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SERIES PREFACE

THE BRILL JOSEPHUS PROJECT

Titus (?) Flavius Josephus (37—ca. 100 CE) was
born Joseph son of Mattathyahu, a priestly aristo-
crat in Judea. During the early stages of the war
against Rome (66-74 CE), he found himself
leading a part of the defense in Galilee, but by the
spring of 67, his territory overrun, he had
surrendered under circumstances that would
furnish grounds for endless accusation. Taken to
Rome by the Flavian conquerors, he spent the
balance of his life writing about the war, Judean
history and culture, and his own career. He
composed four works in thirty volumes.

If Josephus boasts about the unique importance
of his work (War 1.1-3; Ant. 1.1-4) in the fashion
of ancient historians, few of his modern readers
could disagree with him. By the accidents of
history, his narratives have become the indis-
pensable source for all scholarly study of Judea
from about 200 BCE to 75 CE. Our analysis of
other texts and of the physical remains unearthed
by archaeology must occur in dialogue with
Josephus’ story, for it is the only comprehensive
and connected account of the period.

Although Josephus’ name has been known
continuously through nearly two millennia, and he
has been cited extensively in support of any
number of agendas, his writings have not always
been valued as compositions. Readers have tended
to look beyond them to the underlying historical
facts or to Josephus’ sources. Concentrated study in
the standard academic forms—journals, scholarly
seminars, or indeed commentaries devoted to
Josephus—were lacking. The past two decades,
however, have witnessed the birth and rapid growth
of “Josephus studies” in the proper sense. Signs of
the new environment include all of the vehicles and
tools that were absent before, as well as K. H.
Rengstorf’s Complete Concordance (1983), Louis
Feldman’s annotated bibliographies, and now a
proliferation of Josephus-related dissertations. The
time is right, therefore, for the first comprehensive
English commentary to Josephus.

The commentary format is ancient, and even in
antiquity commentators differed in their aims and

methods. Philo’s goals were not those of the author
of Qumran’s Commentary on Nahum or of the
Church Father Origen. In order to assist the reader
of this series, the Brill Project team would like to
explain our general aims and principles. Our most
basic premise is that we do not intend to provide
the last word: an exhaustive exegesis of this rich
corpus. Rather, since no commentary yet exists in
English, we hope simply to provide a resource that
will serve as an invitation to further exploration.

Although we began with the mandate to prepare
a commentary alone, we soon realized that a new
translation would also be helpful. Keeping another
existing translation at hand would have been
cumbersome for the reader. And since we must
comment on particular Greek words and phrases,
we would have been implicitly challenging such
existing translations at every turn. Given that we
needed to prepare a working translation for the
commentary in any case, it seemed wisest to
include it with the commentary as an efficient
point of reference. A few words about the trans-
lation, then, are in order.

Granted that every translation is an inter-
pretation, one can still imagine a spectrum of
options. For example, the translator may set out to
follow the contours of the original language more
expressly or to place greater emphasis on idiomatic
phrasing in the target language. There is much to
be said for both of these options and for each inte-
rim stop in the spectrum. Accuracy is not neces-
sarily a criterion in such choices, for one might
gain precision in one respect (e.g., for a single
word or form) only at the cost of accuracy else-
where (e.g., in the sentence). Homer’s epic poems
provide a famous example of the problem: Does
one render them in English dactylic hexameter, in
looser verse, or even in prose to better convey the
sense? One simply needs to make choices.

In our case, the course was suggested by the
constraints of the commentary. If we were pre-
paring a stand-alone translation for independent
reading, we might have made other choices. And
certainly if Josephus had been an Athenian poet,
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other considerations might have weighed more
heavily. But Greek was his second or third
language. His narratives are not great literature,
and they vary in quality considerably from one part
to another. Since the commentary bases itself upon
his particular Greek words and phrases, it seemed
necessary in this case that we produce a translation
to reflect the patterns of the Greek as closely as
possible. We can perhaps tolerate somewhat less
clarity in the translation itself, where the Greek is
ambiguous, because we intend it to be read with the
commentary.

