also High Priest of the Opposition Alliance - thus, in effect,



the Opposition High Priest. This is the role accorded him in
early Church tradition as well and, as such, it is more or less
equivalent to the individual dubbed, in Qumran usage, ‘the
Mebakker’ or ‘Overseer’ and/or ‘the High Priest Commanding

the Many' X2 This role is accorded the Teacher of
Righteousness at Qumran as well.

Ultimately we shall place James at the centre of the
Opposition Alliance of all the groups and parties opposing
foreign rule in Palestine and its concomitant, foreign gifts and
sacrifices on behalf of foreigners in the Temple. The opposition
of this Alliance to Herodian Kings and the Herodian Priesthood
led directly to the Uprising against Rome.

This forms the mirror image of the way Christian tradition
portrays the Messianic individuals it approves of, who are
pictured as sympathetic - or at least not antipathetic - to Rome.
This kind of inversion will be shown to be a consistent aspect of
the portraiture and polemics of this period. To rescue James
from the obscurity into which he was cast, we should now turn
to the history of Palestine preceding him, which set the stage
for his life, as well as to a description of those sources on
which our information about him is based.



2

The Second Temple and the Rise of the
Maccabees

The Return from the Babylonian Captivity
under Ezra

According to biblical tradition, the First Temple was begun
under David and completed under his son Solomon around the
year 1000 BC. Surviving one serious threat from 735 to 701
BC by the Assyrians, which resulted in the destruction of the
Northern Kingdom of Israel, it lasted until the Babylonian King
Nebuchadnezzar destroyed it in 586 BC. Thus was ushered in
the Second Temple Period, the end of which produced the
characters so integral to the matters before us.

After the destruction of the First Temple, tradition describes
an interregnum of some forty-five years - the Babylonian
Captivity - when members of the upper classes were under
enforced sojourn in Babylon. The building of the new Second
Temple, which followed their return, proceeded in stages, taking
approximately another hundred years to complete.

Primitive rebuilding efforts, as commanded by the Persian
King Cyrus in 540 BC (lsaiah 44:28), began almost immediately
under a scion of the previous royal line, Zerubbabel — that is,
‘'shoot’ of David or Jesse out of Babylon (Babel meaning



‘Babylon’). He was accompanied by a priestly individual, Jesus
ben Yehozedek, presumably the son of the previous reigning
High Priest, Yehozedek. Both names have important
ramifications for our period, the second meaning ‘God justifies’
or ‘God’s Righteousness’. A leadership conjunction of priestly
and royal individuals such as this is important for the Qumran

Scrolls, as it is for the New Testament Letter to the Hebrews .1

What became of the organizational and building efforts of this
first royal and High Priestly pair is unclear. At some point the
Davidic part of the constellation seems to have dropped out,
leaving only priests in the Persian manner in a kind of local
autonomy. Some even think that the famous ‘Suffering Servant’
passages in the second part of Isaiah - called by scholars
‘Deutero’ or ‘Second Isaiah’ - have to do with the kingly part of
this ruling dichotomy having come to a bad end. This would not
be surprising in view of the political turmoil of the time.

Except for a genealogical list in 1 Chronicles 3:24, which
ends a little before the beginning of the Maccabean period,
nothing further is heard of Zerubbabel or his descendants,
representing the Davidic or kingly part of this duality, that is,
until the rise of various movements in the first century under the
Messianic leaders of that time, leading to the destruction of
Jerusalem and the Second Temple. It is interesting that the last
descendant of Zerubabbel in 1 Chronicles above is someone
called ‘Anani’ — in Hebrew meaning ‘Cloudy One’ — an allusion
with overtones, when considering the all-important Messianic
citation about the ‘Son of Man coming on the clouds of Heaven'’
from Daniel 7:13.

Zerubbabel crops up as well in New Testament genealogies
of Jesus, but neither Matthew nor Luke, who present differing
versions of these genealogies, agrees with his genealogy in



Chronicles.2 Julius Africanus (170-245 CE), an early Church
father, also dealt with the issue of these genealogies, claiming
that so jealous was Herod of the genealogies of others that he
burned all genealogical records in his own time so no one could

possess one superior to his own.2

He further claimed that the genealogies of Jesus then
circulating in early Christian communities were the work of
members of the family of Jesus and his brothers who had
withdrawn to two towns across the Jordan in the region of
‘Damascus’ — we must always watch this allusion in our study -
he calls in Hebrew ‘Nazara’ and ‘Cochaba’, that is ‘Branch’ and
‘Star’, Messianic significations we shall encounter further.
‘Cochaba’ might also have been the place of origin of another
Messianic contender of the second century, Shim'‘on bar
Kochba or ‘Son of the Star’, the leader of the Second Jewish
Revolt against Rome in 132-6 CE.

Temple-building efforts, seemingly begun under Zerubbabel
and Jesus ben Yehozedek, were completed in the fifth century
BC under the tutelage of two later returnees in the next century,
Ezra and Nehemiah. By this time there is no longer any
kingship to be seen, only a priesthood descended from Jesus
ben Yehozedek. Chronicles takes his genealogy back to the
First High Priest of the First Temple in David’'s and Solomon’s

time, Zadok %

The mention of Zadok and Yehozedek is important, because
the root on which this noun cluster is based, the three Hebrew
letters Z-D-K, bears the meaning of ‘Righteousness’. This is
not only the basis for James’ cognomen, ‘the Righteous’ or
‘Just One’, according to all early Church sources, but it is
connected to the name of one of the sects in Jesus’ time, which
transliterates into Greek, Sadducee or Zadduki/Zaddoki. In



Hebrew, ee or i is a suffix referring to a person who is or does
a thing, in this case, a ‘Zadok’ or a ‘Zaddik’, the latter meaning
in English ‘Righteous One’.2

Ezra and Nehemiah accomplished in the 400s BC what the
previous generation could not, and a temple of sorts was finally
completed, including, it would seem, a wall surrounding the city.
How far these two individuals can be distinguished from each
other is a matter of conjecture, as the accounts concerning
them overlap. Nehemiah is certainly a real historical figure, but
whether Ezra is merely a priestly gloss over the more secular
and profane character represented by Nehemiah is an open

question.8

What role he plays in his activities on the Temple Mount, if he
is something other than a High Priest, is not clear at all. Though
he is presented as a kind of second Moses re-establishing and
reading the Law to the assembled returnees, they seem never
to have heard it before (Ezra 9:10 and Neh. 9:3). Nehemiah’s
activities are clearer. For instance, he behaves like a powerful
vicegerent from the Persian King, ejecting the previous High
Priestly family - presumably the descendants of Jesus ben
Yehozedek and as such ‘Zadokite’ — from its quarters on the
Temple Mount.

Biblical accounts leave off here, and we go into something of
a dark tunnel. The only thing that is clear is that we have, in a
kind of local autonomy, a High Priest and with him, in the
Persian manner, a reigning priest class in control. For this
reason, this government is often referred to as a theocracy.
This priesthood eventually becomes known as the line of
Zadok, after the Zadok who officiated in David’s and Solomon’s
times, the First High Priest in the First Temple.



The Sadducee Terminology and the Dead
Sea Scrolls

When this Zadduki or Sadducee terminology actually emerges
is not clear, but by the first century CE, Josephus is referring to
priests in his own time as trying to claim descent from David's
High Priest Zadok. Some of these claims even he does not

entertain.£ Jewish Talmudic literature (dating from the third to
the seventh century CE) presents a similar picture, but extends
the term Sadducee using it as a pejorative inclusive of all
sectarians.

In the Dead Sea Scrolls, the usage has a slightly different
signification, designating not simply genealogy, but something
else. Whatever else this something is, it certainly includes the
concept of Righteousness, which, as noted above, is the basis
of the root cluster in Hebrew underlying the word Sadducee in
Greek. This is how the term is used in the Pseudoclementine
Recognitions, so important to a consideration of James. Here,
the Sadducees are described as a group - like so-called
‘Zealots’ above - taking their rise in the time of John the Baptist
and considering themselves ‘more Righteous than the others’,
‘separating themselves from the Assembly of the People’ 2

This definition of Sadducees is actually the way the term is
defined by so-called Jewish ‘Karaites’ in the Middle Ages, who
considered themselves latterday heirs to the Sadducees and

actually called themselves the ‘Righteous Ones’.2 For both
Josephus and the New Testament, this sense ends up by being

rather expressed in terms of being ‘harsher in Judgement’.m It



should be appreciated that, whatever else the Qumran
sectaries were, they were certainly very harsh and
uncompromising where matters of ‘Judgement were
concerned, and this aspect of their behaviour should become
clear as we proceed.

To distinguish the usage ‘Sons of Zadok’ as it occurs in the
Qumran texts from ‘Sadducee’, scholars often use the
terminology ‘Zadokite’. The use of the phrase ‘Sons of Zadok’
would probably actually coincide with the emergence of the
Sadducee Party as a distinct group somewhere in the third to
second centuries BC. It is not without interest, however, that
when the Pseudoclementine Recognitions speaks of the
‘Sadducees’ as ‘taking their emergence with the coming of
John the Baptist', this is the picture we would support, at least in
the Herodian period, of two groups of Sadducees, one
Establishment and the other Purist or Opposition. These last
look very much like what in other vocabularies might be called
‘Messianic’ or ‘Zealot’ and the basis of the split would appear to
revolve about seeking accommodation with foreign power and
the perceived Righteousness or Unrighteousness of the High
Priests.

This picture also finds support from Talmudic texts, when
read with care, as well as Jewish Karaite texts later on, both of
which delineate such a split between two groups of Sadducees,
one following someone called ‘Zadok’ and another group

associated with ‘Boethus’ 11 Josephus describes just such a
split connected to someone he also calls ‘Boethus’, a priest
Herod imported from Egypt after he murdered all the previous
High Priests, the Maccabees. Herod married the daughter of
this ‘Boethus’ after disposing of his previous wife, a scion of
this previous Maccabean line of High Priests. Both these wives



turn out to be named ‘Mariamme’ — the Hebrew analogue of
the name ‘Mary’ in the New Testament.

But the split between this Zadok and Boethus also occurs at
the time Josephus describes the birth of another movement, a
movement he calls the ‘Fourth Philosophy’ - more popularly
known as ‘Zealots’ — upon which, as we saw, he lays all the
woes that descended on the people in the first century. Not only
does Josephus begin his discussion of the various Jewish
sects in both his major works with the rise of this movement, but
in the second of these, the Antiquities, he ascribes the birth of
this movement to not one, as in the War, but two individuals,
Judas the Galilean, and a second, probably more priestly,
individual he designates only as ‘Saddok’, a term linguistically
related both to the word ‘Sadducee’ in Greek and the ‘Zaddik’

in Hebrew, as we have seen12

This again brings us back to the picture in the
Pseudoclementine Recognitions of the Sadducees, ‘separating
themselves and taking their rise around the time of John the
Baptist’ and another famous notice in the Gospels, attributed to
Jesus, that ‘since the days of John the Baptist until now the
Men of Violence have not ceased taking the Kingdom of
Heaven by storm’ (Matt. 11:12 and Luke 16:16). This reference
to ‘the Men of Violence’, also found in the Damascus
Document and Habakkuk Pesher at Qumran, is normally
interpreted to mean what in other contexts goes by the name of
‘Zealots’ or ‘Sicarif 13

Where Josephus’ Judas and ‘Saddok’ are concerned, the
founders of the Sicarii or Zealot Movement, the figure they
argue with and oppose, the representative of the reigning
priestly Establishment wiling to accommodate itself to Roman



rule and Herodian kingship, is Joezer ben Boethus. He
succeeded his father as High Priest under the Herodians at the
beginning of the first century. This, too, is the time of the birth of
‘Jesus’ according to New Testament sources. Joezer ben
Boethus is presumably the brother of Herod’s second wife,
named Mariamme. She is the mother of that Herod - mistakenly
called ‘Philip’ in the Gospels - who will figure prominently in the
stories about the death of John the Baptist.

The issue between this ‘Boethus and Saddok’, which
Josephus delineates very clearly, is support of or opposition to
the payment of the Roman tax. But this, of course, is the issue
underlying the prominence given the Roman census - the
Census of Cyrenius in 6 — 7 CE — at the time of the birth of
Jesus in the mythologized portrait of this event in the Gospel of
Luke (2:2). It is also a burning issue in the Gospel portraits of
Jesus generally, where Jesus is presented as favouring the tax
- though at one point Luke denies this, presenting one of the
charges levelled against Jesus as teaching the people not to

pay the tax to Caesar (Luke 23:2)114 This is the context in
which the notices about the two groups of Sadducees in
Talmudic and Karaite sources - one supporting the priestly
Establishment and the other opposing it - and collaboration with
Rome generally should be placed.

The Maccabean Priesthood

The circumstance that stands out in the period prior to the rise
of the Maccabees and the Jewish independence movement



associated with them in the second century BC is the
continuation of priestly control. With the coming of Alexander
the Great in 333 BC, two successor states under Hellenistic
kings descended from his generals arose in Asia: the
Seleucids in Syria and the Ptolemies in Egypt at Alexandria.
Judea or Palestine — consisting of primarily the region around
Jerusalem proper - swung back and forth under the control first
of the former, then of the latter. As a rule, relations with the
Greek Ptolemies in Egypt were more cordial than those with the
Seleucids at Antioch, the Ptolemies being more tolerant. This is
important because the Independence War, which broke out in
167 BC, was pointedly waged against Seleucid Hellenization
and intolerance.

The war against the Seleucids was led by Judas Maccabee

and his real or imagined father, Mattathias.12 Judas, like Jesus,
had four brothers, most, like John, Eleazar (Lazarus), Simon,
and Judas himself, with names familiar in New Testament
usage. This war is celebrated in Jewish ritual by Hanukkah
festivities to this day, which in the Jewish mind compete with
Christmas. Hanukkah literally means ‘Rededication’, that is, the
rededication of the Temple, which was considered polluted by
Hellenistic Greeks as represented by the Seleucids. The
struggles surrounding this war went on for some thirty more
years until the rise of Simon’s son John Hyrcanus (134-104
BC) to power.

With the attainment of independence, problems associated
with being independent - if only for a hundred years -
developed, and the groups and parties that came into
prominence and form the substance of Gospel accounts come
into focus. In this period, too, the Romans are extending their
influence into the eastern Mediterranean after their victories



over the Carthaginians, a Semitic people along the coast of
North Africa and Spain. 1 Maccabees, which seems to have
drawn on official chancellery records, makes much of Judas’
friendly  correspondence with the Romans. This
correspondence is probably authentic, as is another with the
Spartans, which proudly proclaims that the Jews and the

Spartans are related and therefore ‘brothers’!18

At first the Maccabees seem to have affected only the title of
‘High Priest’. At some point in the first or third generations,
however, the Greco-Roman title ‘King’ was added to their
nomenclature. Though the Maccabees were from a priestly
family, the question has been raised, in the debate relating to
the Dead Sea Scrolls, whether they ‘usurped’ the High

Priesthood 12 There is no indication whatsoever of such a
usurpation, and the Maccabees seem to have occupied what
appears to have been a very popular priesthood indeed.
Josephus, for instance, at the end of the first century in Rome,
evinces no embarrassment at the Maccabean blood he claims
flows in his veins. On the contrary, he would appear to be most

proud of it18






The Book of Daniel and Apocalyptic

The appearance of the Romans in the eastern Mediterranean
would appear to be referred to at an important juncture of the
Book of Daniel, where their victory over the Syrian fleet in the
eastern Mediterranean is mentioned (11:30-35 - 190 BC). This
seems, in fact, to trigger the predatory activities upon the
Temple by the Seleucid King Antiochus Epiphanes, the villain of
both Daniel and the Maccabee books. Here too the Book of
Daniel uses the key terminology the Kittim, which the Dead Sea
Scrolls use to refer to foreign armies invading the country, to

refer to the Romans (11:30).12 This is important for sorting out
chronological problems at Qumran.

Along with Ezekiel and Isaiah, Daniel is perhaps the most
important scriptural inspiration for much of the apocalyptic
ideology and symbolism of the Dead Sea Scrolls, as well as for
the literature of Christianity. Daniel is also, chronologically
speaking, one of the latest books in the scriptural canon,
except perhaps for Esther. Esther, which came down to us
through a more Eastern-oriented, extra-territorial transmission
process, seems to be a more accommodating answer to
Daniel's  uncompromising Messianic and apocalyptic
nationalism.

Daniel's clear association with the Maccabean Uprising in
Palestine was doubtlessly one of the reasons why the Rabbis,
following the uprisings against Rome, downgraded it from its
position among the ‘Prophets’, placing it among the lesser
‘Writings’. No doubt, the Rabbis saw Daniel as a representative
of a new, more vivid, style of prophetic expression, which we
now call apocalyptic. This style, which they downplayed



because of its association with the movement that produced
both the Maccabean Uprising and the Uprising against Rome,
is very much admired in the documents from Qumran, as it is by
New Testament writers. In it, prophetical and eschatological
motifs - concerned with the ‘Last Times’ or the ‘Last Things’ -
are combined amid the most awe-inspiring and blood-curdling
imagery.

For instance, Daniel is the first document to refer to what
might be described as a ‘Kingdom of God'. God is not only
described as ‘enduring for ever’, ‘working signs and wonders in
Heaven and on earth’, and ‘saving Daniel from the power of the
lions’ (that is, death), but as having a ‘sovereignty which will
never be destroyed’ and a ‘kingship that will never end’ (6:26-
28). Daniel also evokes the ‘Son of Man coming on the clouds
of Heaven’, one of the basic scriptural underpinnings for the
Messiahship of Jesus and a title always applied to him. This
passage will also loom large below in the materials relating to
James’ activities in the Temple and the proclamation he makes
there.

For Daniel, ‘the Holy Ones’ (Kedoshim) or ‘the Saints of the
Most High God’ make war on an evil adversary or foreign
invader who has violated the Temple and pillaged it for spoils.
All these terms will be important for subsequent generations.
This foreigner, who has ‘abolished the perpetual sacrifice’, is
clearly described as Antiochus Epiphanes (7:13-8:12), the
villain of Jewish Hanukkah festivities ever since. But Daniel
also uses additional terms that became popular, particularly at
Qumran, but also in the New Testament and the Koran, namely
‘the Last Days’, ‘the Wrath’, ‘the End’ or ‘the Time of the End’
and, of course, the resurrection of the dead (12:2 — 13). The
way Daniel refers to the resurrection of the dead is particularly



significant:

Of those who lie sleeping in the dust of the earth, many will
awake, some to everlasting life... cleansed, made white, and
purged . . . [they] will rise for [their] share at the End of Time.

Aside from ambiguous allusions in Psalms and a similar
reference in 2 Maccabees, in the context of Judas Maccabee’s
military activities (12:43-44), this is the only overt reference to
this doctrine of resurrection in the entire Old Testament. It is
noteworthy too that such references are normally associated
with a kind of apocalyptic Holy War also outlined in Daniel. The
reference in 2 Maccabees is presented in the context of the
Maccabean Uprising against Hellenization and foreign rule in
Palestine. Parallel descriptions in 1 Maccabees raise the
banner of ‘zeal for the Law (meaning the Torah or the Law of
Moses) or taking one’s ‘stand on the Covenant’ (2:27). We
shall have occasion to refer to allusions like these with regard
to James, as well as to the ‘Zealot’ Movement taking its
inspiration from them. Josephus describes this movement, as
already remarked, as beginning around the time the New
Testament associates with the birth of Christ (4 BC — 7 CE),
and continuing on to the fall of the Temple in 70 CE and
possibly even beyond.

It was apocalyptic literature of this kind that was seen by the
Rabbis as the impetus behind the unrest that led to the disaster
represented by the First Jewish Uprising against Rome (66-70
CE) and the destruction of the Temple and the State, not to
mention the Second Uprising (132-6 CE). This literature was
seen as fanning opposition to foreign rule. It encouraged an
extreme zeal for the Law, that zealotry associated with Holy



War, and a willingness to undergo martyrdom rather than to
submit to foreign kingship, as well as an associated impetus
towards Messianism.

Since these ideas were all seen as stemming from the party
or parties opposed to what the Pharisee predecessors of the
Rabbis had represented - that is, seeking accommodation with
Rome and foreign powers generally at all costs - they were
considered reprehensible. It is therefore understandable that in
the version of Jewish history that the Rabbis transmitted and in
the collection of documents they finally declared to be Holy Writ
at the beginning of the second century CE, books like the
Maccabees were set aside and Daniel given the lowest priority.

The Jewish Historian Josephus

The contemporary Jewish historian Josephus is important for a
consideration of this whole period (37 — 96 CE). Without him,
we would be almost completely ignorant of events. With him, we
have a marvellous insight into and almost encyclopaedic
reportage of what transpired. Josephus was born in the year 37
CE, that is, not long after the time he claims John the Baptist
was executed and around the time that Paul either claims to
have been converted or was on a mission of some kind to
Damascus, where he ran foul of a representative of the
Arabian King Aretas (2 Cor. 11:32).

The capital of this ‘King Aretas’, the fabulous Petra, was
actually further south in today’'s Jordan. Aretas was also
integrally involved in the events surrounding the death of John
the Baptist on the other side of the Jordan. It was to Aretas’



Kingdom, too, that Herod the Great, certainly through his
mother and probably his father as well, had some connection,
and, therefore, aside from being an Idumaean - Greek for
Edomite - he (Herod) also must be considered an ‘Arab’,
though a Hellenized one at that.

It was at approximately this time, too, that Gaius Caligula (37-
41 CE), known in Palestine for having wished to erect a statue
of himself like a god in the Temple in Jerusalem, became
emperor. This very interesting episode is described both in
Josephus and by the famous Alexandrian Jewish philosopher
Philo, whose brother Alexander was ‘the Alabarch’ or the Ruler

of the Jews of Alexandria.20

One can then state that certainly from the period 62 CE
onwards, the year of James’ death as recorded in the
Antiquities, Josephus was a mature observer relying on his own
experience and eye-witness reporting. For events in his works
prior to around 55 CE, he is reliant either on what he hears
from others - hearsay - or other written sources. Several of
these sources, including Nicolaus of Damascus, who was an
intimate of Herod, and Strabo of Cappadocia, he often
mentions. His personal experiences are, in fact, incorporated
in great detail into the book called the Jewish War, which he
wrote directly after the events of 66-73 and which ends,
significantly enough, with a description of the triumphal parade
in Rome of Titus, the son of the new Roman Emperor
Vespasian (69-79). Josephus, as a member of the latter’s
staff, personally witnessed this event. The commemorative
Arch of Titus still stands in the ruins of the Roman Forum today,
a chilling reminder of these age-old cataclysms.

But Josephus was also a turncoat, a traitor to his people.
When reading him, this should always be kept in mind. It was on



the basis of this betrayal that he was allowed to live and was not
put to death like others who played a role in the events he
describes. For Josephus did play a role in these events.
Originally, by his own testimony, he was military commandant of
Galilee - ‘Commissar’ might be more accurate - responsible for
its organization and fortification in the early days of the Revolt.
Given his role as a Pharisee priest, which he later used to
extremely good effect, one wonders what his qualifications for
such a command position might have been.

Josephus was an interrogator of prisoners and his popularity
among his fellow countrymen can be deduced from the following
episode, which he describes in the Jewish War. Deputized by
the Romans, presumably because he spoke Hebrew, to call up
to the defenders on the walls of Jerusalem during its siege and
ask for their surrender, he was hit on the head by a projectile
thrown by someone on the battlements. When he fell, a
spontaneous cheer erupted among those watching from the

walls. Their enemy Josephus had been wounded.2!

And this was the great Jewish historian! With military
commanders or commissars like Josephus, the Jews had no
need of enemies, and the military catastrophe that overtook
them was inevitable. Later he uses the prestige his priestly
status allowed him in the eyes of the Romans to appeal to their
credulity and the exaggerated awe they felt for such augurs or

foreign oracles.22

It was to his role as a fortune-teling Jewish priest,
supposedly held in high esteem by his own people, that his
survival can be credited. He and several companions had taken
refuge in a cave after the collapse of the military defence of
Galilee, for which he was ostensibly responsible. The Romans
were taking this time-honoured route on their way to lay siege



to Jerusalem, and Josephus betrayed the suicide pact that he
and a few companions had made - the normal ‘Zealot’
approach in such extreme circumstances. Instead, he and
another colleague, after dispatching their comrades,
surrendered to the Romans, an episode he relates quite
shamelessly.

Ushered into the Roman commander Vespasian’s presence,
Josephus proceeded to apply the Messianic ‘Star Prophecy’ to
him, prophesying that Vespasian was the one foretold in Jewish
Scripture, who was going to come out of Palestine and rule the
world. This was the prophecy that was of such importance to all
resistance groups in this period, including those responsible for
the documents at Qumran and the revolutionaries who triggered

the war against Rome, not to mention the early Christians.23
The following year Vespasian was to replace Nero (54-68 CE)
as Emperor.

Of course, Josephus was not the only turncoat to whom
sources attribute reversing the sense of the Messianic
Prophecy, applying it to the destroyer of Jerusalem instead of
to its liberator. Josephus, whether candid or not, considered
himself a ‘Pharisee’, which is quite appropriate to this posture.
Paul also proudly proclaims his own Pharisee origins in
Philippians 3:5. The Book of Acts even has Paul claiming to
have studied with Gamaliel, the grandson of one of the most
important Pharisee fathers, Hillel, whose name is still proverbial
in Judaism today (Acts 5:3 and 22:3 Hillel, together with another
colleague named Shammai, also proverbial, was probably the
head of the Herodian Sanhedrin, reconstituted after Herod
seized power in 37 BC, and destroyed the remaining
Maccabees and their seemingly ‘Sadducean’ supporters.

Acts pictures Paul as being very proud of his Roman



citizenship. In Romans 13:1-7 he almost makes a religion out of
loyalty to Rome, placing the Pax Romana and Roman Law,
which he even calls ‘God’s Law’, over Jewish Law or the law of
his alleged countrymen (Rom. 13:4). His allegiance to this last -
theological posturing or poetic allegorizing notwithstanding -
was suspect at the best of times. For his part, Josephus
obtained Roman citizenship after his obsequious humiliation
before Vespasian and consonant adoption into the latter’s
family, the Flavians, whose name he came to bear.

The Rabbis, who became the Roman tax collectors in
Palestine after the fall of the Temple, claim the same behaviour
for the progenitor of the form of Judaism they followed,
Rabbinic Judaism-to-be, Rabbi Yohanan ben Zacchai. Rabbi
Yohanan seems also to have been involved in the process of
fixing the Jewish Canon at the end of the first century. Like
Hillel and Shammai before him with Herod, Rabbi Yohanan'’s
behaviour with the Romans has become paradigmatic. He is
described in rabbinic sources as applying the same ‘Star
Prophecy’, the most precious prophecy of the Jewish people at
that time, to the conqueror of Jerusalem, Vespasian, who was
elevated to supreme ruler of the known civilized world after his
military exploits in Palestine.

As the rabbinic presentation of this story goes, Rabbi
Yohanan, after having himself smuggled out of Jerusalem in a
coffin - quite appropriately, as it turns out; besides, it was the
only exit possible at the time - had an arrow shot into
Vespasian’s camp, attached to which was a note claiming that

‘Rabbi Yohanan is one of the Emperor’s friends’.24 Doubtless
this was true, but the camp had to have been Titus’, because
Vespasian, the founder of the new Flavian line of emperors,
had already gone to Rome at this point to assume his crown,



leaving Titus behind to wind things up in Palestine. Rabbi
Yohanan, as Talmudic materials present him, then had himself
ushered into Vespasian’s presence to proclaim the very same
thing Josephus recounts he did, that Vespasian was the Ruler
prophesied to come out of Palestine and rule the world.

Whether Josephus was a cynical opportunist or not, his
account is the more credible, though both may be true. If so,
Vespasian must have become very impatient of all these
Jewish turncoats obsequiously fawning on him and proclaiming
him the Ruler foreseen in Jewish Scripture, who was to come
out of Palestine to rule the world (or maybe he didn't). For his
part, the Romans accorded R. Yohanan the academy at
Yavneh, where the foundations of what was to become
Rabbinic Judaism were laid; whereas Josephus was adopted
for services rendered - writing the Jewish War being one of
them - into the Roman imperial family itself.

In Josephus’ case, the contacts for his treachery had already
been laid some time before. As he recounts it, he knew
someone in the Roman camp, someone he had met on a
previous mission to Rome on behalf of some obscure priests
who, he contends, were being held on a ‘trifling’ charge of some
kind.22 These priests, like Paul according to Acts, had appealed
to Caesar, that is Nero - ‘Augustus’ as Acts sometimes calls
him (25:21 — 25) — and were probably connected in some
manner to the “Temple Wall’ Affair. In this affair, which in our
view led directly to the death of James, a wall had been built -
presumably by ‘Zealot’ priests - to block the Herodian King
Herod Agrippa Il (49-93 CE) from viewing the Temple sacrifice
while reposing and eating on the balcony of his palace.28

In his autobiographical excursus, called the Vita appended to
the Antiquities, Josephus describes how, as a young priest in



his mid-twenties, he went to Rome on a mission to rescue
those who had gone there and been detained as a result,
presumably, of the ‘Temple Wall Affair. Somehow he had
gained access through a well-connected Jewish actor to Nero’s
wife, Poppea, whom he elsewhere describes as being
interested in religious causes, Jewish or otherwise. It will be
remembered that Nero, too, enjoyed the company of people of
the theatre. So pleased was Poppea with the young Josephus
that he apparently attained all he wished of her - and perhaps
more - for he proudly brags that she sent him away laden with
gifts. One wonders what else the artful young priest managed to
achieve during his stay, apart from the contacts he made in
Roman intelligence circles that served him so well when Roman
armies finally did appear in Galilee three years later.

It was also as a result of the ‘Temple Wall Affair that the
‘conspiracy’ was hatched between Agrippa |l and the then High

Priest Ananus ben Ananus to remove James.2L Indeed, it was
at approximately this time that the ever mercurial and
doubtlessly deranged Nero proceeded to kick Poppea, who
was now pregnant, to death. After this, Nero too seems to have
pursued his persecutions of the Jews more determinedly than
ever, seemingly purposefully goading them into revolt.

Josephus was obviously, then, very well placed to produce
his accounts of the history of Palestine and matters such as
the rise of the Flavians and their qualifications either for Jewish
Messiahship or divine honours, as the case may be, for which
he was duly rewarded. In writing the Jewish War, for instance,
he was putting the Flavians on the same level as the forerunner
of the previous dynasty, the divine Julius. The only difference
was that, whereas Julius Caesar wrote his own histories,
Josephus, an adoptee and a captive, wrote theirs.



Historical Writing: Josephus versus the
Gospels

Notwithstanding, Josephus was a very good historian indeed,
not least because he had a prodigious memory. Like all
foreigners trying to ape an alien style, he sometimes outdoes
his mentors. Regardless of whether he understands all the
currents of the history he is relating, or wants his reader to, he
presents such a plethora of details that one can only marvel at
his mind's retentiveness. He obviously wrote it all down from
memory and his own experience immediately after amassing
the information he presents, much no doubt from his
interrogations of Jewish prisoners.

He is simply putting it all down, or at least almost all of it,
which is the reason one must be careful when handling
Josephus - this in addition to several errors, possibly made by
a copyist, and occasional interpolations that have accrued over
the centuries. For Josephus’ writings were not, as one might
expect, preserved by Jews or Jewish copyists. They were
preserved by Christians, usually monks either of the Greek
Orthodox or the Latin tradition. This was because they thought
he mentioned several characters from early Christian history,
particularly Jesus.

He does, but not necessarily in the manner many people
would expect or even recognize. For this reason, many such
testimonies, including the ones to Peter and Simon Magus we
shall inspect below, escaped the copyists’ deletions. On the



other hand, these were also sufficient to ensure that his works
were properly preserved. So thoroughly convinced were some
in the Greek Orthodox tradition, for instance, that Josephus
had mentioned Jesus that his works were appended to the New
Testament as sacred writ. Eusebius also views Josephus
somewhat in this light and thinks he is providing reinforcement
for the Christian theological position, particularly regarding the
terrible retribution visited upon the Jews.

Still, Josephus’ works do not resemble the Gospels and the
Book of Acts at all except in spirit. Characterized by
mythologization, story-teling and appeals to Roman credulity,
these last have more the nature of Hellenistic romance than of
history books. As in the case of the other group of Hellenistic
novels, called the Pseudoclementines after one of Peter’s
travelling companions Clement, the Gospels, even though there
are four of them, have, for instance, little of the historical detail
that makes Josephus so valuable. For its part, the Book of Acts
as history is often impossible to follow and, in due course, we
shall be able to work out its historical method - if method it is.

Neither do the Gospels or Acts give any hint of the
background situation of terrifying political strife, disaffection
and day-to-day cruelties that resulted in thousands of
crucifixions (not just one), which Josephus for puerile interests
of his own lovingly dwells on. But the welter of historical data
one finds in Josephus, however unpalatable, is subordinated in
them to the deification of Christ and the conciliation of his
message, so that one would not even know there was such
internecine political strife and an intensity of hatred abroad that
only the martyrdom of beloved leaders could produce.

To add to all this, one has the retrospective confirmation of
the Pauline Gentile Mission and the allied presentation of Jesus



as alienated from his own people and the members of his
family, his successors in Palestine, recognizing Roman
Authority, and in turn being recognized, at least obliquely, by its
representatives.

Josephus, of course, is without the charm, allure, and grace
of these accounts, but his defects - his historical ones, not his
spiritual ones - do not particularly have to do with theological
attitude. Rather, as we have noted, he is intent on praising the
exploits of his Roman benefactors. In fact, having seen the
power of Rome at a very young age, Josephus, like a number
of others in Palestine of his time - the Herodians, for instance,
or Paul, or even the High Priest Ananus, James’ destroyer -
had a keen appreciation of the futility of struggling against i,
whatever the justice of the cause.

But Josephus vividly sets forth his own defects in the preface
to the Jewish War, which, along with his thanks to his
benefactors in the Antiquities, reads almost like a modern
introduction. He describes ‘the war which the Jews made
against the Romans’ as - hyperbole notwithstanding - ‘the
greatest of all time’ and ‘perhaps greater than any recorded
struggle between cities fighting against cities or nations against
nations’. He goes on to describe how ‘in the early stages of the
war [he] fought against the Romans’, but was later an ‘unwilling
witness’, a term he uses to characterize some of Titus’ actions
as well.

Finally he condemns those with no first-hand knowledge of
the affair, collecting vain and inconsistent stories on the
basis of hearsay and writing garbled accounts of it, while
eye-witness accounts have been falsified either to flatter

the Romans or to vilify the jews.28



Nothing could better enunciate the method and historical style
of this period, particularly of works that survived such as the
Gospels and the Book of Acts.

Despite his further protestations against misleading those
‘ignorant of these matters with flattering and fictitious
narratives’ and his own goal of writing ‘for those who love truth,
not for those who please themselves’, so all-pervasive was the
urge to survive and the need to ingratiate oneself with one’s
conquerors that he cannot avoid the same conduct himself. For
example, he repeatedly refers to the revolutionaries as
‘bandits’, ‘thugs’ or ‘murderers’. The religious leaders or
‘prophets’ who encouraged them he dubs ‘frauds’, ‘deceivers’
and ‘false prophets’ - oblivious to his own activities in this
regard.

By contrast, he also repeatedly praises the magnanimity of
his patron Titus (79-81). Insisting on Titus’ bravery, wisdom and
gallantry, he describes how he ‘delayed the capture of a city in
order first to allow the people to surrender’ or ‘took pity on the
common people who were helpless against the revolutionaries’.
Of course, after such a deadline passed, the Romans regularly
slaughtered the populace mercilessly, including women and
children.

The Habakkuk Pesher, which, unlike Josephus, almost did
not survive and did so only because it was deposited in the
caves at Qumran, gives a totally opposite picture of the
behaviour of these rampaging foreign armies who ‘sacrifice to
their standards and worship their weapons of war’ and ‘took no
pity even on the fruit of the womb’.22 But Josephus regularly
praises ‘the good order of the Romans’, ‘their clemency
towards the people’ and ‘their indulgence in sparing foreigners’



(like himself), as opposed to what he characterizes as the

brutality of the revolutionaries against the people’! 39

Perhaps even more meaningfully, when one remembers the
picture of Roman behaviour generally in the Gospels, he
presents the Romans as ‘unwillingly attacking’ the Jews,
insisting that the Romans ‘were invited into Jerusalem by the
Jews’ own leaders’, which is, as we shall see, true from a
certain perpective but not precisely in the manner Josephus is
presenting it.

Finally, and most chillingly of all, Josephus asserts that the
‘calamities’ and ‘misfortunes and sufferings’ that overtook the
Jews were inflicted on them because of their own behaviour - in
this instance, because ‘they were afflicted by sedition’. In the
literature of the early Church fathers, particularly Eusebius, this
observation is transformed into the accusation that ‘the Jews
suffered the calamities and misfortunes’ they did ‘because of

their crimes against our Saviour’ .31

This kind of displacement is particularly apparent in
Josephus’ presentation of the destruction of the Temple. For
him, this was occasioned by the Jews’ own ‘tyrants’, by whom
he means, of course, the ‘bandits and religious frauds’ just
mentioned. These now become the tyrants, not the Herodians
or Romans, and it is they who ‘draw upon the Holy Temple the
unwiling hands of the Romans and the conflagration’. Not
satisfied with this self-flagellation, he finally goes so far as to
represent the Jews as even burning down their own Temple

and then jumping into the flames.32

Compounding this parallel with Gospel method and
presentation - though forced to admit what had to be obvious to
anyone, that Titus ‘destroyed Jerusalem’ - for Josephus, ‘the



Temple was burned against the consent of Caesar’. In the
same manner, the Gospels portray Jesus as being destroyed
against the wishes of the Roman governor. Parallels of this
kind are of the utmost importance, particularly when one
realizes that in the Gospels Jesus is the “Temple’ (John 2: 19),
a presentation developed further and with a good deal of poetic
artistry in the Pauline corpus.33

Finally, in describing ‘the signs and wonders that went before’
the destruction of the Temple, including ‘what signs’ happened
to Vespasian ‘relating to his taking over the Government,
Josephus closes this catalogue of adulation and abuse with the
most terrible lament of all: besides ‘the misfortunes of my
country ... which under Roman rule had reached the highest
level of prosperity only to fall to the lowest level of misery’, the
‘misfortunes of all other nations in recorded history seem small
... and [for our misfortunes] we have only ourselves to blame'’.
This cry of mea culpa is so familiar, because one has already
encountered it in the famous cry of the Jewish crowd in the
Gospel of Matthew, ‘his blood be upon us and upon our
children’ (27:25).

