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ABSTRACT

The idea that Jesus’ name had actually been “Immanuel” at birth until altered in the last half
of the 1% century through Paul’s influence solves many problems heretofore ignored. It
explains the dearth of writings about Jesus during this time and the great scarcity of mention
of “Immanuel” then and in the 2™ century and beyond, and why Isaiah’s Immanuel prophecy
was considered literally fulfilled by John the Baptist, Paul, the writer of Matthew, Justin and
Irenaeus. It explains why Jesus previously held a different, not-to-be-uttered name according
to several Gnostic writings, the Testament of Solomon, and the Pesachim. A scenario is
included on why and how it transpired.

INTRODUCTION

There are a surprising number of reasons for asking the question in the title of this paper. After these
are spelled out, one may wonder why biblical scholars did not long ago notice the problems, both
major and minor, which are solved if the man’s name had originally been Immanuel. It will be seen
that theological commitment of the 1st and 2nd centuries, especially belief in resurrection, led to a
great cover-up that has since been forgotten. Such commitment discouraged any critical thinking on
the subject over the centuries, and this, combined with a professional commitment towards building
upon certain incorrect but approved assumptions of previous scholars, has caused modern scholars to
unknowingly maintain the cover-up. A contributing factor to this maintenance is that the question of
“Jesus” versus “Immanuel” is sufficiently important that its resolution would be considered
sensational; serious scholars do not wish to be labeled as sensation seekers.

It is known of course that certain theological questions which demand careful attention from a logical
viewpoint may not yet have received this consideration because an unexpected answer would be
theologically upsetting. As noted by E. P. Sanders, an essential task for biblical scholars to become
engaged in is “the effort to free history and exegesis from the control of theology; that is, from being
obligated to certain conclusions which are pre-determined by theological considerations."* The
question posed here is one such issue, which, however, branches into others that cannot be delved into
too deeply here.

There are several indications and clues that J’s name had been changed to “Jesus” from an original
name of “Immanuel.” To piece them together into a coherent whole we start with Isaiah’s “Immanuel”
prophecy of the 8" century BCE and follow through until at least the time of Irenaeus near the end of
the 2nd century CE.

THE PROPHECY — WAS IT FULFILLED?

Isaiah’s messianic prophecy. His well known prophecy for a Messiah, from lIsa 7:14, is unusually
specific (RSV Bible):



Behold, a young woman shall conceive and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.

Here we need not concern ourselves with the “young woman” versus “virgin” controversy. Instead we
emphasize that “Immanuel” was to be his name, according to the text, not just a characterization he
would later receive. However as the pre-Christian centuries passed, we find no record that anyone
named Immanuel came along, until we read in the Gospel of Matthew that Jesus could be thought of as
being Immanuel although he is said to have been given the name Jesus at birth (Mt 1:21-25). Plainly,
the writer of Matthew thought of Jesus as being the fulfillment of Isaiah’s prophecy, even though it
was actually a failed prophecy if the child had not been named Immanuel at birth. However, he made it
clear that the reader should believe J had been named Jesus at birth, not Immanuel.> We shall keep this
strange contradiction in mind.

Was “Immanuel” a name or a characterization? To replace the paucity of scholarly questioning of
this contradiction, there exists the inference that within the prophecy “Immanuel” was symbolic — a
title or characterization, not an original name.® This inference could carry some weight if the name or
title “Immanuel” had been first bestowed upon J during or after his ministry. Then “Immanuel” could
be called a characterization based upon J’s actions and teachings. However, if it had indeed been
prophesied (as by Isaiah) that upon birth the special child, J, would be given the name Immanuel, then
that would confirm it was intended to be a name, not a characterization supplied only later.

The primary support for the name interpretation comes from the Qumran Great Isaiah Scroll (1Qlsa®),
dated to around 125 BCE — the oldest, most complete known copy of Isaiah. In it, “Immanuel” is
written as a single separate Hebrew word, 7xjny, which indicates it was intended as a name, and not
written as two words as if to express it by the title “with-us God,” or “Immanu EL,” i.e., 7x jy. * The
Septuagint (LXX), which dates to the 2™ and 3™ centuries BCE, also expresses Immanuel as a one-word name,’
and this Greek source is evidently what was used in canonical Matthew.

In the Hebrew Masoretic text, or received text, which dates much later, to 9th century CE, “Immanuel”
at Isa 7:14 is written as the two words “Immanu E1.” Later we offer an explanation for the difference;
here we accept that the much older reading of the Great Isaiah Scroll and the LXX is to be preferred. In
the Great Isaiah Scroll, each of its three mentions of “Immanuel” (Isa 7:14, 8:8, 8:10) occurs as a
single word, unlike in the Masoretic text where all three are as the two words, “Immanu E1.” Thus,
Isaiah’s apparent intent that “Immanuel” would be the name of the prophesied child was maintained
down through the centuries to at least 125 BCE.