We happily confess our admiration for the Loeb
translation, which has been the standard for some
time, begun by Henry St. John Thackeray in the
1920s and completed by our colleague on the Brill
Project (responsible for Ant. 1-4) Louis H. Feldman
in 1965. For us to undertake a new translation
implies no criticism of the Loeb in its context. The
older sections of it are somewhat dated now but it
still reads well, often brilliantly.

The chief problem with the Loeb for our purpose
is only that it does not suit the needs of the com-
mentator. Like most translations, it makes
idiomatic English the highest virtue. It renders
terms that Josephus frequently uses by different
English equivalents for variety’s sake; it often
injects explanatory items to enhance the narrative
flow; it collapses two or more Greek clauses into a
single English clause; it alters the parts of speech
with considerable freedom; and it tends to homo-
genize Josephus’ changing style to a single, ele-
vated English level. Since we have undertaken to
annotate words and phrases, however, we have
required a different sort of foundation. Our goal
has been to render individual Greek words with as
much consistency as the context will allow, to
preserve the parts of speech, letting adjectives be
adjectives and participles be participles, to preserve
phrases and clauses intact, and thus to reflect
something of the particular stylistic level and tone
of each section.

Needless to say, even a determined literalness
must yield to the ultimate commandment of basic
readability in English. Cases in which we have
relinquished any effort to represent the Greek
precisely include Josephus’ preference for serial
aorist-participle clauses. Given the frequency of
complicated sentences in Josephus, as among most
of his contemporaries, we have dealt quite freely
with such clauses. We have often broken a series

into separate sentences and also varied the
translation of the form, thus: “After X had done Y,”
“When [or Once] X had occurred,” and so on.
Again, although in a very few cases Josephus’
“historical present” may find a passable parallel in
colloquial English, we have generally substituted a
past tense. Thus we have not pursued literalness at
all costs, but have sought it where it seemed
feasible.

In the case of Josephus’ personal names, we have
used the familiar English equivalent where it is
close to his Greek form. Where his version differs
significantly from the one familiar to Western
readers, or where he varies his form within the
same narrative, we have represented his Greek
spelling in Roman characters. That is because his
unusual forms may be of interest to some readers.
In such cases we have supplied the familiar English
equivalent in square brackets within the text or in a
footnote. Similarly, we keep Josephus’ units of
measurement and titles, giving modern equivalents
in the notes.

We do not pretend that this effort at literalness is
always more accurate than an ostensibly freer
rendering, since translation is such a complex
phenomenon. Further, we have not always been
able to realize our aims. Ultimately, the reader who
cares deeply about the Greek text will want to
study Greek. But we have endeavored to provide a
translation that permits us to discuss what is hap-
pening in the Greek with all of its problems.

The commentary aims at a balance between what
one might, for convenience, call historical and
literary issues. “Literary” here would include
matters most pertinent to the interpretation of the
text itself. “Historical” would cover matters related
to the hypothetical reconstruction of a reality
outside the text. For example: How Josephus
presented the causes of the war against Rome is a
literary problem, whereas recovering the actual
causes of the war is the task of historical recon-
struction. Or, understanding Josephus’ Essenes is a
matter for the interpreter, whereas reconstructing
the real Essenes and their possible relationship to
Qumran is for the historian—perhaps the same
person, but wearing a different hat. These are not
hermetically sealed operations, of course, but some
such classification helps us to remain aware of the
various interests of our readers.

To assist the reader who is interested in
recovering some sense of what Josephus might
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have expected his first audience to understand, we
have tried to observe some ways in which each part
of his narrative relates to the whole. We point out
apparently charged words and phrases in the
narratives, which may also occur in such signifi-
cant contexts as the prologues, speeches, and
editorial asides. We look for parallels in some of
the famous texts of the time, whether philo-
sophical, historical, or dramatic, and whether
Greco-Roman, Jewish, or Christian. We observe set
pieces (topoi) and other rhetorical effects. Even
apparently mundane but habitual features of
Josephus’ language and style are noted. Where
puzzling language appears, we discuss possible
explanations: rhetorical artifice, multiple editions,
unassimilated vestiges of sources, the influence of
a literary collaborator, and manuscript corruption.