Josephus is, therefore, inaccurate when it comes to matters
having a direct bearing on his own survival; in particular, his
questionable relations with revolutionaries, apocalyptic groups,
and sedition, as well as his attempts to ingratiate himself with
his new masters. These can be corrected by compensating for
them, as they can to a certain extent in the New Testament. But
his meticulous reproduction of the minutiae of day-to-day
events is unparalleled. He tells us everything he can remember
within the parameters of his own necessary well-being and
personal survival. For this reason, we have an encyclopaedic
presentation of events and persons in Palestine in this period



without equal in almost any time or place up to the era of
modern record-keeping and reportage.



3

Romans, Herodians, and Jewish Sects

The Sects in the Second Temple Period

Josephus describes the Jewish sects of this period in a
somewhat tendentious manner. The New Testament attempts a
parallel presentation, but objective observers regard this picture
as being largely based on Josephus. The Talmud, based on
Pharisaic tradition, presents an equally tendentious picture of
‘us’, that is, Rabbinical Judaism versus all other groups, lumped
together simply as minim - ‘sects’. Sometimes these last are
even called ‘Sadducees’ without further elucidation as to
whether they are the Sadducees of the New Testament period
or another, more ‘Zealot’ group earlier or contemporaneous
with them.

This Sadducee notation is also reflected in the important
allusion, mentioned above, found in Qumran documents, ‘the
Sons of Zadok’, which plays on the evocation of the term in the
vision at the end of the Prophet Ezekiel (chapters 40-48) of the
reconstructed Temple or the Temple of the Last Days. Related
to it, in both Qumran texts and the New Testament, is the
Righteousness and Justification ideology also expressed in
terms of the letters Z-D-K, which is, as we have seen, the
Hebrew root of the Greek ‘Sadducee’. For the moment, it is



sufficient to understand that the Sadducees depicted in the
Qumran materials, if we can call them this, have almost nothing
in common with those pictured in the New Testament or
Josephus.

Where these more or less opposing groups of Sadducees -
Herodian (Establishment) or separatist (Purist) - are
concerned, there are, to be sure, common approaches to legal
minutiae that so obsess the authors of Talmudic tradition and,
one might add, their contemporary heirs. However, in the broad
lines of hostility towards the Establishment and, for instance, its
fornication - including divorce, marriage, and incest - there is
almost nothing in common between them. Nor is there anything
in common between them regarding antagonism to foreign
rule, including foreign-appointed kings, foreign-appointed High
Priests, and foreign gifts and sacrifices in the Temple, which so
obsess the sectaries at Qumran.

These issues are also fundamental to those known in this
period as ‘Zealots’, those who follow the demands of the zeal-
oriented Covenant of Phineas (Num. 25:6-13), if ‘Zealots’ can
be distinguished in any real way from these kinds of Purist
Sadducees or Palestinian Christians. Where the relationship of
Qumran to so-called “Zealots’ - later we shall also speak of
‘Sicarii - is concerned, it is interesting to point out that Phineas,
portrayed in Numbers as functioning in the wilderness at the
time of Moses, is accorded the High Priestly Covenant in
perpetuity, because of the ‘zeal he displayed in Kkilling
backsliders who were marrying foreigners, thereby deflecting
pollution from the camp of Israel.

| Maccabees 2:26 raises this Covenant on behalf of Judas
Maccabee’s father, Mattathias, and presumably all of his
descendants succeeding to him. But this Phineas, who was



Aaron’s grandson, was also the High Priestly ancestor of the
Zadok of David's time, an important connection between the
Zealot and Zadokite ideologies. This idea of ‘pollution’ in the
camp of Israel in the wilderness as relating to the issue of
mixing with foreigners has important ramifications in the

Qumran documents and is the focus of the ‘Zealot’ ethos.1

Sadducees, Essenes, and Zealots

The group Josephus and others following him call ‘Essenes’
also have much in common with Qumran Sadducees - not to
mention with the so-called Zealots and Palestinian Christians
following James - but, as with Opposition or Purist Sadducees,
nothing with Establishment Sadducees of the Herodian period
as pictured in Josephus and the New Testament.

There is an even better description of these Essenes, which
includes several important points linking them closely with
James’ followers in Palestine, in a work called the Refutation of
All Heresies, attributed to Hippolytus, an early third-century
Church writer in Rome (160-235). This description is clearly a
more detailed and possibly an even earlier version of
Josephus’ description of the Essenes in the Jewish War. In it,
‘Zealots’ and their more extreme counterparts, the ‘Sicarif
(‘Assassins’ - so styled because of the Arab-style dagger they
concealed under their cloaks) are seen only as Essenes less
prepared to compromise.2 This is important and clarifies the
sectarian situation in Palestine considerably.

There are other interesting and unique traditions in this work



attributed to Hippolytus. One, for instance, identifies Jesus’
second brother Simon with the Simon called ‘the Zealot’ in the
Apostle lists of Luke and Acts. This cognomen, ‘Zealot, is
garbled somewhat or purposefully misconstrued in Mark and
Matthew into the ‘Cananaean’ or ‘Canaanite’. It is impossible to
know where Hippolytus obtained these traditions, but that
‘Simon the Zealot’ was Jesus’ second brother we would have
been able to deduce even without recourse to Hippolytus,
though this is useful in verifying such an analysis. It will also
have a bearing on the problem of Simeon bar Cleophas, Jesus’
and James’ purported first cousin’.

Eventually we will be able to make sense of all these
confusions relating to Jesus’ mother, father, uncle and close
cousins but, for the moment, suffice it to say that, with the
destruction of the Jerusalem centre and its traditions in the
wake of the Uprising against Rome in 70 CE, the resultant
vacuum was inevitably filled by Gentile Christianity overseas.
This resulted in the downplaying of Jesus’ brothers and close
family members, including so-called ‘uncles’ and ‘cousins’, until
they were finally all but eliminated from the tradition.

At the end of the fourth century, Epiphanius, whose work was
called in Greek the Panarion (Medicine Box - Against
Heresies in Latin), has the greatest difficulty distinguishing
Essenes from a group he calls ‘the Jessaeans’, followers,
according to him, of David’s father Jesse or of Jesus himself,

or even ‘Ossaeans’, whatever it might mean.2 This is not
surprising, because even modern confusions relating to the
term ‘Essene’ are legion. For this Josephus is partly
responsible.

Philo of Alexandria, the first-century Jewish philosopher
referred to above, describes a similar group in Egypt he calls



‘Theraputae’ because of their expertise in health or medicinal

matters, including presumably curings.2 For its part, the New
Testament does not refer to Essenes at all, nor does the
Talmud, not at least qua Essenes.

This may be explained by the fact that all groups of this kind
are simply being referred to retrospectively, as we have noted,
a s minim (‘sects’) or Saddukim (‘Sadducees’) after the
Pharisees cum Rabbis took control of Jewish life in the wake of
the failure of the Uprising against Rome. In using these
notations, no attempt was made to draw fine distinctions, if in
fact these were even appreciated by the time the Talmudic
materials were finally redacted in the ‘Oral Law' or Mishnah in
the second and third centuries CE.

The Talmud does refer to ‘Zealots’ as Kannaim (‘those
jealous of’ or ‘zealous for’), but not really as a group - rather
simply as avenging priests in the Temple. This will have
relevance to the way James’ death is portrayed in early Church

sources.2 This avenging zeal is not surprising in view of how
the ethos of this group is explained in terms of ‘the zeal of
Phineas’.

| Maccabees 2: 28, as noted, evokes this slogan in
describing how the progenitor of the Maccabean family,
Mattathias, acted against backsliders, namely those who would
abrogate the traditions of the Forefathers and collaborate with
foreign rule. He slays them on the altar at Modein, the family
place of origin, though precisely what altar this could have been
defies explanation. The episode in the Talmud also explains the
confusion in the Gospels between Simon the Zealot and the
sobriquet Cananaean, the Hebrew ‘Kanna’im’ going straight
into the Greek transliteration ‘Cananaean’ or ‘Canaanite’ in



English.8

The surprising absence of references to ‘Essenes’ per se in
the New Testament is even more easily explained. The New
Testament refers to Pharisees, Sadducees (sometimes
‘Scribes’), Herodians, and even to a certain extent Zealots -
these, as in the case of Simon the Zealot, within Jesus’
following, not outside it. The same goes for the term Sicarii,
probably reprised by names like Judas Iscariotf and his father,
Simon Iscariot (thus - John 6:71) and straightforwardly
transliterated into Greek in Acts 21: 3 8. The reason Josephus’
Essenes are missing from this list is that this is the group that
the New Testament is itself. That said, the New Testament is
developing additional terminology to describe itself, that of
‘Nazoraeans’/'Nazirites’/'Nazrenes’ or, as some like Hippolytus
would have it, ‘Naassenes’, a seeming combination of

Nazrenes and Essenes. Though this complicates the situation,
for Hippolytus these last are basically synonymous both with
Essenes and another group always mentioned as connected to
James, ‘the Ebionites’ or ‘the Poor’.

The New Testament is aware of ‘the Poor’ allusions, and
other related terms such as ‘the Meek’ or ‘these Little Ones’; as
is Qumran, which knows an additional variation, ‘the Simple of
Judah doing Torah’, and a further one related to these and the
manner in which the Gospels describe John the Baptist's

activities in the wilderness, ‘the Way’. This allusion, which is in
omnipresent use at Qumran where it is applied to ‘wilderness’
activities too, is also in use in the New Testament as an

alternative name for Christianity in Palestine.2 But all of these
names are, obviously, by the middle of the first century,
denoting Jewish Christians of one kind or another.



One of the problems with Josephus’ picture of the sects is
that, since he is covering a chronological time frame of some
two hundred and fifty years, one does not really know to which
period his points apply. His accounts are usually derivative and
accurate only for the period in which he lives. Even here, as
observed, he often dissembles, because of his own
embarrassing relations with sectarian groups and his pre-
Flavian, revolutionary past. As one can see in his War or his
Vita, he was under tremendous pressure to explain his past and
justify actions that enabled him, among the very few who
participated in these cataclysmic events, to survive, and he
constantly defends himself against attacks on his behaviour
and his loyalty to Rome. Though Josephus was an important
prophetical and biographical underwriter of the rise of
Vespasian and Titus to power, Titus, who was involved with the
Herodian princess Bernice - someone Josephus also knew -
seems to have died or been removed under mysterious
circumstances in 81 CE just two years after his father.

It is quite likely that Josephus also fell foul of Titus’ younger
brother and successor, Domitian (81-96), who was considered
to be as mad, unpredictable, and sadistically violent as Nero
had been. Indeed, the mercurial Domitian seems to have
executed his secretary, Josephus’ publisher Epaphroditus, who
had also been Nero’s secretary previously and someone with

whom Paul appears to have been extremely intimate 12 In
addition, this Epaphroditus, as is clear from Josephus’
introductions, encouraged Josephus in all his works, particularly
his Antiquities, which was published in 94 CE just a little before
both disappeared from the scene. Like Epaphroditus, Josephus
just drops from sight around this time and may or may not have
been executed in the course of Domitian’s often brutal or



sadistic approach to political affairs. Trajan (98-117), whose
father had been commander of the Tenth Legion in Palestine
under Vespasian and Titus, then proceeded to have his
difficulties with Messianic agitation and unrest, particularly in
the eastern portions of his empire.

For instance, his Sadducees bear no relation to the Qumran
Sadducees (or ‘Essenes’) whatsoever. As he tells us quite
straightforwardly, the former were dominated in all things by the
Pharisees, except, it would appear, in the matter of resurrection
of the dead, a distinction the New Testament is also quick to

seize on ! His Sadducees are simply upper-class priests of
the Herodian period, but how these Sadducees relate to the
Maccabeans, who had been the High Priests for a century or
more previously, is impossible to say.

The Maccabees, by and large, must be considered
Sadducees, but they bear almost no relationship to the
Sadducees Josephus and the New Testament are describing in
the first century. In fact, as | have been at pains to point out,
they bear more relationship to Qumran and to those later called
‘Zealots’ than anything else. | have in previous works referred
to the Qumran or ‘Purist Sadducees’ as ‘Messianic
Sadducees’, taking into account their Messianic tendencies.
Others might wish to call them ‘Essenes’ or ‘Zealots’, as they
do indeed display characteristics of both as described in
Josephus. But they also display characteristics of what in other
quarters are being called Nazoraeans/Nazrenes/Jewish
Christians or Ebionites.

The point is that these sects or terminologies tend to slide
around a good deal, depending on who is doing the observing,
what vocabulary he is employing, and what his own
misunderstandings or prejudices might be. Josephus is no



exception. For instance, in his Vita he suddenly tells us about a
‘wilderness’ sojourn he made during a trial he says he was
conducting of all the sects. There he meets a teacher he calls
‘Banus’ - not a name, but a title or cognomen of some kind,
probably having something to do with bathing - without telling us
that this teacher is almost indistinguishable from Jewish
Christians or Essenes, the group heading the list of Jewish
sects he provides. His description of the activities of ‘Banus’
will also have a bearing on how we are to understand James in
relation to Josephus’ testimonies.

There is indeed a bewildering plethora of these groups. This
diminishes only when one appreciates the verbal acrobatics
involved where subversive or threatening sects or a given
writer’'s own embarrassing relations with them are concerned.
In order to sort these various groups out, it is better simply to
group them according to whether they supported the Pharisee
Roman/Herodian Establishment or opposed it. Likewise, it is
often more edifying to look at groups in terms of who their
common enemies were. Then, as in the case of all the apparent
Jameses, Simons, Judases, and Marys relating to Jesus’
family, much duplication simply disappears.

Seen in this way, Jewish or Palestinian Christians (whatever
might be meant by such designations), James’ Jerusalem
Church or Jerusalem Community, succeeded by Ebionites,
Essenes, Zealots, and the group responsible for the documents
found at Qumran - all can be thought of as opposed to the
reigning Herodian Establishment and looked on as the various
constituents of the Opposition Alliance.

The Qumran documents, for example, are not simply a
random collection of disparate sectarian writings, but extremely
homogeneous ones, betokening a movement. The same



ideology, nomenclature, and dramatis personae move from
document to document regardless of style or authorship. For
instance, one never encounters a document approving of the
contemporary Establishment - which in the writer’s view must be
seen as the Herodian one - never a document that is
accommodating and not militant, zealous or apocalyptic.

For this reason, it is proper to refer to the authors of these
documents as comprising a Movement of some kind which is
always, at its core, anti-Establishment. Its precise name for the
moment must be left indeterminate, but ‘the Way’, ‘the Sons of
Zadok’, ‘the Poor’, ‘the Simple’, ‘the Meek’, ‘the Perfect’, ‘the
Sons of Light’, ‘the Holy Ones’ or combinations such as ‘the
Zealots for the Day of Vengeance’, ‘the Poor Ones of Piety’,
‘the Zealots for Righteousness’ and ‘Perfect of the Way' are all
terms cropping up in their repertoire as self-designations.

To add to all these groups, one has the bewildering
assortment referred to by Church heresiologists of the third to
the fifth centuries, like Naassenes, Nazoraeans, Sampsaeans
(‘Sabaeans’ as we shall see) and Elchasaites, most located on
the other side of the Jordan extending on up to Syria and
Northern Irag and significantly holding James’ name in
particular reverence - some, like the Ebionites, in absolute awe.
Where the relationship of these groups to the Qumran
documents, or for that matter to the New Testament, is
concerned, their location across the Jordan in that ‘Damascus’
region so important to both is particularly significant. All of these
groups too can be considered as allied or related in some way,
all being anti-Establishment and having common enemies.

Where the first century CE is concerned, it is also useful to
consider the opposition groups in terms of their various
degrees of ‘zeal, extending from the more pacifist to the more



violent. This is how Hippolytus discusses his ‘Essenes’, who
range by degrees to the most extreme Sicarii, namely those
Josephus describes as committing suicide on Masada along
the Dead Sea south of Qumran in the last instalment of the War
against Rome. If one keeps one’s eyes firmly fixed on support
of or opposition to the Herodian Establishment, supplanting the
Maccabean from the 60S to the 30S BC, one will never go far
astray. Those supporting this Establishment can, echoing
language found in the Dead Sea Scrolls, be described as
‘seeking accommodation with foreigners’, which the Greco-
Idumaean Herodians and their Roman overlords were most
certainly considered to be.

These are the kinds of distinctions that will prove useful in
considering the most well-known Establishment Party, ‘the
Pharisees’, who in their current embodiment of Rabbinic
Judaism still constitute the Establishment among Jews today.
This is a vivid reminder of just how enduring these traditions
can be. Whether in their present-day Orthodox, Conservative,
Liberal, or Reform embodiments, all not only claim to be heirs to
the Pharisaic legacy but in addition - and, as we shall see, even
more astonishing - that the Pharisees were the popular party
of the first century CE.

For this reason, many Jews, even secular ones, are unable
to grasp the true import of their own Hanukkah festivities,
which are basically a celebration of Maccabean, anti-foreign,
non-accommodationist, priestly zeal. This is because this
tradition, too, which is diametrically opposed to the inherited
one, has been downplayed, trivialized and virtually written out of
Talmudic literature, where most references to the Maccabees
are negative for the same reason that they are in Christianity.

It is no wonder that many scholars, Christian and Jewish



alike, thought that the Maccabeans could have been candidates
for ‘the Wicked Priest’, so important in the nomenclature of the
Dead Sea Scrolls when these documents first appeared. Thus,
the view was widely disseminated that the Maccabees had
‘usurped’ the High Priesthood from a previously more legitimate

one12 This was not only to misunderstand the essence of the
Maccabean Uprising, but the Qumran position with regard to
such matters.

Anti-Nationalist Pharisees and Zealots

But the Pharisees were not the popular party of their time and
place, despite Josephus’ attempts - and those of Rabbinic
Judaism thereafter - to prove otherwise. To clarify and highlight
this, | have in my work generally redefined Pharisees as those
‘seeking accommodation with foreigners’. This plays on
phraseology in use at Qumran to characterize its opponents or
enemies, ‘the Seekers after Smooth Things’ - even
‘Smoothies’. Clearly this is a hostile designation. It is also
possible to apply this appellation to Pauline or Overseas
Christians, who, in terms of political attitudes anyhow, are not
very different from Pharisees. This puts the proposition in the
broad brushstrokes that have meaning for the period before us,
dispensing with the kind of legal hair-splitting one usually hears
about.

The Establishment groups, quite simply put, were the
Pharisees, Sadducees and Herodians, the last being those
members of the Herodian power structure and their associates
not encompassed under the preceding two designations. One



might as well add to these Pauline or Overseas Gentile
Christians as the only Christian group of any consequence that
really survived in the West after the obliteration of the
Jerusalem centre and the Temple. If there is any question
about this, one has only to look at Romans 13:1-7 noted above
and the attitudes towards Roman law and authority displayed
there.

Where, for instance, Roman citizenship is concerned, as
Acts portrays events, Paul, unlike the other Apostles and, to be
sure Jesus himself, is never loath to evoke this when he thinks
it will do him some good or save him. In this sense, Paul is the
arch accommodationist. So, too, is Rabbi Yohanan ben
Zacchai, who, as we saw, applies what the Qumran documents
and Josephus attest to be the most precious prophecy of the
Jewish people of the time - ‘the Star Prophecy’ - to the
destroyer of Jerusalem, the Emperor Vespasian. This would
have been an impossibility for those responsible for the writings
found at Qumran, whose tongues would have stuck to the
proverbial ‘roofs of their mouths’ before indulging in such
obsequious flattery.

But as | have been at pains to assert, Pauline Christianity
and Rabbinic Judaism are two sides of the same coin. Both
develop in conjunction with each other and both follow an
accommodationist policy towards Rome, which is why no doubt
both survived. In this context, the main difference is that one is
pro-Law and the other against it. But the points of
accommodation here are not the minor ones belaboured in
Rabbinic tradition, such as those connected with dietary
regulations, sexual purification or Sabbath observation, though
these played a part. Rather, they are the broad lines of
accommodation with foreigners in a political sense, seen by



Qumran and “Zealot’-style groups generally as ‘breaking the

Law 13

These included, in addition to opposition to foreign kings,
which the Herodians most certainly were considered to be by
opposition groups, and opposition to the foreign appointment of
High Priests - a consequence of the destruction of the
Maccabean family by Herod, to which so-called ‘Zealots’ were
so opposed, and most likely Jamesian Christians as well,
opposition to the receipt of gifts or sacrifices in the Temple
from or on behalf of foreigners, seen at Qumran and probably
by Jewish Christians as well as ‘pollution of the Temple’. This,
as will be seen below, triggered the Uprising against Rome.
Finally there were the sexual and marital practices to which the
Pharisees and Sadducees turned a blind eye but which were
opposed in the most extreme manner by all groups like those at
Qumran and early Christians of the ‘Jamesian’ persuasion.

So far as Qumran was concerned, these practices included
polygamy, divorce and, most importantly for making secure
identifications in this period, marriage with nieces or close
family cousins. This last was simply considered an extension

of the ban on incest at Qumran.14 Like the complaints of John
the Baptist against the Establishment, such criticisms were
obviously aimed at members of the Herodian family and their
supporters. All are included under the broad phraseology of
fornication’ at Qumran, the specific condemnation of which is
also prominent in all reports and traditions associated with

James’ teachings and directives.®

That the Pharisees are the popular party in this period, which
the New Testament too in the interests of its anti-Jewish
polemic is anxious to promote, is repeatedly and definitively
gainsaid by Josephus, despite his attempts, pro-Roman and



Pharisee fellow traveller that he is, to promote it. Over and over
again, Josephus presents, often unwittingly, the people as
opposing the anti-nationalist policies of the Pharisees.
Predictably, the people, as in most times and places, are
predominantly nationalist. They may have been forced to go
along with the Pharisees and the Rabbinic Party that
succeeded them after the fall of the Temple and the elimination
of all serious opposition groups, but before this they most often
opposed them.

For instance, it is clear that the Maccabean Uprising was not
Pharisaic, yet this was most certainly popular. In fact, the
Pharisees may have got their name, which means ‘those who
separated from’ or ‘splitters away’, from a group in the second
century BC described in | Maccabees as deserting the cause
of the Maccabeans in favour of a foreign-appointed High
Priestly claimant (7:13 — 18). 2 Maccabees 14:2 describes
this person, whose only claim to the High Priesthood seems to
have been genealogical, as having ‘incurred pollution at the

time of the Uprising’.18 He obviously made no claims to the kind
of higher ‘Righteousness’ and/or ‘Piety’ the Zealot heirs to the
Maccabees appear to be demanding from the outbreak of this
Movement between 4 BC and 7 CE (the time of Jesus’ birth in
the Gospel of Luke) to the War against Rome seventy years
later, a demand also echoed in the New Testament Letter to
the Hebrews (7:26).

Two generations later, Alexander Jannaeus (103 — 76 BC),
Judas Maccabee’s grand-nephew, is having similiar problems
with Greco-Seleucid intervention before the Romans put an end
to their regime in Syria in the next generation. Because of
Alexander’s cruelty, the people at first appear to favour
intervention by the Seleucid King Demetrius. This event also



appears to be described in the Dead Sea Scrolls, albeit
retrospectively.

The Commentary on Nahum, as part of its lead-in to patently
similar problems at the time of its composition after the coming
of the Romans - whom it refers to as ‘the Kittim’ - is trying to
delineate the atrociousness of the anti-nationalist policies of its
opponents, denoted derogatorily as ‘the Seekers after Smooth
Things’. These last the Commentary depicts as supporting the
incursion of Demetrius (... trius’ in the Pesher) and even

‘inviting’ him into the country.1Z It is at this moment, too, that
Josephus first applies the notation ‘Pharisees’ to describe such
groups.

Right from the start, Alexander appears to be having
problems with them and must, therefore, be considered a
Sadducee. Finally, when Alexander takes to the ‘wilderness’
around Jerusalem in the style of his great-uncle Judas
Maccabee, as well as the sectaries at Qumran and John the
Baptist, the people have a change of heart and support him,

defeating the Syrians 18 Alexander then turns on the Pharisees,
who collaborated with the foreign invaders and betrayed him,
crucifying some eight hundred of them or, as Josephus depicts
it, hanging them up alive. It would appear that this event is also
being described somewhat disapprovingly - presumably
because of the ‘hanging’ or ‘crucifixion’ involved - in the Nahum
Commentary, which is not otherwise hostile to Alexander. On
the contrary, it is sympathetic to him.12 However this may be, it
is clear that the people, after some initial hesitation, support
Alexander Jannaeus.

In the next generation, that of the Roman conquest (63 BC),
there is another split between nationalists and anti-nationalists,



this time between Alexander’s obviously Sadducean younger
son Aristobulus 1l (67-49 BC) and his more accommodating
older brother Hyrcanus Il (76-31 BC), the only Maccabean
supporting the Pharisees. Once again, the people support
Aristobulus, who in Josephus’ own words ‘turned sick of
servility and refused to abase himself before the Roman
commander Pompey, who is coming in via Syria and

Transjordan at precisely this moment.22

It is in the course of these events that the father of Herod -
on his father’s side, a Hellenized Idumaean; on his mother’s, an
Arab - ingratiates himself with the Romans, in the process
promoting the more manageable and docile older brother,
Hyrcanus, the High Priest enjoying Pharisee support. As a
result, Herod's father - who was called Antipater - makes
himself the first Roman Procurator in Palestine. Eventually he
was able to secure for his son not only the kingship in
Palestine, but also a Roman citizenship for himself and his
heirs for services rendered in the interests of Rome in
perpetuity.

During the course of these troubles, Josephus specifically
identifies as ‘Pharisees’ those who take vengeance on the
priestly supporters of the ‘Zealot’ younger brother Aristobulus -
in this instance, equivalent to nationalist or ‘Purist’ Sadducees -
who take refuge, significantly, in the Temple. These Pharisees
co-operate with Herod'’s father Antipater and join the Romans
in storming the Temple against the will of the people. As
Josephus bears witness, they engage in the wholesale
slaughter that ensues even more enthusiastically than the
Romans. Josephus rather pictures the Romans as watching in
bemused astonishment as these prototypically ‘Zealot’ priestly
supporters of Aristobulus are cut down as they dutifully perform



the obligatory Temple sacrifices even as the Roman soldiers

and their Pharisee allies overwhelm them.21
At this point in his more detailed account in the Antiquities,
Josephus introduces two characters missing from the Jewish

War, two principal Pharisees he calls ‘Pollio and Sameas’.22
Since they are obviously meant to be representations of
famous Pharisees, these are more than likely the legendary
heroes of the Talmud, the Rabbinic pair Hillel and Shammai,
though they could be the one preceding those two, who have
similar names.

Josephus notes Pollio’s and Sameas’ soothsaying powers in
predicting how Herod would eventually become king. This kind
of soothsaying is also emulated with equally salutary effect in a
later generation by another self-professed Pharisee, Josephus
himself, not to mention the so-called ‘prophets and teachers’
involved in the founding of Pauls Antioch community, where
‘Christians’ were first called Christians according to Acts 11:26.
Even more to the point, Josephus notes their recommendation
to the people, ‘to open the gates to Herod’ and the Roman
army, a recommendation that should be seen as paradigmatic
of the Pharisee Party.23

The date is 37 BC. Herod and his Roman sponsors had
been worsted with Persian help by a scion of the Maccabean
family, the son of the Aristobulus mentioned above, Antigonus.
Herod, who had fled to Rome, returned with a Roman army
provided him by Mark Anthony. It is at this point that Pollio/Hillel
and Sameas/Shammai give their prototypical advice to ‘open
the gates to Herod’, which the people, as usual, promptly reject
in favour of resistance. It is in the course of these events that
Herod, by astute political manoeuvring and simple bloody-



mindedness, is able to obtain the title of King, that is, ‘King of

the Jews’ 24 even though he was not himself Jewish or of
Jewish blood.

Rather he had ‘spies posted everywhere’ and ‘never left off
taking vengeance on those who had opposed him', which
included the previously pro-Maccabean, presumably
Sadducean, Sanhedrin. This he completely decimated, ‘while
those who supported him, he showered with benefits of all

kinds’ and promoted;22 chief among whom were the two
Pharisee leaders, Pollio and Sameas, the only ones from the
previous Maccabean-dominated and nationalist Sanhedrin to
survive. It is at this point, in 37 BC, that one can really begin to
speak of a Pharisee-dominated Sanhedrin, the one pictured in
the New Testament.

From this point on, particularly after the death of Herod in 4
BC, we get an endless succession of revolts until the final
Uprising in 66-70 CE. This last certainly has to be considered
‘popular’, as all groups except the Pharisees, the Herodians
and the High Priests, even the so-called ‘Essenes’ and, one
must assume, the ‘Jewish Christians’ participated in it. With the
demise of the Maccabean family too, this turmoil is
exacerbated by a new principle of leadership authority, which
probably should be called ‘Messianic’. The High Priests created
by the Herods are completely decimated by the ‘Zealots’ - and
now these really are Zealots.

The Messianic Roots of the Uprising



It is a curious coincidence that Josephus launches into both his
descriptions of the Jewish sects in the War and the Antiquities
at just the point he comes to describe the Movement founded
by the Judas the Galilean. This he calls a new ‘philosophy

which our people were before unacquainted with’26 In the
Antiquities, as we saw, he adds another individual to his
description of its beginnings. Someone he neglected to mention
in the War, he refers to him mysteriously simply as ‘Saddok’,
that is to say, ‘Zadok’ or ‘the Zaddik'.

We shall have occasion variously below to describe this
Fourth Philosophy or Movement, which Josephus declines to
identify further, except to say that ‘they had an inviolable
attachment to liberty and will not call any man Lord’ 2. At
present, it is sufficient to point out that this group or movement
arises at just the moment one would expect it to, when the
previous leadership has been eliminated and new leadership
principles, including the Messianic, emerge.

Eleven years after the death of Herod the Romans annexed
the country and, in anticipation of direct taxation by governors
or procurators, imposed a census. This is the 6-7 CE Census
of Quirinius (Cyrenius), Roman Governor in Syria, the Census
by which the Gospel of Luke dates the birth of Jesus (2: 1). The
Gospel of Matthew by contrast has Jesus being born some
time before the death of Herod in 4 BC, so that Herod can
attempt to chase him down and kill all the Jewish children, as did
Pharaoh at the time of the birth of Moses. The two accounts
are, of course, irreconcilable.

This is the Census, and the taxation consonant upon it,
referred to above, which ‘the Zealots’ or ‘Sicarii oppose and
against which Judas the Galilean and ‘Saddok’ preach. It is



supported by the Pharisees and, of course, Herodian
Sadducees. This issue is also a burning one for Gospel
narratives, and Jesus’ riposte concerning it to ‘the Pharisees
and the Herodians’ (Matt. 22:2l; rather termed ‘spies’ in Luke
20:20), ‘render unto Caesar what is Caesar’s and God what is
God's’, has now become proverbial - strange because the

Gospels have Jesus adopting the Pharisee policy on this. 28
There is, in fact, a plethora of revolutionary outbursts even at
the time of the death of Herod, with which the unrest begins, by
groups Josephus pictures as being zealous for the Law -
Mosaic not Roman - and as having ‘an inviolable attachment to
liberty’. One of these, led by someone he calls Judas
Sepphoraeus - probably identical with Judas the Galilean -
broke into the arsenal at Sepphoris in 4 BC, the principal town

at that time in Galilee.22 There is no doubt about the popularity
of the Movement, because Josephus, in his lengthy description
of it and the woes the people suffered in consequence of their
support for it in the Antiquities, admits not only that ‘our young
men were zealous for it’ but that 'the nation was infected by it to

an incredible degree’ 30

In addition to Jesus’ birth being presented as coincident with
its inception and the fact that its appearance triggers Josephus’
discussion of the sects of his time, there is another interesting
aspect to this Movement. At the end of the Jewish War, when
describing the signs and wonders that presaged the fall of the
Temple, of which people as superstitious as the Romans were
so enamoured, Josephus finally reveals something that he
neglected for some reason to tell us earlier. He claims that

the thing that most moved the people to revolt against Rome
was an ambiguous prophecy from their Scripture [ambiguous



presumably because it was capable of so many
interpretations] that one from their country should rule the
entire world.

As with his picture of ‘the Zealot woes’, for Josephus they had
only themselves to blame for what ensued, because they
interpreted this oracle ‘to suit themselves and went so mad

because of it 31

But this is precisely the Prophecy he has just finished
applying to Vespasian, thus saving his own skin - as, one might
add, did R. Yohanan and his Pharisees along with him. He does
so again in this passage. This is the prophecy we have been
calling ‘the World Ruler’ or ‘Messianic Prophecy’, ‘the Star
Prophecy’. At Qumran, where it occurs three times even in the
extant corpus, it receives a wholly other, completely
uncompromising, nationalistic and Messianic interpretation. In
addition to remarking earlier how ‘zealous’ the young men were
for this approach, Josephus notes that

The Jews thought this prediction applied only to themselves,
and therefore, many of their most learned men had deceived
themselves in this determination.

But this is precisely the Qumran interpretation as well, the
representatives of which would never have stooped to the
cynical opportunism of applying it to the destroyer of Jerusalem
Vespasian, whatever the short-term benefits. In revealing this,
Josephus, of course, also reveals that Zealots and other
parties displaying the ‘zeal of Phineas’ were not simply political,
but religious and Messianic as well.

This is proof that the Uprising against Rome, aside from



being popular - which it was most definitely - was also
Messianic. What is more, that since the Uprising was
Messianic - and ethically and historically this is of the utmost
importance - the Jews lost everything not because they
opposed the Messiah, as early Church Fathers or the New
Testament in their tendentious presentation of Christ’'s death
and its meaning would have us believe, but, on the contrary,
because they were so uncompromisingly Messianic. This is
no mean proposition and constitutes an important reversal or
inversion of historical invective as it has come down to us.

Not only was the Uprising aimed at burning the palaces of the
High Priests and the Herodian Kings but the debt records as
well, in order, as Josephus makes clear, ‘to turn the Poor

against the Rich’32 Once again, this is the same genre of
language evinced in the Letter of James and the Dead Sea
Scrolls in their condemnation of ‘the Rich'. It is also the
language applied to the Movement led by James, by Paul (Gal.
2: 10) and to the later Ebionites, so named because of it, as
well as the nomenclature used by the Movement represented
by the Scrolls to describe its own rank and file - called there as

well ‘the Ebionim’ or ‘the Poor’ 33

Before leaving this subject of the outbreak of the Uprising in
66 CE, it is important to note that in a final moment of
unparalleled candour Josephus tells us that it was ‘the principal
Pharisees, the Chief Priests, the men of power [by which he
means Herodians], and all those desirous for peace’ who
invited the Roman army into Jerusalem ‘to put down the
Uprising’. This is what Josephus meant in the Introduction to
the War about how the Romans were invited into the city by ‘the

Jews’ own leaders’ 34



Here one comes to an even more startling detail provided by
Josephus, if what he seems to be saying can be tied to
characters we know in early Christian history. The intermediary
in this process of inviting the Roman army into the city was a
member of the Herodian family called ‘Sautus’ or ‘Saul’. He is
the one who delivered the message of call it the Peace
Coalition’ to the Roman army camped outside Jerusalem to
enter, and a final report even to Nero’s headquarters, then in
Corinth in Greece, a favourite haunt too of the religious
activities of ‘Paul’. There will be more to say about this ‘Saul
presently; he seems also to have been in Agrippa II's palace or
the Citadel when the Roman garrison surrendered and were all
butchered except for the captain of the guard who agreed to be

circumcised.38

The anti-national, pro-Roman policy of the Pharisees should
by now be clear. This is also the stance of the Pauline Gentile
Christians, following the teaching of the person above, who
even describes himself as having been trained as a Pharisee
and, according to the picture in Acts anyhow, vaunts a Roman
citizenship, something not easily acquired in these turbulent
times. Nor can the Pharisees in this period by any twist of the
imagination be considered ‘the popular party’. If anything, the
Zealot and/or Messianic were the popular parties (as
nationalist parties predictably are) at least until the fall of the
Temple and the re-education policy undertaken by the heirs of
the Pharisees under Roman suzerainty thereafter.

The Coming of the Romans and the
Herodians



Then what is the key to events, as described in the above
analysis? It is the rise of the Herodians and the coming of the
Romans. This is the reason for the widespread disaffection
being expressed in this period and most of the unrest. This is
also the crucial factor for making chronological determinations
where the Dead Sea Scrolls are concerned, if one attempts to
date them by the internal parameters of what is being said and
expressed in them, rather than by external ones such as
archaeology, palaeography, or carbon testing, all inconclusive.
This was the pivotal mistake in early research relating to them,
encouraged by the cartel that previously governed Scroll
publication - and the interpretation it disseminated. This error
led to the widespread perception that ‘the Wicked Priest’
mentioned in the Scrolls - particularly in the commentaries or
pesharim - and the Establishment he represented, against
which the Scrolls so fulminate, were Maccabean.

After the fall of the Maccabeans, Roman rule was imposed,
sometimes through Herodian kings or sometimes more directly
through Roman procurators. On occasion the two co-existed,
as in the period just after the death of Herod's grandson
Agrippa | in 44 CE. After the fall of the Temple the situation is
unclear, because we have no Josephus to report it, and
therefore we are without the tremendous detail he provides. It is
against the backdrop of the fall of the Maccabeans and the rise
of the Herodians in the first century BC, that the rise of various
sects or movements, particularly nationalistic or Messianic
ones, must be gauged. Again, if one keeps this and the fact of
Roman power firmly before one’s eyes, then almost all else
follows comparatively easily.



We have already seen how these events transpired. First
there was the Maccabean Revolution in 167 BC against the
imposition of Syrian decrees and Hellenistic customs. These
included hiding one’s circumcision, which of course so
infuriated incipient Zealots, naked athletic events in a newly
constructed gymnasium, and the introduction of idols on the
Temple Mount, most particularly the Olympian Zeus, which via a
distorted transliteration into the Hebrew turned into what now is

called ‘the Abomination of the Desolation’.28 This struggle over
Hellenization continued for the next two hundred and fifty years.
It is neither accidental nor unimportant that Christianity in the
form we know it represents its final triumph.

