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ABSTRACT

Dan Brown's The Da Vinci Code(2003) —henceforth D¥&s acquired a matchless reputation and it hasnbe
privileged with incomparable studies which havecteed the utmost scope of controversy since it wpgased to rock the
foundations of Christianity because of Jesus Chrisirriage and to none other Mary Magdal&hehe uprightness of the
Holy Bible, and the deity of Jesus, which, theghmpics, lie behind Jesus Christ's and Mary Magdals marriage. Such
a controversy has led the researcher to investigate@mber of expert historians' and documentargistito shed light on
the backbone of the present study: Did Brown bi@atepair taboos in his novel? Or, let us ask, wisalis real purpose

as regards the above three tabooed topics?

The researcher has intended to analyze a numbextodcts taken from the novel focusing on thoksed to the
deity/humanity of Jesus and His alleged marriagdiagdalene. The analysis will be based upon therimétion, which
is, as Brown claims, taken from pieces of "factdahhistorical and scientific evidence”. These p&ege related to the
sexuality of Christ and the assertions of His megda to Magdalene. Thus, the study aims at answehrggquestion
whether Brown broke or repaired the three taboagalds mentioned above. To answer these questiomsesearcher has
analyzed his, Brown's, pieces of evidence whiclclaens are "accurate, true and well- researchedt they are
completely taken from actual documents and soufides.analysis will be linguistic-religious. It ains ascertain whether
this evidence is accurate or erroneous, and subsetty) to judge whether Brown had broken or repéitiee taboos in his

novel.
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INTRODUCTION

Taboos inthe Da Vinci Code

In simple terms, the word 'taboo' refers to amguistic and/or verbal socio-cultural, religiougxgal and
political subversion refused and prohibited by soeiety. Such a forbidden and/or sacred activitpdased on religious
beliefs or morals. Breaking a taboo is extremelyectionable in society as a whole. Though such enpmenon is
different from one culture to another, there amtate words and topics which are considered talo@dl societies —they

are not to be used, or at least not in a politeigrar company, or in an apparently irrational manAs doing a taboo is
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something forbidden, talking about it is also faiden. In this regard, Fromkiet al (2003:476) state that the word taboo
refers to acts that are forbidden or to be avoi@ed.when an act is taboo, the reference to thimayg also become taboo.

In other words, " first you are forbidden to do &thing; then you are forbidden to talk about it."
During an interview about the novel and the crugipics it had dealt with, Dan Brown was asked :
"Why do you think your novel has touched such ae®t His answer was :

"The mysteries of spirituality, of the origins ofiroreligions, are topics that resonate at a vespdevel, at the
very core of the human psyche. Whether you agre®mrthe topics are now on the table and we dkentpabout them,

topics which for centuries have been taboos."(ditddtp://www.cuttingedge.ordy/

Tentatively, this interview shows that the novields a number of taboos. Brown reinforces themhieyproofs
and the pieces of evidence he had gathered andhesdathey are taken from ‘'accurate documents'. Esearcher
hypothesizes that those proofs and evidence dignoee Brown's propositions, and subsequently,riesoelated to those
taboos all of which flow in the domain of the thréabooed' topics mentioned above. Consequenty,résearcher
hypothesizes that since "there are taboos" retatéite central point of the novel, i.e. Jesus' Bliaddalene's marriage, it is
expected that Brown had either broken them or regathem. In other words, he must have done ontheftwo

antonymous ends, breakage or repair. This is whHbab&investigated and then answered in this study

THE EVIDENCE OF JESUS' AND MARY MAGDALENE'S MARRIAG E: LITERATURE REVIEW
AND DATA ANALYSIS

Before stating the heated debates, controversidles and reviews set to the novel as regardstteeuracies of
the core aspects of Christianity and the histonthaf Catholic Church, which lie behind the questainthe alleged
marriage of Christ and Magdalene, let us shed hghthe plot of the novel in brief.

The whole plot of DVC is concerned with the allegadrriage of Christ and Magdalene, her role inHiséory of
Christianity, and their bloodline which subsequgied to their descendants, i.e. the Merovingiamgg&iof Francelt states
that there has been a mysterious murder. So, Laurator and Priory of a Sion Grand Master Jac@amiere is lethally
shot one night at the museum by a leprous man, eié8ilas, who is working according to the instrusicf someone
known only as the Teacher named Teabing, a disaggéastigator who is the main moving characteritglthe location
and the secret of the Holy Gfil Because of the amazing religious symbols lefthat scene of the crime, drawn by
Sauniére himself before his death and his bodjsisgtered in the pose of the Vitruvian MArrofessor Robert Langdon,
who is a master of religious symbols at Harvardaked in to investigate the event, i.e. to dectiwecryptic message left
by Sauniére. A number of Langdon's and Sophie Nsyéhe police cryptographer's chases happen tdéhgeplace of
thesafe deposit box which contains the keystormyptex' which solves the riddle of the Holy Graihich reveals the

sacred feminine, Magdalene, the alleged Chrisfs,wind the historical documents related to it.

In the light of many heated debates, controvestiadies and reviews set to the novel as regardsm#oeuracies
of the core aspects of Christianity and the hismwiryhe Catholic Church, the researcher has int#ndeshed light on a
number of different authors' and expert historiatatements, and subsequently, the evidence impli¢deir studies to
reach to the required answer of the thorny questigulied in this study: Did Brown break or repairettaboos in his

novel?
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Such a question, in turn, elicits the main two-pattcial question, i.e. was Christ married? Anchtme other

Magdalene? This requires us to scrutinize thoselpeostatements to answer these questions.

It is important to mention that through Brown's i@dwer's speech, Teabing's, the main sources simdin and
immediate source, Baignet, Leigh and Lincoln (1983%arbird (a1993); (b1993); Picknett and Princ€9(@); Nag
Hummadi texts; the Dead Sea Scrolls, to a largengxthe Gnostf gospelsthe Gospel of Philimnd to some extetie
Gospel of Mary Magdalen®epending on these sources and prefacing -beferprblogue- his novel with a page entitled
"FACT", Brown affirms that "All descriptions of awbrk, architecture, documents, and secret ritualis novel are
accurate."What is important to say is that he ebecompletely in the truthfulness of his work. Tban be observed in a

number of interviews done with him about DVC. Letaxamine some of them:

+ In the interview ofCNN Sunday Morningn 25" May 2003, he says that almost the whole work, rtbreel, is

"accurate and well-researched":

Martin Savidge: When we talk about dsic] Vinci and your book, how much is true and how mis fabricated

in your storyline?