Early believers in J being Isaiah’s Immanuel. Besides the writer of Matthew having been one who
believed J was the fulfillment of the Immanuel prophecy, there is a definite probability that before him
Paul had believed likewise. Within Paul’s frequent references to Old Testament passages, we find that
in Rom 15:12 he quotes Isa 11:10, saying,

and further Isaiah says, “The root of Jesse shall come, he who rises to rule the Gentiles; in him shall the Gentiles
hope.”

Here the prophecy about the root of Jesse is accepted by most Christians as the same person
prophesied within the preceding four chapters of Isaiah, starting with Isa 7:14, namely Immanuel.
There has long been definite scholarly support for the prophecy having been a long-term one, which is
well explained by Edward Hindson.®



It is also important to notice that the sign is directed to “you” (plural) and is not evidently directed to Ahaz who
rejected the first offer. In v. 13, Isaiah had said: “Hear ye now, O house of David” and it is apparent that the
plural “you” in v. 14, is to be connected to its antecedent “ye” in v. 13. Since the context tells us that the dynasty
of David is what is at stake in the impending invasion, it would seem proper to interpret the plural “you” as the
“house of David” which is the recipient of the sign. This being true, then, all objections to the relevancy of a
messianic prediction to Ahaz’s contemporary situation are nullified. The prophet did not direct the sign merely to
Ahaz and therefore, a strictly messianic interpretation of the sign is not out of the question.

However, most scholars believe the prophecy was just a short-term one to be fulfilled in Isaiah’s own
time, because succeeding passages, especially in Isa 7:16-8:4, refer to prophecies thought to have been
fulfilled in the time of King Ahaz or Hezekiah, and thus supposedly in the time of the prophesied
messianic child.’

Yet, the absence of anyone of importance named Immanuel in that time or in the succeeding six
centuries leaves the short-term-prophecy hypothesis unconvincing.®

Now the fact that Paul knew of Isaiah’s messianic prophecies, but neither quoted from Isa 7:14 about
Immanuel nor mentioned Immanuel in any epistle, is very curious. It might cause one to assume he
thought as do many modern scholars, that the Immanuel prophecy applied only to the distant past, the
8th century BCE. The root-of-Jesse Messiah (Isa 11:1) might then be thought of as applying to
someone other than Immanuel in the indefinite future, as there is no mention of Immanuel in the rest of
Isaiah. If so, however, how does one then account for later followers of early Christianity, who were
fully knowledgeable of Isaiah, believing that Immanuel was both the Messiah and the root of Jesse?
Not only the writer of Matthew, but Justin Martyr and Irenaeus believed that Christ was the fulfillment
of the Immanuel prophecy and was the same person as the root of Jesse in Isa 11:1,10.° So can we
nevertheless assume that Paul didn’t believe likewise? This question will be answered later, along with
a compatible reason why the name “Immanuel” was used so sparingly before 200 CE.

John the Baptist must also be included as one who, from oral tradition, accepted that J was the
fulfillment of Isaiah’s long-range messianic prophecy. He was evidently pretty well certain of it at the
beginning of the Baptism (Mt 3:14), which is unlikely to have been the case if J’s name had not been
Immanuel. And later, after Immanuel had performed many mighty works, the question from John’s
disciples: “Are you he who is to come?” (Mt 11:3), suggests that John must have been totally
convinced after hearing back from his disciples. J’s reply about his healings of the blind, the deaf, and
the lame, evidently in fulfillment of Isa 35:5-6, indicates that Isaiah was the prophetic source both had
in mind.

Our resolution of the short-term versus long-term problem. The present solution to this problem
takes account of human nature as well as the above facts. It starts with Isaiah’s prophecies about
Immanuel and how he would be glorified by gentiles (Galilee of the nations — Isa 9:1) and even
regarded as Mighty God (Isa 9:6). And if Immanuel were also thought to be the “shoot from the stump
of Jesse,” the gentiles would be seeking after him (Isa 11:1,10). We assume that Isaiah made these
prophecies, and more, known to the people of his time, and thereafter they were passed on as oral
tradition.

On the negative side, certain priests and custodians of the sacred literature must be assumed then to
have made alterations in Isaiah’s writings that would discredit any long-range Immanuel prophecies, so
that the gentiles would not be seen as receiving so much favor, and the God of Israel would not be
eclipsed by a new Mighty God. The alterations accomplished this by insertions indicating that
Immanuel had already come and gone, apparently unnoticed, in the 8th century BCE (in particular, Isa



7:15-16). At the same time, however, they upheld the essence of the oral tradition. The priests had little
or no control over the oral tradition itself, and dared not simply wipe out its essence from Isaiah’s
writings. These particular redactions were probably made in the late 7th century BCE, or soon after
Isaiah’s death. This is not to imply that other redactions were not also made to Proto-Isaiah at this time
and later."® Thus the undesired prophecies associated with Immanuel, in Isa 7-11, would be of no
concern to those who interpreted the Scriptures literally and selectively.