This is moved along considerably by the imposition of
Herodian rule and the Herodian or Pauline behaviour of being a
Jew to the Jew, a Greek to the Greeks, ‘a Law-Breaker to the
Law-Breakers, a Law-Keeper to the Law-Keepers’, that is, to
do whatever was required, as Paul puts it in | Corinthians 9: 24,
to ‘win ... not beat the air’. Here Paul uses the imagery of
stadium athletics, deliberately calculated to send his
interlocutors, like James’ Jerusalem Church ‘Zealots’ into
paroxysms of rage. Herod, his putative forebear, as will be
shown, believed most definitely in winning not beating the air.

The Dead Sea Scrolls provide the counterpoint, as does
James - that is, not ‘win at any costs’ but martyrdom. Certainly
these movements are ‘old-fashioned’, with commitment to
absolute purity, unbending Righteousness and uncompromising
integrity, but this is perhaps their charm. In times where so
much is so relative, there is something attractive about such
above-board, totally honest and absolutely unyielding Piety and
purity. There were no shades or reservations, no ifs, buts or
temporizing. Everything is in the absolutely stark shades of



Light or Dark, engagé, or, as Qumran eloquently puts it in
numerous documents, ‘straight’, ‘not straying to the right or to

the left 37 If nothing else, their elegance, steadfastness and
total commitment to absolute Righteousness cannot fail to
impress the modern world as it rediscovers them.

For his part, Paul pretends not to understand this ethos, or
calls it ‘weak’ (Rom. 14:1ff. and | Cor. 14 :7ff.). Yet, complaining
about attachment to circumcision, when Maccabean and Zealot
martyrs for over two hundred and fifty years had laid down their
lives rather than abjure it, is totally to close one’s eyes to the
driving forces in Palestine throughout this period. These are
admirably summed up in the Maccabee Books, missing, not
surprisingly, from the Jewish canon as it ultimately came down
to us. Josephus, too, depicts ample examples of this ethos and
the countless martyrs it produced long before martyrdom
became prototypical of the ethos that Christianity claimed for
itself.

Along with Herodian rule came the Romans. The first
appearance of the Romans in the Eastern Mediterranean
came just prior to this period in the late stages of the Punic
War. They actually made their presence felt in the 60S BC,
when they turned Syria into a Roman province, eliminating the
last vestiges of Seleucid rule. Just as Caesar was making his
inroads into Transalpine Gaul, the Rhine, Britain, and Spain in
the West, Pompey was undertaking the siege of Jerusalem in
63 BC. He was abetted in this by internal dissensions within the
Maccabean family itself, but also by a half-Arab, Hellenized
intermediary by the name of Antipater, the father of Herod.

Not only does Antipater successfully ingratiate himself with
Pompey and his adjutants - the most well known of whom was
Mark Anthony - but he ends up as the first Roman Procurator in



Palestine and the ultimate arbiter of political events there. After
the assassination of Julius Caesar twenty years later, Mark
Anthony, who distinguished himself in Palestinian campaigning,
ultimately abets Antipater’s son Herod in obtaining the Jewish
Crown. Herod finishes the job of obliterating the Maccabean
family. Those he doesn’t execute he marries. But even these
he eventually butchers, including his favourite wife Mariamme,
the last Maccabean princess, whom he charged with
unfaithfulness with his brother Joseph - the first ‘Joseph and
Mary’ story - while he is away in Rome getting Octavius to
reconfirm the crown Anthony had conferred on him (29 BC).
Mariamme was the granddaughter of both of Alexander
Jannaeus’ sons, Aristobulus and Hyrcanus, whose squabbling
had brought the Herodians and the Romans into the country in
the first place. In the end, Herod even had his two sons by her -
who had been brought up in Rome - put to death, presumably
because he was jealous of their Maccabean blood and
because the crowd preferred them to him. Here Herod really
did kill all the Jewish children who sought to replace him, as
Matthew 2:17 would have it, but these were rather his own
children with Maccabean blood! This behaviour even shocked
his Roman sponsors, particularly Augustus, who upheld family

values and was by all reports very displeased with it.38

But Herod survived all, got away with everything, including the
absolute obliteration of the Maccabean family and grafting his
own family on whatever remained of it, in the manner spoken of

by Paul in Romans.22 This mostly Idumaean, Greco-Arab line
continued for three more generations until Titus, the man
responsible for burning Jerusalem, made off with Bernice, a
descendant of this line, as Caesar and Anthony had made off
with Cleopatra - one of the last descendants of Alexander’s



ruling elite - before him. Nor does this give any more pleasure
to the people of Rome — who do not appear to have wished to
see a Herodian princess as their empress, than Caesar’s and
Anthony’s actions had done. Bernice’s fate is uncertain, but
Titus seems to have put her away at some point prior to
succeeding his father in 79 CE. Nor did Titus himself survive
very long after his father.

Herod also had the last Maccabean High Priest, Mariamme’s
younger brother, Jonathan, put to death in 36 BC, when he
reached the age of majority. Herod’'s marriage with the last
Maccabean princess, Mariamme, would appear to have been
contracted by her mother, Hyrcanus II's daughter, on the basis
that Jonathan would become the High Priest on reaching
maijority.

Josephus pathetically records how, when the boy at thirteen
years of age donned the High Priestly vestments, the Jewish

crowd wept when he appeared in the Temple.29 For those who
would still cling to the contention that the people considered the
Maccabean family usurpers, this should provide vivid testimony
to the contrary. Wild with jealousy, Herod then had the boy
taken down to his winter palace in Jericho and drowned while
frolicking in the swimming pool with some of his attendants. He
was the last Maccabean High Priest.

After this, Herod is careful to maintain personal contol over
the High Priestly garments and appoints men, as Josephus
himself observes, ‘who were not of eminent families, some

hardly priests at all.2! Once instituted, this was the policy
followed by procurators such as Pontius Pilate after him (26-
37)42 and kings such as Agrippa |, his brother Herod of
Chalcis, and his son, Bernice’s brother Herod Agrippa I, until
the Uprising against Rome. At this time ‘the Zealots’ elected



their own High Priest, a lowly stone-cutter of the humblest
origins whom Josephus calls ‘Phannius’, that is, Phineas. Such
were the bloody origins of the Herodian High Priest class,
tendentiously portrayed in the New Testament as the legitimate
‘Chief Priests’ and Sadducee party of the Jews!

This is the kind of detail Josephus provides, the pathos and
the tragedy, and, unlike the detail one encounters in other texts
that purport to be contemporary eye-witness accounts, this
detail is patently true. At Herod’s death, after he had indulged in
all the cruelty and brutalities enumerated above and the total
destruction of the national independence of the Jews and their
previous royal priest line, revolutionary unrest began in earnest
and continued for the next seventy years. This was possibly
understood by exegetes like those at Qumran as the seventy-
year period of ‘Wrath’ mentioned in Daniel 9:2. It continued until
the outbreak of the War against Rome.

Actually, it continued for the next hundred and forty years until
Hadrian crushed the Second Jewish Revolt in 132-6 CE and
renamed Jerusalem Aelia Capitolina after his forename Aelius.
He forbade Jews to enter Jerusalem or even to come within
eyesight of it, except once a year to mourn its past glories.
During this period, too, descendants of the family of Jesus and
his brothers were involved in ongoing Messianic agitation and
were martyred in their turn. This was the end of the earthbound
Messianic hopes among the Jews, hopes that gradually turned
more other-worldly, ethereal, or ‘Gnostic’. This is what the
imposition of Roman control really meant - destruction.



4

First-Century Sources Mentioning James

The New Testament and the We
Document in Acts

The two most authentic testimonies to James’ approach and
role in the Jerusalem Church of his day are to be found in
Paul's letters and in the second half of the Book of Acts,
primarily, but not exclusively, in the document scholars refer to
as ‘the We Document’. The We Document in Acts is in the first
person plural - therefore its designation. It intrudes variously
after line 16:10. Seemingly it is a diary or travel document of
some kind. For some, it is the only authentic material in Acts,
though it is neither without problems nor continuous. It is even
possible to contend that it is the real or authentic historical core
of Acts and the basis of the whole presentation.

Had we to rely simply on Acts’ presentation without Paul's
definitive identifications, we would be in grave doubt as to just
who this very powerful and popular James, described so
reticently by Luke - the putative author of Acts - really was. Acts
never tells us in any straightforward manner. James just
appears out of nowhere in chapter 12, the same chapter that
the more widely known other James, ‘James the brother of
John', the son of Zebedee’, is conveniently disposed of and



purportedly executed either by Agrippa | (37-44) or his brother
Herod of Chalcis (44-9). Later we shall see how this execution
relates to a parallel and more convincing one Josephus
mentions at this time, the beheading of someone he calls

‘Theudas’ 1

James’ identity and ideology are as solid as Paul's, because
it is Paul who incontrovertibly confirms them. Therefore, Paul
and James are inextricably entwined. What is more, Paul never
mentions any other James. But Paul knows next to nothing
about the person, ideology, and life of Jesus, except as an
individual he feels he is in direct touch with in Heaven via a
mechanism he and Acts refer to as the ‘Holy Spirit’. This being,
whom Paul calls ‘Christ Jesus’, often appears to be a carbon
copy of Paul himself. So dubious did his claims regarding him
appear to his opponents - and this within the Church, not
outside it - that Paul was even mocked in his own lifetime as

either a man of dreams or a ‘Liar’2 It is useful to add that,
aside from James, the only identifiable apostle who emerges in
any substantial manner from Paul's letters is ‘Peter’, or, as the
case may be, ‘Cephas’. The portrait that emerges in these
letters, not surprisingly, does not mesh with the one in Acts, to
say nothing of the one in the Gospels.

Though there is continuing discussion among scholars about
aspects of the Pauline corpus - the New Testament letters
attributed to Paul - there is general agreement on the
authenticity of the main, particularly those letters of principal
concern to us in this book like Galatians, | and 2 Corinthians,
Romans, and Philippians. These give us insight of the most
intimate kind into the mind of Paul and historical insight into this
period, which no defender of the integrity of the early Church
and its doctrines would have had the slightest interest in forging



or, for that matter, even preserving.

Here, it is perhaps edifying to cite a general rule: one should
treat very cautiously any material reflecting the known or
dominant theological position of the final redactors of a given
document. Where authenticity is concerned, one is often on
safer ground settling on traditions that seem surprising or
incongruous in some manner, either historically, theologically or
sociologically, or on traditions that would have a damaging
effect on the theological consistency of that document. This is
precisely the kind of material one would have expected to have
been edited out or refurbished if it could have been, that is, had
not the tradition behind its authenticity been widely
disseminated, persistent, or very strong.

This is the case with the Letter of James. It is also the case
with some of the very severe character deficiencies that
emerge where Paul is concerned, not only in his own letters, but
also in the Book of Acts, accurate or not. These include his
insubordination,  jealousy, incessant  bragging  and
vindictiveness. As an example of a tradition surprising in its
content, one could cite Paul's attestation that Jesus not only
had brothers, but that they travelled with women (1 Cor. 9: 5).

In the Gospels, to cite an obvious example, there is the
presentation of Jesus’ Apostles as being armed at the time of
his arrest (Matt. 26:54). There are many more examples.
Jarring anecdotes such as these are just the kind of material
that would have been remembered in contradistinction to
lengthy speeches or parables. The treatment of Jesus’ close
family, including his mother and his brothers in the early parts of
the Gospels - not to mention Jewish Apostles like Peter -
despite their being noted in Paul's own testimony as among his
closest followers, verges on the slanderous.



The material relating to James in Acts is of this kind as well.
Were it not authentic and strongly supported, it is probable
someone would have wished to delete it at some point. The
downplaying of James in Christian tradition is important, not
only where doctrine is concerned, but also because it is clear
that James, as head of the Jerusalem Church and all that could
be considered Christianity at the time, was superior to both
Peter and Paul.

Paul, of course, repeatedly points out his personal
disagreement with the rulings James makes and the
instructions he receives from him. He even denigrates the
authority of those he calls ‘leaders’, ‘Pillars’, ‘Archapostles’,
‘who consider themselves important’, or ‘write their own
references’, and often displays his unwillingness to follow their

views.2 He never, however, contests James’ legitimate right to
exercise the position he occupies, nor the fact of his authority.
In Galatians he makes it clear, too, that the character he calls
either Peter or Cephas was subservient to James and not only
obliged, but willing, to defer to James’ leadership (Gal. 2:11-12).

Luke’'s reticence with regard to James in Acts contrasts
markedly with the attitude of other groups relegated to sectarian
status after the rise of Overseas Gentile Christianity to
dominance. For these groups, James is the undisputed
successor to Jesus and certainly ‘the Bishop of Bishops’ or
‘Archbishop’ and principal leader of all early Christianity. A
particularly impressive example of this is to be found in the
Gospel of Thomas. Here, in answer to the question by the
Disciples, ‘After you have gone who will be great over us?’,
Jesus is pictured as replying, ‘In the place where you are to go,
go to James the Just for whose sake Heaven and Earth came

into existence.’4



This statement is pregnant with implications where the pre-
existent ‘Just One’ or ‘Zaddik’, so important in Jewish mystical

tradition or Kabbalah, is concerned.2 It is also at odds with the
orthodox tradition of the succession of Peter. It represents
nothing less than the lost tradition of the direct appointment of
James as successor to his brother. It is upheld by everything
we know about groups that were expelled from orthodox
Christianity in the years prior to and following Constantine’s
adoption of it as the official religion of the Roman Empire in the
fourth century. Many of these groups dispersed into a variety of
sectarian groupings in the Syrian and Iraqui deserts, leading to
a plethora of theological movements in the areas of Northern
Mesopotamia and Syria. Some disappeared into Arabia only to
re-emerge as Islam, in particular, as time went on, in its Shi‘ite
embodiment.

Pauline Christianity versus Jamesian:
Anti-Semitism in the Gospels

In using the letters of Paul as our primary source material, we
are on the firmest ground conceivable, for these are
indisputably the earliest reliable documents of Christianity and
can be dated with a high degree of certainty. They are patently
earlier than the Gospels or the Book of Acts, which precede
them in the present arrangement of the New Testament and
which are themselves in large part doctrinally dependent upon
Paul. Acts to some extent is dependent on Paul's letters for
historical information as well.



This might strike the reader as a strange statement, because
the New Testament is usually taken by readers at face value:
Gospels first, Acts second, Letters third, and there is the
natural imputation of some chronological order to this. But this
is a matter of convention only and was an order that emerged in
the early centuries of the Church, to be consecrated as the
fourth century progressed. In actuality, modern scholarship has
been in agreement for some time that the Gospels are on the
whole later creations than the letters of Paul, though based
perhaps partly on early traditions and certainly, as | shall argue,
at least doctrinally on these letters themselves.

What still must be decided and will undoubtedly go on being
debated is when and where each Gospel was actually penned.
Estimates vary from the late 50s or early 60S CE all the way to
the mid-second century. Some estimates are even later, at
least where final versions are concerned. We will not be able to
resolve the matter here. Some even claim to have found
Gospel fragments among the Qumran materials, but this, too,
will probably not ultimately be verified and it would be surprising
indeed to find Hellenistic-style Gospels among such clear
‘Zealot'-like material. The same is true of a more recent claim
of finding an early manuscript version of one of the Gospels in

a library in England! &

In fact, the interrelationships between the four Gospels,
particularly the three synoptics (so called because of their use
of a common source or sources), are probably far more
complex than most conceive. Take, for example, the Synoptic
most people consider to be the most Jewish, the Gospel of
Matthew. It is considered the most ‘Jewish’ because of the
amount of Law-oriented material it contains, particularly in the
Sermon on the Mount (5: 1-7: 29), and because of its extensive



evocation of biblical proof texts. Yet Matthew also contains a
stratum of anti-Semitic materials sometimes even more
extreme than that found in the other Gospels - for example, the
cry of the assembled Jewish masses, when Pilate hesitates to
condemn Jesus, ‘his blood be on us and our children’ (27:25).
This has echoed down the ages, the famous - or infamous -
‘blood libel in Christian history. In fact, Paul made the original
blood-libel accusation in | Thessalonians 2:15 - if the text is
authentic and not interpolated - when he called the Jews the
‘people who put the Lord Jesus to death’ and ‘the Enemies of
the whole human race’.z

Who could conceive of a crowd en masse uttering such an
absurd statement, yet its presence at this point in Matthew is
fraught with theological and historical significance. The answer
is simple. No crowd ever did; it is based on a retrospective
presentation of subsequent theology that certainly became
concretized in the wake of the perspective exhibited by Paul
and which by the time of Eusebius had grown to rich fruition, as
the latter demonstrates over and over again in the viciousness

of his invective 8

How can a document be both philo-Semitic and anti-Semitic
at the same time? This is the kind of question that is asked in
literary or historical criticism of the Bible. The answer, of
course, is it cannot be. This is a contradiction in terms and
relates to the different strata or overlays of contradictory
source material it contains. Some think the earliest stratum in
the Gospel of Matthew is the philo-Semitic one. This makes
sense historiographically speaking. But Matthew also contains
Jesus’ post-resurrection validation of the Pauline Gentile
Mission (the last two lines of the Gospel, 28:19-20), another bit
of theological sleight of hand, which cannot be historical.



There are many examples of this kind in the Gospels, the
relationships between which are so complex that no one will
probably ever be able to sort them out to everyone's
satisfaction. From internal textual considerations alone,
however, it is possible to show that all the Gospels probably
made their appearance after the fall of Jerusalem and the
destruction of the Temple in 70 CE. This date, as has been
explained, turns out to be a watershed for almost all the literary
developments and movements that need to be discussed. It is
certainly a critical juncture for the discussion of James.

In reality, a far-reaching consensus has emerged among
scholars on this issue - we are speaking here of the date of the
actual documents themselves, not the various traditions many
contend underlie them — at least where the Gospels of
Matthew, Luke and John are concerned. This is no mean
circumstance, for it explains many things about them, not the
least of which being the paucity of sound historical material and
in some cases the outright historical dissimulation and
disinformation they contain.

The only serious remaining debate on this issue centres
around the Gospel of Mark. From the same internal textual
considerations already noted, it is possible to show that Mark,
too, was written after the fall of the Temple in 70 CE. The whole
nature of its anti-Jewish polemic and opposition to the family
and brothers of Jesus on the one hand and its pro-Peter
orientation on the other distinguish it as having appeared after
the destruction of the Jerusalem centre - in particular, after the
attempt by the Roman Community to represent itself as the
legitimate heir to Jesus and the Messianic Movement he
represented, however absurd, historically speaking, this might
have seemed to any objective observer at the time.



What could be more suitable, heralded as it was by the
massive triumphal procession through the streets of Rome to
mark the glorious triumphs of Vespasian and his son Titus,
commemorated and consecrated in the works of Josephus and
the Arch of Titus that still stands in the Roman Forum today?
Here, the surrender of the Jews to the Imperium Romanum
was taken, as it were, in perpetuity.

There are, in fact, several veiled references to events of this
kind in the Gospel of Mark, for instance, in the introduction to
the Little Apocalypse, where Jesus is made to predict the utter
destruction of the Temple (13:1-2.) and in the Apocalypse itself,
when the Pauline Mission is anticipated (13:9-10) - but, even
more importantly, in the depiction of the rending of the Temple
veil at his death (Mark 15:38 and pars.). This veil was more
than likely damaged in the final Roman assault on the Temple
or in the various altercations and the turmoil preceding this.
Josephus specifically refers to it, along with its replacement
materials, as having been delivered over to the Romans after
the assault on the Temple. It was doubtless on display in Rome,
damaged or otherwise, along with the rest of the booty
Josephus describes as having been paraded in Titus’
Triumph.2

For his part, Jesus’ meanderings about the peaceful Galilean
countryside - at a time when Galilee was a hotbed of
revolutionary fervour and internecine strife - doing miraculous
exorcisms, cures, raisings and the like, while Scribes,
Pharisees and synagogue officials murmur against him,
resemble nothing so much as the incipient Paul travelling
around the Hellenistic Mediterranean. In fact, Galilee, as
referred to in the Gospel of Matthew, is a leitmotif for Gentiles -
‘Galilee of the Nations’/‘Galilee of the Gentiles’ (4: 15). It was



also the seedbed of the rise of the Zealot Movement whose
adherents were called by some, ‘Galileans’. These kinds of
material, in particular, point to Mark as having been written, like
the other Gospels, after the fall of the Temple and the
destruction of Jerusalem.

However the resolution of the matter of the priority of the
Gospels - and their interrelationships are probably far more
complex than most would be willing to admit - it should suffice
for the moment to say that when dealing with the larger part of
the Pauline corpus, that is, with those letters that can with
certainty be ascribed to Paul, we are dealing with the oldest and
most reliable documents of Christianity, which have not failed to
make their influence felt in the rest of the New Testament,
despite the accident of their placement.

But a scholarly consensus of sorts has emerged even
concerning the Gospels, which concedes that later religious
history has made its influence felt, the only question being to
what extent. Despite the last-ditch efforts by conservative
scholars and fundamentalists to defend their historicity, based
in part on a prior belief in the authority of Scripture, much
material in the Gospels, even allowing for hyperbole, patently
borders on the fantastic.

Even conceding the fact that the Gospel titles were not added
until the second century, they are still representative of a genre
of literature characteristic of the Second Temple Period and
the Hellenistic world generally, called pseudepigrapha -
meaning books written under a false pen-name - and do not
represent the genuine reports of a man called Matthew, a man
called Mark and a man called Luke - John aside - whoever
these men might have been. For his part, Luke admits from the
start he is working from sources (1:1-4), but here there still are



questions about whether it is Luke or someone else doing the
final redacting. These questions are too complex to be explored
here, but they do not affect the nature of the conclusions we
shall arrive at in this book.

Where the Book of Acts is concerned, the authorship by
Luke is again taken as a given. Where Acts switches to the
first-person-plural narrative of the ‘We Document’, it may be
conceded that it is probably based on the genuine travel
notebooks or diary of a traveling companion of Paul named

Luke.'® Here, as implied, we probably do have a genuine
historical core, and fantastic raconteuring really does recede in
favour of more matter-of-fact reportage and straightforward
narrative. But what are we to make of much of what comes
before in the first sixteen chapters of Acts, romantic legend and
fantastic story-telling of the clearest sort?

The same considerations no doubt hold true, though in
nothing like as clear a manner, for the records redacted under
the names of Matthew, Mark and John as well. In fact, we will be
able to show the kernels of real historical events beneath the
surface of what can only, on occasion, be described as
mythologization. Much information in the Gospels has been
assimilated from other sources, including information, as we
shall argue, about James, but also material from Josephus, Old
Testament stories about heroes and prophets, and even
episodes from the life of Paul.

It has even been suggested that if the Gospels did not
present Jesus as the marvellous character they do, they would
not be authentic, that is, it is just these fantastic aspects of the
narrative that mark them as the authentic Hellenistic
documents they are, though perhaps not authentic for the
modern reader. Occasionally, one may come upon the



authentic remains of historical truth, but, in general, where
Gospel traditions are concerned, it is rather like the saying of
Jesus reported in Pseudoclementine tradition, ‘be like good

money-changers, able to tell false coin from true’ 11

Luke, of course, is a Greek, an admitted foreigner, but
something that cannot help but strike the modern observer is
the general flavour of Hellenistic anti-Semitism in the Gospels,
in particular, when associated with the name of ostensibly
Jewish witnesses such as Matthew, Mark and John. It is
perhaps this attitude more than any other single characteristic
that marks them as having been composed by non-Jews or
makes it highly unlikely that in their present form they could
have been redacted in a Jewish framework or been written by
originally Jewish authors. They definitely reflect a Greco-
Roman or Gentile background and mentality, despite the
attempts by some to argue otherwise.

But what might strike the reader as more surprising still, the
anti-Semitism of Gentile or Pauline Christianity is directed as
much or even more towards the Jewish Apostles or the
Jerusalem Church, particularly James, as it is towards Jews
outside it. Paul is not so much concerned with Jews outside the
Church, who are for him largely an irrelevant nuisance.
Because Acts is largely retrospective and Paulinized, it has a
different point of view, fobbing off or smoothing over these
acrimonious exchanges within the Church. Actually, Paul's
teacher, reputed to have been the Pharisee rabbi Gamaliel,
who was descended from the Hillel mentioned earlier, is spoken
of quite congenially in Acts. It is against his Jewish opponents
within the Church that Paul directs his bitterest attacks, most
notably against those he calls ‘some from James’ or James’
Jerusalem Church colleagues (Gal. 2: 12).



It should be categorically stated, as noted in the Introduction,
that a Jewish document can be sectarian, that is, anti-Pharisee
or even anti-Sadducee, as the Dead Sea Scrolls most certainly
are and the Gospels at their most authentic sometimes are, but
it cannot be anti-Semitic. This would be a contradiction in terms.
It is possible to oppose persons of a different party or
sectarian  persuasion, nationalist or anti-nationalist,
cosmopolitan or xenophobic, as Josephus does; but one
cannot be against one’s self - except abnormally. Paul
sometimes exhibits this baffling characteristic, but, as we shall
show, Paul is perhaps not really Jewish in the manner he thinks
or advertises himself to be.

In Gospel criticism, therefore, we must set aside all such
materials as incorporating a retrospective view of history and
the anti-Semitism of Pauline or Overseas Christianity. These
will include a large portion of the most familiar and beloved
passages in the Bible, as, for instance, most of the parables,
which, despite their parabolic thrust, are rarely very hard to

decipher in this regard.2 They would also include the most oft-
quoted and highly prized sayings of Jesus, many now
commonplaces of Western historical parlance.

All of these are almost always directed against the people of
Palestine, and are, therefore, anti-dJewish and pro the Pauline
Gentile Mission - for instance: ‘the First shall be last and the

Last shall be first' 13 ‘a Prophet is never accepted in his own
land and in his own house’ 14 ‘who are my brothers and mother

to me?’ 12 ‘Woe unto you Choraizin and Bethseida, had the
miracles that were done here been done in Tyre and Sidon,
they would have converted long ago and put on sackcloth and

ashes’ 18 sayings on behalf of ‘publicans’ (tax collectors),



‘prostitutes’, ‘Sinners’ (often a leitmotif for Gentiles), 2 ‘wine-

bibbers’, the good Samaritan’, ‘these Little Ones’, ‘the one lost

sheep’ X ‘gluttons’ (people who do not keep dietary
regulations), ‘the Phoenician woman’, etc. - all more or less
connected to the priority of the Gentile Mission, the admission
of Gentiles into the early Church, and related matters.

At this point, perhaps, another favourite shibboleth of
latterday scholarship will have to be jettisoned, that of the
‘Judaization’ of early Christianity, which is the point of view
propagated by Acts too (15: 5). In line with its polemic, for Acts
and modern scholarship thereafter, the original doctrines of
Jesus and the Apostles, who supported Gentiles and the
Gentile Mission, have been undermined by the ‘Jamesian’
Jerusalem Church. This is an absurdity, and it must be stated
categorically: there never was a ‘Judaization’ of early
Christianity, only a progressively more rapid Gentilization.

This gathered momentum with the elimination of the
Jerusalem centre by the hand of Roman power after the
Uprising of 66-70 CE. Only when principles of this kind are
properly grasped and many favourite platitudes and historical
clichés jettisoned, will it be possible to make any progress
towards a resolution of the quest for the Historical Jesus.

To make an honest attempt to get at the truth of this period,
therefore, one must be willing to part with the popular idea of the
Gospels, for instance, as ‘eye-witness’ accounts. The only
‘eye-witness’ we have in this sorry spectacle - apart from the
Dead Sea Scrolls - is Josephus himself, and we have already
covered his flaws. This is not to say, however, that one must
part with one’s faith. The Gospel portrait is sacred history, and
as such recommends itself, in particular, to one’s faith, if not
necessarily to one’s sense of historical accuracy.



There is a difference between sacred history and historical
truth, whatever the cultural heritage. It is the same for the Old
Testament as for the New, and for other religious legacies as
well - Greek mythology, Hinduism, aboriginal religion. One is
dealing in sacred history with what a given church or religious
persuasion thinks happened to itself, not what necessarily or
actually did happen. In this kind of history, events are often
represented retrospectively and entwined with the dominant
religious point of view of the time or the theology of the party
that sets them into writing. One must be able to divorce one’s
faith, on the one hand, from one’s critical faculties and
historical judgement on the other - this is true for all religious
groups, Jews as well as Christians. Otherwise, one will be
unable to make any real progress on the road to discovering
the historical reality behind the period before us.

Josephus’ Testimonies to James and
Other Early Christian Leaders

It is through the person of James, who is mentioned in a
straightforward manner by his younger contemporary
Josephus, that we have the most compelling testimony to the
existence of his brother Jesus, whether one takes the name
‘Jesus’ symbolically or literally.’® Some consider even the
reference to James found in the Twentieth Book of Josephus’
Antiquities interpolated; but, aside from the fact that little could
be gained by such an insertion, the reference is convincing
enough and fits in with what we know about James ideologically



and historically from other sources.

In addition, it provides previously unknown and seemingly
reliable data about the circumstances of James’ arrest and
execution. It is consistent, too, with the pattern of other such
notices in Josephus’ Antiquities about persons not mentioned
in the Jewish War. Though it is always possible that the notice
is not complete in the form we have it - Origen, Eusebius, and
Jerome all report that they saw more - James does appear to
have been mentioned in some manner at this point by
Josephus.

Josephus also mentions a number of other extremely
interesting individuals in the Antiquities - including Jesus - who
for some reason are missing from the Jewish War. The War
was written some twenty years before the Antiquities at a time
when Josephus was still immersed in controversies relating to
the Uprising against Rome. Obviously there were materials and
individuals that he felt freer to mention in the 90S than he had in
the 70s.

The list of these omissions from the Jewish War is
interesting. Aside from Jesus and James, perhaps the most
interesting is John the Baptist. There are, as will become clear,
a number of others, perhaps not recognizable in their present
form, but who will, in our view, have their clearly discernible
counterparts in the New Testament. These will include Peter,
Simon Magus, Theudas (that is, Thaddaeus) and Ananias,
pictured in Acts as being commanded by God to go to ‘Judas’
house in Straight Street’ in Damascus to meet Paul (9:10 —
11). Other individuals connected to Paul and mentioned also in
the War are Stephen, Philip, Silas, Niger and, in our view, Paul
himself.

One early Church source even claims Theudas was a friend



of Paul.22 Aside from being mentioned overtly in Acts, he will
have his counterparts in the individual known as ‘Judas of
James’ in Luke’s Apostle lists (‘Thaddaeus’ and ‘Lebbaeus’ in
Mark and Matthew) and in Syriac traditions about the
conversion of King Abgar or Agbar.

Persons not specifically connected to Christian origins in
Palestine, but for some reason also omitted from the War,
would include Honi the Circle Drawer/Onias the Righteous,
Pollio/Hillel, and Sameas/Shammai in the first century BC and
Saddok, the associate of Judas the Galilean, in the first
century CE, not to mention Judas the Galilean’s two sons,
James and Simon, themselves - significantly mostly persons
who had something to do with subversive developments in
Palestine or their opponents. Judas the Galilean, like Theudas,
is overtly mentioned in Acts 5:36-37, and the deletion of the
mention of the crucifixion of his two sons - ‘James and Simon’
in Josephus - will account for the anachronism that develops in
that narrative as it presently stands regarding Judas and
Theudas.

Josephus’ reference to John the Baptist is perhaps the most
complete and provides valuable new data that helps place John
in a real historical framework, as opposed to the quasi-
mythological one encountered in the Gospels. One of the things
the notice clears up is the year of John’s death, approximately
35-36 CE, which is, of course, totally at odds with how this is

presented in the Gospels.21

Other aspects of John’s career, which are clarified, are the
nature of his doctrine of baptism and the twin doctrines of
Righteousness and Piety (in Hebrew Zedek and Hesed), as
the essence of his teaching. As Josephus explains it, these are
‘Righteousness towards one’s fellow man and Piety towards



God’ - what we shall henceforth refer to as ‘the Righteousness/
Piety dichotomy’. For him, John’s baptism was in the Jewish
manner an immersion for purification of the body only,
efficacious only in so far as the soul had already been purified
beforehand by the practice of Righteousness. This is a very
important distinction, which will be totally in accord with how
these matters are presented in Qumran documents.

Josephus also clarifies the reason for John’s execution, as
opposed to the more mythologized one encountered in the
Gospels. Mark 6:20 even has Herod taking John for a
‘Righteous Man’ (that is, ‘a Zaddik’)! Herod, that is, Herod
Antipas (4 BC-39 CE), as distinct from his father Herod the
‘Great’ (Herod the Terrible would be more appropriate), feared
the influence John had over the Jewish mob, which, according
to Josephus, was prepared to do anything John might suggest,
a further indication of the popularity of these opposition
leaders. Herod, consequently, feared that John would lead an
uprising and decided to have him executed, lest later he would
have cause to regret not having done so. This execution, as in
the case of Jesus, James and quite a few of these Messianic
or ‘opposition’ leaders - for instance James and Simon, the two
sons of Judas the Galilean - was a preventative one.

This is the demythologized John. The story of John we are
more familiar with is, of course, the more romanticized one: the
henpecked Herod deferring at his birthday celebration to the
tantalizing dance of Herodias’ daughter Salome (she is not
named in the Gospels; we need Josephus for this), John's
head on a plate, Herod being loath to execute John - all these
the artistic embellishments of literary enhancement or creative
writing, not to mention a certain amount of dissimulation.

What is the reason for all these omissions in the Jewish War



and their emendation in the Antiquities? It probably has to do
with Josephus’ own greater sense of personal security, if not
some greater knowledge on his part. Of course, something may
have happened to him in the 90s to interrupt this, as we have
no way of knowing whether he suddenly went silent due to
natural causes or for some other reason. Our other sources
for this period, including the Roman historians Tacitus and
Suetonius in the next generation, themselves sometimes
dependent on Josephus, provide no information about his
demise.

In the years following the Uprising, Josephus had to be
concerned with people who wished to impugn his role in recent
events, and he evinces just such a fear of powerful external
critics in his autobiographical sketch the Vita, appended to the
Antiquities. Here, for the first time, he answers the accusations
of another historian who survived the war, Justus of Tiberius,
impugning his loyalty to Rome. His highly suspect role in the
events of the preceding years, particularly in Galilee, would
have left him open to such charges, if not those of outright
insurrection or subversion. His reticence about what to reveal
and what not in the years following the Uprising, therefore, is
not surprising. In particular he seems to have been careful
about a good many characters with subversive or religious
tendencies important for sectarian history in Palestine like
James.

By the 90s and the writing of the Antiquities Josephus felt
increasingly secure, and accordingly all these new characters
pepper his narrative. So secure did he feel that in the Vifa he
even gives details of his personal and family life. But why
shouldn't he? He had been adopted into the Roman imperial
family itself. He had been an aide to Vespasian’s son Titus,



whom Vespasian had left behind to prosecute the war when he
went to Rome to assume the emperorship. Josephus was not
only an intelligence officer and an interrogator of prisoners, a
position he exploited to good advantage, but he occupied a very
intimate role among Titus’ inner circle of advisers, which
included not a few other turncoat Jews.

One, Tiberius Alexander, also mentioned in Acts 4:6 and
Procurator in Palestine from 46 to 48 CE, was the son of the
Alabarch of Alexandria and the nephew of the Hellenistic
Jewish philosopher Philo. The Alabarch of Alexandria was the
officially designated Roman leader of the Jewish community
there. Tiberius Alexander, who can be considered the
consumate imperial Roman bureaucrat and politician, had
graduated through several government roles. When Vespasian
went to Rome, Tiberius was left behind as Titus’ commanding
general for the siege of Jerusalem and perhaps to make sure
Titus didn’t make too much of a mess of things. Josephus, who
knew him, refers to him in the Antiquities, somewhat
uncharacteristically, as a backslider and convert to Roman
paganism.22

Another was the Herodian princess Bernice, who, before her
marriage to her uncle Herod of Chalcis (44-49), had been
Tiberius Alexander’s sister-in-law. Now she was Titus Caesar’s
Cleopatra-style mistress. She also appears in the Book of Acts
conversing congenially with Paul, who obviously knew her too
(24:23-25:32). Josephus certainly knew her as well. Not only
does he tell us that she was the Richest woman in Palestine -
possibly one of the reasons Titus was so keen on her - and of
her rumoured incest with her brother Agrippa Il, who also
appears in the portrait in Acts, but how she later intervened with

her brother to save Josephus’ critic, Justus of Tiberius.23 This



was the circle of people around Titus, of which Josephus
inevitably became a part. In fact, he remarks in the Vita that in
the writing of the Antiquities he had access to Agrippa II's
private files. This in itself can explain some of the new
additions.

In the Introduction to the War, Josephus claims that the
version generally available to the modern reader, the Greek
version, was based on an earlier one he wrote either in Hebrew
or in Aramaic for circulation in the East among his co-
religionists there, to explain what really happened in Palestine -
presumably to discourage them from becoming involved in
similar enterprises. By ‘East’ at this time should be understood
Northern Syria, Edessa or the area around Haran - Abraham’s
homeland - the area overlapping all of these and loosely
referred to as Arabia and, most importantly, the Kingdom of
Adiabene between Northern Mesopotamia and Persia, the
royal family of which not only supported the Uprising against

Rome, but participated in it on the Jewish side.24

Josephus is so obsequious where the Roman imperial family
and the exploits of his patron Titus are concerned, that it is
difficult to take anything he says with regard to them with
certainty. This in itself was something of the service he
rendered these imperial patrons, but there was more. There
have been claims that something of what Josephus said in his
original version of the Jewish War survived in the manuscript

now known as the Slavonic Josephus.22 It is not possible to
verify this one way or the other. There were also manuscripts
of Josephus that survived into Arabic. Origen, the third-century
Church theologian, and Eusebius, his successor in Caesarea
in the next century, both claim to have seen a copy of Josephus
different from the one we presently possess. This copy



included a passage ascribing the fall of Jerusalem to the death
of James not to the death of Jesus - a significant addition.

This passage does not exist in the notice about James in the
Antiquities available to us at the present time and there really is
no place it could reasonably have been inserted in that
document, except for the 62 CE notice of the circumstances
surrounding James’ death. But Eusebius, after alluding to the
additional material, goes on to give verbatim the version of the
death of James in the Antiquities as we presently have it, so for
him obviously there were two separate notices relating to the
death of James in the works of Josephus that he was familiar
with.

This leaves the version of the Jewish War which Origen,
Eusebius and possibly Jerome must have seen in the library at
Caesarea. Origen was outraged by what he saw and hastened
to correct Josephus’ version of the facts, insisting that he
should have said Jerusalem fell on account of the death of
Jesus. This in itself would probably explain the ultimate
disappearance of this passage from all extant versions of
Josephus’ works - even the Arabic Yusufus.