A basic literary problem is the content of the text
itself. Although we decided against preparing a new
Greek edition as part of the project, we have paid
close attention to textual problems in translation
and commentary. The translation renders, essen-
tially, Benedictus Niese’s editio maior, since it
remains the standard complete text with apparatus.
But we have tried to take note of both the signifi-
cant variants in Niese’s own critical apparatus and
other modern reconstructions where they are
available. These include: the Loeb Greek text, the
Michel-Bauernfeind edition of the Judean War, the
current Miinster project directed by Folker Siegert
for Josephus’s later works, and the ongoing French
project led by Etienne Nodet. Niese’s reconstructed
text in the editio maior is famously conservative,
and we have felt no particular loyalty to it where
these others have proposed better readings.

Under the “historical” rubric fall a variety of
subcategories. Most important perhaps are the
impressive archaeological finds of recent decades
in places mentioned by Josephus: building sites,
coins, pottery, implements, inscriptions, and other
items of material culture. Reading his stories of
Masada or Herodium or Gamala is greatly enriched
by observation of these newly identified sites,
while in return, his narrative throws light on the
history of those places. The commentary attempts
to include systematic reference to the relevant
archaeology. Other major historical categories
include the problems of Josephus’ own biography,
his social context in Rome, and the historical
reconstruction of persons, places, events, and social
conditions mentioned by him. These issues can

only be explored by reference to outside texts and
physical evidence. Alongside questions of
interpretation, therefore, we routinely discuss such
problems as they appear in particular passages.

In preparing a commentary on such a vast cor-
pus, it is a challenge to achieve proportion. Some
stretches of narrative naturally call for more
comment than others, and yet the aesthetics of
publication requires a measure of balance. We have
attempted to maintain both flexibility and a broad
consistency by aiming at a ratio between 4:1 and
8:1 of commentary to primary text. This com-
mitment to a degree of symmetry (cf. Ant. 1.7!) has
required us to avoid too-lengthy discussion of
famous passages, such as those on Jesus or the
Essenes, while giving due attention to easily
neglected sections.

A different kind of challenge is posed by the
coming together of ten independent scholars for
such a collegial enterprise. To balance individual
vision with the shared mission, we have employed
several mechanisms. First is simply our common
mandate: Having joined together to produce a
balanced commentary, we must each extend
ourselves to consider questions that we might not
have pursued in other publishing contexts. Second,
each completed assignment is carefully read by two
experts who are not part of the core team, but who
assist us in maintaining overall compliance with
our goals. Third, each assignment is examined by
the same general editor, who encourages overall
consistency. Finally, for the War and Antiquities we
use a system of double introductions: the general
editor introduces each of Josephus’ major works, to
provide a coherent context for each segment; then
each principal contributor also introduces his own
assignment, highlighting the particular issues
arising in that section. The Life and Against Apion
have only one introduction each, however, because
in those cases the individual assignment corre-
sponds to the entire work.

Thus uniformity is not among our goals. Com-
mittees do not create good translations or
commentaries. We have striven rather for an
appropriate balance between overall coherence and
individual scholarly insight—the animating
principle of humanistic scholarship. The simple
Greek word loudaios affords an example of the
diversity among us. Scholars in general differ as to
whether the English “Judean” or “Jew” comes
closest to what an ancient Greek or Roman heard
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in this word, and our team members reflect that
difference. Some of us have opted for “Judean” as
a standard; some use both terms, depending upon
the immediate context; and others use “Jew”
almost exclusively. For the modern translator, as for
Josephus himself, any particular phrase is part of
an integrated world of discourse; to coerce
agreement on any such point would violate that
world. We hope that our readers will benefit from
the range of expertise and perspective represented
in these volumes.

