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The polemical Jewısh work usually entitled Toledoth Yeshu (yThe Hıstory
of Jesus«) extant ın several recens10ons, Hebrew Aas ell Aramaıcl, 18 for
the MOST part concerned ıth tellıng sharply antı-Christian version of the
lıfe 6r Yeshu ha-N osrt, Jesus the Nazarene?2. The fascınatıng blend, 1n the
Jesus StOTY PrOPECL, of ostens1bly actual informatıon an clearly legendary,
folklorıstie materı1al has attracted scholarly attention?3. T’he SLOTY,
however, 1s econtinued by yActs of the Apostles« appendıx, provıdıng
interesting vers1ons of the actıvıty of Paul N! Sımon Cephas, of possıble
sıgnıf1cance for the study of early Jewısh Christlanity. In partıcular the
intrıguing pıcture of Sımon Cephas An crypto-Jewısh stylıte saınt, whose
dıetary ascet1icısm merely SEeTVES A pretext for not infrıngıng the laws of
rtual purıty deserves LO be analyzed INn greater detall4 In thıs aPDEL,

indebted to the diligence an effic1eNnCcy of the Brown Universıity Interlibrary L0an
staif for procurıing much fairly Lare materl1al: anı LO student, Mr rad Hill, for severa|l
ıtems of bibliographical informatiıon. wısh LO thank colleagues, Tof. Barry Levy,
for advıce points of medieval Hebrew philology, and Tof. Davıd Blumenthal for help
ın translatiıng SOMNE secondary lıterature ıIn modern Hebrew.

Henceforth abbreviated T’he fundamental work the subject 18 st.111 Krauss’
Das Leben Jesu nach jüdıschen Quellen (Berlin, Z (Henceforth abhreviated LJ) The classıf1-
catıon of text y pes an manuscr1pts 1n i 1S, ıt; should be noted, not by Krauss, but by
Bischoff (PP

WKor useful SUM Mar V of SOTNE recent research In thıs fıeld SCcE Bammel, yOChrıstlan
Origins ın Jewiıish Tadıt1on« N ew T’estament Studzes 13 (1966-67), 317-335, CSP.

FKor instance, ho C »Simon Magus ın der Haggada 7 Hebrew I/nıon College
Annual 31 1948), points LO possible connections between the legends of Sımon agus,
Balaam and the account of Jesus’ ger1al acrobatıcs iın the (P 273) See Iso Heller,
» Über Judas Ischarıotes ın der jüdischen Legende« Monatschriuft Jür (zeschichte N Wissenschaft
Ades udentums 76 33-42, an the SA author’s » Über das er des jüdischgn Judas:

Sage un des 'Toldot Jeschu« M.G.W.,.J. u 1933), 198-201
Sim‘on Kıfah« (35975) 18 called the head of the Jewiıish Sanhedrin (77) 70 wN)

'The Chrıistlans build hım high LOwer (399) b =71%) where he secludes himself, an only ats
bread an water (LJ, 49) We SPEEI1N have preserved here legendaryv memorTIes of the grea
5th century Syrlan stylıte saınt Simeon, an that magnificent complex of buildings around hıs

pıllar, 11O known Qalat Siman. In later glosses, LO be SULIc, thiıs hiıgh LOWEeTr 18 apparently
identified ; Peter’s basılıca In Rome (LJ, 229-230). plan LO analyze thıs part of the

T later tıme ; auffice ıt to Sa y al thıs pomn that the localızatıon ın Rome, an the identi-
ficatıon of Sim‘on yPeter,« 075 aLlCc, LO miınd, clearly secondary features. Medieval QU
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however, shall be econcerned ıth another ON of the addıtıons, namely
the epısode of » Nestor1us«, ınterpolated, at fırst sıght rather anachroniıstically,
between the stOorIeS of Paul an Sımon Cephas.5 The Nestorius ep1ısode,

shall SCC, ShOWS partıcularly close CONTACTS ıth specıf1c events and |
SONS ın church hıstory, and Ma Yy he of consıderabhle help 1ın localızıng N!
datıng the recens1o0ns whıch contaın thıs maßter1a|.

'The epısode In question 1s only extant ın Hebrew recens1ons of the EYS
An ecleetic translatıon 111 be g]ıven here, based several manuscr1pts”,
followed by COM MEeNTS the contents an sıgnıf1cance of the BEeXt

AILY rate WeTITe hardly secluded ascetics. 'he identification of Sim‘on Kıfah of
Dıyyulım, SYNagOSUC pOoetry 18 another VeErYy CUT10US feature. Stylite saınts known LO from
Christian tradıtion ArIc hardly nNnOTEe| for theır pro-Jewish sentıiments. Yor recently published
8Sth-century adversus Judaeos text ın yT18C attrıbuted LO OI!  D Sergius the Stylıte, SCcCE

I, he Disputatvon of Serqgius the Stylıte A gavnst Jew, G C0 vols. 338-339, Louvaın

'The anachronısm becomes less glarıng 1f indeed the StOTY of Sımon Cephas incorporates
materıi1al about 5th-6th CeENtUrYy stylıtes.

Yor CONSPECLUS of Oose MSS of the which contaın yActs of the Apostles« material, SCcE

1 263-4. IT'’he several extant TAamaijlc fragments of the do not include this materlal.
see Horbury, » C he Trial of Jesus ın Jewish Tradition« ın T’he T’rial of Jesus, Vambrıdge
Studies un honour of( Moule, ed Bamme]l (Naperville, Illinois 1970), 103-121

The translatıon takes into account the Strassburg M$ (siglum S), representatıve of the
YPUS Wagenseul (LJ, 45-49) ; the best known representatıve of this LEeXT Ly pe, printed 1ın

Wagenseil’s ela Igqgnea Satanae (Altdorf, 1681), under the title 10° m175n "59,
Tiber T’oldos Jeschu (separate pagınatıon does nOot contaın the Nestorius episode. Iso utilıze
the 1Sth CeENtUrYy Vienna (sıglum V, go0od representative of the 1T’yDus De Rossı (LJ,

835-86 Another representatıve of the De Rossı1ı recension utilized here 18 the LexTt, printed
1ın ellinek, etnh ha-Miıidrasch VI (ed. 3, Jerusalem, 1967), under the 11307 NTA
NZ)7 (PP. sıglum JSell For deser1ption of Jellinek’s SCcC CYH., IT'’he LexXt of
the printed ın 1sensteln’s e d \ VN, (ollection of Polemics anıd Disputa-
HONS (New York, 929927.9235 18 wıthout erıtical value, SINCEe Eisenstein expressly Sa ys
In hıs introduction that he harmonized the ECXtDS printed In Krauss, correcting ALLY infeheities
of ontent style (P 227) have not een able LO gaın ACCESS LO Huldreich’s text
in Hıstorıa JSJeschuae Nazauarenı... (Leyden, 1705). See Bischoff’s SUMLIMNaLr V of the contents ın LJ,

