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Jesus of Nazareth'’s Trial in Sanhedrin 43a
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Summary:

The Munich Talmud manuscript of at b.San.43a puesepassages censored out of
printed editions, including the controversial trdl*Yeshu Notzeri”. Chronological
analysis of the layers in this tradition suggelséd the oldest words are: “On the eve of
Passover they hung Jesus of Nazareth for sorcerieading Israel astray”. This paper
argues that other words were added to this traditiarder to overcome three
difficulties: a trial date during a festival; thahiblical method of execution; and the
charge of "sorcery" which implies that Jesus’ migaavere genuine because illusions
were not punishable by death.

The origin of Censorship

Tyndale House (where | work) recently acquired ohthe 400 facsimiles of the Munich
Talmud in a hotly contested New York auction. Tikithe earliest full manuscript
Talmud, penned in approximately 1342. Very few nsanipts of the Talmud survived
the ravages of time and persecutions, and thepatiularly important because they
contain material censored out of the printed edgjonost of which concerned Jesus.

Daniel Bomberg, a Christian printer in Venice ie #arly 1500’s, spent most of his
professional life and family fortune printing 23@&jor Jewish works, including the
Jerusalem Talmud and the massive editions of thyIBaian Talmud and thiglikraot
Gedolot(the Rabbinic Bible) with their surrounding comrtetes. He worked mainly
with Felice da Prato, an Augustinian friar who ltadverted from Judaism. They
followed the page layout invented by the Soncimoiliafor printing the tractate
Berakhot in 1483, which has a central Talmud passath commentaries arranged
round the edge of the page. They applied this sysbeall the tractates and completed
the first full printed Talmud in 152bThis page layout was so useful that it became
standard, and the exact same layout is still repred today for printing the Talmud.

Bomberg’s printing of the Talmud ensured its sualivecause a few years later, in 1553,
the Pope ordered the burning of all Talmuds, butipie printed copies had already
spread everywhere. One was sold in London in 162826 (about $6000 in today’s
money) then went missing, and was rediscovere®91 In Sion College’s basement.

! For more details see Marvin Heller, "Earliest Brigs of the Talmud" at
http://www.printingthetalmud.org/essays/7.pdf


TyndaleAdmin
Typewriter
This is a pre-publication copy. Prease refer to the official publication at JerusalemPerspective.com

TyndaleAdmin
Typewriter


Without Bomberg'’s printed edition, the Munich Taldwnight be the only full copy of
the Talmud which survived.

Censorship helped Bomberg get papal permissionnbdthe work. In 1518 he petitioned
the Venetian Senate to renew his printer’s liceaoé, took the opportunity to buy the
exclusive rights to print the Talmud, which had®officially endorsed by Pope Leo X.
The censorship was meant to remove all disparggasgages about Jesus, which
included any passages concerning Jesus or Margnastipassages which might involve
disputes with Christians.

There is some uncertainty about the origin of Bomglsecensorship. Possibly Bomberg
inherited censorship which was already presertemtanuscripts he used. His edition is
based on various manuscripts which were comparptbtuce his text. However, for the
few tractates already printed by the Soncino fainilthe late 1400’s, he was accused of
simply copying their edition without comparing maotipts. This copying is particularly
blatant inSukkahwhere he left gaps on pages where there are diggrathe Soncino
edition. Apparently he didn’t have time to commasshis own woodcuts before the
printing deadline. Some of manuscripts used by Bon@ncluding Sanhedrin) had been
censored by the Spanish authorities after the Basiom of Tortosa (14140 Bomberg
may have inherited this censorship, and he may hagé other similarly censored
manuscripts.

However, self-censorship is more likely because Beng's missing and altered passages
are not identical to anyone else’s. For exampke offensive text in b.Git.57a, which
says Jesus was punished with boiling faeces inisalhcensored in surviving
manuscripts which have this section (Vatican 13@; Munich 95) but censored in two
different ways in the early printed editions: Saracsimply removes the name “Jesus”
while Bomberg substituted “the sinners of Israe®imilarly the passage about Jesus’
trial (considered in this paper) is uncensoredunvising manuscripts which include this
section (Herzog 1, Firenze 11.1.8-9, Karlsruhe 2yri¢h 95) but it is censored differently
the early printed editions: the Soncino editiomf{stimes called Barco, after the town
where it was printed) erased Jesus’ name; but Bagfsbedition omits the whole
passage.

Censorship was therefore imposed on Jews in tiedstury, but Bomberg and the
Soncino family felt it was necessary to continue firactice, and Jewish councils later
ratified this decisior.

2“Tortosa, Disputation of’Encyclopaedia Judaic@lerusalem: Encyclopaedia Judaica, 1972) XV 1270-7
% Peter Schaferlesus in the Talmu@Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Pess, 20pj)133-140

* Paul L. B. DrachDe I'harmonie entre I'Eglise et la synagogue, oerg@tuité et catholicité de la religion
chrétienneg(Paris: P. Mellier, 1844), | p. 168 cites an aslical from Poland in 1631: "we enjoin you,
under the pain of excommunication major, to priothing in future editions, whether of Mishna otrtlo¢
Gemara, which relates whether for good or evihdcts of Jesus the Nazarene, and to substigitatha
circle like this "O", which will warn the Rabbis @schoolmasters to teach the young these passalyes o
viva voce By means of this precaution the savants amohgsibzarenes will have no further pretext to
attack us on this subject.”
<http://lwww.archive.org/stream/delharmonieentrOhgdog#page/n206/mode/2up>



Censored passages

The Munich Talmud is therefore the only uncensaguly of the whole Talmud, though
even this is censored in some respects. The nadesas and other words are frequently
very faint, as though someone has attempted te ¢has. In the passage about Jesus’
trial, the two occurrences of the name “Yeshu hazbii’ have been partially erased in
this way, as well as parts of the following passalgeut the names of his disciples.
However, the original Hebrew is still visible, aidhas been reconstructed by close
examination of the manuscript. These reconstrustaoe usefully collected in an
appendix by Herford.

The name of Jesus does not always occur in cenpassges. Some refer to “Ben
Stada” or “Ben Pandira” (or Panthera), but thergaoisd evidence that these are
pseudonyms for Jesus in such passages. In b.Sdo8vthese names are used for the
same person who is described as “hung on the ERasgover” — the same phrase which
is used of Yeshu ha-Notzeri in b.San.43a. Alsoepbsa refers to “Yeshu ben Pandira”,
and it has a story about a follower of him, Jacblikephar Sekhania who met Eliezer b.
Hyrcanus (late Stor early 2% C) in Sepphoris near Nazareth (t.Hull.2:23). Tosals
version of this story says that he taught Eliezeayang of theninim The saying itself is
found at b.AZ.17a, where the Munich Talmud attrdsut to “Yeshu ha-Notzeri”.