It remains for the team members to thank
some central players in the creation of this work,
amici in scholarship whose names do not
otherwise appear. First, many scholars in
Josephan studies and related fields have offered
encouragement at every step. Though we cannot
name them all, we must express our debt to
those who are reading our work in progress,
without thereby implicating them in its faults:
Honora Howell Chapman, David M. Golden-
berg, Erich Gruen, Gohei Hata, Donna
Runnalls, and Pieter van der Horst.

Second, we are grateful to the editorial staff at
Brill for initiating this project and seeing it
through so professionally. In the early years,
Elisabeth Erdman, Elisabeth Venekamp, Job Lis-
man, and Sam Bruinsma provided constant
encouragement as the first volumes appeared,

even as we announced unavoidable delays with
much of the publishing schedule. More recently,
Loes Schouten, Jan-Peter Wissink, Anita Rood-
nat, and Ivo Romein have absorbed these delays
with grace, working with us patiently, flexibly
and with unflagging professionalism to ensure
the success of this important project.

Finally, in addition to expressing the entire
group’s thanks to these fine representatives of a
distinguished publishing house (not least in
Josephus) I am pleased to record my personal
gratitude to the various agencies and institutions
that have made possible my work as editor and
contributor, alongside other demands on my
time. These include: York University, for a Fac-
ulty of Arts leave fellowship and then successful
nomination as Canada Research Chair (from
2003), along with encouragement from various
directions; the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada (SSHRC) for fund-
ing throughout the project; the Killam Founda-
tion of Canada, for a wonderful two-year leave
fellowship in 2001-2003; and both All Souls
College and Wolfson College for visiting fellow-
ships in Oxford during the Killam leave.

Steve Mason, York University
General Editor, Brill Josephus Project
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INTRODUCTION

Josephus’ Against Apion' is the last, the short-
est, but in many respects the most skillful of his
three major compositions. Settled in Rome after
the debacle of the Judean Revolt (66-70 CE),
Josephus devoted himself to writing on behalf
of his fellow Judeans, composing first the 7-
book account of the Judean War and then, with
extraordinary dedication, the enormous Judean
Antiquities (21 books, including its appendix,
Life). Neither of these works is, in its own terms,
incomplete, but Josephus did not consider his
life’s work finished. He proceeded to write an
additional treatise, the 2-volume Apion, in a dif-
ferent, apologetic genre. Here he responds to
doubts about Judean antiquity, puncturing in-
flated claims for Greek historiography and pro-
viding, in reply, a long parade of “witnesses,”
Egyptian, Phoenician, Chaldean, and Greek
(1.6-218). He then turns to his second task, the
refutation of insults levelled against the Judean
people. He first demolishes derogatory versions
of Judean origins (as leprous or polluted refu-
gees from Egypt), found in Manetho, Chaere-
mon, and Lysimachus (1.219-320), then rounds
on Apion, citing an array of accusations and
scurrilous stories, and answering his opponent
with bitter invective (2.1-144). Finally, in re-
sponse to further critics, he composes an enco-
mium on the Judean constitution, with a sum-
mary of its laws, crafted to show its superiority
over the very best in the Greek tradition (2.145-
286).

In this work we encounter Josephus at his rhe-
torical best: he displays an impressive cultural
range in knowledge of Greek history, historiog-
raphy, and philosophy, and his interlocking ar-
guments in defense of Judeans are spiced with
acute literary analysis and clever polemics. From
Apion we also learn precious information about
the reputation of Judeans in antiquity through
the critics and commentators cited by Josephus,

' Hereafter, Apion. On its title, see below, § 4.

many otherwise obscure. Above all, we discover
the apologetic substance of a Judean author cul-
turally aware and politically experienced in late
first-century Rome. Josephus’ proof that the Ju-
deans were an independent and ancient people,
his refutation of cultural slurs and political accu-
sations, his demonstration of the superior “con-
stitution” enjoyed by Judeans—each of these re-
veals much about ancient competitions for
cultural honor and how Judeans could position
and advance their own tradition under the hege-
mony of “Greek” canons of knowledge and Ro-
man political power. Josephus’ treatise, capped
by his sparkling encomium of the Judean consti-
tution (2.145-286), is the finest sample of Judean
apologetics from antiquity, and stands as a bril-
liant finale to his long literary career.