It is understandable if most biblical scholars prefer to think that the Immanuel prophecy was just a
short-term prediction, and ignore the above facts and arguments to the contrary: No mechanism that
would explain a successful, explicit prophecy centuries into the future is known to science.

CLUES FROM NEW TESTAMENT EVIDENCE

We briefly return to the Gospel of Matthew and restate the primary clue coming therefrom. It is totally
implausible that at birth J would have been given two names at once: Jesus and Immanuel. We may
then ask why the compiler of Matthew would have inserted a verse instructing Joseph to name his
stepson Jesus if, two verses later, he included an original passage (quoting Isaiah) saying that his name
would be Immanuel. The most straightforward explanation is that this compiler was aware that J’s
name had actually been Immanuel, but that name was no longer in use, for reasons yet to be set forth.
As we shall see, he would have known this from suppressed traditions, i.e., an early pre-Christian
cover-up. However, we shall keep in mind the paradox that he at the same time insisted upon calling
him “Jesus.”

This conclusion can be restated as follows. If the writer of Matthew had not known that J’s name had
once been Immanuel, there would have been no point in his claiming that J was the messiah prophesied
by Isaiah. That is, anyone could claim that some person had been born of a maiden or virgin — that in
itself would carry no evidential weight. Only if the person had also been correctly named Immanuel at
birth, as foretold, could the child so named have gained attention. Yet, if J’s name had become known
as “Jesus” for several decades before Matthew was writtern, as deduced here,™* its writer, being under
the influence of an evolving orthodoxy, would have felt obliged to utilize the name Jesus in his gospel,
not Immanuel.

Quite possibly, Hebrews 1:3-4 also indicates that J’s name had been changed:

...When he [God’s Son] had made purification for sins, he sat down at the right hand of the Majesty on high,
having become as much superior to angels as the name he has obtained is more excellent than theirs.

So at some stage J is said to have obtained a really excellent name. That name must of course be the
orthodox one “Jesus Christ,” whereas before the crucifixion it is indicated to have been something
different — could it have been “Immanuel”? Although it might be argued that going from “Jesus” to
“Jesus Christ” was the intended name change, that seems unlikely, as “Christ” is just a title added to
the same name. Moreover, in the Gospel of Matthew “Christ” is referred to some 14 times before the
crucifixion, in a contemporary sense indicating that the qualifier “Christ” was to be considered part of
his title at all stages of his life, not just after he emerged from the tomb.

CLUES FROM EXTERNAL EVIDENCE AND THE GNOSTIC GOSPELS

In a writing of Justin Martyr,* he says this:



So also in Zechariah, Christ Jesus, the true High Priest of the Father, in the person of Joshua, nay, in the very
mystery of His name, is portrayed in a twofold dress with reference to both His advents. At first He is clad in
sordid garments, that is to say, in the lowliness of suffering and mortal flesh: then the devil resisted Him, as the
instigator of the traitor Judas, not to mention his tempting Him after His baptism: afterwards He was stripped of
His first filthy raiment, and adorned with the priestly robe and mitre, and a pure diadem.

So why was there a mystery in his name? Was it a mystery that he was supplied with the same name as
Joshua of the Old Testament? Hardly. Or did some tradition persist to at least mid-2nd century that his
name had originally been something different, which name for some “mysterious” reason was not
supposed to be uttered? Was he stripped of his earlier not-to-be-spoken name (Immanuel), which was
to be shunned like a filthy, sordid garment, and then adorned with the post-crucifixion name “Jesus
Christ”?

There are several gnostic writings that also support the name-change hypothesis. One relevant verse,
9.5 from the Ascension of Isaiah (150-200 CE), is:

...and he who gave permission [for Isaiah to ascend to the seventh heaven] is thy Lord, God, the Lord Christ,
who will be called Jesus on earth, but his name thou canst not hear till thou hast ascended out of thy body.

Similarly, from Act 13.163 of the Acts of Thomas (200-225 CE) we read:

And Misdaus said [to Judas-Thomas]: “What is his [your master’s] name?”” Judas said: “Thou canst not hear his
true name at this time... but the name which was bestowed upon him for a season is Jesus, the Christ.”

Another is found in the Gospel of Philip, 10-11 (150-300 CE), Wesley Isenberg’s translation:*®

Names given to the worldly are very deceptive, for they divert our thoughts from what is correct to what is
incorrect... One single name is not uttered in the world, the name which the father gave to the son; it is the name
above all things: the name of the father. For the son would not become father unless he wore the name of the
father. Those who have this name know it, but they do not speak it. But those who do not have it do not know it.