Dan Brown: 99 percent of it is true. All of the architectutiee art, the secret rituals, the history, all d@tis true,
the Gnostic gospels. All of that is...all that istifie), of course, is that there's a Harvard symlbst [gic] named Robert

Langdon, and all of his action is fictionalized.tBloe background is all true.
e Inthe interview oNBC Todayon 3rd June 2003, he affirms that all of the basksased on reality :
Matt Lauer : How much of this is based on reality in terms afigls that actually occurred?

Dan Brown: Absolutely all of it. Obviously, there are — Robérangdon is fictional, but all of the art,

architecture, secret rituals, secret societiefatat is historical fact.

Added to these, in an interview run by Charlie @b®nGood Morning American December 2003, he asserts
that the theories of the Priory of Sion, Opus Bee Holy Grail, the alternative Gospels, tlee Gospel of Philimndthe
Gospel of MaryThe Last Suppeand Magdalene as she is portrayed in DVC are tieeadds that if the book had been
non-fiction, these theories would not have beefediht.

As it has been mentioned above, the immediate sasittie Holy Blood and the Holy Grailwhich in turn, is
drawn from the misreading d¢iie Gospel of Philimndthe Gospel of MarySo, in addition to a number of factual errors
stated in his novel, he insisted on choosing ahdeguently stating from the sources above, the tezt imply erroneous
information to prove his theories about that maeiaConsequently, it can be inferred that he hewed the dialectical
style in writing his novel. Such a style is basedwehat is called "the Six Step Attitudinal Chandar?' This plan is
defined as the method that "gives New World Ordanifers the ability to silently, almost invisiblghange the attitudes

and values of the entire population of a peopléttp(//www.cuttingedge.odg Let us list the six steps of this plan

(http://www.cuttingedge.olg

Step 1 Some practices so offensive that it can scarcelgi®®ussed in public is advocated by a respectpdrex

in a respected forum.

Step 2 At first, the public is shocked, then irritated.
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Step 3 But, the very fact that such a thing could be miypbdebated becomes the subject of the debate.
Step 4 In the process, sheer repetition of the shockitgest under discussion gradually lazing away ifeaf
Step 5 People then are no longer shocked by the subject.

Step 8 No longer irritated, people begin to argue foripmss to moderate the extreme; or, they accept the

premise, challenging, instead, the means to acliieve

Now, it is time to examine the long discussion lesw Sir Leigh Teabing and the detective Sophie Wleltéook
place in Teabing's luxurious room which containgsgety of projectors, scientific and electronicahees and artwork
including Leonardo Da VinciShe Last Suppeit, the discussion, is supposed to imply piedésvadence’ of Christ's and

Magdalene's relationship and their alleged marridige following sections are devoted to examinimgse pieces :
Confirming Jesus Christ's and Mary Magdalene's Marriage by a Historical Record
Let us consider the following extract to commentaonh a statement :

Teabing: "As | said earlier, the marriage of Jesus and Mislggdalene is part of the historical record."

(Chapter 58. P.265)

It has been mentioned previously that Brown assaciording to the sources he depended on andtiéwrviews
that the information mentioned in the novel are ptately based on reality "in terms of things thetiually occurred."So,
in the extract above he tries to convince us teatid marriage to Mary Magdalene is " part of tiseotical record”. Let us

survey what expert historians, scholars and autthectare about the veracity of this statement.

Burger (www.newmediaministries.ojaffirms that there is absolutely no evidenceusfhsa marriage. So, he says

That real historians, the liberal and the consérgarefuse this statement. Then, he affirms thaséying that
"There is absolutely, | repeat, absolutely no histd record or even slightest valid inference aharriage between Jesus
and Mary Magdalene. The source of this idea isoamof legends the origin of which no one reallpWs." In addition to
that, Phipps (1986: 1-6) clarifies that there hheen some historical scholars (as opposed to mtwelr "independent
researchers") who have claimed that Jesus wasadaNevertheless, it has been found that theréoacang reasons and
justifications that led the majority of scholars thfe New Testament and early Christianity to re#wh opposite

conclusions.

When a survey has been made for the four canodoabpels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, and all other
Gospels, the writings of Paul, the Gnostic GospéRhilip, Thomas, Mary Magdalene, and Judas; thep8l of Peter, the
Gospel of Nazarenes, the Gospel of Egyptians antispel of the Ebonite, it has been found thaetleno indication to
Jesus' marriage or to his wife. In this regard, wedi-known biblical scholar and expert historiahriban (2004: 152)
affirms that the most significant fact which canbetoverlooked or underestimated is thatriameof our early Christian
sources is there any reference to Jesus' marriagehis wife. This is true not only of the canali&Gospels of Matthew,

Mark, Luke, and John but of all our other Gospeld all of our other early Christian writings pugéther.”
Jesus as a Married not a Bachelor and the Sabbathay

Now, let us go back to Teabing's and Sophie's d&on: "Moreover, Jesus as a married man makestetyi

more sense than our standard biblical view of Jasusbachelor” (Chapter 58, P. 265).