When later Talmudic rabbis debated these nameg ctirecluded that the same person
was called both “ben Stada” and “ben Pandira” beeaune was the name of his mother’s
husband and the other was her lover, so they cdedlthat Yeshu was illegitimate. One
rabbi thought that “Stada” was the name of his mgthecause it is similar saat
(‘unfaithful’), but others pointed out that her namvas actually Miriam — ie Mary
(b.Shab.104bj.Modern scholars have concluded that these multigiees represent
more than one individual who have become conflisgte pre-history of these traditions
is probably impossible to trace. However, it isikilly that more than one person was
“hung on Passover Eve”, and we have independemte®to confirm that this referred to
Jesus. Therefore it is likely that the common faethich caused these individuals to
become confused with each other was the chargercéry.

The censored passages are almost all late antt@mrpolemics. They have been
collected and analysed by Herford and more recémifyeat detail by Schaeféihe

® R. Travers HerfordChristianity in Talmud and MidrastLondon: Williams & Norgate, 1903; New York,
KTAV, 1975)

® This discussion is only in uncensored Talmuds.

" John P. Meier. A Marginal Jew Volume 1: Rethinkthg Historical Jesus (The Anchor Bible Reference
Library; New York: Doubleday, 1991), p. 96 n. 44ers to Johann Maiedesus von Nazareth in der
talmudischen Uberlieferun(Ertrage der ForschungDarmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschatt,
1978), p. 237 and others who conclude that BenaSias certainly a separate individual, and pos&iely
Pandira, and that their traditions became linketth fie Jesus traditions at a very late stage, altsltbis

“a common opinion”.

8 Herford, Christianity ; SchaferJesus



passage about Jesus’ trial at b.San.43a is unmoa@them because it appears to
contain a tradition which dates back to the timdexus. The tradition, as preserved in
Talmud, has clearly been edited later, but itkel} that the original words have
survived. The common pattern of editing in rabbinaclitions is to expand the text while
leaving the original words unaltered. Rabbinic @ditwere normally reluctant to change
wording which they inherited, though they were gl to add words which would help
the reader to understand the meaning.

| am currently working on a project that aims teritify all rabbinic material which can
be shown to originate before 70 €I the process of this work | have often found tha
rabbinic editors were very conservative with traxhis from the past. They rarely
changed wording, even when they didn’t understaedsbcabulary, and they tended to
add words to the end of an inherited traditionptfothey sometimes interrupted a
tradition by inserting explanatory phrases.

Often it is difficult to separate out the later atations from the older source, and we
have to rely on occasional attributions and cohsxemth other datable sources, so
conclusions are often conjectural. However, indage of this tradition, more than one
source has survived and these help us to idemigearly core of the tradition.

The Censored text at b.San.43a

The reference “b.San.43a” is artificial, because téfers to the folio page numbers of
Bomberg’s edition and subsequent editions whichtlisesame page layout, but all these
editions omit this passage. If this passage had metuded in the Bomberg edition, it
would have occurred at the very bottom of the fsiae 43a, and this is where some
modern versions insert it. In the actual manusaifphe Munich Talmud, this passage
occurs on p.679:
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This image shows that at various points there las lan attempt to erase the text. The
following reconstruction is based on the facsinaihel on Herford who consulted the
manuscript itself.

° David Instone-BreweiPrayer and AgriculturgTraditions of the Rabbis from the Era of the New
TestamentGrand Rapids, Mich: William B. Eerdmans, 2004).
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The tradition investigated in this paper includesshof the first two lines in this image.
In the translation below, the words in bold aresththat this paper will conclude were
the original core of this tradition, and the onegjiay are those which have been partly
erased in the Munich manuscript:

It was taught:

On the Eve of Passover they hung Yeshu the Notzarine. And the herald went out
before him for 40 days [saying]Y®tshu the Notzarinwill go out to be stonetbr
sorcery and misleadingnd enticing I srael [to idolatry]. Any who knows
[anything] in his defence must come and declareeorting him.” But no-one came
to his defence so they hung him on the Eve of R&sso

Other manuscript which have this tradition contaiiew variants. The Florence MS has
“on the Eve of Shabbat and Eve of Passover” ang thiel Munich MS includesha-
Notzerf.

This passage is followed by a later comment by bdalshmael (about 300 CE) and
another censored passage that lists and discimssaposed names of Jesus’ disciples.
These sections have no evidence of originatingrbefee 3' century, and will not be
considered further in this paper:

Ulla said: And would it be expected ttiat Notzerirevolutionary had a defence?
He was a “misleader” and the Merciful said (Deuteroy 13:9) "You shall not
spare and shall not shield him."

But it was not so for Yeshine Notzerifor he was close to the government.

Our rabbis taughtyeshu the Notzeri had five disciples - Matai, Bigletzer,

Buni, and Todah.

They brought Matai [before the judges]. He saithem: Will Mataibe killed? It is
written (Psalm 42:2) "Whemijatai shall (I) come and appear before God." They
said to him: Yes, Matai will be killed as it is wan (Psalm 41:5) "Whemfatai
shall (he) die and his name perish."



They brought Nekai. He said to them: Will Nebai killed? It is written (Exodus
23:7) "The innocentrjaki] and the righteous you shall not slay.” They gaidim:
Yes, Nekai will be killed as it is written (Psalr:8) "In secret places he slay the
innocent paki."

They brought Netzer. He said to them: Will Netzerkidled? It is written (Isaiah
11:1) "A branch petzet ...

[this is where the image and transcription end® pdissage continues:]

...shall spring up from his roots."” They said to hivies, Netzer will be killed as it
Is written (Isaiah 14:19) "You are cast forth otiyour grave like an abominable
branch petzet."

They brought Buni. He said to them: Will Buni bdddl? It is written (Exodus
4:22) "My son peni, my firstborn, Israel.” They said to him: Yes, Bwvill be
killed as it is written (Exodus 4:23) "Behold, aglyour sonlpinchg your
firstborn."

They brought Todah. He said to them: Will Todatkilled? It is written (Psalm
100:1) "A Psalm for thanksgivingddaH." They said to him: Yes, Todah will be
killed as it is written (Psalm 50:23) "Whoever saces thanksgivingtpdah
honours me."