Here the enigmatic portion, “the name which the father gave to the son, it is...the name of the father,”
has an easy interpretation. The father is “God,” and “Immanuel” being “God with us” is basically the
same, namely “God.”** Hence the father gave the son his own name in essence: “lmmanuel,” which
was at some stage not to be uttered. The penultimate sentence above makes sense if “Those who have
this name” is interpreted as “Those who are aware of this name.” The last sentence makes sense if it
has an extended meaning of, “those who are not aware of this name never heard of it because it has not
been uttered for such a long time.”

Hence there is external evidence, previously unexplained, of “Jesus Christ” having had a different
name that was not supposed to be uttered, that this suppression may have extended even into the 3rd
century, and that this name may have been Immanuel.

THIS MYSTERIOUS NAME -- A SMOKING GUN

Let us now look into the Testament of Solomon. As noted in association with an online version, its “text is
an Old Testament Pseudepigraphic catalog of demons summoned by King Solomon, and how they can
be countered by invoking angels and other magical techniques. It is one of the oldest magical texts
attributed to King Solomon, dating First to Third Century A.D. Translation is by F. C. Conybeare.”15
The story or novella contains no christology.



The first of three revealing passages is:

29. I [Solomon] said to him [a demon called Ephippas]: “Tell me by what angel thou art frustrated.” And he
answered: “By the holy and precious name of the Almighty God, called by the Hebrews by a row of numbers, of
which the sum is 644, and among the Greeks it is Emmanuel.”

We shall soon discuss this disclosure of “Emmanuel.”*® For now we just notice that only in Greek do
the number designations of the letters in “Emmanuel” sum to 644, as was noted by the translator. The
next relevant passage is:

52. So I [Solomon] said to him [another demon]: “T adjure thee in the name of the God Sabaoth, to tell me by
what name thou art frustrated along with thy host.” And the spirit answered me: “The ‘great among men,” who is
to suffer many things at the hands of men, whose name is the figure 644, which is Emmanuel; he it is who has
bound us, and who will then come and plunge us from the steep under water. He is noised abroad in the three
letters which bring him down.”

Even if the name weren’t spelled out, it is evident that the “great among men” is Emmanuel alias Jesus,
who was to suffer from scourging and crucifixion, and who at Gadara had sent the demons into the
swine, which then plunged down the steep and drowned in the sea (Mt 8:32). The name-number
designation in this case can be expressed also by chi+mu-+delta (600 + 40 + 4) or yud, the three letters
to be called upon to bring Emmanuel down from heaven.

A little further into the story, we find this:

65. “... And then we [demons] shall go forth in great power hither and thither, and be disseminated all over the
world. And we shall lead astray the inhabited world for a long season, until the Son of God is stretched upon the
cross. For never before doth arise a king like unto him, one frustrating us all, whose mother shall not have
contact with man. Who else can receive such authority over spirits, except he, whom the first devil will seek to
tempt, but will not prevail over? The number of his name is 644, which is Emmanuel. Wherefore, O King
Solomon, thy time is evil, and thy years short and evil, and to thy servant shall thy kingdom be given.”

66. And | Solomon, having heard this, glorified God. And though | marvelled at the apology of the demons, | did
not credit it until it came true. And | did not believe their words; but when they were realized, then | understood,
and at my death | wrote this Testament to the children of Israel, and gave it to them, so that they might know the
powers of the demons and their shapes, and the names of their angels, by which these angels are frustrated. And |
glorified the Lord God of Israel, and commanded the spirits to be bound with bonds indissoluble.

Again it is apparent who it is that frustrates the demons. But except for his name having been
immediately expressed, his true name of Emmanuel would remain a mystery unless one could figure
out whose name would contain the proper choices and number of Greek letters whose numeric values
sum exactly to 644.

After some thought, it should become evident that a primary intention of the author of this story was to
extol J while keeping his actual, mysterious name a secret to be deduced only by those most
knowledgeable and who could accept the fact. To achieve this goal, he needed to avoid mention of the
name, so that his story could survive purging by the custodians of the literature, while at the same time
convey the name in some secret form, which a demon might be thought to employ. This means that the
“which is Emmanuel” type clauses were inserted by some later redactor who wished to eliminate the
secret. Otherwise, if it had been the author himself who had supplied the “Emmanuel” identifications,
there would have been no reason at all for his having first expressed the name enigmatically as 644. No
reason at all. It was probably at some much later time, after the tradition of “Emmanuel” being taboo
was practically forgotten, that this redactor defused the mystery in the name by exposing it directly in
no uncertain terms.™® In his first addition into Sec.29 above, however, this redactor seems to have erred



a bit, when altering a sentence whose sense had been, “...called by the Hebrews by a row of numbers,
of which the sum is 644 among the Greeks,” into the one translated as, “...called by the Hebrews by a
row of numbers, of which the sum is 644, and among the Greeks it is Emmanuel.” The Hebrew
alphabet has its own letter-number designations, in which the numeric total for “Immanuel,” i.e. ¥n1R?,
IS quite different.