1. Structure

Apion is designed as a single rhetorical com-
plex, its various arguments gathered in the con-
clusion (2.287-96). Since interpretation depends
on comprehending each segment within the
framework of the whole, it is important that we
establish, at the outset, the structural design of
the treatise.’

Josephus signals the topics of his treatise in
his exordium (1.1-5) and describes the structure
of the work in his secondary introduction at
1.58-59. Responding to those who doubt the
antiquity of Judeans (1.2), he sets out to prove
the malice and falsehood of detractors, and to
correct and instruct the ignorant (1.3). He prom-
ises to employ reliable witnesses and to explain
the comparative silence of Greek authors, while

2 Of course the observations here offered “at the
outset” represent conclusions drawn from examination
of each segment of the text in context. Structural analy-
sis and detailed exegesis operate in a hermeneutical
circle, and the value of this structural overview can be
proved (or disconfirmed) only in the commentary to
follow.
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highlighting those who mentioned Judeans (1.4-
5). At the same time he will show that “those
who have written about us slanderously and
falsely are convicted by themselves” (1.4). It is
not easy to discern any structure in this jumble
of themes, though two main topics are clearly
present—evidence for the antiquity of Judeans
and refutation of slander directed against them.
The topics become more clearly distinguished
when the structure of the work is described in
1.58-59. There Josephus signals the order of his
material. First he will reply briefly to those who
argue from Greek silence to the late establish-
ment of the Judean people; then he will cite evi-
dence of Judean antiquity from the literature of
others, before demonstrating that those who
slander Judeans are devoid of reason. From this
point it is not difficult to trace where the prom-
ised discussions take place, or at least begin.
The first occupies 1.60-68 (Greek silence is
based on Greek ignorance). The second com-
prises 1.69-218 (evidence for Judean antiquity
from the literature of others). The start of the
third is clearly signalled at 1.219: “one topic still
remains from those proposed at the start of my
argument: to prove false the libels and insults
that certain people have aimed at our people,
and to invoke their authors as witnesses against
themselves.” This clearly echoes 1.4 and 1.59,
while the reference to one remaining topic sug-
gests that all that follows in this treatise is meant
to fall under this head. 1.219-2.144, at least,
clearly does so: it contains detailed refutation, in
turn, of Manetho, Chaeremon, Lysimachus, and
Apion. The transition from book 1 to book 2
does not interrupt this flow or mark any change
of topic; at the start of the second book,
Josephus summarizes the contents of the first
(2.1) and promises to “refute the rest of the au-
thors who have written something against us”
(2.2). The treatment of Apion (2.1-144) thus
falls under the heading of 1.219.

Thus far, the structure of the work is clear
and relatively uncontroversial:

1.60-68:
1.69-218:

reasons for Greek silence on Judeans
evidence for Judean antiquity: subdi-
vided into Egyptian (1.73-105), Phoe-
nician (1.106-27), Chaldean (1.128-
60), and Greek (1.161-214)

1.219-2.144: refutation  of  slanders:  Manetho
(1.227-87), Chaeremon (1.288-303),
Lysimachus (1.304-20), and Apion (2.1-
144)

What remains less clear, and still contested, is
the status of the material in 1.6-59 (more pre-
cisely 1.6-56) and in 2.145-286. The role of the
first is not clearly signalled by Josephus, and
the second is seen by many as a new departure,
even a new main topic in the treatise, previously
unannounced. However, neither is as awkward
as is sometimes thought.