Impact Factor (JCC): 4.8029 NAAS Rating 2.67



Did Dan Brown Break or Repair the Taboosin the Da Vinci 9
Code ? An Analytical Study of His Dialectical Style

In the survey mentioned above, it has been disealviirat there is no indication to portray Him amaried man.
To the contrary, all of the Gospels focus on Hidigations of teachings, exorcisms, prophecies, wgllon water,
crucifixion, burial, resurrection and His miraclet touching people to heal them of pains and d=gdi&ke epilepsy,
leprosy, rickets, blindness, bleeding, dumbness, Wlion, the indications of His grave's guard bgddalene, and the
apostles' acts. He has absolutely far from trestifie related to marriage and family for He saenthdispensable as
"He denounced using the usual worldly strategiesaftaining and perpetuating political power (eMatthew 20: 20-8),
which would surely include nepotism." (Burger, 2D0He does not want even his followers to beconstate power.
Thus, it is reasonable to reverse what Brown desland say: Jesus as a bachelor man makes infimtale sense than
our standard biblical view of Jesus as a married.rAad when Sophie asked about the reason for aticguhim married
more than bachelors, Langdon said, taking overenhigabing searched for his book that at that tineeJewish father
must find a good wife for his son according to 3wtustom and "celibacy was condemned"”. And becieses was a
Jew, then he was definitely married. So, why themot any indication for "his unnatural state atbelorhood" at least in
one of the gospels of the Bible if he was a bach&le5).

It is clear that Langdon's assertion of Chris¢gg a married man reveals Brown's deliberatebation of Jesus
Christ to Judaism which contradicts what the Newtdament states. This is clear in Matthew (12:1-8emvonce His
disciples plucked the ears, crushed and ate thethe®abbath day for they were hungry and He $teetout a man's
hand also in that day. The Pharisee Faction pextesince doing any action, except worship, in tlag is considered a
taboo and the leaders of that fiction decided tioHim to death since He broke the Sabbath tabopif $te is a Jew, then
how is it possible for a prophet to break the Jawidigious taboo, mentioned previously, whichesahat all actions are

prohibited on the Sabbath except worship and ease!
Emperor Constantine's Shift of Christian Worship Day

It is worth mentioning that Brown committed anotleeror, chronological, when he declared on Langdtorigue
that Emperor Constantine shifted the day of Clastiorship from Saturday to Sunday. So, he says:

Originally...Christianity honored the Jewish SabbaftSaturday, but Constantine shifted it to coincidth the
pagan's veneration day of the sun...To this day, mlestchgoers attend services on Sunday morningds nuit
idea that they are there on account of the pagamgsd's weekly tribut&unday(P.252)

This is what Sietsema (2002:3) advocates in a stedgaling the chronological errors in the noved, 8e
declares that Brown commits a chronological errtvemv he states that Emperor Constantine, as an ritainpgagan,
changed the day of Christian worship from SaturttaySunday' which by its role proves" Constanting'stinting
allegiance toSol Invictus,the Sun god." Then, he, Sietsema comments andtisalyfere lies a problem, i.e. in the two
languages, Greek and Latin, the name of the fagtaf the week does not relate to the sun at a&lides, he asserts that
the Anglo-Saxons were calling the first day of theek 'Sunday' long before the first Christian nuesaries ever found
them.

In this respect, Lyons (2006) says that "One ofrtiay wild assertions in Brown's book is his cigie of the
day on which Christians assemble to partake ofLibrel's Supper and worship God." Besides, if Jegualifications,
mentioned previously, are portrayed to make Hintseeel's Messiah/King like its, Israel's authoritygh which He taught,
His miracles, His exorcism, His fulfillment of Olbestament prophecies and His resurrection; ifrelsé are put together

with His Marriage which is also accounted as on¢hefqualifications of leadership, then why it & mentioned in the
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Gospels of the New Testament, at least in an impliay? In this regard, Harrison (1971) adds thibaey was excused
because of piety since most Jewish men were marfied Essenes, the Jewish sect of Jesus' timeiqadatelibacy.
This group was in existence during that time. Smnes of the Essen people chose celibacy for " they themselves as
holy warriors analogous to those in the time of B®&nd Joshua." That was their first aim. Theyraid want to be

attracted by the prerequisites of the family.

Besides, it is noteworthy that like Jesus, the #@d%ul, a Jewish man, chose celibacy to mineterserve more
people without involving in the prerequisites déliHere, Harrison (as cited in 1 Corinthians, &ays that other apostles
and even Jesus' brother married, citing marriaga aght. Such a fact means that it was up to theish man to get
married or remain celibate. Thus, it can be inftireat both Jews and Christians do not condembagliand do not see it

as a disqualifier for a spiritual relationship la& same time. It was accounted useful at certaiesti
The Nag Hammadi and Dead Sea Scrolls as the EarlieShristian Records

Now, let us continue Teabing's and Sophie's disonsSo, he says that the photocopies he mentieadikr are
those of the Nag Hammadi and Dead Sea Scrolls fiiims that they are the earliest Christian recdods the trouble is

that they do not equilibrate the Gospels in thdeB{B66).

Before we state what the expert historians andlachsay about Brown's claim above, let us congiueextract

that is uttered earlier on Teabing's tongue asrdsghose records:

Fortunately for historians, some of the gospeld tBanstantine attempted to eradicate managed tavsur
The Dead Sea Scrolls were found in the 1950s hiddarcave near Qumran in the Judean desert. Arahusse,
the Coptic Scrolls in 1945 at Nag Hammadi. In dddito telling the true Grail story, these docursesppeak of
Christ's ministry in the very human terms. Of ceyrghe Vatican, in keeping with their tradition of

misinformation, tried very hard to suppress theasé of these scrolls. (254)

What is interesting is that Teabing says "Fortugafer historians some of the Gospels that Constant
attempted to eradicate managed to survive,” refgrin these words to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Nagriidi documents
which are "the earliest Christian records." Sofrfes to convince us that since these Gospels neghtigsurvive- after
they had been doomed to eradicate, they will ®lhe truths of the Grail story and Christ's huriyani

Ehrman (2004: 26) directly reverses what Teabinyg,sby saying:"Unfortunately, much of what Teabgays is
historically inaccurate." As an expert historiae, &firms that Constantine did not attempt to evaigi any of the earlier
Gospels; the Dead Sea Scrolls do not contain arsp@&se or documents that talks about Christ or @anigy at all; they
are Jewish; the Coptic documents at Nag Hammade wen book form; they were not scrolls; neithegNdammadi
documents nor the Dead Sea Scrolls ever spealedfithy Grail and Jesus' ministry "in very humamtsr' Besides, the
date of the discovery is erroneous. So, he advedhtd "the Dead Sea Scrolls were found in the §956d the Coptic

Scrolls at Nag Hammadi in 1945.