Dating the edited tradition

Talmud itself is an edited record of discussionsuaMishnah — a document which was
completed about 20€e. Talmud progresses through Mishnah, discussingsoradl unit

at a time much like a modern Bible commentaryrdtiiently appears to contain
irrelevant digressions, though most of these carela¢ed back to the discussion in hand.
Often, as here, an older tradition is cited becd#ueows light on the subject. If the cited
tradition is one which has not been preserved ishiiah, they often cite it in full, and
when it is closely linked with another traditiontaeditions which were transmitted as a
single unit, then the whole unit is included. Thiactice tends to introduce seemingly
irrelevant material which sometimes creates disonsswvhich digress from the original
subject. However, this practice has the benefgide effect of preserving some traditions
which would otherwise be lost.

This appears to be what happened at b.San.43aradigon about Jesus’ trial relates to
the preceding discussion, but the tradition abloattial of Jesus’ disciples has no
relevance to any nearby discussion. Thereforelike$y that these two traditions were
transmitted together as a single unit and insedgether at this point.

The discussion at this point in the Talmud rel&elslishnah Sanhedrin 6.1 which
concerned the end of a trial and the herald wholaimed the verdict. The discussion is
commenced by Abaye, a Babylonian Amora functior@hgut 320-35@QE. His comment
is followed by a separate comment from an anonymaloisi who introduced the older
tradition about Jesus’ trial. This tradition is amented on by R. Ulla bar Ishmael (about



290-320 CE), and then comes the tradition aboutigkeg Jesus’ disciples. This is
followed immediately with two comments by R. Joshuaevi (about 220-250 CE), first
about a sacrifice of thanksgiving (relating to émel of the tradition about Jesus’ disciple
Toda), and second about a sacrifice of burnt affeand confession. This second
comment leads into the discussion about the nakbtivMishnah, Sanhedrin 6.2, which
concerns confession before execution, though théhivih unit is not quoted till after his
contribution.

In outline, the Talmud, as preserved for us todaptains

1) Quotation of m.San.6.1 (edited about 2t¥)
2) Discussion of m.San.6.1 by Abaye (in Babyloowt820-35@E)
3) Discussion of m.San.6.1 by an anonymous rabbi

4) Quotation of Jesus’ trial tradition

5) Discussion of Jesus’ trial tradition by Ulla n @abylon about 290-32¢k)
6) Quotation of Jesus’ disciples’ trial (MattaiTodah)

7) Discussion of Todah’s trial by Joshua b. Levi in Ralestine about 220-2%5E)
7) Discussion of m.San.6.2 by Joshua b. Levi in Pélestine about 220-2%5®)
8) Quotation of m.San.6.2 (edited about 2€K)
9) Discussion of m.San.6.2 by various rabbis...

This final text developed slowly during th& & 6" century. The history of development
can often be inferred from internal factors, andtifas text there are enough indicators to
allow us to discover the development in consideraleitail.

The quotation of Mishnah normally occurs immedaatedfore the start of the discussion
which concerns it, so the quotation at (8) is glighmisplaced — it should be before (7).
However, the addition of Mishnah quotations was oinie latest stages in the
development of Talmud, and it has been placed éidrer as a simple error (because the
editor didn't realise Joshua's second saying celatéhe next Mishnah unit) or (more
likely) the editor didn’t want to break up Joshuli® sayings.

The dates given for Ulla and Abaye represent thesdaf the ‘generations’ into which
rabbis are categorised. These dates are therefbexact for these rabbis themselves and
unfortunately we do not know dates of their induatlactive careers more accurately.
This means that they may well have overlapped ep ¢buld take part in a discussion
together at around 32fE. However, it is clear that they could not haverbiee

discussion with Joshua, so this record mergesaat tevo discussions.

The two traditions about the trial of Jesus andlissiples (4 & 6) have been separated
by Ulla's comment (5). This suggests that Ulla’sagation inherited a text which already
included these two traditions, and that he no longgarded them as a single unit. He
therefore feels free to insert his comment afterfitst one where it was more relevant.
Ulla’s comment shows that he had profound problestis this tradition, but he did not
propose any amendment of it, which suggests tleatvtirding was already fixed.



The anonymous rabbi who introduced the traditidsauaJesus and his disciples must
therefore have been earlier than Ulla by one orengenerations. He was also earlier or
contemporary to Joshua b. Levi, because Joshusistimment is based on the end of
the tradition about the trial of Jesus’ disciplElse simplest solution is that he was
debating with Joshua, which means he was in Pateatithe start of thé®xentury. This
is soon after the editing of the Mishnah which tiaeye discussing, so it is unlikely that
this anonymous rabbi was from an earlier generation

The tradition about Jesus’ trial was introducedaose m.San.6.1 refers to a herald who
walks before the condemned person on their wayxeowgion, calling for any last-minute
evidence for the defence. The anonymous rabbidaotred this edited tradition about
Jesus’ trial because it referred to a herald. Hanehese two references to a herald are
very different and somewhat contradictory. In Mighrthe herald’s announcement
follows the trial and occurs only on one day, dgrine condemned man’s journey to the
place of execution. In the tradition about Jesual,tthe herald’s announcement is made
for 40 consecutive days preceding the trial. Ndigproposed a correction to this
tradition nor to Mishnah as a result of this codittion, so both were being treated as
having comparable standing in terms of age andoaityh

Although these two traditions about the trials @suls and his disciples were transmitted
as a unit, they were originally independent uriegause they both have a separate
introductory formula: “It is taught...” and “Our ratsttaught...”. Both of these formulae
are normally used for traditions originating witanihaim — ie rabbis of Mishnaic times
before 200cE — though the presence of such a formula is natfaflible marker of an
early origin. However in this case, it is likelyatithese formulae are accurate because
this helps to explain why the rabbis regarded desus tradition as if it had comparable
authority to Mishnah. Also, we have found that tinere already regarded as
authoritative when they were introduced into auéston only few decades after the
editing of the Mishnah.

Therefore the historical layers which have beengediin this unit of Talmud are:
1) Mishnah (though actual quotations were addet)lat (edited by about 2G€E)

2) Traditions of the trials of Jesus and his diesp (edited by about 20£E)
3) Discussion between Joshua b. Levi and anotlbéi {an Palestine about 220-266)
4) Discussion between Ulla and Abaye (in Babylbaw 320cE)

These traditions of the trials which were citedHa early ' century were already
considered to be authoritative, so they must haeetne fixed by at least the end of the
second century. The form of the tradition at timsetalready included the reference to the
herald, which the discussion below will concludemn® of the later additions to this
tradition. This would mean that the form of thigdition at the end of the second century
was already edited and expanded. We will now attémfind the earliest core of this
tradition.