a) 1.6-56: In this passage Josephus exposes
the inadequacies of Greek historians (1.6-26)
and argues for the superiority of non-Greek his-
toriography, especially that practiced by Judeans
(1.27-46). This latter discussion moves seam-
lessly into a description and defense of Jose-
phus’ own historiography, especially in his com-
position of War, regarding which he answers
personal criticisms (1.47-56). He draws his con-
clusion on comparative historiography (1.58) in
apologising for a “digression” (1.57). Although
it has been suggested that this “digression” is
constituted by the whole of 1.6-56,% it is better
to limit the “digression” to Josephus’ defensive
remarks (1.53-56?),* with the larger opening
segment (1.6-56) forming the extended intro-
duction (prolegomenon) to the discussion of
Judean antiquity. Before citing the evidence
(1.69-218), Josephus needs to establish why the
vaunted Greek testimony (the presenting issue in
1.2) is actually the least significant for the topic
of Judean antiquity. In the same cause 1.60-68
further punctures the balloon of Greek self-im-
portance. Thus, all of 1.6-68 lays the foundation
for the argument for Judean antiquity, moving
readers from the presumption that the (compara-
tive) silence of Greek historians about Judeans
is damaging to Judean honor to the conviction
that they are more likely to hear the truth from
non-Greek sources. It thus justifies the propor-
tion in the evidence to be cited in 1.69-218: far

3 See, e.g., Mason 1996: 209; 2003a: 132-33. But it
would be an unusual procedure to begin a treatise with
a self-designated “digression.”

4 See note to “digression” at 1.57.
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more from non-Greeks (1.73-160) than from
Greeks (1.161-214).

b) 2.145-286: It is frequently noted that the
style, tone, and content of this segment of the
treatise are different from the preceding seg-
ments, a shift summarized in the perception that
here, after being defensive, Josephus offers a
“positive” portrayal of the Judean tradition, its
constitution and laws. The differences are cer-
tainly striking. In the preceding response to crit-
ics (1.219-2.144), Josephus had cited the crit-
ics’ narratives or answered their charges in detail
and in sequence. Here, after initially naming
Apollonius Molon and others as his target
(2.145-50), larges swathes of the following text
pass without explicit reference to such oppo-
nents. Indeed, Josephus rarely here answers
criticism of Judeans directly: most of the text is
spent in eulogy of the Judean constitution, and
the critical remarks are mostly those issued by
Josephus himself, against others. In fact, al-
though he seems reluctant to name it so, the
tone is that of an encomium (2.147, 287) in
praise of Moses, his unique constitution, and the
virtues inherent in his laws. Josephus also
broaches topics hitherto unannounced and
largely unrelated to what has gone before. The
virtues enshrined in the constitution become the
chief focus of discussion, while the antiquity of
Moses seems suddenly uncontroversial (2.156).
For such reasons, and since this segment seems
largely self-contained, lacking reference to the
preceding segments but equipped with its own
introduction (2.145-50), scholars regularly treat
this as the third main part of the treatise, after
the first on Judean antiquity (1.6-218) and the
second on the refutation of slanders (1.219-
2.144).°

5 See especially Gerber 1997: 67-70, 94-99, with
many acute observations on the paucity of inner cross-
reference within Apion and on the tensions between the
arguments deployed by Josephus in different parts of
the work. She labels 2.145-286: “Dritte Hauptteil:
Verteidigung des Judentums anhand seiner Gesetze”;
cf. Labow 2005: Ixxvi—Ixxxi. Mason also distin-
guishes this segment, but as a “Peroration” (2003a:
133). But, as Gerber notes (1997: 70, n. 24), this is an
unusual label for so long and significant a segment,
which introduces new material; the true “peroration” is

Despite such evidence, there are strong rea-
sons to resist this separation of 2.145-286 from
the preceding sequence of refutations, at least as
signalled by Josephus’ rhetoric. To distinguish
2.145-286 as a third main section (Hauptteil)
would leave this climactic segment of the work
unannounced in 1.1-5 and in 1.58-59; more se-
riously, it would mean that the explicit an-
nouncement of one remaining task (1.219) was
incorrect, since there were in fact two, one nega-
tive (1.219-2.144) and one positive (2.145-
286).° When he comes to summarize the work
(2.287-95), Josephus indicates no category dis-
tinction between the material in 2.145-286 and
the earlier parts of the treatise. He says he has
successfully refuted doubts on the antiquity of
the Judeans (2.287-88), answered slanders on
their supposedly Egyptian origin (2.289), and
countered insults against the legislator and his
laws (2.290-91): all of these are described as his
response to critics. In fact, these concluding
comments (2.290-91) mirror the introduction to
2.145-286, which is ushered into the treatise not
as a “positive portrayal” of the constitution, but
as a response to additional slanders levelled by
Apollonius Molon, Lysimachus, and others
(2.145, 148). Apollonius is explicitly compared
with Apion (2.148),” and the language of “libel”
and “insult” (2.145, 148) matches the an-
nouncement of the “one remaining” topic in
1.219. Thus, whatever the origin and original
focus of his material, Josephus labors hard to
introduce 2.145-286 as a continuation of the
defensive apologetic begun in 1.219. Indeed, he