If the passage connecting James’ death to the fall of
Jerusalem did appear in the version of the War available in the
East, it is more or less possible to identify just where it might
have occurred. It would have had to come either where
Josephus discusses the death of the man responsible along
with Agrippa Il for the death of James, the High Priest Ananus,
or at the end of the War with the portents connected with the
destruction of the Temple, including the Star Prophecy and

Jesus ben Ananias’ mournful dirge.28
In any event, the material about James along with the



material about John the Baptist are good examples of the kinds
of additions one finds in the Antiquities that do not appear in the
War. This clear and probably unenhanced reference to James
is, as we have seen, also perhaps the clearest evidence we
have of the existence of a Jesus. The equation is simple: if
James existed - which he undeniably did - then Jesus existed
as well.

The Testimony to Jesus

Everything in Josephus’ life and works points to the fact that he
was well acquainted with the movement that, for lack of a better
terminology, the world now calls ‘Christian’. In Palestine, we are
probably on safer ground if we refer to it as the ‘Messianic’

oneZL Nor is it possible that there were two competing
Messianisms in Palestine, but rather probably only one, the one
reflected in the literature we now call the Dead Sea Scrolls.

It is also hard to escape the impression from the manner in
which Josephus describes James in the extant notice as ‘the
brother of Jesus who was called the Christ’ that he had referred
to Jesus previously. There is such a passage about Jesus in
the Antiquities. However, it is so orthodox that many have
rejected it as an interpolation. For instance, aside from
attesting to his ‘wonderful works’, Josephus is made to assert
that ‘he appeared to them alive again after three days’ and ‘he
was the Christ’, which on the surface would make Josephus a
believing Christian. This is not to say that at this point Josephus
did not mention Jesus, only that the extant notice was not what



he originally wrote.28

But the context of the present reference is peculiar indeed.
From the time of the Census under Cyrenius in 6-7 CE to
Pontius Pilate’s Procuratorship - date uncertain, but Josephus
gives it as 26 CE - Josephus’ data thins considerably, probably
because he did not have sources to cover this period. Directly
following the notice in the Antiquities about Jesus, however,
Josephus goes into a long excursus about Temple prostitution
and someone who seduces an aristocratic lady by
impersonating a god - the ‘Mundus and Paulina’ story. Before
returning to the ostensible subject of his narrative at this point,
Pontius Pilate’s administration in Palestine, he goes on to tell
another equally scurrilous, but related, story about how a
Jewish teacher, whom he declines to name, together with three
others - one should note the emphasis on the three here -
converts another woman from the Roman aristocracy, Fulvia,

to Judaism.22

This teacher had been exiled from Palestine on a charge of
‘breaking the Law'. On the pretext of getting money to send as
gifts to the Temple in Jerusalem, this teacher and his three
companions defraud Fulvia. The overtones of this story for
events in Palestine relating to Pauline fund-raising and other
parallel activities cannot be missed. Fulvia’s husband turns out
to be a friend of the Emperor Tiberius (14-37 CE), who, upon
hearing the story, exiles all the Jews from Rome.

But Tacitus, who agrees that Tiberius expelled the Jews from
Rome because of these kinds of pernicious superstitions,
places these events precisely in 19 CE - the year of Jesus’
purported crucifixion according to the allegedly spurious Acti
Pilati, which Eusebius fulminates against so effusively in his



Ecclesiastical History32 These ‘acts’, which of course have
now been lost, seem to have appeared in the fourth century and
claimed to be based on the newly opened Roman chancellery
records regarding the administration of Pontius Pilate. They
have since been replaced by more orthodox writings in Pilate’s
name. Eusebius, of course, considers them forgeries, but, if
authentic, they not only suggest an earlier date for the
crucifixion of Jesus, but also that Pontius Pilate perhaps came
to Palestine a decade earlier than is normally reckoned.

These incongrous episodes in Josephus about the seduction
and defrauding of Roman aristocratic women occur at just the
place he is supposed to be discussing Pontius Pilate’s
administration in Palestine and where he should be telling us
more about Jesus, if he did mention him. As we just saw,
Tacitus places this in 19 CE. The ‘Mundus and Paulina’
episode ends with a banishment from Rome - in this case,
Mundus’. The latter, whoever he was, imitates the Egyptian god
Anubis in order to seduce Paulina, a married lady, in the
Temple of Isis, thereby scandalizing all of Rome.

For some this could represent a subtle, if malevolent,
burlesque of Christian infancy narratives. The Fulvia episode
has to do with fund-raising activities overseas on the part of a
teacher, ‘condemned for Law-breaking’ in Palestine, and ‘three’
of his associates. That Josephus does not mention Jesus
again, except when speaking about James, does not mean that
there was not more to his original reference than we presently
have. There probably was, but given Josephus’ character and
his obsequiousness to Rome, this material would have
disappeared in favour of this more comedic version.

Not only does the date of the ‘Mundus and Paulina’ episode
in Tacitus, like the date of the death of John the Baptist in



Josephus, cause problems where New Testament

chronologies are concerned,2! it overlaps later information in
Suetonius about how during the reign of Claudius (41 — 54 CE)
the Jews were banished from Rome for making propaganda on

behalf of one ‘Chrestus’.32 Not only is this interesting where the
matter of these several overlapping banishments is concerned,
it is interesting because, firstly, ‘Chrestus’ is obviously
supposed to be an approximation of ‘Christ’ and, secondly, for
political purposes, at least in the period before the fall of the
Temple, it shows that the Romans did not distinguish in any way
between what we presently call Christians and Jews. For the
Romans they were the same, particularly those carrying the
incendiary bacillus of Jewish Messianic and apocalyptic

propaganda.23

The ‘Star Prophecy’

Overtly anyhow, Josephus considers himself a Pharisee and,
where Roman power was at issue, the behaviour of two other,
self-professed Pharisees in this period, Paul the founder of
Pauline Christianity and R. Yohanan ben Zacchai, the founder
of Rabbinic Judaism, parallel his. Nor do the constraints under
which he operated differ very much from theirs, especially when
he tells those stories about popular Messianic leaders who had
been crucified by Roman administrators. Crucifixion was the
exemplary Roman punishment for revolutionary or subversive
behaviour. One of the first references to it comes in the wake
of the Spartacus Uprising in the first half of the first century BC.



These slave-class revolutionaries were crucified along the road
from Naples to Rome in such numbers that there was little room
for all the crosses.

Josephus’ general view of the ‘religious frauds’ or ‘magicians’
he refers to in this period was that their influence over the
people was more pernicious even than that of the ‘robbers and
assassins’, and more dangerous. This was primarily because,
as he puts it, they were scheming to bring about both religious
reform and change in government, that is, they had a dual

religious and political programme.34 Therefore, by necessity if
not inclination - in Josephus the two are often identical - the
presentation of such ‘impostors’ or ‘deceivers’ was fashioned
in an extremely negative manner, at least in versions of his
work prepared for Roman circulation. As the censorship
powers of the Church became absolute after Constantine,
negative presentations of early Christian leaders, where
recognizable - not as, for instance, in the Mundus and Paulina
episode - undoubtedly would have been replaced by more
sympathetic testimonies or deleted altogether.

A similar conundrum bedevils Josephus’ presentation of
responsibility for the fall of the Temple. There can be little doubt
that the Temple in Jerusalem was destroyed — as was a lesser
facsimile of it in Egypt afterwards - by an express Roman
political decision, yet Josephus portrays the Jews as burning
their own Temple down around themselves. The Romans, no
doubt, perceived the Temple as being the seat of the pestilent
Messianic Movement, which, Christian refurbishments
notwithstanding, it was.

The description of these events would have come in the
famous, lost Fifth Book of Tacitus’ Histories, or possibly the
missing portions of the Annals, but Sulpicius Severus in the fifth



century provides an account that was probably based on it.32
He portrays the Roman war council on the eve of the final
assault on the Temple, where the definitive decision was taken
by Titus’ staff to destroy it, no doubt with the enthusiastic
support of individuals such as Bernice, Philo’s nephew Tiberius
Alexander, and Josephus himself. Another Roman historian,
Dio Cassius, notes the Roman amazement at the Jews who in

despair threw themselves into the flames .36

For his part, Josephus is anxious to portray the Jews as
burning down their own Temple and Titus as doing everything
he can to quench the flames. In this manner he rescues Titus
from the charge of impiety or Temple desecration, so important
to a people as superstitious as the Romans. It is easy to
recognize in Josephus’ presentation of Titus the presentation
of the behaviour of Pontius Pilate and Herod towards
Messianic leaders such as Jesus and John the Baptist in the
Gospels - not surprisingly, since all these documents were
produced by similar mindsets under similar constraints.

Though on the basis of the corpus in its extant form, since he
testifies that Jesus ‘was the Christ, Josephus must be
considered a Christian; elsewhere, as we have seen, Josephus
informs us in no uncertain terms that he considers Vespasian
to have been the one called from Palestine at this time to rule
the world. Josephus’ perversion of the ‘World Ruler’ Prophecy
is comparable in its cynicism to the Hellenistic reformulation of
it in the Gospels. Rabbinic literature is equally cynical in its
presentation of R. Yohanan ben Zacchai, the founder of
Rabbinic Judaism, as making the same opportunistic
interpretation of this prophecy and applying it to Vespasian,
presumably to save his skin.

This is the kind of chicanery and sleight of hand typical of this



period. Josephus might have been a secret Christian,
depending on one’s definition of ‘Christian’ in Palestine - if one
wants him, one is welcome to him - but not on the basis of his
description of Jesus. On this basis, so was Pontius Pilate and,
indeed, apocryphal Gospels asserting this duly appeared in
early Christian centuries. These absurdities have gone so far
that there were even Josephinist cults in the Middle Ages and,
as noted, the Josephus corpus accompanied the Greek
Orthodox canon.

In England his first translators, like Wiliam Whiston in Isaac
Newton’s time - whose works are still pirated today - were
convinced they were dealing with a Christian. History can attest
to few more cynical people who have portrayed themselves so
frankly. Indeed, besides the wealth of historical data he
presents us, if he has a virtue, this is it. He is honest to a fault
concerning his own shortcomings and flaws. In fact, he does
not even seem to recognize them as flaws at all.



5

Early Church Sources and the Dead Sea
Scrolls

Extra-biblical Sources Relating to James

The existence of James the brother of Jesus is not only
confirmed in the Pauline Corpus, the Book of Acts, and by
Josephus, it is also echoed in the Gospels, though downplayed.
It is further enlarged upon in the literature of the early Church.
The principal sources are Eusebius of Caesarea at the
beginning of the fourth century (c. 260-340) and Epiphanius of
Salamis at the end of it (367-404), both from Palestine. Their
testimonies about James overlap, but with interesting
differences and emendations.

There is also a further, though much shorter, notice in
Jerome’s Praise of lllustrious Men. Jerome (347-420), whose
principal work was also conducted in Palestine, most notably
Bethlehem, was famous for his biblical scholarship, the basis of
the Latin Vulgate Bible of today. His testimony again overlaps
with both Eusebius and Epiphanius, the latter his less long-lived
contemporary and, it seems, a Jewish convert to Christianity.
While Eusebius and Epiphanius are more extensive, Jerome
focuses on several aspects of the tradition that are extremely
important for our understanding of James.



Actually, the greater part of these sources and testimonies is
based on two earlier writers from the second century, both now
lost. The first, Hegesippus (c. 90-180) was a second-century
churchman, also from Palestine; the second, Clement of
Alexandria (c. 150 — 215) was Origen’s predecessor and
teacher in Egypt. Their testimony, while not always in
agreement, overlaps substantially, though Hegesippus’ is more
extensive. Eusebius is straightforward about his dependence
on both and presents large sections from them, particularly
Hegesippus, which he clearly denotes as their work. Without
his verbatim quotations, we would be without these two all-
important testimonies.

Hegesippus is by far the more substantial. He flourished
within a century of James and, if not an actual convert, seems
to have been a ‘Jewish Christian’, whatever may be meant by
this term in this time. As a young man he would have known
persons whose memory spanned the time frame involved or
who would have known people with personal knowledge of the
events and individuals in question. His testimony, therefore, is
to be highly prized, but it is regrettable that none of his works
has survived, except these excerpts in Eusebius.

Regardless of the effect of Eusebius’ extensive
appropriations on the survival of Hegesippus in the original, the
modern reader must be grateful that his quotations are as
meticulous as they are. It is, however, a most curious
phenomenon that so many of the individuals Eusebius quotes
with regard to information crucial for our understanding of early
Christianity in Palestine have not come down to us in the
original. One can only hope that Eusebius has excerpted the
most significant passages.

Though some works of Clement of Alexandria have survived,



the materials about James used by Eusebius and Epiphanius
did not. Nor have any materials about James from Clement,
additional to those quoted in Eusebius, survived. The reader
should keep in mind that there are two Clements in early
Church history. The first one in Rome, in whose name the
Pseudoclementines have been redacted, was one of the
earliest Popes at the end of the first century (c. 30-97). He
seems to have been a member of the Roman patrician class
and, like Mark, a travelling companion of Peter, at least this is
what the various apocryphal stories redacted under his name

suggestt

It should be appreciated that the reason Mark’s name came
to be appended to the second Gospel is because he was
considered to have been Peter’s secretary, regardless of
whether we can speak in any firm way of the historical Peter or

even Mark.2 Clement, Peter's Roman successor, may have
played a similar role. In any event, not only is he designated as
the first or second ‘Pope’ in Rome after Peter, a lively travel
literature developed in his name, associated with the process
of his conversion, known latterly as the Pseudoclementines,
though it is no more ‘pseudo’ than any other literature we have

to do with in this period of similar genre. 3

What is important is that we are speaking here of literature,
in this case, Hellenistic romance of a familiar genre, that of
‘Recognitions’ - therefore the name of one third-fourth century
version of this Hellenistic novel that has come down to us, the
Recognitions of Clement. Because this is a novel or Hellenistic
romance does not mean that it is entirely devoid of historical
fact. The second manuscript cluster that has come down to us
is called the Homilies of Clement. This in large measure
overlaps the first.



The ‘Jewish Christian’ or Ebionite tendencies of both
clusters, now generally called the ‘Pseudoclementines’, have
often been remarked. The only real difference between them is
that the attack on James by Paul in the First Book of the
Recognitions and the surrounding historical material there at
some point seem to have been deleted from the Homilies,
presenting a more sanitized version. Therefore, the
Recognitions, in particular, provides important new information
for our consideration of James, not so much doctrinally, but
historically (the doctrines found in the Pseudoclementines are
thought to represent those of a slightly later period and may or
may not contain residues of the original James, but the
historical events do).

The Clement on whose work some of the statements about
James found in Eusebius and Epiphanius are based, however,
is not this Clement, but a second-century Alexandrian
theologian by the same name. Though he was a younger
contemporary of Hegesippus, the testimony he provides is
neither as extensive nor as useful as Hegesippus’ impressive
legacy. From what has survived, it can be concluded that he
had information about James’ role as successor to Jesus and
the circumstances of his death.

But garbling of materials, either purposefully or otherwise,
and mythologization have already begun to take place, even
more than in Hegesippus’ case, though he is only a little more
than a century away from the events in question. Conflation -
that is, combining or compressing one or more separate
traditions into a single, often inaccurate, composite rendition -
has also begun to occur. Still, Clement of Alexandria is a useful
link in the process of transmission and another firm testimony
to James’ importance in first-century Palestine and other areas



in the East heir to traditions relating to him. Nor does Clement
evince any embarrassment over James’ ‘brother’ relationship
with Jesus.

As to Hegesippus, who he was and what the extent of his
writings were, are shrouded in mystery. Were it not again for
Eusebius, who like him came from Palestine, we would probably
know nothing about his work, nor heard of him. Another curious
work called ‘Egesippus’, supposedly attributed to Hegesippus,
has come down to us through Latin, but this does not appear to
be the work of Hegesippus at all, but rather a further epitome of
Josephus and perhaps part of another lost work - this time by
the Platonist Jewish philosopher, Philo of Alexandria.

An older contemporary of James, Philo (c. 30 BC-45 CE)
was an extremely important personality in the first century and
does exhibit tendencies later amalgamated into Christianity -
particularly of the Pauline genre. Both he and Josephus made
trips to Rome to make appeals concerning events in Palestine
and what were perceived as miscarriages of justice there. Paul
is also on record in Acts (not always the most reliable witness)
as making a similar journey, though his mission from Acts’
perspective is rather to report a miscarriage of justice with
regard to himself. Paul and Josephus made missions,
ostensibly to Nero, between 59 and 64 CE. Philo made one to
Nero’s predecessor Caligula earlier around 40-41.

Like the Fifth Book of Tacitus’ Histories, the second part of
Philo’s Mission to Gaius is missing. Just as some notes from
Tacitus may have been preserved by Sulpicius Severus, some
of Philo may have come down through the ‘Egesippus’. What is
missing in the second part of Philo’s Mission to Gaius
presumably would have given us more intimate material about
Gaius Caligula’s dealings with the anti-Jewish party in



Alexandria, who also sent a legation to Gaius to counter Philo
and presumably to support Pontius Pilate’s activities in
Palestine. It would very likely have told us a good deal more
about Pontius Pilate as well, not least of which being the events
surrounding the crucifixion of Jesus.

Even from the part of Philo’s work that has survived a picture
emerges of Pontius Pilate completely at odds with that in the
Gospels. Philo went to Rome to attempt to dissuade Caligula
from his design to have a statue of himself erected in the
Temple in Jerusalem, a design, it would seem, encouraged by
the Alexandrian anti-dewish party. In the process, he also
provided additional testimony to Pontius Pilate’s bloodthirsty
repressions and harsh penalties in Palestine more or less in
line with the gist of Josephus’ accounts, such as they are.

There are also lacunae in Josephus’ materials about Pontius
Pilate as we have seen. One thing is certain, Pontius Pilate was
not the gentle individual later generations took for a Christian or

even of Gospel portrait.* Rather he was cruelly repressive, not
hesitating to shed innocent blood at the slightest provocation. In
fact, it appears to have been largely as a result of the protests
of individuals as influential as Philo that he was removed from
Palestine and returned to Rome in disgrace.

There are also important materials that can be used in a
study of James from two other early Church writers from the
second century, Papias (¢. 60 — 135) and Justin Martyr (c.
100-165). Justin Martyr does not mention James specifically,
but the data he records are extremely helpful as regards the
substance of what early notions of Christianity might have
been, particularly the Righteousness/Piety dichotomy, which he

considers the essence of Christianity.2 He also provides
interesting materials about what might have constituted



Scripture in those days. Certainly he was not in possession of

the various, differentiated Gospels we have today.6 Where
Paul is concerned, though both come from Asia Minor, Justin
doesn’t mention him at all, but seems rather studiously to avoid
him. If this is an indication of some second-century doctrinal
rift, it is interesting information indeed.

Even more interesting for our purposes is Papias, whose
works have survived only in fragments. Eusebius knows of
Papias’ works and once again here and there gives excerpts
from these. However, there are some fragments purporting to
come from Papias which came to light in the last century.Z If
authentic, these are of the utmost importance for studying the
family of Jesus, particularly the relationship of Jesus’ uncle
Cleophas to Mary, and by extension, the relationship of
Simeon, Cleophas’ son, to Jesus and James. Even if only a
later epitome, the information they provide is very penetrating.
As these relationships are clarified, so too can the existence of
a fourth, rather ephemeral brother of Jesus, which tradition
insists on calling Joseph again or ‘Joses’.

Apocryphal Gospels, Apocalypses, Acts,
and Anti-Acts

In these kinds of documents, too, we have important sources
for the life, teaching, and person of James. In the Gospels —
primarily the Synoptics - we have the testimony to and the
enumeration of the brothers of Jesus, however downplayed

these may be.2 No embarrassment is evinced about the fact of



these brothers. Nor is there any indication that they may be
half-brothers, brothers by a different mother, or any other such
designation aimed at reducing their importance and minimizing
their relationship to Jesus.

In these reports Jesus’ mother and brothers come to him to
talk to or question him. They are four in number, James, Simon,
Jude, and Joses. One or more sisters are also mentioned —
one specifically named Salome (Mark 15:40). Other than some
sayings that imply a disparaging attitude towards those close to
Jesus and his immediate family and additional material in
Apostle lists, there is little else in the Gospels relating to them.
This attitude of disparagement directed against what can only
be called ‘the Jewish Apostles’ - in effect comprising the
nucleus of what is called ‘the Jerusalem Church’ - is a
retrospective one and part of the anti-family and anti-Jewish
polemic of Pauline or Overseas Christianity, not a historical
one.

The fact of these brothers - particularly James, but others as
well — also emerges in what are referred to as Apocryphal
Gospels, those works in the gospel genre which for one reason
or another did not get into the canon that finally emerged in
Christianity after Constantine. Principal among these are
gospels that are known only through secondhand accounts
from Church Fathers, notably Origen, Eusebius, Epiphanius,
and Jerome. These include, in particular, the Gospel of the
Hebrews, the Gospel of the Nazoraeans, and the Gospel of the
Ebionites. None of these gospels, which were all said to have
been based on the Gospel of Matthew, has survived, nor is it
clear that they were ever really separate gospels at all and not
simply variations of each other. They do, however, exist in an
independent manner in reports about them, and there are



actually quotations from them extant from those claiming to
have seen them. In several of these notices, James plays a
significant role, particularly in post-resurrection appearances of
Jesus.

In addition, James plays an important and prominent role in
the Gnostic Gospel of Thomas, recently discovered at Nag
Hammadi. Unlike most other gospels, the Gospel of Thomas
abjures narrative in favour simply of presenting a list of sayings,
all ascribed to Jesus. There are also other materials from Nag
Hammadi, which further reinforce the importance James was
accorded in the early centuries of Christianity, particularly in the
East. There can be no doubt that this is the James of this book
and that he was viewed in the manner almost of a Supernatural
Redeemer figure superseded in importance only by Jesus
himself. This is both curious and interesting, and once again
confirms that James’ role in the East was one of over-arching
importance. It will be the view of this book that this status was
only a little exaggerated beyond his true role in the Palestine of
his day. Among these documents from Nag Hammadi
presenting James as being of such commanding stature are
the two apocalypses ascribed to or written in his name, now
known as the First and Second Apocalypses of James.

Additionally, among known Apocryphal Gospels that feature
the name of James, is the largely fictional Protevangelium of
James, which claims to be an account of the infancy of Jesus,
told from the point of view of James his closest living relative.
Regardless of the credibility of this gospel, and in it we have the
doctrine of the Perpetual Virginity of Mary, the importance of
James is again highlighted - this time in his role of
unimpeachable witness.

Where Books of Acts are concerned, there are other lost



materials like the documents referred to by scholars as the
‘Kerygamata Petrou’, the ‘Teaching of Peter’, or another lost
work, the ‘Travels of Peter’. These are difficult to reconstruct
with any certainty, but are thought to have been incorporated in
some manner into the cluster of documents known as the
Pseudoclementines. It is difficut to overestimate the
importance of these documents for a consideration of the
person of James. Apart from doctrinal considerations, which
are important for later second-third-century groups known in the
field as ‘Jewish Christians’ or ‘Ebionites’, there are materials,
particularly in the First Book of the Recognitions, that are
important as a kind of anti-Acts. They present a picture of the
early days of the Church in Jerusalem from the point of view
not of a Luke or a Paul, but of a writer sympathetic to the views
and person of James - and with him, the whole of the
‘Jerusalem Church’ Establishment, including the Jewish
Apostles.

It can be objected that the Pseudoclementines are not history
but fiction — hence the epithet ‘pseudo’. But this is what we are
dealing with in regard to most documents from this period,
except those with outright historical intent like Josephus. On
this basis, the Pseudoclementines do not differ appreciably
from more familiar documents like the Gospels or the Book of
Acts. Particularly, the first ten or fifteen chapters of Acts are so
imaginary as to contain almost no overtly historical material that
one can entertain with any degree of certitude. The
Pseudoclementines are no more counterfeit than these. But
that is just the point - all such documents must be treated
equally, according to the same parameters. So difficult to credit
are these early chapters of Acts in their present form that many
specialists simply jettison them altogether. This is not the



position of the present writer.

In fact, using the Pseudoclementine Recognitions for control,
it is possible to make some sense out of these early and highly
mythologized chapters of the Book of Acts. Nor are the
Pseudoclementines to be regarded simply as pure fiction.
Though they are framed in the guise of Hellenistic romance, so
is Acts. That they are much longer than Acts should not present
too much of an obstacle. The point is that there is occasionally
reliable material in these accounts, particularly in the First Book
of the Recognitions.

Here one might wish to apply the doctrine of incongruity, that
is, when a fact is considered poorly documented for some
reason or flies in the face of obviously orthodox materials, this
is sometimes good grounds, not for dismissing it, but for taking
it more seriously than one might otherwise have done. The
actual physical attack by Paul on James, described in the
Recognitions, is just such a piece of astonishing material. It will
overlay lacunae and clearly counterfeit materials in the Book of
Acts — for instance, about someone called ‘Stephen’ — so well
that it will be all but impossible to discard.

The Pseudoclementines give a picture of the early Church in
Palestine at odds with the one presented in Acts, yet meshing
with it at key points. Though they have come down in several
recensions, a case can be made for their being based on the
same source as Acts - that is, the Pseudoclementines and Acts
connect in a series of recognizable common joins, but the
material is being treated differently in one narrative than in the
other. Though the Pseudoclementines are more voluminous, it
can be shown that the same source underlies both.

It matters not that the Pseudoclementines are considered by
some to be third- or fourth-century documents, nor that our



perspective is not the standard one. It is not the documents
comprising the Pseudoclementines in their present form that
matter. What matters is the source underlying them. At least
where the beginning of the Recognitions is concerned, this can
be shown to be the same as the one underlying the more
fantastic and less historical first half of the Book of Acts before
the ‘We Document’ intrudes in the second. In fact, both Acts
and the Pseudoclementines are We Documents. Moreover, the
Pseudoclementines are more faithful to the sense of this
source and a more faithful representation of it than Acts.

Nor is it important that Acts in the form we have it is a
second-century document. There is no final proof of this
proposition, and even if there were, it would not matter. The
Book of Acts, at least in the early chapters before the intrusion
of the ‘We Document’, has been extensively reworked. Some
might contend, so have the First and Second Books of the
Pseudoclementine Recognitions, though this proposition is not
proven. The point is that both are using sources. For the most
part the Pseudoclementines are concerned with confrontations
between Peter and Simon Magus in Caesarea, where both
Origen and Eusebius saw the copy of the works of Josephus
ascribing the fall of Jerusalem to the death of James and not
Jesus. Acts is also concerned with this confrontation, but
whereas it passes over it in a few sentences, the
Pseudoclementines linger over its various metamorphoses ad
nauseam.

However these things may be, the basic treatment of the
confrontation between Simon Peter and Simon Magus in
Caesarea, where the Pseudoclementines correctly locate it,
can be shown to be more historical than the patently more
fantastic presentation of it in the Book of Acts. The



Recognitions also clear up Acts’ lack of precision about Simon
Magus’ place of origin, which is identified as Gitta in Samaria.
This is also confirmed in Eusebius.9 This is just one example of
the superiority of the novelizing of the Pseudoclementines over
the novelizing of the Book of Acts, and that all references to
‘pseudo’ in these matters are relative.

Because of its confusion over this, Acts places Peter’s
confrontation with Simon Magus in Samaria instead of, as in
the Pseudoclementines, Caesarea, where it properly belongs.
When this confrontation is joined with Josephus’ picture of the
Simon ‘the Head of an Assembly’ (Ecclésia) of his own or
‘Church’ in Jerusalem in the Antiquities, who also comes to
Caesarea to inspect the living arrangements in Agrippa I's
palace there around 44 CE, then we shall be able to make
some final sense about all these overlapping and sometimes

contradictory notices. 1@

Prefaced to the second cluster of Pseudoclementine
materials, the Homilies, are two letters like those one finds in
the New Testament. However these are not primarily from Paul
as in the latter, but rather letters purporting to be from Peter to
James and Clement to James. Putting aside the question of
their authenticity for the moment and the fact that they parallel
letters in the New Testament, that they are pointedly addressed
to James as ‘Bishop of Bishops’ or ‘Archbishop’ shows that
their authors had little doubt that James was the leader of the
whole of Christianity in his time and that Apostles like Peter and
Paul were subordinate to him.

In addition, these letters contain several points of importance
for our consideration, for instance, that all overseas teachers
required letters of introduction or certification from James and
were required to send him back periodic reports of their



activities - an assertion that makes sense. This is the thrust,
too, of the ‘we’ aspect of these narratives and that of Acts,
which makes more sense because of these letters. The ‘We
Document’ is one of these reports. We would have had little
trouble deducing this in any case from reading between the
lines of Paul's shrill protests concerning his lack of such
certification in the more familiar documents that have come
down to us. But the fact of this requirement actually being
present in these apocryphal letters introducing a narrative that
has all the earmarks of an ‘anti-Acts’ is impressive. It is like
finding a missing link. Had it not been present, we would have
had to deduce it.

To sum wup: it is our position that Acts and the
Pseudoclementines are neither independent of nor dependent
on each other; but parallel accounts going back to the same
source: that is, the First and Second Books of the
Pseudoclementine Recognitions do not go back to Acts, but to
a common source both were using. That the Acts we have may
have appeared at some indeterminant amount of time before
the appearance of the Recognitions (if it did) does not alter
this. But one can go even further than this. One can insist,
however startling this may at first appear, that the Recognitions
are more faithful to this underlying source - where points
common to both are concerned - than Acts. The points of
contact between the two are clearly discernible as, for instance,
the persistent note of confrontations on the Temple Mount
culminating in an attack led by Paul on someone, but so is the
fact that Acts is changing the source on which both are based
in a consistent and clearly discernible manner. At times this
borders on what, in the jargon of today, might be called
‘disinformation’.



These confrontations on the Temple Mount would also
appear to be the subject matter of another lost work about
James, from which Epiphanius quotes several passages.
Epiphanius calls this work, which we have mentioned above, the
Anabathmoi Jacobou — the Ascents of Jacob, a title that sets
up interesting resonances with the Jewish underground
mystical tradition known as Kabbalah. This work, which appears
to relate to the discourses James gave in the Temple while
standing on the Temple steps - hence the title - also relates to
the picture in the early part of Acts of the Apostles going every
day to the Temple as a group, and there either talking to the
Jewish crowd or arguing with the Temple Authorities. This
picture is also re-presented in the Recognitions of Clement,
and some have theorized that materials from the Anabathmoi
have ended up in the Pseudoclementines.

The materials that Epiphanius does excerpt are interesting in
themselves and fill in some missing points about Paul's
biography, as seen through the eyes of his opponents not his
supporters, and place James at the centre of agitation in the
Temple in the years leading up to the Uprising. Not only will this
last assertion be shown to bear on how Temple service was
being carried out by Herodian High Priests, but also to the
rejection of gifts and sacrifices from Gentiles in the Temple by
those Josephus calls either ‘Sicarii’ or ‘Zealots’ three and a half
years after the death of James, triggering the Revolt against
Rome. Both will also be seen reflected in the Dead Sea Scrolls.

The Dead Sea Scrolls



The most controversial and debatable identifications we will
have to make in this study will concern the Dead Sea Scrolls. It
will be asked, what have these documents to do with a study of
and the person of James? The answer is simple. In the first
place, they are parallel and, in some cases, contemporary
cultural materials. Some may object that the Dead Sea Scrolls
are earlier documents. Even if this proposition were proven for
all the Scrolls found at Qumran, which it is not, the ideas
represented in much of the corpus have a familiar ring,
particulary when one gets to know those ideas and
conceptualities associated with James’ person or takes an in-
depth look at the letter associated with his name in the New
Testament. So, initially, it is certainly permissible to say that the
ideas found at Qumran flow in a fairly consistent manner into
the ideas associated with the Community led by James,
regardless of the dating of the Scrolls.

But one can go further. Let us look at the dating. This is not
secure at all. In the first place, it was based on imprecise

palaeographic assumptions and conclusions.™ Palaeography
is not an exact science for any period or place — certainly not
the period we have before us, where we have few (in fact,
almost no) contemporary exemplars of manuscripts for
comparison or control purposes to allow us to make secure,
final determinations.

No one doubts that there are older documents among the
deposit collectively now known as the Dead Sea Scrolls,
documents like Ben Sira or Ecclesiasticus from what is called
Apocrypha, numerous biblical manuscripts, versions of some of
the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Enoch, Jubilees, and
the like from what are also commonly called Pseudepigrapha -
‘False Writings’. But no one can contest the fact that there are



also newer ones, the only question being how new? It is these
that must be seen as contemporary and in many instances
containing ideas and allusions that are all but indistinguishable
from those represented by the Community led by James.
Documents of this kind are sometimes referred to as
‘sectarian’, meaning, in terms of our above discussions, non-
Pharisaic or non-Rabbinic. These at the very least must be
seen as including all the pesharim at Qumran (Hebrew plural
for pesher).

But what is a pesher? A pesher is a commentary - at
Qumran, a commentary on a well-known biblical passage,
usually from the Prophets, but also from Psalms and
sometimes even other biblical books like Genesis, Leviticus, or
Deuteronomy. The important thing is that the underlying biblical
passage being interpreted should be seen as fraught with
significance in relation to the ideology or history of the Scroll
Community. Often this takes the form of citing a biblical
passage or quotation out of context or even sometimes slightly
altered, followed by the words, ‘peshero’ or ‘pesher ha-davar ,
meaning ‘its interpretation’ or ‘the interpretation of the passage
is’. The text then proceeds to give an idiosyncratic
interpretation having to do with the history or ideology of the
group, with particular reference to contemporary events. The
process is a familiar one to those conversant with the New
Testament, particularly the Gospel of Matthew.

At Qumran these commentaries or peshers have been found
in single exemplars only and none so far in multiple copies,
which is not the case for other documents found there, biblical
or sectarian. By sectarian, we mean new, non-biblical
documents, many never seen or heard of before. The number
of these new or sectarian documents reaches well into the



hundreds. This is why the documents at Qumran are so
astonishing. They are not just a random sampling or cross-
section of the literature from this period, as some have
theorized to lessen the import of such a homogeneous
collection, but very uniform and consistent in content. Of course
there are variations having to do with the style or personality of
individual authors or period of origin, but the same doctrines
move from document to document, the same terms, the same
dramatis personae.

The point is that the literature represented by Qumran - and it
is a literature - is a wildly creative one, and different authors are
expressing themselves, sometimes in a most creative or poetic
manner. However, one will never, for instance, find a document
advocating compromise at Qumran. Nor one recommending
accommodation with the powers-that-be or foreigners or those
the writers designate in their sometimes infuriatingly obscure
code, ‘Seekers after Smooth Things’, an epithet as pejorative
today as it was then. One will never find a text denigrating the
Law, nor advocating, for instance, ‘niece marriage’, ‘polygamy’,
or ‘divorce’, all of which this group considered ‘breaking the
Law.

The same imagery, too, moves from document to document,
the imagery of ‘Righteousness’, ‘Perfection’, ‘zeal’, ‘the Poor’,
straightening ‘the Way’, the Community as Temple, ‘Holy Spirit’
baptism, the ‘Perfection of Holiness’, and the same
personalities: ‘the Righteous Teacher’, ‘the Wicked Priest’, ‘the
Spouter of Lies’, the Comedian’, or ‘the Traitors’. There are
multiple copies of some sectarian or non-biblical documents
like the famous War Scroll, the Community Rule, the Damascus
Document - sometimes called because of the imagery it uses
‘the Zadokite Document’ - the Qumran Hymns, ‘MMT’ or ‘the



Letters relating to Works Righteousness’ 12 and others. The
Damascus Document, for instance, was first found in the Cairo
Genizah in Egypt at the end of the last century, which is why the
location Cairo (CD) is always affixed to the designation for it.

The precise date of these documents is still a matter of some
conjecture and much controversy. It is not that these
documents do not come from the Second Temple Period. They
do. The problem is trying to date them with more precision than
that. Documents like the War Scroll and Hymns are no doubt
late’, that is, late in the life of the Sect or Community, the only
issue being how late. From internal parameters, not to mention
handwriting, | think one can date them in the first century CE.
The discussion of the Damascus Document, the Community
Rule, the Temple Scroll, and documents of this kind is more
complex and will probably never be resolved.

Given the state of the archaeological and palaeographic data
having to do with the Community responsible for these writings,
| have said that one must make one’s determinations on the
basis of internal data — internal allusions and perspective of
the document itself. Take, for example, the Community Rule,
which many Qumran specialists have attempted to date in the
second century BC — even earlier - on the basis of what they
call handwriting, that is ‘older’ as opposed to ‘newer’

fragments.13 A recent AMS Carbon-14 test on one exemplar of
this document put it in the second or even the third century CE.
These are the kinds of contradictions one encounters.
However in it we have the ‘Way in the wilderness’ text from
Isaiah 40:3, applied in the New Testament to the mission of
John the Baptist, referred to twice, and an exposition of the
passage consistent with the internal mindset of Qumran,
applying it to the Community’s own ‘separation’ and activities in



the wilderness. 12 In addition, there is a plethora of other
allusions like ‘the Holy Spirit’, baptism, the Community as
Temple, and ‘spiritualized sacrifice’ imagery so familiar in the
Pauline corpus.12 Given the parallels with what we know to be
first-century ideas, this document is late — meaning first
century CE — regardless of palaeography or any other kinds of
external parameters that might be used to suggest otherwise.
The same can be said for the Damascus Document. This
document was first found in 1896 at the Cairo Genizah —a
manuscript cache from a synagogue in old Cairo from the
Middle Ages - by Solomon Schechter, Reader of Rabbinics at
Cambridge and the founder of Conservative Judaism in
America. At the time of its discovery, many people considered

the document as ‘Jewish Christian’ 18 With the Qumran finds a
half-century later, parallels to this document were discovered,
although just how many could not be determined until the final
struggle for access to the totality of the corpus was concluded
in the last few years. It was our request for access to these
withheld parallels that triggered the controversy ending with the
final release of the Scrolls - though, unfortunately, not reducing

any of the acrimony endemic to this field. 1Z

Again, on the basis of internal data in this document, the
exegesis of ‘the Star Prophecy’ and other Messianic allusions -
the first-century currency of which is indisputable - together with
references to ‘the Liar’ and ‘the Righteous One’ or ‘Righteous
Teacher’, paralleling similar notices in the Pesharim, the
ideology of ‘Justification’, the Commandment to ‘love your
neighbour,” which the Letter of James calls ‘the Royal Law
according to the Scripture’ and which Josephus designates as
one of the fundamental parts of John the Baptist's



‘Righteousness’/‘Piety’ dichotomy, and the ‘Damascus’ imagery

one also finds in the Book of Acts - there are many morel8 —
this document must be seen as having a first-century ambience
as well, regardless of arguments to the contrary based on
external data.

