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CHAPTER 1

An Introduction to Josephus, Yosippon, and Beyond:
The Past, Present, and Future of a Josephan Legacy
in Modern Scholarship

Carson Bay, Michael Avioz and Jan Willem van Henten

Josephus is a booming industry in academia. Not, of course, economically
speaking—no one is getting rich off of Josephus. But the steady outpouring
of articles, monographs, dissertations, volumes, translations, commentaries,
and even editions dealing with the Flavian historian these days constitutes a
healthy, consistent stream. This was not the case a hundred years ago. Neither,
however, is it an entirely new phenomenon. Around fifty years ago in his monu-
mental bibliographical exercise, Josephus and Modern Scholarship (1937-1980),
Louis H. Feldman could already lament the substantial uptick in Josephus
scholarship produced between the respective five-year periods of 1909-1913
and 1961-1965.! This trend has not relaxed, as testified by the ballooning bib-
liographies of each new study and the persistent presence of Josephus’ name
in the tables of contents of hundreds of journal issues and edited volumes,
even the odd popular piece.2 We live in the heyday of Josephus scholarship.3
Yet (or thus), we think, and hope, that the field has room for another handful
of original studies.

1 Feldman’s complaint is worth quoting: “As one who has read almost all of this material, the
present writer is reminded of the anecdote which Cicero (Pro Archia 10.25) tells about Sulla,
who rewarded a worthless poet who had composed an epigram about him with a present
of property from proscribed persons, on the condition that he should not write anything
thereafter. In addition to the Desiderata listed at the end of this study, we may be forgiven
for expressing the hope—or prayer—that one of the wealthier foundations will establish a
fund to give grants on similar conditions, or, at the very least, on the condition that scholars
will read what has been written in their field before they embark with pen in hand” ( Josephus
and Modern Scholarship, 3). We hope that Feldman, apparently unimpressed with the bulk of
Josephus scholarship, would not have disapproved of the present volume.

2 See, e.g, Steve Mason'’s piece “Why Josephus Matters” published in Marginalia on December 3,
2021, which concludes: “In the complexities of Josephus’ works lie inexhaustible riches for
the historian as for the humanist.”

3 Anecdotally: the Society of Biblical Literature, one of the major academic bodies that collects
a great many Josephus scholars within its folds, has even in recent years begun to sell sweat-
shirts that read “I ¥ Josephus” across the front. More seriously, see Mason’s “Flavius Josephus”
entry in the online Oxford Bibliographies.
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The anonymous ninth- or tenth-century Hebrew work called Sefer Yosippon
lies at the other end of the spectrum from Josephus on several counts. Unlike
Josephus, Yosippon has never been the target of a thousand-page bibliographi-
cal study. No edited volume has ever been dedicated to this text. From all
appearances, serious scholarship on Yosippon seems barely to have begun as
a widespread phenomenon. The major watershed moment in living memory
came with the appearance of David Flusser’s still-standard critical edition in
1978-1980.# Yet this edition did not and has not sparked anything like the kind
of attention that Josephus today receives. Perhaps Yosippon just needs time.
After all, the critical edition of the Greek text of Josephus’ writings, produced
by Benedict Niese across seven volumes, antedates Flusser’s Yosippon edition
by nearly a hundred years (1885-1895).5 Or perhaps Yosippon’s relative obscu-
rity owes to its anonymity, or the uncertainty of its provenance, or its original
emergence within an oft-ignored historical period once referred to (and usu-
ally still treated as) ‘the dark ages.’ Certainly the fact that the work’s modern
edition, and much contemporary scholarship thereupon, has been written in
modern Hebrew has contributed somewhat to its relative marginality,® as has
the historical unreliability with which the work has been saddled by critical
readers for centuries now.” Historically “unreliable” works, a dubious category
for gauging pre-modern historiography, often dictates the modern popularity
of ancient and medieval narrative texts. But whatever the case, while we live in
the heyday of Josephus research, we are only just now, maybe, beholding the

4 Flusser, The Josippon. Flusser’s other contributions to scholarship, consisting among other
things of some 1,000+ articles in Hebrew, English, and German, was also to some extent
focused on sy. See Lowe, “Bibliography of the Writings of David Flusser.”

5 Niese, Flavii Josephi opera.

6 Moreover, the Hebrew-ness of sy’s standard edition will also have contributed to its lack-
ing a modern translation until relatively recently. Josephus’ works, for their part, were
translated in English by William Whiston in 1732—Whiston’s translations are still printed
today and are widely available on the internet (e.g. on the Perseus website, linked to the
Greek text, and on Richard Matthew Pollard’s Latin Josephus Project site)—and have since
received multiple translations into all of the major modern European languages, and also
into Japanese, as it happens. sy, on the other hand, was only translated into German in 2010
(Borner-Klein/Zuber, Josippon) and has only just now received its first English translation at
the hands of Steven Bowman (see Bowman, Sepher Yosippon).

7 While all scholars acknowledge that sy commanded considerable respect as historiog-
raphy throughout the Middle Ages, the (post-)renaissance world became critical: Joseph
Justus Scaliger (1540-1609) has been charged with being “the first to doubt its worth,” (in his
“Elenchus Triheeresii Nicolai Serarii” [1605]) and “Jan Drusius (d. 1609) held it to be histori-
cally valueless on account of its many chronological mistakes.” Gottheil and Schloessinger,
“Joseph ben Gorion.” Modern scholars no longer look to sy’s narrative for historical data,
although note Kenneth Atkinson’s chapter in the present volume.
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dawn of an era in which Sefer Yosippon demands its own scholarly subfield.
And given Yosippon’s tremendous historical significance, it probably should.?

All of this is to say that this volume brings together scholars and studies
from an established domain of study—the works of Flavius Josephus—with
those of a rather fledgling sphere—the work known as Sefer Yosippon. Studies
in these respective areas make up Parts 1, 2 and 3 of this volume. Furthermore,
as icing on the cake, this volume contains a final collection of chapters (Part 4)
that go beyond the study of Josephus and Yosippon proper into the examina-
tion of their various afterlives. This group of essays joins a widespread body of
recent scholarship that is as diverse in methodology and disciplinary bound-
aries as it is illuminating of how Josephus’ Nachleben faired across languages,
regions, cultures, and eras. The essays found here serve as a microcosm of
that variegated milieu: we have chapters on Josephus and/or Yosippon in High
Medieval art, modern Israel education, nineteenth century English print cul-
ture, Christian literature in Western Europe, Medieval Ethiopian historiogra-
phy, and twentieth century Israeli poetry. These chapters constitute a series
of discrete yet integral contributions to the admittedly inchoate, yet no less
important, field of Josephan reception history.

If indicative of assorted specialist interests, the twenty-two essays that
comprise this volume still cohere closely inasmuch as their separate objects
of inquiry all ultimately trace themselves back to one person, Titus Flavius
Josephus (ca. 37-100 CE), born Yosef ben Matityahu, and to the four (really
three) works that he wrote in his latter years while resident at Rome: the Jewish
War (ca. 75 CE), an account of the Judean-Roman tensions that ended with the
Roman-Jewish War (66—74 CE) and the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 CE; the
Jewish Antiquities (ca. 93/94 CE), an account of the Jewish people from ancient
times to near Josephus’ present, addended with a short autobiographical work
called the Life; and Against Apion (post-94 CE), a two-book apologetic work
aimed at anti-Jewish notions current within certain cultural discourses of the
ancient Mediterranean world. Taken together, this substantial first-century lit-
erary corpus, composed in Greek, constitutes the evidentiary bedrock of all the
inquiries made in the chapters to follow.

There are several things that we the editors hope that this volume will do
within the scholarly arena. First, we hope that this tome will provide a welcome
tonic to ongoing Josephus scholarship proper. The several major Josephus vol-
umes that have appeared in the past—volumes well-known to every Josephus

8 Scholars who in recent years have analyzed sy in any level of depth, most of whom have
chapters in the present volume, routinely take exception to the scant attention modern
scholarship has paid to that text.
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scholar—have often proved major stimulants toward collective progress in
the enterprise of studying and understanding Josephus’ works.® And they
have done so in different ways. One way in which the present volume should
advance the field is in the classical manner, which is to say in helping to recre-
ate, explicate, illuminate, and frame the language, literary strategies, rhetori-
cal proclivities, socio-historical contexts, and cultural influences that may be
identified within or around the Greek text of Josephus’ writings. Another, new
way in which this work should advance Josephus studies is by placing Josephus
research alongside research on Sefer Yosippon, a text built in several ways upon
Josephus himself. Thus, the second major hope we have for this volume is that,
as the first intentional amalgamation of Yosippon studies of which we know,
it will enliven Yosippon research in the aggregate and at the same time situ-
ate that work beside its traditionary fountainhead, the works of Josephus. Of
course, this juxtaposition demands that scholarly attention also be paid to
the Latin Josephus tradition, for it is from the Latin translations and adapta-
tions of Josephus’ Jewish War and Jewish Antiquities that the author of Sefer
Yosippon drew his primary source material. While this volume has no section
on Latin Josephus traditions per se, it is to be hoped that the Latin substrate
lying beneath many of the essays herein will serve as a strong signal to that
important, nascent, growing field of study as well. Finally, it is our aim that
this volume signpost for the broader scholarly realm the enormous amount

9 Most recently there is Chapman and Rodgers, Companion to Josephus (2016), which provides
a widespread and systematic introduction to Josephus and his reception on the model of the
recent ‘handbook’ fad popular among academic publishers (yet no less valuable to scholars
for that!). Akin to this volume in certain ways will be the still-forthcoming Atkinson, Oxford
Handbook of Josephus (2023/2024). The more traditional and intensive Josephus studies’ vol-
umes include a cluster from the first decade of the twenty-first century: Pastor, Stern, and
Mor, Flavius Josephus (2011), Cohen and Schwartz, Studies in Josephus and the Varieties of
ancient Judaism (2007), Rodgers, Making History (2007), Sievers and Lembi, Josephus and
Jewish History (2005), and Edmondson, Mason, and Rives, Flavius Josephus & Flavian Rome
(2005). One should also mention here Bottrich, Herzer, and Reiprich, Josephus und das Neue
Testament (2007), in addition to Feldman, Josephus’s Interpretation of the Bible (1998) and
Feldman, Studies in Josephus’ Rewritten Bible—the latter two works, while compilations of
essays by a single author, have a size and have had a force within the field of Josephus studies
equal to any of the other volumes mentioned here. Add to this the earlier collections pub-
lished as Internationales Josephus-Kolloquium volumes from 1998 to 2003, as well as Parente
and Sievers, Josephus and the History of the Greco-Roman Period (1994). These volumes have
been a significant stimulant in Josephus studies along with the many co-eval monographs
and articles. The mid 1980s also witnessed a volume of similar effect, still often cited to this
day: Feldman and Hata, Josephus, Judaism, and Christianity (1987). Finally, we should note
that journals have begun to produce similar scholarly artifacts: consider the 2021 special
issue (Volume 19) of ssiy, usually called “the Josephus issue.” It is in the vein of this larger
history of compilatory scholarly exercises that the present volume seeks to establish itself.



INTRODUCTION: JOSEPHUS, YOSIPPON, AND BEYOND 5

of interesting, informative, worthwhile work that remains to be done in and
around the study of Josephus and his reception. As one of the most widely-read
authors of all time, as one of the most important historians of the ancient
Mediterranean, as one of history’s most integral—and embattled—]Jewish fig-
ures, Josephus merits serious and sustained scholarly scrutiny, as does his later
legacy. This volume seeks to sustain, perhaps even help shape and re-invent,
that academic industry.

A deeper, more specific iteration of this volume’s goals and contributions
and meanings as we see it appears in the following sections of this introduc-
tory chapter. First, however, at the risk of endorsing some kind of histori-
cism, we should mention briefly the genesis of this volume’s contributions.
In late March 2020, just in time for Covid-19, it was learned that we three
editors were between us planning two different conferences with contigu-
ous themes around roughly the same time in 2021: Jan Willem and Michael
were planning a conference on Josephus with a strong Yosippon component to
take place in Amsterdam in August 2021, while Carson was planning a heavily
Yosippon-centric conference to occur in Bern in June or August of that same
summer. We quickly joined forces and got to work planning a new conference,
bigger and better, for August 2021. Yet, fools that we were, through the remain-
der of 2020 we were still anticipating an in-person conference, as yet unwise to
the wiles of ‘covid culture.’ It was not until late March, in fact, that we capitu-
lated to the demands of necessity and moved to a fully-digital, Zoom-based
conference. The European Association for Jewish Studies, which had provided
a grant to help fund the conference, graciously allowed for us to make this tran-
sition. And so, after further subsequent months of planning, we held a four-
day, all Zoom conference from August 23 to August 26, 2021.

The conference was an unmitigated success. With two-dozen presenters
and over a hundred participants, this four-day event realized in social interac-
tion (albeit digitally mediated) what the present volumes aims to create on the
page: a robust presentation by scholars analyzing a variety of topics related to
Josephus of the critical, current issues involving Josephus pertaining to their
individual fields of study. It also included two multi-instructor masterclasses
and two digital outings pertaining to Amsterdam’s Jewish heritage.l° The pre-
sented papers and the sustained discussions that accompanied them accrued

10  Namely, an interactive virtual tour of Vlooienburg, Amsterdam’s Old Jewish Quarter,
created and administered by Jitte Waagen and Tijm Lanjouw of the University of
Amsterdam’s 4D Lab, and an audio-visual tour of the Ets Haim Library facilitated by the
library’s curator, Heide Warncke. Nienke Groskamp provided technological support for
the entire conference, and a full report is available on the EAJs website. Support for the
conference during various points in the planning process was proffered by the University
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to a notably productive and stimulating set of conclusions, questions, and
advances at various points in various fields. The majority of the papers pre-
sented at the conference have been revised and now appear in this volume. In
addition, we commissioned several chapters from scholars who did not pres-
ent at the conference as a way of balancing out this book’s four sections. All of
the chapters that follow, we feel, constitute valuable contributions to research.

Part1 Flavius Josephus: Context, Greek Text, and Literary
Features

Perhaps the major scholarly project concerning Josephus that is underway
today is the Brill Josephus Project, namely the new English translations and
full-length commentaries dedicated to individual books of all of Josephus’
works that have been appearing sporadically since 1999.1! Steve Mason is the
editor of this series and in many ways one of the founders of the contempo-
rary study of Josephus.!? Thus we were very happy for Mason not only to give
the conference’s leading paper, but also to speak about the process of translat-
ing Josephus from Greek into English as a part of Masterclass 1. Mason’s paper
is also the leading content chapter of this volume—*“Interpreting Josephus
Contextually: Composition, Audiences, Messages, and Meaning”—and it works
well as an entrée to the subsequent chapters. Mason’s argument is a method-
ological one, is quite straightforward, and draws upon a long career of Josephus
research. He calls it a “reference-point.” His argument is already apparent from
his title: namely, scholars must interpret Josephus contextually, and doing so
requires attention to compositional practices, potential audiences, messages
encoded at various levels in Josephus’ texts, and a sophisticated approach to
meaning. Basically, Mason is making a methodological argument for and a
call to a literary-historical approach to Josephus, as opposed to the conven-
tional historiographical use of Josephus qua historical source: ‘we know that x

of Amsterdam, Bar-Ilan University, the University of Bern (and its Institute for Jewish
Studies), and the Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF).

11 Atthe time of this writing, Steve Mason’s own translation and commentary of BJ 4 has just
appeared. Previous volumes are those by Paul Spilsbury and Chris Seeman on 4/ 11 (2016),
Jan Willem van Henten on 4] 15 (2013), Steve Mason on BJ 2 (2008), John M.G. Barclay on
c4 (2006), Christopher T. Begg and Paul Spilsbury on A7 8-10 (2005), Christopher T. Begg
on AJ 5—7 (2004), Steve Mason on the Vita (2001), and first of all Louis H. Feldman on 47
1—4 (1999). We look forward to the appearance of forthcoming volumes.

12 Three of his groundbreaking works are Mason, A History of the Jewish War; Mason,
Josephus on the Pharisees; and Mason, Josephus and the New Testament, and see also the
essays compiled in Mason, Josephus, Judea, and Christian Origins.
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happened on y date because Josephus says z” Mason hereby sets the stage for
assessing the means and the “stakes” of the future study of Josephus.

From Mason’s broad-spectrum argument the volume dives right into a series
of more or less technical and more or less focused analyses of Josephan text.
Erich Gruen’s radical treatment of “Josephus and the Bible” in his Antiquitates
Judaicae aims to address several longstanding questions in the field. For one,
what are we to make of the fact that, while Josephus claims to translate the
Jewish Scriptures in Greek in his Antiquitates, his account of biblical history
contains a plethora of non- or extra-biblical episodes (and ideas)? What does
this tell us about how Josephus understood the sanctity of the ‘Scriptures?’
Relatedly, is there a method to Josephus’ madness? That is, does a “consistent
pattern or purpose” emerge among Josephus’ numerous departures from the
Hebrew Bible? Gruen’s return to this classic question involves using a series of
case studies to support the argument that Josephus’ “claim of an exact dupli-
cation” must be understood (and was understood) as being of “symbolic sig-
nificance.” Within Josephus’ therefore authoritative and “even strengthened”
rewrite of sacred writ, furthermore, Gruen sees an adaptive strategy whereby
Josephus could use variation, addition, and omission to address a variety of
topics for an audience that knew the biblical original—far from sacrilegious,
Josephus’ ‘Bible’ was a source of creative, fresh communicative technology.

David Edwards’ chapter in some ways illustrates some of Gruen’s points
in different relief. In “Ancient Jewish Court-Tales, Scriptural Adaptation, and
Greco-Roman Discourses of Exemplarity: Joseph, Esther, and Agrippa I in
Josephus’ Antiquitates,” Edwards shows how to biblical figures, the Joseph of
Genesis and the Esther of Esther, provided exemplary mines of traditionary
meaning for Josephus’ retelling of much later Jewish history, namely the court
intrigues involving Agrippa I (47 18-19). In particular, these two “flawless para-
gons of virtue” from the sacred Scriptures illustrated so many of the things
that Herod Agrippa, King of Judea from 41 to 44 CE, was not. Instead, Agrippa I
was a paragon of ambition. In demonstrating this within discussions of Greek
language, reader expectations, registers of exemplarity, and comparison with
Plutarch’s Parallel Lives, Edwards combines new insight into Josephus’ liter-
ary rhetoric with signals toward important methodological tenets, some new,
some old.

Silvia Castelli’s chapter, “Narratology and Linguistic Variation in Josephus’
Cultic Laws and Constitution,” applies a method of functional linguistics,
namely “register analysis,” to the language Josephus uses to discuss the law
in his Antiquitates Judaicae. In so doing, Castelli exposes the contextual use
of technical language by Josephus to explain the Mosaic politeia outlined
in the Book of Deuteronomy by means of terms, categories, and concepts
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familiar from the Classical Greek usage of authors like Herodotus, Thucydides,
and Plato. Josephus’ engagement with this Greco-Roman technical lexi-
con has several broader implications. First, Josephus, while a Jewish author
writing about Jewish things, must be studied within the broader context of
Classical and Hellenistic Greek literature and culture.!® This applies not
only to the examination of concepts and ideas present in Josephus’ writ-
ings, but also to the fine-grained philological work of dissecting Josephus’
Greek usage. The latter scholarly industry has been considerably easier for
the past half-century due to Karl Rengstorf’s Complete Concordance to Flavius
Josephus, but Castelli’s study shows that close, careful, and comparative analy-
sis is still needed to achieve a full understanding of Josephan grammar, syntax,
and vocabulary.

The final essay of this volume’s Josephus proper’ section is Ursula
Westwood’s “Free Speech and Moses’ Laws: The Limits of mappyoia in Josephus’
Works.” Here we find a sustained treatment of Greek lexicography in Josephus
which draws upon the broader context of ancient Greek literature to help illu-
minate the idea of candid, straightforward speech (mappyoia) in his writings.
At the same time, Westwood shows that the Mosaic Law possesses a unique
brand of mappyoia according to Josephus. Furthermore, she explains why such
a discourse may have been particularly significant as one put forth during
Domitian’s reign, where frank and free speech where certainly not the rule. In
line with previous essays, and bringing new information to bear on Josephus
studies, Westwood’s essay is another example of the value of historical contex-
tualization, literary comparison, and intra-Josephan philology and lexicogra-
phy in seeking to make sense of the Flavian historian’s prose.

In part, this volume, like any other of its kind, seeks to push scholarship
forward piecemeal. The above studies often take a fine-grained approach to
Josephus’ Greek text in order to proffer a particular insight or two, or three, into
one or more distinctive pockets of Josephus or Josephus-adjacent research. At
the same time, significant continuities connect these studies: Josephus’ Bible,
the concept of law and/or Torah in Josephus, the processual value of comparing
Josephan vocabulary internally and of assessing lexical and conceptual com-
paranda between Josephus and the broader milieu of Classical and Hellenistic
Greek literature—these things and more comprise overlaps in methodology
and content that are suggestive both of scholarly best practices and of what is
or might be interesting, or current, or important in the study of Josephus. As a

13 This has not always been scholarly commonplace, as Classicists have habitually ignored
or eschewed Josephus as part of their proper remit: see Beard, “The Triumph of Flavius
Josephus,” esp. 543-545.
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conglomerate, the essays in the first part of this volume therefore evince some
harmony and thereby signal, or at least hint at, where Josephus studies has
been, and where it is going.

Partz Sefer Yosippon and Latin Josephus: Manuscripts and
Text Criticism

The structure of this volume is designed to serve as an argument in and of
itself. We put studies on Sefer Yosippon together with research on Josephus
proper as a signal to the value and importance of considering and contributing
to such spheres of scholarship collaboratively. Yosipporn must be understood in
reference to Josephus, its traditionary fountainhead, and this has methodolog-
ical and conceptual implications. On the other side of the equation, Josephus’
own writings and career may be illuminated, sometimes in surprising ways,
by his literary Nachleben across regions, cultures, languages, and eras. Indeed,
to attempt to interpret Josephus without an eye to his later reception can be a
precarious proposition.

Part 2 of this volume deals with the nuts and bolts of manuscripts, text
criticism, and the critical editions upon which modern scholarship on
pre-modern literature usually relies. While more data-driven and descrip-
tive by nature than some of the other chapters in this work, the two chapters
that comprise this part of the volume contain the crucial information that
provides the foundation for all of the others. Neither the Latin translation of
Josephus’ Antiquitates Judaicae nor the Hebrew text of Sefer Yosippon have
adequate critical editions. Here the world’s leading experts on these respective
traditions provide critical insight into the state-of-the-art regarding these texts,
creating one more scholarly space in which this volume contains the cutting
edge of scholarship.

Saskia Donitz’s chapter on “The Hebrew Manuscripts of Sefer Yosippon”
stands first in this part for a reason. Not only has Donitz’s body of work, most
particularly her 2013 volume, Uberlieferung und Rezeption des Sefer Yosippon,
been at the forefront of Yosippon scholarship for the past decade and more,
Donitz has also begun the critical and foundational task of assessing and recon-
structing the Hebrew textual basis of Yosippon. David Flusser’s critical edition
of Yosippon, long since the standard edition for scholars, is an impressive work
of scholarship.™* It is also highly problematic. As Donitz has shown elsewhere,

14  Donitz, “Josephus Torn to Pieces.” The other current authority on the issue of sy’s Hebrew
text is Peter Lehnhardt of the Ben-Gurion University of the Negev. Donitz and Lehnhardt
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and as she presents here, a critical reappraisal of Flusser’s edition, long since an
important desideratum in the field, shows that a new Hebrew text of Yosippon
is necessary, lest we attribute entire chapters to the original work (as best we
can establish it) that were not in it and retain much later readings within a sup-
posedly tenth-century text. The most important recent evidence showing this
are the many Cairo Genizah fragments of Yosippon, which complicate Flusser’s
well-known construct, whereby Yosippon developed through three recensions
(A, B, and C), each of which extended the earlier one substantially. In a very
real way, then, Donitz’s essay herein is a call for a rethinking, perhaps a kind of
restart, of Yosippon scholarship.

Not all those who have read and studied Sefer Yosippon have appreciated
the nature of its sources. Yosippon is a Hebrew work, and Josephus wrote in
Greek, but the author of Yosippon did not read Greek, at least so far as we can
tell. Instead, Yosippon is based mostly upon the Latin Josephus tradition that
developed between the fourth and sixth centuries. In addition, it uses the Latin
Vulgate Bible (including Apocrypha), in addition to other sources (Livy and
Vergil, e.g.). Thus, a study of Yosippon necessarily involves the study of its Latin
sources, the most important of which are the Latin translation of Josephus’
Antiquitates Judaicae and the late-fourth century Christian adaptation of the
Bellum Judaicum called De excidio Hierosolymitano (On the Destruction of
Jerusalem), or “Pseudo-Hegesippus.”®

both presented on the most up-to-date information regarding sY’s text, the Cairo Genizah
fragments, etc. at the “Seeking Sefer Yosippon,” workshop held at the University of Bern on
May 11-12, 2022 (sponsored by the SNSF under the auspices of the project, “Lege Josephum!
Ways of Reading Josephus in the Latin Middle Ages;” see https://www.legejosephum
.unibe.ch.

15  The state of the art regarding the Latin War and the Latin Antiquities—i.e. the Latin trans-
lations proper of both of Josephus’ major works—has been established by David Leven-
son and Tom Martin in an ongoing body of work; see Levenson and Martin, “A Revised
Classification;” Levenson and Martin, “Ancient Latin Translations;” Bay, “On the Multivo-
cality;” Leoni, “Translations and Adaptations.” For the state of the field regarding DEH,
see, with bibliography, Bay, Biblical Heroes and Classical Culture, 17-69, as well as Bay’s
broader body of work in recent years. The standard critical edition of DEH is Ussani, Hege-
sippi qui dicitur (1932), and no modern scholarly translation exists. For the Latin Josephus,
since the critical editions (which need updating) of Blatt, The Latin Josephus, Vol. I (1958)
and, much earlier, Boysen, Flavii losephi Opera (1898)—which only included 47 1—5 (Blatt)
and ca (Boysen)—the only modern critical editions yet to emerge are Bader, Josephus
Latinus (2019), on BJ 1, and the recent critical edition by Randolf Lukas (Bochum) on 4y
6-7 (2022, continuing Blatt, as it were) and forthcoming work by David Levenson and
Tom Martin on Bj 6 and Aj 13. It should also be noted here that the collected works of
Heinz Schreckenberg constituted progress and stimulant in the later twentieth century
regarding the Latin Josephus tradition (including pEH) within Josephus’ reception writ
large (including his reception in medieval art—see Heyden’s chapter in this volume and
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This being the case, the next chapter, like Donitz’s, also constitutes a kind
of ‘back to the basics’ study for Yosippon scholarship. In his essay “Beyond
Flusser: The Text of Latin Antiquities 13 and Sefer Yosippon,” David Levenson
introduces readers to the little-known yet highly-significant state-of-the-art as
it pertains to the Latin Antiquities and its relationship to Yosippon. Levenson
begins by presenting Flusser’s influential thinking and arguments, which
have (in)formed consensus opinio regarding Yosippon’s relationship to its
Latin sources for almost half a century. (One reason this summary is impor-
tant is that Flusser’s full thoughts are still only available in modern Hebrew.)
Levenson then problematizes Flusser's hypotheses, based as they were
upon incomplete information, and shows that the question of which manu-
scripts, or rather which manuscript groups, of the Latin Antiquities com-
prised the source for Yosippon is a question privy to multivocal manuscript
readings and more than one codicological surprise. To move toward solving
the mystery—or, really, just to try and map the terrain—Levenson provides
up-to-date information regarding the manuscript groups of Book 13 of the
Latin Antiquities and details the many important observations, and prob-
lems, that arise from this text-critical milieu. Like Donitz, Levenson proffers
a new starting-point for an informed text-based study of Yosippon and its
Latin sources.

Part3 Sefer Yosippon: Traditions, Intertexts, and
(Re-)Interpretations

This volume’s Part 3 seeks to build toward a more robust understanding and
broader scholarly arena as it pertains to Josephus’ Hebrew afterlife in Sefer
Yosippon. This text, penned in Southern Italy around the beginning of the
tenth century with the Classical Hebrew style and vocabulary of the Jewish
Scriptures, is ripe for more concentrated attention.!® Over the past three
decades, and picking up considerable speed in the last ten years or so, research
in Yosippon has built upon Flusser’s foundation to start exposing and exploring

as discussed below). In addition to Schreckenberg’s earlier work, see Schreckenberg and
Schubert, Jewish Historiography and Iconography; Schreckenberg, “The Works of Jose-
phus;” Schreckenberg, “Josephus und die christliche Wirkungsgeschichte;” Schrecken-
berg, Die Flavius-Josephus-Tradition; Schreckenberg, Bibliographie zu Flavius Josephus.

16  For brief introductions, see more recently Bowman, “Sefer Yosippon: Reevaluations;”
Donitz, “Sefer Yosippon (Josippon)” and Donitz, “Historiography Among Byzantine Jews;”
more classically, see Flusser, “Josippon, a Medieval Hebrew Version of Josephus” and Baer,
“The Hebrew Sefer Yosifun.”
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the literary, linguistic, and ideological landscapes of what would become one
of history’s most widely-read and influential works of Jewish historiography.1”
The basic information regarding this work is now known and widely accessi-
ble. Its textual development, reception, and later translations have all received
attention (although there remains a great deal more to do in this domain as
well). Yet, for all that, the actual study of Yosippon as literature, as a history, as
a text, as a narrative seems barely to have begun. The first and second chapters
of the work, containing respectively a reworked table of nations and a story
of Roman antiquity interwoven with biblical myth and legend (read: histori-
ography), have received serious consideration by multiple researchers, yet the
other eighty-seven chapters of the work have scarcely been touched. Granted
that this is beginning to change. But it is still the case that one seeks in vain for
studies on particular chapters of Yosippon, or particular themes in Yosippon, or
particular philological problems in Yosippon, or close comparison of Yosippon
with other texts—in short, all of the kinds of studies that contribute to a robust
scholarly understanding of a text or author are for the most part still wanting
when it comes to Yosippon. We hope that this volume can help stimulate, and
accelerate, and consolidate the research that will fill those gaps.

Ruth Nisse is another of the few scholars who have published on Sefer
Yosippon to date. In her 2017 book, Jacob’s Shipwreck, Nisse undertook an
extensive discussion of Yosippon’s place in Medieval Jewish-Christian dia-
logue. In her chapter “The Beginning of the End: Yosippon’s ‘Aeneid’ and Adso’s
Apocalypse,” which inaugurates Part 3 of the volume, Nisse exemplifies the
value of comparative study between Yosippon and roughly contemporaneous
literature, in this case the mid-tenth century Letter on the Origin and Time of
the Antichrist by Adso of Montier-en-Der. She compares how these two texts
negotiate the meaning of Roman authority in a post-Carolingian age and with
sometimes divergent, sometimes similar interests and commitments.

Jan Willem van Henten and Carson Bay in the next two chapters each assess
one chapter of Sefer Yosippon vis-a-vis its source material and the manifold
tradition that lay behind it. Van Henten, in “The Maccabean Mother and Her
Seven Sons in Sefer Yosippon 15: Interconnections with Previous Versions of
the Martyrdom and Important Motifs,” examines the story of the Maccabean
mother-martyr and her seven sons known from 2 Maccabees 7 and 4 Maccabees
in its idiosyncratic Hebrew form in Yosippon. Van Henten'’s is a close analysis

17  In addition to the above, see Bay, “The Jerusalem Temple and Jewish Identity;” Bay, “The
‘Maria Story’ in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew;” Borner-Klein, “Jews and Romans as Friends
and Foes;” Bowman, “Yosippon' and Jewish Nationalism;” Bowman, “Dates in Sefer
Yosippon.”
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that brings out a number of important features of this chapter, which rewrites
the story of a noble Jewish mother and her sons refusing to capitulate to the
Seleucid King Antiochus, preferring to die by torture, thus becoming the earli-
est martyr figures. The features van Henten identifies include its notably bib-
lical language and its correlation with Christian discourses about sainthood.

Bay’s contribution, “Killing Matthias: De excidio 5.22 and Sefer Yosippon 81
(80),” does something of the same thing for sy 81. Bay shows how Yosippon
adapted and reworked his Latin source for this chapter, Pseudo-Hegesippus,
teasing out a few particular aspects of Yosippon’s editorial technique: these
include the creative recycling of biblical language, a concentration upon theo-
logical ideas (namely, Yahweh, Temple, and covenant), and the redemption of
the story’s main Jewish narrative figure/historical actor, a man named Matthias.
Matthias, killed alongside his sons by the Jewish rebel leader Simon in sy 81,
not only resembles the Maccabean mother-martyr in his death, but references
her and her story in a final speech he makes before his demise, which ties sy 81
to Sy 15, and therefore Bay’s chapter to that of van Henten.

The reader will find a much broader discussion of Sefer Yosippon in Steven
Bowman’s chapter on “Yosippon as an Innovative and Creative Genius.” Here
Bowman draws upon a lifetime of studying Yosippon to outline the literary and
narrative value of Yosippon, almost a kind of poetics of the work. Having just
published the first English translation of Sefer Yosippon at the time of writing,
Bowman is in a unique position to speak with some authority to aspects of
Yosippon as a work that requires attention or bear remembering. Moreover,
this chapter puts forward with new supporting evidence a longstanding con-
viction of Bowman’s, implicit in his chapter’s title: namely, that Yosippon's
author evinced considerable innovation and creativity in penning his Hebrew
text. This chapter thus also serves as a tool with which one can approach
other chapters in this work: do the preceding and proceeding chapters, for
example, support the idea of Yosippon’s notable ingenuity? Conversely, the
other chapters in this part of the volume can help fill in the details behind
Bowman’s argument.

Kenneth Atkinson'’s “Sefer Yosippon as a Source for Hasmonean History: The
Mysterious Story of John Hyrcanus and the Parthians” takes a different tack
from Bowman and the studies the other previous chapters. It is, in fact, a com-
plement to these other more literary and philological approaches. Remarkably,
Atkinson argues here that Yosippon “should be considered a primary source”
for John Hyrcanus’ participation in Antiochus viI Sidetes’ 131 BCE invasion of
Parthia, despite its late date and multiple layers of source-texts. The historian’s
perspective afforded by Atkinson’s chapter is an invaluable addition, and a
methodological check, for a scholarship on Yosippon that has tended toward
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text, language, and literature, and opens up new vistas for the possibilities of
research into Yosippon and of what Yosippon might be able to tell us about
ancient history. Not least, this chapter bids us be careful if we are tempted
to see Yosippon, or other texts like it, as fundamentally derivative in nature
given the layers of their source tradition, and thus to brush their historical
value aside.

The final chapter of this Yosippon part of the volume is Daniel Stein Kokin’s
“Sefer Yosippon and Sefer Masa‘ot: A Reconsideration.” This chapter resembles
Nisse’s in its comparative approach, yet it also spans the divide between this
part and the next in that Benjamin of Tudela, with whom Stein Kokin puts
Yosippon in conversation, was a literary figure of twelfth-century Spain, miles
and centuries removed from Yosippor’s ninth/tenth-century Southern Italy. Yet
Stein Kokin's analysis of geographical and topographical discourse in Yosippon
and Benjamin of Tudela (and his predecessor) deals with the text of Yosippon
itself enough to merit inclusion in this section. Another advantage of Stein
Kokin’s study is the contribution it makes to one of the few aspects of Yosippon
that has received marked attention in recent years: namely, Yosippon’s contri-
bution to medieval geography and toponymy.

Part4 Beyond Josephus and Yosippon: Reception, Afterlives,
and Legacy

As Josephus’ legacy grew across the centuries following the first century—
and, for that matter, as Yosippon’s own legacy did so during and after the
tenth century—the tradition expanded in multiple directions. Linguistically,
Josephus' Bellum Judaicum, for example, split into Semitic (Syriac) and
Indo-European (Greek, Latin) tracks already in late antiquity. Sefer Yosippon,
for its part, existed not only in expanding Hebrew editions but also in Arabic,
Judeo-Arabic, and Go’ez within less than a half-millennium of its writing.
Through the High Middle Ages into the Renaissance and beyond, both the
Josephus and the Yosippon traditions, sometimes together and sometimes
individually (though always notionally related), exploded in multiple vernacu-
lars and textual forms. And all of this is to say nothing of the geographical,
cultural, and broader traditionary outworkings of this larger Josephus-related
legacy. Suffice it to say that, over the past millennium, Josephus and Yosippon
became some of the most widely-read, popular, and influential historical texts
in the Western world.

This being the case, it seems eminently reasonable—even inevitable—that
a volume like this should dedicate a section to the later receptions of Josephus
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and Yosippon. In Part 4 of the volume, the diversity of subject matter is pro-
nounced. At the same time, however, it need not be argued that all of these
chapters are telling part of the same story, the story of Josephus, as it were,
not of his life but of his afterlife, of the legends and traditions and narratives
that accompanied his name and reputation across time, text, and terrain. This
broader story is enormous in scope, hence the diversity of time periods, media,
and settings that frame these studies.

Martin Goodman'’s essay on “English Versions of Josephus in the Nineteenth
Century: Omissions and Additions” adds to our growing knowledge of the fate
of Josephus’ writings in the English-speaking world. In particular, Goodman
here builds upon the wealth of work he has done in recent years to expose an
interesting feature of Josephus’ nineteenth-century fate: the drastic abridge-
ment of his text in an 1848 printing of William Whiston’s translation purporting
to contain “The complete works.” Goodman shows that Flavius Josephus is not
only a proper object of study for scholars of antiquity and the Middle Ages, but
also provides worthwhile material for those interested in the modern world, as
it continues to expand our knowledge of Josephus’ latter-day fortunes.

Out of the printing press and into primary education, Meir Ben Shahar’s
chapter, “Josephus on the School Bench,” introduces the place and history of
Josephus within modern Israel’s educational system and its background. Here
we get a glimpse into the future and past of a critical and idiosyncratic modern
reception of Josephus. Long debated as a traitor to the Jewish people, Josephus
has spent the past few hundred years, among other things, as an embattled
figure in modern Jewish textbooks embodying a significant historical moment
and catalyzing its capacity for pedagogy. Ben Shahar’s chapter exposes a
little-know facet of Josephus’ more recent afterlife and, as an added bonus,
discusses a good deal of modern Hebrew scholarship that remains quite inac-
cessible to the larger, non-Hebrew reading scholarly sphere.

Katharina Heyden’s essay, “Josephus Proudly Presents Figurations of
Josephus Presenting his Work in High Medieval Latin Manuscripts (12th and
13th centuries),” takes the volume on a graphic turn. By examining how medi-
eval art depicts Josephus presenting his own work, Heyden offers not only visual
evidence of Josephus’ diversified traditionary portfolio in the Middle Ages, but
also a demonstration of how Josephus could function as a mirror for the chang-
ing artistic and educational norms of twelfth- and thirteenth-century Western
Europe. Heyden can use Josephus as a cypher for discussing Jewish-Christian
relations and the place(s) of Jews, in life and in the imaginary, during these
formative centuries, touching upon the long-recognized and deep historical
correlation between Josephus as author and ‘witness’ and Christian traditions
and modes of anti-Jewish thought and discourse.
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Combining the fields of ‘art’ and ‘text, next we have Yael Feldman’s chap-
ter, “Between Josephus and Yosippon: Lamdan’s Masada.” This essay high-
lights how the various versions of Josephus’ narrative that came to exist over
time—his own writings, Pseudo-Hegesippus, Sefer Yosippon, e.g.—created a
tradition that sent reverberations of ambiguity into the poetry and national
self-consciousness of twentieth-century Zionist and Israeli cultural-artistic
discourse: that is to say, poetry, among other things. Couched within a discus-
sion of martyrology, nationalism, and poetry, Feldman suggests that the poem
Masada by Yitzhak Lamdan (1899-1954), penned in 1927, draws themes and
inspiration not straight from Flavius Josephus—our ‘original’ and ancient
source for the account of one of the most famous mass suicides of all time
on the part of nearly a thousand Jews atop Mt. Masada in 74 CE—but (also?)
from the later, much changed and very different version of Sefer Yosippon. In
Yosippon, Jewish zealots die not by their own swords, but in battle against the
Romans; as Feldman convincingly suggests, such an inspiration could have had
consequential effects, troubling for some, on the conception, creation, and
reception of Lamdan’s Masada.

Remaining in the twentieth century, though moving forward a few decades,
Michael Avioz’s chapter on “Schalit’s Modern Hebrew Translation of Jose-
phus’ Antiquitates Judaicae: A Reassessment” provides a bibliographically-
contextualized and extensive review and framing of an important translation
of Josephus’ Antiquitates Judaicae from 1944: that of Abraham Schalit. This
chapter provides an overview of modern Hebrew translations of Josephus, a
biographical sketch of Schalit himself, and a technical and helpfully catego-
rized presentation of the structure and contents of Schalit’s translation, with a
number of helpful examples.!®

Moving back to textual reception history again, and moving back over a
half millennium from the twentieth century of the previous essays, Yonatan
Binyam’s “Zena Ayhud (The History of the Jews): The Text and Context of the
Ethiopic Version of Sefer Yosippon” introduces perhaps one of the most interest-
ing and perhaps one of the least-known trajectories of Sefer Yosippon’s afterlife:
namely, the Classical Ethiopic (Go'az) version thereof, precipitated by Arabic
and Judeo-Arabic translations from the Hebrew (apparently).!® Binyam traces
the fortunes of Yosippon within this linguistic milieu and through the cultural

18  This chapter stems from the masterclass that began the conference underlying this
volume’s contents, in which Avioz and Mason presented on modern Hebrew and English
Josephus-translation efforts respectively.

19 See here Binyam, “Studies in Sefer Yosippon;” Vollandt, “Ancient Jewish Historiography in
Arabic Garb;” Sela, The Arabic Josippon.
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and geographical connections within it, providing a new and updated starting
point for the continued study of an important, yet marginalized ‘version’ of
Josephus’ story that eventually came to find a home in medieval Africa.20

The volume’s penultimate essay returns us to the West, with Nadia Zeldes
writing on “The Christian Reception of Sefer Yosippon in Western Europe.”
Zeldes begins: “Christian reception of Yosippon in the Middle Ages and
Renaissance rested on three assumptions: that it was authored by Josephus,
that it could serve to confirm the historicity of Christianity, and that it could be
used as a tool in religious polemics against the Jews.” Hereafter follows an illu-
minating voyage through many of the ins and outs of Yosippon’s interpretation,
fate, and utilization (even weaponization) in Christian Western Europe across
the Middle Ages.?! This essay is a fitting entrée to the finale to this volume
as it elucidates the mutual implications of Josephus, Sefer Yosippon, and vari-
ous later receptional spheres—that is, Zeldes moves back and forth between
Josephus, Yosippon, and beyond.

The volume’s final chapter is, fittingly, itself an essay about endings. Andrea
Schatz, in “Un-writing the End: Histories and Counter-Histories in the Early
Modern Yosippon,” begins her chapter by considering the notable ending to
Abraham Conat'’s version of Sefer Yosippon, printed in Mantua in 1475. There,
after the fall of the Temple and Masada, the narrative relates how Jewish cap-
tives were resettled across the Roman empire, in Sepharad and elsewhere;
Josephus himself (Joseph ha-Kohen) is allotted the island in the Tiber River
south of Rome, where he built homes, a synagogue, “and a bet ha-midrash
to study there.”?2 Schatz pitches this ‘new beginnings’ ending against the
broader legacy of Josephus’ reception, in which a Christian reading of the
Bellum Judaicum in particular supported the notion that Jewish history effec-
tively ended around 70 or 74 CE. Such rewriting found contemporary paral-
lels in works like Abraham Zacuto’s Sefer Yuhasin (Tunis, 1504), which also
underplayed the terminal nature of Jerusalem’s 70 CE destruction. Based on
this aspect of the habit of chronicling, Schatz then takes the reader through
several Jewish and Christian attempts in the early modern period “to un-write
and re-write Yosippon’s endings,” ending with an examination of the “compre-
hensive re-framing of Yosippon” in Menachem Man Amelander’s 1743 Yiddish
edition (printed in Amsterdam). This volume thus ends with a discussion of
endings, a consideration of how Yosippon catalyzed history and counter-history

20 A critical edition of this text has existed for almost a century now: Kamil, Des Josef Ben
Gorion (Josippon).

21 Cf the more extensive recent account in Zeldes, Reading Jewish History in the Renaissance.

22 Seep. 600.



18 BAY ET AL.

between Jews and Christians many centuries after the work’s first writing, and
a millennium and a half from Josephus'’ lifetime.
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PART 1

Flavius Josephus:
Context, Greek Text, and Literary Features






CHAPTER 2

Interpreting Josephus Contextually:
Composition, Audiences, Messages, and Meaning

Steve Mason

When this volume’s editors kindly invited my participation in the initiating
conference, with its focus on Josephus’ reception and Sefer Yosippon, 1 sug-
gested offering something general: a reference point in Josephus research for
the original reception-historical investigations. Our hosts’ agreement explains
why this contribution is so broad, in contrast to the specific studies that follow.

It is not possible here to work through all the approaches that Josephus
research has taken through the past two centuries, let alone their contexts
or the reasons for them. Louis Feldman’s annotated bibliography to 1980 and
the Blackwell Companion to Josephus, edited by Nora Chapman and Zuleika
Rodgers (2016), largely cover that terrain.! For present purposes, with a chapter
of real estate, I propose to adopt an angle from which to view the history of
research, with the aim of drawing out what might be at stake in the methods
that have been used for exploiting Josephus’ precious material. The long title
indicates the angle I have adopted: the need for contextual interpretation.

Argumentative essays typically begin with a definition of key terms. The
seven terms in my title have fairly obvious meanings, however, and so we may
move directly to their application. If there is a thesis underlying this survey,
it is the simple one that, although my title reflects questions we routinely
ask of classical or biblical texts (Thucydides, Polybius, or Tacitus; the Bible’s
Deuteronomist, 1—2 Chronicles; each of the NT gospels), as for example in
introductory volumes, it has taken a long time to broach them in Josephus
research. Tellingly, we still lack an Einleitung in Josephus, which would take up
these questions in depth.2 But we should ask them because they are basic to
historical inquiry.

1 Feldman, Modern Scholarship; Chapman and Rodgers, Companion.

2 Thackeray’s 1928 lectures (Josephus: The Man and the Historian, 1929) were the closest
approximation for more than half a century, then Rajak, Josephus: The Historian and his
Society (1983), and Bilde, Flavius Josephus between Jerusalem and Rome (1988). Of these, only
Bilde offers a methodical survey of Josephus’ works, though in a highly compressed single
chapter (3); cf. the third chapter of Mason, Josephus and the New Testament (2003).
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In the mid-1970s, W.C. van Unnik rightly observed that Josephus was every-
where used and cited, but rarely studied as an author.3 His observation found
support in Feldman’s 1,000+ page bibliography a few years later, which faith-
fully reflected the main areas of research to 1980 (e.g., Josephus’ sources, bibli-
cal paraphrase, treatment of specific questions and periods, comparison with
other texts, and reception history) but needed no sections on the structures,
aims, themes, or audiences of Josephus’ histories.* Scholars had not yet for-
mulated these as objects of curiosity. Even that work’s 2.5 pages on historiog-
raphy (118-120) focus on Josephus’ competence, accuracy, or reliability, rather
than questions we usually associate with ancient historiography.> Likewise, in
Per Bilde’s exhaustive research in all European languages for his 1988 study of
Josephus, he could find no studies of basic introductory matters in relation
to the two main histories.® Interpreting Josephus’ works contextually as whole
compositions is of course not the only occupation for a historian of Roman
Judea. But this chapter argues that it ought to be one basic concern—also
useful for comparison with later reworkings of Josephus—and illustrates
why this is so.

In case the point seems too obvious in the 2020s to need elaboration,
I should add that there remains considerable scope for misunderstanding.
I speak from experience, as my efforts to interpret Josephus have struck a sur-
prising number of colleagues as though I were advocating a new-fangled, even
“postmodern,” departure from serious history.” It is as if one hears the screams
of academic sergeants, accusing one of malingering: “Real men quickly deduce
what happened from Josephus, Mason! Why are you hanging about in the rear,
stuck on his text? Get out into the fray! Say what happened if you are game!”

This is an unfortunate misunderstanding. Since my first book I have
argued that the interpretation of Josephus—like the interpretation of any
text, coin, or building remains—should be a distinct but essential part of

3 Van Unnik, Schriftsteller, 18.

4 Cf. the detailed table of contents in Feldman, Modern Scholarship, v—xv.

5 For the usual issues (authority of the writer, moral intervention and reflection, the nature
of truth being sought, rhetorical values, mode of investigation, typical themes and tropes,
vivid excursus, speeches), see Marincola, Authority and Tradition (which makes extensive use
of Josephus as exemplary); Pitcher, Writing Ancient History; and for some of these issues in
Josephus, Villalba i Varneda, The Historical Method.

6 Bilde, Josephus, 70—71 (“The contents of Bell. are not usually rendered in the literature on
Josephus;” “To the best of my knowledge, no contribution to a discussion on the arrangement
and plan of Bell. is to be found”). Cf. p. 89 on Antiquities (he finds a few pages in an article by
one scholar).

7 Documenting these misguided impressions, some forcefully expressed, would serve no fur-
ther purpose. Let us move on.
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historical investigation, not something separate.® I also made clear my debts,
to the rather old-fashioned methods of R.G. Collingwood, Marc Bloch, Arnaldo
Momigliano, and then-prominent applications by Jacob Neusner—no post-
modernists or historical shirkers among them.® The patient interpretation of
evidence is not subversive, communist, nihilist, atheist, postmodern, leftist, or
indeed theological. It is Aistory. All respectable investigation—legal, scientific,
and medical—follows a similar scheme. One must understand evidence first
forwhat it is (cf. symptoms or presentation of physical phenomena) before try-
ing to explain it. A passing rash or headache, apparently caused by ad hoc cir-
cumstances, needs a different explanation from something chronic. It is worth
imagining invisible causes of the evidence we can see only when we have a
preliminary understanding of what we are looking at, what needs explaining.

Dissertation research introduced me to a small choir of seekers, as diverse
as Helgo Lindner, Harold Attridge, Tessa Rajak, and Jacob Neusner, who from
various perspectives were calling for a better understanding of Josephus’ works
before using them in reconstructing the past.!? Brill’s international translation
and commentary project is one expression of this concern.!! In what follows,
I hope to give readers mainly interested in the later reception of Josephus a
sense of directions in Josephus research but especially of what is at stake in
them—once we get past the hobgoblins of postmodernism or perceived solip-
sism. My perception of the stakes will become clear en route.