33-34 In the detailed deseription an partıal translatıon of the Huldreich gıven DYy
Tın Gould, (T’he ‚o8t and Hostıle (708SDeELS An SSAY the T’oledoth Jeschu... London

anı Kdinburgh, 102-1 15) there 18 mentiJon of the Nestorius epısode 14 18 noteworthy
that thıs version of the 18 attrıbuted to the grea first-century ra  X Yohanan ben Zakkal;
ıIn Baring-Gould’s translatıon, the colophon reads »” These ArT’'C the words of Rabbı Jochanan SO  —

of Saccal ın Jerusalem«. In general, ıth kindred Christian apocryphal works, the extua|
tradıtiıon of the 18 quıte ywılcl« an ‚JJerome’s adage, LOT codıces, LOT LEXTUS clearly 1S applicahle.
The addıtional Hebrew versl1on, based ate manuscr1pt published by Krauss (»Une nouvelle
recens1ıon hebraique du Toldot —  >n  < Kevue des etudes ]ULES 103 1938), does not
include the Nestorius episode ; Krauss classıfes the text ıth his ySlavıc y pe« (LJ, 305-36
T’he Yıddish version published by Bischof{ff (Hın jüdısch-deutches Leben JSesu (Leipzig,
1895)) does not contaın the Nestorius episode eıther. critical, a least; comprehensıve
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»After tıme8 the kıngdom of Persıa Was establıshed ; gentie® called
Nıstor1® went aWaYy from them11 an babbled1? agaınst them, As the heretics
MANUM)| babbled agaınst the w1se13, an sald LO them » Paul erred 1ın hıs
wrıting14 when he sald LO VOU that you should n o he CITrCUMCIZed ; rather
ıt; 1s by Just ordinance that VYOUu should be CITCUMCIZEd, SINCE Jesus Was

eitrecumMcC1Zzed158. Furthermore you Are unbelhevers16 SINCE you Sa y that Jesus

editiıon of a ]] the materıjal 18 still desıderatum : Kraus ın hıs book unfortunately does not
Ven reprıint the Wagenseıil aN! Huldreich ECXTtS. For English translation of the pPassage,
no1 entirely accurate an based only the text printed by Krauss, SECE f1
Accordıng LO the Hebrews (London, 1937), 58-59

7 ia d (S) And after thıs Jjor the second ıme TW a)i2) the kıngdom of Perslia«.
( > Jell hat ©5 mı55 has indeed the usual of » Persia« 18 shown bv the rest. of the
StOTY, despite Krauss’ note 298, 1, E1} 'The comment »for the second tıme«a Can only refer
to the Sassanıan restoratıion.

oes not mentıJıon the Nname of the GOY 1 thıs point ; later 1t; g1Ves it 1n the clearly Greek
OT © 1701 (C£. note 15)

10072 1W N 1710 Jell. The parenthetical comment which follows, 1072 b / 7 m
(JSell. has” to be the corruption of Greek phrase, perhaps AVOCLOS Oa TEPATNS ,

»the foreigner 1S IM PIOUS,« rather than, KTauss SUrmM1SEeSs 9 114, 1I1,. I of SOTNE talıan
eXpress10nN. 'The loss of the inıtial vowel In transeribing AVOTLOS Nosı would be rarlc, but 1S
nOot without parallel ; thus 773 18 derived TOM ,VU:KÄLTOV-

11 hat 1S, the »Paulinists« deseribed In the preceding episode, wh: rejected CITrecumMCIsSION
and the dietary Jaws, an replaced Jewish feasts by Christian Ne6S,.

45569 (S’ V ? Jell has 9r m7 »and he brought arguments«, T’he lectio cAiffieilior
9549 should hbe retained ; Eisenstein, wıthout an Y manuscr1pt SUPPOTT, substitutes the COININON

4875, y»mocked«. b IS rather TAalec word ; ıt; 18 noted In the famous 11th century Hebrew
lexicon, the "Arukh (ed. Kohut, m b 117 O VI Vıenna, 206) 'The r00%L 18
not attested ın classıcal SyrlacC, Chriıstlan Palestinlan an Talmudıie Aramalc; In Nandaean,
however, the ro0o0t AL ıth the SAamne connotatıon of stammerıng« 1s ell attested. See E
Drower acuch, Mandaıc Dichonary (Oxford, D ALG, alga. the
apposiıteness of acuch’s adducing Arabiıiec cognate LO Heb 44549 and Mand. AA  Q IT’he

modern Syrlac AA (R Payne-Smith$ T’hesaurus SYrLACcuS, col with the meaniıng
yremedy, medieine« ın fact reflects rather accurately borrowing of the Arabıec

V’ ell. here ad| ywıth Man y arguments 5 97719) and he ent to the and
of Israel and Camnle uDOIL the apostates wh. WeTIT®e undisturbed an observing
the commandments of Saınt Paul« 45915 479 DW hıs spelling of »Panul« clearly
reilects the talıan pronuncılatıon, San Paolo; the spelling ın S, D15x5 1S reflex of the Greek
I1aDAoS.

»Misleads u ( IIN YY (V’ el
457 At this poın introduces TeEeE quotatıion TOM the Gospel of Matthew 10:41),

ostensibly sed by Nestorius »Furthermore ‚Jesus sa1ld » [ dıd not COTME LO take AWAY / single]
word TOM the law of Moses, ‚VE ONe etter, rather [L came In order that OIl  D of hıs
words hould STAan! firm«.

b ”> \ ba TIN 1595 WD d 915 N x 107 N 71y
then Iso adds the seemingly ‚er superfluous remark » L’hıs 1S their shame which

aul dıd LO them, en he sal| » Do not, be eirecumMecCIZEed«. And Nestoros 917 0)3) sa1ld LO them
» Be circumcized, Jesus Was eircumelzed«. 07972
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(+0d17 and that he Was begotten of woman!® although the Holy Spirıt
rested uUuDO$ hım1? As |upon| the prophets And thıs Nıstor Was the first
one who ereated quarrel?! agalnst the Chrıistiane2? because he begululed
al} the women?3 He sald LO them?4 y [ rule25 that they should not be permitted
LO take other than ONe wı1ıfe«26 And thus Nıstor became loved by the women?”
And Nıstor Was abhorred theır (masc !) CYCS there CONtrOVersy®*8
between them an accordıngly Chrıistian would PIaYy LO the abomımınatıion??
of Nıstor an the factıon30 of Nıstor LO the abomınatıon of the Christians«31

»And afterwards when Nıstor went LO LO another place the aAIne of

17 m m9a 1W° 01 DINWY (S) has the abbreviation P//-‚//‘?x_
MUN 4 59. V ell. aı »and SOIl of e N { human being.
WT 1171 95549 0U E, Jell.( WTPA FE 7 W (S)
AA

21 T S MUV (V, ell. b has the equivalent 55 9 m.
(1 18127 5897 ((S) 078717 JSell.) T’he interesting reading of ala k dahı? mMust be

rejected ser1ıbal 1T highly unlıkely that the author of the knew that Nestorius
quarrel Was ıth the Kgyptian Christians, led by Cyril of Alexandrıa

170n N „ (V Jell.) has different wording 017123 7D
ell ad| »S aul commanded yOUur husbands that they take a || the that they

wısh an Vou 11l TETINALN slaves
Literally, »make fence« 1770 MWUUN — a —“ Jell have » But command H79 NN mx
So Jell has the sımpler phrasıng ythat OChristian should have LWO x 09