Recently a process of AMS carbon testing was initiated with
regard to the Dead Sea Scrolls, largely as a result of the

present writer’s initiative and suggestions12 These tests
produced skewed or mixed results and the final evaluation of
them has to be seen as inconclusive. Sometimes these results

were far too early and some far too late.20 Nor were they
carried out with the normal safeguards necessary for such
evidence, namely, the use of double or triple blinds, objective
selection and conveyance of materials by persons not party to
the debate, and the like.

Neither were the tests that were done extensive or precise
enough to provide the kind of results those conducting them
claim. Nor were the concerns of ‘opposition’ scholars, who
originally called for the tests, taken into consideration or met.
Rather, given the nature of the parties conducting them, they
were idiosyncratic and without any internal logic or consistency.
Afterwards, the claims made for their precision were and still
are far in excess of anything one can ordinarily expect from
carbon testing.

Carbon testing is by nature imprecise, its parameters too
uncertain to make determinations within a fifty- or even a
hundred-year margin of error. The whole process of carbon
dating must be independently calibrated either on the basis of
known documents or on the basis of dendro-chronology - tree-
ring calibration. Where the former are concerned, hardly any
exist except the finds from the Bar Kochba Period at Nahal



Hever and Wadi Murabba‘at perhaps a century or so later,
which is the reason why we called some time ago for the
establishment of a data bank of documents of both unknown, as
well as known, dating provenance, to establish such

parameters .21

Nor can the accuracy claimed for such tests be anywhere
near the accuracy that can be said properly to apply, carbon
testing notoriously tending to archaize, meaning it makes
documents seem older than they actually are. Plus, the tests
only measure when a given plant or animal was supposed to
have grown or died, not when a given manuscript was actually

written on the finished product22 Carbon testing can be a
useful tool, particularly where relative, not absolute, dating is
concerned, that is to say in comparing ‘early’ or ‘late’ dating in
the same test run, which is what the present writer was initially
interested in seeing, to test the claims for ‘relative dating’ where
palaeography was concerned.

Regardless of the claims, the results are only as good as the
interpretation given them, which bears on another problem -
laboratory predisposition or the tendency of a given lab to
arrive at the results those using its services or sponsoring the
tests desire. This is particularly the case with the two labs that
were used, both of which overtly framed their reports to attack
the opponents of and defend those sponsoring the tests
conducted. Nor is it clear that either of these labs have been
subjected to proper, blind external proficiency tests. The
documents of known dating provenance that were supplied do
not count in this regard, since, as just noted, there are no
known documents from this period from any century other than
the second.

Where results were arrived at that were at odds with what the



laboratories were led to expect, they were simply dismissed.
This problem is inherent even in the final reports written up in
both series of tests that were done, which go out of their way
overtly to support hitherto majority theories of archaeology and
palaeography, vividly evincing the original predisposition of the
lab involved.23 The conceptualities engendered by these last
two external indicators contradict the clear internal thrust of the
documents themselves, rendering any attempt to make sense
of them stillborn.

This has been the case from the beginning of Qumran
research and still is. Therefore, since the earliest days of
Qumran research little or no clear understanding of the Qumran
documents has emerged, and this is once again the case
today, since the Establishment consensus has re-formed itself.
This is what is meant by going according to the internal data
and the vocabulary, allusions, and internal ethos of the texts
themselves as opposed to archaeological, palaeographic, or C-
14 evidence.

Where we presently stand with regard to the results so far is
that one is more or less in the same situation as one is with
regard to palaeography. While a useful tool, carbon testing is
only that and we are finally thrown back on the results of internal
analysis to make final determinations of the date of the
documents at Qumran. These depend as much on the
interpretation of the data by the given lab conducting them as
anything else and, therefore - in this field - are not secure
enough to rule out an otherwise convincing explanation based
on the clear thrust of the documents themselves, which in the
case of the Scrolls is compelling indeed.

On this basis, all pesharim from Qumran must be seen as
late’. This is not only because of allusion to formuli like ‘the



Last Priests of Jerusalem’ and Habakkuk 2:4, ‘the Righteous
shall live by his Faith’, which we know was being subjected to
exegesis in the first century CE; but also the searing
description of the foreign armies invading the country, who
‘sacrifice to their standards and worship their weapons of war’ -
Roman Imperial practice of the first century CE — and Roman
‘tax-farming’ and final ‘booty-taking’ in the Temple, which did not

occur after any assault except that of 70 CE.24

Since they have been found in single copies only, they would
appear to represent the latest literature of the Community, the
literature that did not have time to go into wide circulation or be
reproduced in multiple copies. In addition, they are extremely
personalized or idosyncratic, filled with the ethos of events
transpiring in the cataclysmic ‘End Time’ or ‘Last Days’ spoken
of in Daniel and the New Testament.

It is also primarily in these pesharim that one comes upon all
the dramatis personae of the Community and its history so
familiar to those acquainted with the literature at Qumran. For
instance, in addition to the terms cited above, ‘the Simple of
Judah doing Torah’, ‘the Simple of Ephraim’, ‘the Violent Ones
of the Gentiles’, ‘the Kittim', ‘the Peoples’, ‘the Additional Ones
of the Peoples’, ‘the city of blood’ or ‘the city built upon blood’,
‘the Ebionim’ or ‘Poor’, ‘the Meek’, and so on. These allusions
are tied in an apocalyptic manner to prized biblical texts, the
reason for whose choice becomes extremely clear once one
examines the vocabulary involved.

The author or authors of these commentaries definitely felt
they were living in some cataclysmic ‘End Time’ and all the
imagery, everything about their ethos, particularly in the
sectarian texts, including the repetitive vocabulary they employ,
points to the Roman Period - in fact, to be precise, to the



Period of Imperial Rome .22

We shall be able to link these allusions - particularly from the
Pesharim, but also from the Damascus Document, Community
Rule, and War Scroll - in a clearly definable pattern to events of
James’ life. Not only this, but an additional effect will develop.
When the events of James’ life are superimposed on the
materials from Qumran, particularly those having to do with the
destruction of the Righteous Teacher by the Wicked Priest,
additional data can be elicited from them that one would not
otherwise have known or suspected. Seeming non sequiturs or
obscure readings are cleared up, and additional data thus
elicited from the texts.

No other character from any time or place during the two or
three centuries of Palestinian history we are studying produces
anything like the same match one gets when one views James
in relation to the Scroll documents. Reigning theories of
Qumran origins generally evade this issue and often do not
even attempt to develop the internal evidence involved. This is
the safer way, but in these materials we have to do with a major
movement within Judaism and dramatis personae of no slight
importance. It is impossible that these people should have
failed to make an impression on their time and place, nor
appear in the wealth of sources we have available to us for this
period.

There are other considerations, too, that need to be
analysed. Here we have two communities: ‘the Jerusalem
Community’ led by a teacher called, in tradition, James ‘the
Just’ — or, to follow the sense of the original Hebrew, James
‘the Righteous One’ - and the Community at Qumran led by an
unknown teacher called ‘the Righteous Teacher’ or ‘the
Teacher of Righteousness’. Like James, he too appears to



come to an unhappy end.

Whenever the details relating to the Qumran Teacher’s life,
teaching, and demise, are being developed in a pesher, the
allusion played on in the underlying biblical text to produce the
exegesis is in Hebrew invariably ‘the Zaddik’ or ‘Righteous
One’. This is so common that almost every available ‘Zaddik
text from the Bible is subjected to exegesis in some manner in

the extant materials from Qumran.28 This amounts almost to a
rule of thumb. Significantly, one will find the same or similar
texts being applied to James’ demise in early Christian writings.
This basic parallel regarding these two more or less
contemporary Communities and their leaders cannot be
overlooked, even if one is only used as a paradigm for the
other.

It has been contended that the Scroll Community is at
Qumran while the Jerusalem Community is in Jerusalem - thus
they are different, however parallel their teachings. This might
appear on the surface a fair statement, except that a careful
analysis of the Qumran texts often places the Righteous
Teacher and his followers in Jerusalem. On the other hand,
materials in the Jamesian corpus definitively place James and

all his Community in the region of Jericho near the location of

Qumran.2.

With regard to the actual physical site at Qumran and the
fortress-like settlement located there, references to the
wilderness ‘camps’ in the Qumran documents are invariably in
the plural. On the basis of internal data there is no indication
whatsoever where these ‘camps’ might have been located,
except for two references in the War Scroll to, firstly, ‘the
wilderness of the Peoples’ and, secondly, ‘the wilderness of
Judea’. The former is probably synonymous with what goes by



the name of ‘the Land of Damascus’ or just plain ‘Damascus’ in
the Document deriving its name from that designation. And in
this document, the figure known as ‘the Mebakker or
‘Overseer’ or ’'Bishop, who is either synonymous with or
parallels another known as ‘the High Priest Commanding the
Camps’, bears an uncanny resemblance to James and his role

in the early Church.28

How Late are the Scrolls?

It remains only to determine what is meant by a ‘late’ document.
Partially because of the pressure to attack the position taken by
the present writer, some are now claiming in Qumran studies
that no documents are later than the mid-first century BC. This
absurdity was never posited in the early days of Qumran
research, since everyone presumably realized how incapable
of proof such a proposition would be.

Nevertheless, such an argument changes little regarding the
position being developed in this book. All the doctrines, ideas,
and orientations, all the exegeses that would then have been
current among ‘opposition’ groups of the first century BC, can
then be shown to have flowed full-blown and almost without
alteration into the main ‘opposition’ orientation of the first
century CE. Thus the argument of this book remains
unaffected. Only the direct textual link to James or some other
first-century ‘Righteous One’ or ‘Zaddik’ would be broken, but,
given the amount of evidence that we shall see in the second
volume of this work that can be marshalled to show such a link



with James, such a new approach has the appearance more of
desperation than scholarship.

However the tenuousness of maintaining such an early
position with regard to all manuscript production at Qumran
should be clear to almost any fair-minded observer, except
those who for theological, ideological, or psychological reasons
of their own are propounding it. It is generally acknowledged
that the Qumran Community was destroyed somewhere in the
course of the First Uprising against Rome between 66 and 73
CE. This conclusion is based on the archaeology of the site
and the coins found there, not the texts, which are inconclusive
on this point. Establishment scholarship gives 68 CE for the
date of the fall of the settlement at Qumran because of the
numerous coins found there from the Second Year of the
Revolt against Rome.

But finding a coin at a given locale is, firstly, no proof of who
dropped it and, secondly, no proof of the year it was dropped. In
the jargon of the discipline, it only provides a terminus a quo not
a terminus ad quem, an earliest possible date, not a last
possible. To add to this, the archaeology done on the site in the
early 50s is incomplete and very controversial, showing many
deficiencies of methodology. While much was found; much also
seems to have been ‘created’.

Many coins found there are now simply missing and some

considered too oxidized to read.22 This means that, if it is
thought the texts in fact do relate to the site and were not
brought there from somewhere else, and that the site fell during
the First Uprising against Rome, then the only thing one can
say with certainty is that it fell some time before 73 CE. This
latter represents the date of the mass suicide at Masada some
50 kilometres south of Qumran, which completed the Roman



takeover of the area. The assumption here is that the Scrolls
were deposited in the various caves simultaneously with the fall
of the settlement or the destruction of its buildings. But, once
again, there are no certainties - the two events might not have
been simultaneous.

In fact, there are coins from the Messianic Bar Kochba
Uprising of 132-6 at Qumran as well. Since it makes no sense
to think that Roman troops dropped Jewish Revolutionary coins
at Qumran - an isolated one perhaps, but not in quantity - these
have to be considered as having been dropped there by Jewish
partisans. The careful observer will recognize a proposition
here. The final terminus ad quem for Jewish presence at
Qumran is, therefore — if such a presence is connected with
the deposit of the manuscripts in the various caves in the
neighbourhood of the site - the end of the Uprising 136 CE.
Nothing less will do.

It may be that the manuscripts were deposited earlier. But
how much earlier and at what precise date cannot be
determined on the basis of the archaeological evidence
available to us. This is the only properly scientific conclusion to
draw based on the archaeological evidence from Qumran, such
as it is. Here, one is thrown back once again, as ever, on the
internal data or evidence of the documents themselves.

Recently, some new shards were found, seemingly by
accident, among the debris of previous archaeological digging.
Some of these contained writing and appear to be the records
or receipts for supplies and services received from ‘Jericho’. At
least one bore the dating formula, ‘“Year 2’, that is, ‘Year 2 of
the Freedom’ or ‘Redemption of Zion’ - or the Revolt against
Rome of the coins mentioned above. Not only are these some
of the first real day-to-day written evidence showing habitation



well into the year 68 CE, they demonstrate the Community was
not an isolated one. Nor was it divorced from circumstances,
material, and events at Jericho (cf. Pseudoclementine
Recognitions 1.70 — 71). In addition, they show that the
Community at Qumran was sympathetic to and participating in
the general resistance effort against Rome and certainly
employing its calendar - which, of course, has been our

argument all along.30
One final point, when considering the archaeological
evidence for site abandonment at Qumran: habitation continued

in the region of Qumran into the 8os and beyond.3! Ein Feshka
is a fresh-water oasis about two kilometres south of Qumran,
where underground springs emerge from beneath the limestone
cliffs along the shores of the Dead Sea. There are building
remains here too and coin evidence going well beyond the
supposed fall of Qumran in 68 CE. Nor does Ein Feshka seem
to have been destroyed in the same manner as Qumran.

But Ein Feshka cannot be divorced from Qumran. If nothing
else, the agriculture that sustained the population at Qumran
was carried out there, since there is insufficient water at
Qumran to support an agricultural enterprise. In twenty-five
years of visiting the site | have seen the water flow down the
waterfall at the top of the Wadi Qumran only once - this in an
extremely wet year on the Bethlehem Plain in the hills above.
The climate is not so different today from what it was in ancient
times. The evidence from Ein Feshka indicates that Jewish
habitation continued in the area beyond the terminus date
designated by scholars for the deposit of the manuscripts at
Qumran. In this case, then, nothing at all of certainty can be
said about the deposit of the Scrolls in the various caves
associated with Qumran. Only that it happened some time



before the end of the Bar Kochba Uprising in 136 CE, when
habitation in the region really does seem to have come to an
end.

This brings us to a conundrum. What was the Qumran
Community doing throughout two hundred of the most eventful
years of Palestinian history, if, as the reigning hypothesis now
seems bent on contending, all the documents date from a
period before the coming of the Herodians and the Romans
around 50 BC? For the purposes of argument, suppose a date
of 68 CE or even 70 CE is recognized for the deposit of the
Scrolls in the caves, regardless of the difficulties either date
may present. This would mean the sectaries at Qumran had
completely lost their creative energies; that their creative
impulses had long before been sapped, and they were, rather,
ignoring a hundred years of the most meaningful and eventful
Palestinian history - which the rise and falls in the coin data
show whoever was inhabiting the site at Qumran were quite
sensitive to.

No, this new assertion is not convincing. Particularly since
the references in the Scrolls themselves abound with allusions
that have a fairly definitive first-century CE provenance. We
have already noted some of these; there are many more.
Additionally, the internal historical data of many of the
documents seem to point to Roman Imperial Armies being the
invaders - and this is in line with the all-pervasiveness of their
power and the unfeeling brutality of their methods. The Scrolls
also directly allude to the coming destruction of the Temple and
its Priesthood, who are even referred to in the all-important
Pesher on the Prophet Habakkuk as ‘the Last Priests of

Jerusalem’32 One is on much safer ground to avoid all
interpretations  dictated by ideological or theological



preconceptions and admit the first-century CE provenance of
many of the later Qumran documents. Indeed, they fairly cry out
for such an interpretation.



PART I

THE HISTORICAL JAMES
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The First Appearance of James in Acts









The Book of Acts as History

Historically speaking James first appears in a really tangible
way in the Book of Acts. But the presentation is not a
straightforward one. There are, as usual, puzzling lacunae.
Materials known from other sources are left out and things that
should logically have been covered are missing. To the
perspicacious observer, however, the traces of these other
data are still there, to be filled in by inference from what is said
elsewhere or the underlying implications of the text itself or its
sources. To the neophyte, this can be unsettling, but once he or
she has grasped what is really occurring, it can be uplifting,
approaching the joy of a discovery or enlightenment.

First, the reader should realize that the Book of Acts cannot
be considered a historical presentation. There is too much
mythologizing, too much that is out-and-out fiction, too much
fantasizing. Important materials are left out, yet, underlying the
presentation, the broad lines of a certain kind of history can be
discerned.

For instance, how was the succession to Jesus managed?
We hear about an ‘election’ of sorts, but then this turns out not
to have been the election of Jesus’ successor, which would
have been the logical expectation at this point in a narrative
purporting to cover the beginnings of the early Church, but
rather clearly obscurantist material about the election of a
Twelfth Apostle to succeed not Jesus but, of all people, ‘Judas’
his alleged ‘betrayer’. This is the first bit of sleight of hand in
Acts, and this election, as we shall see, will dovetail nicely with
notices in early Church literature about a first election of James
as Bishop or Bishop of Bishops of the early Church.



Questions like why there had to be ‘“Twelve Apostles’ in the
first place, or who - aside from the election of this
inconsequential successor to Judas named Matthias -
succeeded Jesus are passed by in silence. Then there are the
questions about the identity of the majority of the Apostles or
what a ‘Bishop’ or an ‘Archbishop’ actually was, not to mention
how James came to be found in this position in the first place.
Acts is normally thought of as being ‘the acts’ of the Apostles in

general, that is, ‘the Twelve’,l who are variously listed
according to which account one is following, and yet the author
or authors of the narrative clearly know almost nothing about
the maijority of these Apostles.

At a very early stage the narrative moves over to the story of
Paul - who is not really even an ‘Apostle’ at all - at least not one
of the original ones (7:58) and, except as he comes in contact
with one or another of these, the narrative completely loses
interest in them. For instance, we know next to nothing about
Peter after he conveniently leaves Palestine just in time to
make way for the introduction of James in chapter 12. We are
told nothing about his travels or experiences, not even what
happens to him in Rome - if he ever gets there - and nothing
about his death. We are not told about any of the other
significant members of ‘the Twelve’ either, except James, and
yet James is not supposed to be a member of ‘the Twelve’ or
an Apostle. As we shall see, he was, if such a reckoning can in
any sense be considered historical.

Clearly the narrator would have told us about things as
important as these if he-knew them. Either he did not know
them or his interest lay in other things, or he did, and still his
interest lay in other things. What things? As we shall see,
almost exclusively Paul. For instance, when Paul comes to



Rome in the last chapter of Acts, it would have been convenient
to pick up Peter’s story again if our narrator knew anything
about it. He does not. Why not? Why don’t we hear anything
about Peter overseas? Even Galatians gives us more accurate
material of this kind than Acts. What became of Peter? Our
text, in time advertised as ‘the Acts of the Apostles’, is curiously
silent on these things.

But even when it focuses on Paul, the text either from
embarrassment or something else tells us nothing about his
early career. Again, we can learn more by looking at the first
chapter of Galatians. It does not tell us anything about Peter’s
demise either. We would have expected to have been informed
of these things. Why weren’t we? All the text does is bring us to
Rome with Paul. Then it leaves us. We do not know what
happened to Paul in the end any more than we do Peter - or
James for that matter. We are left only with the information that
Paul comes to Rome, and no one seems aware of what he is
doing or why he is there - in fact, no one seems to care about
or have heard of him at all. Paul is virtually free or, at most,
under a kind of light house arrest.

It does no good to assert the narrator would have thought we
knew about Paul's end or Peter’s. If the narrator had had this
information - dramatic as other sources seem to conceive of it

- he would or should have supplied it.2 Why doesn’t he? We do
not know even if Paul went on to Spain, as he was supposed to
have done (Rom. 15:24 — 28), whether he was re-arrested a
second time or under what circumstances, or whether perhaps
he returned to Palestine, as some evidence seems to

suggest.2 We shall supply evidence to support this suspicion
later, but for the moment suffice it to say that none of these
questions is answered. Acts is not history. It is not even



particularly good narrative, romance, or fiction.

Nor does the text tell us about the dramatic events centring
about James’ death, which, following even Acts’ somewhat
questionable time format, also occurred at exactly the point

Acts ends about two years after Paul's arrival in Rome4 A
lacuna of this magnitude is inexplicable, until one realizes Acts
tells us about few, if any, of ‘the other Apostles’ except Paul. Of
these presumed ‘Twelve Apostles’, Acts mentions John, but in
little or no detail, and has one small more or less fictional
episode about a ‘Philip’. Peter is mentioned only in passing, to
be discarded almost completely after Paul makes his
appearance. The first James - ‘James the brother of John’ - is
eliminated from the scene at this point as well, just in time for
the sudden eruption of the second James (James the brother
of Jesus) into the narrative.

In fact, just about all the other Apostles that Acts so carefully
lists at the beginning of its narrative are simply shadowy figures
to flesh out the twelve-man Apostle scheme it and the Gospels
are so intent on presenting. They are really only paper figures
and the author of Acts really knows next to nothing about them
or, if he does, he is not very wiling to be forthcoming
concerning them.

Indeed, it would be more accurate to say that Acts is really a
narrative about the ‘acts’ of the Holy Spirit, not the early Church
or Apostles at all. It traces the acts of the Holy Spirit in their
various manifestations, and true history goes by the board
almost from the beginning. But then the Holy Spirit is a doctrine
most of all characterizing the Gentile Mission of Paul. Why
does one say this? Well, aside from receiving various visions
and instruction via the mechanism of the Holy Spirit, it is the
Holy Spirit that Paul claims as the final confirmation and



verification, not only of his doctrinal ideas, but his very Mission
itself.

When Paul argues with the Jerusalem Leadership of the
Church — which he does - it is the Holy Spirit that in his view
gives him equal status, even superior ‘Knowledge’ to them (Gal.
2:2). It is the Holy Spirit that not only certifies his credentials as
an Apostle, but also his Mission generally. Not unmindful of this
fact, the religio-historical narrative of Acts is careful to present
the accoutrements of the descent of the Holy Spirit, as
speaking in tongues and miracles, such as raisings, curings,
and the like (2:4). The former allows the Gentile Mission to be
taken out to all the peoples of the world, while the latter confirm
this.

James the Brother of Jesus and James
the Brother of John

The first reference to James in Acts comes in a request by
Peter to the servants at ‘Mary the mother of John Mark’s
house’ - whoever this Mary may have been or this new John -
after his escape from prison and before his departure to points
unknown, presumably abroad or overseas. It reads: ‘Report
these things to James and the brothers’ (12:17).

Before proceeding to the problems presented by it, we must
first distinguish this James from several other Jameses,
particularly the more familiar Great James or ‘James the
brother of John the son of Zebedee’. James the so-called
‘Great’ or ‘James the brother of John’ (Acts 12:2 — ‘Zebedeg€’



mercifully omitted here), as opposed presumably to ‘James the
Less’ (Mark 15:40 — our James) and another ‘Justus’ who
appears in Acts 1:23, is the James who occasionally appears
along with James the Just, the brother of Jesus in the

Gospels .2

He is the familiar James among the Apostles and the James
most people think they are talking about when they speak of
James. Few, if any, realize there was a second one even
greater, and that the first is, in all probability, if not merely a

minor character, simply an overlay or gloss.® The authors of
Acts know nothing substantial about him and conveniently
remove him at the beginning of chapter 12 just before the
James we are speaking of appears. For his part, Paul never
mentions a ‘James the brother of John’ and none of the Church
Fathers knows anything else about him except apocryphally.

Yet his existence is confidently asserted by almost all who
talk with knowledge about Scripture. Such is the power of the
written word. What they are confidently asserting is that they
have read about this James or know who he is or is supposed
to have been, not that they know that he was. The same is true
for his purported father ‘Zebedee’, another character again
hardly more than simple fiction. For the present writer
characters of this kind are simply meant as dissimulation to
confuse the unsuspecting reader. When we stated in the
Introduction that poetry was truer than history, this aphorism
could not better apply than to this plethora of characters the
whole world confidently assumes existed.

It is the ‘brother’ theme, however, that will allow us to place in
clear focus who this second James may have been, once we
have dismissed the nomenclature ‘Zebedee’ as poorly
disguised, overseas fiction. We will encounter several others of



this kind, so by the end of the book the modus operandi behind
such overwrites should become plain - a case in point, the
‘Agabus’ who will catch hold of Paul’s girdle in Acts 20:10 — 11
in order to stop him from going to Jerusalem. There will be no
‘prophet called Agabus’ as Acts would have it, though there will
be a prophet of sorts mentioned in Josephus at this point and

there will be an ‘Agabus’ or, rather, an ‘Abgarus’ or ‘Agbarus’.”
Another favourite New Testament character who probably does
not exist will be Judas /scariot — probably a play on Jesus’ and

James’ third brother ‘Judas the brother of James’.2

James - the real James - is never introduced or identified in
Acts. He just appears. Actually he does not really appear here;
this appearance is saved for chapter 15. He is alluded to
parenthetically in Peter’s request, ‘tell these things [that is,
Peter’s miraculous escape and departure] to James and the
brothers’ after the alleged other ‘James’ has already
disappeared from the narrative; but from what is said there, it is
implied that our James - James the Just - was either mentioned
earlier or we should know who he is. But how should we know
who he is if in the present version of the document he was not
mentioned previously or he was never introduced to us? Even
this oblique mention of James, after the only other James we
have ever heard of has been decapitated, does not tell us who
he is.

Either one is willing to accept that a character as important
as James could be just introduced into the text of Acts at this
point in such an off-hand manner, or something is missing or
has been discarded. He is obviously already the leader of ‘the
Jerusalem Church’ - note the mention in Greek of the term for
Church, ‘Ecclésia’ or ‘Assembly’, in the notice at the beginning
of the chapter about how Herod the King ‘put James the son of



Zebedee to death’ - and continues in this role for the rest of the
book. Again, either James was of such importance to everyone
at the time that we should know who he is or there is something
missing from the text.

The actual episode occurs just after Peter, who has been
having visions via the mechanism of the Holy Spirit and
experiencing voices crying out to him from Heaven on the
rooftop in Jaffa, goes to visit the household of a Roman
Centurion named ‘Cornelius’ (Acts 9-11). All these episodes
have as their root the admission of Gentiles or those who do
not follow Jewish religious Law - ‘the Law of Moses’ - into the
Church. Peter escapes from prison after having been arrested
for some unexplained reason by ‘Herod’ (Acts 12:6). All these
points need exposition. We are in the thick of the Jewish
historical world in Jerusalem and along the sea coast of
Palestine of the late 30s and early 40s CE.

The Herods

Setting aside for the moment the actual historicity of this
curious Peter or Simon, involved in these kinds of activities
along the Palestinian coast, and who he might have been -
Josephus will tell us about a parallel ‘Simon’, the head of an
‘Assembly’ or ‘Church’ (also Ecclésia) of his own in Jerusalem
in the same period, whom ‘Herod’ would have very good cause
to arrest or execute - it would be important to grasp who all
these characters designated in the New Testament as ‘Herod
the King' actually were. Acts has this particular Herod
beheading James the brother of John at the beginning of the



chapter and dying ‘eaten by worms’ at the end of the chapter
(12:23).

Curiously, the next chapter, 13, in swinging back to Paul and
describing the nature and composition of his Antioch ‘Church’
or ‘Assembly’ (Ecclésia again), begins with a reference to
another ‘Herod’ — ‘Herod the Tetrarch’. Here we can assume
a certain amount of precision in the material before us ascribed
to Luke, who is thought to be dependent on Josephus for
historical notices of this type in any event.

This notice is referring to the ‘prophets and teachers of the
Church in Antioch’, and what is striking as well is that in the very
next line it includes the commandment, now ascribed to the
Holy Spirit, ‘to separate’ themselves — in this case Barnabas
and Saul - a central concept where the Dead Sea Scrolls are
concerned, not to mention the mission of John the Baptist in the

wilderness.2 Aside from Barnabas and Saul, these include
someone called ‘Simeon’ (Simon Peter again?) — here

surnamed ‘Niger1® — ‘Lucius the Cyrenian’ (probably Luke
himself), and someone referred to as ‘Manaen, the foster
brother of Herod the Tetrarch'’.

To complicate things, this is not the same ‘Herod’ as in
chapter 12. Whatever one might wish to say about him, the fact
of a ‘Herodian’ member of the founding Community for Gentile

Christianity in Antiochl! is in itself embarrassing enough.
Ultimately, it will probably turn out that if one drops what is
probably another nonsense name or overwrite, ‘Manaen’
(Ananias?), and transfers the descriptive phrase ‘the foster
brother of Herod the Tetrarch’ to Saul or Paul, one might have

a more accurate description of the truth of the matter.12 When
speaking about this ‘Herod the Tetrarch’, though, there can be



little doubt that Acts means Herod Antipas (7-39 CE).

Antipas was one of the several Herods, sons of the original
Herod, the latter usually referred to as Herod the Great to
distinguish him from all the others. By this time the family was
referring to all its members, much like all the ‘Caesars’ (by
whom it was no doubt influenced and whom it was aping in more
ways then one), as ‘Herods’. This Herod, along with Herod
Archelaus (4 BC — 7 CE) whom we have already mentioned
above in connection with the 4 BC disturbances and the
Census Uprising following the original Herod's death, was the
son of Herod’'s Samaritan wife. He is the Herod responsible for
John the Baptists death and the one King Aretas in
Transjordan went to war with because he had divorced his
(Aretas’) daughter to marry his (Antipas’) niece Herodias. He
also appears in Luke as the ‘Herod" who has an intervening
interview with Jesus. For Luke,

Herod greatly rejoiced, because he had been wishing to see
him [that is, Jesus] for a long time ... hoping to see him
perform some miracle (23:8 — thus).

Herod the Great died sometime before 4 BC. We know this
by the co-ordination of his reign with that of his patron the great
Augustus - here the modifying adjective is appropriate - whom
he obviously emulated as much as possible. However, unlike
Augustus, who was a puritan and had no sons, Herod had
numerous sons by some nine or ten different wives, only a few
of whom could by any yardstick be reckoned as ‘Jewish’. This
will be an important problem for our period, not only as far as
the Dead Sea Scrolls are concerned, but also for the
Jerusalem Church, that is, who will be Jewish and what effect



this perception has on the Jewish mass. If we take the Rabbinic
delineation of this problem, the matrilinear yardstick - if your
mother was Jewish, then you were Jewish — Herod did have at
least two Jewish wives, both daughters of High Priests and both
called Mariamme (‘Miriam’ or ‘Mary’ as we have seen).

The first Mariamme carried within her veins the last of the
Maccabean Priest line. On both sides of her family she was of
the blood of the heroic Maccabees, the Jewish High Priest line
defunct after Herod. This in itself is a tragic enough story.
Herod married her in 37 BC when he was besieging the
Temple, seemingly by force. Ultimately he had her executed on
the charge that she had been unfaithful with his brother Joseph
(the original ‘Joseph and Mary’ story?), while he had left her to
go to Rome and secure his kingship by transferring his
allegiance from Mark Anthony to Augustus following their civil
wars resulting from Caesar’s assassination. In time, Herod
also executed his two sons by her, who had been educated in
Rome, because he feared the Jewish crowd would put them on
the throne in his place, presumably because of the Maccabean
blood that flowed in their veins (though not before they had
reached majority and produced offspring of their own).

In a similar manner, years before, he also had her brother, a
youth named Jonathan (Aristobulus in Greek, that is,
Aristobulus Il — the Maccabees often combined Greek with
Hebrew names), killed for the same reason when he came of
age and was able to don the High Priestly robes. It was the
assumption of the High Priesthood by this Jonathan that
probably explains Mariamme’s willingness to marry Herod in the
first place. In one of the most tragic moments in Jewish history,
Herod, like some modern Joseph Stalin or Saddam Hussein,
had Jonathan drowned while frolicking in a pool at his winter



palace outside Jericho — this after the Jewish crowd wept
when the boy donned the High Priestly vestments of his
ancestors. The time was 36 BC after Herod had assumed full
power in Palestine under Roman sponsorship as a semi-
independent King, the preferred manner of Roman government
in that part of their recently acquired Empire in the East or
‘Asia’ as it was called.

Herod, not being of Jewish blood or origins, might have been
able to secure his kingship from the Romans in replacing the
Maccabees as Jewish kings, but he was unable to secure their
High Priesthood as well, however he might have wanted it. In
Christian lore, Jesus achieves this, combining both kingly and
priestly functions in his person in presumable succession to the

Maccabees.’3 There can be little doubt that in arranging the
marriage with Herod, theoretically forbidden under Jewish law
(certainly as advocated by ‘the Zealots’), those left in the
Maccabean family aspired to rescue whatever remained of the
fortunes of their family after thirty years of civil strife and war
with Rome had so destroyed it.

Grateful to a fault, Herod proceeded to decimate the
remainder of the Maccabean family, even that part of it that
survived by subordinating itself to him and accommodating itself
to Rome: first Jonathan, because the Jewish crowd, betraying
its nationalist, pro-Maccabean sentiments, wept when Herod
had permitted him to don the High Priestly garments when he
turned thirteen; then Mariamme/Mary herself - though
Josephus portrays Herod, soap-opera style, as being both in
love with and hating her at the same time; then Hyrcanus I,
Jonathan’s grandfather from the generation of the 6os when
the fraternal strife that resulted in foreign occupation began.

This Hyrcanus had been Judas Maccabee’s great-



grandnephew and had first introduced Herod's father Antipater
to a position of power as his chief minister and go-between with
the Romans and Arab/ldumaean power across the Jordan and
in Petra. It was he who probably arranged Herod's marriage
with Mariamme in the first place. As noted above, Herod then
executed his own two sons by her - again probably for the
same reasons - because the crowd, being nationalistic and
Maccabean in sentiment, preferred them to him. Finally he
executed Mariamme’s mother and Hyrcanus’ daughter, the wily

old dowager Salome, who was the last to go besides these 14
When Herod was done, there were no Maccabeans left, except
third-generation claimants in his own family, whose blood had
been severely cut by his own over three generations of cleverly
crafted marriages.

The Children of the Flesh versus the Children
of the Promise

It is interesting that Paul, in delineating his ‘Mission to the
Gentiles’ and outlining a community where ‘Jews and Greeks’
could live in harmony (Rom. 1:16 and 10:12), speaks about the
new ‘Christians’ of his cultivation and husbandry as being
‘grafted upon the tree’ (Rom. 11:23). Here, too, he also
parodies and extensively exploits the ‘Root’ and ‘Branch’
imagery so widespread in Qumran documents, but with exactly

opposite signification.12 He says, for instance:

Do not boast against the Branches, but if you do boast,
[remember] you do not bear the root, but the root bears you.



You will say, ‘The Branches were broken that | might be
grafted in’. (Rom. 11:18)

Paul also uses ‘olive tree’ symbolism here, by which he means
Israel, identifying it with ‘the branches broken off’ (Rom. 11:19).
Qumran, where ‘the root’ and ‘the Branch’ are applied directly to
the Messiah, would have been shocked to see such imagery

applied to new Gentile converts 16

It is in this section, too, that Paul first begins to use another
related imagery, ‘the seed of Abraham’. This, as Muhammad
later, too, correctly appreciated, could be used to apply to
Idumaean Arabs as well. Tied to this, Paul also first begins to
stress another related theme, ‘the Children of the flesh’ as
opposed to ‘the Children of the Promise’ or ‘the Children of
God' (Rom. 9:8). This allusion, which is also followed up in
Galatians, is clearly being used in relation to his new Gentile
Christian Community. In an inversion as mischievous as it is
canny, Paul describes the latter as the true Children of Sarah,
while the Jews he describes, somewhat scurrilously for his
evidently unlettered audience, as the Children of Hagar,

Sarah’s Egyptian bondservant!’ His play on the usage
‘bondage’ is important here, as it is throughout the corpus of his
letters, since he always means by this, bondage to the Law or
the Torah of Moses.

The reader will recall that in the first biblical book Genesis,
the story of Abraham, Hagar, Sarah, and Ishmael is told in
various forms. Ishmael is the illegitimate son of Abraham
through Hagar the bondservant. He is really the firstborn. Sarah
out of jealousy and wounded pride has Abraham banish them
both into the wilderness to make way for her son Isaac, who is
legitimate but comes later and to whom all Jews to this day



trace their inheritance. It is a not incurious coincidence that
Muhammad in his development of these materials six centuries
later claims descent from this line of Ishmael via Hagar as one
of the principal Gentile Peoples descended from Abraham - the

Arabs, and one still hears this formula today.18

Paul has succeeded in making one of the most diabolical
inversions of biblical warrant conceivable, reversing the Jews’
own genealogical claims against themselves in developing his
concept of his new ‘Christian’ Communities as the true
‘Children of Abraham’ or, as he also puts it, ‘Children of God'.
Muhammad is not far behind him. These new ‘grafts upon the
tree’, according to Paul's new and ever more spiritualized
Messianic ‘root’ and ‘Branch’ symbolism, resemble nothing so
much as the family policy of the Herodians preceding him, a
process in our view not unrelated to Paul's own family origins.
This now becomes the new, more spiritualized form of Jewish
Messianism that today we call ‘Christianity’ — according to this
presentation, a quasi-Herodian, Hellenistic arboreal graft.

These ‘Jewish’, part Maccabean Herodians included in John
the Baptist's generation the famous Herodias, who was a
daughter of one of Herod’s two sons by Mariamme (Mary) later
executed by Herod. It also includes that personage referred to
above in Acts 12:1 as ‘Herod the King'. This individual, usually
taken to be Agrippa | (37-44 CE), was named after one of the
Emperor Augustus’ favourite generals, Marcus Agrippa.
Agrippa | is another grandson of that Mariamme/‘Mary’ Herod
also executed above and a brother of Herodias.