1 Josephus

Josephus in the title requires the least discussion. The man whose writings lie
at the center of our interest was one of many first-century Josephs, but what an
extraordinary impact he had! Born in Jerusalem in the year of Gaius Caligula’s
accession (37 CE), he seems to have departed life in Rome, early in Trajan’s
reign (98-117). The first half of his years he spent in Judea, the latter half in
Rome, though near the end of the Judean period he undertook a successful
diplomatic mission to the imperial capital, ca. 63—65 (v 13-16). His remarkable

Mason, Josephus on the Pharisees, 1-17.
Collingwood, Idea of History; Bloch, Historian’s Craft; Momigliano, “Rules of the Game”
and “Historicism,” with Bowersock, “Quest for the Person.” To mention only a few salient
examples from Neusner's immense oeuvre: Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees; Judaism:
The Evidence of the Mishnah; Politics to Piety.

10 Lindner, Geschichtsauffassung; Attridge, Interpretation; Rajak, Josephus; Neusner as in
previous note.

11 Mason, ed., Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary.
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life experiences, first as an active priest-aristocrat in the Judean capital, then
preparing Galilee for Roman retaliation after the lethal unrest of 66, then as
a Roman prisoner for two years (67-69), and finally as a free man at large in
Rome (71 onward), were matched only by the unparalleled posthumous fate of
his work. Thirty Greek volumes, probably not everything he wrote, have sur-
vived more or less intact, a rare feat among ancient texts.

Having quickly outclassed his rivals as the go-to author for Judean matters—
Tacitus and the author of Luke-Acts may already have used his work; Aelius
Herodian in the second century treats him as the authority on Judea—Josephus
was adopted with increasing eagerness by Christian writers. They saw the
destruction of Jerusalem as proof of a permanent divine divestment from
Jerusalem and all it had represented. When Constantine decided to support
Christianity in the early fourth century, who better to validate Christian claims
about Jerusalem’s catastrophe than the star witness: a Jerusalemite who loved
the city, its laws, and culture, and therefore could not be accused of Christian
bias? In medieval times, though he had no share in the rabbis’ halakhic and
haggadic explorations, Josephus came back into Jewish hands around 1000 CE
with Sefer Yosippon. His work would remain essential in the Renaissance,
before it became vitally important to critical scholarship, from its embryonic
impulses in the sixteenth to the minutely detailed analysis of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries. I need say no more about Josephus’ impact, how-
ever, as it is the subject of expert papers in this volume. It seems fair to say,
though one must do so without statistical proof, that Josephus became the
most widely read and warmly embraced ancient writer outside the Bible in
western history.2

But what should we do with the thirty volumes that Josephus unknowingly
bequeathed to us? That is our concern here. In the latter half of the 1980s, Louis
Feldman and Gohei Hata, seeing the contrast between the towering impor-
tance of Josephus and the dearth of publications on him, commissioned essays
representing the state of scholarship.!® Their topics are telling because they are
so scattered. The few that relate to Josephus’ narratives are on very small issues
(Justus, Masada, passages in the biblical paraphrase), whereas most concern
his use of sources, comparison with other material, or reception history. Those
volumes were nonetheless a harbinger of the gathering interest in Josephus
in the late 1980s. It was not a complete surprise, therefore, when a few years

12 See Feldman and Hata, Josephus, Judaism, and Christianity, 13—16, for Feldman’s compel-
ling account of Josephus’ impact.

13 Josephus, Judaism, and Christianity (1987, 13-14 on their purpose) and Josephus, the Bible,
and History (1989).
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later Joseph Sievers and Fausto Parente organized an international conference
on Josephus in San Miniato, Italy (1992), supported by a bequest from the late
Morton Smith.

When they scoured the planet for Josephus experts, Parente and Sievers
found about two dozen scholars, including Feldman and Hata as well as young
colleagues who had recently published their first contributions.* Josephus
research was on the cusp of becoming a recognized field. As is still the case,
however, those who worked significantly on the corpus taught in classics,
Jewish history, religious studies, and theology.

San Miniato was to my knowledge the first truly international gathering
devoted to the critical study of Josephus. His name was long known to any-
one who worked in ancient Judaism, Christian origins, or the classical world,
of course, as the main source for Roman Judea. Emil Schiirer’s multi-volume
handbook on the subject illustrated, however, van Unnik’s observation above.
Explaining that Josephus’ works “provide the main source for the history stud-
ied here,"’5 Schiirer and his revisers then took over much of Josephus’ outlook
along with his data (the two cannot be separated). Their notes offer occasional
criticism, after comparison with other sources, and point out some inconsis-
tencies. But that monumental study, in its various editions, lacks any analysis
of Josephus as an author or his works as compositions.!® Like its poorer cous-
ins, it shows no curiosity about what the corpus is: why he wrote, how (histo-
riography or rhetoric), for whom, or with what interests, themes, and literary
techniques. Tellingly, when Schiirer and his editors come to discuss Jewish lit-
erature in the third volume, which obliges them to mention Josephus (he is the

14  The proceedings are in Parente and Sievers, Josephus and the History of the Greco-Roman
Period. Essay collections on Josephus had been rare: one scholar’s collection of valuable
essays from the previous decades (Schalit, Josephus-Forschung, 1973), a Festschrift cover-
ing several related fields (Betz, Haacker, and Hengel, Josephus-Studien, 1974), one scholar’s
published lectures (van Unnik, Schrifsteller, 1978). The San Miniato conference, however,
and increasingly its many sequels in workshops and collected-essay volumes, focused on
understanding Josephus as such. Many dissertations and resulting monographs in the
2000s have found untapped riches in Josephus’ narratives, e.g.: Griinenfelder, Frauen;
Landau, Out-Heroding Herod; Jonquiére, Prayer in Josephus; Brighton, The Sicarii; Olson,
Tragedy, Authority, and Trickery; Pena, “Temple as Cosmos;” Glas, “Fashioning the Self”
The Josephus Seminar in the SBL (since 1999), which meets two or three times at the
society’s annual conference, remains a regular international colloquium for Josephus
research.

15  Schiirer, History, 1.43.

16 Schiirer, History, duly includes an opening section on sources (1.17-122), in which Josephus
receives the fullest discussion by far (1.43—61). But it focuses on his life, dates, and the
reception (including manuscripts) of his work, otherwise offering only an unstructured
list of each volume’s coverage.
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eleventh entry, of half a page, under “Jewish literature composed in Greek”),
having listed the contents of his work in volume 1, they find less to say about
his thirty-volume corpus than about non-extant texts (Demetrius, Eupolemus,
Thallus). Their few sentences propose that, whereas Antiquitates Judaicae is
“apologetic,” Bellum Judaicum is “history more for its own sake,” meaning that
the events it relates are “so important in themselves that they seemed worthy
of a detailed account”7—an appraisal that helps to explain Schiirer’s way of
using Josephus. No scholar could say such things today.

This is by no means to suggest that the century preceding the 1970s lacked
critical research on Josephus. On the contrary, much of it was critical in the
extreme, but it favored atomistic approaches in perhaps five main currents:
(1) the re-use of his narratives as historical data, accepted where there was no
reason to reject them and filled out with information from other literature and
material remains (the Schiirer model); (2) especially from about 1870 to 1920,
the search for large source blocks that Josephus was thought to have sewn
together, as a Judean author not considered capable of expressing his own
analysis in Greek;!® (3) in sharp opposition to this assumption, a biographi-
cal approach that purported to detect Josephus’ changing loyalties from one
work to the next, with hypothetical editions admixed, by focusing on selected
episodes and traits;'¥ (4) preoccupation with Josephus’ theology, synthesized
haphazardly from scattered passages and presumed to be Pharisaic;?° and (5)
his interpretation of the Bible in Antiquities 1-11.2! These contributions were
and remain valuable, but they tended to fragment Josephus’ works, finding
his meaning in comparison with external comparanda (archaeology, rabbinic
literature, other rewritten Bible, the New Testament) while working from
assumptions—about Judea’s level of Hellenization, his membership of the
Pharisees, his limited education and political biases—that have since proven
at least questionable.

Recent years have seen the revival and refinement of each of these older
approaches. The new dimension, developing gradually from the 1970s, has

17  Schiirer, History, 3.545.

18 Otto, “Herodes,” 1-15 (e.g., 12), Holscher, “Josephus,” and Bauer, “Essener,” 404, all contribu-
tions to an influential Realencyclopddie for ancient history, illustrate the approach, avidly
pursued in the foregoing decades.

19 See Laqueur, Historiker, viii, 131, 77, 123, 130, 138, 160, 231, 242.

20  Montgomery “Religion;” Schlatter, Die Theologie des Judentums.

21 Josephus’ biblical paraphrase (47 1-11) was early on a field of its own, studied mainly by
comparison with rabbinic, other Jewish, and Greco-Roman texts rather than as part of
Antiquities or the corpus as a whole: see Rappaport, Agada und Exegese; Cohen, “Josephus
and Scripture;” Feldman’s essays beginning from the 1960s (many in his Studies); Attridge,
Interpretation.
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been a growing interest in Josephus as an author whose compositions deserve
careful study as such. The much-discussed “linguistic turn” in humanities
research, since the 1960s, as it percolated through scholars’ moods and tastes,
undoubtedly had something to do with this shift. One could see it in the work
of classicists; of biblical and NT scholars’ turning from form and source criti-
cism to compositional study; and especially in Jacob Neusner’s ambitious pro-
gram of trying to identify the purposes and compositional traits of each corpus
of rabbinic literature, before making use of it for historical claims.?2

How precisely the larger shifts in humanities research influenced this area
may not be knowable, but in concrete terms the new interest received a pow-
erful boost from Rengstorf’s Complete Concordance to Josephus, published
in four volumes from 1973 to 1983.23 This invaluable reference work removed
much guesswork by making it easy to study Josephus’ habits of speech. For
example, scholars of a previous generation felt that certain expressions were
surely copied from Nicolaus of Damascus or Philo of Alexandria, or contrib-
uted by Josephus’ imagined literary assistants—on the impressionistic ground
that a Pharisee such as Josephus could not have composed such high-level
Greek. As Harvard’s G.F. Moore put it in 1929: “At that time [in writing Bellum
Judaicum] he cannot be presumed to have been capable of producing the kind
of literary Greek which we read in the War.”24 So, much of the work must come
from sources and/or imagined ghost-writers. Now, we could check. If the lan-
guage in question turns up regularly in his corpus, across all periods, we are
obliged to recognize his creative work. Study of the Concordance, and a fortiori
the desktop and web-based tools that have since followed, began to show what
Heinz Schreckenberg had perceived in the 1970s: that Josephus exercised more
control over his works, and with a more consistent palette of concerns, writing
modes, and diction, than most scholars had imagined plausible.2

These newer interests furnished much of the fuel for the profusion of dis-
sertations, graduate seminars, conferences, collected-essay volumes, and com-
mentary projects on Josephus in the past three decades. Or better: the ongoing

22 E.g, Neusner, Politics to Piety (p. 6): “previous studies of the Pharisees are seriously inad-
equate because ... the historical question has been asked too quickly”—viz. without suf-
ficient attention to the nature of the compositions in which evidence is found.

23 Rengstorf, Complete Concordance.

24  Moore, “Fate and Free Will,” 383. Eisler (Messiah Jesus, 131) reflected prevailing assump-
tions when he spoke of “Josephus’ own extremely defective knowledge of the Greek
language. ... He was unable to speak Greek correctly, to say nothing of writing it. ... He
certainly never attempted to compose in Greek, since it was far easier for him to write the
draft in Semitic and have it translated by his collaborators.”

25  Schreckenberg, Untersuchungen, 174.
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use of Josephus among his vast constituency, for the history of Rome’s empire
and Judea, archeology, and New Testament background, was now interacting
with compositional-interpretative research that challenged too-quick impres-
sions of his meaning. The interplay between these approaches has nourished
the field’s vitality.26 The resulting explosion of activity has made Josephus
research an identifiable subdiscipline akin to research in the Qumran Scrolls,
Philo of Alexandria, or early rabbinic literature, each of which enjoyed its own
conferences and publications. Contrast the “taking for granted” of Josephus as
a data-source that we saw in Schiirer. Newer areas of interest include: Josephus
as representative of a Judean social class and example of Mediterranean elites
under Rome; the structures, themes, and diction of his works; his interactions
with Graeco-Roman education (paideia), historiography, and rhetoric; his
attempts at communication with his first audiences in Rome, informed by a
realistic view of ancient book publication; and his creative use of the Bible and
post-biblical texts for those purposes in Rome. Most recently, scholars have
brought economic, social, gender-informed, and post-colonial models from
other fields to this rich and diverse corpus.2’ So much for Josephus.

2 Interpretation and Context

Interpretation and context, the crucial terms in my title, are best treated
together. One might suppose that everyone who deals with Josephus must
interpret his work. And surely every attempt at interpretation requires a con-
text. If so, what is new here? Surprisingly, as I have suggested above, the inter-
pretation of Josephus’ works as compositions began to take root only from the
1970s or so. That is partly because of the peculiar history of Josephus’ reception
(viz., the long Christian exploitation and reworking of his material, followed by
atomising academic study) and partly because of the way scholars tended to
use all ancient narratives until the twentieth century: as data sources.

To think about what contextual interpretation might mean, it is helpful to
take a step back and ask what historians do, or ought to do, when we study the
human past. The remaining parts of this paper will explore aspects of con-
textual interpretation. But let us first contextualize that question itself in the

26  The sBL Josephus Seminar devotes one annual session to understanding Josephus’ work
(featuring members of the Brill commentary team), and one to “Josephus and X" (e.g,,
Galilee, Essenes, reception), so that advances in interpreting aspects of the corpus remain
in dialogue with other disciplines, for mutual advantage.

27 E.g., Ilan, Integrating Women; Griinenfelder, Frauen an den Krisenherden; Barclay, “Empire
Writes Back;” Spilsbury, “Reading the Bible in Rome;” Keddie, Class and Power.
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larger frame of historical method. Here I can offer only a thumbnail sketch of
my approach.

Present life is for each of us a chaos of unknown events and interactions
that we mostly do not see or, if we see, we do not understand. None of us who
does not live in Afghanistan knows what is happening there at the moment,
obviously. But even those who do live somewhere in that country understand
little. Although political leaders in our own states appear daily in the media,
delivering carefully crafted speeches or artfully dodging interviewers’ ques-
tions, we know little of their confidential plans. That is why Wikileaks and
other whistle-blowing exercises cause such consternation. Indeed, we know
little or nothing of what is happening next door, in the lives of people we pass
on the street, or indeed in the minds of teenagers living under our roof. Life is
infinitely complex, and we must squarely face the fact that we know almost
nothing of what is going on around us now.

The past, 50 or 100 or 1,000 years ago, was no different for people who lived
at the time. For us today to claim confidence about what people did and why
they did it 2,000 years ago, in a faraway place under Roman rule, would there-
fore be absurd. If we can make modest progress in satisfying our curiosities,
that is because a few bits and pieces have survived from those times to ours.
Because of them, we can at least investigate the survivals and try to make sense
of them: understanding what they are, what produced them, what is in them,
and what they are for. If we can spot linkages and connections with other sur-
vivals, we might be able to conjure up an imaginative picture of some slivers
of ancient life.

From such reflections it emerges that historians of any time and place have
two principal tasks, which are distinct but related as yin and yang, namely:
(1) interpreting what has survived, making sense of what is in front of us, and
(2) reconstruction of the past that produced the survivals, which is no longer
visible to us. We must imagine it. Imagination here is not fantasy, but just the
same use of intelligence that is required by all sciences, to come up with expla-
nations in the unseen world of what we can see. Both operations are forms
of explanation, and both require hypothetical scenario-testing. They differ
in an important way, however: the first is concerned with what sits before us
(a coin, inscription, piece of pottery, foundation wall, or text), whereas the sec-
ond requires us to investigate our own questions, about things we cannot see.

Examples of (1) are trying to understand the site of Qumran, the legend on a
Herodian coin, or Bellum Judaicum’s description of King Herod, the Pharisees,
or the high priest Ananus 11. These are all things we can see and try to interpret.
Examples of (2) are imagining the group that once lived at Qumran and the
events and motives that led to its destruction, the real Pharisees or Ananus, or
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King Herod’s motives as a ruler. When we are occupied with (1), the criterion
for a successful hypothesis is that it explains what we are looking at, and the
criteria are supplied by clues in the survival itself. We want to know what it is.
When we are engaged in (2), we are investigating a problem of our devising.
Then, the criteria for a good hypothesis are that it both explain all relevant
evidence and that it fit with whatever else is thought to be understood about
life in Roman times and this context. For example, if we hypothesize a rul-
ing program for King Herod (as a Roman puppet, a Hellenistic monarch, an
eastern potentate with aspirations in Parthia), our proposal must explain the
remains of his building program, his coins, Josephus’ extensive descriptions
(with attention to sources), and other evidence. We would also need to show
how our proposed image would make sense in relation to Rome’s dealings with
allied kings—with the proviso that if we can make a compelling case, we might
also adjust common views of such kings. These considerations need not con-
cern us much when we are simply trying to understand what Herod meant to
say on one of his coins or how Josephus portrays him in War or Antiquities.

Suppose that a reader of the Gospels comes across Pontius Pilate and wants
to know more about the man. The starting point for a historian is that we know
nothing about Pilate in advance. We must investigate with an open mind. Our
best hope for progress lies in posing particular questions, such as his dates
in office in Caesarea, his relationship to his emperor Tiberius, his manner of
governing (how much time visiting each city, his relations with local elites),
his attitudes toward Jerusalem or Judeans, and so on. Again, investigating any
such historical problem will require two distinct operations. First, we need to
understand each account of Pilate or piece of relevant material evidence for
itself. If we do not separate this step, we run the risk of accommodating evi-
dence to arguments we favor—like the worst example of a prosecuting attor-
ney or southern Sheriff in film, who has instantly decided on a conclusion and
forced the evidence to produce a conviction.

In the case of Pilate, this means understanding separately the inscription
from Caesarea (What is it? What was it for? What structure did it belong
to?), the coins from his time in office (what are the symbols on them and
what might they mean?), and the literary episodes in Philo, the Gospels, and
Josephus. For each narrative we shall want to ask, “Why does this author men-
tion Pilate? What does the episode contribute to the narrative? What themes
or perspectives does it advance? How did this information about Pilate reach
this author—what is its source? In other words, we first need to interpret what
has survived before we can try to answer our questions. If the criterion for a
successful answer to our questions about the historical figure is its capacity to
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explain the surviving evidence, then we must first understand that evidence
for itself.

To be more specific, consider the two episodes from Pilate’s long tenure
(18 or 26 to 36/37 CE) in Josephus’ Bellum Judaicum (2.169-177). If these were
transparent accounts of what happened, as though recorded by video, we
might conclude that Pilate went to great lengths not to disturb Judeans: by
introducing military images at night under cover and by securing Jerusalem’s
water supply. When his efforts faced surprising opposition, he could be quickly
moved by a courageous show of Judean opposition. If, however, we realize that
Judeans’ death-defying courage is a root theme in Bellum Judaicum and that
the standards and aqueduct stories are highly stylized to be a matching pair in
diction and structure, that Josephus changes his perspective in Antiquities 18
to become more accusatory of the prefect while reworking the same stories
(A7 18.55-62), that Philo’s account (Legat. 299—308) of a similar incident
involves shields without images and yet presents Pilate as a hostile figure, in
contrast to an emperor who plainly accommodates Judean concerns, and that
the Gospels tend to make him a virtual saint in the trial of Jesus (in contrast
to their hostile Judeans),?8 then we realize that Pilate inspired a wide range
of portraits. Some differences, such as Josephus’ shift of perspective or the
Gospels’ varied accounts along a trajectory, are best explained at the literary
level. The point is that only when we understand the tendencies and capabili-
ties of each narrative, in the way it refashions other material, are we in a posi-
tion to produce a responsible reconstruction of the real person who inspired
these pictures. We shall not emphasize, for example, features in a narrative
that have little claim to reflect the real person.

Our hypothetical image of the historical Pilate will need to account, then,
for the literary portraits and the material evidence, and also fit with—or
modify—our general picture of how such officials functioned in Roman pro-
vincial governance. A good hypothesis will, for example, explain how Pilate
remained so long in office under Tiberius (hard to imagine if he were incom-
petent) and the purpose of the images on his coins. Why would the auxiliary
standards and Jerusalem’s aqueduct be part of his responsibility, and how
would such an official be expected to handle these issues in relation to the
local elites under his administration? Clearly, we shall never reach certainty
in such imagining. In my view, however, the act of trying to understand the
surviving evidence and trying to explain it is history. This is a view of history as

28 See Winter, Trial.
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an activity—"inquiry”—akin to science, not as a static body of assured knowl-
edge, the way we often learn it in school.

The Neusnerian model, of studying each kind of evidence separately before
moving to historical reconstruction, now provides a standard in the field, in
contrast to the older synthetic approach of Schiirer.2?

Notwithstanding that general development, a juicier example of the stakes
in historical method remains in the case of Josephus’ Essenes. This group has
been known continuously since the first century, because three independent
and roughly contemporary authors described them with fascination and in
some detail: Philo, Pliny, and Josephus. Consider just one historical question
concerning the Essenes: whether they married. Josephus is the only source
who includes a note (B 2.160-161) to the effect that some Essenes married.
Otherwise, even he agrees (BJ 2.120; A 18.20—21) with the emphatic claims
of Philo (Hypothetica apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 8.11.2—3, 14-15) and Pliny
(Nat. 5.73) that Essenes do not admit women, and indeed this is one of their
most outstanding traits. What should we say, then, about the historical Essenes?
Did some of them marry or not?

On this question, as on others concerning the Essenes, scholars still tend
to bypass the contextual interpretation of each account to move directly to a
synthesis with external reference points. Assuming that Essenes produced the
community rules from Qumran, in this case, they find a connection between
Josephus’ marrying Essenes and the Damascus Covenant (CD), which assumes
a community of families only, as also between Josephus’ singletons and 7QS,
which mainly seems to assume a bachelor community, though it does not
address the issue of marriage. This approach yields a superficially neat his-
torical picture: “Both the Scrolls and the classical sources suggest that there
were two basic types of Essenes, a celibate group ... and another variety, whose
representatives married and had children.”3? That single note in By 2.160-61
becomes the voice of the classical sources, which then agree with Hebrew
scrolls (which, however, say nothing about Essenes).

If, by contrast, we attend first to each source on its own, we are likely to
judge the historical possibilities differently. Philo, Pliny, and Josephus give sig-
nificant attention to the Essenes, each independently for his own purposes:

29 E.g., for Pilate see Bond, Pontius Pilate; for John the Baptist, Taylor, The Immerser, and
Marcus, John the Baptist; Sievers and Levine, The Pharisees; and as a general approach to
the history of ancient Judea, Grabbe, Judaism from Cyrus to Hadrian.

30 Gray, Prophetic Figures, 80; so also Sanders, Judaism, 344; Beall Josephus’ Description,
38-39; D.R. Schwartz, Reading the First Century, 91-93.
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Philo and Josephus are laudatory, while Pliny seems bemused. Pliny mentions
them chiefly because their distinctive practice of celibacy is so weird, though
he observes that it permits them to flourish in Judea, in sharp contrast to their
now barren surroundings after 7o: ruined Jerusalem and En Gedi as well as
the massive rotten Judean lake (the Dead Sea). Philo, by contrast, in several
portraits (Prob. 75—91, a lost account mentioned in Contempl. 1, and another
lost text quoted by Eusebius), sees them as moral giants and “athletes of vir-
tue.” Their extraordinary commitment to celibacy is a basic part of that picture
(Eusebius, Praep. ev. 8.11.1-15). All of his portraits assume that they are male
communities. Josephus provides substantial new information. He too empha-
sizes Essene celibacy and the reasons for it, both at the beginning of his main
account (Bj 2.120-121), and when he reprises that in Ay 18.20—21, declaring in
the latter passage that Essenes are males and “do not take in wives or acquire
slaves (dv3peg ... 8vteg. xal olite youetag elodyovtal olite dovAwv Emitydedovatv
xtfiow),” but live alone and take care of each other.

If we ask how ancient readers would have understood Josephus, we have
a further clue in Porphyry’s third-century De Abstinentia (4.11-13). Porphyry’s
larger topic is abstention from animal food, and he praises Judeans in general
for their rejection of certain meats. But his admiration leads him to zero in
on the Essenes as representative of Judean values. He quotes the whole of
Josephus’ main description almost verbatim—omitting only the remark at the
end about a marrying group. As far as Porphyry and his readers are concerned,
and in keeping with the earlier accounts, Essenes formed disciplined celibate
male communities in Judea.

None of this means that we may simply ignore Josephus’ note about the
marrying kind (Bj 2.160-161). We must first interpret it and then ponder its
historical value. When we try to understand it as part of War’s narrative, paying
attention to his structures, rhetoric, and communication with his audiences,
it presents a number of problems. Most obviously, it is hard to explain in light
of his emphasis on Essene celibacy, which has governed the entire preceding
description (2.119-159). He does not say, as scholars often suppose: “There are
two kinds of Essenes. Let me first describe the celibate kind and then those who
marry.” No, he introduces Essenes as a single group, and describes their whole
way of life on the premise that they are celibate. After explaining their rea-
sons for this discipline (viz., they do not trust women) and the practical con-
sequences (they must adopt others’ children), it is hard to understand how he
can so casually and vaguely add: “And by the way, some Essenes do marry and
have children—but they are like the others in every other way.” A matrimonial
option completely undermines the picture he has painted. And it contradicts
his later summary description (47 18.21), according to which Essenes take no
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wives—with no exceptions. How could he write that, if he knew about two
kinds of Essenes?

Second, the endnote on marrying Essenes cannot be correct in claiming
that such Essenes are “of one mind with the others in life-regimen, customs,
and ordinances,” with the sole exception that they marry and raise children
(BJ 2.160). His preceding description—the three-year initiation (one to prove
self-control, two years sharing only holy water), surrender of all property to
the quarter-master, regular travel from one Essene community to another, ris-
ing before sunrise for prayers to the sun, hard labors before communal meals
taken in absolute silence, defecation (not allowed on sabbaths) into ad hoc pits
dug in remote places—is conceivable (and hardly then) only with the adult
male community the passage assumes. Anyone who has raised children knows
that an image of Essene families following all these prescriptions would be
absurd. Since he does not trouble to explain sow Essene couples with chil-
dren manage, but describes only celibate communities as the Essene way (as
Philo does), his off-hand claim about others who live in precisely the same way,
except with wives and children, sounds artificial and historically implausible.

Third, we then face the problem that his earlier and later insistence on
Essene celibacy is independently attested in Philo and Pliny. Such attestation
is rare in ancient history, and when we find it we treat it as a valuable clue to
what really happened. Since Josephus mainly agrees with those two indepen-
dent observers, that Essenes were celibate, his artificial-sounding remark in
BJ 2.160-161 is all the more peculiar.

These interpretative observations prompt a straightforward historical ques-
tion, namely: which hypothesis, that of celibate or marrying Essenes, better
explains the evidence?

Imagining that Josephus made something up to qualify what he has already
said in War 2 presents no problems in principle. He makes up all kinds of
things and offers countless afterthoughts throughout the corpus.3! We would
need only a plausible reason for his doing so. If we ask why he might have
wished to add here (only) a claim that some Essenes married, we are not

31 All of War's major speeches, though they have crucial functions in the narrative, are gen-
erally held to be Josephus’ free compositions. Of the many passages that reflect ad hoc
needs never seamlessly integrated, I might mention, from By 4: his portrait of Vespasian
leading the charge and losing his bearings at Gamala (4.30-36), then criticizing his sol-
diers for doing that (4.44—48); an anonymous rogue Zealot’s alleged indictment of all his
comrades for doing things Josephus has attributed to the Idumeans, while persuading the
Idumeans to leave and not be tainted by Zealot crimes (4.346—352 with 300-344); and the
Idumeans’ alleged departure en masse (4.353—-354), though they evidently remain (4.566).
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completely at a loss. Josephus has given the Essenes by far the greatest press
among his “three schools,” before dismissing Pharisees and Sadducees in a
couple of sentences. His Essenes, like Philo’s, are model Judeans and human
beings. They anticipate much of what he will say about a/l Judeans in Contra
Apionem. In that loving description, the oft-married father Josephus even iden-
tifies himself with Essene values, claiming that anyone who has tasted their
philosophy finds it irresistible (By 2.158), obviously implying that he has tasted
it (cf. Vita 10-11).

The obvious problem in making these champions of virtue representative
of the whole ethnos and implying his affiliation is, then, that their celibate life
marks them as unpresentative. A critic might well reply: “That’s all admira-
ble, but they must be an extraordinary group. You can't expect us to believe
that you or Judeans in general share such values.” It is thus not difficult, at the
purely literary level, to imagine why Josephus might have added a vague claim
about marrying Essenes after his main description. It casts a fuzzy glow over
a large segment of the Judean populace, in support of his purposes in Bellum
Judaicum: to present his people as tough and virtuous (B 1.1-8). He does not
expect his audiences to ask the pesky questions that historians today pose,
about how marrying Essenes could have functioned.

Which hypothesis, then, best explains the surviving evidence, once we have
considered it in context? We can simply test them for their explanatory power.
Either (1) it was the observable reality that there were two kinds of Essenes,
marrying and celibate, and Josephus alone recalls that truth momentarily in
BJ 2; or (2) Essenes were known to be celibate, as he also emphasizes, but the
particular character of the long description in By 2 led him to make up a sav-
ing paragraph about marrying Essenes. If we formulate the question this way,
we see that the two-kinds hypothesis would leave most of the evidence unex-
plained. If it were known that only some Essenes were celibate while others
married, how and why would Philo, Pliny, and Josephus have written what they
did? It would make no sense. The hypothesis that Essenes were known to be
celibate, by contrast, would explain all the evidence without remainder—on
the easily satisfied condition that Josephus’ vague note on marrying Essenes is
his passing literary creation (whether or not we have the perfect explanation
of his motives for it). It is easier to explain a discordant note in one author
than to discount a crucial point on which three independent authors agree.
The Qumran Scrolls would come into the discussion, of course, only if they
were otherwise known to be Essene.

To conclude this part: interpreting Josephus (or coins, inscriptions, archae-
ology, or other texts) is a necessary first step in historical investigation because
we shall eventually need to explain what has survived. This is the justification
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for separating interpretation of Josephus (and every kind of surviving evidence)
from the reconstruction of events and conditions. The remainder of this essay
will unpack the main elements of interpretation with further examples.

3 Composition (Structures and Themes)

We have observed that before about the 1970s, scholars rarely saw a need to
interpret Josephus’ works as wholes, considering their structures, literary
themes, or audience perceptions. To be sure, in 1896 Benedictus Niese offered
outlines of each of Josephus’ works, but as with Schiirer (above) this was lim-
ited to a sketch of the contents. Horst Moehring, beginning with his 1957 dis-
sertation, was possibly the first to call for attention to the narrative character
of Josephus’ compositions, though his few publications applied this principle
to parts of Antiquities and still not to holistic interpretation. In the 1970s, Helgo
Lindner sought a consistent thematic outlook in Bellum Judaicum, while grant-
ing that much of the work may have been copied from sources, through its
main speeches. Soon afterward, Harold Attridge offered a thematic reading of
the biblical paraphrase (47 1—11). More deliberately than any predecessor, Per
Bilde (1988) tried to identify structures and coherent themes in all of Josephus’
works. I had not seen his book when I submitted my dissertation (in 1986),
which attempted to contribute to the then-vibrant quest for the historical
Pharisees by isolating Josephus’ Pharisees as a distinct, compositional object of
investigation, a necessary preliminary to historical reconstruction.32

The Pharisees are another good example of the historical stakes involved in
the interpretation-reconstruction relationship. When I began my research, the
historical Pharisees were a hot topic because the old ways of seeing them—
Christian scholars via the Gospels, Jewish scholars via rabbinic literature,
and everyone making assumptions about which other texts were Pharisaic or
anti-Pharisaic—had been exposed as futile. In the back-to-the-drawing-board
atmosphere that the 1970s generated,?3 scholars realized that one needed to
put aside speculations about whether Psalms of Solomon, Jubilees, and other
texts were Pharisaic, to interpret each of the accounts that drew from contem-
porary evidence (in the New Testament, early rabbinic literature, and Josephus)
before sketching a picture of the group. Josephus’ accounts took on increasing

32 Niese, “Der jiidische Historiker;” Moehring, “Novelistic Elements,” “Joseph ben Matthia;”
Lindner, Geschichtsauffassung; Attridge, Interpretation; Bilde, Flavius Josephus; Mason,
Josephus on the Pharisees.

33 Encapsulated by Neusner, Politics to Piety, and Rivkin, Hidden Revolution.
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importance, then, as an undoubtedly contemporary witness that mediated
between the traditional Jewish and Christian texts. If it seems remarkable that
his work was relatively ignored, while scholars undertook careful studies of
Mark, Matthew, Luke-Acts or rabbinic literature on the Pharisees, that was a
symptom of his image at the time as a bland data-source with no coherent
point of view.

At the time, moreover, it was universally believed that Josephus either was
a Pharisee or he postured as one in his later works—to align himself with the
embryonic rabbinic movement at Yavneh. Thackeray’s translation of Vita 12 in
the Loeb edition was the lynch-pin of the impression that Josephus claimed
to have investigated Judea’s three “schools” and then chosen the Pharisees
(emphasis added): “With him [Bannus] I lived for three years and, having
accomplished my purpose, returned to the city. Being now in my nineteenth
year I began to govern my life by the rules of the Pharisees (xai dtpiag mop’
adT® eviouTodg Teelg xal T embupiov TeEAEwwoag elg ™V TOAWY UTETTPEQOV.
gwveaoudéxatov & €tog Exwv Np&duny Te moArtedecbal T Poploaiwy alpéoel
xartaxohouf@v).” This understanding of Josephus' language had also served
as a lever for source-critical readings of his works. That is, if Josephus were a
Pharisee, who knew and supported that prominent Judean group, he could not
have written either the passages describing all three schools in Greek philo-
sophical terms or those that portray Pharisees in hostile language. These must
have been copied from a source that did not share Josephus’ own views, such as
Nicolaus of Damascus, or been added by imagined ghost-writers.34

By the 1970s, the source-critical approach to Josephus’ works had largely
yielded to a biographical one (above): the main changes from Bellum
Judaicum to Antiquitates Judaicae were thought to be due to shifting politi-
cal allegiances, from Flavian propagandist to defender of Judean culture.35 For
understanding Josephus’ Pharisees, this approach held that Josephus’ Bellum
Judaicum had little to say about the group because in pre-7o0 Judea Pharisees
were a negligible presence, in which Josephus naturally had little interest. By
the time of Antiquitates-Vita (93—94 CE), however, the small but influential
group, after the collapse of the temple and its priesthood, were anchoring the
new rabbinic movement. Therefore, Josephus gave them much more play in

34  E.g. Holscher, “Josephus,” 1936 (Josephus was a Pharisee; therefore his hostile portraits
come from sources); Moore, “Fate and Free Will,” 383-84 (portraits of philosophical
schools “taken directly from Nicolaus”); D.R. Schwartz, “Josephus and Nicolaus,” 158 (pas-
sages hostile to Pharisees can hardly come from Josephus, who claimed to be a Pharisee).

35 Laqueur, Der jiidische Historiker; Rasp, “Flavius Josephus;” Cohen, Josephus in Galilee.
Tuval, Jerusalem Priest, is a recent biographical interpretation of Josephus’ works, though
arguing for a transition from Palestinian to Diaspora Jew.
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Antiquitates-Vita: from a combination of self-interest—hoping to gain favor
with the movement’s leaders—and a wish to commend the group to rather
nebulous “Roman authorities.”® Note the absence here of any clear concep-
tion of his audiences in Rome, or of how he reached them. The inconvenient
hostility toward Pharisees in much of Antiquitates-Vita could also be explained
as internal Pharisaic bickering, with Josephus complaining about his party
colleagues. But his alleged claim to be a Pharisee (Vita 12) remained decisive
for interpretation.

The compositional method attempted to understand Josephus’ descrip-
tions of Pharisees first in terms of each work’s purposes, themes, and language.
For example, his frequent observation that Pharisees were reputed to inter-
pret the laws with accuracy (Soxéw with a cognate of dxpifeia: By 1.110; 2.162;
AJ 17.41; Vita 191), which had usually been taken to indicate his approval of
the group, turns out be implicit criticism, as the stories following such claims
confirm. Josephus asserts the mere appearance of accuracy in other contexts
too (BJ 1.406; AJ 2.132; 20.43; €A 118, 67; 2.227). Like others who seem to, or
have the reputation of being, careful, Pharisees do not actually interpret the
laws accurately—that lies with the priests, whom Moses entrusted with legal
interpretation—but they are popularly thought to do so. My contextual inter-
pretation argued that Josephus’ descriptions of Pharisees as actors in Judean
society are uniformly hostile, not in the sense that every phrase exudes venom,
but in the sense that understanding their place in his narratives, and reading
them as his first audiences would—taking cues from signpost statements and
paying attention to the nuances of his language—create a coherently dispar-
aging, distancing picture. He concedes that Pharisees are one of the three
established schools, alongside Sadducees (whom he also dislikes) and Essenes
(whom he adores), but this is not relevant to his portraits of the Pharisees’
(or Sadducees’) involvement in events, which contrast with his uniformly
admiring accounts of Essenes. He repeatedly contrasts the Pharisees’ reputa-
tion for piety and scriptural expertise with their self-serving and even murder-
ous behavior.

The aristocrat Josephus grudgingly concedes, however, that the common
people love the Pharisees. He makes this point vividly in his accounts of Queen
Alexandra Salome (in both Bj 1.110-114 and Aj 13.400—432), who temporarily
succeeds—prolonging Hasmonean rule before its rapid collapse—because
she restores the Pharisees’ principles of jurisprudence, decades after John

36 E.g, Smith, “Palestinian Judaism;” Neusner, Politics to Piety; Cohen, Josephus in Galilee,
140, 144-151; S. Schwartz, 170-208 (Josephus’ later works are generally sympathetic toward
Pharisees-rabbis, though he allows contrary source material to stand).
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Hyrcanus had abandoned them, allowing them control of internal affairs. This
is how she wins over the populace, which her husband Alexander Janneus has
alienated. Josephus presents this move, in some detail, as an origin-story. It
explains how the present situation in Judea came to be. He drives the same
point home when he describes the Sadducees (4] 13.297-298;18.15-17). The lat-
ter are often men of quality and standing, he says, but they are few and based
in the aristocracy, and thus lack popular esteem. When they enter polis leader-
ship, therefore, they must “yield to what the Pharisee says” (47 18.17). If they do
not—Tlike Alexander Jannaeus of old—the masses will not tolerate them.

This understanding of Josephus’ overall portraits of the group prompted a
rethink of Vita 12, the place where he supposedly declares his Pharisaic alle-
giance. Closer examination casts doubt on Thackeray’s influential reading, to
the effect that Josephus tried all the schools and opted for the Pharisees. His
words do not quite say that. He reports that he tried all three schools and, being
unsatisfied with any of them (Vita 10), went off to spend years with Bannus in
the desert (Vita 11). That experience finally satisfied his yearning for a truly
philosophical life: they lived on food that grew by itself, took only frigid baths
in nature, and followed a harsh, toughening discipline. After that sublime
period of youthful self-discovery, at age 19 Josephus returned to the polis to
assume his adult responsibilities (eig v méAw dméatpepov)—a shift that would
be well understood by Roman audiences (Vita 12). This necessarily meant, for a
young man of his status, beginning to participate in polis governance (¥p&dunv
te moAteveagbat)—leading to the diplomatic mission he next describes in illus-
tration (v 13-16). He adds in a subordinate clause that this engagement in
Jerusalem’s leadership entailed compliance with the Pharisees (tfj ®aptoaiwy
alpéaet xataxorovb@v). The simplest interpretation of this remark, I argued,
is not that he became a Pharisee or claimed to do so—any more than the
Sadducees of 47 18.17 became Pharisees when they entered public office. He
has clearly explained that political life requires submission to the Pharisees’
ways. That is all he needs to be saying here. In accepting his adult civic respon-
sibilities, he had to put aside true philosophy (not found in any of the schools)
and defer to the Pharisees’ interpretation of the laws.

If this interpretation has merit, it has significant historical implications, not
because we simply believe anything Josephus writes but because we differ-
ently understand what a historical hypothesis needs to explain. Instead of see-
ing Josephus as a Pharisee, and reading Pharisaism through him, or as one who
lately wished to identify with the Pharisees, which would support a certain
view of events at Yavneh and Rome’s involvement with them, we find an aris-
tocrat looking down on Pharisees from lofty heights as a popular group. This (if
valid) is a valuable perspective, to compare with those of early rabbinic texts
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and the Gospels. Josephus also remarks that Sadducees were harsh in pun-
ishments, whereas Pharisees tended toward leniency (47 13.293-295; 20.199),
and Josephus himself, though not a Sadducee, favors harshness (47 4.260-264;
CA 2.214—215, 228, 234, 276—-277).

If we now imagine the historical Pharisees in a way that would explain the
evidence understood this way, we might imagine that they had a reputation for
legal precision, as Josephus concedes (without agreeing), not because they were
looking to catch people out—as Mark and Matthew mistakenly assume—but
because Pharisees were devoted to helping ordinary folk live by the law of
Moses. This also meant protecting them from the Pentateuch’s prescriptions
for capital and corporal punishments. Knowing the laws precisely, in the way
of a good defense lawyer, enabled them to argue that the Torah’s conditions
for severe punishment had not been met—the very approach taken also in
Mishnah Sanhedrin. Wealthy aristocrats, such as Josephus or Sadducees, might
have favored less amelioration and a more direct application of the laws as
written because they were far less likely to be convicted of ordinary crimes.3”
We might even reach the surprising conclusion that the Christian composition
known as Luke-Acts, writing from a more bottom-up viewpoint and locating
Jesus among the poor and powerless, which portrays Pharisees as Jesus’ regular
associates, treats them more favorably not only than Mark and Matthew, but
also than the Judean Josephus from his elevated perch.8

Here is a different kind of example of the stakes in interpretation before
historical use. It is commonly held that Josephus’ extensive Roman material in
AJ 18-19, especially the speech of the consul Cn. Sentius Saturninus after the
death of Gaius Caligula, was borrowed wholesale from Roman sources, per-
haps in part to fill out the twenty-volume work with miscellaneous material.3?
Peter Wiseman regards much of Aj 19, for example, as “an authentic contempo-
rary Roman view, a generation earlier than Tacitus, of the events that brought
about the change” from an image of Rome as Senate and People to that of
Senate, People, and Army.*°

By contrast, if compositional study showed that Josephus composed this part
of the Antiquities in the same way he composed the rest, if he wrote the Roman
consul’s speech in 47 19.166-184 as he wrote the scores of other speeches in
his works, we would treat it as a different kind of evidence. Josephus was only

37  Since atleast Roman times, the wealthy and well-placed have rarely been subject to crimi-
nal proceedings (cf. the 160,000+ prisoners sent from Britain to Australia as prisoners to
1868), though modern democracies work hard to show that the law is the same for all.

38 Cf. Mason, “Chief Priests.”

39 Thackeray, Josephus, the Man and the Historian, 68; Wiseman, Death of Caligula.

40  Wiseman, Death of Caligula, xiv.
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four years old when Gaius was assassinated, and lived his pre-school years in
Jerusalem. So he must have used sources when he came to write about Gaius’
death, as indeed for nearly everything in his narratives. The question is whether
he bodily preserved an earlier Roman account or whether he reworked his
sources for his purposes. It turns out that the speech of Sentius, if we study
its diction and rhetoric, includes a number of terms and themes that (1) are
distinctive to Josephus and/or to Antiquities 17-19 and (2) continue his pro-
grammatic discussions of governance in Books 1 to 6. This is enough to suggest
that we should regard this part of his work not as a primary source fortunately
preserved intact from the 40s CE, but as the creation of an engaged participant
in discussions about monarchy, tyranny, and succession (cf. 47 1.14, 20) late in
the Flavian period, under Domitian’s tyranny, who reworks whatever sources
he had for his purposes. It may be, for example, that some of his emphases in
relation to tyranny and aristocracy were not spoken just this way in the 40s, but
support his oblique, safe critique of monarchy in both Judea and Rome.

4 Josephus’ Audience (Auditors, Impressions of Words, Tone,
Assumptions, Irony)

The most tenaciously widespread impression of Josephus’ Bellum Judaicum,
since Laqueur and Thackeray in the 1920s, is that Josephus wrote both the
work’s Aramaic predecessor and then the Greek translation (more or less) as
Flavian-Roman propaganda, for vaguely defined readerships that included
leaders in the Parthian Empire. But consideration of the nature and constraints
of first-century book publication drive home the need to think more carefully
about the way in which Josephus brought his work to public notice. Obviously,
he could not send his manuscript to a publisher with an international mailing
list, whose marketers would then reach target audiences all over the known
world. The means and mechanisms of ancient “publication” left him no choice
but first to reach out to people in his immediate social environment in Rome.
The general point, which is well known in connection with other Roman
literature,* is confirmed by what Josephus himself says about the people who
first received copies of his Bellum Judaicum (cA 1.51); by the prologue to Bellum,
which reacts against the appalling accounts of the war that he is hearing in
Rome, in the present tense—accounts written by regime-flatterers and bigots
(BJ 11-8); by the prologue to Antiquities, which names Epaphroditus as the

41 E.g., Starr, “Circulation;” Salles, Lire @ Rome; R. Ogilvie, Roman Literature; Fantham, Roman
Literary Culture.
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head of alocal circle that has been leaning on Josephus to complete that work;
and by several other considerations. For example, comparison of the introduc-
tory prospectus of Bellum’s contents in BJ 1.22—29, which he wrote to stimulate
audience interest, with the actual contents of Bellum shows that the prospec-
tus highlights, for Roman audiences, what he thinks will sound familiar and
not off-putting: famous Romans and their actions. This prospectus omits the
main content of the later volumes, concerning Judean leaders and their actions
(even his own brilliant career in Galilee), which he will introduce gradually
after winning the audience’s trust.

Second, he repeatedly begs off describing Roman affairs in detail on the
ground that they are familiar to his audience and he must stick mainly to his
Judean subject matter. For example, at BJ 4.492—496 on Nero's recent reign and
the following civil war:

To speak of this—the way in which he abused the governing power, when
he entrusted the commonwealth to those consummate contemptibles,
Nymphidius and Tigellenus, and the contemptible types among his freed-
men; how, when he had been plotted against by these men he was aban-
doned by all his guards and, after running off to the suburbs with four
of the trusted freedmen, he did away with himself, and not much later
those who had undone him paid the penalty; the war in Galatia [Gaul] as
it wound up, and how Galba returned to Rome from Hispania after being
proclaimed imperator; how, after he was treacherously murdered in the
middle of the Roman forum upon being accused of mean-spiritedness by
his soldiers, Otho was proclaimed imperator; the undoing of this man’s
campaign by the generals of Vitellius, and after that the disturbances
under Vitellius and the clash around the Capitolium, as Antonius Primus
and Mucianus brought an end to the internecine war by destroying
Vitellius and the German legions—all these things I have declined to go
through with precision, since that is burdensome to everyone and many
Greeks as well as Romans have written them up. Nevertheless, both for
the sake of connectedness of events, and so as not to break up the history,
I have noted each point summarily.

He had done much the same in Bj 2.248-251, running through the reigns of
Claudius and Nero, but declining to go into them, while assuring his Roman
audience that he knows a great deal about these matters. He respects them too
much, however, to elaborate on events that are so recent and familiar. He has
the discipline to stay on point with the subject in which he is uniquely expert.

Notice also BJ 4.599, which mentions Vespasian’s older brother and son
in Rome, whom Vespasian’s soldiers highlight as crucial for supporting the
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Flavian cause, but without naming them. Had Josephus been writing about
characters in Judea, he could not have done this. He regularly mentions
Judean names, even when they go nowhere in the narrative. But his Flavian
audience know very well who the brother and younger son of the current
ruler are—Vespasian’s tragic older brother Sabinus and the problem-teenager
Domitian—and he need not state the obvious. He does casually name them 50
sections later because it is efficient to do so then, after they have become part
of the story (BJ 4.645, 646), though still without the introductions he provides
even for such prominent Judeans as high priests.

Once we begin to think of Bellum Judaicum as an effort to communicate
with Greek-capable cultural elites in Rome, therefore also as a Roman history
in that sense, it becomes difficult to sustain the traditional view of it as Flavian
propaganda. To take just one example, if Josephus’ passages concerning Ves-
pasian, Titus, and Domitian were written to people who knew little of these
men, at least parts of them could be read as moderately flattering: Josephus’
emphasis on Vespasian’s military competence, Titus’ {iber-niceness, and the
alleged trembling of the German tribes felt at 18-year-old Domitian’s approach
(BJ 7.85-88). For audiences well acquainted with the Flavians and their far
more extravagant boasts in Rome, however, all elaborated by the very histori-
ans Josephus is challenging for their obsequiousness, his portraits of the family
look very different, restrained, and even potentially critical. A well-informed
audience in Flavian Rome would notice the details.

To begin with, the Bellum Judaicum undermines the central Flavian claim to
have conquered a foreign people: a boast that justified their joint triumph and
perhaps the extension of the pomerium, along with their claim to have brought
such staggering foreign wealth to Rome that they could build the Flavian
Amphitheatre from it. For Josephus, this is patent nonsense. The Judeans have
been happy allies of Rome since their conquest by Pompey 130 years ago. The
Romans know Judea, their elites, and their royal family very well. The recent
war was not the Roman conquest of a foreign people, but a function of two civil
wars intersecting, one in Rome and the other in Jerusalem.

Second, Josephus demolishes the Flavian claim that Tiberius Julius Alexander,
Prefect of Egypt in 66 CE, independently endorsed Vespasian on 1 July 69, set-
ting off a chain-reaction of later acclamations. Whereas Vespasian back-dated
his dies imperii to 1 July on this basis (Tacitus, Hist. 2.79), Josephus relates that
Vespasian was actually acclaimed by his own soldiers in Judea first. He then
wrote to Alexander to solicit his support (BJ 4.616), a rather more pedestrian
claim, analogous to the difference between being nominated for a prize and
nominating oneself.

Many aspects of Josephus’ portraits of Vespasian and Titus might look fishy
to an audience competent enough to read between the lines. He is not overtly
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disrespectful, of course, but his vignettes might raise questions to knowledge-
able readers. Vespasian appears as a serial dissembler, who, although he is
undoubtedly a tough character, seems unduly terrified of accepting acclama-
tion, preferring a passive-aggressive simmer at Vitellius’ accession, and then
being afraid of winter travel to Rome—when it is nowhere near winter, and his
Flavian forces will arrive there still in autumn (By 4.585-604, 619-650). His sol-
diers hail him as imperator with the expectation that he will lead them against
Vitellius, but he suddenly becomes fascinated by Alexandria. When he wakes
up to the importance of fighting in Italy, he sends Mucianus to do the dirty work
while he waits in Alexandria for nearly a year, until the situation in Rome is set-
tled. Josephus’ Titus is a different sort altogether, a terribly kind and forgiving
young man, personally brave but almost criminally gullible. As for Domitian,
the story of German tribes trembling at his approach is funny to anyone who
knows the stories circulating in Rome about the eighteen-year-old’s arrogance,
which infuriated his father, demanding a role he could not handle against the
wishes of senior commanders, who had to keep him in check.