63 N Jell then dı the charmingly simple TeAason forY „»that
you INa y be esteemed by VOUL husbands« 572098 P VTW

'hıs sentence omitted by
man
MT (S) 'hıs seemingly strange substitution for object place of Prayecrl gOCS back

LO Proverbs 29:9 M YIT m55n - C 617 WW N OM
1t ı less lıkely, though possible, that specifically &. altar Christlian. ı1COT meant Dy fOEbah

7)V°O
31 'The aCCOUNT, ell INOTE eircumstantıal Nestorı1us, actıng lıke well raıned rabbi,

forbıds polygamy ysubject to the punıshment of the greater anı lesser excommMuUnNnıcatı]ıons (herem
an mdduy) and the loss of the world to COME 121e struggle pictured takıng place directly
between » Nistor« nd »S Paolo« The breakoff of OTNIMNUNIO between the two grOuUPS deseribed

somewhat 1NOTeEe Iucıd language an »And there ArOSNe differences between Nıstor an
S Paolo an therefore the gentiues make Prayers 1112 the house of prayecrs ot Nıstor an iıke.
W1Se the people of Nıstor the house of PrTrayers of Paolo«.
b aan 2a aı5Sn M7V DYN C171 = 49 15995 /95 HO A D17n m11

‚59185 99 aıa 3 10072 WAIN 727 0O
bb 'T ’he clear and obvious MEAaNINS Babylonıa, though Krauss ((P 298) acdduces SOINE

EXTS where o° stands for Rome There AIle al y XS ef Strack Biller
beck Kommentar ZU/ Neuen 'T’'estament AUS Talmud UNU Miıdrasch H (Munich 1926 816
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whıich WaSs Hssh833, an a ]] of them MA3SC.) fled from hım?4 And the
WeIite hıdıng35, fOrT Nıstor Was bully36, The sald LO hım »W hat do
you want from us« * He sa1ld LO them, » [ want from yOou only that you take
from the offering?” of bread an wıne. And ıt; W 4S ecustom of the
of Hssh that they carrıed In theır hands bıg keys838, He DaVC the offerıng
LO ONe of them, an she threw ıt uDON the grouNnd. He bent OWN LO the
ground?®, and the threw the keys 1ın theır hands, 9,N' struck hım
N! he d1ıed«40.

We ave already noted the possıble influence the aCcount of S’mon
Cephas of s<tOT1IES ou Syrıan stylıte salınts. Wıth the Nestorius legend
AI®e even INOTE solıd ground, though arTeful analysıs 18 called for Fırst,
ın spıte of the retrojectıon of the Nestorius StOTY into apostolıc tımes In
OUT Lext there 1s LEASON LO attempt LO identify the Nıstor of OUT SLOTY
ıth SOMe early Jewısh Chrıstian, perhaps Kbıonıte, heretic41. The theologı-
cal VIeWS attrıbuted LO Nestorius reflect (of COUTSEe ın EVenNn 1NOTe distorted
form than usual, 3CCOUNT of the Jewısh redactors’ 19NOTANCE of Christian
theology) the hostile interpretations of Nestorius’ opponents. The statement
ıIn partıcular that Jesus Was not God, but that he W as begotten DYy 9
although the Holy Spırıt abode uponN hım uDON the prophets, 18 sımply

hat BaßuvAcwv 1sS allusion LO Rome 18, of COUISC, COMIMMMNON suggestion for the exeges1s of
Revelatıon an eter 5:13 'T '’hat the author of thinks of the town of Babylon 1ın Kgypt,
an therefore of Nestorius’ Kgyptian exile, 1sS attractıve but untenable alternative. 'T’he
has reliable information Nestorius’ biography, an 1t; would be to read such infor-
matıon into the text, al the CX PCNSC of ıts natural meanıng.

VE S)’ / 7 V)? 1 7 NM
'The text In V, Jell. IS obviously COTTUPT : »and they al diısputed before him« m515}

155 m55 b5») IT’he sequel makes 1t clear thatt the only eft behind.
S)! TOM the r00T ”O Schonfield 1S probably rıg INn see1ng ere PUnNn of the

Nanmnle © 1702 ((Accordıng LO the Hebrews, 5 9 I1,. 3) But; V, ell. have sımply, an
remaıned behind«, probably the INOTeEe prıimıtıve reading.

© a k m87
27

m1517 175
'Lo pick the profiane: eucharıstiec elements, obviously.
hıs 18 the account ın The SUOTY ın V’ Jell. dıiffers In several features. N skes na the

actually rIng the bread an the wıne to him, an ın particular ment.on IS made of
the keys at a‚ ll But wıth this last, the version 18 preferable ; 1t PTESCEIVCS eature of the
legend which later ser1bes redactors found In comprehensible aN| sımply omitted ; thıs
eature, however, shall SCC, has close parallels In Christian SOUI’'CceS. IT'’he ast comment In
S however, 1S awkward anı redundant 1088 »And ere Wäas disputation between them
for long tiıme«. T’he reference 1S, SUPDOSC, the continumg hostility between the Paulinists
an the acdherents of Nestorius.

Many of the relevant Christian eCXtSs Can OW be found convenilently collected In
Kı Reinink, Patrıstıc Kurdence for Jewrish-Chrıistian ects (Leiden, 1973
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popularızed dıstortion of Nestor1an chrıstology, assımılatıng 1t; LO INOTEe

famılhar categori1es42, To be SUEC: the claım that Nestorius annulled Paul-
KlıJah’s innovatıons and reinstituted eirteumMecIısıON 43 could pomınt LO the PTaC-
tıces of ONa fıde Jewıjsh Chrıistian SeCT ; but thınk that sımple explana-
tıon 1S that the author of the nalvely accepted the charges (of COUTSeEe

meant un malam yartem,) made by Nestorius’ eccles1astıcal opponents that
he W as y Jew« yJudalzer«44: therefore the wrıter sımply attrıbuted

hım the advocacy of the Jewısh practice of eırecumels1ı0N 45. In realıty
there 1s absolutely evıdence that Nestorius Was Judaızer ıIn an Y rtual
matter 'The o€es sShOWw SOINeE knowledge, though vVeELY confused, of the
Nestori1an CONTtrOVEeTISY, provıdıng termınus QUO of ,T least the mıddle
of the fifth CENTUTY.