Other sources for the tradition of Jesus’ trial

The edited tradition about Jesus’ trial, as pre=sgim Talmud, includes internal
indicators which suggest that it has been editedrder to identify the earliest tradition,
we first look for other places where the traditieas been preserved, and then examine
the internal coherence of the tradition itself.

The tradition of Jesus’ trial has been partiallggarved in four other sources:

1) Another censored passage at b.San.67a inclhdesards “on the eve of Passover
they hung ...”, followed by other names used for 3gBen Stada” and “Ben Pandira”.
2+3) The words “for sorcery and enticing Israeltocat Sanhedrin 107b with a parallel
at Sotah 47a.

4) Outside the Talmud, two charges are recordetlbin Martyr who said that as a
result of Jesus’ miracles, the Jews "dared tohealla magician and an enticer of the
people” (1ayov.. kal AaomAavov in Dial.69). Stanton pointed out that these two charges
also occur together in th&'@enturyActs of Thoma86 where Thomas is charged with
them, though clearly as a proxy for Jesus. They atsur in Josephu$estamoniunbut
this is widely believed to be a Christian additafrunknown daté®’

The name in this tradition varies in different smag and manuscripts, “Yeshu”, “Yeshu
ha-Notzeri”, “Ben Stada” or “Ben Pandira”. This negkit possible that this tradition
originally referred to someone other than Jesusve¥er, this is very unlikely because of
the strange date for the execution (which is stsoligked with Jesus traditions in the
Gospels), and because the names “Ben Stada” andPBedira” are elsewhere linked
with each other and with the name of Jesus in plsrasch as “Yeshu ben Pandira”
(t.Hull.2:23).

There is some confusion over the charges. Onlyctvarges are recorded in b.San.107b
and in Justin, though b.San.43a and some versidn§an.107b add “and misleading”.
It is most likely that b.San.107b originally hadjiwo charges, because it is likely that
some scribes added "misleading” to b.San.107briodrase with b.San.43a but there is
no reason why a later scribe should delete a chévgewill also find below that there
was a good reason for adding the charge of “mighgddhough this does also cause
some problems. The earlier record by Justin helg®nfirm that there were originally
only two charges. He only needed to cite the chafdsorcery” to make his point, so it
would be strange for him to add the last chargemaisgd out the middle one if it existed.

It is not immediately clear whether Justin’s texapmAdvoc is equivalent to “misleader”
(mesit N on) or “enticer” (maddiyahm2=m). These English translations convey
something of the etymological meaning of these $etmt they are arguably
synonymous in Deuteronomy 13.5-13 (Eng. 6-T¥oHs in Eng. v.6 and7iis in v.5, 10,
13). However, Mishnah manages to find a distinctudrch is continued into Talmud and
became the legal definition of these words in Jewas/. The terms “enticer” in this

19 Graham Stanton, "Jesus of Nazareth : a magicidrisdse prophet who deceived God's peopleZesus
of Nazareth : Lord and Christ: essays on the hisadrJesus and New Testament Christolagy by Joel
B. Green and Max Turner (Grand Rapids, Mich: Willi8. Eerdmans, 1994): 164-180, p. 169-70.
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans ; Carlisle, Eng: Patern&ste1994)



passage is used only for the crime of leading aevtwavn into idolatry (Deut.13.13), so
Mishnah concluded that a “misleader” was someone mérely leads a single person
into idolatry (m.San.7.10).

The termhaomAavoc is (etymologically) a “people deceiver”, and altigh it doesn’t
occur in the LXX, it is used by Josephus concermirgphets who lead the nation
astray™' Josephus is therefore using it as an equivalean 6énticer” who leads a large
number into idolatry, rather than a “misleader” wlads astray only one individual.

Horbury noted the significant fact that all theserses agree about the order of the
charges as “sorcery” followed by “enticing”, whesdhis is opposite to the order found
in the legal discussions — in Deuteronomy, Mishaati the relatively independent
account in Tosepht&.It is significant that although these two chargesimonly occur
together in legal discussions and always in theesarder of “enticing” followed by
“sorcery”, yet none of these traditions about Jeiad referred to the charges in this
order. This suggests that the consistent orddrede charges in these traditions about
Jesus did not originate in halakhic documentstloey must have had a separate and
authoritative source.

These various sources which contain parts of tditton about Jesus’ trial show that this
tradition was widely known and well preserved. Tlaémudic sources are difficult to
date because although some named rabbis are invohey are citing older traditions
and, as often occurs, the origin of these tradstismot identified. Justin is writing at
about AD 150, and he appears to be citing somethigh is common knowledge
because he makes no effort to verify it for hisidéwpponent whom he is addressing.

We therefore have confirmation from three rabbsuarces and one Christian source for
the words: “On the eve of Passover they hung Yéshsorcery and enticing Israel”. The
fact that these words form a coherent traditioth®ynselves makes it possible that this
was the historic core from which the rest has teduby the addition of explanatory
comments. The fact that the other words cannotballpled elsewhere does is not an
indication by itself that they originated later mhthis core tradition, but there are internal
criteria which do suggest that this was the case.

Problems implicit in the expanded tradition

1 Jos.Ant.8.8.5 [225] retell and elaborate the events oflBKL-3: “ Jeroboam...built an altar before the
heifer, and undertook to be high priest himself. prAphet, whose name was Jadon, was sent by Gdd, an
came to him from Jerusalem ... said thus: "God fdleetieat there shall be a certain man of the farofly
David, Josiah by name, who shall slay upon theselfalse priests that shall live at that time, apdn

thee shall burn the bones of thageeiver s of the people, those impostors' and wicked wretches.”

12 illiam Horbury, "The benediction of the 'minimé early Jewish-Christian controversyb(rnal of
Theological StudieblS 33, 1982) 19-61p. 55; Dt.13.6-11, 12-18 [7-12, 13-19] then 18.40San.7.10

then 7.11; t.San.11.5.



The final form of Jesus' trial tradition has fouifidulties or inconsistencies which help
to confirm that this tradition has acquired exptamaadditions. These internal problems
will be explored first, and then the possible ressimr making these additions.

The first internal problem concerns the methodxafcaetion. The tradition says that a
herald proclaimed Jesus was due to be stoneddarinnes, and yet it also says that he
was “hung”. The obvious solution is that he wastfstoned and then his corpse was
hung as a public warning. However, the hangingivesefar more emphasis in this
tradition than his punishment by stoning — theitrals opens with the fact that he was
hung on a specific date, and this is repeatedeagiial of the tradition, and the only
reference to stoning occurs on the lips of theldeaa something whickhouldhappen.
This is not an insurmountable problem, but it ssggéat more than one hand has
composed this tradition, which has resulted inr#wsing emphasis.