We date the story to some time between about 125 and 250 CE,*® while the particular redactor
involved may not have made his brief additions until decades or even centuries later.

In summary, the redactor’s method of rendering harmless the old taboo against the name Immanuel
came at a price: Illogic crept in, which all but confirms that a long-lasting taboo against the name had
once existed.

WHO CHANGED HIS NAME, AND WHY?

It should be evident that there is no candidate other than Paul to have supplied the new name for
Immanuel. Paul’s primary role in shaping or forming Christianity is well known.?’ That Paul was the
first to expound early Christian theology on “being saved” through the sacrifice of God’s Son is also
evident.?* His background as a Pharisee (Phil 3:4-5, Acts 23:6, 26:5) and as an assiduous student of
Judaism (Gal 1:13-14) indicates he would have been acquainted with the concept of offering human
sacrifice in hopes of deliverance (2 Kgs 3:27). Thus he would have had the motivation to change
Immanuel’s name to “Jesus” (or Joshua or Yeshua/Yahushua with meaning “Yahweh/God saves”) in
support of his theology. Since Paul changed his own name from Saul to Paul, we know that he was not
averse to altering a name. The name Joshua or its Greek equivalent of Jesus was of course already well
known to Paul, and though it was not a rare name, through frequent attachment of the suffix “Christ”
or prefix “Lord,” Paul could ensure that the intended man was understood.

Renaming him from Immanuel to Jesus would link his name to the more contemporary expression for
the Divine Name: Yahweh (LORD), which name came to predominate over El or Elohim (God) in the
biblical tradition.?? From Exodus 6:2-3 one sees an example of the name Yahweh taking over from El,
and similarly in Jer 32:38. Hence this consideration may have contributed to Paul’s renaming of
Immanuel to “Yeshua the Messiah” or “Jesus the Christ.”

However, a prime motivation quickly comes to mind. After Saul’s conversion, there should be no
doubt that he would have wished to minimize in his thoughts the name of the man he must have hated
with a passion being the arch persecutor of Immanuel and his disciples.?® Thus in speaking or writing
of “Jesus,” or “Jesus Christ,” Paul would have a new, favorable name to dwell upon, not his previous
name of the detested Immanuel. In propagating his message of forgiveness of sins through faith in a
resurrected Jesus Christ, Paul would then speak only of Jesus, and avoid mention of Immanuel
whenever possible.

Consistent with this is Paul’s “thorn in the flesh” (2 Cor 12:7), which detailed study has suggested may
refer to an “opponent” or “opponents” rather than to any physical ailment.?* The chief opponent would
then have been Immanuel himself. By altering Immanuel’s name to “Jesus the Christ,” the post-
conversion Paul could more readily keep this “thorn” from piercing into his memory every time he
prayed to his Savior. Thus the salvation aspect of the name “Jesus” would well suit Paul’s need to pray
for forgiveness for his terrible past sins of persecution.



This, then, can go a long way toward explaining why Paul, in referring to Isaiah in his epistles, never
mentioned “Immanuel” or Isaiah’s prophecy of Immanuel, though in mentioning the root of Jesse as
the fulfillment of Isaiah’s prophecy, he came close. However, still another reason exists to help explain
not only this, but why, for nearly a century after Paul’s evangelizing, the name Immanuel and Isaiah’s
prophecy of him were taboo topics. The supporters of Immanuel had to be silenced, which meant
silencing the name they venerated.

COULD IT REALLY HAVE HAPPENED?

Opponents to the change of name and message. Surely strong opposition to the name change must
have been encountered from most of those who had known Immanuel, including from some of the
disciples, especially Peter.” By what argumentation could Paul have convinced others to listen to him
and not to his opponents such as Peter? We must look into this question in some detail, and from a
realistic viewpoint.

After the crucifixion, Immanuel had most certainly revealed himself to his brother James (Paul
acknowledges this: 1 Cor 15:7) and other family members, as well as to his disciples. They must have
been pretty well convinced that he was alive as before and not in a strange resurrected state as Paul and
certain Gospel writers would later depict.?® They can only have accepted, at least tentatively, what they
had seen with their own eyes: Immanuel had miraculously survived the crucifixion. Hence, for persons
closest to him, the post-crucifixion Immanuel was still the same prophet, healer and wisdom teacher
they had known the previous year or more, who had somehow survived.?” They were the Immanuel
believers, or Immanuelites as we shall call them.? Plausibly they would have been warned by
Immanuel to keep his survival a secret, which they probably did to varying degrees for only a few
years at most. Obviously Immanuel would not have wanted news of his survival to leak too soon to the
Jewish clergy or Roman authorities, lest they believe it, and then have him be sought out and brought
back to Jerusalem to undergo a second crucifixion, which would be fatal.