Investigating how Josephus reached his audiences, and where and who
those audiences were, will affect our understanding of what Josephus meant
to say and therefore how we use his work. If he were the regime mouthpiece
of common imagination, we would use his Bellum in one way. If we find him
pushing against regime claims, as a Judean statesman, we shall understand
differently not only what his work says and means, but also the range of pos-
sibilities for foreign elites living in Rome. Josephus’ situation might give rise
to many more questions about how such people lived and interacted in the
world capital.

5 Messages (Historiography, Devices, Speeches, Textual Irony)

The preceding discussion suggests what might be called audience-dependent
irony. That is, Josephus does not say everything he means, but assumes his
audience’s knowledge (as all speakers and especially comedians do), for exam-
ple of current Flavian propaganda, to make his points without the dangers of
explication. A different kind of irony does not depend on audience knowledge
because it is created in the text itself.

For example, Vita 22 claims that, since Josephus and his peers knew that
they could not persuade those who had been radicalized by the abuses in
Jerusalem to put aside their anger and arms, they pretended to go along with
them. Josephus here creates a deliberate, consciously entered atmosphere of
double games, which thereafter pervade the narrative. No one says what he
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actually thinks. From John of Gischala and Justus of Tiberias to the delegation
sent from Jerusalem and Josephus himself, everyone is desperately deploying
rhetoric to achieve his aims by plausible-sounding dissimulation. This decep-
tive program was not so explicit in Bellum Judaicum, though it is clear enough
there too: when Josephus finds himself preparing Galilee’s defenses even
though he knows that the Romans are unbeatable, when he asks Jerusalem’s
leaders to send forces he knows they do not have, and when he tries to flee
Iotapata on the pretext (as he admits to the literary audience) that he is going
to bring help or serve as a decoy.

Such pervasive deception, woven into the narrative fabric, would preclude
historical uses that read such passages as transparent reflections of real-
ity. For example, at Vita 65 Josephus relates that when he reached Tiberias,
a town that he has just explained was riven by pro- and anti-Agrippa senti-
ment (V 31-43), he “began saying” that he had been sent by Jerusalem’s leaders
to demolish Agrippa’s royal residence because it contained forbidden images.
If this were mere reportage, one might well conclude that both Jerusalem’s
leaders and Josephus were radical champions of nationalist ideals, finally
ready after centuries to throw off both imperial and Herodian rule.*? But is
that the most plausible reading of the passage—leaving aside historical reali-
ties for a moment—in terms of Josephus’ meaning? When we consider that he
has framed Vita as a world of dissimulation, in which leaders must pretend to
follow popular impulses, that no such order from Jerusalem has been men-
tioned (and it would be implausible in the context), that Josephus introduces
his assertion outside Tiberias with the same verb (Aéyw) that he used of his
dissimulation program at Vita 22, and that he shows no interest in actually
attacking the palace—but rather immediately leaves town, becomes furious
when others act on his alleged program, and undertakes to return the plunder
to King Agrippa (v 67-68, 130—-131)—then his claim about the images looks
like an intended trick to keep a restive populace onside, just as nearly every
speech in Vita is a deception (cf. 141-142). If that is so, then Josephus is not
accidentally disclosing an embarrassing historical truth here, but illustrating
his clever efforts to win over the populace. This one temporarily backfired, so
convincing was it.

More generally, scholars have argued that Josephus’ apparent contradictions
in Bellum Judaicum expose glaring, uncomfortable historical truths that he
tried to conceal. For example, he claims that Ananus and the Jerusalem leaders

42 E.g, Luther, Josephus und Justus, 17-18; Laqueur, Historiker, 39—40; Drexler, “Untersu-
chungen,” 297-298; Goodman, Ruling Class, 218; Price, Jerusalem under Siege, 32; Vogel,
“Bilderverbot.”
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did not really want war, as he did not, and yet they all eagerly prepared for it
(BJ 2.648-651; 4.320—324). Many scholars have concluded that these actions
belie Josephus’ claims and show that most of Jerusalem’s leadership was truly
committed to rebellion against Rome.*® The principle here is not a bad one.
The need to seek out incidental or “unintentional evidence,” which contradicts
a witness’ main claims, is fundamental to critical investigation of the past.*4
When a defendant in a tax fraud case claims a lack of current funds, but inci-
dentally mentions going to a concert, tickets for which are discovered to cost
$1,000, an alert investigator will seize on the inconsistency between statement
and action. But to prove someone’s real intentions, investigators need corrobo-
rative evidence. If we seem to find ourselves knee-deep in evidence that con-
tradicts an author’s aims, and that evidence looks programmatic, deliberate,
and carefully crafted, we should ask whether we have adequately characterized
the author’s aims in the first place. For if it is abundant and deliberate, part of
the crafted presentation, evidence obviously has no value as accidental.

The complexities that face all political leaders in times of crisis are well
captured by Polybius’ reactions to Rome’s arrival in Achaea in the mid-second
century BCE. Polybius, one of Josephus’ known inspirations, contrasts Philo-
poemen, who thought that Roman demands should be resisted as far as pos-
sible but accepted when resistance became dangerous, with Aristaenus, who
thought it safer for a subject state to capitulate from the start, even anticipat-
ing the great power’s demands. Polybius held that both men had the inter-
ests of their people at heart and both were virtuous, though Philopoemen
was more deserving of admiration for the courage of his position. Much of
Polybius’ Histories is about the spectrum of responses to Rome’s arrival in
the East, embodied not least in the author’'s own career and multi-layered
perspectives.*> Josephus’ contemporary Plutarch, who had read his Polybius
and wrote a Life of Philopoemen, which notes that even the Romans admired
that man for championing his people (Phil. 1.4: “the last of the Greeks”), also
wrote an essay on statesmanship under Roman rule. This (Precepts of State-
craft) recognized the tightrope that provincial politicians had to walk: recog-
nizing popular sentiment and seeming to embrace it while working quietly
to steer a disgruntled populace to a safe harbor, and not attracting Roman
legionary medicine for internal ills.*6 Josephus’ portraits of Jerusalem’s leaders

43 E.g., Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 186; Goodman, Ruling Class, 20—21; Price, Jerusalem under
Siege, 186.

44  See Bloch, Historian’s Craft, 61, 64; Collingwood, Idea of History, 25, 265—282.

45 See e.g., Eckstein, Moral Vision, 194—236.

46 See Jones, Plutarch and Rome, and Swain, Hellenism and Empire, for detailed discussion
of the many nuanced Greek responses to Rome’s imperium and national self-respect from
Josephus’ time onward.
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and of his own position fit the conditions described by Polybius and Plutarch.
Political leaders did not have the luxury of speaking their minds in earnest, but
had to lead the populace and gradually bend them to their will, even if this
required deception and stratagem.

I am not suggesting that Josephus’ descriptions of Ananus and himself are
accurate, or reflect just what they felt at the time. But they are plausible char-
acterizations for Josephus to have formulated, and not as contradictory as they
may seem to scholars in western democracies. If that complexity was precisely
what Josephus was going for, again, we have no basis for extracting part of his
description (they prepared defenses) as though it contradicted his purposes
and was accidentally left as a clue to realities that he was trying to obscure.
Again, the interpretation of Josephus’ works as compositions, prepared in
particular contexts and assuming certain audience knowledge and values, is a
necessary preliminary to using them for historical reconstruction.

6 Conclusion: “The Meaning” of Josephus’ Works

Meaning, it is trite to observe, is inexhaustible. People will always find new
meaning in Josephus’ works, as in any other text. This is normal and welcome.
But we need criteria to distinguish more and less plausible interpretations. We
shall only be able to argue for some kind of meaning if we can formulate the
criteria it satisfies. An extreme reader-response position, for example, might
hold that narratives offer material for any readers, at any time, to find their
own meaning from impressions and purely private connections, as the view-
ers of a painting might see ever new things that the painter never imagined.
Since no picture of historical reality hangs on any particular interpretation—a
painter may hope to inspire infinitely varied responses—articulation of strong
criteria may be undesirable. In the field that has become Josephus research,
it sometimes appears that interpretative criteria are in this vein: each scholar
reacts to Josephus’ passages in a unique way and uses them for purposes that
other scholars cannot follow.

In this chapter I have not tried to provide an objective description of
Josephus research or what it should be—an impossible aim. I have rather pro-
posed a reference point for discussions of the uses of Josephus later in this vol-
ume. Namely, I have argued that it is worth trying to interpret Josephus before
using his work in reconstruction of lost events and conditions, and that it is
reasonable to adopt shared criteria for such interpretation.

My proposed starting point is simple and conservative: that Josephus wrote
to communicate with first-century audiences. If he did, then an obvious first
step is to figure out what he wished to communicate. Although we shall never
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recover that experience in anything like its original vitality and richness, it is
a basic consideration if we ask what Josephus meant. The idea is not that his
audiences’ possible impressions could somehow decide what he meant, if we
knew them. Rather, he provides abundant clues and cues for interpretation
in his programmatic passages (prologues, summaries, narrative reflections),
structural arrangements, recurring formulas and habits of diction, and persis-
tent themes. But recognizing that he was speaking to real groups in space and
time, we need also to take account of what audiences in Flavian Rome likely
knew, as the shared extra-textual property that made communication possible.

The program is simple because each of us knows what it means to com-
municate in daily life. We attempt it every day, as each essay in this volume
does. One proof that we care about effective communication is our annoy-
ance when we are misunderstood, when the cues we thought we provided
are missed and our decoders take a completely different sense from what
we intended. Attempting communication is fundamental to being human.
Although it is always imperfect—and leaving things partly obscure is also part
of the game—we can and do communicate every day in homes, offices, and
written texts. To ask about what someone intended to communicate is neither
naive essentialism nor positivism. It is what we all do. Asking what Josephus
meant to say to his first-century Roman audiences should likewise not cause
distress, though claims to know the answer with confident comprehensiveness
would be silly. We have no space here to work out the structures, themes, and
communicative devices of Josephus’ works. My purpose has been only to offer
one angle on the importance of doing so.#”

In scholarship at times, but especially in the public world of the internet,
Josephus continues to be “used and cited” for extraordinary ends. Typically,
a casual reader sees a connection between something in Josephus and some
external model or theory or text: in the Qumran Scrolls, the New Testament, or
imagined Flavian propaganda. And then we are off to the races, as the author
presents this parallel as a key to everything. I have argued that history cannot
begin with such insight or epiphany, for which supporting evidence should
then be assembled, but with an open question about the lost human past that
generates an investigation. Any suspected epiphany is valuable, that is, only if
itleads to the open investigation of some question, not as mere assertion of the
alleged insight. But before we can usefully imagine answers to our question,
we need some understanding of the evidence in its own context. We cannot
blame casual readers for being impatient with the scholars’ interpretation of

47  Even still this is rarely attempted. My efforts: for Bellum Judaicum, History, 60-137; for
Antiquitates-Vita, Life of Josephus, xxi—xxvii.
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Josephus. But scholars who want to use his work in historical explanation need
at least a responsible notion of what he meant to say in his context (under-
standing will always be partial and provisional), before we move to hypothesiz-
ing the lost realities that would explain his surviving accounts.
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CHAPTER 3

Josephus and the Bible

Erich S. Gruen

Josephus opens his twenty-volume work on Jewish Antiquities in Greek with a
strong assertion. He declares that he will set forth the entire ancient history of
his people and the constitution of the state translated from the Hebrew writ-
ings themselves.! He follows this commitment a few lines later with a more
striking statement. Josephus affirms quite explicitly that he promises neither to
add nor to omit anything. The declaration is repeated in various forms several
times.2 The theme derives its force from the injunction that the Lord imposed
upon the children of Israel, according to the Book of Deuteronomy, before they
entered the promised land. He instructed them to obey his commands unstint-
ingly, to add nothing to them, and to subtract nothing.?

The claim is consistent and categorical. Yet it is manifestly false. As is well
known, Josephus himself did not adhere to his own precepts. Very far from it.
Not only did he depart considerably from a mere reproduction of the biblical
text, offering in general a paraphrase rather than a literal translation of the
Hebrew Bible or the Septuagint. He also omitted numerous portions of the
received text, dropping a number of somewhat embarrassing stories, such as
that of Jacob’s deception of Isaac in Genesis or the construction of the Golden
Calf in Exodus; he further inserted several episodes not found in the Bible, like
Moses’ adventures in Ethiopia and his wedding to an Ethiopian princess.*

The deviations from the text raise two broad questions that this essay
seeks to address. First, what does the discrepancy between Josephus’ general
statements and his practice tell us about his attitude toward the sanctity of

1 Josephus, AJ 1.5: péNel yop mepiéeny Smoaocay Ty mop’ Yulv dpyatoroyioy xad Ty Sidtaky
T moAitedpatos éx TV ‘EPpaixdv pebnpunvevpévyy ypappdtwv. On the rendering of
uebnpunvevpuévny, see the lengthy note by Feldman, Judean Antiquities, 1-4, 3-4.

2 Josephus, AJ 1.17: émyyyethdpny 0082y mpoadeis 008" ad mapaimov. See also 10.218. Similar state-
ments in 2.347; 4.196; 9.208; 14.1; 20.261; €A 1.42; 1.54. On one occasion Josephus does allow for
the possibility of correction. In his retelling of the story of the Pentateuch’s translation into
Greek, he has the Alexandrian community declare that any additions or omissions should be
corrected; A 12.109. But he does not apply this to his own rendition.

3 Deut 4:2;12:32. A similar pronouncement at the end of Rev 22:18-19.

4 See the examples collected by Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 37-39; Feldman, judean
Antiquities, 1-4, 7.
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the Scriptures? And second, is there consistent pattern or purpose behind
Josephus’ numerous variants?

Discomfort with the discordance has generated numerous efforts to get
around the problem.> Yet there is something singularly unsatisfying about
them. Josephus’ language about adding or subtracting nothing is pointed and
firm. It does not readily allow for interpretations of loose phraseology, analo-
gizing, or commonplace rhetoric. Josephus, after all, reiterated this position
several times, and could hardly have taken it lightly.®

A central fact needs to be borne in mind from the outset. Rewritings of bib-
lical material were nothing new. Indeed, they go back to the beginning. The
Bible itself contains its own internal revisions. One need think only of the
“Book of the Covenant” in Exodus as recast and expanded by Deuteronomy or
the two books of Chronicles which offered their own retelling of material to be
found in the books of Samuel—Kings.”

Even more noteworthy and telling, the appearance of Greek translations
of the Hebrew text spawned a whole spate of altogether new versions of bib-
lical tales, composed by Hellenistic Jews in Greek, but diverging, sometimes
slightly, often quite drastically, from the Hebrew and Greek Bibles. A veritable
industry of reframing and retelling biblical stories long preceded Josephus.

5 Ithasbeen suggested, for example, that Josephus, at least in his own mind, did not really alter
the text but just applied new readings to it that left the meaning intact. Or by stressing the
authorship of Moses Josephus could dodge any infringement of God’s word by claiming the
right to modify the words of a human being. Or else Josephus was simply uttering a rhetorical
commonplace of historians justifying the reliability of their work. Or, on another theory, the
historian hoped to get away with his sweeping statements, since readers, in the absence of
bound manuscripts, indexes, or research assistants, let alone search engines, would simply
be unable or unwilling to challenge his claims on exactitude. The efforts to resolve this glar-
ing problem are thus many and occasionally ingenious. A valuable summary of opinions,
with their principal proponents, may be found in Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 39—44;
Feldman, Judean Antiquities, 1-4, 7-8; see also Sterling, Historiography and Self-Definition,
252—256; Barclay, Against Apion, 31; Inowlocki, “Neither Adding nor Omitting,” 50-51. A
notable parallel to Josephus’ statements occurs in Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ claim that
early Greek historians, in drawing on non-Greek sources of other peoples added nothing
and subtracted nothing; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, On Thucydides 5.331: pi1te mpootibévteg
abtals Tt ute apatpolvtes. See the commentary of Pritchett, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 54.
Cf. Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History, 59.

6 Inowlocki, “Neither Adding nor Omitting,” 51-65, usefully cites parallel texts in other authors,
indicating that dxptfBeia can be understood in a flexible sense, pertaining to significance and
meaning rather than exact rendering. But she goes too far in claiming that Josephus’ refer-
ences to “neither adding nor omitting anything” were not of great importance and that he
saw himself from the outset as an interpreter rather than a translator.

7 Exod 20:22-23:33; Deut 12-26. Among innumerable discussions, see Fishbane, Biblical Inter-
pretation, esp. 231-277. On the Chronicler, see Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 380-403.
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Numerous Jewish writers operated with tales familiar from the Scriptures, and
then manipulated them at will. The phenomenon has spawned a raft of schol-
arly publications devoted to defining a presumed genre of literature, namely
the “rewritten Bible.” And various proposals emerged to identify which works
qualify under that rubric and which not. It has generated a vibrant scholarly
debate.® To subsume Josephus, however, under some such category (a strictly
modern category), does nothing to illuminate the historian’s motivation or
attitude in reshaping biblical narratives. It is preferable to avoid labels and
pigeon-holes.

Efforts to find a consistent pattern or a driving motive to account for
Josephus’ refashioning of biblical stories and characters have also occupied
much scholarly attention. A lengthy list of researchers have sought the key to a
coherent plan or a predominant purpose to explain the historian’s recasting of
biblical figures and the stories in which they were enmeshed. Clues have most
commonly been found in Josephus’ own career and aspirations or his apolo-
getic aims in defending and promoting the achievements of his countrymen
to a gentile readership who were otherwise critical or hostile. The impulse to
discern a comprehensive aim and a systematic means toward it is understand-
ably strong.® Yet the diversity of Josephus’ own retellings complicates rather
than establishes any firm formula.

8 The term was evidently coined by Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 95. Numerous efforts have
been made to define a genre and to identify the texts that would fit into that concocted cat-
egory. It goes without saying that no such pigeon-hole ever receives mention in antiquity.
Among attempts to provide a frame and to assemble works that can be set within it, see,
in general, the survey of Nickelsburg, “The Bible Rewritten,” 89—156; further, Harrington,
“Palestinian Adaptations, 239—247; Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,” 99—121; Halpern-
Amaru, “Rewriting the Bible, 4—5; Najman, Seconding Sinai, 7-8; Crawford, Rewriting Scripture,
2-15; Zahn, “Rewritten Scripture,” 323—-336; Campbell “Rewritten Bible,” 49-81; Petersen,
“Reflections,” 13-48. Bernstein, “Rewritten Bible,” 169—196, ostensibly questions the value of
the category but struggles at length to define criteria, more narrow than loose, that would
include some texts and exclude others. See also Zahn, “Genre and Rewritten Scripture,”
271-288, and Zahn, Genres of Rewriting, 56—73, with additional bibliography. She does reckon
rewritten Bibles as a genre, but with a flexible and nuanced understanding. On the issue of
genre in Hellenistic Jewish literature more broadly, see now Adams, Greek Genres and Jewish
Authors, esp. 174—181 on rewritten scripture and 244249 on Josephus’ Antiquities.

9 Itis neither possible nor desirable to register the numerous treatments that have endeavored
to offer an overall assessment of Josephus’ methods, goals, and unifying themes. Valuable
surveys, among many, can be found in Holladay, Theios Aner, 67—79; Bilde, Flavius Josephus,
123-171; Mason, in Feldman, judean Antiquities, 1—4, xiii—xvi; xxii-—xxxv; Feldman, Josephus’
Interpretation, 214—217. The argument for apologetic aims recurs regularly in the literature:
note, especially, Attridge, Interpretation of Biblical History, 43—66; Cohen, Josephus in Galilee
and Rome, 114-69; Sterling, Historiography and Self-Definition, 226—310.
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The examples discussed here represent only a small sample. In a short
paper, one cannot, of course, profess to survey the innumerable occasions on
which Josephus departs from his model or to draw definitive conclusions from
them. Limits of space prevent a detailed examination or a comprehensive bib-
liographical survey on each passage. This chapter offers instead an inquiry into
select instances in the Antiquities that may provide some sense of the histo-
rian’s approach (or approaches) and expectations and shed some light on his
general attitude to the Scriptures.

Did Josephus have some persistent, objective guiding principle in his refram-
ing of the original? And do his many modifications reflect on the authority or
sacred character of the Scriptures?

1 Abraham in Egypt

A famous narrative in the Bible sets Abraham in a rather less than positive light.
A famine took place in the land of Canaan, so Abraham took his wife Sara and
went down to Egypt. But he suddenly had a very troubling concern. Sara was
an exceedingly beautiful woman, so much so that Pharaoh was likely to want
her for his own, and would thus probably kill her husband first, in order to wed
Sara himself. So Abraham, foreseeing this, concocted a scheme whereby Sara
would pretend to be his sister rather than his wife, and thus Abraham could
escape death. This seemed to work like a charm for a time. Pharaoh was indeed
smitten by Sara, did take her into the royal palace to live with him, and paid off
Abraham, ostensibly her brother, with lavish gifts of sheep, oxen, camels, don-
keys, and slaves. Abraham thus seemed to have gotten away with it, enjoyed
wealth and luxury at the hands of Pharaoh—simply for the price of giving his
wife away. Abraham may have been content with this, but the Lord was not.
Divine punishment rained down from heaven in the form of mighty plagues
afflicting Pharaoh and his people because the king had taken to himself the
wife of another. Pharaoh at least got the point. He immediately returned Sara
to Abraham, but not before rebuking the patriarch for telling him that she
was his sister rather than his wife, and thus bringing pestilence and disaster
upon Egypt. He then sent Abraham back to Canaan, with his wife, and with
all his possessions.!®

10 Gen 12:10—20.
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Such is the narrative in the Book of Genesis.!! Abraham certainly does not
come off very well in the story. Josephus in general maintained fidelity to the
biblical text, but certain changes suggest that he was not altogether comfort-
able with it. Abraham receives an added dimension of some significance
in the historian’s hands. His trip to Egypt was not simply to find food but to
inquire of Egyptian priests about their religion, even to consider adoption of
their beliefs if they could persuade him. The voyage was thus an intellectual as
well as a practical one. Josephus acknowledges that Abraham pretended to be
Sara’s brother in order to preserve his own life, but, unlike the account in the
Bible, he makes sure to say that God intervened right away, triggered an out-
break of timely pestilence and disease, and thwarted the criminal passion of
the wicked king—just when he was about to lay hands on Sara. God therefore
preserved her chastity. Also unlike the Bible, Josephus has Pharaoh provide
Abraham with abundant wealth only after restoring Sara, and not as part of a
bargain. And he elaborates further on Abraham’s discussions with the priests,
exhibiting the patriarch’s superiority in their theological debates and his earn-
ing of their admiration through his intellectual prowess and learning. Indeed
he proved responsible for introducing Egypt to the sciences of mathematics
and astronomy.'?

Josephus concludes his tale by saying that Abraham’s reputation for virtue
scaled even greater heights.!® It is hard to see much justification for that ver-
dict in Genesis. Josephus plainly did not feel bound by that narrative. He con-
veyed the essence of the biblical version but took pains to leave the reader
with a fuller picture of the patriarch and one that would deliver a most positive
impression—however forced and unwarranted. The historian transformed the
critical tale into an encomium. The dubious actions of Abraham gave way to
laudation and elevation. The freedom that Josephus felt in revising the original
is characteristic.

11 Variants on this version occur already in Genesis itself: 20:1-18 and 26:6-11 (with regard
to Isaac).

12 Josephus was not the first to make Abraham a provider of knowledge to the Egyptians.
Hellenistic Jewish writers like Artapanus and Ps.-Eupolemus ascribed to him the teach-
ing of astrology to Egyptians; Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.17.8, 9.18.1. On the preservation of
Sara’s chastity, other writers too sought to give assurances; see Kugel, Traditions of the
Bible, 272—73.

13 Josephus, A7 1161-168. See 1.165: Thv 1€ dpetiv avTt® xal TV én’ adtf) d8kav évtedley
emeaveatépav auvéPy yevéaBal Cf. the notes of Feldman, judean Antiquities, 1-4, 60—64.
On the depiction of Sara, an interesting study in itself, see most recently McDonald,
Searching for Sarah, 40-46, 193—200.
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2 Joseph

The Genesis narrative of Joseph portrays a complex and manifold personal-
ity, no mere one-dimensional man of virtue. The young Joseph, ambushed by
his brothers, was hardly an innocent waif. His boastful recounting of dreams
that forecast his own ascendancy not only angered his brothers but even
troubled his father.* When he went in search of his brothers on what seems
little more than a spying mission, he flaunted the multi-colored coat—thus
leading directly to his humiliation, being dumped in a pit and then sold to
the Ishmaelites.! Joseph, of course, was then taken to Egypt, where he nobly
resisted the blandishments of Potiphar’s wife, preserving his virtue and prin-
ciples at the cost of imprisonment. When his reputation as interpreter of
dreams brought him to Pharaoh’s attention, his administrative talents put him
in a position to run the country, and he took without hesitation the symbols of
authority that elevated him to a rank second only to that of the king himself.16
The rediscovery of and reconciliation with his brothers forms a moving story.
But one should not omit to note that Joseph calculatingly put them through
some severe anxieties and emotional trials before revealing himself to them.
Joseph’s magnanimity obviously had its limits. Further, his stern and exacting
management of grain allocation during the famine years brought all Egyptian
land under the king’s control and transformed the entire Egyptian peasantry
into vassals of the crown.!” In short, Genesis supplies an intricate tale, a multi-
faceted personality, and rich material to be exploited by Hellenistic Jews. And
exploit it they did.

The virtuous Joseph, scrubbed of all (or most) of his blemishes, appears in
Josephus’ lengthy reproduction of the biblical narrative.!® The brothers envied
and hated him because of Jacob’s favoritism, not because of any preening
deeds by Joseph.!® Josephus pointedly omits Jacob’s annoyance with Joseph
for his excessive boasting, indeed even has him take pleasure in the recount-
ing of his dream.2? The historian embellishes liberally upon the Genesis text,

14  Gen 37:5-11.

15  Gen 37:3,12—24.

16 Gen 39—44.

17 Gen 4713—26.

18  For a detailed comparison between passages in the biblical narrative of Joseph and
those in Josephus’ adaptation, see Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 335-373, though he
emphasizes too much the historian’s impulse to make changes in accord with the pre-
sumed attitudes of his Roman readers.

19  Josephus, A7 2.9-10. Cf. Kugel, Traditions of the Bible, 439.

20  Josephus, AJ 2.14.



64 GRUEN

a showpiece for his rhetorical training, as in the full-blown speech accorded
to Reuben, based on just a few lines in the Bible.2! He freely expands upon
the encounter with Potiphar’s wife, not only stressing Joseph’s chastity and
restraint on the basis of his obligation to his patron, but supplying him with
a noble speech that reminded her of her marriage vows and even offered her
sage advice about how she could better command her household as a chaste
mistress than as a compromised woman.?2 The historian presents the exchange
between Joseph and Potiphar’s wife as a series of scenes with far more color
and drama, including passionate avowals, tears, and ferocious anger, than the
relatively brief and bland Genesis account. Joseph'’s steadfastness and compo-
sure stand out all the more.?3

The Genesis version of Joseph’s deception of and double-dealing with his
brothers, by contrast, is a full one and does not reflect well on the hero. The
ordeals which Joseph inflicted upon his brothers and even his father Jacob
stand out starkly. When they came to Egypt to purchase grain in order to
relieve the famine in Canaan, as the famous tale has it, Joseph, now as chief
minister of the Pharaoh, toyed with them to their deep discomfort and to his
evident, even malicious, pleasure. The patriarch did eventually relent, reveal
the truth, and declare reconciliation with his brothers, followed by tearful
embraces all around and a happy ending.2* But he had put them all through
hell before disclosing the devious deceit. The author of the biblical text sup-
plies no explicit reason for this elaborate and hurtful game. It may indeed be
implied that Joseph was finally exacting vengeance for his brothers’ dastardly
deed of selling him off so long ago. If so, however, it means that Joseph nursed
this bitter grievance for many years, finally enjoying revenge when his brothers
were most vulnerable. That hardly commends the character of the perpetrator.

Josephus strained to clean up the picture. He supplies a motive for Joseph’s
dissembling, namely that he simply wished to test his brothers’ true feelings

21 Josephus, AJ 2.20-28; cf. Gen 37:21—22. On Josephus’ rewriting of the encounter of the
brothers, see Franxman, Genesis and the ‘Jewish Antiquities,” 221-31.

22 Josephus, AJ 2.50-52: xai &g adtod deomdoet pdMov petvaoa xabopd xai deamolvng Eovaia
XproeTar mpdg avtov, GAN ob cuveEapaptdvovtog aidol, oA 8¢ xpettTov elvan Boppely Emi
Ywwoxopévolg Tols ed Pefrwpévols 1) el AovBavotoy) xaxompayia. On Josephus’ presentation
of Joseph as an exemplar of rationality, see Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 346—351.

23 Josephus, 47 2.41-59. Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 369—372, rightly stresses the
heightened coloration added by Josephus to the episodes involving Joseph and Potiphar’s
wife, although it need not follow, as is widely believed, that the historian was adapting the
tale of Phaedra in Euripides’ Hippolytus. On Josephus’ expansion of the Potiphar’s wife
story, see also Franxman, Genesis and the ‘Jewish Antiquities,” 231-238.

24  Gen451-15.
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and qualities.2> When Joseph extended the plot by surreptitiously placing the
goblet in Benjamin’s luggage, the historian gives as reason Joseph's wish to see
whether the brothers would protect Benjamin in his travail or would abandon
him.?6 There is no explicit suggestion or implication here that Joseph wished
to make them squirm because they had once betrayed him.

The biblical account of Joseph'’s restructuring of Egyptian economy and
society delivers a mixed message, and a somewhat troubling one. The famine
had left most Egyptian farmers desperate to find means for survival. Joseph
controlled the grain supply and distributed it to the needy in return first for
cash, then for livestock. When both ran out and starvation became even more
imminent, the farmers offered to cede their lands to Pharaoh and become his
slaves in order to survive. Joseph embraced the idea, the peasantry became
serfs, and the lands became crown property. He went further still and reset-
tled people from place to place, thus separating them from their hereditary
holdings, while still requiring them to pay a fifth of their produce annually to
the king.2? The author of this narrative makes no comment on the justification
of this policy, but the effect is clearly a negative one.

Josephus followed the outline of the account but hesitated to embrace its
implications, thus making some subtle but important changes. He acknowl-
edges that all land was surrendered and became the property of Pharaoh, that
people were moved from place to place, and even that the suffering shackled
both bodies and minds.?® But the historian moved swiftly to repair the damage.
Once the Nile resumed its normal flow and the famine abated, he has Joseph
restore the lands to their proprietors to cultivate in perpetuity, with payment
of a fifth as a token tithe, much to the delight of the peasantry and a marked
boost for the reputation of the royal minister.2° Nothing of this in Genesis, and
all remarks about servitude to the crown were notably expunged by Josephus.

25  Josephus, A7 2.97. He further seeks to soften the negative implication of Joseph’s tempo-
rary imprisonment of his brothers by suggesting that he simply wished to have more time
to interrogate them; Ay 2.105; cf. Gen 42:17. Cf. Kugel, Traditions of the Bible, 461.

26  Josephus, A 2.125: €molet 3¢ Tadta Sdmelpav BovAdpevos TOV dSeAp@Y AaBely, ToTEPSV TTOTE
Bonbrioovat T@ Beviauiv xhomthig dryouéve xai doxolvtt xtvduveldvew, 1 xarroMmovteg wg 00dEV
adTol xexaxovpynéTes dmiaat mpog Tov matépoa. Similarly, Philo, Jos. 232. On Josephus’ nar-
rative of the deception and revelation, see the discussion by Franxman, Genesis and the
“Jewish Antiquities,” 249—267.

27 Gen 47:13-26.

28  Josephus, AJ 2.189-191.

29  Josephus, A7 2.193: xai ToUTw TQ TPdTW T4 TE dElwpa mapd Tolg Alyumtiog adtod ueifov
"TeyanTog dmepydletat xai TAElw Ye v ebvota T BaatAel ap’ adtév. Cf. Franxman, Genesis
and the ‘Jewish Antiquities,” 279—281.
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The biblical hero’s repute is thus salvaged, and the whitewash predominates.3°
As in the case of Abraham, Josephus evidently felt a need to purge the patri-
arch of unseemly characteristics that might be inferred from the biblical narra-
tive. With Joseph, however, the historian went to greater lengths, embellishing
with rhetoric, enhancing scenes with dramatic flavor, inventing praiseworthy
motives for questionable behavior, and casting dubious deeds in a more favor-
able light. Josephus kept ostensible fealty to the biblical account, while in fact
applying his own more generous spin.

3 Moses in Ethiopia

Moses, of course, plays a very large role in the Antiquities of Josephus, as he
does in much Hellenistic Jewish literature. But one tale stands out in remark-
able relief, for it possesses no biblical precedent at all: Moses” military con-
quests in Ethiopia. A single possible prompt in the Scriptures exists: a remark
in Numbers that Moses married an Ethiopian woman, a fact deplored by both
Aaron and Miriam.3! It is unlikely in the extreme that this sole passing refer-
ence gave rise to Josephus’ rather elaborate tale that had Moses as a successful
general in Ethiopia whose triumphs induced an Ethiopian princess to fall in
love with him and become his bride. Josephus drew on material well beyond
the Bible and, to some degree on his own imagination.

The narrative in summary proceeds as follows. Ethiopian forces invaded
Egypt and plundered Egyptian possessions. Egyptians retaliated with an inva-
sion of their own but were badly beaten, fled back to Egypt, and thus provoked
a much more devastating assault in which the Ethiopians overran the land,
with little resistance, all the way to Memphis and the sea. The peoples of Egypt,
in dire straits, resorted to oracles and divine prophecies, and received advice
from God that they should have a Hebrew lead them into battle. Pharaoh con-
sequently called upon his daughter to offer up Moses as general of the forces,
which she consented to do, after rebuking the priests who had sought to have
him killed as an enemy.32 Moses gladly took on the job, to the delight of both
Hebrews and Egyptians, the one because they saw him as future leader of his
people out of Egypt, the other because they expected that after driving out

30  Feldman, josephus’ Interpretation, 359—361, also correctly notes that Josephus plays
down any divine influence in Joseph’s admirable deeds. The hero’s inner qualities are
responsible.

31 Num 12:1.

32 Josephus, AJ 2.238—-242.
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the Ethiopians Moses would fall victim to Egyptian assassins.33 Moses’ expe-
dition, however, proved strikingly successful. He chose a land route through
treacherous territory and managed to dispose of the menace of flying snakes
by shrewdly bringing along baskets of ibises who consumed them. There fol-
lowed smashing victories over the Ethiopians, to the point that they faced
enslavement or extirpation.3* The daughter of the king who witnessed Moses’
impressive ingenuity and his warrior exploits became hopelessly enamored of
him and made him an offer of marriage. Moses readily agreed, but only on con-
dition of surrender of the Ethiopian capital which he promised not to damage.
The pact was made, and Moses led the Egyptians back to their homeland.3>

Josephus evidently did not blanch at inserting an adventure tale and
romance that had no basis whatever in the Bible. Moses emerges as a mili-
tary hero, a shrewd and commanding figure who routs the hitherto invincible
Ethiopians and captures the heart of an Ethiopian princess to boot.

How much of this story is Josephus’ creation and how much is adapted from
elsewhere we cannot know. What we do know is that Josephus was not the
first to convey a yarn about Moses and an Ethiopian expedition. A comparable
but fundamentally different version appeared already in the quirky treatise
of Artapanus. In his inventive rendition, Moses brought numerous salutary
changes to Egyptian culture, religion, society, and administration. His inno-
vations, however, and the fame which he had attained stirred the jealousy of
the Pharaoh who conceived a nefarious scheme. He appointed Moses as com-
mander of the army against the Ethiopian invaders but provided him only a
ragtag group of forces, which (so he expected) should lead to failure and death.
But Moses confounded the plan by winning every battle, founding a new city,
and eventually even gaining the affection of the Ethiopians.36

Much scholarly debate has been devoted to sorting out the relationship
between these two fanciful tales. A variety of opinions have suggested either
that Josephus employed Artapanus as a source or relied on an intermediary
or that both authors drew upon a no longer extant text.3” A definitive answer
will always elude us. Clearly Josephus did not make up the story himself.
Artapanus’ version shows that diverse renderings of an expedition by Moses
against Ethiopians had been floating about for some time. The significant dif-
ferences between the accounts of Artapanus and Josephus render any effort

33  Josephus, Af 2.243.

34  Josephus, AJ 2.244—248.

35  Josephus, Aj 2.252—253.

36 Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.27.4-10.

37  The bibliography is large. Useful compilations can be found in Feldman, Judean Antiqui-
ties, 1-4, 200—202; Romer, “Les guerres de Moise,” 169-193.
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to see the one as dependent on the other or both dependent on a third source
largely pointless.3® One can dispute whether they were conveyed by written
compositions or by oral transmission, whether they were based on folkloric
traditions and popular memory or influenced by Jewish-Hellenistic histori-
cal literature or by writings that go back to the Persian period.3® Nor does it
help much to postulate apologetic motives that aimed to elevate Jewish vir-
tues against the slanders of pagan critics and make the Jews more palatable to
Roman readers.*® Few pagan critics would be disabused by reading a fanciful
tale of Moses’ exploits.

It would be preferable to eschew the speculation. What matters is that
Josephus chose to transmit or reconceive an engaging narrative that combined
an adventure story of military cunning and heroism with a romantic tale and a
plot arising out of court intrigue—none of which had the slightest connection
with Scripture. The Israelite lawgiver emerges with added dimensions, those
of vaunted warrior and novelistic hero. The entertainment value of this addi-
tion stands out. It calls attention to another dimension of Josephus’ diversified
reproduction of Israelite history. He evidently had no problem with inserting
an altogether novel scenario into his narrative of biblical antiquity.

4 Jephthah and His Daughter

The wrenching tale of Jephthah and his daughter leaves a poignant and pain-
ful impact. It occupies a single chapter in the book of Judges but its resonance
was meaningful and memorable. In the biblical account Jephthah had gained
significant renown as a warrior but carried some genealogical baggage. He was
son of a prostitute and when his father’s legitimate sons grew to adulthood
they drove him out of the household and denied him any rights of inheritance.

38  Sterling, Historiography and Self-Definition, 269—279, usefully juxtaposes the two texts and
underscores the discrepancies.

39  Rajak, “Moses in Ethiopia,” 118-122, for example, sees a background of both Greek
historical-ethnographic literature and oral traditions with folkloric elements. Runnalls,
“Moses’ Ethiopian Campaign,” 149-150, calls attention to the possibility that the story may
have circulated among Jewish mercenaries in the service of the Persians or the Ptolemies.
For Romer, “Les guerres de Moise,” 188-190, both Artapanus and Josephus echo legends
of the Egyptian hero and ruler Sesostris. Feldman, Judean Antiquities, 1-4, 200-202, sagely
refrains from adopting any of the hypotheses.

40  How far the Antiquities serve apologetic purposes as a whole cannot be explored here.
Sterling, Historiography and Self-Definition, 226—310, makes an extensive case for Josephus
as an apologetic historian. See also Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 361-362. But see the
cogent reservations of Ribary, “Josephus’ Rewritten Bible,” 249—266, with bibliography.
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Jephthah consequently dwelled in an unsavory location and surrounded him-
self with desperados. But at a time of dire need for the Israelites in Gilead,
the nation facing a war with the Ammonites, it called upon Jephthah, with
his martial reputation, to lead them into battle. Before engaging, however, he
uttered a vow to God, promising that if he should gain victory, he would sac-
rifice to him as a burnt offering whatever emerges first from the door of his
house after his victorious return. That vow proved to be fateful. Once Jephthah
returned in triumph, the first to emerge from the door with timbrels and
dances was his beloved virginal daughter and only child. The totally distraught
Jephthah could do nothing more than tear his garments, berate himself for the
foolish vow, and acknowledge that the pledge had to be honored. His daughter
willingly submitted herself to the sacrifice as the vowed recompense to the
Lord, asking only that she be allotted two months in the mountains in the com-
pany of her nubile companions to mourn the fact that she will die a virgin.
Her father granted that last wish and, after two months, performed the fatal
deed. The event would be commemorated annually through lamentations by
the daughters of Israel.#!

The biblical text provides almost no comment on this grim tale. Jephthah
castigates himself for having made the vow once he sees his daughter emerge
from the house, but does not question his obligation to fulfill the promise. And
the daughter (the text never gives her name) accepts her fate unquestioningly.
The issue of justice or righteousness does not arise. Jephthah'’s sacrifice of his
daughter was the straightforward carrying out of the warrior’s oath, followed
by an unquestioning acquiescence by the maiden. Whatever anguish readers
may feel, the biblical author refrains from passing judgment.

Josephus’ version of the story closely follows the biblical presentation. But
not altogether. Some important differences emerge. In Josephus’ narrative,
Jephthah does not censure himself for having uttered the fatal vow but blames
his daughter for undue haste in coming to meet him.*2 And the historian allows
himself a brief but pointed reflection that contrasts sharply with the biblical
writer’s reticence. He branded the deed as unlawful and displeasing to God,
adding that Jephthah failed to take into account the possible consequences
of his vow or to ponder how it would be perceived by those who learned of
it.*3 Josephus, evidently dissatisfied with the absence of a moral verdict on
Jephthah in the biblical story, felt compelled to exercise judgment.

41 Judguia—go.

42 Josephus, AJ 5.264.

43  Josephus, AJ 5.265-266: Tf) ¢ 10 cupPyobuevoV 0lx dNdAS TTpoTEmeTEy, Eml vixy) ToD TaTPog
xal eEhevBepia @V ToMT@Y TebvnEopévy, Tapexdiese 3¢ Sbo pRvag adTH TapacydvTa TEdS TO



70 GRUEN

By reminding readers of the moral implications of the episode, Josephus
injected a critical element that had been lacking in the received text.#4 It could
inspire readers to ponder a deeper dimension in this troubling tale. The histo-
rian allowed himself a personal reflection not often to be found in his retellings.

5 Samson

The familiar tale of the imposing but ill-fated Samson stands among the Bible’s
most memorable narratives. The character of Samson as it appears in the scrip-
tural account, however, is far from a fully admirable one. It thus presented a
challenge for later retellings.

An annunciation scene heralded the birth of Samson, according to the Book
of Judges. The coming child is to be a holy man, a Nazirite devoted to God
from the womb. But, more than that, he is destined to take up the cause of
the Israelites who are currently under the oppression of the Philistines.*> So a
glorious future was in store for Samson, both as a man of God and as a warrior.
But the tale takes a number of disturbing twists and turns.

Samson’s initial adventure involves neither his sacred mission as servant of
the Lord nor his armed struggle with the Philistines. Instead, he became enam-
ored of a Philistine woman, to the dismay of his parents. The strong-willed
youth had his way, unaware that this was all part of God’s plan to entangle the
Israelites in a contest with their Philistine overlords.*6 The awesome strength of
Samson, a super-hero in the mold of a Hercules, showed itself immediately in
the trip to claim his woman. He tore apart a young lion with his bare hands. On
a second trip, when the wedding took place, thirty companions were assigned
to Samson. The Israelite, in a surprising turn, instead of fighting Philistines,
now posed a riddle to his Philistine associates and challenged them to resolve
it. Samson’s posture, in other words, is not as brave warrior but as trickster
hoping to show superiority over less clever Philistines. And the Israelite did

META TAV TOAITAVY dmofpyvijoal TV VebTHTA, TOTE TOLEDY T XaTd TV E0XYV. TuyXwpnoag O¢
TO XAUTA TOV TIPOELPYLEVOV Ypbvov MeTd TobTov SteAbovTa Bbaag v maida wAoxabTwaey, olTe
voptpov olte Be@ xexaptapévyy Buaiov Emteddv, W) StaBacavicas ¢ Aoyloud 6 yevraduevoy
olév e mpayBeév S6EeL Tol dxodaoaat. See the note of Begg, Judean Antiquities, 57, 66.

44  On Josephus' concern with moral considerations in the Antiquities, see, in general,
Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History, passim. With regard to Jephthah, however,
Attridge focuses only on his miscalculation, not the moral issue; 113. See further Mason in
Feldman, Judean Antiquities, 14, Xxxxii—xxxiv.

45  Judgi3:3-7.

46 Judgign—4.
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not play fair. His riddle involved the slaying of the lion, an event the Philistines
had not witnessed and could hardly imagine. Samson, in short, relied neither
on strength nor wit.4? In fact, the Philistines outwit him by enlisting his new
wife (through threats) to wheedle the answer of the riddle out of him. The out-
come not only stirred Samson’s wrath but provoked use of his superpowers in
the most damaging fashion. He immediately slew thirty Philistines in order to
wreak vengeance.*8 Samson hardly emerges as an estimable figure.

The fury of the super-hero only escalates from there. Samson failed to gain
access to his wife and scorned the offer of a younger sister by her father. He
subsequently exercised his revenge upon the larger community of Philistines.
Somehow he miraculously captured three hundred foxes, tied them up tail to
tail with a torch between each and set them onto the Philistines’ grain fields,
olive groves, and vineyards to spread fire throughout. The tit-for-tat then had
the Philistines in turn burn up Samson’s erstwhile wife and father-in-law, thus
prompting still additional devastation by Samson who struck his enemies
“hip on thigh.” The escalation continued. The Judahites preferred to avoid
further conflict by binding Samson and turning him over to the Philistines.
Samson deceptively went along with the plan but at the moment of falling into
Philistine hands, he burst the bonds, conveniently found the jawbone of an ass,
and clubbed no fewer than a thousand Philistines to death with it.#° The Lord,
to be sure, supplied the hero with his super-powers, but Samson consistently
applied them with ruthlessness, vengefulness, and excess.

The well-known climax carries through with the same themes. Samson suc-
cumbed once again to lust, this time with another Philistine, Delilah, who ulti-
mately encompassed his demise. The strongman who had kept the root of his
power under wraps was once more out-deceived.>® Delilah snipped his locks
when he slept, and Samson fell helpless into the hands of the Philistines who
gouged out his eyes and reduced him to a mere grinder of mill in a prison. They
thenimposed a further and devastating humiliation by having him put on some
sort of performance in the temple of their god Dagon, an exhibit of the superi-
ority of their deity to that of the Israelites. The symbolism of that culminating
divine contest came when God answered Samson’s prayer, breathed new life
into him (some hair had grown back), and Samson pulled down the pillars of
Dagon’s proud temple, crushing to death more people than he had ever slain in

47  Judgig:z—14.
48  Judgigqus—2o0.
49  Judgisa-17.
50  Judgi6:4-17.
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his lifetime—including himself.5! The biblical story concludes with a notable
pronouncement not to be overlooked. Samson’s poignant appeal to the Lord
for the final infusion of strength did not come as a means to demonstrate the
predominance of his deity over that of the Philistines. That may have been
God’s intent. But Samson expressed it only as a personal desire to settle scores
for the loss of his sight.52

The will of the Lord was done. But his instrument was no saint. The exploits
of the Herculean hero are decidedly less than gratifying. Samson is repeatedly
motivated by lust rather than by principle. He engages in deception as well as
brute force to gain his ends. But he is outfoxed by scheming women and by evil
Philistines. And his slaughter of enemies reaches colossal proportions. Samson
is more brawn than brains. Not exactly a model to be emulated.

The unsavory character of Samson presented a dilemma for Josephus. The
awesome champion of the Israelites against the oppressive Philistines was,
in fact, a flawed figure. In this case, the historian does not seek to eradicate
the unattractive features of Samson’s makeup. He takes a different approach.
Josephus seems more concerned to minimize God’s responsibility than to blot
out Samson’s blemishes. God, of course, plays a key role in the scriptural story
at its outset, with regard to the annunciation of Samson’s birth and the expec-
tation of his devotion to the deity as a faithful Nazirite. Josephus follows this
narrative, indeed elaborates upon it with emphasis on the beauty of Samson’s
mother and the jealousy of his father, thus to add some spice to the tale.53

The Lord, in fact, remains an occasional presence in the biblical account,
but hardly surfaces in Josephus. Samson’s Herculean feat of single-handedly
tearing apart a young and aggressive lion was due to divine inspiration, accord-
ing to the Bible. No such inspiration in Josephus: Samson did it on his own.>*
A similar contrast holds in the recounting of Samson’s wreaking of vengeance
after his riddle was solved through the betrayal of his new wife. The biblical
version has him infused by the spirit of the Lord; Josephus leaves God out of
it.>> The historian seems to shrink from saddling God with responsibility for
Samson’s excesses.?6

51  Judg16:18-30.

52 Judg16:28.

53  Judgis; Josephus, A7 5.276—285.

54  Judg14:5-6; Josephus, A 5.287.

55  Judgi4ag; Josephus, AJ 5.294.

56  Josephus does have Samson disingenuously claim that his slaughter with the jawbone
came from his own valor rather than the fact of divine aid; Josephus, 47 5.301. But the
reference is to God’s infusion of strength, not to his support of the deed.
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The final episodes of the drama underscore the absence of God. When
Samson awoke after the sleep in which Delilah had cut off his hair, the bibli-
cal author pointedly notes that he failed to realize that God had abandoned
him.57 This implicates God in his fate. Josephus omits the notice altogether.58
For him, God is not a player here, whether in presence or absence. Samson’s
own foolishness brought about his end. When the blinded Samson gropes for
the pillars that will bring the temple of Dagon down upon himself and thou-
sands of Philistines, he calls upon the Lord to revive his strength just one more
time so that he could have his revenge upon those who had put out his eyes.
So says the biblical narrative.5 Nothing of this in Josephus. For him, Samson is
led into a Greek-style symposium to be mocked and jeered by the guests, and
he determined, without divine assistance, to avenge the mockery by removing
the pillars and crushing his tormentors, himself with them.5°

The relative sidelining of God deserves emphasis. After echoing the scrip-
tural remark that the Lord set the entire course of events in motion, Josephus
largely keeps him off stage. Samson’s deeds, his successes, and his missteps
are fundamentally his own doing. And, while his awesome physical power
provided him with spectacular achievements, his susceptibility to women,
his wildly disproportionate acts of cruelty, his resort to deception, and his
repeated mental lapses deeply tarnish his character. Whereas God determines
the overall plot, Samson makes his own decisions, including the blunders, the
ill-fated erotic entanglements, and the excessive butchery, none of which is
imputed to the Lord.5! Josephus keeps God’s interventions to a minimum, so as
not to involve him too much with Samson’s transgressions.52

The transgressions, however, could not be gainsaid. Josephus maintained
throughout his declared general policy of keeping to the text by recording all

57  Judgi6:21

58  In Josephus’ version, when Samson gives away his secret to Delilah, he adds that he is
under God’s protection so long as his hair remains untouched. But the historian points
out that, notwithstanding God, Samson’s fate was already sealed; Josephus, 47 5.312; cf.
5.306; Begg, Judean Antiquities, 5-7, 78.