The second problem is the issue of the 40 daysiguvhich the herald called for
witnesses to the defence before the trial. The bhghnaic law about a herald refers to
someone who precedes the condemned person whilg lleei from the trial to the place
of execution (m.San.6.1). It is this problem whigtused the anonymous rabbi to
introduce this tradition of Jesus' trial into thebdte. Referring to the Mishnah, he
pointed out that “This implies, [the herald goes] amly immediately before [the
execution], but not previous thereto”. He thenctitiee tradition about Jesus’ trial to
contradict this. In the Talmudic discussion, tisisuie is left unresolved.

This mention of a herald who goes out before tia ititroduces a third problem: he is
said to go out for 40 days. There is no authomywenere for this number of days
relating to a trial. The closest is a referend® i80 days in m.San.3.8. This says that a
judgemayallow a delay of 30 days for finding evidence upgort of someone, though
this procedure was not mandatory or even normalwanknow of no case where the
court actively helped the defence in this way. Tigblem provokes Ulla’s question,
who points out even if it was customary, it wouttt apply to someone on such a
seriously dangerous charge. Someone answeredndtidésus must have had friends in
high places.

The fourth problem involves the list of charges;diese the second one is implied in the
third. As seen above, in Mishnaic and Talmudic spike term “misleader” referred to
someone who leads a single person into idolatry@dsean “enticer” leads a whole town
or more into idolatry. This means that any “entigsy by definition, also a “misleader”.
Both are listed as capital offenses in m.San.u#nb-one would be charged with both,
because this would be like charging someone with genocide and murder. One crime
implies the other and there would be no purposiedgjghe lesser crime unless it added to
the penalty, or unless this was a list of possihigrges before the trial. However, in this
case we have a list of charges which Jesus wasl fguitty of, all of which carried the
death penalty. There would therefore be no poisididing that the person who led the
whole of Israel into idolatry also led an individiuato idolatry — ie the charge of
“enticing” makes the additional charge of “mislaagli entirely redundant.



Problems implicit in the core tradition

None of these internal inconsistencies exist inpitogposed core tradition: “On the Eve of
Passover they hung Yeshu for sorcery and entigragl’. However, this doesn’t mean
that this core tradition was without problems. Tading of this tradition would cause
three difficult problems for Jews especially in #ezond century and beyond, though
these problems may not have existed in the eadiydentury.

The first problem Jews faced was the date of flakand execution. The Passover Eve
refers to the whole day preceding the Passover aretile evening of the 4f Nisan,
much like Christmas Eve refers to a whole day. éigih this was not officially part of
the Passover Festival, it grew in importance winenaw about unleavened bread
became a household search and clearout of evemboofileaven. This became a central
part of Passover after the destruction of the TemplrOcg, when the sacrifice of a lamb
became impossible, but it was already importafitample times. A timetable was
instituted by which leaven had to be found by nonrPassover Eve, and a signal was
given at the Temple when this search should enBém1.5). The School of Shammai
(which effectively disappeared after €8) agreed with the School of Hillel that the
whole day should be devoted to searching for leseemo other work should occur
(m.Pes.1.1; 4.5).

This meant, in effect, that the whole day of Pass@ve was devoted to sacred tasks and
it was certainly not the right time for a trial@n execution. We have no evidence that
this date would be illegal for a trial, but it israinly not a date which would be chosen
by any court interested in observing Jewish custémthe first century it would be an
embarrassment that Jewish leaders had choseratiistidough it was not a great
difficulty. Different branches of Judaism had dréfat regulations. However, in the
second century when the ceremony of finding ledvamhbecome much more important
and Judaism was united around rabbinic law, thigldvbe a much greater problem.

The second problem in this core tradition is thggestion that the execution was by
hanging rather than by being stoned, as preschiécrah and Mishnah. Torah was

very clear that stoning was the punishment foritemg” (Deut. 13.6-10) and it

prescribes a death penalty for “sorcery” thoughnieehod of execution is not prescribed
(Ex.22.18; Deut.18.10). However, in a second-cgntiebate, the rabbis concluded that
sorcery was punished by stoning, partly becausedhmeress is listed alongside the
woman guilty of bestiality which was punishabledtgning (see the debate at b.San.67a).
Mishnah makes a tidy list of crimes which are pba@by stoning, including “sorcery”,
“enticing” and “misleading” (m.San.7.4).

The term “hang” could refer to execution by handirmgn the neck, execution by
crucifixion, or the hanging of a corpse after amottorm of execution. Without any
reference to another form of execution, the assiamr the first or second century
would be that “hang” refers to crucifixion. We gbes when R. Meir expounds
Deuteronomy 21.23 about hanging as an indicaticBaaf's curse, by telling a parable



about crucifixion. So someone reading the corettoadwithout any mention of stoning
would conclude that Jesus was executed by cruaifixi

This conclusion would create problems in the seaamury when Judaism was
attempting to follow a uniform rabbinic halakha.ejtsometimes re-interpreted history
to imply that this halakha had been followed byrguee before 7@€ when Judaism
was a world of disparate factions. For exampley thaght that the Sadducean- priests
had been forced by the Pharisees to obey this matdkhey would therefore like to
believe that executions were carried out in acaordavith rabbinic halakha. However,
Jews in the first century had a more realistic usid@ding of what was possible — the
Romans were in charge of capital punishment, aegl those the method of execution

The third problem was the most important becaueeatened to draw many more
people to revere Jesus. The charge of “sorceryli@mphat Jesus had real power,
because rabbinic law did not prescribe death fagioaicks carried out by illusionists.

Second century rabbis made a very clear distindt&iween real and imaginary magic,
and they were quite sophisticated at recognisingidns. For example Rab Abba b. Aibu
reported: ‘I myself saw an Arabian traveller takensord and cut up a camel; then he
rang a bell and the camel arose.’ R. Hiyya sawutjinat: ‘Was any blood or dung left
behind? If not, it was merely an illusion.’(b.Safb$. R. Joshua (start of“2C) had a
saying about how someone charged with sorcery amégne charged illusion might
look identical to the uneducated: “Two people athgring cucumbers: one gatherer is
innocent, and the other gatherer is guiftyThis type of saying was presumably well
known because it is similar to the collection ofiegs at Luke 17.34-36 which have the
common formula: there are two people doing somgttone person doing it will die and
the other person doing it will live.