At first when some of the disciples and James did eventually speak out, we suspect that few would
believe them. Others who had heard of Immanuel “knew” that he had died, except for a growing
minority of doubters who became aware of the spreading rumor of his appearances or survival. These
open-minded ones began to meet together in small groups, initiating the earliest churches. By the time
Paul appeared on the scene in the late 40s, and for years afterwards, these people had to choose
between the Immanuelites’ views and Paul’s gospel of a resurrected Jesus Christ. Paul’s powers of
persuasion evidently enabled him to lay the groundwork for his oral gospel eventually to win out, but
one must speculate a bit on just what argumentation he used in promoting his gospel.

This much is certain: In the course of his travels Paul needed to marginalize the Immanuelites — they
were among those who were preaching “a different gospel” (Gal 1:6-9), which must have emphasized
their awareness that Immanuel had survived the crucifixion, and had never wanted to be worshipped or
treated as divine. If accepted, their views would destroy Paul’s own gospel, which demanded that J had
died on the cross (1 Cor 15:3-4), and had subsequently been raised in a resurrected state (1 Cor 15:4-
19) as the Son of God. So it was imperative to Paul that he work on this goal of suppressing the
Immanuelites as well as the goal of proselytizing the gentiles.

As already implied, Immanuel’s brother James of Jerusalem must have been one of the Immanuelites.?’
When Paul was in Antioch he accused Peter along with other Jews of acting insincerely and being “not
straightforward about the truth of the gospel” (Gal 2:11-14). This occurred when certain men from



James — from his church in Jerusalem — arrived in Antioch, whereupon Peter withdrew from the
presence of Paul and apparently joined the men from James as well as joining with other Jews present
there in Antioch. So Paul accused the latter and Peter of insincerity and of not following his own
gospel. This interpretation is consistent with Peter having shared his Immanuelite views with the other
Jews present, though this interpretation may be clouded by the issue of circumcision, which intervenes
in an ambiguous manner.*

The realization that both Peter and James, the half-brother of Immanuel, were Immanuelites allows us
to make better sense of another ambiguous passage in Galatians (1:18-20; 2:1):

Then after three years [after the crucifixion] | went up to Jerusalem to visit Cephas, and remained with him
fifteen days. But I saw none of the other apostles except James the Lord’s brother. (In what I am writing to you,
before God, | do not lie!).... Then after fourteen years | went up again to Jerusalem with Barnabas...

The most prevalent explanation for Paul’s parenthetical sentence is that he wanted it known that his
gospel of Jesus Christ came straight from God, not from “flesh and blood” (Gal 1:16b); therefore he
did not confer with the other apostles. Here, however, we suspect that James was the most outspoken
of the Immanuelites, having probably spent the most time with Immanuel (who must have remained
incognito, hidden or veiled following the crucifixion until eventually traveling east). During the
preceding fourteen years some of the Galatians would have heard of Immanuel’s survival from James
or others, as well as hearing of Paul and his gospel message. They would know that besides Peter,
James especially was an opponent of Paul. Hence they would be surprised to learn that Paul had visited
his principal opponents-to-be extensively; and he really had! He was not just making it up, but had
actually challenged them. It makes no sense to reason that Paul’s “I do not lie!” remark was meant to
emphasize he did not confer with the apostles when he admitted he did confer with the primary two
apostles who were pillars of the church. And it would make little sense to suppose that Paul was
concerned that his having conferred with them might be regarded as a contradiction to his earlier
remark of not having conferred with flesh and blood (Gal 1:16b-17), since that remark applied only to
the relatively short period of time after his conversion when he went to Arabia then Damascus before
going to Jerusalem.

Without necessarily pointing out James and other Immanuelites by name, in his proselytizing Paul
could nevertheless denounce them or their viewpoint as mistaken, silly or confused, and even accursed
(Gal 1:6-9). If Immanuel had survived, where was he? Why can’t we meet with him? And a
resurrected person should be spending most of his time with God the Father, it could be argued, and
only occasionally make an appearance of his own choosing in the physical world, like what had
seemed to happen.®* Also, the popular belief that Immanuel had indeed died must have been strong.*
Moreover, around 62 CE James was executed by stoning according to Josephus, quite likely because
the brash new chief priest, Ananus the Younger, was a Sadducee who, along with his father, could not
have tolerated promulgation of the claim that Immanuel had survived the crucifixion and foiled the
desires of the Sanhedrin 30 years previously. James’s execution must then have had a chilling effect
upon the Immanuelites. So as the number of Pauline converts grew, the Immanuelites became a
smaller and smaller minority within the churches. They gradually dared less and less often to speak out
their “silly” views on Immanuel’s survival — it just generated unnecessary dissension within the
churches as well as being personally dangerous. Paul’s tireless evangelizing and persuasive letter
writing had laid too strong a groundwork for the Immanuelites to overcome.