What is important to know is that the initial diseoy of the Dead Sea Scrolls was in 1947, not tB80%
(Ehrman, 2004: 26). A pastor at the Presbyterianr€) 2006 (cited in Moore, 2009: 123-41) affirmgls a fact by
saying:"....the Da Vinci Codg is filled with inaccuracies. It maintains thaetibead Sea Scrolls were discovered in the

1950s. They were actually discovered in 1947."

Olson and Miesel (2004) add more with respechts &ffair. They claim that the assertion that Bead Sea
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Scrolls discovered in 1947- not the 1950s as Brpvaticates- contain lost or hidden Gospels is fal$ey, Olson and
Miesel, show that "The scrolls contain books of Hhebrew Scriptures, apocryphal and pseudoeipgrapbaks, and
manuals used by the Jewish community at Qumrand@imite Christian documents —orthodox, Gnosticotirerwise-
have been found at this site." As regards the diagoof "the Coptic Scrolls in 1945 at Nag Hammadiis found that, as
is mentioned above, Ehrman asserts that the Cdptoments at Nag Hammadi were not scrolls; theyevirera book

form.

Having mentioned the evidence that proves Browrdsduracies in accounting the two, the Dead SeallSend
the Nag Hammadi documents, as Christian and thialiniiscovery of the first, it is time to go batk Teabing's and

Sophie's discussion :
The Mention of Kissing andthe Gospel of Philip

The following extract reveals the evidence of Jelissing of Mary Magdalene, which is mentionedtia Gospel

of Philip :

Flipping toward the middle of the book, Teabingnped to a passage. "The Gospel of Philip is alveagsod
place to start." Sophie read the passage: Anddahganion of the Saviour is Mary Magdalene. ChostH
her more than all the disciples and used to Ressoften on her mouth. The rest of the disciplesew
offended by it and expressed disapproval. Tha/teahim, "Why do you love her more than all oft§ he
word surprised Sophie, and yet they hardly seemedlgsive."lt says nothing of marriage Ad contraire"
Teabing smiled pointing to the first line."As anya#naic scholar will tell you, the wormbmpanionin those
days, literally meanspouse Langdon concurred with a nod. Sophie read th& fine again.And the
companion of the savior is Mary Magdalefieabing flipped through the book and pointed owess other
passages that, to Sophie's surprise, clearly steyhdsagdalene and Jesus had a romantic relationshiip
Leigh Teabing was still talking. "I shan't bore yaith the countless references to Jesus and Magglale

union. That has been explored ad nauseam by mbéktarians(266-7).

It is clear that Brown chose the GnogBospel of Philipmore than the other three Gospels, i.e. the Gegel
Mary Magdalene, Thomas and Judas since it, of Rl8krves his purpose of convincing us that JesuistCGand Mary
Magdalene were married, following the Six Step tAtinal Change Plan. He tries to build a terracagnéwork upon
these pieces he collected from the sources thaé $8s aims though there are other ones that refb he claims and
subsequently these pieces. So, Sophie's sentensayd nothing of marriage" shows his dexterityhi@ very short time
between Sophie's words of surprise and Teabinggorse represented by the explanations that fotlomentioned
sentence to arouse the reader's suspense andessgeriknow what is hidden. In addition to thag, hitstorians' attitudes
towards this advocacy imply that sinite Gospel of Philigs not completely close to Christ's life for it svalmost written
in the second half of the third century, i.e. 28B-A.D., it cannot be deemed reliable. For exampleman (2004: 174-9)
affirms thatthe Gospel of Philifis the second Gnostic text used in the DVC. Thepgéb"was almost completely unknown
until discovered in 1945 as one of the documenthénNag Hammadi Library." It had been recognizpdraximately in
the early third century; nevertheless, it is diffido understand in detail. Such a difficulty seefrom its composition, i.e.
'mystical reflections' since it includes a variefysubjects. And, these reflections are given latiee isolation, without

any actual narrative context. For this reason, greydifficult to interpret.

Lunn, the expert historian states thhe Gospel of Philiphad been written in the second or third century
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(2004: 135). So, he affirms thtéte Gospel of Philips one of the Gospels ascribed to the twelve égmdt was found in
the Codices of the Nag Hammadi papyri. The latter'd collection of thirteen codices of Gnostic Btures and

commentaries written in the second or third century

Burger (2005:3) also asserts that "it is not cleiseugh to Jesus' life to be deemed reliable. Itwrétten at least
230 years after Jesus died.." Calvert-Koyzis (2006supports the above three, clarifying thitte"Gospel of Philips

from Nag Hammadi, written in the second or possibe/early third century.”

Clearly, this Gospel cannot be considered an aizéwbidocument or "a good place to start”". So, @nfitst piece
of evidence ,Teabing affirms that 'the companionhe sentence "And the companion of the Savioltasy Magdalene,"
means the 'spouse' or 'wife'. When Sophie said ttietwords "hardly seemed conclusive, "Teabingiedpl'As any
Aramaic scholar will tell you, the wordompanion in those days, literally measpouse' (266). In the second piece of

evidence he, Teabing, affirms that Jesus "useds#lier often on her mouth.”
Here lies a question : Are these two pieces ofendd decisive proofs on their marriage?

As regards the first piece of evidence, it is irédrthat, on one hanthe Gospel of Philiis written in Coptic, not
in Aramaic as Teabing states and, on the other ,h#red word ‘companion’ does not mean ‘'wife'. S@igC2004)
advocates that "there is no Aramaic or Hebrew wiord'companion' that normally means spouse." Oland Miesel
(2004) also assert that when they say that a finkeoGospel of Philiis quoted and uttered on Teabing's tongue, refgrri
to Magdalene as Christ's companion. The lattepraiing to the Aramaic scholars, means 'wife'. Iditioh to that, they,
Olson and Miesel, add that 'companion' was notssardy a sex-related term as James M. Robinsoauthority on the

Gnostic Gospels, points out.