In the second century many Jews believed that Jeslitearned magic in Egypt. This is
already believed by Celsus who debated with Origehe late 2 C (OrigenContra
Celsumi. 28), and it later caused the traditions of ddsubecome linked with traditions
about magic in Talmud (b.San.107b/b.Sot.47a). Antbegamulets and incantation
bowls surviving from the™® & 3™ centuries, some contain the name of Jesus alahg wi
mainly Jewish names such as the angels named chEn®his had even spread to

13 For example, they thought the High Priest on tag Bf Atonement obeyed the Pharisees: “they forced
[the High Priest] to swear [to obey the SagesKifip.1.8) — cf b.Yom.19b: “the father [of a priesho
disobeyed the Sages] met him [and] said to him:shly, although we follow the Sadducees we fear the
Pharisees”; m.Yom.1.6: “ If [the High Priest] wasage, he expounds [the Scriptures], and if netiplies
of sages expound for him; if he was used to reafBogptures], he read, and if not, they read fion.h

4 In the Kaufman MS, this is changed to “one gathgal part.] is innocent and the other causing to
gather [piel part.] is guilty”. This brings it infme with the story which developed later abowglkspfor
harvesting cucumbers (b. San.68a).

15 See Gideon Bohalncient Jewish MagidA History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008),
p.278; John Michael GreeFhe New Encyclopedia of the Ocq8t. Paul, Minn. : Llewellyn, 2003), p.248.
Markham J. Geller, "Jesus' Theurgic Powers: Pdséaliehe Talmud and Incantation BowlsJ,J628,

1977) pp. 141-155. We aren'’t sure how incantatiowlb were used, but they are frequently found lourie
upside down under houses, especially thresholdboagh they could trap evil spirit which triedenter

the house from below. Similarly, Jesus is nametkimish exorcism rites — see Hans Dieter BEte



Gentiles, who made spells such as “I conjure yothbygod of the Hebrews, Jest$”.
The synchronistic nature of these inscriptions rsakpossible that Gentiles liked to use
Jewish holy names, but the presence of so manglevwaimes and even rabbinic
formulaé’ makes it certain that Jews were also among thbseused them.

In the first century, the verdict that Jesus’ mieaonvere sorcery would be regarded as a
condemnation of his ministry. But in the later pafrthe first century these amulets
became popular in Palestifiand Jews became enamoured with such spells. Téaiec
lists of names suggest that people were no longererned with the source of healing
power, but with power itself. In this context, tlaet that Jesus was convicted of
"sorcery" became a dangerous enticement in itegl@bse it confirmed that Jesus had
power to heal.

Explanatory additions to solve these problems

It was not possible to solve these problems by gimgnthe words of the original
tradition because they were too well known. We sis how widespread this tradition
was from the fact that it has survived in threeasafe places in rabbinic sources and one
in a Christian source. In any case, it was not @bpractice for rabbinic editors to
change the wording of texts they had received. Evaen the older texts used
vocabulary which was archaic and even when theggded with its meaning, they
preserved the older wording. Sometimes they adgpldeations for older words or to
‘correct’' the meaning of the tradition, and somesintheir explanations reveal that they
were not sure what the original words meant. Is¢hs&tuations it is significant that they
nevertheless preserved the older version, evergthibwas a possible source of
confusion for later generations.

The normal method of editing was to add explanagtogses, preferably after the end of
a tradition, but also within a tradition when tiias more helpful. A useful example is
the list of things one may or may not wear on ad@#thin m.Shab.6.1-4, the core of
which almost certainly originated in Temple timexhuse the ruling required making a
sin offering. This list grew with time, and becomeerspersed and followed by later
glosses. The second half of this passage reads:

3) A woman may not go out:
with a needle [which is] pierced,
nor with a ring which has a seal,
nor a snail [a broach?],

Greek Magical Papyri in Translation V.. Including the Demotic Spel(&nd. ed; Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1992), p. @2GM IV 1230-1262 “Hail God of Abraham; hail God of &= hail God of
Jacob; Jesus Chrestos” — this is a Jewish exotwégrause the patient is later kept safe by hanging
phylacteries round his neck.

PGM IV 3020 in BetzGreek Magical Papyrp.96.

" See GellerJesus’ Theurgicp. 150-151

18 Amulets and bowls had already been used for cestusut they spread to Palestine and Syria — see
Haim Gitle, “Four Magical and Christian Amulet&iber Annuus40 (1990) 365-374



nor an ankle-chain,
nor a bottle of spikenard perfume.
But if she goes out, she is liable for a sin offgri

[The above are] the words of R. Meir, but the Sagesnpt the ankle chain and
the bottle of spikenard perfume.

4) A man may not go out:
not with a dagger,
nor with a bow,
nor with a shield,
nor with a spear,
nor with a lance.
And if he goes out he is liable for a sin offering.

R. Eliezer [b. Hyrcanus, T2] says: They are ornasiéor him....

And the Sages say: They are nothing but shameful,

as it is said: “And they shall beat their sword® iploughshares ...” [Isa.2.4]
A garter is pure and they may go out with it on [Ssb.

An ankle-chain is impure and they may not go ouhwion Sabbath.

Most additions in halakhic discussions are addetdeaend of a complete tradition, like
the comments of Eliezer and the sages at the esaoh tiough these included comments
about the ankle-chain mentioned in (3), they whitite end of this tradition. But
sometimes it is more efficient to interpose an &adidiin the middle of a tradition, such as
the comment that the the ankle chains and perfwtiteb had been added by Meir.

Meir's addition is interesting because it appearsd an explanatory gloss of an unusual
word in this old tradition - the strange prohibitiof a “snail” kokhliar,ﬁtp‘?;ib).

Instead of changing this word, Meir added a posstiablanation based on the similar
sounding “perfume-charm’k()khelexn?;ﬁ:), and because this also was an unusual
word he added “bottle of spikenard perfume.” Uniagtely Meir’s first word was
subsequently miscopied as “ankIe-chaikﬁk(eIet,n‘?;ﬁ:). This illustrates the reluctance
of later rabbis to change what they have inhetiatheir willingness to help the reader
by adding explanations.lt is also a salutary warning that scribal acctdean happen.

All of the problems with the core tradition whiclere identified above can be solved by
adding adding explanations within the tradition &tbwing it. There are three likely
additions

On the Eve of Passover they hung Yeshu the Notzarine.
1 And the herald went out before him for 40 dasay[ng]: “Yeshu the Notzarine will
go out to be stoned

19 This tradition is analysed in more detail in Dalidtone-BrewerFeasts and Sabbaths: Passover and
Atonemen{Traditions of the Rabbis from the Era of the Newtaiment Grand Rapids, Mich: William B.
Eerdmans, 2011).



for sorcery

2 and misleading
and enticing Israel [toidolatry].