Most texts, including Josephus, refer to this Agrippa as
‘Herod’, though he had yet another brother actually named
‘Herod’, who succeeded him - Herod of Chalcis (44-49 CE),
and the appellation ‘King Herod’ could with even more justice



refer to him. Probably what we have pictured in Acts, in so far
as it is reliable, is a conflation of both these Herods or the two
compressed into one. Agrippa | did die in something of the
weird fashion described in Acts 12:23 — he was probably
poisoned even though he was an intimate of Claudius, because

of Roman suspicions concerning his loyalty™2 — but the Herod
in Acts ‘who killed James the brother of John with the sword’
and arrested Simon Peter, if the notices are reliable, was
probably Herod of Chalcis his brother.

He is called Herod of Chalcis after the Kingdom he ruled
somewhat north-west of Damascus in Syria - the Romans now
parcelling out many of these Eastern Kingdoms as fiefdoms in
return for services rendered to one or another of these
Herodians, who were viewed as exceedingly trustworthy. It is
not uninteresting that his son bears the typical Greco-
Maccabean name of Aristobulus. This Aristobulus, in line with
the Herodian family policy of marrying close family relatives,
became the second husband of Herodias’ infamous daughter
Salome, whom tradition credits with the famous ‘Dance of the
Seven Veils’ that ended with the mythological picture of John's
head being delivered upon a platter.

The reasons for all this antagonism and all of these stories
and subterfuges will become clear as we progress. In fact, a
portrait of Aristobulus and Salome exists on the coinage issued
in their names from Asia Minor. They were accorded another
kingdom, which the Romans called Lesser Armenia, located in
what today would be Eastern Turkey and Northern Syria,
contiguous with Cilicia, from where Paul came and in which the
Herodians were making inroads, and with two other kingdoms
further south and east, Edessa or ‘the Land of the Osrhoeans’
(Assyrians) and Adiabene.



From the portrait on these coins there is nothing particularly
seductive about Salome as far as one can see. However this is
true as well of coins issued in the name of Cleopatra in Egypt,
which rather portray a middle-aged, owlish-looking woman. On
the back, there is the logo ‘Great Lovers of Caesar’. Nothing
could be more to the point than this. The same logo appears on
coins of Herod of Chalcis and Agrippa |, their uncle, who might
very well have been the lover of one or another of these

Caesars.2Y

This ‘Aristobulus’ possibly also makes an appearance in
Paul's greetings to various kinsmen at the end of Romans, one
of whom he refers to most definitely as ‘my kinsman Herodion’
or ‘my kinsman the littlest Herod'. The passage just preceding
this refers to ‘all those in the household of Aristobulus’ and the
year would be, like Galatians, sometime in the late 50s in Rome
(Rom. 16:10-11).

The Marriage Policy of Herodians

These Herodians, as we shall often have occasion to refer to
them, in this third generation descended from Herod and the
last Maccabean Princess Mariamme, were one-quarter Jewish.
The other blood line that flowed into them was carefully crafted
and, as we shall see, Idumaean/Arab. Herod himself was
primarily what today we would call ‘Arab’ in origin. In fact his
behaviour, particularly where sexual mores and marital
practices are concerned, is still very much that of what might be
called a typical Middle Eastern chieftain or potentate.

Herod pursued the policy for his descendants of niece



marriage or marriage to close family relatives, usually cousins.
This marital policy, roundly condemned in the Dead Sea Scrolls,
is probably the key datum of the kind we called ‘internal’ — as
opposed to ‘external — for dating Qumran documents. So
obsessed are the Qumran documents with this kind of sexual
and marital behaviour - termed there along with ‘divorce’ and
‘polygamy’ as ‘fornication’ — all behaviour patterns not only
characterizing Herod personally, but also Herodian family
policy in the several generations succeeding him; that we have
used this to insist that key documents making such complaints
must be referring to a Herodian Establishment. There is no
indication that Maccabeans previously, that is, before they
were ‘grafted’ to Herodians, indulged in this kind of behaviour to
any extent if at all. For Herodians from 6o BC onwards, this
kind of behaviour - considered ‘incest’ at Qumran - was not only
a matter of actual family policy preserving their mastery in
Palestine and elsewhere in Asia, it was endemic.

It is this kind of sexual behaviour that will provoke the ire of
leaders - now considered ‘Christian’ — such as John the
Baptist against Herodians. Their disapproval of it is paralleled
in documents, such as the Dead Sea Scrolls. Leaders like John
the Baptist will lose their lives because of it. The popular picture
of a Salome dancing at Herod’s Birthday Party is just scriptural
tomfoolery, although as always in these instances, not without a
seed of historical reality - in this case, the seed is the problem
of Herodian family morals and their sexual practices that were
objected to by all these Messianic leaders like John the Baptist
and after him, presumably Jesus, whoever he was.

The picture, therefore, that we have in the Gospels of a
Jesus eating with ‘tax collectors and Sinners’ or speaking
favourably about ‘harlots’ or ‘prostitutes’ is again just part of this



casuistry.ﬂ Herodian Princesses, as we shall see, will be seen
by the Jewish nationalistic mass as nothing better than ‘harlots’
or ‘prostitutes’ — Herodias is a case in point, but there will be
others - and this issue, ‘zanut or ‘fornication’, inordinately
dominates the mindset of those responsible for the Dead Sea
Scrolls, as it does early New Testament documents like the
Letter of James - so much so as to appear like an obsession.
We will also be able show that other nationalist leaders like the
Simon, mentioned in Josephus above, ‘the Head of an
Assembly’ or ‘Church’ of his own in Jerusalem, will confront the
Herodians in the Hellenistic centre of Caesarea - which they
built as a sea port on the Palestinian coast and named in
honour of Caesar - on this same issue, the marital practices of
Herodians, in particular Herodian Princesses.

In this next generation, the fourth after the original Herod in
the 40s-60s CE and the period James held sway in Jerusalem,
the principal representatives of this line - now one-eighth
Maccabean or Jewish - are three Herodian Princesses, two of
whom make an appearance in chapters 24 — 26 of the Book of
Acts, Bernice (ultimately the mistress of Josephus’ patron
Titus, the destroyer of Jerusalem and the Temple) and Drusilla.
Both of these princesses have been divorced. Both ultimately
took up with foreigners and deserted Judaism altogether.
Bernice was not only divorced, she married her uncle as well -
in this instance, the Herod of Chalcis above, her father Agrippa
I's brother. Agrippa Il, her brother who becomes king in the 50s
and 60s just preceding the Uprising, also appears in Acts on
her arm chatting amicably with Paul in prison (25:13). This is
perhaps the original for the intervening interview in the Gospels
between Jesus and Herod the Tetrarch (Luke 23:7 — 12), who
really would have had no business in Jerusalem, his Tetrarchy -



literally his ‘fourth’ of the Kingdom - being in Galilee and across
the Jordan in Perea where John the Baptist was executed.
Here it is possible to lay another sexual-mores charge at the
feet of these Herodian Kings and Princesses, ‘incest’, the
basis in any event of the ‘niece-marriage’ charge so striking in
the Scrolls. ‘Niece marriage’, on the other hand, has never
been an infraction for Talmudic Judaism, nor is it in Judaism
succeeding to it to this day. The Scrolls also pointedly condemn
marriage with close family cousins on the basis of a
generalization of the Deuteronomic Law of incest, and
Josephus tells us that it was reputed that Bernice actually had

an incestuous relationship with her brother Agrippa 11.22 The
picture in Acts does not gainsay this. In fact, to some extent it
reinforces it. This incest may have been contagious from
Roman Imperial practices, like those of Caligula, who was a
good friend of their father Agrippa | in Rome. Caligula was
reputed to have had an incestuous relationship with his sister
Julia before he was killed in 41 CE — the same year Agrippa |
was removed from the scene.

On the other hand, ‘niece marriage’ may have been catching
in the other direction - Herodians to Julio/Claudians - as
Claudius, who succeeded Gaius Caligula in 41 CE by outlasting
all his cleverer and more able family members, married his
niece. The practice is strongly condemned in Roman sources
as an innovation. To a certain extent it proved to be Claudius’
undoing, as this niece, who was legended to have competed
with the prostitutes of Rome in her harlotry, connived at his
destruction as well. Ultimately, she was successful at putting
her son by a previous marriage on the throne - the infamous
Nero - and was repaid for her machinations by being brutally

dispatched, in turn, by him.23



Both Claudius and Caligula were reputed to be great friends
of Agrippa |, who had been brought up with them in Augustus’
Imperial household in Rome after his father had been
dispatched by his own father Herod. They restored the throne
to this line. This had been denied Herod's descendants in the
aftermath of the uprisings from 4 BC to 7 CE, the period in
which the Gospels date the birth of Jesus. Therefore, the
various tetrarchs, ethnarchs, and governors in the period till
Agrippa I's re-emergence in 37 CE. This was the line, of
course, with the original Maccabean royal blood which, however
diluted, was significant to the Romans.

Agrippa | was restored to the throne of Palestine following the
death of Tiberius, who had put him in prison for his too friendly
relations with Caligula and Claudius. This also followed the
removal of Pontius Pilate from Palestine after complaints like
those of Philo’s in his Mission to Gaius (Caligula), in particular,
about his extreme venality and brutality. This was the year 37
CE, not long after the death of John the Baptist according to the
time frame of Josephus’ Antiquities. How such a chronology
would gibe with a given year for the death of Jesus like 30 CE
or 33 CE is not possible to determine, but none of the facts of
Jesus’ life as they are normally represented fit readily into the
history of this period. If Jesus died after John the Baptist, as
Scripture seems to think, then by Josephus’ chronology it must
be around 37 CE or just a little time before. If Jesus died before
John the Baptist, then what are we to make of these scriptural
accounts at all? Problems of this kind and others bedevil
chronology and historiography when using quasi-historical
documents like the Gospels. Using Acts is a little easier,
because Acts often evinces knowledge - however overwritten -
of parallel events in Josephus.



In the previous generation, Herodias had first been married
to one non-Maccabean uncle - supposedly named ‘Philip’ in the
New Testament, but actually named ‘Herod’. After divorcing
him, illegally according to Qumran legal parameters, she
married another Herodian uncle, descended from a non-
Maccabean, Samaritan blood-line. This one, as we saw, Herod
Antipas (7-39 CE), was the Herod known as ‘Herod the
Tetrarch’ in the New Testament (Luke 3:19 and Acts 13:1) and
the individual both Josephus and the Gospels blame for the
death of John the Baptist.

For his part, John is pictured in the Gospels as objecting to
Herodias’ divorce and remarriage on the basis of an obscure
point in Mosaic law - violating the law of levirite marriage, a
point that might have appealed to someone taking his view of
the Jews in Palestine from books (Mark 6:17 and pars.). It was
permitted to marry one’s brother’s or half-brother’s wife, if that
individual was childless and one were, so to speak, ‘raising up
seed unto your brother’ which would be counted for your

brother’s inheritance or posterity.% For the New Testament,
this was not the case, but there is nowhere any external proof
of this.

In fact, the New Testament has the situation totally wrong
here. The Philip it is calling ‘Philip’ is rather only called ‘Herod’ in

Josephus.22 Actually, he had at least one daughter by
Herodias, this Salome. The Philip in Josephus is the Tetrarch
of Trachonitis in Syria a little south of Damascus. He is not
Salome’s father, but rather her husband. It is he, Josephus
specifically remarks, who dies childless, making way for
Salome’s next marriage to her mother’s brother’'s son
Aristobulus. But the Gospels, as we presently have them, have
conflated all these things, producing what we presently perceive



as truth. So ingrained has this picture become that it is now
automatic to speak of two Philips and this Herod, who was the
son of a second wife of Herod also named Mariamme - the
daughter of an Egyptian Priest Herod had imported to replace
the Maccabeans - as ‘Herod Philip’.

Actually, however, to the non-Roman, non-Hellenistic native
eye, there were all these other sexual and marital infractions
sufficient to explain John's objections to Herodias, in particular,
her relations with not one uncle, but two, and her self-divorce,
which even Josephus admits ‘violated the Laws of our country’.
This is the kind of ‘divorce’ the Dead Sea Scrolls so protest

against and, no doubt, John the Baptist as well.26

It would be legitimate to query at this point, why among all
these Herodian progeny - and the Herodian family was
beginning to resemble a vast network like some royal families in
the Middle East in our own time - was Herodias so desirable
that two uncles were intent on having her, even to the extent of
shedding John’s blood and fighting a war with the Arabian King
Aretas of Petra because of her? Attention to Herodian marital
relationships would explain this.

The answer is twofold. The first is that of all the various
Herodian lines this Maccabean one was the ‘Richest’, a factor
further highlighted by the wealth that came to her brother
Agrippa after his appointment as an actual king by his boon
companion Caligula. Josephus specifically calls Agrippa I's
daughter Bernice one of the ‘Richest’ women in Palestine and
Herodias probably was not far behind her.

This is another important theme in our texts, ‘the polluted Evil
Riches’ of the Establishment, a theme along with ‘fornication’
which is again paramount in both the Scrolls and the Letter of
James. It is also prominent in the Gospels and in Josephus, all



purporting to be first-century texts. This is certainly the principal
reason behind Herodias’ attractiveness to less fortunate,
collateral Herodian lines, such as those of Herod (in the
Gospels, ‘Philip’), the son of Herod’s second wife by the name
of Mariamme, and Antipas, only the son of his Samaritan wife.
It was also no doubt an important reason for the involvement of
the future Roman Emperor Titus with Bernice Herodias’ niece,
as it no doubt was a century before for the various parvenu
paramours of Cleopatra.

But there is a second reason as well, royal blood - in
Cleopatra’s case, stemming from those connected to
Alexander the Great; in Herodias’, the original blood of the
Maccabees flowing in her veins. Apart from her ‘Riches’, this is
sufficient to explain all this interest in developing a progeny-
bearing relationship with her. But John the Baptist certainly
would have had quite a few other objections besides ‘Riches’
that would have met the Qumran criteria for condemnation as
‘unlawful’  (Matt. 14:4). Where fornication was concerned,
‘divorce’, ‘polygamy’, ‘niece marriage’, and ‘incest’ — including
the marriage of close cousins - and the Herodian family could
certainly be accused of practising most or all of these.

When the Letter of James and other materials associated
with him voice their objections to ‘fornication’ or contain
imagery connected with this, for instance, when condemning
‘the Tongue’ in 4:4, all of these aspects of what was considered
‘fornication’ in this period by documents like the Dead Sea
Scrolls should be uppermost in the reader’s mind. Where, of
course, those with royal blood are concerned, the Temple
Scroll, drawing on the Deuteronomic King Law, adds another -
marriage to a foreigner, insisting that the King should marry
once and only once in the lifetime of his wife and this only to a



Jewish woman.2Z

It is interesting that for Matthew 21:32,

John came to you in the Way of Righteousness, and you
did not believe him [note the Pauline thrust here] but the tax
collectors and the harlots believed him.

‘The Way of Righteousness’ is, of course, a favourite
Qumranism, but the true situation as far as John is concerned
is rather the opposite. Aside from the joke of having ‘the harlots
believing’ John (not to mention the travesty), if one understands
that at this point the Roman tax collectors in Palestine were the
Herodians, who acted the part of tax farmers, then the farcical
thrust of this saying ascribed to Jesus in this supposedly most
Jewish of all the Gospels is actually quite amusing. Those who
inserted it into the Jewish Messiah’s mouth, no doubt, had a
most macabre sense of humour. Once again, here, the saying
of Jesus from the Pseudoclementines, above, about being able
‘to detect false coin from true’, begins to develop the force of a
hammer-like blow.

James the Brother of John and Theudas

Either Agrippa |, then, Herodias’ brother and the father of this
Bernice, or Herod of Chalcis, his brother, Bernice’s second of
some three or four ‘husbands’, would appear to be the ‘Herod
the King’ in Acts, leading up to James’ sudden appearance in
the text, portrayed as ‘stretching forth his hands to ill-treat
some of those of the Assembly’ or ‘the Church’ (12:1). Acts’



use of ‘Ecclésia here is the same word Josephus uses when
describing the individual he calls ‘Simon’ who wants to bar
Agrippa | from the Temple as a foreigner and goes down to
inspect his household in Caesarea to see what was being done
there ‘contrary to Law'. In the very next sentence in Acts, this
‘Herod the King’ puts ‘James the brother of John to death with
the sword'.

The phrase ‘with the sword’ is usually taken as meaning
beheading. If it does, which is likely because it is an execution,
then it would be useful to catalogue these various beheadings.
This one parallels one mentioned in Josephus already alluded
to somewhat obliquely in Acts 5:36, the execution of someone
both Josephus and Acts refer to as “Theudas’. We can say with
some certainty that Theudas certainly was executed at around
this time in the course of the suppression of these various
seditious and charismatic leaders and Messianic pretenders
that Josephus considers to be so dangerous. In fact, Acts 5:36
uses the same Greek word for ‘put to death’ in referring to him
as Acts 12:2 uses in referring to the beheading of ‘James the
brother of John’. For his part, Josephus, as we saw, uses the
designation ‘Impostor’ or ‘Magician’ to refer to him.

If one looks at the Talmudic enumerations of the various
Jewish kinds of execution of this period found in Tractate
Sanhedrin of the Mishnah, one will find that beheading was
applied in Jewish religious Law to cases of subversion,
treachery, insurrectionary activities, or the like. Some of the
other kinds of execution described in Sanhedrin are quite
gruesome, including pouring rocks down on someone or forcing
burning pitch down his throat, but however tendentious Talmudic
materials can sometimes be, crucifixion was not one of them. In
fact, crucifixion or its Jewish equivalent, ‘hanging upon a tree’,



was quite specifically forbidden under Jewish Law.28

The New Testament, particularly Paul in chapter 3 of his
Letter to the Galatians, is quite aware of this, as is the Book of
Acts following him (5:30 and 10:39). Paul, however, slightly
alters the idea that it was ‘a curse to hang a man upon a tree’,
to make it seem that it was the man hung upon the tree that was
‘cursed’, not necessarily the punishment. Thus, Paul develops
his ideology of Jesus being ‘cursed according to the Law’ - as
he seems to have thought he himself was - and from this that
Jesus’ death was a kind of expiatory activity by which Paul -
and, for that matter, all mankind as well — was rescued either
from this curse (Gal. 3:10 and 13) or, as he elsewhere puts it,
its sin, that is, original sin (Rom. 5:12-15).

Though the passage relevant to this in Deuteronomy 21:23
does on the face of it carry something of this sense, it is clear
from looking at the Scrolls that by this period this passage was
not thought of as applying so much to the ‘hanged’ persons as

such, but rather the act of banging.22 Still, the idea that there
was something unclean about a man in a crucified state was no
doubt widespread - not surprisingly in view of the gruesome-
ness and cruelty of this punishment - just as the idea that to cut
off body parts or desecrate bodily parts after death probably
had an impact upon the perception of the Holiness of that
corpse, or lack of it.

As in many cultures, polluting the unburied body or
dismembering it in some manner undoubtedly had a deleterious
effect upon its redeemability. For those who believed in
resurrection of the body - we are not speaking here about
immortality of the soul, which is a more Platonic or Hellenistic
concept - it undoubtedly did have a damaging effect, probably
because the resurrection would be seen as being incomplete or



somehow inhibited by the impure or incomplete state of the
corpse. There is, however, a deliberate confusion of subjective
and objective thrust in the way Paul approaches the issue in
those important passages in Galatians, which also deal with
‘Justification by Faith'.

Still, whatever ‘the curse of the Law’ involved, by the Second
Temple Period this starts to be related to the act itself and its
perpetrator, not so much the victim. In any event, for such a
mindset, beheading was probably as much of a curse or
objectively negative as crucifixion, no doubt the point of
applying it to persons considered particularly blameworthy in a
political sense.

For his part, Josephus mentions at least four important
beheadings in this period from the time of the Maccabees to
the fall of the Temple. The first two are Maccabeans trying to
regain their Kingdom following Herod’s takeover in 37 BC, both

sons of Aristobulus 1132 The other two are Herod the Tetrarch’s
beheading of John the Baptist and the beheading of Theudas in
the period of Herod of Chalcis and the Roman Governor Fadus
(c. 45 CE).

Apart from the impersonal, general mass of crucifixions by
the Romans up to the fall of the Temple, Josephus mentions
two that stand out: Jesus’ if not an interpolation and that of
James and Simon the two sons of Judas the Galilean, the
founder of ‘the Zealot Movement’, who were executed a year or
two after Theudas.

Of stonings, Josephus really only mentions those of Honi or
Onias the Righteous, just before the Romans first assaulted
the Temple in 63 BC presaging Aristobulus II's downfall; James
in 62 CE; and another son or grandson of Judas the Galilean,
one Menachem, in the events surrounding the outbreak of the



Uprising in 66 CE. Puerile as these authors in the Roman
Period often were, had there been others, Josephus probably
could not have resisted telling us about them.

In the first place, there is the undoubted chronological
proximity of the execution of ‘James the brother of John' in
Acts by either Herod Agrippa or his brother Herod of Chalcis
and that of ‘Theudas’ in Josephus’ Antiquities. Both are
executed around the same time by either the same individual or
set of individuals and, regardless of Acts’ political and
theological agenda, one would assume for by and large the
same reasons. As we saw, Acts 5:36 uses the very same
Greek allusion ‘put to death’ in referring to Theudas’ execution
as Acts 12:2 does in referring to ‘dJames the brother of John'.

Theudas is an otherwise unknown individual. The reference
to his execution in a speech put in the mouth of Paul's Pharisee
teacher Gamaliel, the grandson of the famous Hillel mentioned
above, gives rise to the well-known anachronism in Acts 5 at
this point. This, in turn, is tied to another deletion or oversight,
the crucifixion of Judas the Galilean’s two sons, James and
Simon, which follows almost directly thereafter in Josephus’
Antiquities. In Gamaliel's speech, supposedly in defence of
early Christians like Peter - in the Pseudoclementines, Gamaliel
is supposed to be a secret believer - Theudas is represented
as somehow being related to the activities of Judas the
Galilean, but arriving on the scene before him.

As we also saw, Judas the Galilean is another Jewish
revolutionary leader and charismatic made much of in
Josephus’ works. Josephus calls him ‘the Galilean’ in the War,
but twenty years later in the Antiquities he rather refers to him
as ‘the Gaulonite’, meaning that he came from Gamala - so
called because of its resemblance to a camel's hump - in



Gaulonitis or today’s Golan Heights on the other side of the
Sea of Galilee in Syria. There was another Jewish mass
suicide there in the early days of the Uprising against Rome,
after Josephus was supposed to have fortified it in his role as
military commandant or commissar of Galilee, but failed
effectively to do so.

Galilee and Gaulon may be the same - certainly they are
contiguous - but Josephus probably means by this epithet
‘Galilean’ the sphere of Judas’ revolutionary activities, not his
birthplace. For Eusebius, dependent on other sources (namely
Julius Africanus — 170-245 CE), ‘Galilean’ is the name of one
of the Jewish sects, namely those Revolutionaries known to
others as ‘Zealots’, presumably because Josephus credits
Judas and the individual we have noted above, Saddok, with
having founded this Movement. Eusebius may be right in this
contention. If he is, then there are, of course, further pregnant
implications when it comes to the references to Jesus’ Galilean
activities and references to his adherents as ‘Galileans’ (Luke
22:59-23:6 and pars.). As with Jesus’ purported origins in
‘Nazareth’, there may again be these nagging confusions
between geographical place names and cognomens.

Judas the Galilean seems to have flourished from around the
time of Herod's death in 4 BC to 7 CE, the time of the Tax
Uprising that brought Herod’s son Archelaus’ crisis-ridden reign
to an end. Herod Archelaus was the brother of Herod Antipas
and another son of Herod’s Samaritan wife, Malthace. He was
banished to Vienne in Southern France. Later, Herod Antipas
and his wife Herodias were banished to Spain, when Caligula
transferred his territories to her brother Agrippa | in 40 CE.
Interestingly, in the next century another rabidly anti-Semitic,
early Church Father, Irenaeus, flourished not far from these



areas in Southern France as well (130-200).

With the banishment of Archelaus, the Romans imposed
direct rule, via governors who were obedient - and answerable -
to the Emperor and Senate, until the time of Agrippa I's
emergence in 37 CE. The period in between not only turns out
to be a period when we have a paucity of historical data
compared to the ones just preceding and following it, but also
the time identified by most as precisely that of Jesus’ lifetime.

As the author of the Book of Acts has Gamaliel
euphemistically describe Judas the Galilean’s death:

After this one [Theudas], Judas the Galilean arose in the
Days of the Census and led many people astray. He
perished and all of them scattered (5:37) —

but neither he nor Josephus ever directly tells us how or
under what circumstances. Rather Josephus again turns to the
subject of Judas the Galilean later in his narrative when
discussing the preventive execution of ‘James and Simon, the
sons of Judas the Galilean . . . who caused the people to revolt
when Cyrenius came to take an accounting of the estates of
the Jews’ in the Antiquities. This would make ‘James and
Simon’ quite old, since, as he describes it, their crucifixion
appears to take place coincident with the event Josephus

labels as ‘the Famine’ in 46-8 CE above.31

The Census of Cyrenius and the Sects of
the Jews



The Census of Cyrenius, which was imposed after a series of
uprisings led by Judas and other ‘Messianic’ leaders, which
Herod Archelaus (4 BC — 7 CE) was unable to control, is the
event seized on as well by the author of Luke — the author also
credited with Acts - to fix the date of Jesus’ birth. This, of
course, makes the birth of Jesus in the Gospels coincident with
the birth of sectarian strife generally - in particular, what
Josephus is calling the birth of the ‘Zealot'/'Sicarii Movement
and what we would call the ‘Messianic Movement’. Though the
point of Luke’s approach is to get Jesus to Bethlehem to be
born, so much does it fly in the face of the parallel one in
Matthew that, as noted above, nothing of certainty can be said
with regard to Jesus’ birth at all, neither the place, the date, nor
the political and social circumstances.

For Luke, if not Matthew, Jesus’ parents are already living in
Galilee. But since David came from Bethlehem, in his view
Jesus, who is making Davidic-style claims to the Monarchy,
should be born there as well. Scriptural warrant is assumed for
some reason or other either to suggest or support this.
Perhaps this was the popular religion, but there is no known
prophecy specifically delineating such a requirement. In fact,
further information regarding this requirement in John 7:42 has
the crowd doubting Jesus’ Bethlehem birth and therefore
specifically denying that he comes from there. However this
may be, the Lukan author uses the patently clumsy and
obviously artificial strategem of a Roman-imposed census to
get Jesus’ family back to Bethlehem from Galilee and to
develop his very popular ‘no room at the inn’ scenario. As a
result, the Christ-child, like the Oriental mystery-religion god
Mithra before him, is born in a manger, a favourite biblical folk
tale without any historical substance whatsoever.



In any event, it is totally contradicted by the scenario in the
Gospel of Matthew, which has Jesus’ family living in Bethlehem
all along. Here Herod - Herod ‘the Great’, d. 4 BC or before -
having heard about ‘the Star’ (‘the Star Prophecy’) from the
three wise men (the three Angels, one of whom turns out to be
God, who announce Isaac’s birth to Abraham in Genesis
18:10), decides Pharaoh-like to kill all the Jewish children.

All this, of course, is preposterous too, except (1) as a
comparison of Jesus’ birth to Moses’ and (2) to reflect the
perceived cruelty of Herod. Herod, of course, does end up
kiling ‘the Jewish children’ who would supplant him, his own
Jewish children by his Jewish priestly wife Mariamme/Mary, and
also kills her in the bargain. He also wants to kill quite a few
others, as the story Josephus relates about his death
illustrates. Here Herod arrests a goodly number of Jewish
notables and places them in a stadium to be executed when he
dies, so that there will be much weeping and crying at his death,
a story much in line with the macabre masochism of his

personality.32

But the Census of Cyrenius, referred to by Luke both in his
Gospel and Acts, does have substance. Cyrenius was
Governor of Syria, to whom the task fell to take an evaluation of
the property and substance of Palestine for taxation purposes
in advance of the imposition of direct Roman rule following the
removal of the inept Archelaus. Josephus refers to this on
three occasions in his works, the last, as we saw, when
discussing the execution of James and Simon, the two sons of
Judas the Galilean, in the Antiquities. It is this execution in the
year 48 CE that explains the anachronism in the speech
attributed to ‘Gamaliel in Acts - better still would be to
‘Josephus’, once one realizes that Acts’ author(s), like many a



Roman historian thereafter, was dependent on the latter (not to
mention a few other sources).

The sequence in Acts 5:36 — 37 of Theudas, his revol,
Judas the Galilean, and the Census would follow that of
Josephus in the Antiquities precisely, if we simply assume that
Luke has for some reason left out the mention of the execution
of Judas the Galilean’s two sons, James and Simon. This would
restore the proper chronological sequencing to the text and
give us the mention of Theudas, followed by the mention of the
execution of Judas the Galilean’s two sons, followed by the
explanation of who Judas was, namely, that he perished in the
Census Uprising. As far as Jesus’ birth is concerned, it is
totally irrelevant to the Census (except perhaps symbolically);
and Luke’s story connecting the two, fictional in any event.
Even Acts’ order as it presently stands follows Josephus
exactly, the only thing lacking being a few minor details that
have dropped out or been deleted in the process of
transmission or rewriting. Why, of course, the author left out the
mention of the crucifixion of Judas the Galilean’s two sons in
the first place, we shall, most likely, never know.

What is interesting, though, is that Josephus uses the
Uprising led by Judas the Galilean as the springboard to
describe the Jewish sects in the first century in both the War
and the Antiquities. 1t is edifying to compare the two
descriptions of these sects found in them. In the earlier one -
triggered by the appearance of Judas the Galilean and the
mention of the imposition of direct Roman rule through a
governor who ‘had the power to impose the death sentence’ -
Josephus describes the normal three sects: ‘Pharisees’,
‘Sadducees’, and ‘Essenes’, and lingers in loving detail over the

last, a group he was evidently very well acquainted with.22



Twenty years later in the Vita he informs us that as a youth -
when he exhibited some of the same precociousness of
lecturing the elders in the Temple Luke ascribes to Jesus - he

decided to investigate the various Jewish sects.3* He
describes these something in the manner of Greek schools of
philosophy (no doubt in line with the cultural tastes of his Greek-
speaking audience - the Greek being the only complete version
of his works that survived) and relates how he lived for three
years as a kind of novice ‘in the wilderness’ with a teacher he
denotes by the puzzling name of ‘Banus’. We will have more to
say about ‘Banus” relation to James in due course, however
for the moment suffice it to say that though Josephus ultimately
describes himself as a Pharisee - this no doubt in the light of
the political considerations delineated above - this would have
been the period Josephus came by his extensive knowledge of
‘Essenes’ and other like-minded groups.

He also describes a fourth group owing its origins to the
activities of Judas the Galilean and the other teacher he later
identifies only by the equally puzzling sobriquet ‘Saddok’.
Obviously it is in order to describe this group — ‘the Fourth
Philosophy’ of Judas the Galilean - that he launches into his
discussion of the sects at this point in the Jewish War. But
though he promises to tell us about this group, he does not.
Rather, as already noted above, he lingers over the Essenes in
seemingly loving detail.

His descriptions of both Sadducees and Pharisees are
cursory in the extreme and not very edifying, though they too
have been picked up in the New Testament and used to
characterize these groups. In the Antiquities, however, he
makes good the omission, describing the ills associated with
the Movement led by Judas and Saddok in great detail. This



Movement, according to him, ‘led our people to destruction’,

because ‘our young people were zealous for it 32 As we have
suggested, there can be little doubt that what he is describing is
the Messianic Movement in Palestine. Others might call it ‘the
Zealot Movement’, but Josephus never uses this terminology
until after the Uprising and the kiling of all the High Priests,
particularly James’ destroyer Ananus, as we have seen, in 68
CE. In fact, he never names it at all, except tantalizingly as ‘the
Fourth Philosophy'.

What he does do, however, is sharply curtail his description
of ‘the Essenes’ in the War and take part of it and add it to his
description of the Movement initiated by Judas and Saddok in
the Antiquities. This is the moment Luke chooses to date the
birth of Christ. In line with his Establishment sensibilities and
pro-Roman sympathies, Josephus rails against the leaders of
movements such as this, as we saw too, as ‘impostors and
Deceivers’, worse ‘even than the bandits and murderers’ that
so infested the country in this period - worse, according to him,
because not only did they deceive the people, but they strove to
bring about religious innovation and revolutionary change. Most
often these disturbances took place at Passover time -
probably because this could be looked upon as the Jewish
National Liberation Festival when Moses led the ragtag group
of former Jewish slaves out into the wilderness and, not only
gave them freedom and the Law, but produced a nation.

Judas the Brother of James and Theudas



It is precisely in this manner that Josephus describes -
disapprovingly of course - the ‘Theudas’ whose death so
parallels that of ‘James the brother of John’ at the beginning of
Acts 12. Calling him an ‘impostor’, in the sense of being a ‘false
prophet’ or ‘Deceiver’, Josephus insists that he actually claimed
to be ‘a Prophet and miracle-worker, and on this basis
persuaded ‘Many’ (always an important usage in the Dead Sea

Scrolls)@ to follow him out into the wilderness, where he said
he would part the Jordan River. In the Book of Joshua, Joshua
is described as Moses-like, parting the Jordan River — in
Exodus Moses parted the Red Sea - when he led the people of
Israel into the Promised Land ‘dryshod’ (Josh. 3:13).

Evidently meant to be a Joshua redivivus, a Joshua brought-
back-to-life or a Joshua incarnated, Theudas is reversing this
and leading the people back out into the wilderness into trans-
Jordan or further afield. When one appreciates that the name
‘Jesus’ is a Hellenized version of the name Joshua (‘he who

saves’)3L then one can appreciate that Theudas is a Jesus
redivivus as well. Jesus goes out into the wilderness to confront
the Devil or multiply loaves; Theudas, to part the Jordan River
in reverse. For his troubles, his followers were decimated by
Roman soldiers and he was beheaded.

The name, ‘Theudas’, has never been deciphered by any
scholar and remains a mystery to this day. Certainly in the
Greek - which is the only form in which we have it - it resembles
the name ‘Judas’. In our view, it is also a parallel to that
character who in two Apostle lists anyhow is called

‘Thaddaeus’.28 This character, in turn, will turn out sometimes
to be called ‘Judas of James’ or ‘Judas the brother of James’
and, as we shall further develop below, we would identify him as
the third brother of Jesus, probably identical to the person other



sources, such as the Gospel of Thomas, call ‘Judas Thomas’.
The claim implicit in the name, ‘Judas Thomas’, is that he is a
‘twin’ of some kind, ‘thoma’ in Aramaic meaning ‘twin’. The
implication usually is that he is a twin of Jesus and, in addition,
that he is Jesus’ third brother, ‘Jude’ or ‘Judas’. We would go
further, considering the circumlocution “Theudas’ to be either a
garbled form or conflation/contraction of the two names ‘Judas’
and ‘Thomas’.

For the purposes of the argument or discussion, let us
assume this to be the case. One can now see the importance
of the ‘brother’ theme in the Book of Acts, only this time we are
not dealing with a ‘brother of John’ or even another ‘James’ but,
rather, the third brother of Jesus - that is, Judas the brother of
James —seen here by the text as a Joshua or Jesus
redivivus. Again, the theme of beheading and the chronology
are approximately right. We are somewhere in the period of
Agrippa | or Herod of Chalcis succeeding him, that is, around
44-45 CE.

Let us, also, for the purposes of argument assume that
‘James’, the so-called ‘son of Zebedee’, is, also, an editorial
gloss. Not only does Acts necessarily have to remove him at
this point in order to make way for the appearance of James
the Just the brother of Jesus, the real James, but what we have
here in Acts are the faint traces, however indistinct, of the real
event just beneath the surface of the fictional one.

To put this in another way — first of all, there was another
brother of Jesus called ‘Jude’ or ‘Judas’. In some texts this
brother is alluded to as ‘Judas Thomas’, either evoking an
actual twinship or the Joshua/Jesus redivivus theme of
Josephus’ narrative. Finally, there really was a ‘brother’
eliminated at this time, but this ‘brother’ was not the facile and



more popularly known ‘James the brother of John', but rather
the lesser-known, but probably more real, ‘Judas of James’ -
‘Jude the brother of James’ referred to in the letter by that
name. We shall have much more to say about this ‘brother’ in
the section more or less devoted to him at the end of this
volume, but that such a brother really did exist and produced
offspring continuing down into the period of Vespasian,
Domitian, and Trajan is also confirmed for us in Eusebius.

Here Eusebius, once again using sources lost to us - in this
case, the Hegesippus we have noted above who lived closest
to the time in question in Palestine (c. 90-180 CE) — confirms
the existence of this third brother of Jesus and that he had
offspring. The stories he vouchsafes us are quite charming. In
two places, quoting Hegesippus verbatim, he refers to the
offspring of one ‘Judas called the brother of our Lord according
to the flesh’, one in the time of Domitian and one right before he
describes the martyrdom of Simeon bar Cleophas - ‘the cousin
of our Lord’ - in Trajan’s time, who Hegesippus thinks lived to

be a hundred and twenty, a slight exaggeration.32 Interestingly,
too, at this point Eusebius acknowledges that Simeon’s mother
was Mary and his father Cleophas, quoting Scripture. Still he
cannot yet bring himself to admit that Simeon was a brother too,
that is, Jesus’ second brother Simon, but rather only ‘of the
family’ or ‘the relatives’ of Jesus.

By the 90s these descendants of Jesus’ third brother Judas
are only simple farmers. Eusebius reports that Domitian (81-
96), like his father Vespasian before him, attempted to round up
all those people considered to be of the genealogy of David.
Among these were the grandchildren of Jesus’ third brother,
Judas. When questioned about the nature of ‘Christ and his
Kingdonm'', they replied it was not an earthly one, but celestial



and Angelic - but that at the end of the world, he (the Messiah)
would appear ‘to give to everyone according to his works’. One
should note the Jamesian emphasis here on ‘works’ rather than
simply Pauline ‘Faith’. Thereupon Domitian purportedly
dismissed them as simpletons. They were reported to have
continued living until the time of Trajan (98-117).

We will be considering further the fate of this third brother,
‘Judas of James’, referred to in Apostle lists and tied in other
Christian sources (mainly Syriac) with the individual called
‘Thaddaeus’, the reference to a ‘James the brother of John’ in
this chapter of the Book of Acts being nothing but early Church
obfuscation of these very interesting links.