in 2.287-95. Bilde (1988: 117-18) and Levison &
Wagner (1996: 5) divide 2.145-286 into two sections,
with the break between 2.219 and 2.220. This obscures
the inner coherence of 2.145-286 and leaves unclear the
relationship of the whole to the earlier parts of the trea-
tise. On whether the language of 2.144 suggests that
the treatise, in an earlier version, finished there, see note
to “end” at 2.144.

% Gerber (1997: 95, n.5) rightly recognizes this prob-
lem, but overrides it in distinguishing 2.145-286 as a
separable entity.

7 Cf. 2.2, which promises treatment of “the remain-
ing authors [plural] who have written something
against us.” This implies that Apion will not be the last.
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explicitly labels it an amoloyla (2.147), and it
seems unwise to ignore his rhetorical signals by
isolating this segment as a new and unan-
nounced departure. Nor is his effort to integrate
this segment confined to the introduction: refer-
ence to critics or criticism of Judeans recurs
throughout 2.151-286 (see 2.156, 161, 182,
236-38, 255, 258, 262, 270, 278, 285), and is
completely absent only from the summary of
the laws (2.190-218). In some cases, to be sure,
the mention of critics (Apollonius Molon and
others) may be relatively superficial, a rhetori-
cal excuse for an argument shaped by other fac-
tors. Certainly, the odium potentially caused by
Josephus’ comparative boasts can be more eas-
ily deflected if others are accused of forcing him
into this strategy (2.150, 236-38). But elsewhere
the apologetic motif cannot be removed by lit-
erary surgery: in 2.236-86 the whole argument
revolves around the refutation of a specific ac-
cusation (2.258). Thus, even if Josephus’ con-
tent is sometimes only loosely connected to its
present apologetic use, this is not always the
case, and even if it were, our understanding of
the work in its final, Josephan form must pay
primary attention to his depiction of his aims
and argumentative structure.® The fact that he, to
some degree, forces other types of material into
an apologetic mold is itself significant for our
understanding of the genre of the treatise and its
rhetorical purpose (see below, §§ 5 and 7).
Thus the treatise, as designed by Josephus,
has only two main parts: the discussion of

8 My reference to “final, Josephan form” is an ac-
knowledgement that a good deal of the material in
2.151-286 may be derived from earlier sources; see
Appendix 5. Even so, there is no reason to think that
Josephus has adopted material wholesale or without
reflection: whatever he has used he has adapted and
supplemented for his own ends. Josephus’ use of the
segment as a whole (2.145-286) may parallel his use of
material within it: he is not solely responsible for its
content and shape, which transcend his immediate pur-
poses in this treatise, but he still exercises some rhetori-
cal control, and bends it, to varying degrees, to his own
ends.

Judean antiquity (1.6-218) and the refutation of
slanders (1.219-2.286). 2.145-286 is neither a
third part, previously unannounced, nor, in its
present form, the introduction of a new genre; it
is the refutation of slanders issued by Apollo-
nius Molon and others.

The internal structure of 2.145-286 is perhaps
the hardest to unravel: only the introduction
(2.145-50) and the summary of the laws (2.190-
218) are clear in their limits and focus.” The
discussion of the merits of the constitution
(2.151-189) is sometimes difficult to divide into
paragraphs, not least because Josephus often
closes one paragraph by mentioning the theme
of the next. After the summary (2.190-218), the
multiple comparisons between the Judean and
other constitutions could be variously grouped,
but there are good reasons to distinguish 2.219-
35 (on the virtue of endurance) from the follow-
ing lengthy discussion of Judean religious dif-
ference (2.236-86), whose core and originating
cause is Apollonius’ charge of Judean separat-
ism (2.258).10

We may conclude that the treatise is best un-
derstood according to the following structure:!!