Burger (2005: 3) reinforces such a fact by sayhag the only text othe Gospel of Philiwe have is in Coptic,
not in Aramaic. So, this Gospel, like other Gospeleuld have been in Greek, not Aramaic if it esdstbefore that in
another language. The Nag Hammadi scholar, Schét8®7: 182) supports what the above scholars adeobg
confirming that "the copy ahe Gospel of Philighat has come down to us is in Coptic and thatphbbably represents a
translation from Greek."So, it is clear that thexe@o word in the text for Aramaic scholars to sider. Added to these,
Marjanen (1996:151) gives a detailed explanationceming the word ‘companiorkpinonosin Greek andhotre in
Coptic. He says that such a wdkdihonosis known by most of the Greek students. It ilusedifferent manners, scopes
and writing, including the New Testament. It reféns"a person engaged in fellowship or sharing veitimeone or in
something." Then, he clarifies the meaningoinonosby saying that what koinonos"can share with his or her partner

can take many forms, ranging from a common entegi experience to a shared business."

As regards the second piece of evidence, i.e. #rtion of kissing, Brown mentions "Christ loved Ineore than
all the disciples and used to kiss her often onrheunth" thinking that he would completely convirtbe reader that this
indication proves that Christ and Magdalene wereriat since such a mark happens between the masgegdle. And,
here lies my, the researcher's, rhetorical quesfiom these two sentences accurate? Has Brownadipgan as they are?

Let us trace.

Although Lunn (2004: 108) supports what Brown adites when he, Lunn, comments on the dialogue batwee
Teabing and Sophie, by saying "kissing on the mow#s a practice reserved exclusively for those wiere

married."What Mr. Brown does not mention is thathie Gospel of Thomas, when Peter says "womenatrevorthy of
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life," Jesus responds, "I myself shall lead heorider to make her male... For every woman who wilkenherself male

will enter the Kingdom of Heaven."

What is important to say is that Brown has wovea tile of kissing skillfully since it is considerd¢ite most
powerful ‘evidence' to denote Christ's and Magdgtemarriage. Here, it must be declared that tiseaefact concerning
the papyrus page where the passage of the abovpitéwes of evidence appears. Such a fact stateshiegpage has a
number of holes. One of them lies after the possessljective 'her'. This what many scholars affifar example, Burger
(2005:4) mentions that one of the problems reldate@®rown's use and interpretation of this passagthat "the only
ancient manuscript scholars have to work with hi af holes in it from deterioration. One of tkesoles happens to be
after the word "her."” "Then, he reinforces thigestaent by saying that "The Coptic text actuallydseakiss her often on
her (...)." The word that is missing could be "foratig¢ "cheek," or "hand." Early Christians used &gssn those body
parts as greeting just as various cultures do t8diyis also affirmed that "The parchment that salesus was
affectionately kissing Mary Magdalene is damageak $croll that says, Jesus was kissing Mary Mageéaten_ (hole in
the parchment).Thus, such a kiss might be on anygbahe body, on hand, on foot, on the lips. Bidtatever He was
kissing her "made the disciples jealous\tfv.cuttingedge.org Added to these, Lash and Dzumardjin (2014: &pedte

that the Gnostic scholars who tackle DVC in théidies and documentations,” usually cite the Nagwiadi writing,
especially the famous kissing cameatie Gospel of Philipin fact, the papyrus page where the passage ep(¢eC
11,3: 63.35) is damaged right at the line that sdysreJesus kissed his "companion.” Scholars restortettido read "on
the mouth." " Obviously, Brown overlooked all treets related to the evidence mentioned above taiauss hypothesis,

the proof, and consequently the attainment of Heged marriage theory he aims to prove.
The Secrets of Leonardo Da Vinci'she Last Supper

It is observed that the novel had reached its dlimmaChapter 58,i.eTeabing "Study" where Leonardo Da
Vinci's The Last Suppeconstitutes its backbone upon which the title fef hovel is based. So, Brown claims that it,
The Last Suppepainting, "shouts at the viewer that Jesus andddiege were a pair” thinking that he will enforceta
believe this marriage. To convince us that theyewmarried, he had followed the Six Step Attitudi@dlange Plan by
terracing five marks in a way that let the readars with breathless attention. He induces thenknow the riddles
compactly by dragging them to that plan by statiymarks in a geometrical shape that comprisaesnaber of sides in
which each side completes the other. Let us exathig®e marks and judge to what extent Brown's aralgre sufficient

and reasonable. These marks are stated in thesdisoumentioned previously between Teabing and i8oph

Throughout their discussion abdtlte Last SuppeiSophie's surprise reached its climax when Teabaigted to
the same image she has just been looking at, araibe of the mysterious triangle of the Holy Gthig Sang real and the
Chalice and its relation to the woman seated ais€hright. When she asked Langdon- who was stgnidéside them- to
help her for she is lost, he told her that the H8hail was actually present ifhe Last Suppefor Da Vinci displayed it

clearly in his picture. Then,

after her inquiries about such a riddle and scantiie thirteen figures found in the painting, iGhrist in the
middle, six apostles on His left and other six ds kght, Brown has dexterously woven a succesisemark series that
Teabing states in opposition to Sophie's inquitteprove Christ's and Magdalene's marriage andnaffihat she is the

figure on His right.

Before examining the veracity of Brown's marks @nolofs mentioned above, it is important to mentiom fact
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of events happened to the original painting,lisonardo Da Vinci'§he Last Supp€1495-98).

It is inferred that the picture had exposed to anlpér of destructive events. So, the expert histeriBunn
(2004: 16-18) and Gardner (2005: 256-70) state ltkanardo first began to paint it in 1495 and fieid it in 1498. He
seats the twelve apostles in four groups of thtekeatable with Christ central. The king of Framedered to ship the wall
on which it was painted in France. It has remainégere the picture was originally painted becauséhe logistical
problems. After a period of time it became "in allsate of repair" for "the chromatic colors whislere used were
unsuitable for a painting onto a wall." After thit,damaged quickly. In 1796, the Napoleonic trodépsk over the
refectory wall - where the painting is found - astable and "although Napoleon forbade any damageet painting, the
troops threw clay at the apostles.” In 1800, adloovered the painting with a green mould. In 19%8allied attacked on
the church and destroyed the refectory roof. Thatipg was badly damaged though it was protectedsdnyd bags.
A complete restoration with the utmost painstakitegail carried out and finished in 1954. Howeveunh (2004: 17)
advocates that it was impossible to keep "the waigbaint and the original expression on the aps'sthces, although "the

outlines of the figures were visible during restmna."