59  Judg16:28.

60  Josephus, A 5.314—316. Cf. Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 48s.

61 Whether Josephus presents the Samson story as a Greek tragedy, as suggested by
Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 484; 489, is a more dubious proposition. There are few
resemblances.

62 Roncace, “Another Portrait,” 203—205, observes that Samson’s superhuman powers had
been the gift of God. But Josephus does not imply that the Lord sanctioned or guided the
malevolent exercise of them.
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the key episodes that disclose Samson’s questionable qualities.®® Yet he plainly
had misgivings about the portrait delivered by the Scriptures. In a surprising
turnabout at the conclusion of his narrative, the historian suddenly seeks to
rescue Samson’s reputation. His summary ascribes to the hero the features that
compel admiration: bravery, strength, magnanimity at the end, and righteous
wrath. Samson’s flaws are here conveniently suppressed. Josephus has to admit
Samson’s vulnerability to feminine wiles, but he excuses it as a symptom of
general human failing, quite minor when set next to his surpassing aréte.5*
On the face of it, the Jewish historian reproduces the biblical account. But
a combination of omission and addition give it a decidedly different flavor.
He duly records Samson’s character failings and misdeeds. This was no white-
wash. But by reducing the involvement of God, he relieved the deity of respon-
sibility for Samson’s vices and offenses. Josephus’ belated efforts to rescue the
hero’s reputation at the close soften the negative record but do not erase that
dominant narrative. In the end they stand as an embarrassing anomaly. But
the arresting shift at the conclusion underscores the historian’s willingness to
compromise the impact of the sacred tale by leaving readers with an altogether
different impression of the hero’s character and quality. The admirable fea-
tures of the superhero stand side by side with the unpleasant ones, leaving an
awkward composite image. In this re-conception Josephus complicates, even
confounds, the Scriptures at the risk of leaving his readers at a loss.

6 The Judean Monarchy and Saul

The origins of monarchy in Judea are fraught with complexity and controversy.
Did the Israelites need a king to lead them into battle against their enemies?
Did they indeed want one or did they have a ruler foisted upon them? Was
the outcome a salutary one, a mixed blessing, or a harbinger of evils to come?

63  That Josephus’ narrative largely follows the biblical presentation is rightly noted by
Roncace, “Another Portrait,” 185—207, as against Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 461—
489. But Roncace oddly fails to discuss the closing portion of the Josephus’ account which
is most glaringly at odds with the rest of his retelling.

64  Josephus, AJ 5.317: Bavpdlew 8¢ dov Thg dpetiis xal TR loydog xal Tob mepl TV TEAeUTHY
ueyaAdppovog Tov dvdpar xal TS dpYHig ThS Méxpt ToD TEAEUTAY TPAG TOVG TTOAEM{OUG. xal TO
uév 0T yuvakdg aAdvat Jel Tf @oel T@V AvBpwTwY TPOTATTEW HTTOVL AuapTHUdTLY 0bay),
naptupety 3¢ éxelve v elg & dMa Tdvta ThS dpeTiis meptovaiav. Begg, Judean Antiquities,
5-7, 79, surprisingly, does not comment on Josephus’ striking reversal here. It is inade-
quate simply to ascribe it to Josephus’ supposed penchant for balancing both good and
bad qualities in the characters who appear in his works; so Mason in Feldman, Judean
Antiquities, 1-4, xxxii.
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The text of 1 Samuel contains the principal account of the Judeans’ dilemma
and their struggles over it. But that text itself is riddled with puzzling shifts
and inconsistencies, most of them centered upon the problematic character
of Saul. The fluctuations have prompted commentators to conceive of at least
two separate strands woven together somewhat awkwardly to produce a com-
posite version.®> That may well be true. But the composite text as we have it or
something like it was the basis for Josephus’ subsequent rewriting and served
as its jumping off point.

A brief summary of key passages in 1 Samuel on the installation of monar-
chy and the personage of Saul can supply the foundation for this discussion.

The sons of Samuel the prophet proved to be unfit to step into his place. The
elders of Israel thus urged the seer to institute a new form of rule and to set a
king over them, like other nations. Samuel sharply resisted the idea, pointing
to the deleterious effects of such a change, especially the likelihood of tyran-
nical behavior that would reduce all to the status of slavery.56 The narrative,
however, immediately raises troubling ambiguities. Where does God stand on
this? He ostensibly shares Samuel’s deep discontent with the idea of a mon-
arch, although he has his own personal motive. He ascribes the proposal to
the Israelites’ turning away from him and preferring a different ruler, another
example of Israelite forsaking of the divinity who had made them the chosen
people and looking instead to other gods.6” The Lord, however, takes an unex-
pected stance. Instead of backing Samuel’s efforts to discourage the establish-
ment of monarchic governance, Yahweh instructs him to heed the wishes of
the people, though warning them of the evils of the institution.68 Why this
apparent double-stance? Did God deliberately encourage monarchy for his
wayward flock in order that they should suffer its injustices and then see the
error of their ways? That question is left open The people will have to endure
an unsatisfactory king in the person of Saul, but the institution of kingship
was evidently unaffected and lasted well beyond his disquieting reign. God
has simply placed Samuel in the tortured situation of condemning monarchy
while at the same time adhering to the popular will and creating a monarch.°
The tension in the text is palpable, thus creating a challenge to readers
and retellers.

65 See McCarter, 1 Samuel, 12—23.

66 1 Sam 8:1-6, 11-18.

67  1Sam 8:7.

68  1Sam 8:7—9. Cf. the comments of McCarter, 1 Samuel, 159-162.
69  1Sam 819—22.
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God does not disclaim responsibility for this major change in Judean gov-
ernance and history. Nor for the appointee himself. The biblical text has him
declare to Samuel that he will supply the man whom the seer should anoint
as ruler over the nation.’? And Samuel does indeed perform that function,
while announcing that the anointment of Saul was the choice of Yahweh.”
Yet the very institution evidently remained a problematic matter. When Saul
was questioned about his encounter with Samuel, he pointedly omitted any
reference to the kingship.”? Samuel himself, however, despite initial misgiv-
ings, proclaimed the establishment of the monarchy and introduced the
new monarch unequivocally as the choice of God, a decision duly hailed by
the populace.”

Samuel acknowledged that he adhered to the voice of the people who
sought monarchy—but, even in his final days, he seemed well short of embrac-
ing the concept. The speech put in Samuel’s mouth is notably equivocal. The
seer reminds the Israelites, with a touch of sarcasm, that it was they who had
insisted upon a king even though the Lord God was already their king, and he
had granted their wish. Samuel exhorts them to follow their ruler as the agent
of God, but not without adding that their wish was itself an act of wickedness.”*
This whole segment of the text indulges in irony, and increases perplexity.
Whereas neither God nor Samuel ever declares explicit endorsement of mon-
archy as such, the institution evidently gained unspoken acknowledgment
without explanation. The author or authors refrained from commenting and
left the matter in a curious limbo.”

The troubling ambiguity about monarchy is closely tied to a comparable
ambiguity about the first monarch. The twists and turns engendered or suf-
fered by Saul would require a separate treatment beyond the scope of this
essay. The biblical text represents him as a tortured soul, sometimes admirable,
often despicable, with frequent reversals of fortune and of character. They can-
not be explored here. But one central question must be raised. Where is the
hand of God in this drama?

70 1Sam 915-17.

71 1Sam 10:1, 24.

72 1Sam10:14-16. Josephus, AJ 6.63 ascribes Saul’s hesitancy to self-control and moderation,
gyxpdteta xai cwppoadvy. rather than to any doubts about the institution.

73 1Sam10:23-25. Cf. 151, 17.

74  1Sami12:12-25.

75  When God lost confidence in Saul, he turned immediately to another choice for the king-
ship and orders for his anointing; 1 Sam 15:35; 16:12—13. Continuation of the monarchy was
assumed and unquestioned.
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Surprisingly, the divine entity takes a back seat through most of it. “The
Lord’s word was rare in those days,” says the text.”® He did emerge to summon
Samuel to his post as successor to Eli and as prophet to the Lord, and spoke
through him.”” He could intervene in Israelite battles against the Philistines
and to restore the Ark to its proper place. When the suggestion of installing
monarchic rule arose, however, Yahweh did not take the initiative. The elders
of Israel conceived the idea and pressed it upon Samuel, who sought God’s
advice. The response that came was surprising and somewhat paradoxical.
Yahweh instructed Samuel to follow the wishes of the people. Why? His rea-
soning lacks discernible logic. God reassures Samuel that the desire for a mon-
arch is not a rejection of the seer but of God himself, an example among many
of Israelite denial of the true God for false idols. This hardly explains Yahweh's
instruction to Samuel to abide by the people’s wishes while warning them of
the despotic behavior that a king is likely to bring to his subjects.”® Does he
endorse monarchy as a means of punishing recalcitrant Israelites? Is this a
begrudging acquiescence to popular outcry, a manipulation of the reluctant
Samuel, and a trap for the faithless flock?

Samuel’'s impassioned speech to the nation both reminds them that God
has provided them with a king and rebukes them for having asked for one in
the first place, claiming it to be an evil in the eyes of the Lord.” Just where does
God stand? He has not previously and will not subsequently denounce monar-
chy itself as a wicked institution. Is Samuel representing divine sentiments or
misconstruing them? There is more perplexity than direction in this account.
And Yahweh does not come off well.

God himself expresses regret that he had ever bestowed the kingship on
Saul, a most notable admission.8? Was he acknowledging error? That would be
a rather surprising confession. Samuel in fact insists that God never repents,
only humans do s0.8! On the face of it, that is a direct contradiction of God’s
own expression of remorse, recorded a few lines earlier and again a few lines
later. Bewilderment about the nature of God’s part in the tale only increases.
He did at last determine upon the removal of Saul and the anointing of
David.82 But the reasons for this rejection of Saul seem far less than obvious.

76  1Sam 31

77  1Sam 3:4-21.

78 1Sam 8:7—22.

79  1Sami1213-17.

80  1Samisi10-11, 35.

81 1 Sam 15:29. McCarter, 1 Samuel, 268, maintains that this must be a late addition to the
text. Be that as it may, the glaring inconsistency stood to confront subsequent readers.

82 1Sam 1611, 3, 12—14.
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A premature sacrifice by Saul (for which he had good reason and for which he
apologized) and the sparing of the Amalekite ruler would appear to be quite
inadequate grounds, thus casting God in a rather dubious light.

The closing portions of 1 Samuel show Yahweh more as reactor than initia-
tor. David, now chosen as the anointed one, had access to the Lord to whom
he could appeal and who responded to his requests as patron for his conflicts
against both the Philistines and Saul.83 He even called upon God to serve
as arbiter between him and Saul.3* But no arbitration took place. And the
Lord disappears from the scene for the rest of the tale through the death of
Saul, apart from a single reply to a request of David regarding pursuit of an
Amalekite raiding party.8°

The biblical text presented a severe challenge for readers and for any who
wished to recast it. Was monarchy a blessing or a curse? The attitudes of both
God and Samuel seem pliant and perplexing on both sides of the issue.

Josephus faced a formidable task in attempting to make sense of this con-
voluted story. He chose to follow closely the outline of the narrative but to
expand upon it liberally, to give it more vividness, and to provide more range
to its characters. The historian gave full play to his rhetorical skills by supply-
ing lengthy speeches to the protagonists, and adds numerous details to the
confrontations, thus making a richer tableau. The result is a notably longer text
than the scriptural version itself.

The historian, interestingly enough, however, did not come to grips with the
issue of monarchy as a desirable or undesirable mode of governance. He devi-
ates little from the scriptural account in presenting the people’s demands for
a king, Samuel’s reluctance to embrace the idea, God’s authorization of the
prophet’s yielding on this score, and Samuel’s warnings of the evils of one-man
rule.®6 Writing, as he did, under the Roman Empire and as a beneficiary of
the Flavian dynasty, Josephus would understandably hesitate to denounce
the institution itself. But he adds a small item of no small significance. He
observes that Samuel’s hatred of kings stemmed from his deep commitment to
aristocracy which he regarded as a divine and blessed form of government.8”

83  1Sam 23:2—4,10-13.

84 1 Sam 24:13-16.

85  1Sam 30:6-8.

86  Josephus, AJ 6.35—44.

87  Josephus, 47 6.36: firtto ydp dewds Tiig dplatoxpartiog g Beiag xal paxapiovg motodang
ToUg XpwuEVOUS alTiS Tfj ToAlTelq. Josephus’ references to aristocracy are generally favor-
able; AJ 4.223; 5135; 6.84-85; 6.268. But his attitude is not always consistent. Cf. 11.111;
20.229; Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History, 139; Schwartz, “Josephus on Jewish
Constitutions,” 30-52; Spilsbury, The Image of the Jew, 161-171; Mason, in Feldman, Judean
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Josephus thus transforms, without making an issue of it, the theological and
Deuteronomistic matter of the people’s rejection of God into a constitutional
matter. By ascribing the view to Samuel (the Bible has none of this), the histo-
rian alludes to the political significance without taking a stand on it. Samuel,
as the Scriptures have it, called another assembly, railed once more against
the grievous drawbacks of kingship, and delivered the Lord’s message that
by choosing monarchy the people have cast aside God’s own rulership—but
monarchy they will have.88 Josephus provides a faithful paraphrase of that text,
and expresses no judgment.8® The inner tension of the original is thus restated.
And Josephus refrains from attempting to elucidate it. When Samuel anointed
Saul for the second time to confirm his position, the biblical narrative has the
prophet remind the populace that the installation of a king was their idea
and a wicked one at that in the eyes of the Lord.?° Josephus here again inserts
his addition that the moAiteio of the Hebrews had been transformed into a
monarchy.®! While Samuel might deplore it, Josephus held back an explicit
judgment. But a close reader could read between the lines. Josephus does
observe that under Moses and Joshua, and subsequently under the Judges, the
Israelites remained under aristocratic rule.%2 He did not say but did not need
to say that that was the preferable regime. But if any Roman reader should sus-
pect an indirect questioning of monarchy, Josephus had deniability.

Once the fraught beginnings of monarchic rule were over, the issue disap-
pears as if uncontroversial and unquestioned. Although Saul as first king is
a most problematic character, there was no turning back on the institution.
Josephus nurtured the notion (through Samuel) of a slide from admirable aris-
tocracy to terrible tyranny, but the topic itself and the controversy disappeared
with stunning swiftness. When Saul confronted the likelihood of displacement
by David, the expectation of succession was already established fact.93 It was
assumed and confirmed by Samuel from the grave, although his initial stance
had been fiercely hostile to one-man rule.%* Josephus’ general assessment of
Saul in his concluding digression includes the striking statement that the king

Antiquities, 1—4, xxvi-xxvii, 414. The issue of aristocracy in Josephus was reassessed
recently by Feeley “Josephus as a Political Philosopher.”

88 1Sam1oay.

89  Josephus, A7 6.60—61, with the notes of Begg, Judean Antiquities, 5-7, 114-115.

90  1Sam12:12—24. Cf. Josephus, A7 6.88—91.

91  Josephus, AJ 6.83: xal obtwg ¥) @V ‘Efpaiwy moitein eig BagtAeiov uetémeaey.

92 Josephus, AJ 6.84-85.

93  Josephus, 47 6.291.

94  Josephus, AJ 6.335-336.
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determined not to flee from his fate lest he disparage the dignity of kingship.%5
In the end, according to Josephus, Saul showed intense concern for his future
reputation—something especially appropriate for kings.%¢ The legitimacy of
kingship had already moved beyond question. The transition from contested
and reluctant installation to established system occurred as if in an instant and
without apparent resistance—or at least without notice either by the biblical
writer or by the Jewish historian.

Josephus’ recounting and elaborations upon the life of Saul cannot here be
explored in detail.7 But two notable excursuses in the text prompted by that
life give access to Josephus’ own reflections on larger matters.

Saul’s act of most horrendous nature, the murder of the High Priest of Nob
simply for hosting David, followed by the massacre of his whole family, then all
the inhabitants of the town, is duly registered by Josephus and condemned by
him in no uncertain terms.%8 The deed did, however, prompt general thoughts
that were not drawn from the Scriptures. Josephus presents Saul as exemplar of
a deep character flaw fundamental to humanity itself. In the historian’s jaun-
diced view, all men exhibit gentleness, moderation, and righteousness when
they lack power. But once they are in a position of untrammeled authority and
sovereignty, they strip off the mask, abandon their false benevolence, and give
free reign to irrationality, malevolence, and cruelty, of which a prime instance
is Saul’s calamitous vengefulness at Nob.?® Josephus concludes his devastat-
ing digression there and makes no more of it. He returns directly to his nar-
rative with close adherence to the scriptural story. But the excursus leaves an
ineradicable impression. Josephus trod on treacherous ground here. The idea
that absolute power brings out the darkest traits of human character could
reverberate with those subject to the rulers of the Roman Empire. Josephus
gave voice to but swiftly dropped that line of reasoning—a prudent move. But
he had already dropped a suggestive hint that owed nothing to the Bible.

A surprising turn occurred somewhat later in Josephus’ text. He provided yet
another digression, inserted just prior to the culminating scene of Saul’s death,
without any scriptural authority, in order to leave his own stamp on the mean-
ing and significance of Saul’s life and deeds.1°° It comes quite unexpectedly

95  Josephus, AJ 6.344: xabufpicot 82 td Tic Pacihelog dElwuo.

96  Josephus, AJ 6.349; cf. 6.343.

97  OnJosephus’ portrait of Saul, see Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation, 509-536, although his
emphasis on the praiseworthy qualities of Saul is one-sided and exaggerated. For a more
judicious literary analysis, see Avioz, Josephus’ Interpretation, 23-56.

98  Josephus, 4] 6.255-262.

99  Josephus, 4J 6.262—268.

100 Josephus, A7 6.343—350.
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and seems to have a life of its own. Unlike the earlier excursus which deployed
Saul as archetype of inner human wickedness, this one draws out his worthy
traits that could inspire those who would emulate them to deeds of virtue and
renown. The historian points to Saul’s courage and perseverance at the end of
his life: he faced his fate unflinchingly, rejected the idea of clinging to life and
besmirching the dignity of kingship; he would go down fighting and provide
those left behind with a model of bravery that would earn him eternal renown.
Josephus’ lofty encomium makes Saul the very epitome of righteousness, cour-
age, and wisdom.!?! He reiterates the point more than once in this section,
holding up Saul’s determination and valor at the end as the true means for all,
but especially for kings, to leave a lasting lesson for posterity.192 This is a quite
remarkable, even startling, parenthesis in the text. Coming shortly before the
description of Saul’s suicide, which Josephus commends (although he notori-
ously shunned that choice for himself), it is particularly striking. Is this indeed
a model to be emulated? And how does one reconcile the powerful praise of
Saul’s virtues with the rest of the narrative that suggests nothing of the sort.
Josephus seems almost embarrassed and sheepish about the excursus. In its
concluding lines, he claims to have much more to say about Saul’s fortitude but
forbears to continue lest he appear excessive and tasteless in his panegyric.103

The sharply different, even mutually contradictory, judgments delivered in
Josephus’ two digressions on Saul, the one epitomizing internal immorality
and the other exemplary virtue, resist reconciliation.!®* Josephus appears to
have had an attack of bad conscience at the end and thus labored to provide
a different side of Saul. It did not bring coherence to the convoluted portrait
stemming from the Scriptures, indeed only added to the incoherence. The sui-
cide of Saul plainly resonated with Josephus’ own personal experience. He felt
an urgency to confront it and its reverberations. But he left the discordance
with his earlier remarks unaddressed and unresolved. Readers would have to
put the pieces together themselves.

101 Josephus, A7 6.346: Sixatog xat dvdpeiog xal cOPEwY.

102 Josephus, 47 6.349—350. On Josephus’ attitude toward self-killing more generally, see van
Henten, “Noble Death,” 203—207.

103 Josephus, AJ 6.350: &1t TobTwV mAEiw TEPl BarodAov xai Thg eduylag Aéyew Nuvduny, TAny
MUy xopymodons ths dmobéoews, G o un pavduey dmelpoxdiwg adtod ypfiabat Toilg
émaivotg, Endvetpt TdAw dg’ Gv eig TovToug EEERNY.

104 Avioz, Josephus’ Interpretation, 54, suggests that Josephus included the encomium simply
because it was a literary convention or because he wished to soften the negative portrait
of Saul and the institution of monarchy. That does not account for his willingness to let
the blatant inconsistency stand.
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Josephus leaves the role of God as slippery and ambivalent as the bibli-
cal account. The Bible made him a somewhat secondary character. The tale
revolved around Samuel, Saul, and David, with God for the most part letting
it play out on its own. Josephus clings close to the Scriptures, but adds some
subtle supplements that suggest a slightly different perspective on the deity.

The tortured logic of God’s authorization of monarchy out of pique because
the people sought it, rather than being content with God’ own dominion
over them, is essentially repeated without comment by Josephus.1°> But he
nuances the original by having Samuel explain the divine intention. Samuel
infers that the Lord is putting his people through a trial. The harsh brutality
of a king will drive them to implore God for succor, but he will not heed their
prayers, thus to teach them a lesson for seeking a monarchy in the first place.06
This spells out what was unexpressed in the original and endeavors to account
for the divine motivation.!°? In a subsequent popular assembly summoned by
Samuel, the prophet again voices Yahweh’s will as punishing the Israelites for
having preferred a ruler other than himself.1°® The Deuteronomistic charac-
ter of the story stands forth: an affront to God followed by divine retaliation.
God’s will is expressed through his prophet and represented by his choice of
king. But the agents of the Lord play the principal roles. Yahweh is appealed
to, spoken for, even disobeyed, but more detached than engaged. His order for
the extermination of the Amalekites, however, does draw Josephus’ attention.
The Lord’s fury at Saul seems excessive and unjustified in the biblical narrative.
Josephus felt the need to give some accounting for it. He ascribes it to God’s
unrelenting hatred of all Amalekites, the people who ambushed the Hebrews
on the Exodus.1%° Indeed Josephus adds to the biblical text an express contrast
between the unremittingly irascible Yahweh and Saul who showed at least a
modicum of compassion.!® That contrast forecast Saul’s demise. His sparing
of the Amalekite ruler found God quite unforgiving and bent on retribution.!!
The Lord is not especially laudable in the biblical version. Josephus’ additions

105 Josephus, A7 6.38-39.

106  Josephus, A 6.42: & & ob mpoodéketan Tég deHoelg, AN mapaméppog Edoet Shwny dooyely
Opag g adTOV xaxoPovAiag. See Begg, Judean Antiquities, 5~7,107-108.

107 Cf.1Sam 8:4—22.

108 Josephus, A7 6.60-61.

109 Josephus, A7 6.138.

110 Josephus, A7 6.137: 00xétt TobT0 TTOIAY }aT& BovAnaw Tod Beod, madel O¢ vixwpevog 1Bt xal
xoprZduevos dxadpug mepl Gv olx elyev dxtvduvoy éEovatay olkty; 142-151. On Saul and the
Amalekites, see Avioz, Josephus’ Interpretation, 37—39.

111 Josephus, 47 6.142, 150, 335—36, 378.



JOSEPHUS AND THE BIBLE 83

make him even less so. But the historian does endeavor to account for Yahweh’s
actions which the biblical author had evidently reckoned as self-evident.

Josephus, on the whole, faithfully reproduced the tangled tale of Samuel
and Saul in the web of an inscrutable God. But although he did not disentangle
it, he exercised to some advantage the historian’s craft. He ventured to pose the
problematic issue of monarchic rule as both a theological and a political one.
His insertion or elaboration of speeches in the tradition of classical historiog-
raphy, his commitment to find some rationality in seemingly irrational behav-
ior, and his pauses to reflect upon the effects of character upon events and as
exempla for the future provide historical perspective that far exceeded mere
reproduction of a narrative. Josephus did not tie up the loose ends. But his
new version, prompted by historical considerations and broader issues, added
ingredients that could provoke serious rethinking and reflection well beyond
the basic story.

7 Conclusion

These examples do not, of course, tell the whole story. The variety of approaches
to the biblical material even in these few samples, however, indicates that
Josephus operated without a fixed agenda or goal that governed his rewritings.
He followed no firm pattern or repeated scheme in recasting the tales. The
stories and characters themselves prompted a range of reactions from the his-
torian. For the most part, he retained the framework of the received story, but
he could shift the emphasis, reimagine a character, drop or soften unwelcome
actions, and inject his own inferences or judgments to leave a quite different
impression depending upon the character or message of the biblical segment
that he was treating. He eschewed any consistent formula that might deter-
mine his disposition.

Josephus could rewrite a story to massage the reputations of Abraham and
Joseph, to add a military and a romantic dimension to the lawgiver, to implant
moral considerations into the tale of Jephthah, to complicate the harsh por-
trait of Samson, and to tackle (though not resolve) the delicate problem of the
relation between monarchy and the deity. It would be reductive and misguided
to force the historian’s multiple, miscellaneous, and disparate re-imaginings of
biblical material into some neat schema that guided his history.

What inferences follow for the broader question of attitude toward the
sanctity of tradition? For Josephus, Scripture clearly allowed for flexibility
and manipulation. But there is no reason to see his additions, omissions, or
variations as constituting irreverence or a cavalier attitude toward biblical
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authority. What these re-writings confirm is that scriptural sanctity did not
require consistent or precise replication. The adaptation of Jewish legend
through different approaches and angles had been an integral part of Jewish
culture almost from the start. And Josephus’ Antiquities falls well within that
tradition. Nothing suggests that new versions of scriptural material sought to
supersede the biblical account, to substitute for it, or to displace it.!'? It did not,
in any way, compromise the integrity, let alone the holiness, of the Bible to pro-
vide alternative ways of presenting a narrative or a character. In fact, I would
urge, the reverse holds. The variants, perhaps paradoxically, only served to
validate the original, even occasionally to elevate it. Indeed they generally took
for granted that the readership knew the original. In this way readers would
best appreciate the divergences from and the twists applied to the antecedent
text, the expansions and the nuances, even the altogether new renderings that
would provide a fresh angle on the earlier text. Far from weakening the force
of the original, they called attention to its authority.!!3 Variants on scriptural
material only reinforced the importance of its inspiration. The relationship
was a reciprocal one. The scriptures stimulated novel variations and the varia-
tions validated the source of stimulation.

The claims of an exact duplication of the original issued by Josephus about
his own rendition need to be understood and, I believe, were understood as
statements of symbolic significance. Readers of Josephus who were familiar
with the Hebrew Bible and its diverse reproductions would not have been mis-
led by his pronouncements. The rewriting of biblical tales maintained, even
strengthened, their authority, but also found room for thoughtful, provocative,
reflective, and even inventive variations on their rich themes and unforget-
table characters.
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CHAPTER 4

Ancient Jewish Court-Tales, Scriptural Adaptation,
and Greco-Roman Discourses of Exemplarity:
Joseph, Esther, and Agrippa I in Josephus’
Antiquitates Judaicae

David R. Edwards

Josephus™ penchant for the figures of Joseph and Esther from the Jewish scrip-
tures stands out on the basis of his own retellings of them in Antiquitates
Judaicae.? There they are flawless paragons of virtue that exceed even their
lofty original personas from the Hebrew Bible.? They are both models of virtue

1 Full discussion of the topics in this chapter can be found in Edwards, Court of the Gentiles,
29-56; 112—165, of which this essay is a condensed treatment.

2 Josephus’ account of Joseph encompasses 4 2.9—200 while his account of Esther spans 47
11.184—296.

3 Josephus’ tendencies in retelling the stories of Joseph and Esther in 47 have been amply doc-
umented. On Joseph in 47, Franxman, Genesis and the ‘Jewish Antiquities,” 213—284; Niehoff,
Figure of Joseph, 84-10; Feldman, josephus’s Interpretation, 335—373; Feldman, Judean
Antiquities 14, 130-186; Whitmarsh, “Josephus, Joseph, and the Greek Novel;” Bosman,
“Joseph Narratives;” Tinklenberg Devega, “Man Who Fears God,” 31-56; Nodet, Antiquités
Juives, Volume 1. On Esther in 47, see Feldman, Studies, 500-538; Kneebone, “Josephus’ Esther
and Diaspora Judaism,” 165-182; Chalupa, “Book of Esther in Josephus;” Spilsbury and See-
man, Judean Antiquities 11, 51-87; Nodet, Antiquités Juives, Volume v. On Josephus’ scriptural
source text of the Joseph and Esther stories, see the limited discussion later in this chapter.

The form, contents, and language of Josephus’ source text of the Jewish scriptures,
broadly speaking, is highly debated and largely unresolvable, even though some features
are reasonably clear. There is good reason to assume that, as a result of his priestly educa-
tion in Jerusalem, Josephus was literate in Hebrew and Aramaic and possessed deep famil-
iarity with the Jewish scriptures prior to the writing of 47 (Feldman, “Use, Authority, and
Exegesis;” Mason, “Did Josephus Know His Bible;” but note the doubts of Satlow, “Josephus’
Knowledge;” Schwartz, Josephus and Judaean Politics, 22—44; Tuval, From Jerusalem Priest,
15-128). Although Josephus himself frames 4; as a translation project (47 1.5-6), there is
ample evidence both that he struggled his entire life to gain competency in high-register
literary Greek (47 20.263) as well as that he accessed large parts of the Jewish scriptures in
existing Greek translation, modifying them to suit (e.g., the use of Greek 1 Edras rather than
Hebrew Ezra/Nehemiah in Spilsbury and Seeman, Judean Antiquities 11, 5). Most scholars,
including myself, assume that Josephus was competent in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek, and
that he possessed his scriptural sources and other Jewish traditions in some mixture of these
languages (Feldman, Josephus’s Interpretation, 23—36; but note the singular use of Hebrew
Ur-text proposed by Nodet, Hebrew Bible). Further precision is sometimes possible in specific
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and heroes for Josephus, notable exemplars of Jews successfully navigat-
ing the highest reaches of Gentile power in the diaspora. But these powerful
court-tales serve as inspiration, models, and archetypes for the composition
of several non-scriptural accounts in Antiquitates Judaicae.* In this chapter
I will examine one account which is modeled in significant respects upon the
figures of Joseph and Esther: Josephus’ narrative of Agrippa 1, which spans
Antiquitates Judaicae 18—19.% In this story of the life of Agrippa 1 and his various
intrigues at the Roman court, Josephus casts Agrippa in the mold of Joseph
and Esther in several unmistakable ways. Yet, at the same time, he subverts the
parallels between Agrippa and those heroes of old as the king is portrayed as
consistently falling short of their famed virtue.

My methodology in this chapter involves a three-part procedure. First,
there is the search for simple parallels between the non-scriptural account
and the scriptural archetype—that is, imitation and copying. Parallels are usu-
ally exhibited at the broader level of plot and characterization but sometimes
extend to specific vocabulary. Then, I explore ways in which the expectations
that these straightforward parallels establish for the reader are disturbed in
one or more of three ways: (1) subversion involves the undermining of the
reader’s expectation; (2) inversion, on the other hand, entails the unexpected
reversal or switching of one figure or action with the other; (3) and irony, lastly,
depends on a disparity either between the reader’s knowledge and the char-
acter’s knowledge or between intended meaning and actual/resultant mean-
ing. While I entertain the likelihood that Josephus composed his account
of Agrippa 1 with these features in mind, that is not necessary for my thesis
given that the most prominent ones are clearly recognizable and indisputably
present irrespective of any putative authorial intent. It could also be argued
that my approach expects quite a lot of Josephus’ imagined reader; noticing
subversion, inversion, and irony demands a relatively high level of familiarity
with the Jewish scriptures in that it involves, first, a recognition of the paral-
lel with the archetype (i.e., the stories of Joseph and Esther) and, then at a

cases but is not necessary for or relevant to this study. See fuller discussion in Edwards, Court
of the Gentiles, 5-10.

4 Some of the scriptural allusions which I flesh out in this chapter are briefly noted by Schwartz,
Agrippa 1,16-18.

5 Note that while Josephus’ account of Agrippa I spans 47 18.127-19.352, the entirety of 19.1-235
recounts the Roman conspiracy against Gaius, with Agrippa only entering the story again
from 19.236. Agrippa I has most often been studied in the context of the Herodian dynasty,
Roman Palestine, the Alexandrian crisis, and the reigns of the emperors Gaius and Claudius.
For studies on Agrippa I in Josephus, see Krieger, “Darstellung Konig Agrippas 1,” 94-118;
Kushnir-Stein, “Agrippa 1 in Josephus,” 153-161; Schwartz, Agrippa 1.
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deeper level, the disruption of the parallel which results in a new and coherent
reading of the narrative. To that point, we may justifiably postulate the recita-
tion of literary works by Greco-Roman elites as part of the ongoing process of
composition and “publication” as an opportunity for Josephus to close the gap
between his readers’ background knowledge and that minimally required to
recognize the elements of subversion, inversion, and irony in his narrative.®
However, while I undertake analysis from what might be termed a maximalist
position, I do not harbor the expectation that each one of Josephus’ readers
necessarily recognized every point and connection that I note herein.” Finally,
after demonstrating this procedure of subversive adaptation, I will show in my
conclusion how this surprising feature of Josephus’ account of Agrippa 1 can
be explained in light of Greco-Roman discourses of exemplarity. Here I appeal
to Plutarch as a notable contemporary who, like Josephus, also utilized explor-
atory exemplarity in the narrative historiography of his Parallel Lives in order
to exploit unexpected tensions, incongruities, and subversive elements so as to
engage the reader in moral reflection and ethical judgement in response to the
narrative. In what follows, the Greek text of Josephus that I cite is drawn from
the Loeb edition in consultation with Niese’s critical edition, while all transla-
tions are my own unless otherwise noted.

6 Johnson, Readers and Reading Culture, 42—56; Augoustakis, “Literary Culture;” Huitink and
van Henten, “Publication of Flavius Josephus’ Works;” Edwards, Court of the Gentiles, 13—15.

7 Even among the relatively homogenous elite Greco-Roman audience which scholarship has
reconstructed as Josephus’ immediate readership (see the dedication to Epaphroditus in
AJ 1.8-9 and the discussion in Mason, “Should Anyone Wish to Enquire Further”), we must
allow that his readers are to some degree variegated and diverse in terms of their prior back-
ground knowledge and their commitment to and interest in our author’s project. Despite the
doubts of Nodet regarding a non-Jewish audience (“Josephus’ Attempt,” 103-104), the extent
to which Josephus consistently explains Jewish customs and history in 4y as if he expects the
reader to be fundamentally unfamiliar with their details confirms the essentially non-Jewish
core of his anticipated readership. However, given the notoriety of Josephus in post-war
Flavian Rome, it is difficult to imagine that other Jews in the capital would be unaware of our
author’s profile and would not take an interest in a new work from him which purports to
relate the whole of Jewish history and translate the entire Jewish scriptures. Certain explicit
indicators indeed confirm that he expected Jews to read A7 as well, such as his petition for the
leniency of the imagined Jewish reader for the decision to reorganize the scriptural ordering
of Jewish laws so as to present a more comprehensible account (47 4.197). In this chapter I
refer to Josephus’ immediate readership as “Greco-Roman” so as to include Romans as well
as Greeks and other provincials living in Rome.
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1 Agrippa1 and the Figure of Joseph in Antiquitates Judaicae

Before analyzing specific scenes which portray Agrippa in the mold of the
scriptural Joseph, it is important to highlight three editorial statements by
Josephus which provide second-order reflection for the reader on the lessons
learned from the life of Agrippa (47 18.127-129, 18.142, and 19.294—296). These
comments show Josephus elaborating upon the significance of the figure of
Agrippa and his many reversals of fortune and already interpreting him for the
reader in a manner highly reminiscent of the figure of Joseph.

The first editorial comment occurs at the very beginning of Josephus’
account of Agrippa I and just before he relates the genealogical data of the
Herodian family (47 18.130-141). The reader is told (47 18.127-129) that narrat-
ing the life of Agrippa I can show “how neither greatness nor any other human
strength is of benefit in meeting with success apart from piety towards the
divine” (Stya tév wpog 6 Belov ebaoefeldv), and that “it might lead in some way to
the moral education of human nature (cwgpovioud tod dvBpwneiov) to learn of
the ill fate of his [Herod’s] offspring and also to narrate the figure of Agrippa,
which is most worth marveling over—who from an altogether common sta-
tion and against every expectation of those who knew him rose up to such a
position of power.” While in many ways this statement could be applied to all
the protagonists of all the scriptural court-tales,® including Daniel and Esther,
its perspective is particularly prominent in the Joseph story and in Josephus’
retelling of it.% Joseph is first a slave and then a prisoner. He alone of the three
is especially remembered in the way that Josephus here summarizes Agrippa.
I will show later in this chapter how Josephus also plays on parallels with the
Esther story, but here it is in light of the Joseph narrative that his statement
should be read.

The second editorial comment (47 18.142) occurs right after the Herodian
genealogy mentioned above and just before the narrative proper begins (47
18.143ff.). Josephus’ commentary here shows an emphasis on the changing

8 Broadly speaking, this is a programmatic agenda in Antiquitates as indicated by 47 114 and
explored by Attridge, Interpretation of Biblical History; Tuval, From Jerusalem Priest. See fur-
ther discussion later in this chapter.

9 The figures of Esther and Daniel do attain remarkable prominence at court, but their prior
positions are not at all stressed as being low and, to the contrary, are in many ways even
enhanced. Esther, for instance, is given a suitably honorable pedigree from the start, espe-
cially in the Greek scriptural texts and in Josephus’ retelling in 47 11. Likewise, Daniel is spe-
cially groomed for court service from the outset and Josephus adds that he is already known
to and admired by the king before his first court appearance. In short, then, neither of these
two figures is emphatically of a low status even if they do ultimately rise much higher.



JOSEPH, ESTHER, AND AGRIPPA I IN ANTIQUITATES JUDAICAE 91

fortunes of Agrippa which ultimately terminate in success: “I now recount the
rest—what fates (t0xat) came upon Agrippa; how he made an escape from
them as well as progressed to both the greatest honor (d&wpatés) and power.”
The theme of escaping disaster only to reach an exalted status echoes the fig-
ure of Joseph, as does also Agrippa’s &&iwue, which is reminiscent of Josephus’
application of the same term to Joseph in several places (47 2.97, 193).1°
Similar sentiments are expressed in the third editorial comment, at
Antiquitates Judaicae 19.294—96, much later in the narrative as Claudius con-
firms Agrippa upon his imperial accession. This scene fully resolves the ten-
sions surrounding Agrippa’s fluctuations in status that drive so much of the
plot. The reader is told that the gold chain that Gaius had given him upon his
release from prison and elevation to kingship was retained as “a reminder of
his dismal fate and a testimony of the reversal (petaBoAiis) for better things” (a7
19.294); “an example (3etyua), both that greatness is able to fall as well as that
God raises what has fallen” (47 19.294—295); and a reminder “that King Agrippa,
on little account put into chains, was stripped of his former honor (d&iwpua)
and, after a short time shackled, went out raised as king more splendid than
before” (47 19.295-296). The particular terminology for “reversal” (petafory)
used for Agrippa is twice applied to scriptural Joseph in Josephus’ retelling in
relation to the trials he experiences (4j 2.40, 42), while the theme of falling
and rising is also emphasized here several times. Further, Agrippa’s gold chain
(xpvafv dAvaw) is highly reminiscent of the gold collar (xAotov) given to Joseph
by Pharaoh upon his release from prison (Old Greek Genesis 41:42).1! In fact,
I suggest that it is deliberately placed here so as to portray Agrippa here as
a Joseph-like figure: both are framed by means of the shared experience of
unjust imprisonment and ultimate vindication (with golden accoutrement).12
Beyond these brief editorial comments, the full-scale scenes in which
Agrippa most clearly and explicitly echoes the figure of Joseph involve false

10 The term d&iwpa is absent in Old Greek Genesis, indicating that it is likely Josephus’ own
addition to his retelling of the Joseph story.

11 The term xAotov is also used for collars worn by prisoners and therefore seems chosen spe-
cifically to represent an inversion of Joseph’s imprisoned state, just like Agrippa’s chain
(dAvaig). The Gottingen edition is used where I reference or cite the Greek text of Genesis.
The extant Hebrew text of Genesis (Masoretic text) and the Greek translation of Genesis
(Old Greek/Lxx) are in principle distinct, with the latter reflecting a slightly different
Hebrew Vorlage. However, while they do indeed vary at minor points (sometimes with
significant impacts upon meaning), in practice they converge so closely that they may be
treated as a single textual tradition for the purposes of this study.

12 Schwartz notes certain correspondences between the circumstances of the release from
imprisonment of both Agrippa and Joseph (Agrippa I, 34, 55), but not the collar/chain
gifted to each figure.
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accusation of him and his resulting unjust imprisonment, during which
time divine portents are interpreted as presaging his release and ultimate
vindication.!® In Antiquitates Judaicae 18.168, Josephus reports that Agrippa
once was out riding with Gaius when the former’s freedman, Eutychus, over-
heard him express the wish that “Tiberius might soon step aside and yield his
rule to Gaius who was more worthy in every way."'* When Eutychus was later
imprisoned by Agrippa for theft, he retaliated by claiming to have informa-
tion pertinent to the emperor’s safety (47 18.170). Though Tiberius allowed the
freedman to linger in prison for some time, at Agrippa’s urging he investigated
the charges more closely. Eutychus then made the further false charge that
he had heard Agrippa offer the idea that, once Gaius was installed as ruler,
Tiberius’ grandson (Gemellus) could easily be disposed of so as to present no
obstacle (47 18.187). Upon hearing this Tiberius promptly had Agrippa impris-
oned as well (47 18.188-191).

What is so striking about this sequence in relation to the story of Joseph is
the grounds for imprisonment. Perhaps the most memorable aspect of Joseph’s
imprisonment is that it is based on a false accusation. In his own retelling of
the Joseph story in Antiquitates Judaicae, Josephus consistently heightens
the emphasis on the false accusation by creating an elaborate dialogue and
scheme for Potiphar’s wife, making it all the more galling when she takes
recourse to falsely accusing the innocent Joseph who did nothing but resist her
advances (47 2.41-59). Josephus is, then, quite keen to emphasize the falsity
of the accusation and to imbue Joseph with the aura of a victim and martyr.
In the same vein, the falsity of the accusation against Agrippa is a key element
in the Antiquitates Judaicae version of the story; this stands in contrast to the
parallel passage in Bellum Judaicum. The latter narrates no more than the report
by one of Agrippa’s servants to the emperor of an injudicious remark he had
made, in which Tiberius’ death and Gaius’ accession are prayerfully expected
(BJ 2.179-180). In this exceptionally brief parallel account in Bellum Judaicum
there is no hint that the accusation is false. The most that the reader might
infer is that the remark is incredibly ill-conceived and the resulting imprison-
ment an unsurprising reaction by the emperor. It is, therefore, significant that
Josephus chose in Antiquitates Judaicae to add the extended scenario of false
accusation and unjust imprisonment.

13 Several of the points of contact which follow were first noted (though not developed fur-
ther) by Schwartz, Agrippa 1, 34-35.

14  Note that in the parallel passage from the much shorter By account the setting of the
conversation is not riding but dining (B 2.179).
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The affinity between the false accusations against Agrippa and Joseph is
not simple imitation, but rather exhibits a playfulness with the character of
Agrippa. Where Joseph is entirely innocent of the charges against him and did
nothing whatsoever to bring his fate upon him, the same cannot be said for
Agrippa. Though he is, like Joseph, falsely accused, Josephus does not attempt
to lessen the impropriety of Agrippa’s actual remark. He in no way down-
plays it. Rather, he leaves the reader with a complicated character. Agrippa is
certainly falsely accused as the reader well knows; the lie of the freedman is
explicit and manifest in the Antiquitates Judaicae narrative. Yet, Agrippa did
in fact come dangerously close to espousing precisely the sentiments which
Eutychus attributed to him—so close, in fact, as to border on treason.

Unlike Joseph, then, Agrippa’s misfortune seems to be at least a little bit a
result of his own poor judgement. Therefore, he does not quite cast the stoic
silhouette of the patiently enduring Joseph. Thus, Josephus characterizes
Agrippa here—as throughout Antiquitates Judaicae—as a complex figure who,
through his own shortcomings, lands himself in tight spots as often as he man-
ages to squeeze out of them and regain prosperity. Agrippa’s career is more
complicated and ambiguous, then, than Joseph’s. The basic affinity remains
between Agrippa and Joseph, but it functions also to establish a foundation for
the extra layer of complexity and ambiguity.

While imprisoned by Tiberius on charges of treason, Agrippa encounters a
German fellow-prisoner who, upon seeing a bird land on a tree over Agrippa’s
head, predicts his imminent release by the workings of divine providence
as well as his eventual death (47 18.195—204). This scene evidences affinities
with Joseph’s imprisonment in Genesis, in which the patriarch encounters
two of Pharaoh’s disgraced courtiers, a baker and cupbearer, whose dreams
he interprets as signifying the former’s death and the latter’s release (Gen 40).
The resemblance between the figures of Agrippa and Joseph here is unques-
tionable. First, both episodes are interpreted within the framework of divine
providence, one of Josephus’ favorite themes in Antiquitates Judaicae. In his
retelling of the scriptural Joseph story, Josephus interprets for the reader that
Joseph (4] 2.60-61) “relied completely upon God” and was “confident that God
who knew the reason for his disaster and the truth was stronger than those who
bound him—which proof of the providence (mpovoiag) [of God] he received
straight away.” Some of the same moralizing tones are to be found in the scene
of Agrippa’s imprisonment. For instance, just as Josephus editorialized about
Joseph'’s plight, the German prisoner also credits divine providence (tod fziov
™V mpdvotav) with designing Agrippa’s imminent release (47 18.197).

Second, the exchange between Agrippa and the German also stands out
in relation to the Joseph story for the way that both narratives feature one
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imprisoned and disgraced courtier interpreting divine signs to another con-
cerning their release, return to court, and death. The German goes on to proph-
esy to Agrippa (47 18.200) that, after he is released, he will “advance to both
the greatest honor and power” but must also remember that “when you see
this bird another time your death will take place five days later” This alludes
to the two prophecies in Antiquitates Judaicae 2.64—73 | Gen 40:9-19 issued
by Joseph to Pharaoh’s cupbearer (for restoration) and baker (for death). The
sight of a bird above Agrippa’s head is the sign of his impending release and his
eventual death, much as in the baker’s dream, where the bird is also the sign
of his imminent death (47 2.71-73 / Gen 40:16-19).1% Then, when the German
completes his prophecy to Agrippa, he begs the latter to remember him after
his release (47 18.201-202), much like Joseph's plea to the cupbearer to put in a
good word for him to Pharaoh after he is released (Gen 40:14 / AJ 2.68).

While the whole scene is highly evocative of the Joseph story,'® the two
protagonists are not connected by way of simple imitation or direct parallel
but are, rather, inverted or reversed. In the case of the scriptural story, it is
Joseph who skillfully divines the meaning of his fellow prisoners’ dreams; it
is Joseph who interacts with two fallen courtiers and prophesies their oppos-
ing fates, one for good and the other for ill.17 In the account of Agrippa, how-
ever, it is not the protagonist who possesses skill in reading divine signs but
a nameless non-Jewish prisoner. As a result, it is not Agrippa who plays the
role of Joseph but, rather, the nameless German prisoner. Agrippa, meanwhile,
takes on the function of both baker and cupbearer in that his release and his
death are predicted by a fellow prisoner. There is a sort of irony here at which
a reader with knowledge of the Joseph story could only smile: Agrippa is like a

15  Schwartz, Agrippa, 34.

16 There are also several other minor points of convergence and contrast between Joseph
and Agrippa (Schwartz, Agrippa I, 34). For instance, upon release both Joseph and
Agrippa are treated to haircuts and a change of clothes (47 18.237 / Gen 41:14). On the
other hand, although Agrippa is treated well during his imprisonment like Joseph, unlike
the latter this is not attributed to virtue or God’s providential care. Instead, Agrippa
receives preferential treatment due to the intervention of benefactors in the halls of
power: Antonia the Younger, sister-in-law of Tiberius and mother of Claudius, arranges
for his care (AJ 18.202—204 / Gen 39:20—-23). As Matthews points out, Antonia functions as
something of an inverse of Potiphar’s wife (First Converts, 31-32).

17 Joseph’s divinatory and oracular skill is even more forcefully emphasized in Josephus’
retelling (47 2.63, 65). It is likely that, for Josephus’ elite Roman audience, skills of an orac-
ular/divinatory type were a priori closely linked to other fields of knowledge. Jovanovi¢,
for instance, shows that in Josephus’ retelling and in other ancient Joseph traditions,
Joseph’s skills in divination sit comfortably alongside his gpévyaoig and other prominent
qualities as the stock in trade of the Hellenistic scientist (Joseph of Genesis as Hellenistic
Scientist, 76-118).
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less-commendable version of Joseph. Like Joseph, God providentially cares for
Agrippa in designing his release, just as the German predicted, but it remains a
mystery why this should be deserved in a figure so unlike his archetype.

2 Agrippa 1 and Esther in Antiquitates Judaicae

After Agrippa’s post-imprisonment fate is secured through the banishment of
Herod Antipas (also known as “the Tetrarch”), who contested his younger kins-
man’s elevated status under the new emperor Gaius Caligula (47 18.240—255),
Josephus turns once again to Gaius and to his reign. Josephus’ sole interest in
Gaius is the emperor’s attempt to erect his own statue in the Jewish temple in
the wake of the violent unrest in Alexandria.!® While several broader aspects of
the narrative allude to the Esther story, the key scene of Agrippa petitioning on
behalf of the Jewish people at a banquet unmistakably echoes Queen Esther.!?

Unlike the parallel passage in Bellum Judaicum 2.184, the framing of Gaius
in Antiquitates Judaicae 18.256 mirrors the Persian king in the Esther story.20
In Bellum Judaicum 2.184, no indication is given that Gaius administered the
empire respectably for any length of time before his wickedness became mani-
fest; he is entirely evil, right from the start. The Gaius of Antiquitates Judaicae,
who rules well for the first year and at least a portion of the second, is a bit

18  The unrest between the city’s Greek and Jewish inhabitants led each side to send rival
embassies to Rome to argue their case before Gaius personally. For brief but thorough
surveys of the Alexandrian crisis, see Smallwood, Jews under Roman Rule, 235-255;
Modrzejewski, Jews of Egypt, 161-183; Barclay, Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora, 48—78.
For a full-length study, see Gambetti, Alexandrian Riots. Josephus’ extensive account of
the conspiracy against and assassination of Gaius, which occupies the bulk of 4/ 19, is
a product of his preoccupation with Gaius’ attempt to erect his image in the Jerusalem
temple: the emperor’s ignominious death is exactly the sort of fate which befalls those
who behave so impiously.