3 Any who knows [anything] in his defence must caane declare concerning him.”
But no-one came to his defence so they hung hitheikve of Passover.

These explanatory glosses may have been addee &trae or they may have been
added at separate times by more than one editerfifh gloss and third gloss are linked
and were perhaps added at the same time. Howeeetradition makes sense as a
complete unit without the third gloss, so it is gibte that this was added later. We will
consider each possible gloss in turn.

The first gloss solves two of the three problenenidied above: the unusual trial date
and the non-Jewish method of execution. The la&tsolved simply by adding a mention
of stoning as the prescribed execution. This méaaisthe ambiguous term “hung” can
now refer to hanging a corpse in public as a wartanothers.

Hanging up a corpse is discussed at b.San.45b.cohidudes that a corpse is hung up if
the person was stoned for blasphemy or idolatrielvwould presumably include those
“enticing” others to idolatry. Elizer ben Hyrcan{8) — 120 cE) disputed this by
reasoning that if you hang people in this way, gbauld do it for everyone who is
stoned. Eliezer has Scripture on his side becdngsedntext of Deut.21.23 is the stoning
of a stubborn and rebellious son which is one efléisser categories of crime deserving
death. Later rabbis argued that a “rebellious swms not hung because he was not “a
man”. They also argued that blasphemers and idslatere hung because they had
cursed God, so it was right that they should be seée cursed by God (Deut.21.23;
b.San.45b-46a).

This discussion in Eliezer’'s generation shows thatpractice of hanging idolaters was
not yet normal practice at the end of the firsttagn It is also difficult to imagine that
idolaters who were stonexuld be hung up in public view in the early first cantu
Although it is likely that mobs occasionally storemmeone (as at John 8.2-7 and
Act.7.58), this was outlawed by Rome (John 18.Bhgrefore hanging up the corpse in
public would attract the attention of soldiers @mely would be compelled to investigate
such a public flouting of the law.

It was still difficult to carry out stoning and hging in the second century, but it was
possible to rewrite history and assume that thisbieen possible in the past. They
wanted to show that Judaism in Temple times folbwabbinic halakha to help inspire
those in the present. And it was especially impurta show that this high-profile case
had been dealt with correctly, according to the ¢dwWloses.

Therefore, by the mere addition of the herald’'scamtement that Jesus was supposed to
be stoned, the whole meaning of this tradition ef@@nged. This gloss did not subvert

the meaning of the passage, as far as the ratdditars were concerned. They would
have regarded it as helping the reader undershenchéaning of the ambiguous term



“hung” so that they would know it referred to thenlging of a corpse, and not to the
hanging of crucifixion.

The problem concerning the trial date was moradatlilif to solve. The date of the trial

was clearly on a holy day when work was forbiddgmiany branches of Judaism before

70 ce and by all Jews after #E. They concluded that this date must have beerdorc

on them by problems inherent in the trial. The ddisaid that a herald had gone out for

40 days to give notice of the trial. The anonymi@isbi who introduced this tradition

into the discussion of the herald in m.San.6.1 ezadused about this, because the herald
should go ouafterthe trial. But this herald was probably insteddtesl to the tradition

at m.San.3.8, as suggested above.

According to m.San.3.8, a judgeuldallow up to 30 days for a defendant to find
evidence, though this wasn’t normal. This glossdfuee implies that the court was
especially lenient in the case of Jesus, becawaewed more than 30 days. This
leniency had to end at 40 days because the Padsolaay was starting. The public
nature of this crime meant that justice had todengo be done before the holiday.
Otherwise the crowds might start talking amongstrtbelves about the lack of law in the
land or (even worse) the followers of Jesus miglet the holiday as a time for
proselytising. So the trial was held at the lasigilde legal moment. Although it was
held on a day when rabbinic law said no work shd@dione, at least it wasn’t held on a
day when Mosaic law prohibited work.

It is possible that the third addition was madthatsame time as the first, but it is also
possible that it was made at a later time becdwes&adition is complete and coherent
without it:

On the Eve of Passover they hung Yeshu the Notzarine. And the herald went out
before him for 40 days [saying]: “Yeshu the Notrmariill go out to be stondar
sorcery and enticing I sradl [to idolatry].

However, if the tradition was preserved in thigiprt begs the question about the reason
for the additional days. If the tradition had beeoorded during the discussion of
m.San.3.8 the meaning of the 40 days would be,dbeiin the context of a discussion
concerning m.San.6.1 the reader can be confusedthiid addition solves this, and may
have been added by a third hand.

The addition of the single word “misleading” is peularly problematic. The first
problem is that this addition clearly contradidts bther sources which record only two
charges. But the bigger problem is that it createslogical set of charges. As we saw
above, “enticing” refers to leading a town or caynito idolatry, and “misleading”
refers to leading a single individual into idolatsp the charge of “misleading” one
person is already implied by the charge of “engtimany people.

It is possible that this was not a problem in tbeasid century, because it is likely that
the distinction between “enticing” and “misleading’ defined at m.San.7.10, was not



established till late in the"2century. Although “enticing” and “misleading” aseparate
items in the list of crimes punished by stoningr{irsan.7.4), there was still some dispute
at the end of the"2 century about whether or not “enticers” shouldstrangled
(t.San.11.5). This part of the list at m.San.7 .4 i subsequent discussion at m.San.7.10
must therefore originate at the very end of tHfec2ntury. In this case there was nothing
illogical about listing “enticing” together with “releading” when they originally added

it.

Although there it wouldn't be logically incoherewtlist them together, it would still be
strange. If the rabbinic distinction between “emigt and “misleading” did not yet exist,
then the two terms would presumably be regardey@snymous, as they are in
Deuteronomy 13.5-13. In that case listing them tlogreas separate charges would be as
redundant as charging someone with “murder andadul&illing”.

However, “misleading” would make sense if it wasled as an explanatory gloss rather
than a separate charge. If a rabbinic editor regghtide charges as confusing or
ambiguous, they could add a gloss like Meir diéxplain the meaning of “snail” in
m.Shab.6.3 (above). So perhaps “misleading” wasddal explain either the term
“enticing” or “sorcery”. Normally an explanation wial be added after the thing being
explained, which suggests that it is inserted tp tiee reader understand the meaning of
“sorcery”.