It is clear then that, on one hand, there are npairgtings and restored detailsie Last Suppdrecause of the
above eventsOn the other hand, the last supper is a Divinglént drawn by numerous famous painters beforeadiead
Da Vinci's painting (1495-98). Thus, those painteais be divided into two groups. The first groupresents only Da
Vinci's® on which Brown completely depended in his novéijlevthe second represents those by famous painéedose

and after Da Vinci's painting.

Now it is time to examine Brown's five-mark evidenstated by Teabing. The first mark tila¢ figure on
Christ's right is a female, namely Mary Magdalene, not the apostle John, "detdnardo was skilled at painting the
differences between the sexes" lead us to say tlmtpne hand, painting the differences betweenstwes is not
Leonardo's uniqueness. It is a fact beyond disgateall painters are able to paint these diffeesrgince it is a part, or let
us say, one of the prerequisites of their professfind, as Lunn states "the outlines of the figwesld be seen during
restoration." This means that the outline of tigeifée on the Christ right in the restored versiod @ivat of the original refer
to the same character 'the alleged' Magdalene h®mther hand, all paintings of the second gfd(gee Paintings and
Images, P.24 -7) show the opposite facts of Browfasns. First, if there is an M-shape designsibetween Christ and
John, not between Christ and Magdalene. Secong tb@ woman figure on Christ right; howewrgir clothes are not
identical and subsequently they are equal to Yin ah Yang symbol; thus, the two sides of the equatioare not
identical. Third, the figure of Christ left, lap, and in frioof Him are the apostle John not Magdalene. thowll the
apostles are men. It is important to mention thatmarks of the only painting-by an American paintbat shows the
figure which seems to be as a woman are also defieind cannot be proofs on the marriage. So, iSuppose that this
painter restored Da Vinci's, again, his paintingarks cannot be proofs. The reason is that itfithee, has only two
features of the figure on Christ's right in Da \isgci.e. the "flowing red hair" and the "delicdtdded hands" without the
third distinctive feminine feature, "hint of bosonffurthermore, the flowing red hair can be cleadgn in the apostle on
Christ's left and the one who is standing. Theetdtias delicate hands and face. Most of the ajgolstlee delicate hands.
Above all, Christ's and the figure's clothes are¢ inverted. Instead, they are completely differém each other.
Christ wears a red robe and dark leaden cloakfigiuee wears an off white robe and brown cloak! ®ere are no, even

two, identical colors. Thushis painting also cannot be a sufficient proof onhe marriage.
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Talking about the second and third marks, i.e.@¢huf$he V symbolandthe M- shape designit is important to
say that on the part of the looker the peak ofrijiet part of the letter M -Christ in the pictuiis-clear and it can be seen,
while there is no indication for a corresponding @mthe left part. The reason behind such a fatttat Leonardo gathered
two apostles, Peter and John or 'the alleged' Magdawhose hands are aligned since they are lnuayconversation.
Consequentlythere is no M- shape design which "stands foMatrimonio or Mary Magdalene" as Brown claims, and
the V symbol lies between Christ 'the first peak’,ie. the first half of the letter M, and Johntalking with Peter and
they, John and Peter constitute 'the second pdaghvs supposed to be the second part of the omeadiletter, but it does
not really represent the second pointed half ofietter M since this half implies two heads. Thilg second and third
marks are also incorrect or erroneous What is important to say is that such a desigoléarly seen in some of the
second group's paintings which Brown claims, haenbgainted by “clumsy hands" in the™&entury for they reveal
‘actually’ that the two parts of the letter M atari€t and John as is mentioned above in the fiemtkmAn example on the
M-shape design and the V symbol is clearly seemwdrn Christ and John in, for example, Philippe-thew@paign's

painting.

Now, it is time to examinghe fourth mark, i.e. the color scheme of the cloths So, Brown considers
Leonardo's inversion of the colors of Christ's dufjdalene's clothes another proof on their marribigesays that "Jesus
wore a red robe and blue cloak; Mary Magdalene veobtue robe and red cloakin and Yang (264). Here, it must be
clarified that in the original picture, on whichd@vn depended, 'Magdalene' wore a blue robe andgbiraik, not red. In
other words, the colors of their clothes are neeited to be callegin and yan§’. In the Chinese philosophyjn and
yangsymbol describes "how seemingly opposite or coptfarces may actually be complementary, intercotetcand
interdependent in the natural world." (Porkert, 49%%ww.)He and Hurley (www.) clarify that many ditis like male
and female, soft and hard, light and dark, etc.tlaoeight of as physical indications of the duatigmbolized byyin and
yang.Yin and yangymbol, as Hurley clarifies, represents a cirbl {s equally divided into black and white secsidny a
reverse S- like shape. There is a small circle lnfenvin the black section, and a small circle atdid in the white section.

Each one of those sections and circles "has afisigni meaning, as does the entire yin yang."

It is clear then that the implied meaning of thenbpl above shows that there must be a balance battveo
opposites with a portion of the opposite elementath section. And, the most important featureha,tas Li CL

(1974:132-43) states, "If yin and yang become waniiadd, one of the qualities is considered deficertas vacuity."

Obviously,the mark above is also incorrect since actually Matplene's clothes are (A blue robe + a pink
cloak; while Jesus' clothes are: A red robe + & ldiwak). Naturally 'pink' and 'red’ are two diffat colors. In other

words, the two sides of Brown's equation are nagakgs in the following table :

Table 1

(A) Yin and Yang Symbol (B) Christ's and Magdalene's Clothes
{ ( A white half + an internal
small black circle}+( A black { (ared robe + a blue cloak) +
half + an internal small white | ( a blue robe + pink cloak )}
circle) }

(A) # (B)

Thus, it must be declared that since one of the dides, specifically the right one, includes twihalanced

halves, it will not be equal to the left side as 'gnd yang' implication states. Consequerttig, whole equation will be
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deficient and cannot be a proof on the marriage.