We realize that much has previously been postulated about Paul’s opponents.** Although such studies
have been helpful in many respects, they are basically flawed in two ways: (a) none consider the



possibility that J survived the crucifixion, which sheds a whole new light on the situation,® and (b)
none are aware that his name had been Immanuel, which name, as we shall see, had to be avoided or
silenced for a long time after Paul’s views prevailed. Because of (a) it was not realized that James and
Peter themselves, and the disciple John at least, were Gnostics of a kind, and not Jewish Christians.*
Because of (b) it was not realized why there has been no surviving written response by some early
Gnostic opposing Paul.

The present solution allows that Paul had opponents on two fronts: the Immanuelites, and the Jewish
Christians whose most radical element were Judaizers. Of these two, the Immanuelites must have been
the most serious threat, as their gospel could destroy Paul’s gospel, while Paul neither advocated
circumcision nor uncircumcision (Gal 6:15). Paul could easily discuss problems involved with
circumcision and the Law, but could not specifically discuss the gnostic Immanuelites lest he draw
attention to their cause.

“Jesus” displaces “Immanuel” in earliest Christianity. Occasional writings that debated whether or
not Immanuel had died, and which either supported the Immanuelites or supported Paul and his gospel,
must have cropped up from the 40s on for several decades. It took a half century before Paul’s views
fully won out over the Immanuelites, as gauged by the first appearance around 95 CE (1 Clement) of a
christological writing that (repeatedly) mentioned Jesus, while of course not mentioning Immanuel.
This presumes that the first Gospel did not appear until still later, about 120 CE (see Note #10), after
which time various verses from Matthew were frequently alluded to, or quoted, by later Christians.
During all this time and even later, the voices of the Immanuelites had to be silenced, along with the
name of the man they venerated. Otherwise Pauline Christianity itself could not have survived.

Hence, sufficient time elapsed, between about 95 and 120 CE, for the name “Jesus” to become well
established for use within early Christianity and the Gospels. However, well before this time the
tradition would have spread within the churches that the name “Immanuel” was to be avoided, and any
former or contemporary literature containing it was to be totally destroyed. Acceptance of Paul’s
gospel and the emerging Christianity, while rejecting the Immanuelites, required nothing less. The four
lost epistles of Paul may have been victims of this purging,®” had they contained too many mentions of
Immanuel or his followers to edit out. As noted by Ehrman, “One of our greatest losses is a written
response from one of them [Paul’s opponents]. But if any such reply was made, it has disappeared
forever.”® The Immanuelites had never been strong enough or cohesive enough to form an
organization that could preserve any writings originating from among their supporters.

We know no other scenario that can explain the dearth of 1st-century writings about Jesus (or
Immanuel), outside of Paul’s epistles, which became known later. This consequent scarcity of such
writings eventually led to the spawning of the hypothesis that Jesus did not exist, which presently is
almost a respectable scholastic subject.*

The taboo against mention of “Immanuel” was briefly lifted by Justin Martyr around 145 CE,* in the
same manner as it had been in the Gospel of Matthew. Had there been no such taboo, we would expect
that early Christian writings would have proliferated in the latter half of the 1st century and throughout
the second, celebrating the fact that Isaiah’s Immanuel prophecy had been fulfilled. Although Justin
twice quoted from Isa 7:14 and thereby mentioned “Immanuel,” he said nothing about why the
“Immanuel” part of the quotation should be considered to have been fulfilled in the figure of “Jesus.”
Instead, he apparently felt safe arguing why the “born of a virgin” (not “young woman”) phrase was
fulfilled in Jesus. He did not address the Matthean contradiction regarding the Messiah’s name. The



mention of "Immanuel” through reference to Isaiah's prophecy became the one rare exception to the
taboo against its mention — if necessary, with its meaning of “with-us God,” it could be illogically
argued that Isaiah's messianic prophecy had been fulfilled upon regarding Jesus as God.