19  Myreferences to the scriptural Esther story are drawn from the Hebrew version (Masoretic
text). There are, additionally, two distinct Greek translations of Esther (Alpha text and
Old Greek/Lxx) that differ from each other and from the Hebrew text in a multitude of
ways large and small, but they are not relevant for the purposes of this study. For a discus-
sion of the ancient versions of Esther and of their relationship to Josephus’ retelling of the
Esther story in A 11, see Edwards, Court of the Gentiles, 136.

20  The question of whether B was used generally as a basis for 47 or whether some com-
mon source was used for both has been much debated (see especially Cohen, Josephus
in Galilee and Rome, 58—65). More recently, Krieger has shown conclusively and at length
that, at least for 47 18—20, Josephus rewrote his B/ account and added much new material
(Geschichtsschreibung; English summary in Krieger, “Synoptic Approach to B 2:117-283
and A 18—20,” 90-100).
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different, and a bit more like the king in Esther. The Gaius of Bellum Judaicum
bears no such resemblance to the Persian king of Esther.?! Likewise, the lan-
guage used to describe Gaius’ divine aspirations in Bellum Judaicum attributes
initiative to the emperor himself, as opposed to Antiquitates Judaicae, where it
is allowed that Gaius—though by no means absolved of responsibility—was
in some measure moved by outside forces to take his regrettable course;
non-Jewish peoples who initiated divine honors for him spurred on his
own divine aspirations.?? This sounds a lot like the Persian king of Esther,
who is goaded by a subordinate into taking anti-Jewish action (Esth 3:7-14 /
AJ 11.209—220).

In Antiquitates Judaicae, the anti-Jewish subordinate is the Alexandrian fig-
ure Apion, who appears before Gaius to plead the cause of the city’s Greek
embassy in opposition to the Jewish one (47 18.257-260). Apion plays a role
quite similar to that of Haman in the story of Esther. Apion is, in Antiquitates
Judaicae, a central antagonist second only to Gaius himself. He is, however,
absent from the parallel account in Bellum Judaicum 2.181ff along with, in fact,
the entirety of the Alexandrian crisis.?2 On the other hand, in Antiquitates
Judaicae the Jews come to Gaius’ attention only after the slanderous denuncia-
tions of Apion, so that the anti-Jewish Alexandrian and the embassy he leads
are directly responsible for instigating the anti-Jewish imperial action.

Although Philo’s Legatio is believed to be the ultimate source for this sec-
tion of Antiquitates Judaicae,* unlike Josephus, Philo never refers to Apion
in his extant corpus, much less claims that he led the Alexandrian embassy.
Instead, Philo introduces Isidorus as the leader of the Alexandrian embassy,
but only near the end of the text.2> Furthermore, Philo never claims that the

21 While the Persian king’s portrayal is somewhat mixed in the scriptural version of the
Esther story, Josephus in his own retelling perfunctorily rectifies this and distances the
king from the anti-Jewish activities of his wicked servant Haman. See Feldman, Studies,
500-508; Kneebone, “Josephus’ Esther and diaspora Judaism,” 174-177; Edwards, Court of
the Gentiles, 139—141.

22 Condemnations of Gaius’ divine aspirations were commonplace and practically a trope
among the emperors’ biographers; on historical grounds they may be understood in
light of Gaius’ love of eastern culture and his affinity for Hellenistic models of kingship
(Adams, Roman Emperor Gaius).

23 Josephus may have wished to avoid bringing to mind an instance of violent Jewish civic
unrest so soon after the end of the Jewish War.

24  Schwartz, Agrippa 1,18-23. He argues that Josephus also drew on Philo for his account in
BJ, though much less extensively. On Josephus’ use of Philo in his account of Agrippa1in
AJ, see Schwartz, Agrippa I, 11-33. On Josephus’ use of Philo more broadly, see Feldman,
Josephus’s Interpretation, 52—54; Sterling, “Man of the Highest Repute,” 101-113.

25  Legat. 355. Elsewhere in Legatio the members/leaders of the Alexandrian delegation
to Gaius are not named. The substitution by Josephus of Apion for Isidorus as head of
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Alexandrian embassy caused Gaius to attempt to erect his image in the tem-
ple. Finally, for most of Legatio, blame for Gaius’ alighment against the Jews
and their embassy is cast upon Helicon, who is an Egyptian courtier in the
imperial house, but not part of the Alexandrian embassy itself.26 Similarly, the
design to erect Gaius’ image in the Jewish temple is attributed by Philo not
to the Alexandrian embassy, as in Josephus, but to the machinations of other
anti-Jewish interests.?”

The substitution of Apion for Isidorus is not due to a simple mistake or
the use of some other source (from Apion himself or a third party).28 The
lone references to Apion in Antiquitates Judaicae 18.257 and 259 may indi-
cate a first encounter between Josephus and his future rhetorical opponent
in Contra Apionem.? That Apion is nowhere else mentioned in Antiquitates
Judaicae where anti-Jewish charges are brought up—points where Josephus
often deviates from the narrative at hand and engages in polemic with various

the embassy is also noted by Smallwood, “Philo and Josephus as Historians of the Same
Events,” 118-119; Smallwood, Philonis Alexandrini, 248—249, 319.

It frequently goes unnoticed or unmentioned that Josephus replaces Isidorus with
Apion. Niehoff, for instance, although writing on Philo and his oeuvre, refers to Apion as
the head of the Alexandrian embassy (Niehoff, Philo, 14 and throughout). The preference
for Josephus’ account over Philo’s firsthand testimony on this point is never acknowl-
edged or explained. On a general preference between the two accounts for Philo over
Josephus, see Smallwood, Philonis Alexandrini, 32. For a rejection of this preference, see
Schwartz, “On Drama and Authenticity in Philo and Josephus,” 113—129. For a demurral to
prefer one over the other, see McLaren, Power and Politics, 123.

26 Legat. 166-168;178.

27  Legat. 198—206. Philo mentions Capito (a tax official), Helicon (a freedman, presumably
Alexandrian, functioning as a courtier in the imperial house), and Apelles (an actor who
was a personal friend and advisor of Gaius). On these figures, see Smallwood, Philonis
Alexandrini, 246—247, 261, 264—265.

28 Harker notes the discrepancies between Josephus’ and Philo’s accounts and, therefore,
assumes that Josephus cannot have used Philo—hypothesizing the use of a non-extant
account composed by Apion himself (Loyalty and Dissidence, 34). Kerskeslager also
suggests that Josephus used an account from Apion himself as his source (“Absence of
Dionysios, Lampo, and Isidoros,” 89). However, there is no need to assume that the dif-
ferences preclude Josephus’ use of Philo when the literary qualities of his account are
considered, as I discuss below.

29  The Contra Apionem is Josephus’ last work, written as a rejoinder to the objections that
Aj apparently received in some quarters to the effect that his claims about the Jewish
national past were controverted by the Greek historians (cA 11-3). Its date of composition
is unknown other than sometime in the mid- or late-9o’s or possibly the very early second
century CE. In addition to addressing Apion posthumously in c4, Josephus also quotes
extensively from other Greek writers such as Manetho, Chaeremon, and Lysimachus in
order to refute disparaging views of Jewish history, personages, and customs. For an intro-
duction to ca, see Barclay, “Against Apion.”
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enemies of the Jews—indicates that he may not have previously been aware
of or concerned with Apion. Josephus’ willingness to substitute Apion for
Isidorus may reflect, then, a nascent awareness that Apion constituted the
greater threat in the long run and may also indicate an incipient interest in
that figure—an interest which would soon grow to a degree such as to require
writing an entire volume. As Smallwood notes, Apion was to Josephus “the
typical anti-Semite.”3° Yet, in light of the affinities he was creating between his
account of Agrippa I and the Esther story, Josephus may also have substituted
Apion as a result of the literary sensibility that this figure modelled the Jewish
arch-enemy Haman much more closely than the relatively unknown figure of
Isidorus.3! By the later first century CE the very name “Apion” raises to Josephus
the same virulently and dangerously anti-Jewish associations as does the leg-
endary “Haman.”

Additionally, Josephus establishes a definite causal connection between the
Alexandrian embassy’s charges in the scene before Gaius and the attempt to
erect the emperor’s image in the Jerusalem temple. As noted above, Philo does
not make this connection, instead supplying other reasons for Gaius’ action.
It is likely that, as Schwartz suggests, Josephus’ reason for omitting Philo’s ref-
erence to the letter of Capito and the incident between the Jews and Greeks
at Yavneh (Legat. 201—203), which provoke Gaius’ plot in the Alexandrian’s
account of the crisis, is because it would seem to Josephus to justify the emper-
or’s anti-Jewish action as a retaliatory response for the destruction of the altar
erected to him—justification which Josephus is not at all prepared to allow.32
Josephus’ alterations to Philo should be interpreted as a single and deliberate
act to capitalize on a literary potentiality, with the result being the portrayal
of the Alexandrian embassy—and Apion in particular—as directly instigat-
ing the emperor to take action against the Jewish people. By making Apion

30  Smallwood, Philonis Alexandrini, 319.

31 In contrast to Apion’s comparative renown, Isidorus is poorly known and little knowl-
edge of his background has been preserved. He appears in the fragmentary Acta
Alexandrinorum, which can be consulted in Musurillo, Acts of the Pagan Martyrs. A recent
analysis of this corpus, including the figure of Isidorus, can be found in Harker, Loyalty
and Dissidence. A brief overview of the historical Apion, his career, and his posthumous
reputation can be found in Barclay, Against Apion, 170n7.

Allen Kerkeslager argues on the basis of Philo and other evidence that Isidorus (along
with Dionysius and Lampo) was neither particularly anti-Jewish nor an official ambassa-
dor for the Greek embassy, but rather a patriotic Alexandrian who functioned unofficially
as a legal advocate and counselor for the embassy (“Absence of Dionysios, Lampo, and
Isidoros”). If this is true, and if Josephus also knew this, then it further explains his substi-
tution of Apion for Isidorus.

32 Schwartz, Agrippa I, 80-83.
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the proximate cause of Gaius’ anti-Jewish threat, Josephus was thereby able to
echo the story of Esther in which the figure of Haman incites the king against
the Jewish people.

After introducing the reign of Gaius, the charges of Apion, and the origin
of the crisis against the Jews, Josephus then turns the narrative to focus on
the repercussions of the crisis in Judea and Syria surrounding the figure of
Petronius. Towards the end of this section Josephus returns to Agrippa and
to his response to Gaius’ anti-Jewish plot (47 18.289—297). Here, he narrates
a dramatic banquet scene in which Agrippa speaks boldly with Gaius to pre-
serve the Jewish people from harm (47 18. 289—-296).3% Resemblances with the
famous banquet scene, at which Esther petitioned to revoke the murder-
ous anti-Jewish decree of Haman, are conspicuous. They also help form a
bedrock for more complex facets of Agrippa’s characterization in light of
scriptural archetypes.3*

The scene itself is the most prominent point of contact between these two
stories: a banquet at which a momentous petition is made. However, other sig-
nificant parallels between the two scenes are also present. Both protagonists,
for instance, make their requests to revoke anti-Jewish imperial action in the
midst of eating and drinking, when the monarch is relaxed and in a good mood.
In Josephus’ retelling of the Esther story, the reader is told that Esther’s suppli-
cation takes place “in the midst of drinking” and “while the king [Ahasuerus]
together with Haman was being entertained.”3> In the Agrippa story, similarly,
the king’s petition takes place as Gaius was “driven by wine and had his mind
turned more cheery.”3¢ Additionally, when both figures finally issue their peti-
tions it is only after first declining to disclose their request. In Josephus’ version
of the Esther story, the queen “delayed until the next day to voice her wish
to him [King Ahasuerus].”3” In the Agrippa story, the king demurs “although
he was entirely ready to supply his request, he did not reveal his intention.”38
Finally, in both cases, the ruler expects for the petition to include a request for
territory. In Josephus’ retelling of the Esther story, the king reassures her that

33  Although Schwartz (Agrippa I, 18—23) convincingly argues that the banquet scene is
drawn from a hypothesized biography of Agrippa, which he names Vita Agrippa, it is
also possible that Josephus invented it. Regardless, I treat the text in its final form as a
Josephan composition irrespective of its origin in a putative source.

34  Several of the points of contact which follow were first noted (though not developed fur-
ther) by Schwartz, Agrippa 1, 34-35.

35  AJ 11242, 262.

36  AJ18.201.

37  Aj1.243.

38  AJ18.204.
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she “would not fail to obtain anything, not even should she wish to receive a
share of his kingdom.”?® Likewise, Gaius extends his offer to Agrippa “think-
ing that he would request either a large acquisition of neighboring territory or
even the revenue of cities.”*? No reader familiar with the Esther story could fail
to note the remarkable role in which Agrippa is here cast.

As much as Agrippa resembles noble Esther in this banquet scene and is no
doubt admirable for it, he also fails to reach that illustrious character’s heights
of bravery and virtue. Esther goes to exceptional lengths to devise the plan of
the banquet, to go to the king in private and make the invitation at great per-
sonal risk, and then, finally, to put forward the request itself after the second
banquet. Agrippa, on the other hand, has motives that are far less benevolent
and far more self-serving. As Josephus reports (47 18.289): “And at that time he
[Agrippa] set up a banquet for him [Gaius] and had the intention to surpass
all, both with respect to bearing the financial expenditure for those in atten-
dance at the banquet as well as the provision for pleasure.”

Given that Josephus has already consistently portrayed Agrippa in
Antiquitates Judaicae as over-spending recklessly to the point of bankruptcy
in an effort to cultivate social contacts in the upper reaches of Roman society
(47 18.143—46, 161-67), the motives assigned to him for the banquet are entirely
appropriate within the larger narrative.*! Thus, there is not the slightest hint
that Agrippa had planned to act out of his exalted position at court to avert the
anti-Jewish plot. Although in the cases of both Esther and Agrippa the ruler
prompts the protagonist to make a petition, Esther is characterized as elabo-
rately planning the banquet precisely so as to elicit this scenario, while Agrippa

39  AJ11.243.

40  AJ18.293.

41 Agrippa’s reputation for overspending to the point of destitution may have persisted in
some circles. In the Acta Alexandrinorum, at a point when Isidorus makes accusations to
Claudius against Agrippa, he refers to him as a “three-penny (tpiwBoAeios) Jew.” While the
expression is obviously intended to be pejorative, its exact meaning is not known. But one
likely meaning is to insultingly imply that the referent is poor. Hence, this could be taken
as evidence that Agrippa’s financial predicaments were more widely known, at least in
the Alexandrian circles where the Acta circulated. See the discussion in Modrzejewski,

Jews of Eqypt, 176-177. Alternatively, Kokkinos translates the term as “cheap Jew,” taking it
as deriding Agrippa’s Jewishness as no more than a superficial veneer atop his Idumean
ancestry and his upbringing in Rome (Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 291).

But whether or not Josephus'’ elite Greco-Roman readers would have previously asso-
ciated Agrippa with prodigal spending, perpetual indebtedness, and lavish banqueting
is more difficult to tell. Dio Cassius (59.8.2; 59.24.1; 60.8.2—3) associates the Jewish king
closely with the hated Gaius, whose legacy suffered damnatio memoriae, but says nothing
of finances or banquets. The only notice of substance (59.24.1) is, however, strongly nega-
tive, referring to Agrippa as one of Gaius’ “teachers of tyrants” (tvpavvodidagxdious).
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is presented somewhat ironically—though nonetheless admirably—as merely
taking advantage of an opportunity which he stumbled upon while trying to
ingratiate himself to Roman aristocrats.*?

In a similar fashion Agrippa departs from his archetype in the ultimate
failure of the petition. Esther is fully successful in convincing the king to
revoke the murderous decree of Haman. Josephus at first leads his readers
to expect the same outcome from Agrippa’s petition as well. Gaius assents to
Agrippa’s request to relent and writes to Petronius to put the project on hold
(A7 18.298-301). However, no sooner is the reader assured that Agrippa is
every bit as successful as Esther than this providential ending is derailed:
Gaius receives a dilatory letter from Petronius in Syria and, thereupon, quickly
decides in anger to continue on his original course. In Josephus’ narrative,
Agrippa’s well-intentioned but unplanned petition is not what brings an end
to Gaius’ madness, but only the stalling tactics of a lone Roman legate and a
senatorial conspiracy issuing in the emperor’s assassination.

3 Summary of Analysis

Agrippa 1 is depicted in Josephus’ Antiquitates Judaicae account as imitative
of two of the most significant figures from the Jewish national past, Joseph
and Esther. However, expectations for Agrippa are then subverted when the
king fails to fully reach these figures’ benchmarks. This element of subversion
allows Josephus to bear out his interpretation of Agrippa I as a figure with a
mixed legacy, a ruler who accomplished a great deal and far exceeded the rest
of his grandfather Herod’s immediate heirs, yet who also led a life punctu-
ated by shocking nadirs and marked by self-interest. As Tuval has also pointed
out, “Agrippa is often portrayed as a spendthrift and something of a rogue.”3
This interpretation of Agrippa is encapsulated in Josephus’ account of his
death in Antiquitates Judaicae 19.343—352, which brings together the themes
which I have explored in this chapter and aptly closes the biography of a figure
which spans nearly two whole books of Antiquitates Judaicae.

42 It may also be the case, as Kerkeslager (“Agrippa 1 and the Judeans of Alexandria,” 49)
argues concerning the king’s actions in relation to the Alexandrian riots, that not
merely the literary figure depicted in Josephus’ A7 but also the historical Agrippa 1 “was
motivated primarily by personal interests typical of other Roman elites.” On locating
Agrippa principally within a Roman rather than Jewish context, see Kokkinos, Herodian
Dynasty, 291.

43  Tuval, From Jerusalem Priest, 238.
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Just as the German prisoner predicted to Agrippa during his Joseph-like
imprisonment following a false accusation, the same sign of a bird overhead
that signaled the king’s release would years later signal his impending death.
This occurred when Agrippa was in Caesarea celebrating festivities in honor
of the emperor and most unwisely accepted blasphemous flattery from the
adoring crowds (4] 19.345—346).#* At the end of his life and at the peak of his
rule, Agrippa once again brings ruin upon himself, this time by committing a
grave impiety on account of vanity and ambition. The character of Agrippa
conforms to a definite pattern. Much earlier in his life and at a point of great
success in Rome, it was an injudicious remark which was the basis for a false
accusation that landed him in prison. Although he was freed that time through
the working of divine providence, he later failed to recall to whom he owed his
success and Josephus makes clear that divine judgement is responsible for his
death as well (47 19.347—348).

However, while the account of Agrippa’s death represents some of Josephus’
harshest and most explicit critique of the king, his evaluation of Agrippa is
both more nuanced and multi-faceted on the whole. Before narrating Agrippa’s
death, Josephus provides a summation of his life and reign which is alto-
gether more positive (47 19.328-331).4> Considering the juxtaposition of this
positive appraisal with the unflattering account of Agrippa’s death, we find
that Josephus presents a highly nuanced portrait of Agrippa 1. He pointedly
focuses on Agrippa’s vicissitudes over the years as well as the role of divine
providence and the king’s own choices in bringing about those successes and
failures. We witnessed this across several important scenes from Agrippa’s life
in Antiquitates Judaicae, where the king is a hero in the mold of the Jewish
icons Joseph and Esther, yet at the same time crucially falls short of their exam-
ples. One may justifiably ask what the purpose of this agenda could be—why
should Josephus present Agrippa in such a way? While the entertainment
value of rounded and complex characterization helps to explain Agrippa’s por-
trayal in Antiquitates Judaicae,* I would like to suggest turning to Josephus’
Greco-Roman context, specifically to discourses of exemplarity.

44  On Agrippa’s death, see Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 302—304. The story of his death is
paralleled in Acts 12:19b—23.

45  Krieger notes that although there are grounds for assigning 47 19.328—331 to a source (as
in Schwartz, Agrippa 1, 16), it represents Josephus’ own view of Agrippa and is conso-
nant with other material in his account of Agrippa in 4y (Krieger, “Darstellung Kénig
Agrippas1,” 99).

46 Noted by Tuval, From Jerusalem Priest, 238n471. On Hellenistic Jewish literature more
broadly as representing cultural confidence and the manipulation of literary traditions
for the purposes of entertainment, see Gruen, Heritage and Hellenism; Gruen, Diaspora.
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4 Greco-Roman Discourses of Exemplarity and Josephus*?

In its narrowest sense, exemplarity is a phenomenon circumscribed by the
term exemplum (Greek synonyms: Omédetypua or mapdadetypa), which appears in
the Greco-Roman intellectual tradition especially from the first century BCE
onwards in a variety of social contexts and literary genres. This term appears
in reference to stories of past figures, deeds, and events that are deployed for
the reader’s present utility, usually for instruction of a moral sort, but also
pragmatic/practical (e.g., leadership or martial qualities).*® The social and lit-
erary contexts in which exempla appear are varied but may be heuristically
put under three broad headings:*® rhetoric and public speech;3° ethics and
morality;3! and historiography and biography.52 Naturally, scholarly attention

47 For expanded discussion, see Edwards, Court of the Gentiles, 29-56.

48  Introductions to the topic of exemplarity, with a focus on the Roman period and Latin
literature, can be found in Roller, Models from the Past; Langlands, Exemplary Ethics;
contributions in Bell and Hansen, eds., Role Models. For exemplarity in Greek literature
during the Roman imperial era, which is a more direct comparison to Josephus, see the
discussion on Plutarch below as well as, more generally, Alewell, “Uber das rhetorische
Paradeigma;” Gowing, “Roman exempla tradition in imperial Greek historiography,”
232-247.

49  This rubric is drawn from Roller, Models from the Past, 10-23. Roller refers to these three
domains as “cultural contexts” where I prefer to describe them as “social contexts and
literary genres.” Furthermore, Roller does not explicitly refer to biography and would
presumably subsume it under the historiographical context. One might also add to this
trifold list of contexts a fourth setting constituted of rules and laws. See Langlands, “Rules
and the Unruly,” 103-123.

50  E.g, the speeches of Cicero, which were frequently public acts of rhetoric and oratory
delivered before a live audience on specific occasions in first century BCE Rome before
they were given textual form. In that context, exempla served as examples or proofs
designed to persuade the audience to adopt the speaker’s perspective or to take a par-
ticular course of action. See van der Blom, Cicero’s Role Models; van der Blom, “Historical
exempla,” 49-67; Biicher, Verargumentierte Geschichte.

51 E.g, the Facta et Dicta Memorabilia (Memorable Deeds and Sayings), a first century CE
Latin compilation of exempla by Valerius Maximus. Such collections of individual “case
studies” illustrate the tendency of Roman ethical reasoning to eschew moral abstractions
in favor of casuistic particularity. Despite this, exempla often conglomerate as groups
that typify one sort of moral action or value in a way that is, effectively speaking, not
entirely dissimilar to the abstract and theoretical moral reasoning of earlier classical
and Hellenistic thinkers, such as the virtue ethics of Aristotle. On Valerius, see Skidmore,
Practical Ethics. For a similar case of the use of exempla in ethical reasoning, see Seneca’s
Ep. 24. On the useful distinction between exemplary ethics and abstract moral reasoning,
see Langlands, Exemplary Ethics, 124-126; 337—338, Roller, Models from the Past, 13—16.

52 Countless specific instances of exempla recur in late republican and early imperial his-
torians and biographers such as Livy, Tacitus, and Suetonius as one component of their
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has generally focused on instances in which the key Greek and Latin terms
of exemplarity explicitly appear (i.e., exemplum).53 Matthew Roller has added
further precision by arguing for a formal model of exemplarity constituted by a
consistent set of specific ordered features.>* However, useful though the termi-
nology and the model may be in identifying loci classici, exemplarity as a mor-
alistic mode of discourse which draws upon the past is much richer than the
fairly limited number of passages and authors circumscribed by these formal
delimiters.5® This is especially true of exemplary discourse in historiography
and biography. Thus, although a sharp line cannot and should not be drawn
between “historicist” and “exemplary” approaches to writing historiography,>¢
it is certainly the case that pre-modern writers tended strongly towards the lat-
ter and so evidence a strong didactic and moralistic bent, Josephus included.>”
Cicero famously captured the impulse of his day to instruct through the exam-
ple of the past in the oft-quoted aphorism historia ... magistra vitae (“history ...
is life’s teacher”).58 This raises the question of how to characterize and inter-
pret stories which appear to have an exemplary function even when the termi-
nology is not necessarily employed, a model such as Roller’s cannot be easily
applied, and/or the moral lesson is not explicitly set out—even more, remains
ambiguous and murky.

In place of “exemplarity,” then, many scholars have employed broader cat-
egories such as “moralism,” “moral didacticism,” “ethical discourse,” etc. for
ancient historiography’s frequent use of past figures and events for the pur-
poses of ethical instruction and moral reflection. However, “moralism” (and
related terms) is, for me, a higher-order umbrella category that includes
abstract and/or non-exemplary modes of moral instruction (e.g., moral

” o«

broader didactic agendas. See Chaplin, Livy’s Exemplary History; Alston, “History and
Memory,” 147-159.

53  See especially Roller, Models from the Past; Langlands, Exemplary Ethics.

54  Roller, Models from the Past, 4-8. A similar definition is offered by Sinclair Bell (“Role
Models in the Roman World,” 6).

55  For instance, although Langlands’ studies are almost exclusively limited to material
that uses the term exemplum, she theorizes a broader system of “exemplary ethics” and
acknowledges that “not every morally edifying tale from ancient Rome is an exemplum,
not every memorable historical episode is rendered into exemplary form” (Exemplary
Ethics, 4). See also Langlands, “Roman Exemplarity.”

56  On the distinction between these two approaches and the shift from (principally) the
“exemplary” to (principally) the “historicist” during the Enlightenment, see Nadel,
“Philosophy of History before Historicism,” 291-315; Koselleck, Futures Past, 26—42; and
many of the contributions in Lianeri, ed., Western Time of Ancient History.

57  See Hau, Moral History.

58 Cic., Orat. 2.36.
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abstraction, legal and rule-based reasoning, philosophy, allegory, logical argu-
ments). Therefore, I continue to use the term “exemplarity” in the absence of
both the explicit terminology of exemplarity and Roller’s model of exemplar-
ity so as to highlight the fact that the mode of engagement with the reader is
through the example set implicitly or explicitly by the narrative’s characters
and events, and not through the many other non-exemplary forms which
moral instruction can take. I take exemplarity to be a subset of moralism and
a particular type of moral reasoning and instruction, then, and I use the term
accordingly where others often refer to “moralism.” Correspondingly, I use the
phrases “Greco-Roman discourses of exemplarity” and “exemplary discourse”
to refer to those modes of moral formation especially characteristic of narra-
tive historiography and biography in which past events, figures, and deeds are
utilized as examples from which the reader can learn, regardless of whether or
not the lesson is explicitly stated, Roller’s formal model may be applied, or the
terminology of exemplum, napdderype, or \ndderypa is present.>?

A further distinction is useful for explaining Josephus’ practices of subver-
sively adapting scriptural figures as documented in this chapter. A number of
scholars on Plutarch’s biographical works have distinguished between two dif-
ferent modes of ethical discourse which both use past figures and their deeds
as examples of behavior to be imitated or avoided.®® (As I defended above,
where they tend to use the term “moralism” I prefer the term “exemplarity.”)
First, there is the use of past figures and events in a fashion best described as
didactic, prescriptive, expository, or protreptric. In this type, the author explic-
itly holds out the actors in the narrative as positive or negative examples of
moral behavior which the reader ought to imitate or avoid. The explicit ter-
minology of exemplarity may occur in select cases, and Roller’s model may
be appropriate on some occasions, but not necessarily every time. There are,
for instance, many places in Antiquitates Judaicae in which Josephus presents
prescriptive examples in his narratives, explicitly evaluating the stories he
tells and the behaviors of the figures in them for the reader’s moral education.
Josephus was likely inspired in part by his immediate model for Antiquitates
Judaicae, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, with which he shares a number of broad

59  Thus, I use the phrase “Greco-Roman discourses of exemplarity” in a way roughly synony-
mous with “role models in the Roman world” as proposed by Sinclair Bell, “Role Models,”
1-39. However, I eschew the term “role model” as it is generally limited to contexts of
positive emulation whereas exemplarity is not.

60  For the fundamental (if artificial and blurry) distinction into two types and the various
terminologies employed, see Pelling, Plutarch and History, 237—251; Duff, Plutarch’s Lives,
68—71; Duff, “Plutarch’s Readers,” 3-18; Duff, “Plutarch’s Lives and the Critical Reader,’
59-82; Stadter, “Rhetoric of Virtue,” 493-510; Chrysanthou, Plutarch’s Parallel Lives.
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features.®! Josephus states openly in a programmatic statement in the pref-
ace to Antiquitates Judaicae that he aims to presents Jewish customs, written
accounts, and history as divinely ordered and as every bit as worthy as—or
more than—the Greeks and the Romans:

On the whole, what anyone who wishes to review history might especially
learn is that those who follow the will of God and do not dare to trans-
gress that which has been soundly legislated prosper in all things beyond
belief and are offered happiness from God as their prize. Contrastingly,
to whoever should depart from a precise concern over these things, the
passable becomes impassable, and any good thing they should eagerly do
turns into irreparable misfortune. Consequently, here and now I exhort
the readers of these books to turn their mind to God and test whether our
legislator [Moses] comprehended his [God’s] nature in a worthy manner
and always attributed to him deeds befitting his power by guarding the
account concerning him as undefiled by every indecency which is found
in other mythologies.52

Josephus proceeds to prove this to the reader by reviewing the Jews’ past
figures and events and divine responses to them, even using at times the
explicit terminology of exemplarity in the same fundamental manner as other
Greco-Roman historians (e.g., 47 1.19; 7.142; 8.196; 13.198).63

Much more frequently, however, Josephus explicitly uses a figure, deed, or
story in Antiquitates Judaicae to teach a moral or pragmatic lesson without
employing the terminology of exemplarity, a phenomenon usually studied
in the past under the broad rubric of Josephus’ “moralizing tendency”%* or in
the context of his pattern of consistently elevating scriptural figures as virtu-
ous models,®> but more recently treated from the perspective of exemplarity
as delineated by Roller’s model.56 One example of this protreptic or exposi-
tory exemplarity is found in a passage that I have already treated above. At

61  Cowan, “Tale of Two Antiquities.

62  AJ 114-15. Hence Sterling’s designation of 47 as a work of apologetic historiography
(Historiography and Self-Definition).

63  When explicit terminology of exemplarity is used, the term napdderypa is almost exclu-
sively found in A7 whereas the term dméderypa is exclusively found in Bj.

64  Attridge, Interpretation of Biblical History.

65  The“portraits” of scriptural figures in A7 collected in Feldman, Studies; Feldman, Josephus’s
Interpretation.

66  Several scholars have appropriated Roller's model in order to detect exemplarity in
Josephus even where the explicit terminology is absent. See Reed, “Construction and
Subversion of Patriarchal Perfection,” 185—212; Petitfils, Mos Christianorum, 87—140.
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the outset of his account of Agrippa I in Antiquitates Judaicae (AJ 18.127-129),
Josephus supplies to the reader a justification for the fact that he will detail the
king’s life at great length on the basis that it will show “how neither greatness
nor any other human strength is of benefit in meeting with success apart from
piety towards the divine” and because “it might lead in some way to the moral
education of human nature.” Clearly, therefore, a concept of expository exem-
plarity is both useful and appropriate for application to Antiquitates Judaicae
regardless of the key terms or models that scholars have used to narrowly
delimit exemplarity, primarily in the Latin literary tradition.

But it is the non-expository type of exemplary discourse which I find cru-
cial for understanding why Josephus tells the story of Agrippa 1 through a rich
but subversive dialogue with the scriptural figures of Esther and Joseph. This
second type of exemplary discourse, which is altogether more subtle, multi-
faceted, and nuanced, can be termed “descriptive,” “exploratory” (my preferred
term), or “experimental.”6? As I noted above, this type of exemplary discourse is
usually treated from the broader perspective of moralism and has been devel-
oped primarily in research on Plutarch’s Parallel Lives. This point of origin is a
result of the fact that, as Timothy Duff has noted, “most Lives provide very little
explicit guidance as to how to understand the moral position of their subjects
or of the actions narrated. Plutarch rarely intervenes into the narrative to point
out where right and wrong lie.”®8 This is a feature which I find highly sugges-
tive and significant for interpreting Josephus’ accounts in this study, because
although some aspects of Agrippa’s behavior come in for explicit judgement by
Josephus, by contrast, the decidedly ambiguous shading of Agrippa in compar-
ison to the outstanding virtue of Esther and Joseph is never stated explicitly.

On the basis of exploratory exemplarity, then, I theorize that Josephus’ pro-
cedure as delineated in this chapter—subversively adapting scriptural figures
and accounts—can be read as creating disruptions that invite reflection upon
the moral qualities of the protagonists with respect to their archetypes. This is

67  See note 60 above.

68 Duff, Plutarch’s Lives, 55. The ambivalence and ambiguity of Plutarch’s narratives as to
how his subjects are to function as examples for the reader carries over into the synkri-
seis, which are the formal evaluations that conclude most of the Lives after the narrative
proper ends (excepting Pyrrhus-Marius, Phocion-Cato the Younger, Themistocles-Camillus,
and Alexander-Caesar). They weigh each pair of subjects in turn and do contain explicit
moral judgements, but they do not provide a summation and the final verdicts do not
always appear to align with the depiction in the narratives themselves of the subjects
and their deeds. For analysis of the synkriseis, see Duff, Plutarch’s Lives, 252—286; Swain,
“Plutarchan Synkrisis;” Larmour, “Synkrisis;” Boulogne, “YNKPIZEIY de Plutarque.”
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similar to those “moments of tension” which Chrysanthou describes Plutarch
exploiting in his Parallel Lives:

Plutarch presents his readers with incongruous elements ... that are not
compatible with what readers already know or have assumed from the
preceding or wider narrative. These “moments of tension” ... are capable
of drawing readers, through their subsequent surprise, into reflecting on
and re-evaluating the various threads in a bid to pass their own moral
judgement on the men of the biographies. This is also the case when
readers confront gaps or silences in the text, temporal displacements,
and evocations of past and future, or when they may recognise inter-
textuality. All these devices prove highly effective in increasing readers’
engagement with moral evaluation, sensitising them to exploratory par-
allels and wider contexts that inform their act of judging in many chal-
lenging ways.59

The fact that the concept of exploratory exemplarity has been successfully uti-
lized in research into Plutarch’s Parallel Lives, in particular, makes it especially
appealing to borrow for application to Josephus. There are, however, several
specific reasons to entertain the possibility that Plutarch and Josephus engage
in similar kinds of exemplary discourse in their writings.

First, Plutarch and Josephus are very near contemporaries, with Plutarch
being only around ten years younger than Josephus, and both writing works
under the Flavian emperors.”? It is, therefore, entirely justifiable to seek
in Josephus some of the same practices, habits, and trends that we find in
Plutarch. While Plutarch did not write in Rome like Josephus, he made multiple
trips there and, like Josephus, had close and ongoing contacts in the capital.”?
Second, Josephus’ Antiquitates Judaicae can be read as largely consisting of a
series of biographies of illustrious individuals (e.g., Abraham, Joseph, Moses,
etc.),”? in which light Antiquitates Judaicae stands much closer to Plutarch’s

69 Chrysanthou, Plutarch’s Parallel Lives, 2. For a similar perspective, see also Duff, Plutarch’s
Lives, 52—71.

70  Josephus wrote exclusively under the Flavians (excepting perhaps Contra Apionem),
while Plutarch wrote only minimally under the Flavians and mostly under Nerva and
Trajan (Jones, “Towards a Chronology of Plutarch’s Works”).

71 On Plutarch’s contacts in Rome, see Stadter, Plutarch and his Roman Readers, esp. 6-12;
Stadter, “Plutarch and Rome,” 13—31. On Josephus’ Roman context, see the contributions
in Edmondson, Mason, and Rives, eds., Flavius Josephus and Flavian Rome.

72 On 4j as essentially a series of connected biographies, see Mason, “Introduction to the
Judean Antiquities,” Judean Antiquities 1—4, xxxii; Feldman, Josephus’s Interpretation,
74—75; Schwartz, “Many Sources But a Single Author,” 37.
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Parallel Lives than it might otherwise appear. Third, I have shown in this chap-
ter that Josephus establishes Agrippa 1 as a figure parallel to scriptural Joseph
and Esther, thus constructing for the reader an implicit set of parallel lives not
entirely dissimilar from Plutarch’s work. Understanding Plutarch’s techniques
of exploratory exemplarity, therefore, may go a long way towards clarifying the
nature and purpose of Josephus’ somewhat peculiar account of Agrippa 1.73

5 Conclusion

In my view, the kind of culturally-contemporary discourses of exemplarity that
Plutarch used supplies an explanation for why Josephus provides both posi-
tive and negative depictions of Agrippa I in Antiquitates Judaicae and gives a
thoroughly mixed assessment of his reign. In particular, it provides a coherent
explanation for Josephus’ decision to cast Agrippa in the mold of Joseph and
Esther in an implicit comparison which subversively leaves him falling short
of them both. When Agrippa is portrayed so much like Joseph and Esther but
then fails to attain to their heights of virtue, the reader is invited to wrestle
with the cause and to evaluate his actions for themselves.

Even more, juxtaposing Esther and Joseph with Agrippa in an implied com-
parison allows Josephus to provoke (but not necessarily answer) exploratory
moral reflection on questions such as: Has contemporary morality qualita-
tively declined in comparison to the exemplars of the distant past? If tyrants
such as Esther’s Persian king have appeared throughout history, are there les-
sons from the past regarding exercising virtue and conducting an honorable
life under tyrannical emperors such as Gaius? Given Agrippa’s failures and suc-
cesses, especially in relation to the models of Joseph and Esther, what is the
proper balance of ambition and virtue? Are the moral exemplars of the past,
like Joseph and Esther, no more than ideals that are fundamentally unreach-
able? Or are they models of what is actually obtainable in the present?

Josephus’ nuanced portrait of Agrippa 1 in Antiquitates Judaicae rings loudly
in his final statement on the king (47 19.352) that “his ambition was unspar-
ing” (v 8¢ doedég adtod 10 @Adtipov). With this evaluation Josephus ends
his account of Agrippa I, appropriately underlining one of the themes he
highlighted throughout. As the reader surmises, the king who is portrayed in

73 The same is true of Josephus’ account of the Tobiad family in A7 12.158-236. On the paral-
lels between the figure of Joseph and Josephus’ Tobiads, which function in the same man-
ner as those documented for the Agrippa story in this chapter, see Edwards, Court of the
Gentiles, 57—111.
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circumstances of imprisonment like Joseph, or at a banquet urgently petition-
ing the ruler on the Jews’ behalf like Esther, is also shown to have entered these
roles by means quite unlike these scriptural archetypes—through “unsparing
ambition.”
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CHAPTER 5

The Language of the Law: Narratology and Register
Variation in Josephus’ Cultic Laws and Constitution

Silvia Castelli

1 Legal Discourse and Register Variation*

Legal discourse—in antiquity as now—distinguishes two categories of texts:
texts of actual laws, such as legislation, arbitration, and contract—which in
antiquity are mostly found in documentary sources—and texts on the laws.
In both kinds of texts the narrative dimension is present, but in the lawgiving
Adyw,! namely in texts on the laws, such as in Josephus’ Antiquitates Judaicae,
the narrative is more marked and therefore should be taken into consideration
at the outset, before any analysis of linguistic variation. However, since nar-
ratological approaches have been widely explored in scholarship of Classics
and biblical studies and recently have been used for Josephus as well,? while
the analysis of linguistic variation is not common in Josephan studies, in this
chapter I will mostly focus on the latter.

The analysis of linguistic variation in a specific, situationally defined dis-
course, is called register variation in modern functional linguistics.3 It considers,
among others, the use of pronouns and other anaphoric devices, prepositions,

This investigation has been carried out within the project “Anchoring Innovation,” the
Gravitation Grant research agenda of the Dutch National Research School in Classical
Studies, o1Ko0s. It is financially supported by the Dutch ministry of Education, Culture and
Science (NWO project number 024.003.012). For more information about the research pro-
gramme and its results, see the website https://www.anchoringinnovation.nl. I would like to
thank the audience of the conference From josephus to Josippon and Beyond, the colleagues
of the Department of Classics at Leiden University, and the anonymous reviewer for their
feedbacks, comments, and insights.

1 On the distinction between lawgiving £pyw (the real act of legislation) and Aéyw (discourse
on legislation), see Bartels, Plato, 151.

2 Onlaw and narrative, Bartor, Reading Law as Narrative; Adam et al., Law and Narrative; Olson,
“Narration and Narrative in Legal Discourse;” Berner & Samuel, “Biblical War Legislation.” On
narratological approaches to ancient Greek literature, see de Jong et al., Narrators, Narratees
and Narratives; de Jong, Narratology and Classics; an application of narratological perspec-
tives to Josephus are found in van Henten “Josephus as Narrator;” and van Henten and
Huitink, “Josephus.”

3 Biber and Conrad, Register, Genre, and Style.
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definite articles, nominalization, tense, modality, length of the sentences, tran-
sitivity (passive/active verbs), verbal aspect, and lexicon. More generally, these
features have been grouped into (a) morphology and syntax, (b) structural
properties, and (c) lexical features. Among the lexical features, a key role is
played by the semantic domain typical of the specific discourse*—that is tech-
nical vocabulary—which, for legal discourse, is legal terminology. Technical
vocabulary, in general, is (a) recognized by native speakers as belonging to
a specific technical field, and specialists in particular are self-conscious in
employing a vocabulary which is specific to their discipline; (b) is not com-
monly used, even if it may be understood by non-specialists; (c) tends to be
standardized, economic, and concise (that is, polysemy and synonymy are gen-
erally avoided in favor of monosemy); (d) tends to be systematic; and (e) it is
expressively neutral.®

While the analysis of register variation has been applied especially in
modern languages and modern translation studies, and recently also to legal
discourse,® it seems to be a promising field of research also in the study of
the ancient world. In register analysis, “language variation according to use is
captured ... as a recognition of how situational context affects language.”” In
New Testament studies, Stanley Porter has applied register variation analysis
to Mark 13 and Chiaen Liu to the Petrine texts;® in Septuagint studies, register
variations have been highlighted by Marieke Dhont for the book of Job.? With
regard to ancient Greek, register variation has been investigated by Andreas
Willj, initially in the language of Aristophanes and later in the language of
tragedy; and by Alessandro Vatri, who has applied register variation to Greek
oratory.!® To date, however, there is no major work on register variation in

4 See Langslow, Medical Latin, 7.

5 I refer here to the criteria proposed by Willi, The Languages of Aristophanes, 66; 69,
reworked by Schironi, “‘Naming the Phenomena,” 246. One of the main problems faced
when dealing with ancient technical language is what to consider as technical and
what not.

6 Gozdz-Roszkowski, Patterns; Biber, “Multi-dimensional Analysis;” Berukstiené, “Legal

Discourse;” Simonnaes, “Legal Language;” Fanego and Rodriguez Puente, “Corpus-based

Research.”

Porter, “Exegesis,” 207.

Porter, Linguistic Analysis, 219—236; Liu, Register Variation.

Dhont, Style and Context, 142-178.

10  Willi calls his 2003 monograph The Languages (plural!) of Aristophanes, to stress the
different registers used in Aristophanes’ comedy; see also Willi, “Register variation,” for
methodological issues on the application of register analysis to ancient Greek, and Willi,
“Der Sprachraum der Tragddie” for the language of tragedy. Vatri, “Stilistica,” focuses on
Demosthenes, Isocrates, Lysias, and Aeschines.

©
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ancient legal Greek texts, except for an article by Alfred Bloch dated 1975, and
that has made my attempt to compare Josephus’ legal language with compa-
rable texts more challenging.!!

An awareness of register variation, usually defined as “style,” formed an
essential part of ancient theorizing about language in action.? Aristotle writes
in his Rhetorica:

A€l 3¢ wi) AednBévan 8t Gy Exdote yéver dpudtrer AEELS. ob Yap M adT)
Ypapuen xal dywviaTixy, 003E dnunyyopwy) xal Sucovu).

One must not forget that a distinct style is appropriate for each genre; for

the style of writing is not identical with that of debating, and the style of

assembly speeches is not the same as that of lawcourt speeches.
ARISTOTLE, Rhet. 1413b3—5

Such an awareness is found also in the Roman world. In the second book of
De legibus Cicero describes as “the voice of the laws” (legum voce) the kind
of language that he will use for his law code (Leg. 2.18): namely, some char-
acteristically legal terms, not as antique as that of the Twelve Tables and the
religious laws, but rather old fashioned compared to the language of ordinary
conversation.!3 In the case of Cicero, while his basic register is derived from the
language, legal or non-legal, of his time, he consciously adds some elements of
the language and style of the archaic laws for particular effect.1*

In this contribution I follow Andreas Willi’s theoretical framework and ter-
minology, and define as “register variation” what is sometimes called as “varia-
tion in style/genre.” I indicate thus with “register” the linguistic code that is
used in the creation of a text that belongs to a specific (sub-)genre, in this case
legal discourse. Narratological considerations and register variation analysis
will be here applied to two major portions of Josephus’ legal discourse: the

11 Bloch, “Gezetzesprosa.” There are, however, relevant articles on the Gortyn Code:
Lallot, “Lopposition aspectuelle;” Minon, “Laspect.” Moreover, Willi, The Languages of
Aristophanes, 51-96, considers technical languages, including legal language; likewise,
Willi, “Register variation,” 262—263. Other works concern rather legal discourse in Plato’s
Laws (Yunis, “Laws;” Bartels, Plato) and in Cicero’s De legibus (Powell, “Cicero”).

12 Willi, “Register Variation,” 261. An analogous awareness is shown by ancient literary critics
for characterization (e.g., Horace, Ars Poetica 114-118, and Lucian, Hist. Conscr. 58). See de
Bakker and de Jong, Speech, 4.

13 Sunt certa legum verba ... neque ita prisca ut in veteribus X11I sacratisque legibus et tamen ...
paulo antiquiora quam hic sermo est. Cicero’s law code is found in Leg. 2.19—22 and 3.6-11.

14  So Powell, “Cicero,” 126.
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cultic laws of Antiquitates Judaicae 3.224—286, which deal mostly with the laws
of Leviticus, and the politeia of Antiquitates Judaicae 4.199—301, focused mostly
on the laws of Deuteronomy. The choice of dealing with these two sections
is not arbitrary. They are the most extensive legal sections of the Antiquitates
Judaicae and are distinctively marked by Josephus: they are both introduced
by the author/narrator in a specific way—as we shall see—and called by a dif-
ferent name: the cultic laws are defined as “legislation” (vopofeaio; A7 3.287),
or simply as “the arrangements of the laws” (Sidta&ic T@v vépwy; A7 3.286);
the laws of Antiquitates Judaicae 4 are called politeia—normally intended as
“constitution (4] 4.195-196)—or “the arrangement of our laws that are rel-
evant to the politeia” (Sidtaic NuAY TAV véuwy T@V dvnxdvtwy eig v molrteia,
AJ 4.198).

How does Josephus organize his discourse in those sections? Do pervasive
and frequent linguistic features'® occur in each section? What major differ-
ences are found between the way Josephus crafts the biblical cultic laws and
the politeia, and how can they be explained? To provide a comprehensive
answer on the use of register variation in Josephus’ legislation one should
engage in a systematic (and quantitative) analysis of Josephus’ legal sections,
and include Contra Apionem 2.145—286, notably the summary of the laws of
2.190—218. Such enquiry, however, goes beyond the scope of this contribution
and would require a separate investigation. Here I shall limit myself to the two
mentioned sections of Antiquitates Judaicae (3.224—286 and 4.199—301): I shall
first point to the most prominent narratological aspects, stressing the major
divergences with the correspondent biblical accounts, then highlight the most
frequent linguistic features of each group, and stress their difference. Finally,
I shall explain Josephus’ use of register variation in the larger framework of
Greek discourse, notably ethnographic historiography for the cultic laws, and
Plato’s Laws for the politeia. As argued by Sean Adams, Josephus did have genre
awareness.!” This contribution will show that he was also aware of the linguis-
tic code appropriate to a specific (sub-)genre.

15  On the complexity of the term mohtteio in Greek literature, see Mulhern, “Politeia;” on
moArteia in Josephus, see Rajak, “Josephus’s Political Thought,” and Troiani, “The moAtteia
of Israel”

16  Register features should be frequent and pervasive according to Biber and Conrad,
Register, 53-54.

17  Adams, Greek Genres, 229—239.



120 CASTELLI
2 Cultic Laws (a] 3.224—286)

Josephus organizes the biblical laws of Leviticus in three macro-sections,
according to the topic: (1) laws concerning sacrifices and festivals (chapter ix
and x: 3.224—257); (2) laws concerning purifications (chapter xi: 3.258-273);
and (3) various laws (chapter xii: 274—286. Before pointing to the most recur-
ring linguistic features in these sections, I shall set out some narratological
considerations, starting with the laws on sacrifices and festivals.

2.1 Narratological Considerations

2.11 Sacrifices and Festivals

While Leviticus opens with God giving instructions to Moses on what to tell
the Israelites,!® Josephus as author/narrator opens the section of sacrifices and
festivals with an introduction in the first person singular (47 3.224)!° about
his reasons for writing on the sacrifices; likewise, he closes the section with
a remark in the first person plural (47 3.257) about his planned work on the
reasons behind the laws.2? The discourse is not only introduced and closed by
the author/narrator, as well as organized according to topics, as we shall see
in the politeia, but the author/narrator repeatedly makes editorial remarks in
the first person singular or plural: for example, at A7 3.225: “I shall speak about
the former;” and a few paragraphs later (47 3.230): “But we shall speak more
precisely concerning the sacrifices of these animals in the work about the sac-
rifices.” These copious metanarrative elements point to an overt narrator, such
as Herodotus in his Histories.?!

Moreover, Josephus categorizes and classifies the sacrifices, providing a
higher level of abstraction compared to the Levitical legislation. In particular,
he points to the two-fold agency of sacrifices and their two-fold typology. First,
sacrifices are performed by individuals and by the community: The subject
changes accordingly from an individual (dvnp iSiwtyg) performing the sacrifice
to a generic plural (“they sacrifice,” 8dovaw), which indicates the community.