It is time now to ascertaitie fifth and last mark of The Last Supper, i.e. that of Magdalene's royal descent,
the fusion of her and Christ's’ royal bloodlinesalhed to a birth of a daughter named Sarah. HBeahing affirms that
Jesus and Magdalene created a "potent politicanuwiith the potential of making a legitimate claom the throne."
He shows Sophie that Magdalene "was of the Hougenfamin" and Jesus "was one of the House of Davitescendant

of King Solomon- king of the Jews." Their bloodlihecame the Merovingian lineage of France.

Burger (2006: www.) affirms that "There is absolyteo evidence in any first or second century &tere,
Gnostic Orthodox or other, that Mary Magdalene wakescendant of Benjamin." In this regard, Olsah Miresel (2004)
affirm that historians dispute the claim of beingddalene as one of the Tribe of Benjamin. Furtiheyy assert that there
is not any mention of such information in the Biblein other ancient sources since Magdalene sitligt northern Israel;
whereas the tribe of Benjamin lived in the soutksiBles, Brown's claim which states that Paris teshlJounded by the
Merovingian (Chapter 55) is erroneous for as tl@&gon and Miesel, state that "The Merovingian did rule in France
until the 8" century A.D. by which time Paris was at least §88rs old."Beside all the refuted marks mentionisava,
Calvert-Koyzis (2006:14) asserts that Brown’s acdwycthat Jesus and Magdalene are a husband arid amd bears his
child (ren) - is taken from others' misreadingttoé Gospel of Philimndthe Gospel of MaryThis misreading, as it has
been mentioned previously, relates to Baigent'gyi:e and Lincoln'The Holy Blood and the Holy Gradin which Brown
depended to a large extent. So, the cues thatdem thken from this book show that the Holy Gmihét a chalice, but a
bloodline resulted from the fusion of Jesus' andydiédene's blood, i.e. their marital union. Burst@dfA06) refutes such
advocacy by saying that many textual and histoschblars have affirmed that this advocacy is "aithevidence." In this
respect, Olson and Miesel (2004) and Gardner (2P05) provide us with a useful piece of informatighich states that
the Holy Grail was written as San Graal in Old tenNevertheless, in DVC, taking hints frahe Holy Blood and the
Holy Grail, Brown interprets "The Holy Grail" as "Sang Realid translated it into "royal blood." In early fié¢ure of
'Grail', graal refers to 'a large dish for fish', which in tuefars to a Christian religious symbol which obvigugmoved
from the traditional cup. In this regard, Olson aiidsel (2004) add more details by saying that kjyithe idea of such a
cup developed during the late™&nd early18 centuries, under the influence of two categorstaties, i.e. the apocryphal
religious stories, like that of Joseph of Arimathead pagan ones which involve, for instance, magiatainers that
produced endless food which in turn is "a usefublpal to the Christian belief of the '‘Bread of d'iproduced at The Last
Supper." For this reason, the cup presented a o@mefusion, like those known stories that relatehe quest for the

Holy Grail and King Arthur, of 'albeit apocryph@hristian teachings and pagan traditions.

It is obvious then thahone of the previous marks concernifidne Last Suppecan be a sufficient proof on

Christ's and Magdalene's marriage.

All'in all, it can be said that all marks or pieadsevidence mentioned previously cannot be proaf€hrist's and
Magdalene's marriage for the reasons stated witieénsections related to these marks. The follovdagtion will be

devoted to mentioning the conclusions of the sttitly researcher has arrived at.
CONCLUSIONS

The preceding sections of this study are an attémphswer the two-part question whether Brown lraden or

repaired the taboos found, as he claims via irt@rsj in DVC. The following points illustrate the mmusions the
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researcher has reached at throughout the study :

A taboo is something that is forbidden to do dk &bout. Breaking a taboo is extremely objectidaah all
societies. Thus, we have been confronted with maes, i.ethe existence of tabooi the novel andialking about them
by the novelist. Thus, he had broken them sinchdtetalked about them. This is the first part of question. What do
you say, dear reader(s), if I, the researcherttsgtysuch a matter is erroneous since there atabowms at all- in the novel-

to be broken.

As for the second part of the question. Suppoat"there are originally taboos" in the novel an@\Bn's role
was just to repair them in the sense that he wasutral and he did not commit any offense for hd bampletely
depended on "fact-based historical and scientifidence". Thus, his role was no more than shedtgig on it in a
fictional style. Here, a question emerges. Whaydo say, dear reader(s), if I, the researcher tsatyhis "accurate and
true" pieces of evidence" are also erroneous amdesently, his propositions and then theories thatforce the

existence of taboos are erroneous too for theviatig reasons:

* That there were eighty Gospels considered for tee Nestament is a factual error. So, the four ceabn
Gospels, i.e. those of Matthew, Mark, Luke and Jahd the Gnostic ones are the only Gospels that are

considered for it.
e To prove that Jesus is married more than beinghdbar is also a factual error.

e His commitment of the chronological error of Emge@onstantine's changing the day of Christian wiprétom

Saturday to Sunday, which proves Constantine'sniimg allegiance to the Sun god.

» Depending on one of the main sources, the. Gospel of Philipwhich he considered "a good place to start",
Brown did not succeed to prove the pieces of evidén this Gospel for he fabricated the informatiothe way

that serves his purpose.

e The most crucial evidence, i.e. those of Da Vinthe Last Suppeupon which the title of the novel is based, is

also erroneous for the following reasons :

e The character or the figure on Christ's right & éipostle John not Mary Magdalene as many painthtfse

second group reveal.

» Some of the second group's paintings display thesyvhbol and the M-shape design; however, they are

clearly seen
* Between Christ and none other than John.

* Asregards yin and yang symbol 'the left side' @hdst's and Magdalene's clothes ‘the right sidkegs been
found that since one of the latter's qualitiesaBaient (the difference betweead andpink colors), Christ's
and Magdalene's clothes are unbalanced. As a réiseltight side is not applicable to the left doebe a

proof on their marriage.