Another forty years passed before “Immanuel” again appeared in the literature, this time through
Irenaeus.*! In his section 111.21.4 he spent more space on vindicating the belief that Christ was the
fulfillment of Isa 7:14 than did Justin, but appears to have followed Justin’s lead in dwelling almost
entirely upon its “virgin” aspect and not the “Immanuel” versus “Jesus” contradiction. The closest
Irenaeus comes to connecting the Emmanuel prophecy with the name Jesus appears to be in inferring
from the name Emmanuel that J was God, and from there inferring that J could save men from their
sins, and then leaving it to the reader to further infer that his name could thus be “Yeshua” or “Jesus”
as well as Emmanuel. Hence Irenaeus did not resolve the Matthean contradiction either. Instead he
may have strengthened it by speaking of “Emmanuel born of the virgin,” and by three times speaking
of Emmanuel as a name (in 111.21.4), not a characterization or title.

It would appear that by about mid-3rd century virtually all traces and memories of Jesus having
originally been Emmanuel by name had been lost or wiped out within early Christianity. Sometime
around 230-250 Origen wrote his homilies, some of which were about Isaiah with one being on Isa
7:14. From what we know of this homily, as stemming from Eusebius over a half century later,
different interpretations of the meaning of the prophecy were set forth and debated just as done
today,*? with no suggestion that J's name might have been Emmanuel from the start. However, we
cannot be certain that in his extensive library Eusebius didn't possess writings still extant that
addressed some aspect of the cover-up, which he would not have chosen to reveal or perpetuate.

The Jewish taboo against “Immanuel.” The Jewish clergy independently aided early Christianity in
this endeavor to alter history. From the crucifixion on, they would not have wished the blasphemous
teachings of Immanuel to be remembered or spread,*® and would detest that name at least as much as
Paul had. They would also have been reluctant toward writing down anything about “Jesus” for many
decades following the crucifixion, knowing that “Jesus” had not been his name and did not represent
any savior figure that they would ever worship. As a result, along with the lack of acceptance of
Immanuel as the fulfillment of Isaiah’s messianic prophecy by Pharisees, Sadducees, and Jewish
clergy, the latter would have still less to say about Immanuel than about Jesus. They did not even leave
writings behind that would indicate they had pondered or debated the possibility of fulfillment of
Isaiah’s prophecy.

From the Talmudic Tractate Pesachim 54a, which probably dates to the Mishnah and its early 3rd-
century oral tradition, the Messiah’s name is mentioned, but not stated:

Seven things were created before the world was created, and these are they: The Torah, repentance, the Garden
of Eden, Gehenna, the Throne of Glory, the Temple, and the name of the messiah... The name of the messiah, as
it is written, his name shall endure forever, and has existed before the sun!

Even as late as the 4th century CE there is no known Jewish mention of Isaiah’s Immanuel prophecy.
Later, in the Jerusalem or Babylonian Talmud (4th century and later), there is much discussion of over
a dozen names of various messiahs, none of them being Immanuel. Thus any mention of “Immanuel”
was avoided, and within Judaism the name has been lost in the crowd. Still later with the appearance of
the Masoretic text of Isaiah, we see that it presents Isaiah’s Messiah as “Immanu EI” or “with-us God”
each of the three times rather than as the one-word name “Immanuel” each time (as in the Great Isaiah
Scroll). This is consistent with the Immanuel taboo having been initiated in mid-1st century and
persisting for centuries within Judaism.



Precedents. There is an Old Testament precedent for a name change of this nature — one for which
the changed name is mentioned 220 times. The reference is to Joshua, who had originally been given
the name “Hoshea” until renamed “Joshua” by Moses or by the writer of this portion of the Old
Testament: see Num 13:16. Except for this verse, we would not know that the name change had been
effected. The new name was apparently bestowed upon Hoshea, son of Nun, to honor him for his role
in the decisive victory over Amalek’s people (Ex 17:8-15). It signified that Joshua’s leadership had
saved the Jews through the help provided by Yahweh’s magic rod.

The best known precedent for purposeful Christian concealment of undesired information and
literature is probably represented by the Gnostic Gospels.** During the second century some of the
gnostic writers evidently learned that if their writings were to stand a chance of surviving, they needed
to avoid mention of the name Immanuel.

A precedent for a Jewish tendency to wipe out undesired names from their holy writings occurs in 1
Enoch, Chap. 105:

2! Another book, which Enoch wrote for his son Mathusala, and for those who should come after him, and
preserve their purity of conduct in the latter days. You, who have laboured, shall wait in those days, until the evil
doers be consumed, and the power of the guilty be annihilated. Wait, until sin pass away; for their names shall be
blotted out of the holy books; their seed shall be destroyed, and their spirits slain. They shall cry out and lament
in the invisible waste, and in the bottomless fire shall they burn.

In conclusion, the centuries-old cover-up of “Immanuel” as having been J’s original name was
sufficiently successful that few scholars even have any intimation of it. Fortunately, however, ample
clues have been left behind to allow the truth to emerge if theological commitment and uncritical
professional commitment are set aside.
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