OWeEeVer the actual Nestorius 0€es not correspond ıth hat
18 securely known ou the ıfe an teachıngs of Nestorius. Nestorius Was

monastıc ascetic from Antıoch who owed hıs elevatıon LO the epıscopal
throne of Constantiınople LO hıs rhetorical gıfts; In partıcular ave
evıdence that he carrıed personal propaganda In Palestine, N! that he
agıtated agaınst polygamy OChrıistians. Ihough the notes that
Nestorius denıed that »Jesus 1s God«, still, accordıng LO the the SLOTM
centers of the CONtLLOVeErSY WEeIC CeITeUMECISION an marrıage Customs T’he
{hıght of Nestorius from Palestine LO Babylonıa 18 agaln quıte unhıstorıcal ;
Nestorıus, upPOoN beıng deposed T the councıl of Kphesus, W as first ex1led
LO hıs old monastery 1ın Antıioch, and later LO Koypt, an dıed ere, SOINE-

Nestorian chrıstology, less clear-cut an consıstent than eiıther the classıca| monophysite
formulas the Chalecedonian definition Was reduced, for popular consumption, LO very sımple
terms, an! Was often identified ıth the adoptionısm of aul of Samosata : for instance In
statement attrıbuted tOo the 6th ceNtury monophysıte propagandist Philoxenus W read
»Diodore, Theodore, Theodoret, Nestorıus, Irenaeus, Kutherius anı Barsauma Sa y that Christ
Wäas merely human being (rnı r<’am m_ xı 15), 112  — wh: Was justified by
g0o0d works, an (+0d loved hım an dwelt ın him«. (ed. au, 1n Patrologıa Orzentalıis
1919), S Incıdentally, CH.  - perce1ve clear influence al thıs poın of Muslım VIEWS
of Jesus, anywhere Ise In the for that matter.

But not explicıtly the dietary laws, ONe should note.

Kıg the haglıographer Cyril of Scythopolis (6th cent. calls Nestorius '"Tovöaıodpuwv ( Vıta
Euthymit, ed Schwartz, VT’exte und Untersuchungen 4 % 1939), 40) ; ef. the Coptic cts

Cast ut the ‚Jew !«of the Counscıl of Kphesus »May Nestorius the Jew be burned !
(MAPOYPEK? PIOC TMIOYAAI OYXC BOA MTMTTOYAAI
ed urı ant, ctes du (oncıle d’Enhese, M emoirresThe Nestorius Legend in the Toledoth Yeshu  113  a popularized distortion of Nestorian christology, assimilating it to more  familiar categories*, To be sure, the claim that Nestorius annulled Paul-  Elijah’s innovations and reinstituted circumcision * could point to the prac-  tices of a bona fide Jewish Christian sect ; but I think that a simple explana-  tion is that the author of the TY naively accepted the charges (of course  meant in malam ypartem) made by Nestorius’ ecclesiastical opponents that  he was a »Jew« or a »Judaizer«*4: therefore the TY writer simply attributed  to him the advocacy of the Jewish practice of circumeision %, In reality  there is absolutely no evidence that Nestorius was a Judaizer in any ritual  matter. The TY does show some knowledge, though very confused, of the  Nestorian controversy, providing a terminus a quo of at least the middle  of the fifth century.  However the actual TY Nestorius story does not correspond with what  is securely known about the life and teachings of Nestorius. Nestorius was  a monastic ascetic from Antioch who owed his elevation to the episcopal  throne of Constantinople to his rhetorical gifts; in particular we have no  evidence that he carried on personal propaganda in Palestine, and that he  agitated against polygamy among Christians. Though the TY notes that  Nestorius denied that »Jesus is God«, still, according to the TY, the storm  centers of the controversy were circumcision and marriage customs. The  flight of Nestorius from Palestine to Babylonia is again quite unhistorical ;  Nestorius, upon being deposed at the council of Ephesus, was first exiled  to his old monastery in Antioch, and later to Egypt, and died there, some-  42 _ Nestorian christology, less clear-cut and consistent than either the classical monophysite  formulas or the Chalcedonian definition was reduced, for popular consumption, to very simple  terms, and was often identified with the adoptionism of Paul of Samosata : for instance in a  statement attributed to the 6th century monophysite propagandist Philoxenus we read  »Diodore, Theodore, Theodoret, Nestorius, Irenaeus, Eutherius and Barsauma say that Christ  was merely a human being ( —musız mam y io), a man (mMina\ ) who was justified by  good works, and God loved him and dwelt in him«. (ed. F. Nau, in Patrologia Orientalis 13  (1919), pp. 248-49). Incidentally, I can perceive no clear influence at this point of Muslim views  of Jesus, or anywhere else in the TY for that matter.  43 But not explicitly the dietary laws, one should note.  4 E.g. the hagiographer Cyril of Scythopolis (6th cent.) calls Nestorius ’Zovöaıoopwv (Vita  Euthymii, ed. Schwartz, Texte und Untersuchungen 49, 2 (1939), p. 40); cf. the Coptic Acts  .. Cast out the Jew !«  of the Couneil of Ephesus : »May Nestorius the Jew be burned!  (MAPOYPEK2? NECTWPIOC TMTIOYAAI  NOYXE €BOA MT{IioYyAAI  ed. V. Bouriant, Actes du Concile d’Ephöse, Memoires ... de la mission archeologique francaise  au Caire VIIT, 1 (Paris, 1892), p. 50, lines 9,12).  45 It should perhaps be noted at this point that in fact the monophysite Copts and Ethiopians  practice circumeision but not the Nestorians. Cf. E. Ullendorff, T’he Ethiopians, 2nd ed.  (London, 1965), p. 103.de Ia 218810 archeologique francaıse

(/aıre YLH:; (Paris, 189  Z), 5 $ lines 9,12).
It should perhaps be noted al thıs pOo1n: that In fact the monophysıte opts N! Ethioplans

practice eCirecumec1ısiON but not the Nestorlans. OF Ullendorif, T’he Ethromans, Ind ed
(London, 103



114 (zero

tıme before the Councıl of Chalcedon. These AIc well-known aCcts of church
hıstory an there 18 eed LO rehearse ere the documentatıon for them46.

In partıcular Nestorius’ advocaCcy of9 hıs fhıght to Persıa,
hıs violent behavıor there47 a hıs death 91 the hand of of
0€es not QCCOTd ıth the aCtsS However, much of the maßterı1al Just 10€eN-

tiıoned fıts exactly ecertaın hıstorical aN! legendary features of the lıfe of
Barsauma of Nısıbis, Zzealous an powerful pro-Nestorı1an eccles1astıec
ın Persıa 1n the latter half of the fıth CENTUrY *® Barsauma fled from Kdessa,
ın Byzantıne-controlled Syr1a, uUuDON monophysıte reactıon there after the
death of Ibas (457) He W asSs then instrumental ın the foundıng of the schoo|l
of Nısıbıs er the fhıght {rom Kdessa of the » Persian« theolog1ans durıng
the CM DEIOT Zeno’s re1gn 2

Another facet; of hıs actıvıtiıes 1S 11L1LOTIe pertinent LO OUT Lext, here,
namely that Barsauma Was also ınvolved ın antı-ascetic movement
wıthın the Persian church 1ın the 5th an 6th centurıes, whıich resulted 1n
the SCVeTe®e restrietion of the role of monast]ıce1sm. T’hıs 18 not the place LO
discuss 1 Jength the CauUusSes and the eXaCT extent of thıs movement. desıre
LO accomMmModate Christian LO the antı-ascetiec mo0od of the rulıng
Zoroastrıan relıg1on Ma y ave een contrıibuting, though by the
eruc1a|l factor.5°9 At an Y rate Barsauma Was ın the forefront of the e..

ment abolıish celıbacy the sgecular clergy PrOPDETL, an he hımself
arrıed former nun. According LO SOMMEeEe SOUTCES he dıd thıs LO
fa vOr ıth the Persian kıng Peroz; Barsauma certaınly obtaıned the SUD-

46 Krauss’ attempt, the basıs of hıs OW:! rather slender Nı second-hand knowledge of
the biography of estorius and the COUISE of the Nestorlian CONtFOVEerTSY, LO harmonıze the
aCccount ıth the historical SOUTI’CES 252-30) 1s unfortunately almost total aıilure.