There is one more link in this whole improbable, but very real,
chain, and that comes in the documents generally considered
to be Gnostic from Nag Hammadi and never seen before the
last few decades of the present century. Here in two previously
unknown Apocalypses attributed to the person of James - that
is, James Jesus’ brother not the other James - an individual
named ‘Addai’, again obviously linked etymologically to the
name of ‘Thaddaeus’, is referred to, as well as another,
‘Theuda’, paralleling him and referred to as ‘the father’ or
‘brother of the Just One’, that is, Jesus or even possibly
James.

We could have arrived at this conclusion by following a
variety of threads in the materials before us, and we have. But
we believe this also to be the clear implication - given his
working method - of the author of the Book of Acts. Once one
begins to appreciate this working method and its clearly evasive
and/or misleading thrust, much else, as already suggested
previously, becomes clear in the early history of Christianity.



The First Appearance of James

As usual, for these kinds of seditious or subversive incidents,
Acts portrays the events it is discussing, leading up to the first
appearance of James in 12:17, as occurring during ‘the Days
of the Unleavened Bread’, that is, Passover time. The ‘Herod’,
who at this point beheads ‘James the brother of John', is also
pictured as going on to imprison Peter, because the beheading
of this other James ‘so pleased the Jews’ (thus), meaning to
put him on trial at the end of the Passover week (Acts 12:3).
This is the kind of tendentious aside that so characterizes Acts
and in fact all of the Gospels, and we shall have occasion to
discuss more parallel events to these in Josephus’ Antiquities,
ike the one involving the Simon the Head of ‘a
Church’/‘Ecclésia’ of his own in Jerusalem, presently.

In any event, Acts now goes on to describe a miraculous
escape by Peter from prison with the help of an Angel (12:5-
10). This escape has interesting parallels with one later offered
Paul (Acts 16:25-34). In this later episode, calculated to show
the moral superiority of the Apostle to the Gentiles over this
archetypally Jewish Apostle, Paul unlike Peter refuses to
escape out of concern for the welfare of the guards (thus),
mindful of the fact that earlier those designated to guard Peter
were executed after he escaped (12:19). However this may be,
Peter’s escape is used to explain why Peter no longer either
functions in Palestine or as head of the Church in Jerusalem.
He is forced to flee the country, but not before James is, at
last, introduced in 12:17 and Peter goes to a house in
Jerusalem to inform him of his departure. This, at least, might



bear some semblance of the truth.

The chapter ends with the death of this Herod, whoever he
may have been, which, given the theatricality of its context, is
normally taken to be the death of Agrippa | in the year 44 CE
(12:20-23). The indications are that because of Agrippa I's
growing imperial ambitions in the East, which were
unacceptable, his Roman overlords arranged to have him
poisoned. In any event, Josephus portrays Agrippa |, much like
his patron Caligula, as collapsing in a seizure while dressed in
gold leaf - presumably like Apollo or the sun - and giving a

theatrical performance of some kind.42 For its part, as we have
seen, Acts portrays the Herod it is calling a ‘king’ as being
struck down by an Angel because he looked so magnificent that
people mistook him for a god. Like to some extent Judas
Iscariot earlier (1:18), he was supposedly ‘eaten away with
worms and died’ (12:23).

The house in Jerusalem where Peter is portrayed as going
‘to leave a message for James and the brothers’ is, of course,
interesting. This house is pictured as having a servant with the
Greek-sounding name of ‘Rhoda’ (12:13) and as being that of
‘Mary mother of’ — we would have expected the text to say at
this point ‘Jesus’ or at least ‘James’; but once again we are in
for a surprise and it does not. Rather, it says, as we saw, ‘John
Mark’. John Mark is mentioned again in Acts as the man who
deserted the mission of Barnabas and Paul in Pamphylia
(15:37-39).41

In Acts 13:13 he is simply called ‘John’, and there is no hint of
the bitterness evinced by Paul towards him in 15:39.
Elsewhere, he would appear to be identified with the Gospel of
Mark and Eusebius knows him as Peter's travelling

companion.#2 We were not aware that he had a mother called



‘Mary’. Nor that he had a ‘house’ in Jerusalem in which Mary
lived. Plus, it would seem not a little strange to go to a house
where ‘Mary mother of John Mark’ lived to leave a message for
James the brother of Jesus and the other brothers. It is simpler
just to think that the text originally said ‘the house of Mary the
mother of Jesus’ or ‘Mary the mother of James the Just’ or
‘Mary the wife of Cleophas’, and that this somewhat enigmatic
substitution has taken place - and so it has remained to be
enshrined in seventeen-eighteen centuries of pious history.

But it will not stand up to investigation. One can simply
dismiss it as either pious fiction or look at it more deeply and
attempt to make out the main lines of the original. We prefer the
latter, and we do so on the basis of what seems the simplest
and most reasonable under the circumstances. Acts is not
simply pure fiction. There is real truth lying behind its
substitutions or overwrites and the key often is the family of
Jesus, in particular James, and how they are treated. Here, it is
useful to observe that after the attack on James by Paul in the
Pseudoclementine Recognitions, James is actually carried to
his ‘house’ in Jerusalem. In the same vein in the Gospel of
John, Jesus instructs ‘the Disciple he loved - always
unidentified — from the Cross no less, to take Mary ‘into his
own home’ (obviously in Jerusalem) and be her 'son’ (19:26-
27). This is just following the passage in which Mary is identified
as ‘the sister of his mother Mary (wife) of Clopas’ (19:25). This
is precisely how this phrase appears in the Greek.

The reference in Acts 12:17 to ‘brothers’ is interesting as
well. One can take these ‘brothers’ as brothers in the generic
sense, that is, communal brothers, or the like, which is how it is
usually taken. Or, since we are following the traces of ‘the
brothers’ in this work, it is possible to take them as ‘brothers’ in



the specific sense, meaning James and the other brothers of
Jesus. The first is more likely, but one should always keep in
mind the possibility of the second, since Peter has gone to
‘Mary the mother of’ someone’s house to leave a message ‘for
James and the brothers’ - otherwise unexplained.

These persecutions, too, we can take as authentic, that is,
individuals like Theudas or Judas - Jesus’ brother - really were
beheaded and really did lose their lives, the only difference
being the reason for these persecutions and repressions. In
Acts’ portrayal, these become rather distorted. For instance, in
Acts the Jewish crowd is pleased by the beheading of James -
that is, Theudas —and in the picture of ‘Herod’ there, being
encouraged to take the further step of imprisoning Peter, once
again we have the slight lateral movement in the portrayal of
these things already signalled in Josephus’ critique of the
historians of this period.

The reason, of course, is that the later theology of the
Gentile Church is now being retrospectively read back into the
history of Palestine as the cause of all the repressions these
early members of the Messianic Movement or the ‘Jerusalem
Community’ in Palestine are undergoing. This vituperative
theology is fully developed in Eusebius’ works by the fourth
century, but it is already highly developed in the second and
third. But the real reason for these trials has to do with this
constant revolutionary and religious strife, which, as Josephus
documents so well, made its appearance with the Movement
begun by Judas and Saddok at the time of the Census Uprising.
These charismatic and religious leaders that punctuate the
history of the next 135 years are all in one way or another
connected with this Movement for political and religious
freedom.



Take, for example, the appearance of another individual a
decade or so after the beheading of Theudas, whom Josephus
also designates as ‘a prophet’ and who so resembles Jesus in
Scripture. Josephus describes this type of impostor or deceiver
with amazing perspecuity. As a lead-in to introducing this
prophet, he says that these

impostors and Deceivers called upon the people to follow
them into the wilderness, there to show them umistakable
wonders and signs, that would be performed in accordance

with the providence of God43

In the Slavonic Josephus, so depreciated by most, these signs
are called the ‘signs of their impending freedom’.

The individual in this episode, for whom, following his last
confrontation with James, Paul is mistaken in Acts by a Roman
Centurion - is designated by no epithet other than ‘the
Egyptian’. Again he wants to do another ‘Joshua’- or ‘Jesus’-
like miracle, this time not parting the Jordan River in reverse as
Theudas, but demolishing Jerusalem’'s walls. The locale this
time is not Jericho, but rather one familiar in Gospel narrative,
the Mount of Olives. From there, what he intends to do is not
take over the Temple and turn over the money-changers’ tables
like Jesus, but rather command the walls of Jerusalem to fall
down and allow his followers to enter the city and presumably
liberate it.

This Egyptian escapes only to be mistaken for Paul in Acts
21:38, but 400 of his followers are butchered by the Roman
Governor Felix (62-60 CE). For Acts the number grows to 4000
and his followers are specifically called ‘Sicarii’. The latter will
be extremely important terminology, not only where Jesus’



supposed betrayer, Judas Iscariot, is concerned, but also for a
complex of related problems.

In Acts’ version of the strife in Jerusalem, repression of
theological dissidents of the Pauline kind is substituted for
repression of subversive and religious malcontents and
revolutionaries in Josephus, and the consonant pro-Roman
and anti-Palestinian theology we know developed. As noted
above, Acts’ author at this point frames the reference to James
as if he had already introduced him previously and
consequently, therefore, we should know who he is. Of course,
in Acts in its present form, he did not, but this is not to say that
in the source underlying Acts or the original source he didn't. |
think we will eventually be able to show that he did.

He must have. It is not possible, as we have stressed, that
James suddenly erupts into the text in the same chapter in
which the other James, confused for or written over him, is
removed and the notice as it presently exists assumes that we
know who he is. The text as we have it does not say that Peter
went to the house of Mary and Rhoda to leave a message for
James the Just, Mary’s son, called the brother of Jesus. Nor
does it, then, go on to delineate who this James was, which
would have been normal if he had not previously been
mentioned. No, it treats James as known — and he was
known. We will be able to show, when analysing early Church
sources and the Pseudoclementine Recognitions, that James
was indeed mentioned earlier - probably on several occasions -
but the traces have been overwritten with more obscurantist
story-telling or mythologizing.

One of the places James would have been mentioned earlier
would have been in the various comings and goings on the
Temple Mount, described in Acts, where Peter and John are



mentioned, but no James (3:1-11). This is surprising. These
lacunae are made good in the Pseudoclementine Recognitions,
where in the parallel material having to do with these early
comings and goings on the Temple Mount, the real James —
our James - is mentioned extensively.

In addition, James would have been mentioned in the first
chapter of the Book of Acts, where the most important matter
facing the incipient Church would have been regulated - that is,
choosing the successor to the departed Messiah. Here the
choosing of James as Leader of the Jerusalem Community
and Bishop of the Jerusalem Church, so conspicuously missing
from Acts in its present form, would have been described and
this lacuna made up. Instead, a more novelizing and folkloric
history takes its place in Acts, which purports to tell the story of
what became of the individual who betrayed Jesus named
‘Judas’ — also the name of the third brother of Jesus. It is,
rather, Judas’ end that is depicted in Acts in the most lurid detall
- this and how the matter of succession to him was regulated.

Then, too, James was probably mentioned a little prior to this
material in chapter 12 of Acts about Peter and James, which is
paralleled by an episode in the Pseudoclementine
Recognitions, after James is attacked by Paul in the Temple,
describing how James sends off Peter from the Jericho area to
confront Simon Magus in Caesarea. According to Acts’
chronology, this would be following the mention of Theudas and
Judas the Galilean in chapter 5 and the story of the stoning of
Stephen that follows in chapters 6 — 7 — itself probably
replacing this attack on James.

Of course, there is no good reason to stone someone
purportedly called ‘Stephen’ in Jerusalem and we will show that
this episode actually replaces a different one, also preserved in



the Pseudoclementine Recognitions about Paul's activities
prior to his famous vision on the road to Damascus and
conversion to Christianity. This episode will have to do with an
actual physical assault by Paul on the Leader of the
Community, James. This attack ended in grave injury to James
but not death and his flight, together with most of the members
of his Community, to somewhere in the Jericho area - that is,
somewhere in the neighbourhood of Qumran. The substitution
here will follow the same modus operandi as some of the other
substitutions and overwrites we are noting here, but the main
lines of the original materials are still discernible underneath.

Finally, there is the matter of the crucifixion of the two sons of
Judas the Galilean, James and Simon, in the period around 48
CE during the procuratorship of Tiberius Alexander (46-48 CE).
He, too, is mentioned in these early chapters of Acts as
‘Alexander’, the renegade nephew of Philo of Alexandria,
although again the chronology is defective or distorted (Acts
4:6). This crucifixion, which is a curious one, is also important.
In Josephus, it follows the mention of the Famine, the Theudas
episode, and the description of the appointment of Tiberius
Alexander as procurator.

The reason for the resumption of these procurators again is
that, with the death of Agrippa I, his son Agrippa Il was neither
considered old enough nor sufficiently trustworthy to rule by
himself. So the Romans started sending out governors again to
rule in tandem with Herodian kings. Agrippa I's brother, Herod
of Chalcis, rules for a time in his place, and he certainly did not
have the ‘grace’ (chréstos), as Josephus denotes it, of his
brother Agrippa |. Herod’s son Aristobulus - Salome’s husband
after her previous husband Philip had ‘died childless’ - is given
the Kingdom of Lesser Armenia, obviously in compensation for



not succeeding to his father in Palestine.

In a preventive execution aimed at heading off future
troubles, resembling both Jesus’ and that of John the Baptist,
Tiberius Alexander ordered that these two sons of Judas the
Galilean be crucified. Here, as we have seen, Josephus
mentions Judas the Galilean, who caused the people to revolt
at the time of the Census taken by Cyrenius or Quirinius, which
forms the basis of the parallel notice in Acts. But why Alexander
had these two crucified and what they had done to deserve
such punishment, Josephus never explains. In addition, the
parallels between the Messianic-style families of Judas the
Galilean and that family purportedly stemming from either
‘Joseph and Mary’ or Cleophas and Mary remain striking. What
are the connections between these two clusters of Messianic
individuals and in what manner do they overlap? Short of an
undoctored presentation of this period we shall undoubtedly
never know.



7

The Picture of James in Paul’s Letters

James as Leader of the Early Church in
Galatians

Paul gives us the most vivid and accurate first-hand account of
the pre-eminence of James in the early Church in Galatians.
This account is not doctored, nor does it suffer - except
peripherally - from the defects of retrospective history or
theology. The opposite is true. Paul's antagonism to those in
the early Church (‘the Assembly’) in Jerusalem, whom he feels
are misguided and persecuting him, is patent. As an admittedly
lesser being in a hierarchical organization, he exhibits a certain
amount of formal deference to these leaders: ‘those reckoned
to be something’ (Gal. 2:6) or ‘recommending themselves,
measuring themselves by themselves’ (2 Cor. 10:12), among
whom he would include James. In fact, as Paul's tirades in
these letters develop, it becomes very clear that, not only is
James principal among them, but Paul's respect for what we
should term ‘the Jerusalem Leadership’ is only superficial and
quite formal — nothing more.

Actually, he refers to this leadership in the most biting terms.
In describing his flight from Judea to Syria and Cilicia at the end
of the first chapter in Galatians — locales always important



when considering the extent of Herodian family influence in the
East - he insists that he will

not give in or be subjected to those false brothers who spy
on the freedom we enjoy in Christ Jesus, so that they might
enslave us. (Gal. 2:4-5)

The ‘freedom’ he is talking about is freedom from the Law; the
‘slavery’, both enslavement to it and the Jerusalem Leadership
- the ‘we’ referring here to his communities. The ‘spying’ has to
do not only with this freedom, but also probably, quite literally,
their nakedness (or, as Qumran would have it, ‘looking on their

privy parts’), that is, to see if they were circumcised or not.
The mention of ‘pseudo’ or ‘counterfeit brothers’ in this context
is, of course, important.

It is in these passages, which end in an insistence that he
‘does not lie’ — again important for parallel Qumran aspersions
on a person known there as ‘the Liar’ - that he describes how
he first ‘made Peter’s acquaintance’ and ‘saw none of the other
Apostles except James the brother of the Lord’ (Gal. 1:18-20).
In doing so, Paul states categorically that he did not ‘go up
again to Jerusalem for fourteen years’ (2:1), which completely
contradicts both chronological and factual claims in Acts. The
actual words he uses here, ‘to go up’, further lend to the flavour
of authenticity, as to this day this is the way Jews still refer to
returning or travelling to Jerusalem.

The date then that Paul gives here for his next visit to
Jerusalem - sometime in the early 50s — not to mention his
contentions about not having seen ‘any of the other Apostles
except James the brother of the Lord’ and being ‘unknown by
sight to the Assemblies [Ecclésiais] in Christ in Judea’ (Gal.



1:19-22), of course, completely gainsay the interim narrative in
chapters 9-12 of Acts about his early career. This describes
Paul returning to Jerusalem because of a famine that Acts
describes as ‘having come over the whole civilized world... in
the time of Claudius’ as part of famine-relief activities (11:28 —
30). This is the one in 46-8 CE that we have just highlighted with
regard to the anachronism involving Judas the Galilean’s two
sons.

These activities mesh with parallel ones on the part of
another new convert to Judaism, or perhaps Christianity, from
these Eastern regions, the legendary Queen Helen of
Adiabene. For the moment, the reader can take it as a rule of
thumb that where there is a conflict between Galatians — or
any other of Paul's letters for that matter - and Acts, these
letters are to be preferred. Not only is Galatians
autobiographical, and undoctored, it has on the whole the ring
of authentic history.

Paul’s Relations with the Jerusalem
Leadership

Paul explains this second visit to Jerusalem extremely
defensively as being a result of a private ‘revelation’ he had,
establishing as well that, as he sees it, he had not been
summoned to give an account of himself, as it might appear to
less sympathetic eyes. As he puts it:

| went up because of [a] revelation [apocalypsin] and



privately laid before those reckoned to be important the
Gospel which | proclaim among the Gentiles, lest somehow |

might be running or had run in vain. (Gal. 2:2)2

Here, Paul gives play to the idea of a private ‘revelation’, by
which he means that he is directly in touch with some other
revelatory body, presumably ‘the Holy Spirit. Through it, he
would appear to think that he is in direct communication with
‘Christ Jesus’, as he elsewhere terms the Supernatural Being
or presence he claims to be communicating with.

He states this in another way in the very first line of the letter,
if it is authentic:

Paul, Apostle, not from men, nor through [any] man, but
rather through Jesus Christ and by God [the] Father, who
raised him from [the] dead. (Gal. 1:1)

The point Paul is trying to make here is that he was neither
appointed by any ‘man’, nor the earthly Jesus, whom he never
met, nor any body of ‘men’, such as, for instance, the Elders of
the Jerusalem Church. Nor does he, as we shall presently see,
carry any letters of appointment from such men (2 Cor. 3:1),
but is beyond temporal authority, and not beholden to it.

In particular, he is not beholden to James or the Jerusalem
Church Leadership. He is prepared to discuss things with them,
and, where profitable, interact, but not to defer to them. He
makes this attitude towards them clear when he says that he
was not called to account by them, but went up ‘privately’ and
not publicly, on his own recognizance as it were, to lay before
those he speaks of as being ‘of repute’ (Gal. 2:2) or,
sarcastically, as ‘considered to be something’ (2:6), the Gospel



as he proclaimed it ‘among the Gentiles’ 2 for fear that the
course he ‘was running or had already run’ would be ‘in vain’.
The language of ‘vain’ teaching will reappear in the Dead Sea

Scrolls, where the ‘mission’ or ‘service’ of the Liar is at issue 2
In addition to this, Paul also enjoys employing the language of
athletics, particularly that of ‘running in the stadium’, and he will
use this ‘running’ imagery again in a particularly crucial section
of 1 Corinthians when describing both his own freedom from
the Law and his missionary activities. This he expresses as
follows:

All the runners at the stadium run, but one receives the prize.
Therefore run in order to win ... This is how | run, not
uncertainly. This is how | fight, not beating the air. (1 Cor.
9:24-26)

In this section he also calls those who make problems over the
Law or about eating forbidden things ‘weak’ (8:7 — 12 and
9:22). In Galatians, it is clear that what he means is that he is
fearful that the leaders in Jerusalem might disavow the Gospel
as he has already started teaching it — obviously without their
permission - among the non-Jewish or Gentile ‘Peoples’.

At this point he begins to grow extremely agitated about this
interview with the Jerusalem Leadership even when recalling it
in writing and starts to defend his doctrine that Greeks coming
into the new Movement - whatever one wants to make of it at
this point - need not be circumcised. This was evidently part of
‘the Gospel as he taught it among ‘the Peoples’ or ‘Nations’.
Introducing someone who accompanied him to this interview
along with Barnabas - now often referred to as ‘the Jerusalem
Council’ or ‘Conference’ — as Titus ‘a Greek’, Paul insists that



on this account Titus was not ‘required to be circumcised’ (2:2-
3).

Since much of the rest of the letter has to do with Paul's
antagonism to the group he calls ‘of the circumcision’, even
perhaps, ‘the circumcisers’, a party of people he actually
identifies with James (2:12) and an issue he identifies with
‘slavery versus freedom’ - in this sense, ‘slavery to the Law,
the sign of which was circumcision, and, conjointly, a slavish
adherence to the instructions of the Jerusalem or ‘Jerusalem
Church’ Leadership.

In due course he concludes at the beginning of chapter 5:

Therefore, stand fast in the freedom with which Christ
made us free, and do not [submit] again to the yoke of
Slavery ... Everyone who accepts circumcision is obliged fo
do the whole Law [note the emphasis on doing here].
Whosoever is justified by the Law are set aside from the
Christ. You fell from Grace. (Gal. 5:1-4)

Here, one has a clear play on the kind of ‘setting oneself apart’
or ‘separation’ emphasized in the Dead Sea Scrolls or the
‘Naziritism’, based on the Hebrew root, N-Z-R/'to keep apart
from’, we shall encounter on the part of those like James. This
N-Z-R root is widespread in the Qumran Damascus Document
and there it is used to express - as in James’ instructions to
overseas comunities as pictured in Acts — what one should
‘stay away’ or ‘abstain from’, as for instance, ‘fornication’,

‘polluted Evil Riches’, and ‘unclean’ or ‘polluted things’ generally.
5

For in Christ Jesus, neither circumcision nor uncircumcision



is [any longer] in force, but rather Faith working by love. You
were running well. Who stopped you, that you did not obey
the Truth? (Gal. 5:6-7)

One should compare this with the passage in the Letter of
James:

For whoever shall keep the whole Law, but stumbles on one
[small point], shall be guilty [of breaking] it all (Jas. 2:10),

which like Paul in these passages and in Romans cites
Abraham in speaking about ‘Faith working with works’
(Jas.2:22). Not only does James use all the words Paul is
using, like ‘love’, ‘doing’, and “Truth’, it is the clear riposte.

For his part, so incensed does Paul become at this point in
Galatians that he concludes by making a pun on the act of
circumcision itself:

| even wish that those who are throwing you into confusion
would themselves [meaning their own privy parts] cut off.
(5:12)

As we shall show, he is also playing on yet another passage in
the Damascus Document at Qumran, which cites the
‘consumption of blood’ as the reason the Israelites were ‘cut

off’ in the wilderness.8

But Paul utters this crudity, not only in the midst of again
evoking ‘being called to freedom’, but directly following this, the
Love Commandment, that is, ‘love your neighbour as yourself’,
which he now describes as being ‘the whole Law’ (5:12-14). But
this is precisely the Commandment cited in the famous
passage from James on ‘the Royal Law according to the



Scripture’, also evoking ‘doing’, but this time in the sense of
‘doing’ or ‘keeping the whole Law/, not breaking it (2:8-10).

This Commandment is also evoked at a crucial juncture in
these passages in the Damascus Document above as well. It is
interesting that Pauls use of the language of ‘biting’ and
‘swallowing’ in the context of allusions to ‘being consumed’ or
‘destroyed’, which directly follow this (Gal. 5:15), are all
paralleled by extremely important usages of this genre having to
do with the destruction of the Righteous Teacher and
Establishment perfidy generally in the Habakkuk Pesher from

Qumran.f

Later Acts speaks of a traveling companion of Paul called
‘Timothy’, whose ‘father was a Greek’ and who was evidently
not circumcised, but whom Paul had ‘circumcised on account of
‘the Jews’ in the neighbourhood’ (16:3). It is not always possible
to distinguish this Timothy from the Titus in Galatians and other
letters - Titus is not mentioned in Acts - just as it is not always
possible to distinguish the individual Paul is calling Silvanus in
his letters from the Silas in Acts.2 Often the one is a Greek
name; the other, simply the Latin. As with many other
reckonings already encountered, these may not be all separate
individuals. However, at least in Galatians, the point being made
about Titus not needing to be circumcised is very clear.

Paul is having problems with the Jerusalem leadership at this
juncture over circumcision, because as he attests in his own
words, ‘some false brothers stole in secretly to spy on the
freedom which we enjoy in Christ Jesus (Paul's name for his
Supernatural Saviour) so that they might reduce us to slavery’
or ‘bondage’. The play on the brothers/pseudo-brothers
parallel may be identical to the play on the ‘false’ or ‘pseudo-
Apostles’ in z Cor. 11:13, also in the context of using the



language of ‘bondage’ and ‘swallowing’ and reiterating that he
‘does not lie’ (2 Cor. 11:20 and 31). Once again, despite the
emotion he displays, Paul's meaning in these passages is
unmistakable. Whenever he is speaking about the Law or
James - often the two are interchangeable - he uses the
language of ‘bondage’ or ‘slavery’ and ‘pseudo’/falseness’.
This applies, too, to the leadership exercised by individuals like
James.

Something has happened here that puts Paul into bad repute
with this leadership. That something clearly has to do with
‘circumcision’ and the fact that some of those accompanying
him - whom Paul calls ‘Greeks’ and therefore ‘not obliged to be
circumcised’ - were not circumcised. For Acts, Paul has such
persons circumcised anyhow out of deference to the Church
Leadership and in order to continue his missionary activities.
We cannot necessarily depend on Acts here, but its gist is the
same as Galatians on the issue of whether people like Titus or
Timothy need to be circumcised. Galatians appears to be
claiming Titus was not. Acts avers Timothy was. It is of little
importance - the issue is the same.

Rather what is important is that at this point in Galatians Paul
launches into an attack on the Jerusalem Leadership, in which
he testifies to the undeniable fact that James was the principal
leader and all, even Peter, were subordinate to him and had to
defer to him. At the same time, he avows his intention to
safeguard ‘the Truth of the Gospel’ as he teaches it among the
Gentiles. As he puts it,

not even for an hour did we yield in subjection, so that the
Truth of the Gospel might continue with you (2:5),



this addressed to those for whom the letter was first
intended, his co-religionists in Galatia in Asia Minor, whose
situation he claims to be defending.

The people he is referring to here, those to whom he ‘will not
yield in subjection’, designated by the pronouns ‘some’, ‘whom’,
or ‘they’ in Gal. 2:6 and 2:12, turn out to be none other than the
Leadership of the Jerusalem Church, or as Paul puts it in his
own inimitable manner:

those considered to be something, not that whatever they
were [or ‘their importance’] makes any difference to me,

since God does not accept the person of men.2

Paul now repeats this ‘those of repute’ or ‘those reckoned to be
important’ for emphasis:

Those of repute had nothing to add to me. On the contrary,
they recognized that | had been entrusted to teach the
Gospel of the Uncircumcision just as Peter [was] of the
Circumcision. (Gal. 2:7)

It is in the midst of these startling revelations and
controversies that Paul reveals that James is not only one of
the leaders and principal men, but the Leader.

But before he does so, he makes the equally astonishing
claim that:

He who worked [or ‘wrought’ ] in Peter the Apostleship of the
Circumcision also worked in me [the Apostleship] to the
Gentiles [Ethné]. (2:8)

It is impossible to know how to take this statement. Does Paul



mean God or the Father, who worked through Peter to create
his Apostleship, also worked through him (Paul) to create his?
Or does he mean Jesus or the being he calls Christ Jesus in
Heaven did this? If he means the earthly Jesus, then it is an
impossibility, since Paul presumably never saw ‘Jesus’ in his
lifetime. If he means the Supernatural Jesus, then we have only
his testimony to this, and it is not surprising that many made
light of and belittled it, even perhaps going so far as to call him
a ‘Liar 19

Paul then moves on to introduce his version of the Central
Leadership Trio of the early Church in Jerusalem, and with it,
another conundrum, for he does not refer — at least in most
versions of this material as it has come down to us - to Peter
per se, but rather at this point to ‘Cephas’. Normally ‘Cephas’ is
taken as identical with Peter, even though Paul resumes the
normative reference to ‘Peter’ two lines later in 2:11. In doing
so, he introduces James for the second time and it is crystal
clear this James is not ‘the brother of John’ as in the Gospels.

So James, Cephas, and John, those reckoned to be Pillars,
being aware of the Grace which was given to me, shook
hands with Barnabas and me in fellowship, that we [should
go] to the Gentiles, while they [go] to the circumcision. (2:9)

Here, then, we are not only apprised that James is someone
‘reckoned to be something’, but one of those in the front rank of
the leadership, as it were a ‘Pillar’ or leader, in fact, as we shall
see, the all-encompassing Leader. Paul has already belittled
these in his Galatians 2:6 aspersion above, ‘whatever they
were makes no difference to me’ and ‘those reckoned
important conferred nothing to me’. In 2 Corinthians 11, Paul will



call such persons ‘Hebrews’ (11:22) and ‘the Highest Apostles’
- literally ‘Apostles of the Highest Degree’ or, if one prefers,
‘Archapostles’ (11:5, repeated in 12:11).

Paul introduces this ‘Pillar’ terminology here, something we
had not heard previously, in confirmation of their importance or
status. It is similar to the ‘Foundation’, ‘Rock’ and ‘Cornerstone’
imagery one encounters in the Gospels and Letters with regard
to Peter or Jesus himself. These terms can be found in the
Dead Sea Scrolls, particularly in the Community Rule and
Hymns, including additional ones like ‘a firm Foundation which
will not shake’, ‘Wall’, and ‘Tower’ or ‘Fortress’. ! This last, in
particular, is equivalent to two epithets we shall see were
applied to James: ‘the Bulwark’ and another puzzling
circumlocution ‘Oblias’, defined as ‘Protection’ in early Church
texts and meaning, most likely, something akin to ‘Fortress’.
Where the idea of ‘Pillar’ is concerned, it is also in use in
relation to the person of ‘the Zaddik’ in that tradition known as
Kabbalah.

The ‘Zaddik the Pillar of the World’ in
Kabbalah and the Gospel of Thomas

‘Kabbalah’ means that which is received, the received tradition.
It is the Jewish mystical tradition. One of its better known tenets
is the idea of ‘the Zaddik’ or ‘the Righteous One’. James is
known in almost all early Christian texts as ‘the Just’ or ‘Just
One’, and this eponym is, in fact, equivalent to that of ‘the
Zaddik' in Jewish Kabbalah.



One of the most popular and impressive of Jewish mystical
texts is that known in the Middle Ages and thereafter as the
Zohar or Book of Splendour, ‘Zohar’ being translated into
English as ‘Splendour’. The term irefers, among other things, to
the ‘splendour’ on Moses’ face after he came out either from
the cloud on Mount Sinai or the Tent of Meeting in the
wilderness, described in Exodus 24:39 and Numbers 6:25 in
the Old Testament.

Paul seems to be aware of something resembling the Jewish
mystical tradition even at this comparatively early date. In fact,
he derides this same ‘splendour on Moses’ face’ in the 2
Corinthians letter we have just referred to above in a section
extolling ‘the New Covenant of the Spirit' (2 Cor. 3:7). In this
passage he likens the ‘letters of recommendation’, also just
mentioned (which he lacks), to the dead letters of the Law on
the Tablets from Mount Sinai, commenting that ‘the letter Kkills,
but the Spirit brings life’ (2 Cor. 3:1-6).

For the ancient Hebrews, Moses’ face glowed so brilliantly
after being in the presence of God that he was obliged to cover
it with a veil when he emerged from the Tent of Meeting so the
people would not be irradiated. It is this ‘veil’ that Paul heaps
abuse upon and with it the most sacred traditions of the Jewish
People - in the process implying that Moses was a charlatan.
One fairly reels before the lengths he was willing to go to in
some of these polemics and verbal acrobatics.

This aspersion, that Moses put a veil over his face so the
Israelites would not know ‘the light of the Law had been
extinguished’, is not unlike the claim in Galatians 4:24 that the
Jews were the descendants not of Sarah, but of Abraham'’s
Egyptian bondservant Hagar, as was their Covenant — the
allusion to the word ‘bondage’ being the operative point here —



not Sarah, already remarked above. Both employ the kind of
allegorical elucidation of Scripture pioneered by Paul's older
contemporary, the famous Philo of Alexandria, the uncle of
Tiberius Alexander (one of those who made the decision to
destroy the Temple).

We have already noted his dextrous use of ‘the hanged man
being a curse’ in Galatians 3:13 and the clear insult he intended
pursuant to this by referring to the Jewish months, times, and
festivals - called at Qumran ‘the monthly flags’ and ‘festivals of
Glory’, but in regard to which Paul also uses his ‘slavery’

metaphor - as ‘weak and beggarly elements’ 12 Not only is Paul
playing in aspersions of this kind on the ‘weakness’ and ‘Poor’
vocabulary he often uses when discussing leaders like James,
but such disrespect was calculated to enrage his interlocutors.
Even if his more Hellenized audiences did not, Paul knew
how precious such traditions were to the pious Jews against
whom his polemics were directed. But Paul, also, gives further
evidence of being acquainted with this mystical tradition and its
literature, which goes by the name of ‘Hechalot Mysticism’, that
is, the mysticism of Heavenly Ascents or journeys to Heaven.
In z Corinthians 12:1-4, again, just after his aspersions on the
Hebrew ‘counterfeit Apostles’ and ‘Archapostles’ and referring
to his own ‘visions’, ‘incomparable revelations’, and that he
‘does not lie’; he claims to have known people involved in just
such mystical journeying. Coincidentally, or otherwise, as in
Galatians 2:1 above, this is ‘fourteen years before’ again. As
Paul describes it, the unidentified ‘man’ he is referring to

(James?) was ‘caught up to Paradise’ 13 where he ‘heard
unutterable sayings’.

There is additional literature which gives evidence to
associate James with this mystical tradition of ‘Ascents’ as well,



particularly the lost work Epiphanius describes as the
Anabathmoi Jacobou — ‘the Ascents of James’. The two
Apocalypses associated with James’ name at Nag Hammadi
are also full of the language of mystic enlightenment, including
the portrayal of the mystic ‘kiss’ of Gnostic wisdom James
either gives or receives from Jesus 14

But the ‘Pillar’ language Paul uses here in Galatians to
describe the Central Three of ‘James, Cephas, and John’
would be sufficient to associate James with the ‘Zaddik
tradition, enshrined in all Jewish Kabbalistic and later Zohar
tradition, even if we did not know James was known by ‘the
Just’ or ‘Just One’ in all early Church tradition. This epithet was
also presumably applied to ‘the Righteous Teacher’ or ‘Teacher
of Righteousness’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Not only does it
bear a relationship to the linguistically parallel ‘Sons of Zadok’
ideology at Qumran, but also to expressions like ‘Sons of
Righteousness’ and ‘Sons of the Zaddik’, sometimes
considered to be errors, but which in this context are probably
not12 In addition to the ‘Cornerstone’, ‘Foundation’, ‘Wall,
“Tower’, and ‘Fortress’ imagery found there, there are other
allusions like ‘the Fountains of Living Water’, ‘the Mystery of
Being’, and ‘the Throne’ that later became the staples of Jewish
mystic enlightenment.18

The allusion ‘Pillar’, as we have it, certainly was originally
used in Proverbs, another text very much absorbed in the
tradition of Zaddik’ theorizing, which specifically asserts that
‘the Zaddik is the Pillar of the World’ (Prov. 10:25). In turn, this
idea is expounded in Zohar tradition, where it is associated with
Noah, the first ‘Zaddik’ mentioned in the Book of Genesis and,
in fact, the first archetypal Saviour. The exposition is as follows:



Noah was a Righteous One. Assuredly so after the
Heavenly pattern, for it is written: ‘The Righteous One is the
Foundation of the world and the Earth is established
thereon. For, this is the Pillar that upholds the world. So
Noah was called Righteous in this world ... and acted so as
to be a Perfect copy of the Heavenly ideal ... an embodiment
of the world’s Covenant of Peace. (Zohar 1.59b on Noah)

There is much more in the Zohar on ‘the Zaddik’, including
both an allusion to ‘protecting the People’, an idea just
encountered above having to do with James’ ‘Bulwark’
sobriquet and Noah’s expiatory suffering}Z The connection of
James with Noah, the first ‘Righteous One’, is another element
that shines through the traditions about James. These include
James’ vegetarianism, his rainmaking, and his Noahic-like
directives to overseas communities as recorded in Acts, to the
extent that one can conceive of a redivivus tradition
associated with the first ‘Zaddik Noah, not unlike that
associated with Elijah and John the Baptist in the New
Testament18

In this passage from the Zohar, the pre-existence or
supernatural nature of ‘the Zaddik’ is stressed, an idea
encountered as well in the Prologue of the Gospel of John in
terms of ‘Logos’ and ‘Light’ imagery, in the description there of
Jesus’ entrance into the world. But there is another allusion in
the recently rediscovered Nag Hammadi Gospel of Thomas -
‘the Twin’ or ‘Judas Thomas’ - the putative third brother of
Jesus after James and Simon. This bears on the ideal of this
pre-existent Righteous One or Heavenly Zaddik — in more
mundane terms, James in his role as Perfect Righteous One.



In turn this also bears on the appointment of James as Leader
of the Jerusalem Church and therefore of all Christianity
everywhere as successor to Jesus. It reads as follows:

The Disciples said to Jesus: ‘We know that you will depart
from us. Who is it that shall be great over us [meaning after
he is gone]?’ Jesus replied to them: ‘In the place where you
are to go [presumably Jerusalem], go to James the Just, for
whose sake Heaven and Earth came into existence.’
(Logion 12)

Aside from being a tradition incorporating the long-lost direct
appointment of James by Jesus as Leader of the early Church,
it also bears on the idea of ‘the Zaddik’. Yet it is a thousand
years earlier than the above description in the Zohar, which
was purportedly written in Spain in the 1200s — 1300s.
Thomas’ description of James as ‘for whose sake Heaven and
Earth came into existence’ is related to the one in the Zohar
above about the Zaddik being ‘the Pillar that upholds the world

. a Perfect copy of the Heavenly ideal. Not only is it a
statement about the pre-existence of the Zaddik, it bears on
Paul's allusion to ‘those reputed to be Pillars’ in Galatians 2:9
and later allusions in early Church tradition like the mysterious
‘Oblias’ or ‘Bulwark’ applied to James. That ‘James the
Righteous One’ is someone for whose sake ‘Heaven and Earth
came into existence’ means that not only are Heaven and Earth
predicated on his existence but, as ‘the Zaddik’, he precedes
them or is pre-existent.