18  Levix: “The Lord summoned Moses and spoke to him saying: Speak to the people of Israel
and say to them: When any of you bring an offering of livestock to the Lord, you shall
bring your offering ... If the offering is a burnt offering ...” Biblical translations are taken
from the NRsV, unless otherwise stated.

19 AJ 3.224: “Now I shall mention some few of the regulations pertaining to the rites of puri-
fication and types of sacrificial ceremonies. For it happens that in my discussion is pres-
ently concerned with the sacrifices.” All the translations of Josephus are by L.H. Feldman
for the Brill Josephus Project, unless otherwise stated.

20  AJ 3.257: “We shall later reveal (3yAwoopev) more precisely the reasons for these things.
Enough seems to be to have been said already even now about them.”

21 See de Jong, “Herodotus.”
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Second, sacrifices are distinguished between sacrifices where the victim is
completely burned and those where the victim is partly consumed by those
who offer the sacrifice. Such classifications are marked by a calibrated struc-
ture of pev ... 3¢.

Finally, and remarkably, in the section of sacrifices and festivals Moses is
never explicitly mentioned and probably, except for one case (3.248),22 when
no subject is found one should imply “the law” as a subject, and not Moses. In
so doing, Josephus consciously pauses his narrative about Moses at 47 3.223,
and resumes it at A7 3.258 with the purification of the Levites. From the nar-
rative point of view, the section on the sacrifices and festivals is crafted very
differently from the rest of the discourse.

2.1.2 Purifications

Moses re-enters the scene at Antiquitates Judaicae 3.258, which opens with a
Muwuatjs 3¢, after Josephus’ editorial remark closing the section on sacrifices
and festivals. Moses purifies the Levites and is the subject of most of the fol-
lowing purity prescriptions.?? Unlike the previous sections on sacrifices and
festivals, which are in the present indicative, most of the verbs here are in the
imperfect or aorist indicative,?* while the present indicative is less common,
and therefore marked (e.g., at A7 3.263 “likewise, they sacrifice”). For example,
in Antiquitates Judaicae 3.261 Josephus says that Moses segregated until the
seventh day women with menstruation: he uses petéomoe, an aorist indicative.
After seven days Moses permits them—with a present tense, épinowv—to asso-
ciate with the community. Two laws follow which are not specifically related
to Moses but are brought here by Josephus by association: by association with
the prescription of the menstruating woman of Lev 15:19 Josephus mentions
the segregation of people in contact with the dead from Num 19:11, which like-
wise lasts seven days. This logic of association is marked by the adverb éuolwg,
which is found both at A7 3.262 and 3.263. The verb of the associated law is
in the present indicative. In this case, the present indicative marks a change

22 At 4] 3.248 Moses is the implied subject of évéaev “prescribed:” in this case alone
Josephus uses the aorist indicative instead of the present indicative, and makes an explicit
connection with the liberation from Egypt: “in the month of Xanthicus ... because in this
month we were liberated from slavery under the Egyptians, he prescribed ...”

23 E.g, A7 3.258: #yvile, he purified; Siéxpwev, he distinguished; A7 3.260: dnyydpevoe, he
prohibited (the use of all blood); A7 3.261: dmAace, he expelled; petéomoe, he secluded;
AJ 3.264: ¢E4hace, he banished. At A7 3.262 however, we have the expression véuipov (2071t),
it is lawful.

24  On the use of aorist indicative, Beetham “Aoriste Indicative;” Nijk, “How to Control the
Present,” and “Bridging the Gap.”
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in focalization, from the action of Moses (and the Levitical legislation) to the
author/narrator (and a law of Numbers).

The narrative about Moses continues at Antiquitates Judaicae 3.264: Moses
banishes the lepers from the city. But that brings our author to another asso-
ciation: the apologetic excursus on the falsehood of Moses’ leprosy (up to
AJ 3.268). Such an excursus once again shows the author’s perspective, ending
in the same way with “but with regard to these things let each one judge as it
seems best to himself” (47 3.268). The author’s focal point is kept for the pre-
scription of the purity of women in childbirth (47 3.269): Moses has forbidden
women who have just given birth from entering the temple, but after the time
of impurity has elapsed, women offer sacrifices—with a present indicative,
Buaiag émitedodow. Probably also by association, although not marked linguisti-
cally with an adverb such as 6poiwg, Josephus describes the law of the suspected
adulteress, the sotah. The focalization is still that of the author/narrator, who
uses the present indicative, and closes the entire section of sacrifices/festivals
and purifications by saying: “Moses ordered these provisions for his fellow
countrymen with regard to the sacrifices and the purification related to them,
and he drew up the preceding laws for them” (47 3.273).

2.1.3 Various Laws

The subject of the rest of the prescriptions is mostly Moses, except for ¢ vopog
ameimev (“the law prohibited”) of Antiquitates Judaicae 3.274. In this section,
éxwivae ‘he forbade,” in the aorist indicative, is a recurrent verb, followed by
the infinitive. In several cases, however, the present tense is used, indicating a
less marked feature.

2.2 Register Analysis

2.2.1 Morphology, Syntax, Structure

As pointed out by Biber and Conrad, typical register features should be fre-
quent and pervasive.2 In the cultic laws we do find some recurrent, although
not systematic, linguistic features, but they do not point to a prescriptive text.
That is remarkable, because it diverges from biblical legislation. Scholars
have mostly related the priestly regulations of Leviticus and Numbers either
to prescriptive “ritual texts,”?® or to casuistic priestly law typical of the
ancient Mediterranean context.?” In either case, biblical legislation points to

25  Biber and Conrad, Register, 53—54.

26 Levine, “Tabernacle Texts;” “Ritual Texts.”

27 Darshan, “Casuistic Priestly Law.” On law and narrative in Leviticus, see Bibb, Ritual
Words; Carmichael, Illuminating Leviticus.
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prescriptive texts. Josephus, on the other hand, chooses to craft the ritual laws
in a full narrative dimension.

Use of the third person. In fact, the most frequent and pervasive feature of
the cultic laws—sacrifices and festivals, purifications, and various laws—is the
use of the third person, either singular or plural. To give but one example:

226 An individual (dwn)p iSweyty)g) who offers a whole burnt offering sacri-
fices (6Ahoxavt®v B0gl) ... 228 In performing the sacrifices of thanksgiving
they sacrifice (00ovow) the same animals.

AJ 3.226—228

Moods and tenses. In the section on sacrifices and festivals the most frequent
mood is the indicative, and the most frequent tense the present. The use of
the present indicative is not typical of actual laws, which generally prefer the
use of the aorist.28 The laws of purifications are mostly in the aorist indica-
tive, as they are connected to Moses: as we have seen, in the purifications laws
the present tense is used as a narrative strategy to mark the point of view of
the author. Antiquitates Judaicae 3.269 uses the perfect indicative: Moses “has
forbidden” (xexwAuxe) puerperae from entering the temple. In this case, we
may either suppose that Josephus follows the Hellenistic use of perfect as an
aorist,29 or that once again he comes closer to his own perspective by using the
“present effect” of the perfect: in fact, after the time of impurity has elapsed,
women “offer sacrifices” (Bualag émitedodow, with present indicative). The final
laws are mostly in the aorist indicative, as connected to Moses as with the laws
on purifications.

Short sentences and parataxis. A frequent feature of the laws of sacrifices
and festivals is also the use of short sentences and parataxis. This feature, how-
ever, is more frequent in the laws of sacrifices and festivals than in the other
laws connected to Moses’ narrative. Other features, on the other hand, are
recurrent but neither pervasive, nor used systematically.

Passive verbs. Passive verbs are recurrent, although not systematically used:
AJ 3.225—226, 230 Oloxavteitat “is offered as burnt-offering,” Ay 3.249 “two
bulls, a ram and seven lambs are slaughtered (c@dlovtat): these are used as

28 Lallot, “Lopposition aspectuelle,” 158 on the Gortyn laws; Willi, “Register Variation,” 267:
“The present-tense used in manumission inscriptions from Boeotia instead of the aorist
seems to be a regional peculiarity.”

29 Willi, “Register Variation,” 283, points out that in the Hellenistic use perfect and aorist
tend to merge.
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burn-offering (6Aoxavtettat), a kid being further added (mpootifepévov) as
sin-offering”

Infinitive. The infinitive is mostly used together with impersonal expres-
sions such as “there is a law; it is lawful” (47 3.231, 233), “the law does not allow”
(A7 3.236). However, it is not systematically used.

Use of the article. Josephus often refers to a law generally speaking “there is
alaw” (vopog 8¢, A 3.233; vouog ativ, AJ 3.237), for example for the offering of
flour, oil and wine, and for the daily sacrifice, omitting the article before vépog;
in other cases he clearly mentions “the law” with the article, for example “the
law forbids (6 véuog xwAlet) us to sacrifice an animal on the same day and place
with its parent” (47 3.236). In other cases again, he prefers the impersonal “it is
prescribed” (vopuipov, AJ 3.254).

Pronouns. At the morphological level, demonstrative pronouns are frequent,
but not pervasive. It should be noticed, however, that demonstrative pronouns
are sometimes placed in a marked position, at the end of the sentence: this is a
relevant point, as we shall see in Herodotus below. For example,

ol & pév The dhoxauTwoEws Tpémog ativ odTos ...

The manner of the whole burnt-offering is this ...
AJ 3.227

o vt pév {Pa Bdova, bAdxApa 8¢ Tadta ... Bboavteg O¢ Tadra ...

They sacrifice the same animals, but these are unblemished ... Having
sacrificed these ...
AJ 3.228

Adverbs. The adverb “likewise” (opoiwg) is recurrent, but not pervasive.

Structure. Finally, at the level of structure, the prescriptions on sacrifices
and festivals do not follow a formulaic, stereotypical, or consistent structure.
Only the festivals show some consistency: every festival, with the sacrifices tak-
ing place in it, starts with the time of the year in which it occurs, namely on the
new moon (Aj 3.238), in the seventh month (47 3.239), on the tenth of the same
lunar month (47 3.240), on the fifteenth of this same month (a7 3.244). For
the rest, there is no clear pattern or structure, neither for the prescriptions on
purifications, nor for the final laws. In the section concerning the cultic laws,
the rationale for the law is omitted, that is, the law is not explained.
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2.2.2 Lexicon: Technical, Semi-technical, and Shared Language in the
Cultic Laws

The semantic domain is mostly that of the cult/ritual, not what we would cur-
rently define as “legal,”3® and we can hardly speak of technical vocabulary.
While we find in Josephus’ cultic laws several performative verbs (“the law
forbids/prescribes, [Moses] expelled, banished”), performative verbs are not
exclusive to legal discourse. Performative verbs are also found, for example,
in religious discourse, such as in prayer.3! Likewise, there are modal verbs “it
is permitted (épeitat) to sacrifice oxen that are older” (47 3.226), “the law does
not allow (o0x €d) to keep it the next day” (47 3.231), although less frequent
than in the moAteia, as we shall see. And there are stance verbs. For example,
elow, yivovtay, éott in the first two paragraphs (4j 3.224—225). Although these
lexical features are common in legal texts, they are not register-specific, that
is, they are not specific of legal register. We find, however, occasional techni-
cal or semi-technical vocabulary. On the burnt-offering, Josephus writes in
Antiquitates Judaicae 3.225 “in the one case all of the sacrifice is burnt whole
and [precisely] for this reason it has acquired such a name.”32 The author does
not introduce immediately the technical term éAoxaitwatg, but he first explains
it. The word dAoxadtwatlg does appears, but only at the end of paragraph 227:
“the manner of the whole burnt-offering is this.” 6Aoxattwatg is a neologism of
the Septuagint,3? attested also in Philo, for the Hebrew by, yet is not found
outside Jewish-Greek literature: that is probably the reason why Josephus finds
it useful to explain it first.

In other cases we find medical terms, which are sometimes more pre-
cise than in the biblical models. At Antiquitates Judaicae 3.228, in describing
the thank-offerings, in correspondence to Lev 3:3 Josephus says that “they
lay upon the altar the kidneys and the caul and all the fat together with the
lobe of the liver” For the “caul,” that is the membrane enclosing the entrails,
Josephus uses a technical term, érimAovg. Unlike Lev 3:3 which uses the unclear
periphrasis “the fat that covers the entrails and all the fat that is around the

30 A list of Greek legal words in Wasps and other plays of Aristophanes, in Willi, The
Languages of Aristophanes, 73-76: e.g., dAioxopal, to be convicted; dmogedyw, éxpedyw,
to be acquitted; dpinui, to acquit; ypagw/ai, (bill/s of) indictment; ypdpopat, to indict;
Sy, testament; 6 Stwxwv, the prosecutor. Rightly Willi does not consider those words
as technical because they do not belong to an exclusive specialist discourse (79).

31 See Willi, The Languages of Aristophanes, 23—24.

32 AJ 3.225 TS pev Shoxavteltar mdv o Budpevoy xai Sid tobto xai T Tpoawyopiay Totah Ty
E\afev.

33  Daniel, Recherches, 249-254.
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entrails"3*—one may wonder what is the precise difference between the
two—]Josephus is specific and differentiates between the membrane enclos-
ing the entrails, that he calls the énimAovg/émimhoog, and all the fat, which he
calls vt td mipeAd). In this case, the choice is exegetical insofar that it clari-
fies an unclear biblical periphrasis, but it also points to a known referent in
the Greco-Roman world. While énimioug is not attested in other Jewish-Greek
authors, it is found in Herodotus 2.47, in the description of the sacrifice of a
pig in Egypt—a passage that we shall see below at Section 4. Moreover, it is
strongly attested in Hippocrates and the Corpus hippocraticum (20x), as well
as in Aristotle, notably the Historia animalium (8x) and De partibus animalium
(7). In other words, the term was technical, but widely attested in technical
literature (on animals, sacrifices, and as a medical term) and probably well
understood by Josephus’ audience.

Likewise, instead of the periphrasis of Num 5:27 on the suspected adulter-
ous woman “the water that brings the curse shall enter into her and cause bit-
ter pain, and her womb shall discharge, her uterus drop,”®® Josephus (4] 3.273)
uses the technical medical term U3epog, “dropsy,” a hapax legomenon in his
work as such, although in Bellum Judaicum the corresponding verb is used:
in By 1.656 Herod gets swollen feet as if he had dropsy (Gomep O3pwmivrog).
Moreover, U3epog is attested 32 times in Hippocrates and the Corpus hippocrati-
cum. In other cases legal terminology is shared by non-legal texts, which means
that, strictly speaking, it is semi-technical.36 However, most language used by
Josephus for the cultic laws is shared, common, or unmarked. Words such as
Buaia for “sacrifice” or iepovpyia for “religious service” were shared knowledge
in the ancient world. It is also worth mentioning that in the cultic laws there
are no Latinisms.

2.3 Summary on the Cultic Laws
Narratological considerations and register variation analysis in Josephus’
Levitical laws point neither to the (sub-)genre of legislation, nor to prescriptive

34 Lev 3:3 :1p07% WK 25M0792 Ny 2P nR 1eann IN0TNER; LXX 10 otéap T
KOTOXOADTITOV TV XOtAlay xal Tdv TO aTéxp O €Ml THS xotAlag.

35  Num 5:27 17127 1293) 7302 NN2AY 00 D™MIRAD O A NI LXX xal eloeheboetan
elg ad v 10 U0wp Tod EXeypod TO Emucartapipevov, xal mpradoeTan Ty )otAiav, xal Stameaeitat
6 pnpds abriis.

36 For example, at AJ 3.232 6 &papt@v, the sinner; cvvetdag, consciously; and ¢ éEehéyywv (in
the accusative tov el éyyovta), the accuser. E.g., cuveids is widely attested in the histori-
ans (Herodotus, Xenophon, Diodorus Siculus, Dionysius of Halicarnassus) and Plutarch;
Josephus uses it also in A7 1.45 to indicate Adam’s consciousness of his crime in the garden
of Eden.
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ritual texts. The laws on sacrifices and festivals are codified as a short essay,
mostly in the present tense, pausing the narrative on Moses; the purifications
laws are openly connected to Moses, and thus mostly in the aorist; for the final
laws Josephus displays a dynamic shift of perspectives from the narrative to his
own point of view, especially on the laws about priests, which is linguistically
translated with a shift from the aorist to the present tense.

The structure of each prescription is not formulaic, stereotypical, or con-
sistent. The only consistent and pervasive feature seems to be the use of the
third person. The use of technical terminology is likewise limited. When he
uses technical terminology which may not be known to his audience, Josephus
first explains it (such as in the case of éAoxattwaig); most technical terms, how-
ever, were probably common enough to be understood by his audience (such
as émimAoug or U3epog), since they are widely attested in Greco-Roman techni-
cal literature. Moreover, the limited technical vocabulary is used together with
semi-technical or shared language. In the general conclusions I will point to
Josephus’ motivations for crafting this section of the Mosaic laws in the way he
does. But first I shall turn to the analysis of the politeia.

3 The Politeia (AJ 4.199—301)

3.1 Narratological Considerations

Josephus introduces the politeia with a series of caveats for his audience: noth-
ing has been added for embellishment, the order of the laws is different from
the biblical order,” some laws will be covered by the work on “customs and
causes.” Unlike the sacrifices and festivals which are codified as an essay in
the third person (e.g., “there is a law ... the law forbids ...”) or the purification
laws which are codified as part of Moses’ narrative, likewise in the third person
(e.g., “Moses prescribes”), from the narratological point of view the politeia is
codified as a direct speech of Moses to the Hebrews, as it is in Deuteronomy.38
This choice is significant, because the author could have provided another
summary of the laws, as he did for the sacrifices, or use indirect speech. I will
explain this choice in section 4. In following the narrative setting of the bib-
lical account and embedding Moses’ politeia in such narrative, traces of the

37  Order (td&L, ordo) is a central concept in ancient rhetorical theory, both in the organiza-
tion of arguments (dispositio) and in the treatment of expression (elocutio). See de Jonge,
Dionysius, 252. On Josephus’ rearrangements of the laws of the politeia, see Feldman,
Rearrangements, 398—407; Avioz, Legal Exegesis, 83-86.

38 In biblical legislation, the commands are given by God in Leviticus, by Moses in
Deuteronomy.
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direct speech remain in Josephus’ text in the occasional “you” pointing to the
Hebrews (47 4.205 “by you;” AJ 4.208 “none of you”), especially at the beginning
of the speech, and even “I,” pointing to Moses (47 4.205 “which I appointed”).39

3.2 Register Analysis

From the linguistic point of view, in contrast to what we have seen for the cultic
laws, in the politeia pervasive linguistic features typical of legislation do occur.
I will consider in the following sections some of the most frequent features.

3.2.1 Morphology

Imperative/infinitive pro imperative. Third person imperative. First, in the polit-
eia there is a pervasive use of the imperative or of the jussive infinitive (infini-
tive pro imperative). Moreover, the imperative is mostly in the third person. We
see it right at the outset, at Antiquitates Judaicae 4.200:

Let there be one holy city (iepa méAig &rtw piat) ... let there be one temple
in it (i veas elg v tad Ty éotw), ... and one altar (xai Bwpds i) of stones ...
let the access to this be (mpéaBaais értw) not by steps ... in another city let
there be neither an altar not a temple (v £tépa 3¢ TOAEL Py Te Bwpos uyTe
VEWG ETTW).

While for the first paragraph (47 4.199) Josephus, like Deuteronomy, uses the
second person plural in the indicative (npd&ete, ete), marking thus Moses’
direct speech, from Aj 4.200 onwards he mostly employs the third person
imperative, either singular, as in the passage of AJ 4.200 above, or plural, as at
AJ 4.203 “let them come together three times a year” (cuvepyéoBwaoav). Only in
very few cases is the second person kept either in a verb or in a pronoun. This
is a major difference with Deuteronomy, where laws are often (although not
always) directed in the second person plural.

Reduplications. In the first law of the politeia, which conflates Deut 12 on the
holy city and the temple with Exod 20:14—25 on the altar, the imperative éotw is
repeated four times; likewise, the motif of the unicity of temple and holy city is
repeated four times, with no apparent need for lexical variation. Conjunctions
are likewise frequently repeated.*°

39  OnAj 4.205, see below 3.2.2.
40  E.g, AJ 4.202 xal ... xal. A] 4.201, 209 pNTe ... uNte. Reduplication has been highlighted in
legal Latin by De Meo, La lingua giuridica, 9.
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Pronouns. In the politeia, indefinite negative pronouns such as “none,
nobody” are recurrent,*! but also relative pronouns, especially the indefinite
relative pronoun 8gog.#2

Adverbs. Adverbs are frequent, although not pervasive: the blasphemer
must be buried “both ignominiously and in obscurity” (47 4.202), and the
adverb “likewise,” to indicate a similar case, recurs only seven times in the
whole constitution.*3

3.2.2 Syntax

The syntax of the politeia is often complex, combining implicit and explicit
hypothetical clauses or numerous relative clauses. For example, at Antiquitates
Judaicae 4.220:

"Av 8¢ mpayBévTog pbvou Ev TVl xwpa ) ebpioxnTal 6 Spdaag und’ dmovofital
Tig &g i uloog dmextovnrws, {reitwoay uév adtdv MeTd TOATS omoudijs
pvuTpa Ttpofépevorl undevog & pnviovTog al dpyal TAY TOAEWY TAV TANTiov
TH X0pe, v 1) 6 pbvog Empdidn, xal V) yepovaia auvehfdvres petpeitwany dmd
o0 Témou GOV XETTAL O VEXPOS THV XWPAV.

If, when a murder has been committed in a certain place, the doer is not
found, and no one is suspected of having committed the slaying because
of hatred, let them seek him with much diligence, offering rewards
for information. But if there is no informer, let the officers of the city
near the place where the murder was committed and the council of the
elders come together and measure the ground from the place where the
corpse lies.*#

In this sentence, the main clause “let them seek him with much diligence”
(Oyreitwoay... pev adTév netd moMiig omoudi)s) is preceded by two subordinate
hypothetical clauses with finite verbs: “if the one who did it is not found”
("Av 3¢ ... un edploxntan) and “if no one is suspected (und’ vmovoijtal Tig). The
last hypothetical clause features itself a subordinate clause constructed with
wg + participle, “of having committed the slaying because of hatred” (g dia
uioog dmextowxws). Moreover, there are a subordinate hypothetical clause

41 E.g, undeis, A7 4.207—208; und’... TS ... undevdg 8¢, AT 4.220.

42 E.g,AJ 4.213, 260.

43  AJ 4.206, 231, 251, 274, 276, 288, 291.

44  Feldman’s translation has been slightly modified in this passage. The translation of
6 3pdaog as “the doer” is by Thackeray, which I prefer here, as more technical. On Josephus’
exegesis of this law, Avioz, Legal Exegesis, 90—91.
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with participle (genitive absolute) at the beginning, “when a murder has been
committed in any place” (mpayBévtog pdvou &v Tt xwpa), and a subordinate
clause with participle at the end: “offering rewards for information” (uvutpa
npobépevor). Likewise, relative clauses are very often used in the politeia.*5
Let us read, for example, how Josephus renders the extensive narrative of
Deut 14:22—26 concerning tithes (47 4.205):

"Eotw 3¢ xal Sexdt t@v xapndv Eaipeaic Dty ywpls 7 Siétakat® Toig
tepedat xal Aevitaig dedoabal, ) mimpaoréadw pev emi @V matpidwy, elg 3¢ Tag
ebwylag Ornpeteitw xal tag Buaiag Tag &v tf tepd méher Sixatov yap elvar TévV
&x Tijg Y1g avadidopévay, v 6 Bedg adTols xtoaabot mapéayey, éml Tiuf} Tod
dedwrbToC ATOAADEL.

Let there be a selection by you of a tithe of fruits, apart from that which
I ordered to be given to the priests and Levites, and (lit. “that”) let it be
sold in its native regions and let it serve for the feasts and the sacrifices
in the holy city. For it is proper to enjoy for the honor of the one who has
given it, that which has grown from the land that God has granted them
to possess.

The first part of the law is summarized in one single period with two relative
clauses; the explanation (Sixatov yap elvat) features itself a relative clause.

To sum up so far. First, in contrast to what we have seen for the cultic laws,
Josephus not only keeps most of the morphological and syntactic features of
the biblical laws, but makes them more frequent, especially in terms of the
use of the third person imperative and the complex syntax. Second, although
from the narratological point of view Josephus keeps Moses’ speech, as in
Deuteronomy, he goes a step towards the register of actual legislation. The use
of the third person imperative or of the jussive infinitive, the use of reduplica-
tion, indefinite pronouns, and of a complex syntax are typical syntactic fea-
tures of legislation nowadays and some of these features have been pointed
out also for ancient laws,*” as we shall see in the next paragraph.

45  AJ 4.200, 203, 205, 207, 209, 210, 212.

46  With the difficilior reading of spL, instead of Sietd&are.

47  The syntax of contemporary legislation is characterized by conditionals and hypotheti-
cal formulations, relative clauses, abundance of restrictive connectors and the density of
subordination and parenthetic restriction; see Varo & Hughes, Legal Translation, 19—20.
On the complex syntax as typical of “legalese” in Roman legal discourse, see Powell,
“Cicero.” The use of pronouns is likewise recurrent in any genre of legal texts, past and
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3.2.3 Third Person Imperative and Jussive Infinitive in Actual Legislation
Some examples of the use of the third person imperative or the jussive infini-
tive in actual legislation are found as early as in the Great Gortyn Code, an
inscription from Crete from the fifth century BCE pertaining to private law.

Whoever intends to bring suit in relation to a free man or slave, shall not
take action by seizure before trial (mpdg Sixag ue &yev); but if he does seize
him, let the judge fine him (xatadixaxcdto) ten staters for the free man,
five for the slave, and let him release him within three days. But if he does
not release him, let the judge sentence him (xatadxaddét0) to a stater for
a free man, a drachma for a slave, each day until he has released him. But
if he denies that he made the seizure, the judge shall decide (xptvew) with
oath, unless a witness testify.48
Gortyn Code, col. 1, 1. 2-12

Kartadwoxadto/xatadikaddéto are third person imperatives “let (the judge)
fine/sentence (him).” In the same law, e &yev (“shall not take action”) and
xptvew (“shall decide”) are jussive infinitives. In his 2017 article on register vari-
ation in ancient Greek, Andreas Willi highlighted that the use of the jussive
infinitive is a typical feature of actual laws (legislation, decrees, proclamation),
but is also used in discourse on the law, such as in a parody of legal discourse in
Greek comedy.*? In the Birds, for example, Aristophanes quotes a law of Solon,
using two jussive infinitives (w3 ebva, petelvar):

ITe. €pd 3¢ O xal Tov LoAwvog got vopov*

v80e 8¢ u) elvau dyytoteiov maiwy vtwy yvnoiwv.
gav 8¢ maldeg iy Wat yvnatol, Tolg yyuTdTw YEvoug
KETEWVAL TGV XPYUATwWY.

(Peisetaerus:) But in addition I will quote to you the law of Solon: “The
illegitimate child is not to have the right of next of kin as long as there are
legitimate children; and if there are no legitimate children, those nearest
of kin are to share in the inheritance."

Av.1660-1666

present; see Lallot, “Lopposition aspectuelle” on the Gortyn Code; pronouns are frequent
also in biblical law.
48  Thetextoftheinscription (1€ 1v 72) is found at https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/200508.
49  Willi, “Register variation,” 262—265.
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Latin actual laws likewise make large use of the imperative of instruction
(also called “future imperative”) in the third person (in -to): in fact, since laws
are meant to be obeyed whenever applicable, the normal verb-form found in
them is the imperative of instruction.’® Such imperative is purposely used
by Cicero in his discourse on the laws (De legibus). The same goes for the use
of relative clauses, typical of Latin legal syntax, likewise extensively used by
Cicero.5! From the above examples I suggest that Josephus’ frequent use of
the third person imperative for the politeia—more frequent than in the bib-
lical account—is intentional, and speaks for his awareness of the register
of legislation.

3.2.4 Lexicon: Technical, Semi-technical, and Shared Vocabulary
in the Politeia

On the basis of the typical features of legislation pointed out so far, one would
expect a very register-specific vocabulary, that is a large use of technical
legal terminology. However, although some technical legal terms are found,
Josephus often uses semi-technical words—that is words which are attested
in the Greco-Roman world also outside legal discourse—and mostly shared,
unmarked words. Moreover, he often departs from the vocabulary of the Greek
Bible, confirming a tendency that I have observed elsewhere.52 Let us go back,
for example, to the prescription on the holy city, the temple, and the altar.
While the first part of the law on the holy city and the temple features plain,
non-technical words, in the second part of the paragraph the prohibition to cut
the stones for the altar (Exod 20:25), becomes in Josephus:

And one altar (Bwpéds) of stones, not hewn () xotelpyaopévwy) but
chosen (Aoyddvv) and joined together (ouyxetpévwv), which, smeared
with whitewash (xovidpartt), will be appealing and clean (xabdpiot) to
the view.53

The more common Pwpds is preferred by Josephus to fuaiaatipiov used by the
LxX. Moreover, Josephus adds details and more specific words: for example,
xoviapa “whitewash, stucco, plaster,” is a technical term related to construc-
tions. It is a hapax legomenon in Josephus, well-attested in Greek Classical and

50  Examples in Powell, “Cicero,” passim.

51 Powell “Cicero,” 130.

52 Castelli, “Tabernacle.”

53  AJ 4.200. Feldman'’s translation is here slightly adapted.
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Hellenistic literature,5* as well as in Jewish-Greek literature: it is found, among
others, in Philo in similes (De cher. 104; De agr. 152, 160), as well as in the Lxx
at Dan 5:5.55

As a matter of fact, we do find typical legal vocabulary, technical or
“semi-technical,” according to the definition used provided in the introduction
to this chapter.56 At AJ 4.214—218 16 Sixatov indicates justice, dxdlev administer
justice, dpxn the magistracy, Omnpéton the officers assigned to each magistracy,
ol dwaatai the judges.5” All these words are used in Greek legal discourse. For
Omypétay, in particular, Sarah Pearce has convincingly argued that the use of
the term “would suggest to a Greco-Roman reader parallels with the term as
employed in descriptions, both real and ideal, of Greek judicial administration:”
for example, in Plato’s Laws (Leg. 9.873b), a text that we shall see later, capital
sentences delivered by judges are executed by dmypétar.5® Another example is
mapaxatadiuy, “deposit” (A7 4.285—288), which has a very strong attestation in
legal and economic texts.5 The same goes for 6 Spdoug, “the doer” (47 4.220)
in the law considered in section 3.2.2 above.®0 This last example is significant,
since the use of participles with the article is a characteristic feature of Greek
legal texts.6! A very peculiar case of the same passage is that of dmextowxwg,
“having committed slaying,” which seems to be a neologism of Josephus.2 As I
pointed out for the cultic laws, Latinisms are likewise not found in the politeia.

54 Theophrastus 4.16; Diodorus Siculus 5.12.2; 20.8.3; Timaeus (Jacoby F3b, 566, F 164, 1. 231);
[Aristotle], Col. 791b, 794b, 899b Bekker.

55  Philo, Cher. 104, in a simile between the adornments of the building and the adornment of
the soul; in Agr. 160 likewise in a simile “just as it is that plaster should become firm and
fixed and acquire solidity, so too ... the souls ... should become more firmly settled.”

56 Willi, The Languages of Aristophanes, 66 and 69; Schironi, “Naming the Phenomena,”
246—250.

57  Similar considerations can be made for udptug/uaptupéw of Ay 4.219 “witness, bear wit-
ness,” which is a de-terminologized term and thus synchronically no longer technical. On
this law, Pearce, “Witness Laws.” Likewise, at AJ 4.220 the council of the elders is called
yepovaia, as in the Lxx (Deut 21:3), a word which is not exclusive of legal texts.

58 Pearce, “Levitical servants,” 488.

59  On mapaxatadixy, see Taubenschlag, Law, 349-352. The term, however, is also found in
Philo, Quaest. Gen. 1.27, in an explanation of the law (“For [ydp] man has a wife entrusted
to him as a deposit [mapaxatadixy ]| from her parents”).

60  Thucydides, Hist. 2.40; Euripides, Rhes. 875; Isocrates, Loch. 2; Demosthenes, Arist. 218;
Plato, Leg. 869b; Arrian, Anab. 7.29.2.

61 Bloch, “Gezetzesprosa.”

62  dmextovxas is the reading of RMSPL. The reading dmoxtevxag of O is clearly an error,
since the form is otherwise unattested.
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3.2.5 Structure

Finally, in the politeia we observe a specific structure as a recurring feature,
although not systematic for all laws: the law is first defined, then explained.
The explanation is more often codified with ydp and a finite verb: for example,
“for God is one and the stock of the Hebrews one” (6ed¢ yap €l xai 1 ‘Efpaiwy
Yévog €v, AJ 4.200), “for it is good” (4] 4.203), “for it is right ... for the deity ...”
(4] 205—-206); sometimes a non-finite verb is used, such as in 47 4.212 (“thanks-
giving being a natural duty”). Explanations of the laws are found already in
biblical legislation, but in Josephus they become more frequent.53 I will
come back to this last point in the following paragraph, where I shall explain
Josephus’ reasons for crafting Moses’ laws in the way he does.

4 General Conclusions: Anchoring Moses’ Legislation in
Greek Discourse

The combined application of narratological considerations and register varia-
tion analysis to two of the most extensive sections of Josephus’ biblical leg-
islation brings some interesting results.54 First, it shows that Josephus does
not craft the cultic laws as legislation: in the entire section of cultic laws there
are hardly pervasive linguistic features, except for the use of the third person
(mostly) indicative, which is not typical of actual laws; even at the lexical level,
while the vocabulary presents some technical and semi-technical terms, the
overall picture points to a shared, unmarked lexicon. How can we explain this
choice? Josephus was aware that the Mosaic cultic laws were a form of “legis-
lation”—he calls it vopoBeaia or didrakic T@vV véuwy (47 3.286—287). Moreover,
as a proud priest of Jerusalem he describes Moses’ tabernacle with copious
details, indulges in an ekphrastic excursus, and employs for that description
technical terminology, as I have shown elsewhere.%5 Thus, his choice on the
Levitical laws cannot be due to lack of interest in the cultic laws. The over-
all impression is that Josephus intentionally did not present the Levitical laws
with the linguistic code of legislation. A first reason may be the fact that an
extensive, prescriptive account of cultic laws was less engaging for both his
non-judean audience, as foreign customs, and his Judean audience, as they
could no longer be performed. But there is an additional reason, which I find

63 Avioz, Legal Exegesis, 120-128.

64  On the limited scope of this investigation, which excludes the summary of legislation of
Josephus, c4 2.190-218, see the Introduction to this chapter.

65 Castelli, “Tabernacle.”
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more cogent in terms of Josephus’ history writing, notably evident in Josephus’
summary of Levitical sacrifices and festivals: presenting the cultic laws as a
non-prescriptive text in the third person would anchor®6 the Mosaic constitu-
tion in Greek ethnographic historiography, where laws and customs of foreign
people did find their place, yet from an outsider perspective.6’ Herodotus—to
take but the most famous example surely known by Josephus—writes exten-
sively about the Egyptians and the Scythians, and considers also their cultic
laws and customs. On the sacrifices of the Scythians, he writes:

In all their sacred rites they follow the same method of sacrifice; this is
how it is offered (Buaiy 8¢ 1) adTy) Taol xaTéTTrXE TMEP! TTAVTAL TA LAl dMOlWS,
¢pSopévn @3e). The victim (td pév ipYov) stands with its forefeet shackled
together; the sacrificer (6 3¢ 80wv) stands behind the beast, and throws
it down by pulling the end of the rope; [2] as the victim falls, he invokes
whatever god it is to whom he sacrifices. Then, throwing a noose around
the beast’s neck, he thrusts in a stick and twists it and so strangles the vic-
tim, lighting no fire nor offering the first-fruits, nor pouring any libation;
and having strangled and skinned the beast, he sets about cooking it.

HERODOTUS 4.60; trans. Godley (emphasis added)

The ritual is described in the third person, which ensures cognitive distance.®
In the first sentence we notice the attempt at generalization (mept mavta &
lpd, “in all their sacred rites”), as we have seen in Josephus, and the marked
position, at the end, of @3¢, “in this way,” as we found in Josephus (above,
section 2.2.1). The same marked position of @3¢ is seen in Herodotus a few
paragraphs later (4.62): “This is their way of sacrificing to other gods and
these are the beasts offered; but their sacrifices to Ares are of this sort (¢ 8¢
"Apei @e)."69 1 remarked above (section 2.2.2) that Josephus uses the techni-
cal term émimAovg (A7 3.228), the “caul’—that is the membrane enclosing the
entrails—for Lev 3:3. The term is found, among others, in Herodotus’ book 2,
where the historian describes the sacrifice of a pig to the Moon.

But this is how they sacrifice (Buaiy 3¢ #3¢) swine to the Moon: the sac-
rificer lays the end of the tail and (xaf) the spleen and (xai) the caul

66  On the concept of “anchoring” see Sluiter, “Anchoring Innovation.” On its application to
Josephus, see Castelli, “Bronze Bases.”

67  So Skinner, Greek Ethnography, 6.

68 On “distance” in Herodotus, see Allan, “Distance and Immersion.” Tyrell, Persuasion, 105.

69  Herodotus 4.62: tolot pév &) &Aoot Tév Be@v obtew Bbovat xai Tabta TéY xTnvéwy, @ 3¢ "Apel
@3¢. The repetition of the demonstrative pronoun should also be noticed.
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(émimAoov) together and covers them up with all the fat that he finds
around the belly, then consigns it all to the fire; as for the rest of the flesh,
they eat it at the time of full moon when they sacrifice the victim; but
they will not taste it on any other day. Poor men, with but slender means,
mold swine out of dough, which they then take and sacrifice.

HERODOTUS 2.47.3; trans. Godley

In this case, as noticed for description of the Scythians’ cultic laws, there is
an attempt at generalization and a marked position of the demonstrative pro-
noun (Buaiy 3¢ %de). Moreover, the use of the third person is pervasive, as well
as the use of the present indicative (attéovtai, 60ovat) or subjunctive (8dowat),
and the polysyndeton, which we have observed in Josephus. Finally, Herodotus
uses occasional technical or semi-technical terms, in this case the very word
for “caul” used by Josephus, although in its ionic form (érimAoov). T have already
remarked that the metanarrative elements used by Josephus for sacrifices and
festivals point to an overt narrator, such as Herodotus is.”? My point here is not
to show how Josephus was indebted to Herodotus, but to show how Josephus
was aware of the discourse of ethnographic historiography in the description
of foreign laws, and intentionally used it.”* By crafting his summary of the
Levitical laws in the way he does, Josephus intentionally embeds the Mosaic
cultic laws in Greek ethnographic historiography.

How can we explain Josephus’ way of writing Moses’ politeia? As we have
seen, Josephus deliberately chose to keep a partial conative function in pre-
senting the legislation of Deuteronomy, even in a work of historiography. While
the laws of Antiquitates Judaicae 4 are built as part of the narrative, using the
biblical direct speech of Moses, and are meant for an audience who is expected
to grasp from them the nature of the laws, although not to perform them, they
are prescriptive in most of their formal characters: the use of the third person
imperative or of the jussive infinitive, combined with reduplication, indefinite
pronouns, and a complex syntax are pervasive features in Josephus’ politeia
and typical of legislation. In some of these formal aspects, such as the use of
the third person imperative, Josephus moves more consistently than his bib-
lical models towards what must have been perceived by his audience as the
register of actual legislation.

70 Above, section 2.1.1, with reference to de Jong, “Herodotus.”

71 Awareness of Herodotus’ ethnographic discourse has been noted also for Lucian’s De syria
dea; see Lightfoot, “Greek ethnography,” 139-140. The description of laws and customs was
still a matter of interest in Greek imperial historiography, as demonstrated by Dionysius
of Halicarnassus’ introduction of his Roman history (Dionysius of Halicarnassus 1.8.1-2).
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On the other hand, the very structure of Josephus’ politeia, with the exten-
sive use of the rationale—more frequent than in biblical legislation—seems
to point to legislation Adyw,”? that is to texts on the law. Although “motive
clauses” are present in the biblical legislation, for example in the prohibi-
tion of pagan practices (Deut 14:2) or in the rules of warfare,”® the rationale
of the laws is mostly used in Jewish-Greek legal discourse in texts on the laws,
not in actual legislation. For example, in Philo’s treatise on the Special Laws
on the borders (Spec. 4.149), or on the prohibition of mixing wool and linen
(Spec. 4.207—208); it is also found in pseudo-Philo’s narrative on the decalogue
(LAB 11.9-13); and the apostle Paul in 1 Cor 9:7-10 provides an explanation sim-
ilar to that of Josephus on the muzzling ox.”* While that could certainly be
explained as an elaboration of the biblical legislation itself, in Jewish-Greek
literature the use of the rationale can also be explained as a strategy to embed
Moses’ legislation into the wider frame of Greek legal discourse. Josephus
seems to go in that direction. In Plato’s Laws, in particular, there are preambles
to several laws of book 1x and X, such as the law against temple robbing, mur-
der, impiety, and adulteration (x3dnAeic; Leg. 9.916d—917b):7> in Plato those
preambles are meant to preface, and ideally render superfluous, the imper-
ative of the law in the narrow sense. To understand what Plato meant with
preambles, let us consider Leg. 4.721b 1-3, where the Athenian first formulates
a law without preamble (6 pév amiodg [vopos]) and then with preamble. The
simple law reads as follows:

Topuely 8¢, Emeidoy ETdv ) TIG TpLdxovTa, uéXpL ETRY TEVTE Xal TpLdovta, €l 3¢
un, {purodobat xpYpacty te xal Tipla, yprpuaot pev téootg xal tdoots, Th xal T
3¢ Tipla.

A man shall marry when he is thirty years old and under five and thirty; if
he fails to do so, he shall be punished both by a fine in money and by deg-
radation, the fine being of such and such an amount, and the degradation
of such and such a kind.

PLATO, Leg. 4.721b 1-3; trans. Bury

72 On the distinction between lawgiving Zpyw (the real act of legislation) and lawgiving
Adyw (discourse on legislation), see note 1 and 2 of the introduction to this chapter, with
references.

73 Bartor, Reading Law as Narrative, 14.

74  See also Philo, Virt. 145146 and B. Mes. 7.1-3.

75  Bartels, Plato, 135. Yunis, “Laws,” 235—236 argues that Plato creates with Laws “a new rhe-
torical genre of legal-political discourse.” Plato’s preambles, as well as the rationale of the
laws in Jewish-Greek literature seem to obey to a need for an epistemic, as opposed to
practical, authority; see Vroom, Authority of Law, 202—203.
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The double law, instead, is preceded by a preamble, which runs as follows:

A man shall marry (Tauelv 3¢) when he is thirty years old and under
thirty-five, bearing in mind that this is the way by which the human race,
by nature’s ordinance, shares in immortality (Stwvonfévra wg ot 1) 1
avBpwmivov Yévog pUaeL TV peTelAnpev dbavaaiag), a thing for which nature
has implanted in everyone a keen desire. The desire to win glory, instead
of lying in a nameless grave, aims at a like object (10 ydp yevéaat xhewvov
wal p vovopov xelobal tetedevtyrdta tob TolobTov €otiv émbupia). Thus
mankind is by nature coeval with the whole of time, in that it accompa-
nies it continually both now and in the future; and the means by which it
is immortal is this: by leaving behind it children’s children and continu-
ing ever one and the same, it thus by reproduction shares in immortality.
PLATO, Leg. 4.721b6—C7; trans. Bury

The Platonic preambles, although keeping the law in its prescriptive form
with a jussive infinitive—yauelv 3¢ is found in both the simple and double
law—rplaces the act of the individual in a larger, cosmic framework. Thus, in
Plato’s Laws, persuasion is the best criterion for proper lawgiving Adyw: “the
lawgiver must never omit to furnish preludes, as prefaces both to the laws as a
whole and to each individual statute, whereby they shall surpass their original
form by as much as the ‘double’ examples recently given surpassed the ‘single”
(Plato, Leg. 4.723b). This idea was still relevant to first-century Roman political
and philosophic discourse: although the Platonic approach was contested by
Posidonius, in his epistle 94 Seneca defends Plato, insisting that the introduc-
tion set the mind of the reader in the right philosophical direction, enabling
them to perform the precepts with full intention.”® Similarly, according to
Philo’s Opif- 1—2 the account of creation precedes the law code because “it was
necessary to mold beforehand the minds (mpotum@aoat tég Stavoiog) of those
who will use the laws,””7 a line of thought followed by Josephus’ introduction
to Antiquitates Judaicae (1.19—21).78

Josephus highlights in Moses’ politeia the formal register of legislation for
some aspects, pointing thus to real legislation (vopofecia €pyw), yet he frames
his discourse according to the tradition of Greek legal discourse (vopofegia

76 Seneca, Ep. 94.1-21, 25, 31, 38.

77 Niehoff, “Philo’s Rationalization of Judaism,” 35.

78 Feldman, Judean Antiquities, gn26 at Aj 1.21, with references. Barclay, Against Apion,
LVIII-LIX, argues that in giving to the political concept of politeia a more “religious”
dimension Josephus is indebted to Plato.
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Adyw) that goes back to Plato’s Laws, where lawgiving, although featuring
some linguistic aspects of real legislation, is not imposition but persuasion.”
Moreover, in designing the politeia within Moses’ speech, Josephus not only is
more faithful to the biblical account of Deuteronomy, but can use speech to
highlight a decisive moment in the narrative according to the best models of
Greek historiography, such as Herodotus and Thucydides.8° Finally, the limited
strictly technical legal language in both the politeia and the cultic laws in favor
of semi-technical or common language points to Josephus’ attempt to make
Moses’ legislation accessible and understandable to the wide Greek-speaking
audience to which he refers in the preface to Antiquitates Judaicae. Not only by
interpreting and making clearer the biblical laws, as an exegete would do,8! but
also by “anchoring” his discourse in Greek discourse—ethnographic historiog-
raphy, notably Herodotus, for the cultic laws, and legal discourse, notably Plato,
for the politeia—and his language in the common, shared, or semi-technical
vocabulary of the Greco-Roman age.
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CHAPTER 6

Free Speech and Moses’ Laws: The Limits of
mappy ot in Josephus’ Works

Ursula Westwood

1 Introduction

In the fourth book of his Antiquitates Judaicae, as part of his summary of the
Mosaic moAttela, Josephus uses the term mappyoia (“free speech,” “frankness”)
to describe the capacity of Moses’ laws when read out in the assembly to con-
front and correct wrongdoers (Aj 2.210). This term has a long history, associ-
ated both with the freedoms of democratic Athens (contrasted with the limits
upon speech in autocracies), and with the openness that is a marker of friend-
ship. Josephus’ use of the term creates an implicit metaphor, in which the text
of Moses’ laws becomes a boldly speaking advisor to a monarch, or a compan-
ion in a virtue-pursuing friendship.

The Antiquitates Judaicae were written during the reign of Domitian, an
emperor whose memory in the literary record is associated with a particular
absence of open speech: Tacitus famously praises the new era of freedom as
a result of Nerva’s accession with the statement that this is a time when one
can “feel what one likes, and say what one feels”—in contrast with the past.!
Josephus’ invocation of the laws’ frank speech in such a context seems marked.

A thorough investigation of this potentially charged example requires two
preliminary stages. The first is to explore the meanings of the term mappyaia
within Greek political discourse—starting with democratic Athens, and then
showing the shift in later periods and contexts, from mappyoia as “political
right” to “private virtue.”? Particular attention will be paid to the biographer

1 Translations of Josephus’ works, and of other ancient authors, are generally taken from the
LCL editions, and texts are borrowed from either the LcL or ocT editions.

Tacitus, Hist. 1; cf. Agric. 1-3; Suetonius, Dom. 10; Pliny, Pan. 76; cf. Lang, “Freiheit’ in Plinius
Secundus’ panegyricus,” 48, 55-56.

2 Momigliano, “Freedom of Speech in Antiquity,” 258; for mappncia in biblical texts, see
Papademetriou, “The Performative Meaning of the Word Iappyoia in Ancient Greek and
in the Greek Bible,” 34. For aspects of its usage in the New Testament see (particularly on
Acts) Neumann, “Tlappnoia in Erzihltexten;” den Heijer, “The Performance of Parrhesia in
Philo and Acts.” Christian texts have not been discussed here—for a good discussion of the
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Plutarch, for two reasons: first, his floruit overlaps with that of Josephus, mak-
ing him a good source for the implications of terms within Greek literature in
the Roman period; secondly, Plutarch is an author who not only uses the term
extensively,® but also theorises lengthily in the Moralia about its appropriate
use.* This will prepare the ground for the second part of this study, which sur-
veys the use of the term within Josephus’ works to establish the semantic range
it covers. Finally, we will then evaluate its occurrences in the Moses story.

Josephus’ terminological choices during the Moses narrative are significant.5
In the prologue to the Antiquitates, Josephus summarises his history as an
account of three main points: the origins of the Jewish people, the kind of law-
giver by whom they were educated in virtue, and the wars they faced up to
the final war with Rome.® Moses is the only individual referred to in this pré-
cis, and the final portion of the prologue is devoted to describing Moses’ leg-
islative philosophy.” Josephus’ account of Moses’ legislative project reveals an
awareness of the tradition into which he is fitting the Jewish vouo8étyg, encour-
aging his readers to read the Antiquitates Judaicae through the lens of Greek
political philosophy.

As such, when he uses charged terms such as mappycla, particularly as an
attribute of the laws, or within speeches given by Moses, this language deserves
to be interrogated. Speaking of the law’s mappyoia towards wrongdoers is
strange—one could more simply speak of a rebuke, challenge, or reproach.8
As we will see from its usage in classical Greek discourse and in Plutarch,
moappyoia contains broader baggage which Josephus is bringing into his charac-
terisation of the law’s relationship with the people, and the people’s relation-
ship with their lawgiver (and his laws).

problems involved in including them, see Fields, Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman
Empire, 18—19.

3 Plutarch uses the noun 162 times.

4 Esp. Plutarch, Quo Adulator 59Bff. On Plutarch as a helpful comparandum for Josephus, esp.
on Moses, see Feldman, “Parallel Lives of Two Lawgivers: Josephus’ Moses and Plutarch’s
Lycurgus’.

5 On the importance of the Moses narrative in general, and particularly parallels with fig-
ures from Greek and Roman history, see the three articles by Feldman: Feldman, “Josephus’
Portrait of Moses;” Feldman, “Josephus’ Portrait of Moses. Part Two;” Feldman, “Josephus’
Portrait of Moses. Part Three.”

6 Josephus 4y 1.6.

7 4y 118. In its immediate context this description serves to explain the opening of the his-
tory with the creation of the world—cf. Philo, Opif. 1-3. On Josephus’ use in this passage of
vocabulary “which triggers associations with philosophy,” see van Henten, “The Use of Nodg
in Flavius Josephus,” 160.