Though at first, upOo$N his elevatıon LO the episcopal Secec of Constantinople he acted
verıtable malleus haereticorum (ef. C OCrates, Keclesiastical Hıstory, V11:29,31), Nestorıus
certainly does not aD PCaL vıolent 1118  - amıiıdst, the shady politics of Kphesus an ıts a,1LEeTr-
math, but rather he to be pathetic vıctım OF INOTEe powerful less scrupulous indivyıiduals
than himself. Cyril of Alexandrıa deserves the epithet V1 37 m8979 much INOTeEe than Nestor1ius.

T’hough of COUITISE Barsauma features prominently 1n a ]] modern hıistories of the Nestori1an
church, there 1S MONOgTaPp. devoted to hıs bıography. Yor QCCUTATE aCccCount of Barsauma,
based the SOUTCES, KOO Labourt’s standard work, Ke chrıstianısme Aans L’emprire S05 Ia
dynastıe Sassanıde 224-632), (Parıs, 1904), 131152 See Iso Wigram, An NLTO-
duction FO the Hıstory of the Assyrıan OÜhurch114  Gero  time before the Couneil of Chalcedon. These are well-known facts of church  history and there is no need to rehearse here the documentation for them4%,  In particular Nestorius’ advocacy of monogamy, his flight to Persia,  his violent behavior there*? ad his death at the hand of a group of women  does not accord with the facts. However, much of the material just men-  tioned fits exactly certain historical and legendary features of the life of  Barsauma of Nisibis, a zealous and powerful pro-Nestorian ecclesiastic  in Persia in the latter half of the fith century*®. Barsauma fled from Edessa,  in Byzantine-controlled Syria, upon a monophysite reaction there after the  death of Ibas (457). He was then instrumental in the founding of the school  of Nisibis after the flight from Edessa of the »Persian« theologians during  the emperor Zeno’s reign*?,  Another facet of his activities is more pertinent to our TY text here,  namely that Barsauma was also involved in an anti-ascetic movement  within the Persian church in the 5th and 6th centuries, which resulted in  the severe restriction of the role of monasticism. This is not the place to  discuss at length the causes and the exact extent of this movement. A desire  toaccommodate Christian mores to the anti-ascetic mood of the ruling  Zoroastrian religion may have been a contributing, though by no means the  crucial factor.°° At any rate Barsauma was in the forefront of the move-  ment to abolish celibacy among the secular clergy proper, and he himself  married a former nun.% According to some sources he did this to curry  favor with the Persian king Peroz; Barsauma certainly obtained the sup-  46 Krauss’ attempt, on the basis of his own rather slender and second-hand knowledge of  the biography of Nestorius and the course of the Nestorian controversy, to harmonize the TY  account with the historical sources (LJ, pp. 232-36) is unfortunately an almost total failure.  47 Though at first, upon his elevation to the episcopal see of Constantinople he acted as a  veritable malleus haereticorum (cf. e.g. Socrates, HKeclesiastical History, V1I1L:29,31),Nestorius  certainly does not appear as a violent man amidst the shady polities of Ephesus and its after-  math, but rather he seems to be a pathetic vicetim of more powerful or less serupulous individuals  than himself. Cyril of Alexandria deserves the epithet 3177 by9 much more than Nestorius.  48 Though of course Barsauma features prominently in all modern histories of the Nestorian  church, there is no monograph devoted to his biography. For an accurate account of Barsauma,  based on the sources, see J. Labourt’s standard work, Le christianisme dans l’empire perse sous la  dynastie Sassanide (224-632), (Paris, 1904), pp. 131-152. See also W.A. Wigram, 4n Intro-  duction to the History of the Assyrian Church ... 100-640 A.D. (London, 1910), pp. 142-171.  49 See A. Vööbus, History of the School of Nisibis (C.S.C.O. vol. 266, Louvain, 1965),  PP- 47-53.  50 Disciplinary canons, however, condemn in the strongest terms polygamy and the incestuous  marriages common among pagan Persians, and apparently not unknown even among the  Christians. See e.g. the strietures of the synod of 544, ed. J. B. Chabot, Synodicon Orientale  ou Recueil des synodes nestoriens (Paris, 1902), pp. 335-337.  51 Labourt, pp. 149-50.100-640 (London, 1910), 140917771

See Vö6bus, Hıstory of the School of Nısıbıs C.S.C.O. vol 266, Louvaın, »
47-53

Disciplinary CalNüNs, however, condemn In the strongest terms polygamy an the incestuous
marrlages COTMNINON ALLOLNLS Perslans, an apparently nOt unknown ‚:Ven aM ONg the
Christlans. Ssee C the strictures of the SynNod of 544, ed Chabot,; Synodıcon Orzentale

Recueıul Ades synodes nestorıens (Parıs, 1902), 335-337
t’
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port of the SLATE 1ın Imposiıng » Nestorianısm« recalecıtrant elements
the Chrıistians ın the Pers1ian empıre. Barsauma Was vlolent personalıty,
who Was involved 1n econtinuous struggles ıth hıs OW eccles1astiea l super10rs.
The details, ın partıcular hıs turbulent relatıons ıth the catholheo1 Babowal
an Acacıus do not dırectly CONCETN us ere Hor OUT 1t 18 enough

ote that the synod of Beıt Laphat (484) presıde OVer by Barsauma,
inter alıa condemned polygamy and incest?2, anı hıs actıvıty 1n thıs regard
Was remem bered by the later Nestorj]an tradıtiıon?®3.

Barsauma 18 well-known fıgure 1n monophysıte SOUTCES which, A could
be expected, depiet hıx antı-ascetiec attıtude As pretext for HIEere sensualısm,
and ACCUSeEe hım of the oulest conduct agalnst the catholıcos Babowal.
T '’hıs polemical mater1a|l sShows dırect ontact ıth the hbut there 4S

close affınıty between the CCOount of the death of Barsauma In severa|
SyT1aC monophysıte SOUTCEes an the murder of Nestorius In the We
shall present thıs SyriaCc mater1al txst; and then COM1LDAaLE 1t; ıth the
tradıtıon.

The earhest extant form of the StOTY 1s found Iın the ate 19*h CENTUCY
chroniıecle of Michael the Syrian54, Michael draws MOST, of hıs informatıon
owW Barsauma from Marutha of Tagrıt (dıed 649 A  )55 At the en!: of
the materı1a|l borrowed from Marutha, Michael quotes from »book ın the
Arabıec Janguage«% the StOTY of the murder of Barsauma »We found ın

he proceedings and CAanonNns of the council ATC only iımperfectly known, because ıt Came

to be regarded schismatiec conciliabulum and repudiated ater by Barsauma hımself.
OWever the 13th CENTUTCY Nestori1an wrıter °‘Abdi£So‘ (Ebed Jesus) PreSCrVEes SOe firagments,
In particular of iıts marrlage legislation. For text SCcEe Chabot, Synodıcon Orventale, 623 -5

Kıg the Chronicle of Se’ert 11th cent.) »And Barsauma, bıshop of Nisıbis, wrote letter
and ın 1 permitted that monks an priests, who do not have the OWCFTI restraın their desires,
should get married«.