* That the Holy Grail is not merely a chalice, butvaman named Mary Magdalene, who is the bearer of

Christ's bloodline which subsequently led her t@edirth to a daughter named Sara is a factuat.erro
In conclusion, the researcher directs rhetoricedstjons to you, dear reader(s), which, in turswaan the two-

www.iaset.us editor @ aset.us



18

Zeineb Sami Hawel

part question of this study : Don'’t you think thihére are no "topics which for centuries have kaeno" as Brown had

declared in the interviews mentioned previousyit reasonable to say that world painters whoa@timgs -found in

Paintings and Images of this study- are displapettié most famous exhibitions, museums, includingut, and galleries

over the world, deviate the original story of Thast Supper. Don't you think that he had followedialectical style

basing upon the Six Step Attitudinal Change Plahismovel to change the attitudes and values oplge

Notes:

Mary Magdalene was a Jewish woman who, accordingaedNew Testament, travelled with Jesus Chrigires
of His followers. She is the one who witnessed ¢tigifixion, resurrection, and the empty tomb. Adoor as a
member of a group of women, she was the first toegis His resurrection. Within the four canonicabgels, i.e.
of Matthew, Mark, Luke and John she is approximatelentioned twelve times, more than the rest of the
apostles. According to the Gospel of Luke, it Btetl that seven devils had been cast of her (B2ording to
that of Mark, Jesus had cast seven devils of &B]1During the Middle Ages, she was consideretVigstern

Christianity as a repentant prostitute woman. Tifigrmation is not found in any of the four canaliGospels.

The Holy Grail is referred to as two forms. In gatbcuments it is referred to as Sangraal; whigestacond form
is Sangreal, as the authorlef Morte d' Arthuy Sir Thomas Malory's spelling states. One of tHesms is the
original. The word can be read in two ways, i.en &saal 'Holy Grail' and Sang Real 'Royal Bloodicktrefers
o the bloodline of Jesus Christ (and Mary Magdalesenany sources state) which led to their descesdie.
the Merovingian Kings of France. Alternatively, teas the Holy Grall, i.e. the Chalice which hacbeaised by
Jesus Christ d&the Last Supper

The Vitruvian Man is a principle set by the Romachétect Marcus Vitruvius Pollio in his worRe Architecture
which implies a fact that good geometric and aeddtitral proportions are based on the proportiorth@human
body if they, the proportions, are arranged in ecd#ft way in terms of certain measurements. Theasance
artists tried to apply this idea to a large extbough it clearly was not true and the results sbnlad to distorted
human figures. Leonardo Da Vinci avoided distortihg human figure by shifting Vitruvius geometrye.i
changing the square and the circle in a way theth eae of them does not fit the other. So, to Méraivian man,
the figure must be human including the square aeccircle. Thus, " If sauniére had arranged hisybwithin a
circle then this does not make this ‘a life-sizeylica of Leonardo dasic] Vinci's most famous sketch', since it is

missing the key element-the squarettlf://www.historyvirsusthedavincicode.com/

The wordGnosticis originally taken from the Greejnosiswhich literally means knowledg&nosticisnmeans a
principle of the religious duality, i.e. the goondaevil powers equally rule the universe. The Giodsbspels are
written about the apostles but were not by theneyTlthe Gospels, were included in a list which badn cut
down more than one time. Finally, only four of thdwad been approved, i.e. the Gospels of MatthewkMa
Luke, and John.

The first group of painters in this study is rejr@ed only by Leonardo Da Vinci and his paintindpéocompared

with the second group of painters and their pag#ion which a large portion of analyzing the dathased.

As regards the second group of painters, among neanymber of paintings by the famous has beenechtasbe

samples for the analysis, comparing with that oMieci.
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Code ? An Analytical Study of His Dialectical Style
* In Chinese Philosophyin and Yang symbol represents two forces that are opposingduplementary. One of
these forces dominates and then it is replacetidwppposing one. Such a symbol describes how sggntirese
forces may actually be complementary, interconmgctend interdependent in the natural world. The sym
involves a balance between two opposites with gigroof the opposite element in each section. Asmi been

mentioned previously, i¥in and Yang become unbalanced, one of the qualities is cormiddeficient or has

vacuity (Yin and Yang-Wikipedia.mht).

Paintings and Images
The First Group's The Last Supper Represented by Leonardo Da Vinci's only 'the Origial Painting'

The Last Supper (Restored Detail Showing Figure Relationships of Jm and Jesus)
Leonardo Da Vinci, 1495 (Cited and lllustrated in Gardner 2005)

EE L

Christ's and Magdalene's clothes Yin and Yang symbol

Yin and Yang Symbol

The Second Group'she Last Supper
On Christ Right is a Woman Figure but their Clothesare Not Identical

(2) By an American Painter (3) By Mariano Salvadr Maella,1794
On Christ Right, Left, Lap and in Front of Him is t he Apostle John Not Mary Magdalene

- ey e 3
(1) The M-shape Design(between Christ and o (2) Christ with John Sleeping on the table
by Philippe de Champaigne,16 by \émtine de Boulogne,1625-26
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(3) Christ with John Sleepingrothe Table (4) Christ with John Leaning his bad Against the
by Bartolomeo Schedoni, ti&" Century Table by Jacopo Bassa, 1546

o

ey P W S
(5) By Albrecht Durer, 1510 Christ ~ (6) By Jacob Cornelisz van (7) Christ with youngohn on his lap

with young John on his lap Oostsanen, 1514-25 by Willem Van Herp the Elder (n.d.)

(8) The coversation between Peter and John  (9) On Christ left John bowing before Him byHans
Holbein the Younger,1525 by Benjamin West, 1786

All the apostles are men:

(1) By Nicolas Poussin, 1561 2) By Peter Paul Rubens, (3) By Jean Baptistle Champaigne,
1630-32 1678

B - <ol

(4) By Juan de Juane®.d.) (5) By Girolamo Romani, 153 (6) By Giovanni Battista
Tiepolo,1745-47
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