8 E.g. péugpopal, emitipdew, Yéyw, dveadidw, attidopat.
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2 IMappyoia in Greek Thought

At its roots, mappraia refers to “saying everything” (még + pficig). Alongside the
older and more formally political term ionyopia (“equal speech”), it has often
been translated as and equated with “freedom of speech” in something close
to the modern sense: the right of citizens to say what they choose within both
political and private contexts. Momigliano refers to ionyopio and mappnoia as
“technical terms for freedom of speech” in his article tracing the history of the
idea.® The translation “freedom of speech” has come under criticism, sum-
marised by Saxonhouse: it “ties the word too strongly to the passive language
of rights rather than the active expression of one’s true beliefs.”’% Mulgan also
points to the absence of any etymological connection with freedom.!! More
importantly, the modern notion of freedom of speech refers usually to free-
dom from censorship and government overreach, often associated with paral-
lel freedoms of religion and conscience.’? These are not concepts that map
straightforwardly onto the term mappyaio.

Instead, moppyoia in its early appearances is a type of speech employed in
both public and private contexts—the stating in full of one’s honest opinion.
As such, it has a strong connection with two things: first, truth telling (espe-
cially involving some risk to the speaker);'3 and second, political freedom, par-
ticularly as opposed to tyranny.!* The Athenian orator Demosthenes regularly
refers to his own use of mappnoia alongside dAndeta (“truth”)—he is truthfully
telling everything, holding nothing back (despite the risk of inciting anger).15
According to a fragment of Demokritos, mappnoia is a “thing particularly
belonging to freedom” (oix1ov éAevbeping mappnaiy); that it is intrinsically dan-
gerous is revealed by his next clause: the risk is recognising the right moment

9 Momigliano, “Freedom of Speech in Antiquity,” 258; cf. Spicq, Notes de lexicographie
néo-testimentaire, 526.

10  Saxonhouse, Free Speech and Democracy in Ancient Athens, 86.

11 Mulgan, “Liberty in Ancient Greece,” 12.

12 Carter, “A Conceptual Difference between Ancient and Modern Ideas of Freedom of
Speech,” 198; Saxonhouse, Free Speech and Democracy in Ancient Athens, 19.

13 Thisrisk can take different forms: the advisor to a tyrant who uses parrhesia at the wrong
moment may face death; the speaker in the Athenian assembly who proposes an unpopu-
lar motion may face exile, but the risk may simply be of losing face, and the softer ostra-
cism resulting from disagreement with the majority.

14 See discussions in Monoson, Plato’s Democratic Entanglements, 58; Momigliano, “Freedom
of Speech in Antiquity,” 259.

15 E.g. Demosthenes, 2 Philip. 31; Fals. Leg. 237; Aristocr. 204. See Monoson, Plato’s Democratic
Entanglements, 64; Fields, Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire, 17.
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(xtvduvog 3¢ 1) Tob xapod didyvwatg).l6 In Euripides’ Phoenissae, the Theban
Polyneikes names the lack of mappnoia the most difficult aspect of his state of
exile.'” His mother’s response equates a lack of mappnaia with slavery (SovAov
168 elnog).!® In democratic Athens it is associated with citizenship—so that
in Euripides’ Ion, the eponymous hero wishes for his mother to be Athenian
precisely because that would mean he has moppyaia.!®

‘Towyopia refers to the ability of every citizen to contribute to debate, while
mappyaia is more about the content of what is said. Foucault, in his famous lec-
tures on the topic, speaks of mappnaia as a risky form of speech which directly
represents the opinion of the speaker.20 He traces the problematisation of
nappnoia in the Greek tragedies—both its definition as key to Athenian citi-
zenship, and the development of a negative nappycia, a frankness which is sim-
ply abuse and serves no one: in Euripides’ Orestes, a speaker in the assembly
is described as “unable to close his lips” (&8vpéyAwaoog), relying on “ignorant
moppyoia” (dpabel mappnoia).2! This reflects the criticisms of the democratic
assembly by later authors, as well as advice given to tyrants about who should
be granted moppnaio.?

For mappnoia is not limited to democratic contexts. In fact, it has even been
argued that mappyoia as it operates and is described within the Athenian
assembly relies on an implicit analogy between the Athenian demos and a

16 Democritus Fr. 226. See Momigliano, “Freedom of Speech in Antiquity,” 259; Saxonhouse,
Free Speech and Democracy in Ancient Athens, 861n6; Konstan, “The Two Faces of Parrhésia,”
2; Monoson, Plato’s Democratic Entanglements, 58.

17  Euripides, Phoen. 391: &v pév uéylatov: odx €xet mappyaiav. Note Plutarch’s later mockery of
this claim (Exil. 606B—C).

18  For Konstan (“The Two Faces of Parrhésia,” 5—6), Polyneikes is missing the frankness
that should be available to him as an aristocrat. Foucault (Fearless Speech, 24) simi-
larly emphasises here the role of social status, and the fact that an absence of parrhesia
equates to a complete lack of power. Saxonhouse (Free Speech and Democracy in Ancient
Athens, 141) suggests that the necessity of concealing his thoughts is an important element
of Polyneikes’ complaint. On mappyoia associated with citizenship in juxtaposition to the
lack of speech of slaves and metics, see also Berrey, Hellenistic Science at Court, 106.

19  Euripides, Ion 670-673: €l & éned&acdat xpewv/ éx @V Abnvav W 1) texoda’ el yuvy/ &g pot
yévntau untedbev mappnaia. See Foucault, Fearless Speech, 51.

20  Foucault, Fearless Speech, 12, 14: “In parrhesia the speaker is supposed to give a complete
and exact account of what he has in mind, so that the audience is able to comprehend
exactly what the speaker thinks ...”

21 Foucault, Fearless Speech, 74.

22 E.g. Pseudo-Xenophon, Constitution of Athens 6-9; Isocrates, On the Peace 13 (6t
Ampoxpartiag obang odx €ott mappnaia, TANY €vBdde uév Tols dgpoveatdtolg xal undev UGV
ppovtilovaw); To Nicocles 2.28 (Aidov mappnotay Tols b gpovodow). Cf. Foucault, Fearless
Speech, 82; Landauer, “Parrhesia and the Demos Tyrannos,” 193; Carter, “A Conceptual
Difference between Ancient and Modern Ideas of Freedom of Speech,” 208.
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tyrant.23 Isocrates criticises the demos for its willingness to listen to speakers
who flatter, rather than those who are honest—precisely the problem which
is identified in autocracies, revealing as well that mappnoia is assumed to be
unpleasant for the audience to hear.2* Importantly, there are few examples of
tyrants in the Greek world actively curbing the speech of their subjects—it is
rather the case that within a tyranny, where the monarch faces no account-
ability, the rational thing to do is to avoid saying things that will not please.25

In later periods, moppycia increasingly becomes an attribute or quality
found within private relationships of friendship—an emphasis not present in
the earlier Athenian evidence.?6 The mappyoia of the true friend is able to point
out faults and draw one towards moral virtue. The shift is explained primar-
ily by the change in modes of government in the Hellenistic age, when the
political involvement of the average citizen became less significant, and those
writing treatises to and about rulers were interested in how frank speech could
be practically employed within unequal relationships—whether of king and
courtier, or of tutor and student.2?

We have thus identified in mappyoio a variety of implications: at its root, a
“telling of all,” which, in democratic Athens means the ability of each citizen to
give his true opinion within the assembly and agora. Its association with free-
dom, éAevBepla, is clear, but also reveals the extent to which notions of frank
speaking within political contexts at Athens are shaped by an opposition to the
(often self-imposed) limits on speech within more sharply hierarchical con-
texts, notably Persia. Yet even in Persia, as Herodotus notes, the king can be
pleased to receive frank criticism from his advisors.28 The need for orators to

23 Landauer, “Parrhesia and the Demos Tyrannos,” 196.

24  Isocrates, On the Peace 2.5. Cf. Landauer, 201; Walzer, “Parrésia, Foucault, and the Classical
Rhetorical Tradition,” 11. Lévy (“From Politics to Philosophy and Theology,” 324) notes the
absence of the term from Thucydides, despite the importance of deliberative speeches in
his history, suggesting its failure as a tool within the fraught political context of the war.
Cf. Momigliano, “Freedom of Speech in Antiquity,” 260.

25  Carter, “A Conceptual Difference between Ancient and Modern Ideas of Freedom of
Speech,” 211.

26  Momigliano, “Freedom of Speech in Antiquity,” 260: “parrhesia as a private virtue replaced
parrhesia as a political right.” Konstan (“The Two Faces of Parrhésia,” 9) has questioned
the simplicity of this division, noting that mappyoia within private relationships is clearly
assumed in earlier uses as well, and that claims to employ mappyaia even in public in
Athens generally have a defensive bent.

27  Konstan, “Friendship, Frankness, and Flattery,” 9: “it became necessary to recommend
and insist on parrhesia as a duty rather than to prize it as a universal mark of citizen sta-
tus.” For mappyoia as a characteristic of the court scientist, see Berrey, Hellenistic Science
at Court, 28,107, 119, 154.

28  Herodotus 8.69.
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insist upon their own mappyaia both reveals its generally positive meaning, as
an insistence on good-faith truth-speaking, even if painful, but also suggests
that it is no longer assumed as a basic function of speaking within democratic
contexts. With the development of more autocratic and hierarchical systems
of government, the role of frank speech shifts into the private sphere, alongside
being something an ideal prince ought to enable from those with intelligence
and knowledge. Finally, rappyoia in all these contexts has an underlying pur-
pose, which is the edification and improvement of the audience. The speaker
in the assembly insists that his harsh words are for the demos’ own good; the
advisor to a tyrant is expected to give frank advice to help the autocrat and
state; a good friend will tell you what you don’t want to hear precisely because
you need to hear it. To practice mappyoia is not simply about “saying every-
thing,” but honestly and sincerely saying what needs to be said.

This leads us to look at how the term is used in Plutarch. In the treatise
How to tell a flatterer from a friend, it is mappyoia that is one of the defining
attributes of the true friend, but also one that can be misused and imitated by
flatterers.2 It is clear from many of the examples which he employs (of frank
speech and flattery towards autocrats) that Plutarch is concerned not with
friendships between equals, but between people of different social and politi-
cal standing—precisely where flatterers become a problem.3? In the whole
Plutarchan corpus, mappnoio most often appears in such contexts—those of
unequal power relations, with the frankness of the socially or politically infe-
rior individual as the issue at play.3!

Telling the difference between flatterer and friends becomes a process of
distinguishing between different kinds of mappycia, because the flatterer rec-
ognises the role of mappnaia as the “language particular to friendship” (idiav ...
ewvNV ... TS @tAlag) and so employs a corrupted form of it—this is the most
wicked thing flatterers do (6 8¢ mdvtwy ... movovpyétatov).32 To distinguish
between flatterer and friend one needs to have a solid understanding of how
the true friend employs mappyoia. This, combined with Plutarch’s regular

29  For the essay as a practical manual in the guise of a philosophical treatise, see Engberg-
Pedersen, “Plutarch to Prince Philopappus on How to Tell a Flatterer from a Friend,” 64.
Cf. Berrey, Hellenistic Science at Court, 108.

30 Plutarch, Adul. amic. 49C. Cf. Fields, Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire,
145-146.

31 Konstan, Friendship in the Classical World, 104; Engberg-Pedersen’s contention (“Plutarch
to Prince Philopappus on How to Tell a Flatterer from a Friend,” 76—77) that friendship is
the context in which awareness of social status can be relaxed is perhaps overstated.

32 Plutarch, Adul. amic. 51C; cf. Walzer, “Parrésia, Foucault, and the Classical Rhetorical
Tradition,” 18.
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references to frank speech in the Moralia and the Lives, enables us to say a few
things about how it operates in his thought world.

As the language of friendship, mappycia is employed at specific moments:
it is a mechanism for correcting moral failures, and as such is not pleasant to
receive, but is necessary for the sake of the person addressed.?3 It is regularly
compared with medicine, with the friend in the role of doctor.3* As such, false
nappnoia is compared with a physician who clips a patient’s nails instead of
operating on a tumour: the lack of pain is the evidence that something is not
true mappyoio.3® Similarly, however, mappyoio misapplied can produce pain
without gain, or even make things worse: “for people are injured not only by
being praised at the wrong moment, but also by being blamed.”36 Plutarch here
equates Tappyoia with blame, or rebuke.

One of Plutarch’s major concerns is thus precisely how to employ mappnaia
properly. Aside from causing injury when applied at the wrong moment and
driving the patient into the hands of flatterers, it can also be confused with
arrogance, ridicule, or insult: as a surgeon needs to keep his hand movements
neat and tidy, so a frank-speaker should keep from his speech all extraneous
rudeness or jocularity.3? Iappnoia needs to be combined with %og (“moral
character,” “tact”) and Adyog (“reason”) to prevent it seeming like fault-finding
or abuse.3® This matters, because people who misuse mappnoia may bring
about their own destruction—examples are of Antiphon at the hands of
Dionysius and Timagenes’ loss of Caesar’s friendship.3® The context Plutarch
imagines is one of the advisor to an autocrat, whose speech is necessarily risky.
One should not take unnecessary risks, and therefore mappyoio should only
be employed in a careful and delicate manner. It is also not to be employed
for private grievances, but only for the good of the person in question, or the
people they rule.#9 As such, it should only be used in private, and not before

33  Plutarch, Adul. amic. 51D, 55B—C.

34  Adul. amic. 59B. For this metaphor of mappncia as medicine and its association with
Diogenes of Sinope, see Fields, Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire, 15.

35  Adul amic. 59B, cf. 60D.

36 Adul. amic. 66B: PAdmTovTat yap odx EmatvodpevoL povov dxalpwg GAAG xal PeyduevoL.

37  Adul. amic. 67E-F: obtwg M mappyoio déyetar 10 émidékiov xal 1 dotelov, &v 1 xdpis ThHY
aepvdtTa oly, Bpacihtyg 3¢ xai BoeAvpia xai BBpig Tpogodoa mdvu Stapdeipet xai dméMwuaty.
For the delicacy of Plutarch’s negotiation of status in his discussion, see Fields, Frankness,
Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire, 154.

38  Adul. amic. 66B, D.

39  Adul amic. 68B.

40 Adul. amic. 66E-F. The example is given of Achilles, whose bad mappyoia involves attack-
ing Agamemnon over a private grievance, and Odysseus, who speaks up on behalf of all
the Greeks. Cf. Berrey, Hellenistic Science at Court, 105.
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an audience.*! This is an important distinction from mappnoia as understood in
Athens, which is closely bound up with the public context.#?

We thus have a picture of what mappynoia is for Plutarch. It is an essen-
tial tool, the defining language of friendship, employed to correct faults and
improve moral character. In practice, it is something employed by the weaker
party in a relationship, for the purpose of improving the stronger party, and
as such it comes with significant risks and needs to be employed with caution
and tact—when this does not happen, it can be interpreted as abuse, and lead
to poor outcomes for the speaker. This picture of mappnoia plays out in the
Lives: most references to mappvoia refer to its employment towards, or suppres-
sion by, tyrants and autocrats; it is often confused with abuse when the frank
speaker fails to apply appropriate caution, and many of the statements which
Plutarch defines as moppnoia are effectively insults which speak to a truth.43
One element that emerges more clearly in the Lives is the association between
moppyoia and freedom more generally—advisors who do not use mappnoia are
seen as slavish, and the Saturnalia, with its role reversal, is the one time when
slaves have moppnoio.*4

Other notable examples involve mappyoio employed not towards a ruler but
about him, outside his hearing. Thus in the Dion, Callippus, who is pretending
to be a friend to Dion while plotting against him, gets permission to employ
nappnoia in discussions with the soldiers—this enables him to find out which
are hostile to Dion. ITappnoia here means critical speech about the ruler, which
could get one into trouble.*5 Similarly, the soldiers of Lucullus become rebel-
lious after hearing the mappyoia of their comrades: here moppnoia is defiant
speech, and it seems to be catching. In neither case is this represented as a
good thing, implicitly suggesting that positive mappycia is only available to
those of a particular status, whether social or moral.#6

41 Adul amic. 70E.

42 Cf. Walzer, “Parrésia, Foucault, and the Classical Rhetorical Tradition,” 17. Cf. Fields,
Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire, 36: [Plutarch] “treat[s] parrhesia not as a
formal privilege tied to a specific locality, but rather as a matter of choice to be exercised
wherever one finds oneself”

43  See Plutarch, Tim. 15.5, 37.2; Dion 5.4, 34.1; Them. 29.4; Mar. 31.5; Luc. 21.6; Eum. 2.4; Alex.
51.5; Pomp. 44.2, Caes. 33.2; Ant. 5.10.

44  Dion 6.3; Sull. 18.6. Cf. Fields, Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire, 37.

45  Dion 54.3.

46 Although Plutarch himself in the Praecepta gerendae reipublicae (822F) insists that
mappyoia is available to all, regardless of wealth, as long as they are of good character.
But see also Fields’ (Frankness, Greek Culture, and the Roman Empire, 32—33) discussion
of the inseparability of mappncia and ebyévela in other (possibly spurious) parts of the
Plutarchan corpus, esp. De liberis educandis 1a—b.
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Finally, it is repeatedly made clear in the Lives and Moralia that mappyaioc can
be interpreted as abusive or insulting speech, either when misused, or when
the audience is not willing to hear it. Thus, Dion’s mappyaia is called ad8adeia
(“wilfulness,” “surliness”), and in the same Life Dion’s opponent Sosis, who
complains about and insults him, is referred to as having an over-abundance
of mappncia (meptovaiov 1youpévols ehevbeplag & uéypt Tolobtwy dvelabal v
nappnaiav).4” Favorinus, trying to be like Cato, ends up simply insulting both
Caesar and Pompey.*® Plutarch names certain statements mappyoio—from
Dionysius of Syracuse’s sister declaring boldly that she would prefer to be an
exile’s wife than a tyrant’s sister, to the Sabine women, protesting their treat-
ment by both their Sabine brothers and Roman husbands.*® Drunken speech is
also called mappyoia, explaining the name Liber for Dionysius.5° Finally Caesar’s
bold (apparently joking) speech to his pirate captors, threatening to crucify
them, is called mappnoia—they enjoy his bold jocularity, until he is ransomed
and then has them killed exactly as he said he would.?! ITappyoia is thus often
equated to insult, threat, or mockery in contexts outside of the philosophical,
idealised friendships about which Plutarch speaks elsewhere. But most often,
it retains a sense of being truth-speaking, with a significant undertone of risk
to the speaker—the core of the meaning in the classical period as well.

3 Iappyoia in Josephus

Josephus uses mappyoia and its cognates 56 times—not a vast number, but not
insignificant.>2 Uses cluster around the Herod narrative in the Antiquitates,
and mappycia is employed (or fails to be employed) by a range of actors. Our
discussion will thus start with its use in the Herod narrative and then move to
its more limited usage in the War (particularly in connection with the various
factions of rebels) and the biblical parts of the Antiquitates.

The term mappnoia appears in the Herod narrative in two distinct ways: first,
as the (often hostile) language employed by family members, friends, and sub-
jects; and second, as something which Herod himself possesses in connection

47  Dion 34.1; on Dion as the focaliser of mappycia in opposition to tyranny, see Zadorojnyi,
“The Ethico-Politics of Writing in Plutarch’s Life of Dion," 149, 158.

48  Brut. 34.3; Caes. 41.3; Pomp. 60.4. Cf. Arist. 24.7, where ntappnoia effectively means insult.

49  Dion 21.5; Rom. 19.4. See also Lys. 22.1 for a harsh retort named mappyoio.

50  Quaest. rom. 289A; Quaest. conv. 707E.

51 Caes. 2.4. This is mappyoia which is true speech, but not recognised as such by its hearers.

52  Josephus uses the term more often than Philo, whose uses are surveyed briefly in Spicg,
Notes de lexicographie néo-testimentaire, 527-528.
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with Rome—the extent of his mappnaia often seems to reflect not only his abil-
ity to speak freely to (and make requests of) the Romans, but also his broader
ability to do as he wishes in his kingdom, an extension in meaning suggesting
a close relationship between speech and action.53

Perhaps the most interesting example of the first form of mappyoia is in con-
nection with Alexandra, Herod’s mother-in-law, whom Herod accuses of plot-
ting against him on behalf of her son Aristobulus. Herod makes the accusations
at the same time as promising to appoint Aristobulus to the high priesthood,
and Alexandra tearfully defends herself, promising ongoing obedience. She
then makes an apology “if she had done anything rash in indignation because
of her family and mappncio.”>* As van Henten notes in his commentary, these
“almost ridiculously polite words” are to be expected within the court context,
but they also reflect Alexandra’s negotiation of her status as a Hasmonean in
Herod’s court.5®> When she is forced to remain in the palace, her every move
watched by guards, she grows furious, thinking that anything would be better
than living in a state of slavery and fear under the appearance of honour: this
is alongside “having been deprived of her mappyaia.”56 It is not clear from the
context that she is being prevented from speech as such, only from any action,
showing the range of the term, but what is perhaps more important is the close
association Alexandra’s complaint makes between mappyoio and general free-
dom as opposed to slavery. Likewise, her association of her own nappycia and
possible over-use of such liberty of speech with her status as a Hasmonean
reveals something like the connection made in Euripides’ Phoenissae: one’s
ability to speak freely is based on one’s status in a community, and loss of that
ability is like slavery, regardless of other circumstances.

Mappyoia is also a core characteristic of Alexandra’s daughter Mariamme in
Josephus’ description of her after her death. Despite Herod’s love for her, she
had “unmeasured moappyaio” (Vv Tappycioy dodupetpov).>” Mariamme appears
to have had the same manner of speech as her mother, which may suggest a
similar relationship with status. In the Bellum Judaicum, Josephus states that
her mappycia was enabled by the king’s passion for her, giving the example of

53 See A] 15.198; 15.217; 16.293, 359, 362.

54  AJ 15.37: €l TL Si& Yévog xal Ty odoov adtf) mappnolov mpometéotepov On' dvaklomabelog
dpdetev.

55  Van Henten, Judean Antiquities 15, 33 (on Aj 15.37).

56  AJ15.44: ppoviuartos yap Eumhews odoa yuvauxelov o &x th dmoplag émipeheiog dvnEondbet,
movds obTvooodv dElodoa udMov 1) Ths mappnaiag otepopévy TiuAs edmpenela petd SovAeing
xal @oBwv xataldijv.

57  AJ15.238.
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her berating him over the deaths of her grandfather and brother.8 This exam-
ple makes clear the underlying assumption that mappnoia here involves accu-
sation or insult, but there is a difference between this and the kind of rebuke
discussed by Plutarch, where the goal of the person employing mappyaia is the
moral improvement of the subject. In the case of Alexandra and Mariamme,
their mappyoia is not necessarily intended for the improvement of Herod.
While critiquing his murder of two high priests could be understood as aiming
at improved governance for Judaea, Josephus presents her speech as rooted in
personal hatred—it is introduced with the statement that Mariamme’s hatred
(uigog for Herod) was equal to his passion (épwg) for her. Her hostile mappnaia
has little connection with the virtuous and bold councillor, even if her speech
is similarly risky.5°

Finally, Herod banishes and even kills individuals for employing mappnaia
towards him, marking his descent into full-blown tyranny.6° In his account of
the banishment of Herod’s friends, Andromachus and Gemellus, Josephus uses
the term moppnoia in five consecutive paragraphs, making clear its importance
as the driving force behind the expulsion. First, Herod’s friends are told not
to enter the palace, because their presence and mappyoia limits Herod’s free-
dom of action. Then the two, also tutors to his sons, are expelled, and Josephus
notes that they had been good friends to Herod, with much nappycia. In a side
note, Josephus observes that Antipater was the cause, as he had recognised
the moppnoia (i.e. “license,” “freedom of action”) with which his father was act-
ing. Finally, when his friends have all been driven away, and therefore have no
nappnoia with the king, Herod is able to torture everyone thought to be loyal
to the disgraced Alexander. Throughout this account, the precise meaning of

58  BJ 1.437: &ovoa 3¢ v pev améxBelav x T@V TpaypdTwy elAoyov, T 3¢ mappnaiov éx Tod
pthelofat, pavepds wveldilev adtd. Notably, in the Antiquitates, it is precisely her railing
against Herod for these murders which precedes her death—ill-advised mappncia leading
to death at the tyrant’s hands (4 15.222). Cf. van Henten, “Constructing Herod as a Tyrant:
Assessing Josephus’ Parallel Passages,” 212.

59  Josephus also makes mention of the “mappnaia of their life together” (tfj mappnoia Tig
oupPiwoews), despite which Herod’s love was not overcome. Van Henten (Antiquities 15,
7b: at 15.240) remarks on the ambiguity of this phrase: it can “point either to the open
character of their marriage (implying that Herod and Mariamme could say everything to
each other) or the freedom involved in their married life.” This is fair, but given the earlier
references to Mariamme’s appycia as something troublesome to Herod, it is possible that
it has a more negative connotation, primarily about her willingness to insult him. Herod’s
sons also have a difficult relationship with mappnoia, struggling to use it appropriately
during their trial. See A7 16.101, 108, 113, as well as BJ 1.447, 469.

60  On Herod as a tyrant in the Antiquitates (particularly in comparison to the Bellum), see
van Henten, “Constructing Herod as a Tyrant: Assessing Josephus’ Parallel Passages.”
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nappyoia shifts between the honest and frank council of a good friend (with-
out which Herod becomes more tyrannical) and the licentiousness of action
which is enabled in the absence of such friends: a play on the word’s shades
of meaning.

The final example of mappycia in the Herod narrative is also the one which
solidifies his status as tyrant: this is the torture and killing of the soldier Tiro.
Tiro’s son was a friend of Alexander, and while everyone else is silent about
Herod’s cruelty to his sons, Tiro makes public statements, speaking out “with
freedom” (01’ éhevbepiomyrog) about the destruction of the truth (wg dméAorro ...
1) dAnBewar).8! His willingness to speak out (mappyoidlesdat) is seen as danger-
ous, but others are relieved to hear someone saying what they are thinking.62
Tiro later forces his way in to speak directly and with complete mappnaio (petd
maays mappnaiag) to the king in private (uévog uévw). He announces his inten-
tion to speak by saying he prefers mappyoia to his own safety, and that his words
can be to the king’s benefit, if Herod so chooses.®? Tiro is thus presented as
the standard wise advisor, whose frankness is painful for the monarch to hear,
but ultimately of benefit to both monarch and state. It is worth comparing
this with Herod’s response to criticism in the first phase of his career, after the
execution of the “bandit” leaders (his first “tyrannical” action)54—that time,
Herod heard the criticism and respected the critic.6> For a moment, this looks
the same. At first, Herod listens “not completely inconsiderately” (ayvopéveg),
and becomes moved when Tiro speaks of his family; but as Tiro continues,
being immoderate and soldierly in his mappyaia, the king perceives Tiro’s words
as rebuke rather than advice, and therefore has Tiro and others imprisoned.56

The story of Tiro plays an important role in the structure of Herod’s descent
into madness. In Josephus’ telling, the reader almost feels that if Tiro had been
more careful in his use of mappyoia (if, for example, he had read Plutarch’s

61 AJ 16.377.

62  AJ16.378.

63  AJ 16.379: 00 Suvduevos ... & Baaiied, dlaxaptepely Eml ToloVTy TdbeL, TV TOAUNPAY TAUTHY
nappnoiay, dvaryxaioy 8¢ ool xal cupgépovaay, el AdBotg Tt xpratpov E adths, Tpobipwa Thg
Euig aopaneiag.

64  See van Henten, “Constructing Herod as a Tyrant: Assessing Josephus’ Parallel Passages,”
207-208.

65  AJ 14172-175; cf. Landau, Out-Heroding Herod, 137. On this episode as the first test of
Herod'’s kingly authority, see Shaw, “Tyrants, Bandits and Kings,” 184. On the so-called
bandits, see Horsley, “Josephus and the Bandits,” 54—55; Griinewald, Bandits in the Roman
Empire, 95; Horsley, Galilee, 261-63; Loftus, “The Anti-Roman Revolts of the Jews and the
Galileans,” 82.

66  AJ16.386; Tiro is later tortured and finally executed when one of Herod’s barbers accuses
him of plotting Herod’s assassination.
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as-yet-unwritten treatise on the topic), the execution of Herod’s sons could
have been avoided—it is after Tiro’s death that any hesitation Herod may have
had is gone.5” Tiro’s failed attempt at mappycia is thus more than simply an
example of how frankness may not succeed within a tyrant’s court; rather, it
is the final thing that leads Herod down the path to filicide—as Plutarch will
later say, misapplied mappyaia really can make things worse.

But mappycia plays another role in Herod’s story, reflecting his standing
with respect to Rome. When Herod manages to establish an alliance with
Octavian after Actium, Josephus highlights the fact that this friendship gives
Herod mappyoia on his return to Judaea. This is reasonably translated “free-
dom of action” in both the Loeb and the Brill translations. Later on, Herod’s
nappnoia in connection with Octavian is highlighted, reflecting Herod’s status
as a friend.58 When this friendship cools, it is mappyia that Herod loses and
then later regains, enabling him to deal with his troublesome sons.®® Herod
thus becomes a figure who gives us two perspectives on mappyoio: Tappyaio
displayed towards him by his family, friends, and subjects, which refers primar-
ily to critical speech, and Herod’s own mappyoia in relation to Octavian and
Rome, which is about action more than speech, but also links with Plutarch’s
language of friendship, reflecting Herod’s changing status as imperial friend.

The term only appears four more times in the Antiquitates after the death
of Herod.”® Three of those are in connection with Agrippa I and his friend
Silas, and we find familiar tropes being played out: the true friend who has
moppyoia towards the monarch, but equally whose frank speech becomes a
problem over time, leading eventually to his downfall. Silas is introduced as
Agrippa I's general, entirely loyal and willing to perform the most dangerous
tasks. Believing that solid friendship must be based on equality, he does not
defer to the king, but employs mappyaia in all discussion.” By flagging this as
Silas’ “belief” (bmodapfdvwv), Josephus signals that Silas’ view of friendship is
idealising. Silas’ frankness begins to get on Agrippa’s nerves, particularly as he
has a tendency to mention dishonourable earlier episodes in the king’s life as a
means to reference his own contributions. Josephus calls Silas simple-minded
(ednBn) for doing this. Inevitably, Agrippa’s anger eventually breaks out and he

67  AJ16.392.

68  AJ15.217.

69  4716.293, 359.

70 AtAj18.246 anoble is put to death for complaining about Anilaeus’ marriage to a Parthian
princess—he is put to death “because he employed too much mappncia” (811 mAéowt
TapEY| Tl XPYTULTO ATEXTEIVE).

71 AJ19.318: tpoav)xew bmohapPdvwy icotiuiav BeBatdtyTt prhiag. oddauf) Tolvuv bmtoxatexAiveTo
Baatel, mappyaiav 8¢ Sid mdomg Spikiag fyev.
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imprisons Silas. After a time, the king’s anger cools and he decides to recall his
friend, inviting him at a moment’s notice to a birthday dinner, but Silas proves
his commitment to mappyoia by complaining of his treatment, and is thus
left in prison.

Silas, like Tiro, proclaims his own mappnoia, acknowledging his awareness of
the cause of his downfall, and committing himself to his notion of friendship,
even after his imprisonment. In the story of Silas, therefore, we have another
example of poorly employed mappycia causing predictable trouble for the
speaker, and our narrator shows little sympathy for such foolishness. Silas also
employs his nappyoia in public. As such, he disobeys one of Plutarch’s rules
for the employment of mappycia in this kind of relationship. Josephus may not
state such rules, but he has a similar view: we have not yet seen a character
employing mappnaia towards a monarch with any success, and his narrative is
structured so that we recognise the issues with the approaches taken by the
characters, whether Alexandra, Mariamme, Tiro, or Silas.

In the biblical books of the Antiquitates, most uses of mappyoia are fairly
standard—characters attempt to rebuke or speak frankly to a figure of author-
ity. Sometimes they meet with success, and sometimes not.”> The prophet
Samuel rebukes the people for demanding a king, announcing his own
nappyoia, while the king Uzziah laments his loss of mappyoic when he is struck
with leprosy for offering incense despite not being a priest.”3

More interesting is the occasion when Joshua directs mappyoio towards the
ultimate authority figure: the deity (as 5.38).7# This takes place after the fail-
ure of the Israelites to capture Naia: the army is despondent at the setback,
since they had thought they were to conquer all before them (as per God’s
promise). Joshua perceives this and therefore “takes up moppnoio towards God”
(Tappyaioy AapPdvel Tpdg Tov Bedv).”® He reminds God that they have made this
campaign based on his promises, and not based on confidence in themselves.

In the biblical book of Joshua, the Israelite leader falls prostrate before God
for a whole day before speaking, and his opening words are pleading rather
than confrontational.”® Josephus only mentions at the end of the speech that
Joshua made it “having fallen upon his face” (éni otépa meawv). The biblical
Joshua’s prayer does finish with a challenge (“What will you do for your great

72 Judas towards his father: A7 2.116; Joseph'’s brothers to the Egyptians: A7 2.131; Ahimelech to
Saul: A7 6.256.

73 AJ 6.88; 9.226. Momigliano (“Freedom of Speech in Antiquity,” 256) discusses Jewish pro-
phetic utterance as a form of ancient free speech.

74  Cf Philo, Spec. 1.203 with Momigliano, “Freedom of Speech in Antiquity,” 261.

75  AJ 5.38; cf. Begg, Judean Antiquities 5-7, ad loc.

76  Josh 7:6-7; cf. Begg, Judean Antiquities 5-7, ad loc.
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name?”).”” Both versions could certainly be called mappnoia, reflecting the
audacity of challenging the divinity to live up to his promises. But Josephus’
Joshua fits more clearly into the category we have looked at so far: he is speak-
ing truth and effectively rebuking God for not keeping his promise, potentially
at risk to himself.

Hoppnoia towards the deity is also found in Josephus’ account of the
attempted seduction of Joseph by Potiphar’s wife. The biblical Joseph simply
runs, but Josephus’ hero declaims a moral lesson, explaining that adultery is
irrational, because she can have the same form of pleasure with her husband
without compromising her mappyio towards people and God from a clear con-
science (amo Tod guvelddtog).”® The core idea of mappyaia was saying everything:
having mappyoia based on a clear conscience therefore means the ability to say
everything because one has nothing to hide, which of course she will lose if she
commits adultery with Joseph.

Finally, in the Bellum Judaicum, Josephus uses mappnoia as a key term as
the revolt develops. We see this first under Albinus, whom Josephus harshly
criticises, when in Jerusalem those wishing to rebel become bolder, and some
put together armed bodyguards to plunder the people. In this context, those
who have lost property, whether to Albinus’ extractive measures or to the new
brigands, keep silent instead of protesting, and those as yet untouched flatter
the thieves as a means of protection.” In this way, Josephus says, there was
a complete lack of mappyoia, tyranny on all sides, and the seeds of destruc-
tion were being sown.80 By referencing flattery, mappycia, and tyranny so close
together, Josephus places the early rebels squarely into this historiographi-
cal tradition—and suggests that a lack of mappnaia is part of the cause of the
later disaster.

He plays on this tradition further a few chapters later in the immediate
prelude to the revolt, under the governor Gessius Florus. After Florus arrests
those who had asked for help in connection with events at Caesarea, and
then goes on to take funds from the temple treasury, serious unrest breaks
out in Jerusalem. Florus returns to Jerusalem with armed cavalry, but is met
by a gathering of people who intend to greet him respectfully (8epamevtinds).
Josephus makes clear that they are attempting to ward off violence, but Florus
responds by sending a centurion to deliver a mocking speech, accusing them

77  Josh7:9 (NRSV).

78 A 2.52; cf. Feldman, Judean Antiquities 1—4, ad loc.

79 BJ 2.275; cf. Mason, Judaean War 2, ad loc.

80  BJ 2.276: xabbhov 8¢ V) piv moppnoia TdvTwy TEpiKéxomTo, Tupawis & Ty Sid TAEVEY, Xal Td
omépparta THS HEMOVAYG AAWTENS EXTOTE Tf) TOAEL XaTERGNETO.
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of dissembling in their apparent welcome, and insisting that if they are “noble
and free-speaking” (yewaiol ... xal mappyaiactai), they should insult him to his
face, and show themselves to be lovers of freedom (@iAeAevBépoug) with weap-
ons and not only words.8! Aside from the role this speech plays in the narra-
tive (with Florus intentionally stoking the flames of rebellion), it shows again
the association of mappycia with broader notions of political freedom.82 Florus
closely links words and actions: using mappyoia, he claims, implies a wish for
fuller forms of freedom, which must be taken by force. This is reminiscent of
the retort made by the Spartan Lysander, according to Plutarch—when facing
the mappyoia of a man from Megara, he sharply tells him that his words “lack a
city,” that is, that someone who wishes to use mappnoia should have real force
at his back.83 It is also important to observe the pairing of mappncia with the
adjective yewaiog (“noble”)—this is the picture of mappycia as an ideal associ-
ated with good character, but also social status.84

When Agrippa II tries to convince the rebels to stand down, he states that
“many other nations are full of more mappycia in connection with freedom”
(8o T EOwy) pupla TAeiovog Yéuovta mpdg ereubepiav mappyaiag), yet they have
yielded to Rome.®> This is a rhetorical strategy—suggesting that freedom is
not one of the core virtues or necessities in the Jewish world—but as with
Florus’ speech, it has a mocking edge with respect to mappvoia as a virtue. The
underlying thought is that talking about freedom doesn’t mean much in the
Roman world.

Josephus’ core message about the rebellion is that in demanding freedom,
the people of Judaea end up under an even worse tyranny—that of the rebels.
Naturally, mappncia appears in precisely this context: among others who are
killed during the reign of terror in Jerusalem is Gurion, a “democratic man,
full of free thought,” whose mappnoia destroys him.86 By pulling these three
words together (Snuoxpatinés, grevdéplog, mappyaia), Josephus clearly signals

81  BJ 2.299: Oetv yap avtols, eimep yewalol elow xal mappnolaoTal, CXWITTEW UV abTOV Xal
mapdvrta, paiveabor 8¢ i) pdvov &v tols Adyots, dMa xav Toig SmAols prAeAevbépoug.

82  Mason, Judaean War 2, 2.299.

83  Plutarch, Lys. 22.1.

84 See Mason, Judaean War 2, 2.299: “The connection between nobility of character and
frank, fearless, or candid speech was basic to ancient moral philosophy.” As in Plutarch,
the true user of parrhesia must have good character. For mappnoia as “marking a noble’s
status,” see Berrey, Hellenistic Science at Court, 106.

85  Bj2.36L

86  BJ 4.358.Josephus makes the interesting qualification that Gurion was full of free thought
“if any other of the Jews was” (&l xai Tig &tepog Toudaiwv), suggesting (in keeping with
Agrippa’s framing) that there are limits to the importance of freedom within Jewish soci-
ety. But cf. 47 2.281.
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that Gurion belongs to the Athenian school of mappyaia, but at the same time,
having read this far, we know that such a notion of freedom and nappnaia does
not work in this world—not under Rome, and not under the tyrannical rebels,
who, as we are told later, interpret frank speech from anyone as contempt.8”

A full reading of Josephus’ treatment of mappnaia outside the Mosaic por-
tions of the Antiquitates therefore leaves us with a fairly negative view of frank
speech: in the world about which Josephus writes, it is generally a bad idea to
employ mappyoia towards an authority: you can expect poor consequences. We
have few examples of mappnoia doing the kind of positive moral work which
Plutarch associates with the term. Yet it remains worth observing that in the
War its suppression is seen as a bad thing—mnappvoia apparently does have a
role to play in society, but it is difficult to use it correctly.

4 Conclusion: Moses and Iappyoic: A Frankly Speaking Law

After their forty years in the wilderness, Josephus’ Moses announces his
impending death to the people, tells them to obey the laws and respect their
rulers, and hands over the physical copy of the constitution he has written. It
is here that the term mappyoia appears twice—first in the speech, and then
in Josephus’ digression summarising the contents of the laws with his new
classification.88

Within the prefatory speech, the use of mappyoia is particularly associated
with the succession, and the rulers whom the people are being told to obey in
future. Moses rebukes the people for their treatment of him, and observes that
future rulers will not be so tolerant. He speaks of freedom, and uses nappyoia
in his explanation of their present behaviour, which needs correction: “Don’t
consider freedom to be resentment of whatever your rulers think you should
do; for now it is in insulting your benefactors that you locate mappnagio.”8? Two
things are worth noting,

87  BJ 4.364. Equally, they suspect anyone who does not speak to them of pride, and anyone
who pays them particular attention of plotting, leaving little room for manoeuvre.

88 4] 4.196-197. For discussion of his classification, and claim not to have added or sub-
tracted anything, see Altshuler, “On the Classification of Judaic Laws in the Antiquities of
Josephus and the Temple Scroll of Qumran,” 5; Van Unnik, Flavius Josephus als historischer
Schriftsteller, 39; Rajak, “The Against Apion and the Continuities in Josephus’ Political
Thought,” 234; Rajak, “Josephus,” 590. See also the discussion by E. Gruen in this volume
(pp- 58-86) and the bibliography for that essay.

89  AJ 4187: v T €hevbeplav Wyelobe i) t6 mposaryavoxtely olg &v O of Wyepdves mpdTTewy
d&1@at vhv pev yap &v @ todg edepyétag OBpilew év Toltw Ty mappnaiay Tibeobe.
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First, the problem Josephus’ Moses has with freedom (éAevfepia) is simply a
misunderstanding of what freedom entails by the people: by speaking of their
“resentment” or even “anger” (16 mpooayavaxtelv) at what they are told to do,
Josephus suggests that freedom lies in obedience to legitimate authorities.9°
Secondly, the core example given is of the misuse of mappyoia—their wrong
notions of freedom are expressed in the use of mappyoio merely to insult
(0Bpilew), and in particular to insult benefactors (ebepyérag). Freedom is pri-
marily about speech, and while the people do indeed have mappyaia, they have
consistently misused it.

In light of how we have seen Josephus narrate episodes of mappyaia in the
rest of the Antiquitates Judaicae and in the Bellum Judaicum, the final note
which Moses adds to this instruction is striking: if they watch out for this in
the future, things will be better and safer for them.%! The underlying message is
that misuse of mappycia towards rulers can have serious consequences, which
is precisely what we see throughout Josephus’ writings.

Finally, we come to the law’s mappnaia, which appears in the first section of
the summary of the law, alongside rules about the single temple, blasphemy,
and regular festivals. Loosely paraphrasing the biblical injunction about the
year of Jubilee, Josephus explains that at the feast of Tabernacles every seventh
year the high priest should stand in front of the people (including women,
children, and slaves) and read out the laws. Josephus provides an explanation
for this rule: it is good for the laws to be written upon their souls and kept in
memory so as never to be forgotten. This would be sufficient explanation, but
Josephus goes on: in this way, he says, they will do no wrong, being unable to
plead ignorance of the requirements of the laws. Moreover, the laws will have
great mappyoio towards those doing wrong.%2

Those towards whom the law has mappnoia are the auaptdvovres (“those

” o«

doing wrong,” “the erring”). This use of mappnaia clearly links with the notion

of rebuke, but it does more than that, as Josephus’ explanation makes clear:
the law’s mappnoia accomplishes two tasks. First, it tells wrongdoers in advance
what they will suffer, and then it writes its requirements upon their souls.

9o  Spilsbury (“Reading the Bible in Rome,” 226—227) notes here that we could understand
this as Josephus’ (“apologetic”?) insistence on submission to Roman rule, but at the same
time the speech concludes with insistence upon victory over enemies through obedience
to the laws—*“a message of both acquiescence and national fortitude.”

91 AJ 4.187,189: 8 31 100 Aormod puAarTTopEvolg Dpiv duetvov Eket T& mpdyparta.

92 AJ 4.209—210: 0UTWS Yap 003EY apapTrgovTal Ui Suvdpevol AEYew dyvolay TGV v Tolg VOpolg
Siwplopévay, of Te vépol ToAY TTpds duapTavovtag EEovat Tappnaiav...

93 AJ 2.210: ®G TPOAEYOVTwY adTols & meloovtan xal Tals Puyals eyypapdvtwy did Thg dxoig &
xelebouaty.



FREE SPEECH AND MOSES’ LAWS: ITAPPHZXIA IN JOSEPHUS 163

The law’s mappnoia is effective: it is presented as successfully correcting
wrongdoers (by means of making them aware of impending punishments)
and imprinting its requirements on them. There is a straightforward relation-
ship between knowing what the law requires and doing it. Josephus does not
appear to allow for the possibility that someone could know the law and con-
sequences of breaking it, and nevertheless choose to do wrong.

This is striking particularly given how ineffective mappnaio appears to be in
all other contexts in Josephus. By using the term, Josephus creates an image in
which the law is a wise advisor, and the wrongdoer is the tyrant—yet this wise
advisor is not destroyed by his use of mappycia; instead the tyrant is changed.
The written word, read out, has greater power than an individual human can
have—perhaps because as these are the unchanging words of Moses, there is
no possibility of misuse.

Josephus’ approach to moppyoia reflects a realism and pragmatism even
stronger than we find in Plutarch’s insistence on tact and caution. An observer
of both Roman rule and the extremes of rebellion, who presents himself as a
skilled operator of speech, whether in his praise of Vespasian, his attempted
opposition to mass suicide at Yodfat, or even his own mappnoio towards a mob
at Tarichaea, Josephus knows about the limits of truthful, frank speech.%* But
Moses’ laws are different: unchanging, steadfast, and entirely true, they have
nappnoia and can use it successfully where people cannot. At the same time, it
is perhaps worth noting that it is individual members of the assembly whose
wrongdoing can be challenged by the law—not rulers, tyrants, or foreigners.
Even Moses’ textual mappycia has its limits.
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CHAPTER 7
The Hebrew Manuscripts of Sefer Yosippon

Saskia Donitz

1 Introduction!

Sefer Yosippon stands among the most widespread medieval Hebrew works.
This description of the history of the Second Temple and its destruction by
the Romans provided the background for the medieval notion of exile and
the self-understanding of the Jewish diaspora communities in Europe and the
Middle East. It was transmitted in more than 60 manuscripts in three differ-
ent recensions copied in Central Europe, the Mediterranean region, and in the
Near East. Along with its wide dispersion and many copies, the book was sub-
ject to changes and alterations made sometimes by mistake and sometimes
intentionally. Steven Bowman was the first to label it an “open book,? simi-
lar to many works copied and altered by Jewish scribes and scholars during
the Middle Ages.3 These alterations started to become more substantial when
the text was not only changed in wording and phrasing but enlarged by whole
passages or even chapters, called ‘interpolations.’ The most famous interpola-
tions are parts of the Alexander Romance in the chapter on Alexander’s visit to
Jerusalem (sy10) and based on the Hebrew translations of the Greek and Latin
Alexander tradition, and a Jewish version of the Testimonium Flavianum in
the chapter on Philo’s embassy to Rome (sy 58). In contrast to other Medieval
Hebrew compilations, however, the text never completely lost its literary struc-
ture due to its historiographical nature.* Its narrative framework, based on the

1 I thank the editors for their advice and help in improving this article in content and form.
I am especially grateful to Carson Bay, who invited me to Bern on several occasions and
shared with me his writings and thoughts. His arrival in Bern has reignited scholarly interest
in Yosippon and elevated research on this seminal text to a much higher level over the past
few years.

Bowman, “Yosippon and Jewish Nationalism,” 31.
Ta-Shma, “The ‘Open Book;” Beit-Arié, “Transmission of Texts.”

4 Cf. the “fuzzy” character of Rabbinic or Hekhalot literature; see the discussion by Peter
Schéfer and Chaim Milikowsky, “Current Views on the Editing of the Rabbinic Texts of late
Antiquity,” and earlier portions of this longstanding debate. For medieval literature see
Marcus, Sefer Hasidim and Ta-Shma, “The ‘Open Book;” Beit-Arié, “Transmission of Texts.”

© SASKIA DONITZ, 2024 | DOI:10.1163/9789004693296_008
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

170 DONITZ

chronology of events, beginning with the table of nations and ending with the
destruction of the Second Temple in Jerusalem, was not altered, but rather
expanded, by phrases, interpolations within the text, and additional passages
at the end.>

The standard Hebrew text of Sefer Yosippon was published in 1980/1981 by
David Flusser, including a long discussion of the text’s nature, transmission, and
reception in a second volume.® Flusser reconstructed the manuscript tradition
and divided the manuscripts into three larger groups: Recensions A, B and C.
He based his edition on a group of manuscripts of Recension A, especially on
one of them, Ms Jerusalem oct. 4120, written in Italy in 1282.7 According to
Flusser, the manuscripts of Recension A provide the earliest version of the
text, Recension B mainly includes the interpolation on Alexander,® while
Recension C represents a text that is thoroughly revised and rewritten, result-
ing in a much longer version, first printed in Constantinople in 1510 and again
in Venice in 1544. Until Flusser’s critical text in the 1980s, this long version had
been the textus receptus of Yosippon among scholars.?

Despite the fact that David Flusser’s edition of Sefer Yosippon is a major
achievement, it has become clear that the text he published does not repre-
sent any of the manuscripts.!? It also does not provide the oldest version of the
text. In fact, the early manuscripts of Yosippon, atleast in certain passages, look
different. Most striking is Flusser’s decision to integrate the end of Chapter 3
and Chapters 4-6 into his text, containing the stories of Daniel in the lion’s
den, Daniel and Bel, and Zerubavel at the Babylonian court, sub-narratives not
present in the Recension A manuscript group upon which Flusser based his
edition. Yet Flusser integrated them into his published text.!! Furthermore, he

5 On the various additions at the end see below and the contribution by Andrea Schatz in
this volume.

6 Flusser, Josippon [Josephus Gorionides]; hereafter cited as Flusser 1 (text of sy) and 11
(introduction).

7 This manuscript was also published in a facsimile edition; Flusser, Josippon. The Original
Version.

Also as an early print: Mantua 1475.
Modern edition Hominer, Josiphon; see also Bowman, “Yosippon and Jewish Nationalism.”
10  The recently published translation of Yosippon by Steven Bowman into English is based
on this edition: Bowman, Sepher Yosippon; the same goes for the German translation pub-
lished in 2010: Bérner-Klein, Josippon: Jiidische Geschichte vom Anfang der Welt.
11 He argued that these chapters existed in the original version of sy and were deleted after-
wards because of chronological problems; see Flusser 11, 47f. However, none of the early
manuscripts has these chapters; see Donitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 39f. and below.
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did not account sufficiently for the Genizah fragments of Yosippon, more of
which have been discovered during the past decades. However, their role in
the transmission is crucial for the reconstruction of the history of the text.1?
During my examination of the transmission and reception history of the book,
I reviewed all extant manuscripts and was able to discover additional textual
witnesses that were unknown to Flusser. This led me to the hypothesis that
Yosippon’s oldest text was contained in the Cairo Genizah fragments, while the
complete manuscripts represented later editorial stages.