Aa sl N! Ga &\ ® E Ol Wa y Sg

(ed. her, Patrologıa Orzentalıis 100) On the character an SOUT’CES of thiıs work
Secc Lag (zeschıichte der christlichen arabıschen Interatur, 11 (Vatıcan, 1947),

Chabot, (Ü’hronıque Ae 2chel le SyYrIeN... (Parıs, 1901), ols. KL (tr.), vol
For the Passage 1n question SCce vol I 421, Outer column (tr. H; 440)

Unlike Bar Hebraeus, Michael does not g1ve ALLV scandalous storlıes about, the immoral
conduct of Barsauma an hıs fellow bishops. On Marutha: ef. Baumstark, (zeschichte der
syrıschen Interatur Bonn, 1922), 245

hıs SOULI'CE 1S not conneected ıth Maruthai’’sm_Dnr m<3am ı m< ö aan
account of Barsauma’s violence, and 18 poss1bly much later than the eventh CENTUTY. Chabot
Pputs forth the possibility that the 1IrS PETrSON plural ound« IS the language of Michael’s
immediate SUUTI'CE, work of the üth century ‚Jacobite patrlarch Dionysıius otf Tell-Mahre.

440, ote
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book 1ın the Arabıec anguage CONCcerNINZ the kıllıng of the evıl Barsauma
whiıich Was In thıs ashıon. After he went into the of the Kıng of
the Persjans |tO PTOCUIE permiıss1ion] that he should persecute INnOoTe an
destroy the faıthful>”? completely, he went village the amle of whıich
WaSs Krmh58, whıch 1S ıIn the ne1ghborhood of Tagrıt. And he busıed hımself
ıth offerıng the eucharıst>®? In order that by violence he INa y compel the
vıllagers. And when the INeNn fled they® summoned the that they Ma y
partake of hıs iımpure eucharıste1 by force. T’hen nun after che took hıs
eucharTıst ın her mouth, threw it aWay®®S. And he bowed OWN |tOo the oTOUNd|]
LO take 1t, an she struck hım In the head ıth 1ITron key64 an her COM-

pPanıons econtinued |tO strıke hım] Hıs dıscıples an the soldiers®> WeTIe

standıng outsıde. And when he delayed [ hıs exıt|] they entered an found
hım prostrate®® an that the ave fled And they carrıed hım LO
Nısıbıs an burıed hım 1ın the church T’he en of these SfOT1ES«.

First, though thıs dramatıc aCCOouUunt of Barsauma’ s demıse 1s mi1ssıng

57 Le the monophrysıtes.
MEDA TL < a\ 'T’he 1aIne xn C  - be vocalized either »Karmah«

y»Karmeh«; the fırst. pronunclatıon 1S supported by the spelling 'prfizu, In Armen]jan9
1n the Confession of Comitas preserved 1n the » Book of Letters« (Zfin,p ß‘lzmng)‚ ef.

M < 1 IDre armenısche Kırche un ahren Beziehungen den syrıschen Kırchen.
ın V’exte und Untersuchungen 26 1904), an 6 ‚9 note 'hıs locality should, ıt tLOo
be faırly clear, be distinguished TOM the N estorıan bishopric of Karma Karme (r 1n)
the existence of which 1S attested In the 5th an 6th centurıes (e.g. Synodıcon Orzentale, 109,
Iıne 20); but the locatıon of which cannot be ascertaıned. Fıey, Assyrıe chretzenne,
vol I11 (Beyrouth, 1968), 112-113.; Van Lantshoot, aQT7T. yCarme«, Dictionnaire
A’hrıistorre el Ade geogramnhıe ecclesiastıques 11 1949), col 1070

C\D'LDJ.\&
Le Barsauma an hıs henchmen.

61 (71.\:)\C\.DÄ
FEA he word 18 inserted above the Iıne 1ın the Chabot’s edition of the Syrlac

text 18 the photographic reproduction of ONE, ate M5S)
T3 HIL, TOM m <3z, 1.e. she spit 1t; OuUt.
Y< \ıdas aa Olıda does have the basie meanıng of »key«, an 18 clearly derived

TOM KAÄETÖCG, the accusatıve of KAEIS. 'The word Ca  - Iso S1gN1fy  Y buckle clasp. 'T’he spelling
Zrı la 18 Iso attested, but 18 less frequent. hıs loanword Iso OCCUT'S, 1ın the orm NTPN
In Talmudie TAamalc. ıIn both the forms glıda an aglıda In Mandaean, an 18 Iso loanword
(vıa Syf‘ia.(? In Arabic PE JS ) an ersian

60

Pass. part. m< —nı It should be nNOTel that the aCCOUNLT ın i1chae does not expressly
mention that the takes place 1ın church : ıt, however makes perfect 308  'g an explains
why the soldiers 91 an y rate, ıf not hıs disciples, (TJC\‘LIJ.\Ä should StaYy outside. 'The
parallel account ın Bar Hebraeus does Sa y that the setting 18 In church, mau (Cf£h. textın
note 70)
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from the 13th CENTUCYy Armenı1an epıtome of Michael’s work®7”, 1t LO
ave een ın the Text of Michael’s work whıch WasSs utılızed by the 13th
CENTUTCY SDyrlaCc wrıter Bar Hebraeus. In hıs sao-called » Kecclesiastical Chron-
1cle»68 Bar Hebraeus g1VeES QCCOUNT parallel LO Michael’s Barsauma
STOTY wıthout mentionıng Marutha of Tagrıt alıYy other wrıtten SOUTCE
As far the death of Barsauma 18 concerned, Bar Hehbhraeus drastıcally
abbrevJates the STOTY, and, transferring the from Karmah LO J ur-
Abdın, he merely N OTLES ySome people Sa y that UuUNs ın Tur-Abdın
gathered agaınst hım iın the church and kılled hım ıth the keys of
theır cells But others pomt 0ut hıs In the church of Marı Ya’qgob
which IS ın Nısıbıs«70. T’he dıvergences from Michael’s tText AXIe, of COUTISEC,
consıderable, but, nonetheless thınk that Bar Hebraeus depends Michael.
Bar Hebraeus knows that the tradıtıon of Barsauma’s death., presumably
peaceful, an subsequent burıal 1n hıs metropolitan church in Nısıbıs 18
quıte separate from the legend of hıs vıolent death at the hands of NUuNs,
and he refuses LO harmoniıze the LWO tradıtıons W asSs one by Michael
hıs ıiımmedıate SOUTCE That Bar Hebraeus PUutsS the of the murder
a{ Tur-Abdın would a fırst agalnst direct dependence Mıichael ;

thınk, however, that erTe agaln Arl faced ıth CONSCIOUS modiıfica-
tıon Bar Hebraeus’ part Tur-Abdın W as well-known center of 1INONO-

physıte monastıc1ısm?? whereas 1ın the reg10N of Karmah there Was wealth

'h1s iımportant, but frequently abbreviated translatıon (dwfimfnul,uu„m:.[3[uf: ın uunı
wJ5] llllll1[1[ll’lg wwn un pf ed. Jerusalem, does g1ve the S of » Bar-
SUMa«dX (Flu[1unuil.u) wıthout the final episode which interests uS, but (as could perhaps be

expected ) deseribes In greater detail than does the Syriac original the hero1c Armenlan resistance
Barsuma:j’s propaganda, supported though he Was Dy ersian soldiers. (PP. 314-18). Babowal

(Nuıf, SIC had close relatiıons aıth the Armenlans there 1S nothıng corresponding LO thıs
1n the DYyTIaC text.

m&s mYY ön
el a I Y, Gregoru Barhebrae: OChronıcon HKcclesiastıcum...