The reader will recognize in this something equivalent to what
goes by the name of ‘the Logos’ or ‘the Word’ in the Gospel of
John above. There is also something very akin to it in what



goes by the name in Shi‘ite Islam of ‘the Imam’ doctrine. All
these terms have common aspects and are more or less
equivalent. The main connecting links between them have to do
with a kind of incarnationism and pre-existence. In the Shi‘ite
doctrine, there is even a ‘Hidden’ aspect, not unrelated to the
‘Standing One’ ideology, as we shall encounter it in Jewish
Christianity or Ebionitism below.12 All are basically variations on
‘the Primal’ or ‘Secret Adam’ tradition - the bedrock of ‘Jewish
Christian’ or ‘Ebionite’ ideology - which when translated into
Greek became identified with the new terminology of ‘the
Christ'.

Noah the First Zaddik and Abraham’s
Ten Just Men

There is another tradition associated with the pre-existent
Zaddik or ‘Standing One’ in Jewish Kabbalah, that is, the
legend of ‘the Ten Just Men’, augmented in later tradition to
thirty-six.22 The tradition is, in fact, a Noahic-style one, similar
to the one about James as ‘Pillar’ in this pivotal discussion by
Paul in Galatians and in the allusion to James’ place and role in
the Nag Hammadi Gospel of Thomas. Its implications are that
the world is supported upon the existence of ‘Ten Just Men’ -
the Ten primordial Righteous Ones — and, just as in the
Zohar tradition about the first Zaddik Noabh, it is their existence
that upholds the world.

Actually, in Genesis, there are two ‘escape’ and ‘Salvation’
episodes of this kind related to Righteous Ones. The first is the



Noah episode, just signalled, where Noah is designated as
‘Righteous and Perfect in his generation’ (Gen. 6:9). This
allusion is also the basis of the ‘Perfection’ ideal so important,
for instance, in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. 5:48) and for

Dead Sea Scroll ideology.2! It is, no doubt, related to the
perception of James’ Perfect Righteousness and Piety as well.
Because Noah is so Perfect and a Righteous One, God is
portrayed as saving him and, through this Salvation, allowing
him to save the world through his progeny — ‘the world below
as the Zohar would have it.

The second ‘escape’ and ‘Salvation’ episode in Genesis is
that of Lot. This is a famous episode, which everyone knows.
But not everyone realizes it is an episode having to do with the
role and nature of ‘the Zaddik’ again. After having encountered
three Angels - the ‘three wise men’ of Gospel portraiture - who
announce (for the second or third time) that he and Sarah are
going to have a son, Abraham remains with one of these
Angels (who later turns out to be God - Gen. 18:22). The other
two go down to see how Abraham’s nephew Lot is doing in the
plain below in Sodom and Gomorrah.

Finding these cities to be full of fornication and illicit sexual
behaviour — the sexual emphasis in relation to a story about
Zaddikim (Hebrew plural for Zaddik) is important — God
determines to destroy these cities. At this point there transpires
a bargaining scene between Abraham and God. Abraham asks
God to withhold destruction from the city, that is, he intercedes
with God on behalf of mankind. God agrees, but only on the
basis that there should be found there fifty Just Men, that is,
fifty Righteous Ones. Abraham asks for forty. God agrees. The
bargaining goes on. Finally, it is determined that for the sake of
“Ten Just Men’ God will withhold destruction from the city (Gen.



18:32).

This number becomes proverbial. In time it also becomes the
minimum number required for Jewish communal prayer, the
two, no doubt, being seen as connected, that is, the prayer of
Ten Righteous Men can in some manner provide sustaining
power to the world, a proposition repeated in James 5:16 in
relation to the prayer of Elijah - another of these incarnated
forerunners - for rain, or as it is put there, ‘the working prayer
of the Just One much prevails’ (Jas. 5:16).

Somehow the number here is augmented in Jewish mystical
tradition to thirty-six (the numerical value in Judaism of the word
life), the reason for which cannot be determined. Its bearing,
however, on the situation of James and, later, his relationship
to the city of Jerusalem, will become clear. Tradition will also
credit this kind of ‘rainmaking’ to James, and, as we shall see
below, there is an eschatological or salvationary dimension to
this.22 To the new biblical exegete James in his role as ‘Pillar’,
‘Wall, or ‘Bulwark’/Shield will provide the sustaining
‘Protection’ required to guarantee Jerusalem’s continued
existence - Jerusalem being substituted for Sodom.

The concomitant to this is, of course, that once ‘the Zaddik’
— in this case James - was removed, existence of the city
could no longer, like Sodom and Gomorrah in mythological
tradition, be sustained and its destruction was assured. This
whole process related to the application of these ‘Zaddik’,
‘Pillar’, and ‘Protection’ epithets to James’ person. Even in the
circumscribed materials that have come down to us, the
destruction of the Temple and Jerusalem some seven and a
half years later by Roman armies was tied by exegetes to his
death. In the context of ‘Zaddik’ theorizing, the sense of this is
not punishment, as per later Christian reformulation, but once



the requisite ‘Shield’ or ‘Protection’, James, had been removed,
Jerusalem could no longer remain in existence.

Paul’s Picture of the Central Three,
James, Cephas, and John

Paul, in concretizing this role of James as ‘Pillar’ in Galatians
2:9, had already confirmed in line 19 of the previous chapter,
that it was this James he met and not some other. There really
is no other James, since by Paul's own testimony we are well
into the 50s as it is and Acts has the other James — credible
or not - removed from the scene by the mid-40s coincident with
the beheading of Theudas. Therefore, even if we credit Acts’
presentation, erroneous as it may be, the other James was
already dead at this point.

But in this passage from Galatians Paul makes it
unmistakably clear which James we are dealing with. In one of
the most meaningful statements in Christian religious history,
Paul unequivocally describes a stay he made in Arabia and his
later return to Damascus - whatever might be meant by these
geographical notations at this point - and identifies James as
follows:

But when it pleased God, who chose me from my mother's
womb and called me by His Grace to reveal His son in me,
that | should announce him as the Gospel among the
Nations, | did not immediately confer with any human being,
nor did | go up to Jerusalem to those [who were] Apostles



before me. Rather/ went away into Arabia and again
returned to Damascus. Then after three years | went up to
Jerusalem to make the acquaintance of Peter [we can
assume this to be in the late 30s or thereabouts] and |
remained with him fifteen days. Nor did | see any of the
other Apostles except James the brother of the Lord. Now
the things | write you are true, for before God, | do not lie
[this last has the character of an oath]. (Gal. 1:15-20)

We have in these sentences some of the most important
historical data of early Christianity. First of all, in counter-
indicating Acts’ parallel presentation of events, they reveal that
document to be defective on these points and a not very artfully
concealed rewrite. Secondly, they introduce the really
important James in no uncertain terms, not only placing him, as
someone Paul knows, on a level with Peter, but also among the
Apostles — questions about the sense of this terminology for
the moment aside - another fact that Scripture (in this instance,
the Gospels and the Book of Acts) is most anxious to disguise.
As we proceed, we shall also be able to show that Jesus’
brothers were, indeed, reckoned as Apostles and are to be
found in Apostle lists even as presently constituted. But let us
take these points one at a time.

In the first place, we can say from Paul's testimony that the
James he is talking about here - whom he calls ‘the brother of
the Lord’, whether this brothership is to be taken as real or
symbolical - is on the same level as the Peter whose
acquaintance he appears to be making for the first time. Again,
it is not clear whom he means by this ‘Peter’ as in the next
chapter, as we have seen, he also speaks about someone he
calls ‘Cephas’ (Gal. 2:19- ‘Cephas’ is an Aramaic appellation,



usually taken as meaning ‘Rock’, just as Peter means ‘Rock’ in
Greek).

Recently a burial urn was uncovered in the neighbourhood of
Jerusalem with just such a name - ‘Kepha’ in Aramaic, that is,

our ‘Cephas’ here - inscribed on it.223 Eventually we shall look at
the relationship of this configuration of letters to other
appellations like Cleophas, Alphaeus, and Clopas — even
‘Caiaphas’ — all either variants of or linguistically related to it.
However, by speaking of ‘the other Apostles’, it is quite clear
that Paul means that both James and Peter are to be reckoned
among the Apostles, whatever may be meant by the term at this
point. This is surprising, as most would not reckon James or the
brothers of Jesus generally among the Apostles. Nor, at this
point, is Paul speaking of “Twelve’ Apostles as part of a fixed
scheme.

As we shall see below, this idea of ‘the Twelve’ or ‘Twelve
Apostles’, as the Gospels and the Book of Acts would have it, is
somewhat formal and even rather childish. As we shall also
see, in 1 Corinthians, too, it is pretty clear that not only was
James among the original Apostles, this Twelve Apostle
scheme was one that aided the historiographical and doctrinal
approach of books like the Gospels and Acts. Stemming from
the ideas of those either unsophisticated in Palestinian history
or purposefully trying to archaize or dissemble, it is not at all
certain that such a scheme was ever really operative in the
Palestine of the time.

In its favour - apart from the rather tendentious Apostle lists
in the Gospels and Acts - is the reference in a key document
among the Dead Sea Scrolls (the cluster of materials going by
the name of the Community Rule) to a central Council made up
of “Twelve Israelites’. This, too, probably archaizes to a certain



extent, being based on a no longer extant biblical framework of
twelve actual Israelite Tribes. In this reference in the
Community Rule, which is also using ‘spiritualized Temple’
imagery, there is allusion as well to ‘Three’. But here, too, there
are difficulties and it is not possible to tell from the allusion in
the text whether we have Twelve plus Three or whether ‘the
Three’ are meant to be included in ‘the Twelve’, this being the
presentation of the Gospels, though not necessarily Galatians.

The probability is in favour of the former.24

‘The Three’ being spoken about in the Dead Sea Scrolls are
specifically referred to as ‘Priests’ — ‘three Priests’ - either
added to a central Council of twelve, that is, twelve Israelites, or
part of it. But the imagery being used here with regard either to
‘the Twelve’ and ‘the Three’ is similar to that in the New
Testament. In fact, the former are referred to in the Community
Rule - presumably in view of their Israelite blood — as ‘a House
of Holiness for Israel’, that is, the Twelve Tribes; the latter, ‘a
Holy of Holies for Aaron’, that is, the Central Priestly Triad.

There can be no doubt that what we have here is what -
following Paul's vocabulary in 1 Corinthians 2:13 — should be
called ‘spiritualized Temple’ imagery, both a spiritualized
Temple and spiritualized Holy of Holies within the Temple.22 In
the Community Rule at Qumran, this imagery is accompanied
by spiritualized sacrifice and spiritualized atonement imagery
as well, that is, this Council — which is the governing body of
the Community - is referred to not only as ‘making atonement
for the land’ and ‘atoning for sin by doing Righteousness’ (note
the emphasis on ‘doing’), but ‘a sweet fragrance’, ‘a well-tested
Wall, that Precious Cornerstone, whose Foundations shall
neither rock nor sway in their place’.28 This is also the case in



the Christianity of the Gospels and this Letter by Paul to the
Galatians when treating ‘the Central Three’, a triad seemingly at
once part of and above ‘the Apostles’ — or to use the language
of the Qumran Community Rule, ‘the Council of the Twelve’.

But again, it is when treating these ‘Three’ that we run into
difficulties in the New Testament, because the enumeration of
them is not the same in the Gospels as it is in the Letter to the
Galatians.2. We have already heard in Galatians that the
Central Three, that is, ‘those of repute’ or ‘reputed to be
something’ (whose importance ‘made no difference’ or ‘nothing
conferred’ to Paul), or ‘reputed to be Pillars’, are James,
Cephas, and John. James and John, here, are not specified as
being brothers, as they are in the Gospels, or even related,
and, indeed, whoever this John is - also never mentioned by
Paul again - the ‘James’ reputed to be ‘his brother’ (that is,
John’s brother) in Acts and the Gospels had long since
disappeared from the scene. However, in the Gospels it is quite
clear that the Central Three are supposed to be Peter, James,
and John his brother, meaning Peter, James, and John ‘the two
sons of Zebedee’ (Matt. 10:2, 17:1, 26:37 and pars.).

It should be immediately apparent that all of these are slightly
different enumerations. In the Gospels, Jesus is pictured as
transfiguring himself before the latter Three ‘on a high
mountain’, but, as we have remarked, all such recitals in the
Gospels must be taken with a degree of scepticism. In any
event, the rule of thumb we suggested above should apply here.
Where there is a conflict between data in these and reliable
passages from the letters attributed to Paul, the latter are in all
cases to be preferred. Not only this, but it is the ‘brother’ theme,
when inspected carefully, which will be seen to be causing the
difficulties — whether, for instance, with regard to ‘Andrew his



brother’ (in this case Peter’s ‘brother’ — Mark 1:18 and pars.),
‘John his brother’ (Mark 1:19 and pars.), ‘James the brother of
John' (Acts 12:2), or Jesus’ brother, so much so that the
movement of this phrase, ‘his brother’, has all the earmarks of
a shell game.

This is also the case with names like ‘Judas of James’ in
Luke’s Apostle lists (Luke 6:16 and Acts 1:13), overwriting
‘Thaddeaus’ in Matthew and Mark. No such list is even present
in John. Nor is John aware of ‘James and John his brother’ or
vice versa, though he does speak of ‘the sons of Zebedee’'. In
fact, John never mentions a single James at all and the only
‘John’ he mentions explicitly - aside from the circumlocution ‘the

Disciple Jesus loved28 — is John the Baptist.

However, the Gospel of John is explicit in identifying
‘Cephas’ with ‘Peter’ and makes a special point of having Jesus
himself make this identification when he introduces him in the
first chapter (1:42). But we can take this Gospel as rather late
and it is not at all sure its author understood these distinctions,
though he may have. For instance, note how he is already
caling the individual, known as ‘Judas Thomas’ in other
sources (‘Judas the Twin’), ‘Thomas called Didymus’ (‘Twin
Twin’ — John 11:16 and 21:2).

The Post-Resurrection Appearances of
Jesus to the Apostles in the Gospels

The reference to Cephas as one of the ‘Pillars’ in Galatians 2:9
is interesting. In chapter 1, Paul preceded this by referring to



someone he calls Peter whose acquaintance he made along
with James fourteen years before in Jerusalem (1:18). He
follows with his description of the confrontation, when he and
Peter meet once again in Antioch and are forced to respond to
‘some from James’ over the issue of ‘table fellowship with
Gentiles’ (2:11-12). It is not at all certain, as we have
suggested, that we are dealing with the same individual in these
three separate notices and the problem has been worried over
by scholars with little result.

The point is that there may be another individual with this
name Cephas. Paul uses this appellation to refer to him in i
Corinthians on several occasions, particularly regarding
disputes in Asia Minor with someone called Apollos (i Cor. 1:12
and 3:22) -who, according to Acts, ‘knew only John’s baptism’
(Acts 18:25)22 — or regarding the fact that ‘Jesus’ brothers
travel with women too’ (1 Cor. 9:15). But the main reference he
makes to ‘Cephas’ in 1 Corinthians - never Peter - is in the list
of post-resurrection appearances by Jesus in chapter 15,
where Cephas is listed as the first person to whom Jesus
appeared after his death (15:5).

In the way the reference presently stands, Jesus ‘appeared
to Cephas, then to the Twelve’, Cephas does not appear to be
one of the Aposties.32 All this is very puzzling. The answer
again may relate to problems surrounding Jesus’ brothers in
Scripture. It is possible that the Cephas being referred to in
between the references to ‘Peter’ in Paul's letters is another
‘Simon’ or ‘Simeon’ — the Simeon bar Cleophas mentioned
above as Jesus’ first cousin. Just as Simon Peter in Scripture
is represented as being the successor to Jesus, this Simon or
Simeon is represented by early Church tradition as being the
successor to James. He is also of the family of Jesus,



Cleophas being specifically denoted as the uncle of Jesus.

As we proceed, it will probably transpire that this Cleophas is
not the uncle of Jesus, but rather his father, and there are
traditions that to some degree represent him as such. In John
19:25, for instance, he is represented as the husband of Mary
and this is probably true. For Origen, who was exiled to
Palestine from Egypt for a time in the third century, when
discussing the passage from the Josephus he knew ascribing
the fall of Jerusalem to the death of James not Jesus, this
Cleophas was actually the father of James, Simon, Jude, and
Joses - those brothers represented as being the brothers of
Jesus in Scripture - but these now by a previous mother, not

Mary.21 Again, the reasons for all these transmutations and
circumlocutions should be growing clearer. They are twofold:
one, to protect the divine sonship of Jesus; and, two, the
emerging doctrine of the perpetual virginity of Mary.

These post-resurrection appearances by or sighting
traditions about Jesus have long been recognized by scholars
as being associated in some manner in early Church
enumerations with one’s place in the hierarchy of the early
Church, that is, the earlier he appeared to you, the higher up in
the hierarchy you were. Paul sets the stage for this by referring
to this appearance to Cephas and others in 1 Corinthians
above. Unfortunately there is no first appearance to Peter
recorded in any of the Gospels, or anywhere else for that

matter.32 In fact, John 20:6-7 records that when Peter went into
the tomb it was empty and there were only the burial clothes of
Jesus neatly piled to one side. For Matthew and Mark, Peter
does not even enter the tomb; rather the two Marys do - one
specifically called ‘Mary the mother of James’ (Mark 16:1; cf.
Luke 24:10) — where they encounter ‘the Angelic being(s)’. It is



he, now wearing the ‘dazzling clothing’, ‘white as snow’;23 who
tells them of Jesus’ resurrection and his departure for Galilee.
Luke has two Angels, not one, and, of course, nothing about a
departure for Galilee, but rather Jesus predicting his coming
crucifixion and resurrection ‘on the third day while ‘yet in
Galilee’ earlier (24:6-7). For Luke, the two Marys now ‘told
these things to the Apostles’, and it is only after this that Peter
rushes to the tomb, where, seeing only ‘the linen clothes’ again,
he departs ‘wondering at what had happened’ (24:10-12).

Matthew also has the two Marys rushing to tell ‘the Disciples’
what they had seen. But curiously, at this juncture it is they who
actually encounter Jesus, seeing him along the way. For his
part, Jesus is presented as uttering words similar to those
reported of Peter to the servant at ‘the house of Mary the
mother of John Mark’ in Jerusalem in the crucial introduction of
James in Acts 12:17, to wit, ‘Go, tell my brothers to go into
Galilee and there they will see me’ (Matt. 28:10). For most of
the Gospels, further appearances then proceed to take place in
Galilee, all except the Gospel of Luke.

The Gospel of Luke does record a post-resurrection
appearance in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem - this, the
famous sighting on the Road to Emmaus. Mark 16:12 also
refers to this, noting how ‘after these things, he [Jesus]
appeared in another form to two of them as they walked on their
way into the country’, but this ending from Mark is considered a
later addition.

Where this ‘Emmaus’ was supposed to be is also a question.
Presentday reckonings have it more or less due west of
Jerusalem at the foothills of the road from the coast mounting
to Jerusalem - a location now called Latrun after the name of a
Crusader ‘tower’ there (where the Arabs and Israelis fought a



key battle for control of the Jerusalem road in 1948). Luke
specified that Emmaus was ‘sixty furlongs from Jerusalem’ -
about seven and a half miles - whereas Latrun is about twenty-
five miles and therein lies the conundrum.34

For Luke, Jesus appeared to someone called ‘Cleopas),
obviously identical to the Cleophas considered Jesus’ ‘uncle’
we have been following, and another unnamed person (24:13-
18). The nature of this episode is similar to the ‘doubting
Thomas’ one in John 20:26-29 and an episode in the
apocryphal Gospel of the Hebrews, conserved in the writings of
Jerome, about a first appearance to James. In these, Jesus
actually sits down, breaks bread, and apparently eats with the
individual(s) involved, to prove the fact of his corporeal
resurrection and, therefore, his bodily needs.22 In Luke,
however, when report comes to ‘the Eleven and those with
them’ of this appearance on the Road to Emmaus outside
Jerusalem to Cleopas and another, they are represented as
crying out in unison, ‘the Lord is risen indeed and appeared
unto Simon’(24:33-34).

But, unfortunately, no appearance to a ‘Simon’ has taken
place anywhere - certainly not in this first appearance ‘along
the way’ to Cleopas, unless we are dealing with the traces of an
early appearance to members of Jesus’ family.38 This would
concretize their place in the post-resurrection appearance
sequence, given by Paul in 1 Corinthians 15:7, that is, an
appearance rather to James and Simeon bar Cleophas, the
latter, we shall show, all but indistinguishable from ‘Simon the
Zealot’, already being called in writings attributed to Hippolytus
and in Syriac sources in the third century, the second brother
of Jesus.



Paul’s Lying

Paul’s insistence in Galatians 1:16 that he did not discuss the
version of the Gospel he taught or the fact of the revelation of,
as he puts it, God’s ‘son in him’ with any other human being —
literally ‘with flesh and blood’ - is interesting. As well, it accords,
as we have seen, with the way he introduces himself and his
Apostleship generally in Galatians 1:1:

Paul, Apostle, not from men nor through man, but through
Jesus Christ and God the Father, who raised him from
among the dead.

That is, he did not receive his teaching commission from any
man, as, for instance, a leader or ‘Pillar’ of the Jerusalem
Church with the stature or authority of a James, but rather
direct from Jesus himself, whom, of course, by this time Paul is
referring to as ‘Christ’, to signal his supernatural as opposed to
his natural persona.

This also recalls the sense one gets from reading 2
Corinthians, confirmed, as we have seen, in the
Pseudoclementines, that the Apostles required letters of
recommendation from James. In line with his contempt for
such things, which he compares sarcastically in 2 Corinthians
3:7 to ‘the service of death’ and the dead letters written on the
stone of the Ten Commandments, Paul insists his appointment
is direct from Jesus Christ-meaning the Supernatural Christ,
to whom in Heaven, he has, as it were, a direct line via ‘the



Holy Spirit’. This is the only certification he needs, which
accords with his reasons for not discussing with anyone else
the Gospel about Christ Jesus, as he taught it among the
Gentiles. He didn’t need to. He only had to discuss it with the
Heavenly Jesus through the medium of the Holy Spirit.

He did not recognize earthly authority, not the Jerusalem
Church leaders, nor the decisions of the so-called ‘Jerusalem
Council as we shall see - only the visions he was receiving.
This was all very well and good for Paul, but one can imagine
the kind of problems it might have caused him among his
contemporaries. We can get an inkling of these by reading
between the lines in his letters and comprehending the
doctrines about him in the Pseudoclementines and materials of
similar orientation.

Paul was obviously being mocked by some - within the
Church not outside it - as ‘the Man of Dreams’, ‘Lies’, or ‘Lying’,
or what was also characterized in a parallel parlance as ‘the

Enemy' 3. This is confirmed tangentially by Paul's
defensiveness with regard to such epithets, as evidenced at
the end of his testimony in Galatians to his all-important
meeting with Peter and James in Jerusalem (Gal. 1:20 and
4:16). It is neither accidental nor incurious that exactly where
he comes to speak of ‘James the brother of the Lord’ and in 2
Corinthians, the Hebrew ‘Archapostles’, that Paul feels obliged
to add: ‘Now before God, (in) what | write to you, | do not lie’ or,
again, ‘1 do not lie.’

This will not be the only time that Paul will via refraction refer
in his defensiveness to ‘the Liar’ epithet evidently being applied
to him by some within the Movement not outside it. It is, as just
noted, connected to the all-important ‘Enemy’ terminology,
known to have been applied to him in later Jewish Christianity



or Ebionitism. In the context of referring to Jewish observances
and festivals as ‘weak and beggarly elements’ (Gal. 4:9), his
opponents - again within the Movement - as ‘wishing zealously
to exclude’ him and his communities (4:18), and the Covenant
on Mount Sinai as ‘born according to the flesh’ of the Arab
bondservant Hagar and, therefore, ‘bringing forth to bondage’
(4:24), Paul worries over his ‘becoming your Enemy by telling
you the Truth’ (4:16). This remark should be viewed over and
against one in James 4:4 insisting that ‘whoever makes himself
into a Friend of the world turns himself into an Enemy of God',
which plays, as we shall see, on the original biblical
characterization of Abraham as ‘the Friend of God'.

There are some eight other indications of this ‘Lying’ epithet

in the Pauline corpus alone.38 That Paul alludes to it here in the
midst of this pivotal testimony to the existence of James, while
at the same time explaining why he (Paul) was unknown by sight
to anyone else in the Movement in Palestine, is extraordinary. It
is as if Paul associated the idea of ‘Lying’ with something to do
with his relationship with James, whose acquaintance he made
during his first visit to Jerusalem after his ‘revelation’ of Christ
as the ‘son in’ him, and that he knew some of James’ followers
were applying this kind of language to him and his activities.
Why would Paul feel constrained to adjure - and this in the form
almost of an oath - that he ‘does not lie’ with regard to the
claims he is putting forth concerning this revelation and his first
meeting with James?

Paul uses this ‘Lying’ terminology at several other crucial
junctures in his letters, particularly in Romans 3:4-8 and 9:1,
where he speaks about wrongful accusations concerning
himself, circumcision, the Law, and how by ‘telling the Truth’ he
has made himself ‘a curse from Christ’ to his opponents. He



also uses it in 2 Corinthians 11:31 above, to attack his ‘Hebrew
Archapostle’ interlocutors and boast about the escape he made
from Aretas’ representative in Damascus in a basket. 1
Timothy, the authorship of which is disputed, also pictures Paul
as averring he is ‘an Apostle’ and insisting he ‘speaks the Truth
of Christ and does not lie’ (2:7).

The riposte to these things is, of course, found in the Letter
of James at a likewise crucial juncture, following the rebuke of
the ‘Empty Man’ (2:20) and evocation of the Lying “Tongue’,
which ‘cannot be tamed’, ‘boasts great things’, and is ‘a world of
Unrighteousness all in itself’ (3:1-8). It is succinctly put:

If you have bitter jealousy and contentiousness in your
heart, do not boast or lie against the Truth. This is not the
Wisdom that comes down from above, but earthly, man-
made, devilish [note the reversal of Paul's ‘flesh and blood’

aspersions and the allusion to the idea of ‘devilishness’].
(3:14-15)

The application of all these epithets to the situation of Paul will
become clearer as we progress.

The same context is apparent in the Dead Sea Scrolls:
“Truth’ is always juxtaposed with ‘Lying’, ‘Righteousness’ with
‘Evil’, ‘Light’ with ‘Darkness’, a fornicating, rebellious, jealous,
and spouting “Tongue’ with obedience and good conscience.
These kinds of allusions are widespread at Qumran. Not only is
the vocabulary almost interchangeable with these crucial parts
of the Pauline or Jamesian corpus, but the same kind of
imagery is in use. When one appreciates that James occupies
a position in early Christianity equivalent to the one occupied by
the Righteous Teacher at Qumran and the same kinds of



allusions are being applied to them in both and to their enemies,
then the points of contact between the two draw ever closer.

But there is ‘Lying’ going on here. Someone is not telling ‘the
Truth’, whether purposefully or simply out of ignorance - either
Paul or the authors of the Book of Acts. In the first place, no
vision on the road to Damascus takes place in Galatians. It is
true that twice, just after mentioning ‘Damascus’ in Galatians
1:17 and before doing so in 2 Corinthians 11:32, Paul
vigorously protests he ‘does not lie’, but he does not mention a
vision on the way to Damascus.

What he does mention, leading up to this ‘Damascus’ allusion
in Galatians, is that God had set him aside and called him from
his ‘mother’s womb’ (1:15), which would appear to be an exactly
parallel claim to the one in early Church literature regarding the
person of James. According to Hegesippus, James was
considered ‘consecrated from his mother’s womb’ or what in
biblical Judaism would go by the notation of life-long Naziritism.
In the Bible a ‘Nazirite’ was someone like Samuel or John the
Baptist, both dedicated to God from their mother’s womb. The
description of James will conform to these parameters. So will
parallel ones in the Dead Sea Scrolls.

Paul's claim, especially since it is leading up to his
introduction of James, must be seen as a rival one to this
Naziriism of James, with whom he was always in such
competition, a Naziritism that must be seen as common
knowledge in the Jerusalem of the time. In addition to it Paul,
also, claims that God called him by His Grace to reveal
[apocalypsai] His son in me that | might preach the Gospel
about Him to the Gentiles. (Gal. 1:16)



Contradictions between Acts and Paul
about Damascus and Arabia

Acts’ disagreements with Galatians and 2 Corinthians are
worrisome, too, where Paul's activities in this ‘Damascus’ are
concerned. Acts presents Paul as going to the house of
someone called ‘Judas’ on a street called ‘Straight’ (9:11). The
allusion connects with characterizations of the mission of John
the Baptist in the Gospels and the way the Dead Sea Scrolls

characterize their Community’s activities ‘in the wilderness’32
This reference to a ‘Judas’ will link up with another ‘Judas’ or
‘Thaddaeus’ in notices connected to the evangelization of
Edessa and, as we have already noted, in Matthew and Mark,
this ‘Thaddaeus’ takes the place of ‘Judas of James’ in Luke.

In this ‘house’ in Damascus Paul meets ‘Ananias’, a name
that will crop up in conversion stories also related to both King
Agbarus or Abgarus of Edessa, ‘the Great King of the Peoples
beyond the Euphrates’, and Queen Helen of Adiabene and her
son lzates further East. As Acts 9:17 portrays it, Paul receives
his commission to teach to the Gentiles from Ananias and not
directly from God via revelation or visionary experience. Nor
does Acts mention at this point anything about an intervening
trip or flight to ‘Arabia’ as Paul refers to it in Galatians 1:17.

The meaning usually given to ‘Arabia’ is that area around
Petra. ‘Petra’, like ‘Peter’, is a Greek word meaning ‘Rock’ or
‘Stone’, because the city - fabled in modern story as ‘rose-red’
and ‘half as old as time’ - was cut out of stone in the
Transjordanian wilderness, overlapping to some extent the area
called ‘ldumaea’, the classical home of the Edomites in Jewish
Scripture. Once again, it is also an important usage for



focusing on evangelical activities in Northern Syria and
Mesopotamia having to do with both King Agbarus and Queen
Helen/King Izates.

Another reason it is important is because of Paul's own Arab
and/or Edomite (‘ldumaean’) connections or roots. According to
Galatians, when Paul gets his revelation about the ‘son in him’
and the Gospel of Jesus Christ he was to teach to the Gentiles,
he did not go to Damascus, but directly ‘into Arabia’. Petra grew
up on the other side of the Jordan as the centre of the Arabian
Kingdom, which flourished there because of its trading
connections to Southern Arabia and the Mediterranean. This
Kingdom is referred to by scholars as ‘Nabataean’ after
Ishmael's first-born son Nabaioth in the Bible - also Esau’s

wife’s brother.29 But it is easier simply to understand it as
‘Arab’, a term by which it was known then and still is today.

This Kingdom, which in any event was Hellenistic in culture,
was taken over by the Romans around the time they took
Damascus in the period of their conquest of Palestine from the
60s to the 30s BC. Its kings served under Roman tutelage.
While Herod's father, Antipater, was reputed to be either from
‘Greek’ or ‘ldumaean’ background, his mother was an Arab
from Petra probably of noble birth, if not actually related to the
King. Though, according to some, perhaps to some extent
Judaized, Herod and his father retained these Arab and
Idumaean connections so important to their rise to power, so
much so that those descended from them were often called
‘Idumaeans’.

Some actually were, completely. For instance, Herod’s sister
Salome - the namesake of the Salome in the John the Baptist
story - was married to an Idumaean named Costobarus.
Whenever Josephus mentions the Herodian family member he



calls ‘Saulus’ or ‘Saul, he invariably associates him with this

name Costobarus and another apparent relative Antipas.41 We
have already suggested on the basis of the reference in Acts
13:1 that Herod the Tetrarch, another of these Antipases, was
in some manner related to Paul.

The wealth of the family of Antipater (the first Antipas), and
thereafter Herod's, was based on these Transjordanian
connections and involvement in the Arabian trade that came
through Petra and then across the Dead Sea to Jerusalem or
directly to the Mediterranean Coast. This consisted of aromatic
resins from Southern Arabia and seemingly spices and silks
from India. It is depicted in the infancy story from Matthew and
the picture of the three wise men coming from the East with
their ‘frankincense and myrrh’ (2:11).

That Paul, after his vision, would proceed to the
Idumaean/Arab centre of this trade on the Transjordanian side
of the Dead Sea - if he did - is important. In view of his possible
Herodian origins, this would not be surprising, given the
connections of Herod to this city. For instance, Herod’s father
had assisted Pompey's adjutant Aemilius Scaurus —
mentioned pejoratively in the commemorative ‘Priestly Courses’

texts from the Dead Sea Scrolls - in his relations with Petra.42

Paul's possible Herodian connections also loom large in the
power he was able to wield at a comparatively young age in
Jerusalem and in ‘Damascus’ — as they do, the Roman
citizenship he purportedly carried and ‘was born to’. This last,
according to Acts, is to save him more than once (16:38 and
22:28). In turn, the status he commanded also played its part in
his struggle for power vis-a-vis James in the Jerusalem
Church.

Paul refers to the Arab King Aretas in the same breath that



he mentions ‘Damascus’ and ‘not lying’ in 2 Corinthians 11:32.
Josephus connects this Aretas and the campaign he waged
against Herod Antipas around 37 — 8 CE to events
surrounding the death of John the Baptist - also on ‘the other
side of the Jordan’. Josephus claims that the Jewish crowd
took Antipas’ defeat by Aretas as retribution for what Antipas
had done to John. We have already suggested that Paul was
somehow involved in this conflict - obviously on Antipas’ side -
as by his own testimony he is a fugitive from the
representatives of this same Aretas.

This, as we have seen, forms the backdrop to his escape
down the walls of Damascus in a basket, unless Paul escaped
twice in a basket down the walls of Damascus - a doubtful
proposition. This is transformed in Acts into an escape
because the Jews were plotting to kil Paul (9:24). But Paul's
activities in ‘Arabia’ probably extended much further afield than
Damascus or even Petra. The pivotal reference to ‘the New
Covenant at Damascus’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls, too, probably
will have even more interesting inferences, when it comes to
discussing ‘the Cup of the New Covenant in’ the blood of Christ
in Paul's 1 Corinthians and Gospel versions of ‘the Last
Supper’.

For Acts, as we have seen, there is no flight to Arabia at all,
unless ‘Damascus’ is identical to ‘Arabia’. For Acts Paul, rather,
fearlessly proclaims his doctrine that ‘Christ was the son of
God in the synagogues’ at Damascus (9:20). To begin with, it
is hard to believe that there were plural ‘synagogues’ in the city
we now refer to as Damascus. Since it was not known to be a
particularly Jewish city at this time, there may not have been
any at all.

But, of course, there is another possibility already implied



above - that the ‘Damascus’ mentioned in Acts is not the city of
Damascus at all, but rather that region which the Dead Sea
Scrolls - in particular, the document known as the ‘Damascus
Document’ because it repeatedly refers to it - call ‘Damascus’.
For the Damascus Document, ‘Damascus’ is the name -
perhaps even a code - forthe whole region where those
rededicating themselves to ‘the New Covenant’ were ‘settled’ or

had retreated.43

“The New Covenant’ is also a name used in early Christianity
for the Movement we associate with Christianity. Latterly, of
course, it has become the name of the biblical presentation of
what we take to be this Movement - ‘the New Testament’. The
terms ‘New Testament’ and ‘New Covenant’ are identical in
Greek. Of course for the Dead Sea Scrolls, ‘the New Covenant
in the Land of Damascus’ is really only rededication to the Old
Covenant or a renewal. Whereas for Paul, and the Letter to the
Hebrews following him, it is a ‘New Covenant in the blood’ of
Christ, encompassing all of what Paul was implying by the
‘Gospel of Christ Jesus’ he taught.

As Acts would have it, ‘Paul confounded the Jews who dwelt
in Damascus’ both in the way he proclaimed Jesus as ‘the son

of God’' and ‘proved he was the Christ’ (9:22).44 The Jews
there, hearing of Paul's career ‘in Jerusalem destroying those
who called on this Name’ and that he had come with letters
from the Chief Priests, now ‘plotted to kill him’ (9:21-23).

There follows the episode of Paul being ‘let down the walls of
Damascus in a basket’ (9:25). This is the episode paralleled by
2 Corinthians 11:32, the only difference being that it is not ‘the
Jews’ who wish to arrest Paul, but rather ‘the Ethnarch’ of the
Arabian King Aretas. Nor is it ‘the Jews’ he eludes, but rather
this representative of Aretas. But this is typical of the working



method of Acts, as we have been delineating it, to invert
accusations made against Roman or Herodian officials. The
same is done in the Gospels, not only with the execution of
John the Baptist, connected to events involving this King
Aretas, but also that of Jesus.

Acts now proceeds to present Paul as returning to Jerusalem
and Barnabas as introducing him ‘to the Apostles’. There
Barnabas tells them of how Paul saw ‘the Lord in the Way and
that he spoke to him’ and that he had ‘spoken out boldly in the
Name of Jesus in Damascus’ (9:27). This use of ‘in the Way’
here, of course, parallels the report in Luke by Cleopas and the
unnamed other to the Eleven of how Jesus appeared to two of

them ‘in the Way’ on the Road to Emmaus .42

Acts now basically repeats this same happenstance,
describing how Paul ‘was with them coming and going in
Jerusalem speaking out boldly in the Name of the Lord Jesus’
(9:28). Of course, none of this accords with the picture in
Galatians, where Paul rather says:

Then, after three years, | went up to Jerusalem to make
Peter’s acquaintance, and | remained there fifteen days, but
| did not see any of the other Apostles except James the
brother of the Lord. Now what | write you, behold, before
God, / do not lie. (1:18-20)

What is the point of all of these obfuscations and reversals?
The reader will draw his or her own conclusions.

Paul now finishes up his description of his early career in
Galatians with the words: ‘Then | came into the regions of Syria
and Cilicia’ (1:21). These are the areas of Southern Asia Minor
and Northern Mesopotamia we shall be looking at later.



Herodians had been making inroads in these places for some

time.#8 Paul also explains at this point why no one knew him by
sight in Palestine:

But | was not known by face to the Communities
[Ecclésiais/'/Assemblies’ again] of Judea which [are] in
Christ, which had only