In this article I will provide a discussion of the Hebrew manuscripts of Sefer
Yosippon together with a reconsideration of their relation to and relevance for
the textual history of the book, based on the findings presented in my first
book and on more recent discoveries in the past several years.!®> My research
has shown that a stemma of Yosippon’s manuscripts cannot be established
without uncertainties.* The variants suggest that the transmission history
has to be seen as a fluid one.!5> Nevertheless, I maintain the division into three
recensions, although some of the manuscript witnesses display features for
which they should be assigned to more than one recension. Those I define as
manuscripts standing in between two recensions, i.e. they illustrate the transi-
tion. My analysis is based on considerations of textual development in light
of inspection made of each and every manuscript. It allows me to present a
modified schema of the classification of Yosipporn manuscripts based on the
fact that not every manuscript meets the criteria of only one single group.
Below I present the manuscripts in turn and discuss their features, after which
a complete list of the manuscripts of Yosippon examined here is provided in an
appendix. Incomplete manuscripts, fragments, and excerpts are only included
in the discussion of Recensions A and B, because here these fragments contrib-
ute substantially to the textual history. The other incomplete manuscripts will
be surveyed in a different context.

12 The same is true for the history of the Judeo-Arabic version of the book; see Sela, The
Arabic Josippon.

13 Donitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption.

14  Flusser provided a stemma in the Facsimile publication of Ms Jerusalem oct. 4120, g and
in Flusser 11, 53, which should be used with caution.

15  Cerquiglini, Eloge de la variante.
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2 New Findings concerning the Manuscript Tradition of
Sefer Yosippon

The following reconstruction of the textual witnesses and their classification
is based to a large extent on the interpolations in Sefer Yosippon.1é Flusser's
establishment of three major recensions is kept. However, recent manuscript
findings, in particular the fragments of the Cairo Genizah and the old and new
witnesses for Recension B, allow us to draw a modified and more refined pic-
ture of the classification of Yosippon’s manuscripts.

The manuscript witnesses for Recension A are organized into three sub-
groups. The first group contains the Genizah fragments originating from
Southern Italy and the Near East, which were produced in the 11th and 12th
centuries. Their textual version is the one that found its way into Recension B
and C. The second group represents a different editorial stage of the text, char-
acterized by certain features like attribution to Gershom Me’or ha-Golah and
a different, longer ending.'” It is called the “Ashkenazic” Recension A, since it
circulated in Ashkenaz and Italy and deviates from the Cairo Genizah text. The
third group encompasses later manuscript copies that continue the textual tra-
dition of the Cairo Genizah fragments while at the same time adding elements
of Recension B (transitional stage).

In contrast to what Flusser’s text would have us believe, all of the wit-
nesses of Recension A do not contain sy 3—6 on Daniel and Zerubavel. These
are added only in the transitional stage to Recension B. Furthermore, while
Flusser thought that the first of the two interpolations to Yosippon’s chap-
ter on Alexander’s visit to Jerusalem was appended only in manuscripts of
Recension B, a newly discovered witness of the Cairo Genizah fragments
proves otherwise.

Also due to new manuscripts findings, Recension B is now represented by
more than one manuscript.!® The textual variances within these manuscripts
show that Recension B can be subdivided into groups as well, one conveying
a shortened version (also in the early printed edition of Mantua 1475), while
the other continues the text of Recension A/Cairo Genizah. All witnesses
of Recension B include Chapters 3—6 on Daniel and Zerubavel and the first
Interpolation on Alexander.

16  For a table of the interpolations and their distribution see Dénitz, Uberlieferung und
Rezeption, 276—277. For some chapters, textual variants have also been taken into account;
however, a thorough textual comparison still needs to be done.

17  See below.

18 Flusser only listed one, see Flusser 11, 16-17.
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Regarding Recension C: this version of Sefer Yosippon was produced by
Judah Mosqoni, who expanded the wording of the text and added several pas-
sages, including parts of Abraham ibn Daud’s Divre Malkhe Yisrael (History
of the Kings of Israel), which itself is a reworking of Yosippon (see discussion
of Recension B and C). Mosqoni’s text was printed in the 16th century and
was seen as “the” Yosippon until the publication of Flusser’s text (based on
Ashkenazic Recension A) in 1980/1981. Ever since, Flusser’s text has served as
the basis of research on Yosippon. Yet, the true story of the manuscripts and
their features has yet to be told.

3 Manuscripts of Recension A

A review of the manuscripts of Sefer Yosippon which constitute Recension A
can be seen to establish three subgroups. The first group encompasses the
fragments of the Cairo Genizah, which will be discussed in section 3.1. The
second group consists of the three manuscripts that share several textual fea-
tures and deviate from the other versions. Flusser based his edition mainly on
this group, in particular on Ms Jerusalem oct. 4120 (dated to 1282 and written
in Italy, the eldest textual witness apart from the Cairo Genizah fragments),
which he also published separately as a facsimile.! The other two manuscripts
belonging to this group are New York JTs 3572 and the famous illuminated
Italian Rothschild Miscellany (Israel Museum B61.09.0803—formerly Israel
Museum 180/51).2° Since these manuscripts share a number of features that
do not appear in the Cairo Genizah fragments and were probably added when
the text of Yosippon was copied and reshaped in Ashkenaz/Italy, this group is
called the “Ashkenazic” group of manuscripts of Recension A and will be dis-
cussed in Section 3.2.2!

Two more manuscripts belong to Recension A: Vatican Urb. 52 and Oxford
Heb. d. 11. Vatican Urb. 52 presents a difficult case. In some parts of the manu-
script, the wording and phrases seem to be closer to the text presented in the
Cairo Genizah fragments. On the other hand, the text was later corrected and
reworked from a Vorlage close to Recension B. Therefore, Vatican Urb. 52 is a
witness for the early stage of Recension A, while on the other hand it shows
parallels in phrasing to Recension B.

19  Flusser, Josippon. The Original Version.
20 Fishof, Rothschild Miscellany, 181—215.
21 Dénitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 44—45.
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Oxford Heb. d. 11 is an example for the transition between Recension A and
B. The text of Yosippon presented in this manuscript is part of a compilation
of texts with a historiographic outlook. Some of these texts were compiled by
Yerahme'el ben Solomon in Italy in the 12th century.?2 In the 14th century, this
collection was again integrated into a larger compilation of texts by Eleazar
ben Asher ha-Levi in Ashkenaz, who called his work Sefer ha-Zikhronot (Book
of Memories).22 In contrast to the other textual witnesses of Recension A, the
Yosippon text of Oxford Heb. d. 11 encompasses sy 3—6 in Flusser’s edition,
which provide additional stories on Daniel at the Persian court. Therefore,
these chapters were only added to Recension A at the point of transition to
Recension B. The text of Yosippon in this manuscript also shares other fea-
tures with textual witnesses of Recension B. Thus, Oxford Heb. d. 11, similar to
Vatican Urb. 52, shows features parallel to the Genizah fragments on the one
hand, and elements in common with the version in Recension B (and some-
times C as well) on the other.

This suggests that it was the text of the Cairo Genizah fragments as well
as the text in Vatican Urb. 52 and Oxford Heb. d. 11 that became the “textus
receptus” in the later versions, while the text of the “Ashkenazic” Recension A
circulated only within this textual branch.

3.1 The Cairo Genizah Fragments of Sefer Yosippon

The fragments transmitted in the Cairo Genizah represent the earliest textual
versions of Sefer Yosippon currently available.?* The dating of the fragments
to the uth century shows that they were produced around two centuries
before the Jerusalem manuscript, which Flusser took as the earliest witness of
Yosippon. The Genizah fragments were written much closer to the presumable
production-date of the text in the beginning of the 10th century in Southern
Italy. These fragments do not attest to the entire text of Yosippon, yet there
are fragments presenting the first as well as the last chapter of the text. This
supports the notion that the fragments belonged to codices encompassing the
Hebrew book of Yosippon as a whole.?> Regarding additions and interpolations

22 See Jacobson, “Thoughts on the Chronicles.”

23 Yassif, The Book of Memory.

24  Most of the Cairo Genizah fragments are available online either via the Ktiv-website or
the Friedberg Genizah website.

25  Compare the discussion held by Shulamit Sela about the possibility that sy was actually
produced in stages with a core comprised of the chapters on the Maccabees (similar to
the Arabic Book of the Maccabees). In the course of time, according to this theory the text
would have gradually grown by accruing further material before and after these chapters.
Since Sela compared the Judaeo-Arabic fragments to Flusser’s text without considering
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to the text that establish the differences between the recensions, the frag-
ments from the Cairo Genizah do not contain any of them save one. Their tex-
tual version does not include either the story of Daniel or the Testimonium
Flavianum.26 But they do contain the interpolated portions of the Alexander
romance.?” The fragments also differ in wording from the Jerusalem manu-
script on which Flusser based his edition, at least in those passages presented
by the fragments.28

On paleographic grounds, the transmitted Genizah fragments can be
divided into four groups, each group containing a number of fragments that
belong to the same codex.?? Ca. 20 fragments belong to the oldest of these
codices, the so-called Codex Italicus, which was probably written in Southern
Italy at the end of the 10th/beginning of the 11th century. This codex may come
close to the Hebrew “original version” of Sefer Yosippon, if there indeed ever
was only one.3? The rest of the fragments can be assigned to three separate
codices. These were probably written in the Orient in the 11th and 12th century,
so they are called Codex Orientalis 1-111.3! In this framework, the fragments can
only be described briefly. A thorough and detailed examination of each and
every manuscript fragment still needs to be done in a future study, which will
require traveling to all the libraries to see the original manuscripts.32

3.1.1 Codex Italicus

The biggest group of fragments of Sefer Yosippon was collected under the shelf-
mark of Cambridge University Library T-S 10 K16 No. 1—20.33 The majority of the
Cambridge T-S 10 K 16 fragments belong to the same codex, which originated

its eclectic character, however, her theories are difficult to assess without a proper textual
basis; for this discussion see Donitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, Chapter 3.4 and Sela,
The Arabic Josippon.

26  See p.180 below on the Ashkenazic Recension A.

27  Tam indebted to Peter Lehnardt (in a private conversation, 24.03.2022) for the reference
to this fragment.

28 For a discussion of Ms Jerusalem oct. 4120, see below on Ashkenazic Recension A.

29  For a first attempt to identify fragments belonging to the same codex, see Donitz,
Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 39—44-

30  Forthe early circulation of sy’s manuscripts in Southern Italy, see the fascinating descrip-
tion of the robbery of a copy in a letter to Hasdai ibn Shaprut; Golb, Pritsak, Khazarian
documents, 86—9o; Mann, Texts and Studies 1, 1—27.

31 The dating and details on the paleography I owe to Dr. Edna Engel from the IMHM in
Jerusalem.

32 This description is a modified version of my division of the fragments in my 2013 book
(Dénitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption). Some new insights are based on conversations
held with Peter Lehnardt in Jerusalem in March 2022.

33 Flusser named them each 1 followed by the number of the fragment.
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in Southern Italy. The rest, as stated above, can be attributed to the Oriental

codices. After a look at the catalogues and the manuscripts presented on the

Friedberg Genizah website, to my knowledge there are 24 folios preserved in

different libraries that belong to the Italian codex, identifiable according to

matching paleographic features. These are:

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 16 (1 folio; sy 23—24)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S Ns 254.91 (1 folio; sy 23—24)

— Oxford, Bodleian Library, Heb. d. 64, fol. 120r—v (1 folio; sy 26—27)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 10 (1 folio; Y 36—38)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 15 (2 folios; sY 45-46)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S Ns 175.75 (1 folio; sy 48)

— St. Petersburg, Russian National Library, Evr. Antonin B 917 (2 folios;
SY 49-51)3

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S As 213.32 and 34 (tiny pieces; SY 49-50)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 17 (2 folios; sy 50-51)

— Cambridge, University Library, Lewis-Gibson Glass 7 (2 folios; sY 54-56)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 18 (1 folio; sY 74-75)

— Paris, Library of the Alliance Israélite Universelle vi1 A.8 (1 folio; sy 76)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 18, 11, 14, 19 (4 folios; sy 77,
79-81)

— St. Petersburg, Russian National Library, Evr. Antonin B 916 (1 folio; sy 84-85)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 13 and 12 (4 folios; sy 85—
86, 89)

The folios of this codex present parts of sy Chapters 23—27, 36—38, 45—46,

48-51, 5456, 74—77, 79-81, 84—86, and the last chapter, 89. The text transmitted

starts with the battle of the Maccabees with Antiochus Eupator and ends with

the story of Masada. The final page of the codex (T-S 10 K 16.20 No. 12) reveals

in a different script the name of a later owner of the manuscript, Yeshua bar

Yoshiahu b. Shemayya ha-Gaon (second half of the 12th century). He was a

judge in Old Cairo/Fustat and the nephew of another judge, named Abraham

ben Shemayya (1092-1132). From this it can be assumed that the nephew,

Yeshua, lived around the 1140/1150s and bought books such as this one and

had others copied for him.3? So, this codex was produced in Southern Italy, but

later brought to Cairo where it came into the possession of a Jewish judge who

was interested in books. As we will see, Codex Orientalis 1 may have appended

34  Flusser named them each % followed by the number of the fragment.
35  Goitein, Mediterranean Society, 2.268 and 2.584n53.
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the first part of the Interpolation to Alexander. Thus, it was in the Middle East
that the story of Alexander’s marvellous travels entered the text of Yosippon.36

The other three hands which I have arranged into groups I label Codex
Orientalis 1, 11 and 111, since they were probably written in the Orient in the
course of the 12th century.

3.1.2 Codex Orientalis 1
Codex Orientalis 1 encompasses eight folios, presenting the beginning of
Yosippon until chapter 10. These are:
— Oxford, Bodleian Library, Heb. d. 64, fol. 18v—-119v (2 folios; sy 1and 9)
— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 3, 4 and 5 (4 folios; sY 1-2, 10)
— Geneva, Bibliothéque publique et universitaire, No. 34 (2 folios; Alexander

romance)37
Especially interesting for the textual history of Sefer Yosippon is the fact that
fragment T-S 10 K 16 No. 5, fol. 2r—v provides the text of sy 3. The text leaves
sy 3 at the final line (72) in Flusser’s edition and continues directly with sy 6,
line 181. There are no gaps or holes or missing pages in the manuscript. The
same can be seen in all of the manuscripts that belong to Recension A of
Yosippon. Thus, the assumption that parts of sy 3 and sy 4-6 were not part of
the earliest textual stage of Yosippon is confirmed by the fragments from the
Cairo Genizah.38

Another fragment of this codex presents sy 10 of Sefer Yosippon, which con-
tains the story of Alexander’s meeting with the High Priest and with Sanballat
in Jerusalem (T-S 10 K 16, No. 3). In the later recensions, according to the tra-
ditional view, this chapter was enlarged by two interpolations, which include
passages from the Alexander Romance. The first one describes Alexander’s
marvelous travels. The second interpolation pertains to Alexander’s birth story.
The earliest complete manuscripts to have the first of these interpolations
on Alexander belong to Recension B of Yosippon and date from the 14th and
15th century. This interpolation consists of a compilation of Alexander’s wars
and travels, ending with a chronicle from Alexander the Great to the Roman
Emperor Augustus derived from the Hebrew Alexander Romance as it is known
from Ms Parma, Palatina 2457 (de Rossi 1087; Italy, 14th century). This latter
manuscript up to now has been the only known textual witness to this version

36 For sy in the book lists of the Cairo Genizah, see Allony, The Jewish Library, index.
37 Rosenthal, The Cairo Geniza Collection, 118.
38  The first manuscript to include the Daniel story is Oxford, Heb. d. 11; see p. 189 below.
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apart from Yosippon’s manuscripts.3® However, recently a new fragment has
been identified that is definitely part of this Oriental codex of Yosippon, from
the University Library of Geneva, No. 34. This fragment provides passages from
the first interpolation on Alexander taken from the Greek Alexander Romance
and is probably the earliest existing textual witness to this Hebrew version; it
was produced in the Near East in the 12th century.#?

At the same time, these passages are part of interpolation A concerning
Alexander in Yosippon, which was thought to be added to the text much later.
Since these passages in the Geneva fragment are presented in the same script
as that of the other fragments of Codex Orientalis I, the crucial question is:
were these pages part of the copy of Yosippon in this codex, or is this a wit-
ness to a separate part of the codex that encompasses a copy of the Alexander
romance?

If future discoveries of fragments belonging to this codex show that these
two folios were part of Sefer Yosippon, then the whole story of how the interpo-
lations of Alexander entered into the text of Yosippon has to be rewritten. This
would mean that already at a very early stage of textual production, namely in
the 12th century, the Alexander romance was integrated into Yosippon in the
Near East.

3.1.3 Codex Orientalis 11

The reconstruction of this codex of Sefer Yosippon was already undertaken by
Simon Hopkins in 1978.# The codex, written in the East in the 12th century,
encompasses five folios presenting passages from chapters 3—10 in Yosippon.
Again, as in Codex Orientalis 1, sY 3 shows a direct transition to sy 6, 1. 181
(Cambridge Or 1080 A 45.1). Thus, this codex too lacks chapters 4—6 (the
interpolation on Daniel), another proof that these chapters were not part of
Yosippon in the Cairo Genizah. Moreover, this codex has parallels to the texts
transmitted in Codex Orientalis 1 in that both codices present passages from
chapter o.

— Cambridge, University Library, Or. 1080 A 45.1 (1 folio; sY 3/6)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 20 (2 folios; sy 7—9)

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S C 2.206 (2 folios; sy 9)

39 F 13461; Italy, 14th century; Richler, Hebrew Manuscripts in Parma, 146; Flusser,
“Alexander-Geste;” see translation by Bowman, “Alexander and the Mysteries of India,”
included now in his Sepher Yosippon.

40  The other one being the mentioned Ms Parma, Biblioteca Palatina, ebr. 2457 (de Rossi
1087; Italy, 14th century), edited by Flusser in the appendix, 461-491; see also pp. 192-194
below in the discussion of Recension B.

41 Hopkins, A Miscellany of Literary Pieces, 109 (appendix A).
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3.1.4 Codex Orientalis 111

This codex, written in the East in the 12th century like the other Oriental codi-
ces, comprises ten folios, the second biggest group of folios belonging to one
single codex after Codex Italicus. It preserves passages from chapters 38-41,
43-46, 49-50, meaning that there are several folios that contain parallel texts
to the Italian Codex, especially with regard to chapters 46 and 50. These are:

— Cambridge, University Library, T-S 10 K 16, No. 6—9, 1-2 (SY 38—41, 43—46)

— St. Petersburg, Russian National Library, Evr. Antonin B 283 (SY 49-50)
There are also fragments of Yosippon which do not belong to these codices,
but to others.*?

This overview of the early Cairo Genizah fragments of Sefer Yosippon has
shown that a considerable number of Hebrew manuscript fragments is pre-
served in the Cairo Genizah, which represent the earliest extant textual wit-
nesses to the Hebrew text of Yosippon. The fragments belonging to Codex
Italicus were produced very close to the time of the production of the book in
Southern Italy at the beginning of the 10th century. From there the text, even
the manuscript, i.e. Codex Italicus itself, was brought to the East, copied, and
later stored in the Genizah of the Ben Ezra synagogue in Fustat, where it was
discovered at the end of the 19th century. The other codices represent Eastern
copies of the Italian codex.

The fact that the Geneva fragments present the same script as Codex
Orientalis 1 and have certain portions of the Alexander romance could indi-
cate that the first Alexander interpolation was appended to the text during the
copying of Sefer Yosippon in the East. However, in Ashkenazic Recension A, it
is missing—the manuscripts of this recension do not include this interpola-
tion. This means that Ashkenazic Recension A was derived from a text lacking
the Alexander interpolation, and thus that Sefer Yosippon was brought from
Italy to Ashkenaz in a textual version without the Alexander interpolation. The
version of Yosippon that circulated in the East in the 12th century, however,
included that passage, suggesting that it was added there. This hypothesis is
supported by Vatican Urb. 52, which is close to the Genizah group. In this man-
uscript, discussed below, the interpolation very probably was part of the text
of Yosippon. Furthermore, the Alexander interpolation is included in all manu-
scripts of Recensions B and C. From this it follows that the version of Yosippon
that circulated in the East became the starting point for the later recensions.
In contrast, the version of Yosippon that circulated in Ashkenaz became a
separate textual branch that was further enriched by interpolations like the

42 E.g. Cambridge, University Library, T-S Ns 176.12 and T-S Misc. 28.21; Oxford, Bodleian
Library, Heb. e. 30; see also Donitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 42—43.
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Testimonium Flavianum (see section 3.2 below). However, these interpola-
tions did not enter Recensions B and C; thus Ashkenazic A had only a minor
influence on the textual development of Yosippon in Recensions B and C. This
assumption is supported by the fact that the Cairo Genizah fragments reveal
a different version of the final chapter than the manuscripts of Ashkenazic A;
it is actually the version of the Cairo Genizah that is found in Recension B
and C.43

This demonstrates the necessity of a new edition of the Cairo Genizah frag-
ments of Sefer Yosippon, because their textual versions contribute extensively
to our understanding of the textual history of Yosippon and, in particular, to the
early textual stages represented in these fragments.

3.2 Manuscripts of Ashkenazic Recension A
The following three manuscripts form the second group, the so-called Ashke-
nazic Recension A of Sefer Yosippon. They are: Ms Jerusalem, National Library
oct. 4120, MS New York 3572 (ENA 1674), and Ms Israel Museum B61.09.0803 (so
called “Rothschild Miscellany,” former Israel Museum 150/51/12). They share a
number of specific features, which are not found in the other versions of the
text. They all have a note saying that the text is based on a copy written by
Gershom, the “great teacher” (577371 371). It has been suggested that this remark
refers to Gershom Me'or ha-Gola, known for copying the Mishnah, the Talmud,
and the Masorah and bringing them to his academy in Mainz.#* That Gershom
knew the Yosippon is reasonable to assume. However, a manuscript copy of the
text written by him has not survived. Whether he really copied the text him-
self or whether the attribution only served as an enhancement of Yosippon’s
authority cannot be decided at present. Gershom also produced two péyyutim,
which contain phrases paralleled in the description of the death of Antiochus
in sy 28 and a formula used in chapter 58.4% These parallels, however, do not
prove indisputably that Gershom used the book as a model for his poems or
that he in copied Yosippon himself.

Furthermore, the manuscripts of this group do not encompass sy 3, 1. 58 to
the end of sy 6, i.e. they do not include the story of Daniel and Zerubavel as
stated already several times. Instead, they contain a passage on the death of

43 A comparison of both versions can be found in the discussion of the Ashkenazic
Recension A, section 3.2 below.

44  Donitz, Uberl[eferung und Rezeption, 44—45. For a different opinion see Soloveitchik,
“Halakha, Hermeneutics, and Martyrdom (Part 11),” 280.

45  Doénitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 180-181.
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Darius.*6 This feature they share with the Cairo Genizah fragments, supporting
the assumption that sy 3-6 in Flusser’s edition were not part of the early tex-
tual stages of Sefer Yosippon, but were added later, probably by Yerahme'el ben
Solomon in his reworked text of Yosippon in Ms Oxford, Heb. d. 11 (see below).

Other characteristic features of Ashkenazic A are found in the beginning of
Chapter 9, which has a different arrangement than the other textual versions.#”
In sy 60, ll. 58-143 are included in the manuscripts of the Ashkenazic redac-
tion A but are missing or replaced in the other versions.*® Ms Israel Museum
B61.09.0803 (“Rothschild Miscellany,”) provides several additional passages in
the text that are not found in the other manuscripts either of Ashkenazic A or of
Recension B or C. The most famous is a version of the Testimonium Flavianum,
which will be discussed shortly below.

Finally, in this group of manuscripts the course of the final events at Masada
differs from the other versions. In the description of the murder of the women
and children at Masada, the manuscripts of the Ashkenazic Recension state
that the women and children were killed the day before, and then the men
spent the night together, mourning their fate, before going to fight the next
morning.*? In the Cairo Genizah version, all the people, men, women and chil-
dren, mourn together during the night, and then the women and children are
killed in the morning before the men leave for battle. Yet, it is the version in the
Cairo Genizah fragments that is also found in the manuscripts of Recensions B
and C. This again supports the notion that Ashkenazic Recension A was derived
from the early versions in the Cairo Genizah and then reworked in several ways
including its ending. These changes did not find their way into the other ver-
sions of Sefer Yosippon, but are only found in this group of manuscripts.

The following is a synoptic representation of the end of sy 89 from line
127 in Flusser, providing the text of the Genizah in comparison with mMs
Jerusalem 4120:50

46 Donitz, Uberl[eferung und Rezeption, 44; 47—48.

47  On the Esther story in sv, see Donitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 197-203, and Dénitz,
“Sefer Yosippon and the Septuagint.”

48  Itisalso part of Ms Vat. 52; see pp. 188-189 below.

49 Flusser 11, 431; this is the version in Ms Jerusalem oct. 4120, Ms Israel Museum (Rothschild
Miscellany), and New York JTs 3572. This version seems to be the same one as in Ms
Oxford Heb. d. 11, which does not belong to this group—see below.

50  For an English translation of both versions see Bowman, Sepher Yosippon, 392.
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3.2.1 (n) Jerusalem, National Library of Israel, Heb. oct. 4120

183

[B 65] Italy, 1282, Ashkenazic semicursive, octavo, parchment, ng folios, linings.>>
This manuscript is the one on which Flusser based his edition. It was writ-

ten in Italy by Benjamin, son of Abraham, who finished it on the 2nd of Adar,

1282.56 He might also have copied Ms Parma 2530 (de Rossi 331),57 contain-

ing biblical writings (Psalms to Nehemiah), in 1260. In this case, the copy-

ist could be identified with Benjamin ben Abraham from the famous Anav
family.® This family claimed to be able to trace their descent to the nobles

51  Ezek2514.

52 Isa66:13.

53  Deut 30:4; Isa11:12.
54  Zeph3:2o.

55  The number in square brackets refers to the number of the microfilm in the Institute

for Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts. Available online: https://www.nli.org.il/he/manu
scripts/NNL_ALEPHo002582454/NLI#$FL26291834. For a description see Sirat, Beit-Arié,
Manuscrits médiévaux en caractéres hébraiques, vol. 11, no. 11.

56  Flusser, Josippon. Colophon on fol. 11gv.
57  IMHM Film No. 14292.
58

This is denied by Sirat and Beit-Arié in Manuscrits médiévaux en caractéres hébraiques,
vol. 11, no. 11, due to the different script in Ms Parma 2530. However, the Parma manu-
script contains the Megillot (written in square script and vocalized), while here the text


https://www.nli.org.il/he/manuscripts/NNL_ALEPH002582454/NLI#$FL26291834
https://www.nli.org.il/he/manuscripts/NNL_ALEPH002582454/NLI#$FL26291834
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of Jerusalem, brought to Rome by Titus.5° This could explain interest in the
subject of Yosippon. Benjamin lived in Rome, was the author of several works,
and belongs to the most important liturgical poets of his time. His poems refer
to the persecutions the Jews were suffering in Italy during the 13th century,
e.g. the agitations by Nicolas Donin, the burning of the Talmud in 1245, or the
desecration of the Jewish cemetery in Rome in 1270.50 The Jews in Rome were
facing a time of persecution, which also may have fostered interest in the rea-
son for the Jewish exile, the history of the destruction of the Temple as told
in Yosippon.

The first two folios are filled with many scribbles. Among them on fol. 1r it
says: AR Ywn 93112 Pp1 oo ®Ip1 1800 M—“This book is called Yosippon
and it is read on every Tisha be-Av.” It is very difficult to date the note. However,
it is evidence that Sefer Yosippon was read on Tisha be-Av as a memorial to the
destruction of the First and the Second Temple.

The manuscript belongs to the group of Ashkenazic redaction A and has
all above-mentioned characteristics: On fol. 42v and 43r there are the remarks
inserted into the text identifying the words as those of the scribe found in a
manuscript written by Rabbenu Gershom (™ 7802 2103 *nx¥n nHRA 0™M2713
1T NN 5130 290 ows—"“such words I found written in a book of Rabbenu
Gershom, the great teacher, and written by his hand”).6! The text does not con-
tain the stories of Daniel and Zerubavel. From sy 3, 1. 58 the text continues with
the passage on Darius and then returns to Flusser’s text at Y 7, 1. 10.52 The text
ends with a description of the murder of women and children at Masada that
differs from the one in the Cairo Genizah fragment (see above).

3.2.2 (1) New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms 3572 (ENA 1674)

[F 29377], Orient or Byzantium, 16th century, semicursive script, paper, 73 folios.%3
This manuscript was copied in the Orient or Byzantium around the 15th or

16th century. It begins with sy 2, l. 47-124 on fol. 1ir—v. Fol. 2r-v and starts again

belongs to a secular genre (written in semicursive). So the copyist might have changed his
style due to the different genres.

59  Weinberger, Jewish Hymnography, 146.

60  Vogelstein, Rieger, Geschichte der Juden in Rom, 2.379—-382.

61 Fol. 42v;see also on fol. 43r: 0™1277 DWW 13127 XD T2—“This is how Rabbenu Gershom
summarized the words.” Both remarks are found in sy 40.

62 Fol. 4v—s5r; for the additional passage on Darius see Dénitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption,
47-48.

63  www.nli.org.il/en/manuscripts/NNL_ALEPH000088390/NLIL. Accessed July 12, 2022. The
film lacks the image of fol. 73v, which includes the last lines of sy 8g.
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with sv 7, 1. 10. From here the manuscripts encompasses the text until the end.
The attribution of the text to Gershom Me'or ha-Gola is found on fol. 26r—v.
For fol. 50ff. the lower part of each page is missing. The text is close to that of
MS Jerusalem oct. 4120. It is an example of the circulation of the Ashkenazic A
version in the East at a later period, long after the Cairo Genizah fragments
were produced.

3.2.3 (7) Israel Museum B61.09.0803 (Rothschild Miscellany)/formerly
Israel Museum 180/51/12

[F 32638] Italy after 1450/before 1479/80, cursive script, parchment, octavo,
fol. 206r-298r.64

In contrast to the other two manuscripts of this group, the so-called
“Rothschild Miscellany” contains more than just the text of Sefer Yosippon. It is
a codex of 473 folio pages, consisting of two parts: a Bible manuscript encom-
passing Psalms, Job, and Proverbs, and a prayer book in the Ashkenazic rite. On
the margins of the second part a great many narratives, halakhic texts, and phil-
osophical pieces were added, among them Sefer Yosippon, Sefer ha-Qabbalah
by Abraham ibn Daud, Mashal ha-Qadmoni, and more.> The manuscript
is lavishly decorated with illustrations, ornaments, and gold initials in the
Renaissance style, and was probably produced in the workshop of Leonardo
Bellini.% It represents one of the most impressive illuminated Hebrew manu-
scripts known today.5” It was produced between 1453 and 1479/80 in Northern
Italy. The name of the owner and probably the commissioner of this manu-
script is mentioned: Moses ben Yequtiel ha-Kohen. The name of the scribe may
have been Shabtai.68

The text of Sefer Yosippon starts on the margin of fol. 206r. Its artistic design
is demonstrated by the fact that the story of the seven Maccabean brothers
accompanies the piyyutim of Hanukkah, especially the piyyut by Joseph bar

64  Available online on the Ktiv website in black and white, starts with page 226 in the pic-
tures; https://www.nli.org.il/he/manuscripts/NNL_ALEPHo00180153/NLI#$FL138279360
(accessed July 12, 2022). Some pictures of the manuscript are available in colour on
the website of The Bezalel Narkiss Index of Jewish Art: https://cja.huji.ac.il/browser
.php?mode=set&id=28. There are two different ways of numbering the folios. Here the
folios are indicated by the modern counting added on the page below.

65 For a list of content see Lévi, “Le manuscrit hébreu” and the description in the Jerusalem
Catalogue of the Institute for Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts, Film No. 32638.

66 See Bauer-Eberhardt, “Die Rothschild-Miscellanea.”

67 Fishof, ed., The Rothschild Miscellany; Beit-Arié, Makings of the Medieval Hebrew Book,
93-126. For the dating see also Elizur, “Dating of the Rothschild Miscellany.”

68  See fol. 167r; Beit-Arié, Makings of the Medieval Hebrew Book, 208—211.


https://www.nli.org.il/he/manuscripts/NNL_ALEPH000180153/NLI#$FL138279360
https://cja.huji.ac.il/browser.php?mode=set&id=28
https://cja.huji.ac.il/browser.php?mode=set&id=28
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Shlomo ("3 noar " 7TIR/11th century).6® There are several illustrations, in par-
ticular the famous one with the Maccabean knight and Judith with the head
of Holofernes (fol. 217r).7 From fol. 275r onward the text of Yosippon fills the
whole of each page.

The text of Sefer Yosippon presented in this manuscript betrays all the fea-
tures of the two other manuscripts of Ashkenazic Recension A, described
above.”! However, the text has three additional passages. First, it provides
a short description of Cleopatra’s suicide by snakes in sy 47.72 Second, it
includes the so-called Testimonium Flavianum of Yosippon, a bundle of short
texts added to sy 57 and 58. The most famous scene involves a certain Jeshu,
who advised the Emperor Caligula against the Jews. It is inserted after the story
of the Legatio ad Gaium in sy 58 and has parallels to some early versions of
the Toledot Yeshu. This passage is preceded by the story of Liza, who bore an
illegitimate son after intercourse with a false God. The final passage tells the
story of Hannah, who was pursued by the elders in her garden, a reworking of
the Book of Susanna.”

These texts appear in Sefer Yosippon at a place at which the author deviated
from his source, i.e. De excidio Hierosolymitano or Ps-Hegesippus, and added
the story of Philo’s Legatio ad Gaium.™ A later copyist found this the ideal spot
to add a longer passage on the evil advisor of the emperor who tried to start
a persecution but was blocked by divine interference. This passage has paral-
lels to the earlier versions of Toledot Yeshu and may have been inspired by this
polemical text.”® In discussing what the Testimonium Flavianum in Josephus’

69  Fol. 217r-218v. Davidson R 1651; for the relation between sy and this piyyut, see Donitz,
Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 183-190. For a new discussion of this péyyut, see Wasserman,
Liturgical Poems of Hanukka, 74—76. See also Shalev-Eyni, “Martyrdom and Sexuality.”

70  Ondesign and layout, see Beit-Arié, Makings of the Medieval Hebrew Book, 184. He assumes
that this manuscript was designed after a model.

71 The reference to Gershom Meor ha-Golah is found on fol. 171r.

72 Fol. 262r-v (sY 47, L. 57); see Donitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 49. This passage is also
included in Ms Budapest Kaufman 355, on which see below.

73 Fol. 277v—278v; see Donitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 50-62. Flusser presents these
passages at the end of his edition, thus showing awareness of the fact that this is a later
interpolation, see Flusser 1, 439—444. See also Lévi, “Jesus, Caligula et Claude;” Lévi,
“Histoire de Suzanne.”

74  This text and its relation to sy has been recently examined thoroughly by Carson Bay in
several articles, which completely renew our understanding of the relationship between
the Latin source and the Jewish author of Yosippon. See Bay, “The ‘Maria Story,” Bay, “The
Jerusalem Temple and Jewish Identity,” and his contribution to this volume.

75  Dénitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 56-57.
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Antiquities might have looked like, this passage from Yosippon was used in
order to reconstruct the original wording of Josephus’ text.”®

The third interpolation is an addition at the end of the text which continues
the story of the prisoners after the downfall of Masada. Titus brought them
to Rome and some of them settled in Otranto and in Tarent. They became
the ancestors of the Southern Italian communities, as described also in the
Megillat Ahimaatz (written in 1025 in Capua).”” This passage appears in other
manuscripts of Sefer Yosippon too. ms Oxford, Hunt. 345 and the early printed
edition of Mantua 1475 include it. Ms Oxford Heb. d. 11 provides a shorter ver-
sion lacking the information on Spain.”® The passage became a foundation leg-
end for the Jewish communities in Southern Italy, who came to flourish in the
8th-1oth centuries.”

Finally, this manuscript bears a hint at the date of production of Yosippon or
of an early copy of the text. The text reads as follows:8°

9809 12771 73 115 DMK 13202 K91 {1713 12 501 1903 1REA [YRD 1277 MR
man [Eamnh MY mInw MKD WHN NIwn 11907 RN TWR 1ORT IARA
MRA FINY MIW3 7197 PN3 {2 501 150" 15D 10 UPNYM AN 1IN

J2MnY awnm ounw

And many more letters like these we found in the book Joseph ben Gorion
and we did not write them down here, because he wrote a lot in these let-
ters which we found in his book from the year 508 of the destruction of
the Temple [576],8! and we wrote them and copied them from the book,
the book of Josef ben Gorion, the priest, in the year 885 of the destruc-

tion [953].

This note led Flusser to assume that Sefer Yosippon was written or finished in
the year 953. However, this need not necessarily be true. It could also provide
the date of the copy of the text that later was used as a Vorlage for the text in

76 See the numerous publications on the Testimonium Flavianum, among others Whealey,
“Josephus, Eusebius of Caesarea, and the Testimonium Flavianum;” Zeldes, Reading
Jewish History, 83-8s.

77  See Flusser 1, 432—433, text B; Bonfil, History and Folklore, 235.

78  See Flusser1, 432—433.

79  See Marcus, “The Foundation Legend;” Dénitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 266. For a
further discussion of this passage see Andrea Schatz’s essay in this volume.

80  sY40; fol. 249v. All translations made by the author.

81  Itis not clear what this date refers to.
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the Rothschild Miscellany. Recent research supports the theory that Yosippon
was completed in the first half of the 10th century.82

3.3 Transition to Recension B
3.3.1 (R) Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica, Urbinas ebr. 52
[F oo691] Italy, 14th or 15th century, semi-cursive script, octavo, paper with linings,
186 folio.®3

This manuscript represents the transition between Recension A and B.84
It is incomplete: it lacks the beginning and the end as well as some passages
in the body of the text.85 As noted by the copyist, there were pages missing
in his Vorlage.86 The examination of the text yields the following: The text
does not contain the interpolations on Daniel or the other interpolations
of Recension A.87 It shares some minor textual parallels with the Ashkenazi
Recension A, but it does not contain the attribution to Gershom Me'or
ha-Golah.88 There are some features in the text of this manuscript that also
appear in the witnesses of Recensions B and C, e.g. the structure of the begin-
ning of sy g and the missing lines 136-173 in sY 43.8% Thus, Flusser’s character-
ization of the manuscript being a mixture of features of Recension A and B is
correct. Obviously, the text of the Vorlage was derived from the Cairo Genizah
version and then reworked, maybe on the basis of a text close to Recension B.

One of the crucial points concerning the attribution of this manuscript is
the question of whether it contained the first interpolation of the Alexander
romance. Unfortunately, in Vatican Urb. 52, the chapter on Alexander’s visit
is incomplete. Flusser was of the opinion that the missing folios could have
encompassed the first interpolation of Alexander and that therefore the man-
uscript should be seen as a witness of Recension B. Moreover, he thought that

82 Flusser 11, 4, 82—84; see also Bowman, “Dates in Sefer Josippon;” Donitz, Uberlieﬁzrung und
Rezeption, 9—11.

83  For description see Richler and Beit-Arié, Hebrew Manuscripts in the Vatican Library, 633;
the manuscript is available online: https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Urb.ebr.52.

84  Flusser1i, 10, 15f.

85 Starts at SY 2, 1. 14 and ends at sy 89, I. 42.

86 See fol. 10v, 12v, 50r.

87  See below.

88  See below. Vatican Urb. 52 shares with the manuscripts of the Ashkenazic A group
the missing lines of sy 3, Il. 40—47 (fol. 4v), which are included in the manuscripts of
Recensions B and C. Vatican Urb. 52 also contains 1l. 58-143 of sy 60, which are part of the
Ashkenazic recension but are missing in all the other manuscripts.

89  This is also found in Ms Vatican 408, Ms Milano 67, and the print Mantua 1475 of
Recension B. In the witnesses of Recension C the gap is even larger, lacking lines 136-190.
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this manuscript could have been the Vorlage for the Arabic translation of Sefer
Yosippon.90

A look at the manuscript reveals the following: When the text breaks up in
Chapter 10, I. 58, the copyist noted: 087 79wyn A 7on 18 (“here more than
ten pages are missing”).?! It restarts in sy 13, l. 8. From an average estimate, one
may assume that one folio in the manuscript provides the text of ca. 1.5 pages
in Flusser’s edition. The missing text of chapters 10-13 without the interpo-
lation of Alexander in Flusser’s edition (which fill g pages) would be equiva-
lent to only 6 folio pages. Since the copyist mentions that there are more than
10 pages missing, one has to assume that these missing pages provided more
text than that of Chapters 10-13. Therefore, it could well be the case that Vat.
Urb. 52 included the first interpolation of Alexander. The text of this interpola-
tion alone takes 20 pages in Flusser’s edition, i.e. ca. 14 folios. Together with the
missing text of §Y 10-13, this would add up to ca. 20 folios that may be missing
here. This is supported by the statement of the copyist that there were more
than 10 pages missing. If this is the case, this manuscript would encompass
also the first Interpolation on Alexander. This supports the assumption that
the first interpolation on Alexander entered the text of Yosippon at early stage
of the text’s development, as demonstrated by Codex Orientalis I.

3.3.2 (") Oxford, Bodleian Library, Heb. d. 11 (Neubauer 2797/1)
[F 16716], Ashkenaz, first half 14th century, parchment, quarto, semicursive
script.9?

This textual witness to Sefer Yosippon too represents the transitional stage
from Recension A to Recension B. It contains the famous Sefer ha-Zikhronot
by Eleazar ben Asher ha-Levi, compiled in the first quarter of the 14th century,
a huge collection of texts which includes a copy of Yosippon.?3 The family of
Eleazar ben Asher ha-Levi lived in the Rhineland.®* His compilation of texts
displays an interest in texts outside the Jewish traditional canon with a

9o  Flusser11,15f. For an in-depth discussion of the Arabic translation of sy, see now Sela, The
Arabic Josippon.

91 Ms Vat. Urb. 52, fol. 12v. All translations are mine unless indicated otherwise.

92 No digitalization available; partial edition by Yassif, ed., Book of Memory, 127-128, 148154,
231-312, which does not include the whole text of sy as contained in the manuscript. The
edition omits sy 28-89. However, the manuscript does include the book as a whole. For
this reason it is not clear why Nadia Zeldes speaks about Eleazar ben Asher ha-Levi using
excerpts from sy; see Zeldes, Reading Jewish History, 27—28.

93  Foradetailed description of the manuscript see Haverkamp, Hebrdische Berichte iiber die

Judenverfolgungen, 163-186.

94  Raspe, “Ascher ha-Lewi und die Griindung;” she argues that the manuscript served as a

means of preserving family history.
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historical outlook, beginning with biblical history, the Second Temple period,
rabbinic and medieval times, and coming up to the messianic age. Sefer
ha-Zikhronot is seen as one of the more important examples of medieval
Jewish historiography, even though it is a compilation rather than an original
historical work.9 It also contains some of the most famous Hebrew narrative
texts, as the Alexander romance or the Mishle Sendebar.%® Yosippon provides
the text with its historical backbone for the Second Temple period. Eleazar
took this version of Yosippon from an earlier compilation of texts produced by
the 12th century Italian author and compilator Yerahme’el ben Solomon.%7 It
is not clear where the compilation of Yerahme’el in Sefer ha-Zikhronot starts
and where it ends.?8 There is a core of texts that are attributed to him, because
Yerahme’el inserted remarks mentioning himself. These are also found in the
text of Yosippon, and thus it is included in Yerahme’el’s collection.9®
Yerahme’el was interested in mathematics, calendrical issues, poetry, and
history.1°° The compilation suggests that he tried to establish chronological
tables and lists with the help of Jewish and non-Jewish sources.!°! Moreover,

95 For the content, see the table of contents in Yassif, ed., Book of Memory, 3-8.1t was actually
seen as a pendant to the Christian genre of universal history; see Yassif, “Hebrew Narrative
Anthology.” It also contains the chronicles on the crusades by Eliezer bar Nathan and
Ephraim of Bonn; Haverkamp, Hebrdische Berichte, 163.

96  The Alexander romance is represented in a different version from the one that entered
into sy as Interpolation A and B; it was edited by Reich, Tales of Alexander. On this ver-
sion of the Alexander story see also Donitz, “Alexander the Great in Medieval Hebrew
Traditions,” 35—-38.

97  Gaster, ed., The Chronicles of Jerahmeel. This is first indicated when Eleazar ben Asher
notes: “ORMMT N¥ORS MMI—-let us return to the narrative of Yerahmeel;” Yassif, ed.,
Book of Memory, 128.

98  The exact extent of this compilation is not clear. In his article, Howard Jacobson argues
for a minimal version of this compilation; Jacobson, “Thoughts on the Chronicles.” Moses
Gaster called the first 100 folio of Ms Oxford Heb. d. 11 Sefer Yerahme'el.

99 See fol. n3r: bW 13 HRAMTY IR 2 INR WP AWK DWYnNa 2509 YA W ANy
02T ’ﬂUP"? nbw = 5RANTY AURT ... D™MAD 21N WK N30 93 0 'NIR. Here
Yerahme’el replaced Joseph ben Gorion with his own name in sy 35, Il. 1ff. At the end of
8Y, Yerahme’el added one word to the biblical verse, which then contains his name as an
acrostic; see fol. 197r.

100 His poems are published in Neubauer, “Yerahmeel ben Shelomoh,” transmitted in mMs
Oxford Opp. 697/Neubauer 2079 [F 19364].

101 He also produced a version of Seder Olam, which starts with the destruction of the First
Temple and ends with the Mishnah, presenting a list of Jewish priests, kings, and rab-
bis besides non-Jewish rulers; Yassif, ed., Book of Memory, 365-368 and 368—382. The text
includes a description of the Greek and Latin translations of the Hebrew Bible; Yassif, ed.,
Book of Memory, 382. On the relation between this text and sy, see Donitz, Uberlieferung
und Rezeption, 216—223.
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Yerahme’el translated texts from Latin, Greek, and Aramaic into Hebrew.192 His
collection in Sefer ha-Zikhronot includes Hebrew translations of the Aramaic
parts of the biblical Book of Daniel as well as translations of the Greek addi-
tions to Daniel in the Septuagint.l%3 The fact that Yerahme’el dealt with these
texts in particular led to the assumption that it was he who added the stories
from Daniel into his version of Sefer Yosippon.1%* The interpolation contains
the tales of Daniel becoming the advisor of King Darius (sY 4), Daniel in the
lion’s den, and Daniel and Bel from the Septuagint (sy 5 and 6).19% The sec-
ond part deals with Zerubavel, who becomes Daniel’s successor as advisor to
the king and wins the contest of the three youths (sy 7). As a consequence,
Zerubavel is sent to Jerusalem by the Persian King Cyrus with the order to
rebuild the Temple. If the above hypothesis is true, sy 3—6 were added by
Yerahme’el in the 12th century in Italy, and only from that time onward were
they an inherent part of Yosippon.106

The version of Sefer Yosippon within Sefer ha-Zikhronot has some insertions
in Chapter g, the story of Esther and Mordechai. This chapter in Yosippon is
peculiar, because it does not present the story as it is told in the biblical book
in the first place, but mostly consists of the additions to the Septuagint, i.e. the
plot against Ahashverosh, Mordechai’s dream, Mordechai’s and Esther’s prayer,
and Esther’s reception by Ahashverosh.19? The compilator of Sefer ha-Zikhronot
added a number of passages into this chapter which are not part of Yosippon.
Thus, after Esther’s reception follows Haman'’s letter and two versions of the
throne of Solomon.1%8 These texts are found in the various Esther-Midrashim.
After that the text returns to Yosippon and continues with sy 10, Alexander’s
visit to Jerusalem.

This version of Sefer Yosippon also includes biographical passages concern-
ing Philo and Josephus. The note on Philo is added to sy 58, which tells the
story of the legatio ad Gaium headed by Philo.1%° The passage on Josephus is

102 He translated parts of the Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum by Ps-Philo; see Jacobson,
“Thoughts on the Chronicles,” 250-263.

103 Yassif, ed., Book of Memory, 231—250.

104 This is corroborated by the fact that the Daniel story in sy has some parallels in the
translations of the additions to the biblical Book of Daniel as they were presented by
Yerahme’el; see Dénitz, Uberlt’eferung und Rezeption, 62f.

105 Dan 6; Dan 14 (addition to the Septuagint); see Dénitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption,
62—65.

106 For text and translation of these parts, see Gaster, ed., Chronicles of Jerahmeel, 207—231.

107 For a discussion of this chapter, see Donitz, Uberlieferung und Rezeption, 197-203.

108 Yassif, ed., Book of Memory, 271-281. For an English translation see Gaster, ed., Chronicles
of Jerahmeel, 236—253.

109 Flusser1, 434f. (Oxford, Heb. d. 11, fol. 145v).
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added at the end of the text and follows as a note on the account of prisoners
taken by Titus to Rome, which later turned into one of the ideas behind the
foundation myths of the European Diaspora Communities.!'% It is not clear
whether these parts were added by Yerahme’el in the 12th century or by the
second compiler Eleazar in the 14th century. In other cases, there are notes
indicating the treatment of the text by the redactor. So, it most probably was
Eleazar who detached Chapters 1 and 2 of Yosippon from the body of the text
and put them in between other texts that precede the copy of Yosippon.11!

Thus, Sefer ha-Zikhronot contains a copy of Sefer Yosippon that was reworked
and changed, in particular by the insertion of passages like the interpolation
of Daniel, biographical notes on Philo and Josephus, or the short passage at the
end concerning the prisoners of Titus. The text of Yosippon preserved herein
is not based on the textual version known as the Ashkenazic redaction A, but
continues the textual tradition as represented in the Cairo Genizah fragments
and in Recension B, as can be seen in the final chapter (see above in the discus-
sion of Ashkenazic A). Moreover, here and in all manuscripts of Recensions B
and C there is a gap in Y 60, . 58-143. Therefore, this manuscript represents
the transition between Recension A and Recension B.

4 Manuscripts of Recension B

As demonstrated above, Recension B is characterized first and foremost by
continuing the textual versions of the Cairo Genizah fragments and second
by the integration of the stories of Daniel and Zerubavel (sy 3-6).112 Before
the discovery of the fragment of the Alexander romance in one of the codi-
ces of the Cairo Genizah, the inclusion of two interpolations to the chap-
ter on Alexander’s visit to Jerusalem (Sy 10) was the criterion that defined
Recension B, because all the manuscripts attributed to Recension B include
at least the