Tomus DE (Parıs-Louvaiın, col 61{£f£.

n—\\ na Ä'\'\L:J ‚mn als ‚ya <-1:)|< 105 m<a H33 e\J'.H'( (|_Y_\ o
CN IO ‘.uC\.u_7.) i Sl e L3 mYa 3sD ‘..1 m< ur <.cr.1)ml.r:n )'L\.LCI.D
(ed. Abbeloos-Lamy, col

(1 hat LWO separate tradıtiıons WeTeEe ıIn fact dovetailed Ma y be indicated DYy the closing
comment of Michael’s texta C(J7) »Lhe en! of ese StOT1eS«. But of COUTSE

this colophon Ia y Just refer tOo a,1] the stOTrI1IeES told about Barsauma, nOt only the two Verslons
of hıs death.

See dın el al., Atlas ZUT Kirchengeschiuchte (Freiburg in Breisgau, Map
»Das jakobitische Mönchtum des Mittelalters«. On early ‚Jacobite monastıcısm, eft. Hage,
IDie syrisch-Jakobitische Kırche uın frühislamıscher e1ıt (Wiesbaden, 41-45, an! NUuNs

ın Bar Hebraeus’ period, Kaweranu, Ihe jakobitische Kırche M Zertalter der syrischen
Renaıssance (Berlin,
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of monastıc establıshments. Accepting, 91 eags tryıng LO make of,
the tradıtıon that Barsauma fell victım LO the fury of mob of nuns®®,
Bar Hebraeus, In opınıon, sımply piıcked PTIOT1 1NOTeEe lıkely locale.

AÄA+ al rate, both Mıiıchael and Bar Hebraeus AIle wıtnesses for the exıstence
of rather precıse legend ou Barsauma’s death, legend whıch ıth
SOIMNe hıkelihood consıderably antedates Mıichael. Our contention eTe 18
that thıs partıcular eature of the Barsauma StOTY, coupled ıth hıs hıstoriec
actıvıty agaınst ırregular Marrlages an clerı1cal celıbacy, Camme LO be Tans-
ferred 1ın the from the chıef Nestorian ın Persian-ruled Mesopotamıa
LO the reputed ounder of the SEeCT, Nestorius hımself. It 1s hardly surprisıng
that the tradents N redactors of the materı1al telescoped the deeds
and fate of the master an the discıple, OL, INOTE precısely, merged the
personalıty of the dıscıple ıth that of the master?4 W hat 1s much INOTEe

sıgnıfıcant, for localızatıon of the 1S that clearly ave erTe the
reflection of DyT1IaC monophysıte propaganda ıth parallels 1ın extant
Greek OL Latın SOUTCeEesSs W hatever the ultımate OT1ZINS of the ‚Jesus Jegend
PTODEI In the the portion of the under diseussion eTe apparently
or1gınated ın Babylonıa. In fact 1t. 1s possıble that the legend ın the
though E confuses Nestorius and Barsauma and 1S provıded ıth explanatory
matter meant for the Jewısh reader, nevertheless IMNa y SOINe features
INOTEe prıimıtıve than the correspondıng ONes ın the Syr1aCc eEXtS Thus iın
the Nıstor 18 kılled by the of the vıllage mentıon 1s made
of Uuns. T’hıs fıts ell ıth the fırst part of the STOTY the INeN sımply
fled uDON the approac. of the strangers, hbut theır WeTe eft behınd.
T’hat Nestorı1us-Barsauma W as struck OWN ıth key DE keys 18 COMMON

an clearly prımıtıve eature of the Jegend”5; Mıichael’s versıon that fırst

In depieting Barsauma’s murderers NUunNs, 1S thıs tradıtıon perhaps registering SAar-

donie commMent. the fact that the bishop arrıed former nun ?
FKor SUMIMar y statement of sımılar PrOCESSs AT work In partiıcular get, of Talmudie

tradıtıons, ef. Neusner, Development of ege: Studies the radıtions Uoncermng
Y ohanan Ben Zakkazr. (Leiden, 1970), IThe mergıing of traditions about Nestorıius an
Barsauma mMa y have een intfluenced by popular etymology whıich apparently identified the
fırst. part of the N1anmnlle NeorTopıos wıth VNOTEUTNS, yfaster«. 'hıs 18 attested Dy Mäari 1b Sulayman
”a 12th cen‘

p gna a A& | Arnnn e e v-‘K a a AD 29
ed G1i1smond1, Maris A mrı el Slıbae de natrıarchıs nestorL.anorum commentarıa, DArS DrLOT,
Marıs LEXTUS arabıicus Kome, 1899), ä; lines 1415 (»And al thıs tıme the patriarchal
dignity appertaiıned to Mär Nestorius, and the interpretation otf his narmne 18 of fastiıng«.)
hat 1S, Nestorius Ibn al-saum Bar SAUmMma !

The qglıda maphteah 1n these aCCOUNTS should obvıously be regarded the »blunt,
heavy instrument« of police reports, anı ONe 1s immediately tempted LO IN of heavy bar

bolt, On this poın the lıvely remarks of Wigram, the ON cholar who has
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ONe struck hım ıth her key, and then the others pounced hım
1S prlor1 I1NOTEe lıkely than the plıcture g1ven by the (and Bar Hebraeus)
that Barsauma W aSs hıterally kılled DYy avalanche of keys?®. OWEeVer
the INOTE pıcturesque anı less logıcal vers1ion 1s not necessarıly the later ONe

when ON eals ich legend of thıs SOTTt
uch 1INOTEe sıgnıfıcant 18 the topographical reference LO Hssh ın the