Therefore this addition was probably made in otddrelp the reader realise that Jesus’
sorcery was suspect. The reader might still corecthdt Jesus' miracles were genuine,
because illusions did not warranted a death peraltythe editor added a warning that
they were misleading. The reader is warned noetmisled into thinking this power
could be beneficial.

Dating the earliest coretradition

We concluded above that the traditions concerregdrials of Jesus and his disciples
was added at or before the time of Joshua b. lieWRdlestine about 220-2%®) who
commented on the trial of the disciples. Joshuaframs the first generation of rabbis
commenting on the Mishnah, so the anonymous rahbiinmtroduced this tradition was
unlikely to be earlier. The fact that this anonymeoabbi commented on the "herald" of
Jesus' trial implies that this tradition alreadytadned this and probably the other two
additions.

It is difficult to know when the first addition wasade, but the addition of "misleading"
was not known to Justin Martyr when he replied tgpho in about 15QE. The other

two charges however were already common knowldaggguse Justin was able cite
them in the assurance that Trypho would know wieawhs referring to. These charges
were therefore put together some time betweeratfteybar of Jesus and some decades
before 15CCE.



When looking for an origin of the core traditiong weed to explain the order of the
charges. As detailed above, these two charges ofteur together — in Deuteronomy,
Mishnah, Tosephta and consequently in the Talmuuls they are always discussed in
the order of "enticing” and then "sorcery". If tliadition originated as a comment based
on scripture or halakha, the tradition would hasofved this common order. The
reverse order is found in all three sources whantitain this tradition. This consistent
reversal must be based on a strong original taditi

The origin of this tradition does not derive frorhriStian sources. The Gospels say that
Jesus was convicted of blasphemy by the Jew atrdagon by the Romans (Matt.26.65;
Mk.14.64; Lk.23.2). For the Gospel writers, thessrevthe most significant charges
because they confirmed what the Gospels themseleastrying to show: that Jesus was
divine and a king. The Gospels do not present biasyy as a charge in the arrest
warrant, but as a charge introduced during thé(ark.14.60-64; Matt.26.63-65). The
original charge in these gospel accounts conceltestioying the Temple, which may
have been an initial piece of evidence for the ghaf enticing Israel into a new religion.

The charges of sorcery and leading enticing Isaaihy are recorded in the Gospels, but
not as charges at his trial. The Synoptics redoedccharge that he cast out demons in the
power of Satan (Mark 3.22; Matt.12.24; Luke 11.h8 dohn records the accusation that
he was "leading Israel astray" (John 7.%2Jherefore they are not absent from the
Gospels, but they are merely two of a number oéioditcusations, such as being a
glutton and drunkard (Matt.11.19; Lk.7.34 - whichmants the death penalty, cf.
Deut.21.20), being of illegitimate birth (John B)&nd blasphemy (Mark.2.7; Matt.9.3;
John 10.33).

Therefore the Gospels do not contradict the idaadbsus was charged with sorcery and
enticing Israel, but neither can it be inferrechirthe Gospels. They are silent about the
actual charges on Jesus' arrest warrant, thougiugngioning at the start of the trial is
consistent with a charge of "enticing” Israel.

The origin of this tradition is also unlikely to ba&bbinic or Pharisaic. Although it has
been preserved in rabbinic literature, there acermasons why it was unlikely to be
authored within this movement. First, a rabbinithau or their Pharisee predecessors
would want the order of the charges to mirror Taeall rabbinic halakha. Second,
rabbinic traditions and the major Pharisaic schtrdsl to dissuade people from working
on Passover Eve, so they would not have inventeabl#gion which said that they
decided to try Jesus on this date. Even if thattcedmerely reflected the fact that the
trial actually occurred on Passover Eve, the authdne tradition could have chosen to
simply say that it happened "before Passover".

Passover Eve was not kept as a holy day by alieftlisparate factions which made up
Judaism before 70E. A tradition we have no reason to doubt saysttiege in Galilee
avoided work all day, while those in Jericho alloweork all day, and those in Judea
allowed work only till noon (m.Pes.4.5, 8). Thisynadicate that Sadducees or Priests

2 For a fuller discussion see Stanton, "Jesus" pp-8D.



were more generally relaxed about Passover Evedthens, because a large number of
priests lived in Jericho (b.Taan.27a) and it igljkthat Judea was influenced more by the
Sadducees than the Pharisees. This makes it likatythe original tradition about Jesus'
trial came from a Sadducean source rather tharaadait one, though the evidence on
this point is not strong.

It is worth asking why this tradition was creatéd.a piece of fiction it conveyed little of
interest to Jews. It was commonly known that Jesasexecuted, and the Jewish world
would have liked to forget him rather than remihdrmselves about this embarrassing
false prophet who caused so much trouble. If soméanl invented this tradition, they
would have omitted the embarrassing facts aboudldite and mode of his execution, and
they would probably have omitted the charge of exgyr.c

Taking all these factors into consideration, tmepest solution is that this tradition
records the actual charge sheet and result fdriddef Jesus. This would explain how it
carried enough authority to ensure that all thecgsimaintain the reversed order of the
charges, the unscriptural mode of execution andhtipeous trial date.

Conclusions

The two censored traditions about Jesus and hegotiés which would occur at b.San.43a
were brought into the Talmudic discussions earithin3® century and removed in the
15" and 18' centuries. External evidence gives independemtesit that the earliest core
in this tradition was: "On the Eve of Passoverytheng Jesus of Nazareth for sorcery
and enticing Israel [to idolatry]." The rest of ttiadition was added later as explanatory
glosses to help the reader with problems which inegaarticularly acute in the second
century: the date of the trial; the method of exiecy and the charge of "sorcery". These
explanations had already been added by the ergeafeicond century, because part of
them is debated as an authoritative text by raibbise early & century.

The earliest development of this tradition canretraced with any certainty. The third
charge was not present in about £&Wwhen Justin Martyr cited two charges, though
only the first was pertinent to his argument. Heaithem as something which his Jewish
opponent would be familiar with. The consistentesrdf the charges, which is opposite
to that in Torah and rabbinic halakha, suggestg thene from another authoritative
source. The wording of the rest of the earlieseadrthis tradition is not what rabbis
would have invented to help their case that Jesisstiied fairly and executed according
to Jewish law.

The least difficult explanation is therefore thas earliest core of the censored tradition
of Jesus' trial came from the actual court rectnais the time of Jesus which succeeding
generations felt they could not change, despitalitfieulties presented by the wording.
Instead, later editors added explanatory phrasesglthe latter half of the second
century.