Al-Hassäsa 1S known localıty, In the vıcınıty of Tagrıt??, and quıte close
LO Karmah?8. Thus Mıichael who places Barsauma’s murder ın Karmah
and the Hssh of the agaınst Bar Hebraeus’ Jur-Abdın, which,

ave argued, 1s artıfıc1al localızatıon. In Judging between Michael
and the T there Ar e STOUNdS for preferring the Karmah WaS 1MpOT-
tant monophysıte bıshopric”®, whereas al-Hassasa-Hasısa WasSs much TMOTeEe

obscure Jocalıty, of hıttle ımportance ın Chrıistian history an Jackıng an y
mentıon ın the O0OUTICcEeS extant for the hıstory of Babylonıan Judaı1sm. 8°

commented at length the subject, an who denies, the basıs of his personal knowledge
legend which later seriıbes of redactors found ın comprehensible an sımply omittzd : thıs feature,
of orjental CUuStOmMS, that the aCcCcount 1S realıistic »° Kılled ıth the eys of their cells Sa yS
the histor1an | Bar Hebraeus]|. 1f S ()I1' would iıke LO know hOow 1$, Was achieved, for the
orjental key 18 not 1ITON bar that Ca  - be WeEaNON CEMETSCNCY, but notched slıp of
wood SOTMNE eight inches long, an about formidable knıfe«. (An Introduction LO
of wood SOINle eight inches long, nd about formıda ble Inıfe« (An Introductzon LO

the Hıstory of the Assyrıan Church, FÜr nOoTte 1) NOW, there 1S evidence for the uUusSe of wooden
kevs ın the Middle Kast, especlally Kgypt (M Daumas (ed.), Les 0719UNES de Ia ervilısatıion
technıque (Parıs, S  AB an! EVEeIl In the medieval West Feldhaus, IDre
Technık der Vorzeıt, der geschichtlichen e1t und der Naturvölker (Leipzig an Berlin, 1914),
col 967), However, Michael’s account does emphasıze that the key Was made of ITron Darzla)
an the has »big keys«.

The redactors show SOTMNE perplexity V1IS-A-VIS the Mal y keys of the STOTY, an awkwardly
explaın that the WOTNENIN of the village had the epculıar eustom of Carryıng bıg keys.

07 'T ’he Arabiec SOUTCES (Tabari, Y aqut) clearly locate al-Hassäsa, Aa not far TOM

Tagrıt ıIn the Li1gr1s valley. Unfortunately SyT1aC evıdence PTFO DL IS ather POOT ; Michael, only
OLNLCC, mentijons the Hsysn m_1 the » Hasısanıtes« belonging LO the jurisdietion of the

metropolıtan of Tagrıt 718 inner column : Lr E 376-7), TOM which the existence
of locality 18 only deduetion. Bar Hebraeus agaln only refers LO the adjectival forms

(Chronicon ’ Eecbtesiastıcum, vol I, cols. 213 TE 375) O oN1g-
Mannı, O Couvent Ade HBarsauma el le yatrıarchal Jacobıte ntıoche de SYrLE C:6:0. vol
146, Louvain, 1954), 129 an LM WFıey, Assyrıe chretienne vol F (Beyrouth, 1968),

113
YS3S Q u %, Mu’dgam al-buldan, ed. W üstenfeld, T 268, (according LO Honig mM anl,

loc. CW.)
Honigmann, O Cub., 133-.134 OE note
NOW, though the words MN (»partıt1on«) an V (a d«) often ın Talmudie

an Targumic lıterature, could find reference LO place 11 RVR77, reasonably simılar

spellings of the Samıe, In concordances an indices LO the Babylon1an an the Palestiniıian 'Tal
muds;: the localıty 1S nOot mentioned either ın Neusner’s five-volume work Hıstory of the
Jews un Babylonıa ı1n Neubauer’s La geographıe du Talmud (Parıs, 1868 OWwever
1ın 1eW of the documentatıion for al-Hassasa ıf 1S sSurprıisıng that Krauss does not ‚VeIl consider
the possibıilıty that have topographical informatıon here : rather, nothing that ön
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Wıthout necessarıly accepting that there 18 arı hıstorıcal kernel to the
STOTY of Barsauma’s murder8! ON 02  z ıth SOINeEe plausıbıilıty that
it 18 local legend whıch or1ginated In Hasısa eTtr ıt; became definıtely
monophysıte, an only ın the COUTSEe of later transmıssıon of the OTY W as

the setting transferred LO the ne1ghboring Karmah. Perhaps ONne Ca  w

EevVen urther, ‚N! Ur y LO fıind approxımate per10d fOor the genes1s of the
legend. According LO the Chroniecle of Se‘ert al-Hassäsa, yrecELVEd«, 91 the
Same tıme Tagrıt and Karmah, the oTEAT monophysıte M1SS1ONATY Jacob
Baradaeus?? (ca the mıddle of the s1xt century), an from that tıme onward
W as definıtely 1ın the monophysıte GCGanmıpD. Perhaps, LO speculate somewhat,
ıt; Was at thıs tıme that, LO sıgnal theır adhesion LO the monophysıte artYy,
and LO show that they WeIC »orthodox« ab unbO, the Hasısanıtes ınvented

legend that theır female aNCESTOTS ave already struck deec1ısıve blow
agalnst Nestor1anısm, In the DPEISON of the well-known propagandıst, Bar-

1' be SUTIe, thıs hypothesıs, eVEeN ıf COTITeECT, 0es not provıde al y
clear elue LO when thıs legend penetrated LO Jewısh cırcles. But ave
een ahle LO fınd allusıon LO the rse of Islam In the the reference
LO the establıshment of the Persıian kıngdom rather leads ONe to thınk that
the Sassasıan empıre W as st1]1] exıstıng ın the author’s tıme. Thıs, coupled
ıth the seemıng allusıon LO the cult of stylıte saınts, allows ON LO conclude
that the » Nestor1us« recens1ıon of the T’oledoth Yeshu whıch clearly 1s
not the earhest ONe Ca  S be traced LO Babylonıa, an that 1t; receı1ved
wrıtten fixatıon there sometıme ın the second half of the sıxth 1n the
early seventh CENTUTY. At an Y rate the conneection of the Nestorius
STOTY ıth the monophysıte Barsauma legend 18 quıte certaın ; 1t. 1s hoped
that the foregoing diseussion has demonstrated a 180 that even the later
accretlions 1n thıs work whıich 1S often set asıde worthless medıeval
fabrıcatıon should not be diısmıssed 0out of hand Rather ONe Can fınd materıal
1ın thıs work whıch 1s of SOINe ımportance not only for the Jewısh COM PIE-
hension of, and ontact wıth, Chrıistianıty 1n the Talmudıec per10d but a 180
fOor the study of the hıstory of the Christian ast ın the patrıstic GCT12.

»bedeutet Scheidewand« Krauss deduces yund ist. damıt vielleicht der Beichtstuhl gemeint,«L
M0 confessiona|l box © Hiıs alternatıve speculatiıon that the reference LO the ydıvıdiıng
wall« 18 allusıon LO Nestorius’ eniforcing the segregatıon of C555 duriıng noecturnal SEr VICES
(according to KElias of Nıs1bıs) likewise needs comment. (LJ,

81 'I'’he complete siılence of the Nestorian SOUTCES Barsauma’s violent death, which could
of COUTSE have een easıly presented MOStT praıseworthy martyrdom, argu6cs agaınst histor-
rıcıty.

dolat!lg D Z ALS 9 (»And the people of 'Takrit an Karm3ä
an al-Hassäsa received him«) ed cher, Patrologıa Orzientalis 1911), 142, Iınes } The
Om1ssıon of the diaeritical point 1n » Hassäasa« a y only be typographical C.  9 not the reading
of the single MS which the editor had at hıs disposal.