° Even the latter is disputed; for my reasons for re-
garding the summary as concluded at 2.218 (not, with
the consensus, at 2.219), see note to “now” at 2.219.

10 See note to “sort” at 2.236.

"' T omit here the refinement that descends to the
level of individual sections, or to subdivisions beyond
the third level; for those, see the opening paragraphs of
the “Reading Options” that introduce each major seg-
ment. In some cases it is a tiny difference in judgment
whether to take transitional sections as belonging to
what precedes or to what follows. For the interpretation
of the treatise as a whole what matters is not such trivial
drawing of lines, but decisions on the larger context to
which whole arguments belong. For other structural dia-
grams see Bilde 1988: 117-18; Levison & Wagner
1996: 2-5; Kasher 1997: 6-8; Gerber 1997: 68-70;
Dormeyer 2001: 250, 253; Labow 2005: Ixxxi; Siegert,
Schreckenberg, & Vogel 2006: 10.
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1.1-5:

1.6-218:
1.6-56:

1.57-59:
1.60-68:
1.69-218:

1.219-2.286:
1.219-26:
1.227-87:

1.288-303:

Introduction (exordium)

Part One: The Antiquity of the Judeans

Prolegomenon: Comparative Historiography

1.6-27: The inadequacies of Greek historiography
1.28-56: The superiority of non-Greek/Judean historiography
Preliminary Conclusion and Announcement of Agenda
Reasons for Greek Ignorance of Judeans

Evidence for Judean Antiquity

1.69-72: Introduction

1.73-105: Egyptian evidence

1.106-27: Phoenician evidence

1.128-60: Chaldean evidence

1.161-214: Greek evidence

1.215-18: Conclusions

Part Two: Refutation of Slanders
Introduction

Manetho

1.227-31: Introduction
1.232-51: Manetho’s story
1.252-87: Josephus’ reply
Chaeremon

1.288-92: Chaeremon’s story
1.293-303: Josephus’ reply

1.304-20: Lysimachus

1.304-11: Lysimachus’ story
1.312-20: Josephus’ reply

2.1-144: Apion

2.145-286:

2.1-7: Introduction

2.8-32: Apion on the exodus

2.33-78: Apion on Alexandria

2.79-144: Apion on temple ritual and other rules
Apollonius Molon and others

2.145-50: Introduction

2.151-89: Moses and the structure of the constitution
2.190-218: Summary of key laws

2.219-35: Judean endurance for the law

2.236-86: Judean religious difference and its rationale

2.287-96: Conclusion (including peroratio)

In the commentary, the following nomenclature

is employed:

“Part” refers to the two main Parts into which
the treatise is divided (see above);

“section” refers to Niese’s division of the text
into numbered sections (320 in book 1, 296

in book 2);

“segment” refers to a subdivision of the text

smaller than a Part but larger than a section.

In most cases this correlates with the second-
level divisions outlined above (i.e.,2.1-144 is
one segment, 2.145-286 another), but in the
case of the Part on Judean antiquity I have

subdivided the collection of evidence into
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four segments (Egyptian, Phoenician, Chal-
dean, Greek). This does not override the
above structural analysis, but has been adopt-
ed for the convenience of the commentary
and the provision of introductory overviews
along the way. At the start of most segments,
the commentary is interrupted by an introduc-
tion labelled “Reading Options” (on whose
rationale, see below, §13). These segment
introductions occur at eight points: 1.6, 1.73,
1.106, 1.128, 1.161, 1.219, 2.1, and 2.145;
“paragraph” is used occasionally to refer to a
portion of the text within a segment that is
demarcated in the translation as such.

2. Apion in the Context of Josephus’ Literary
Career

Although Apion is very different in content and
genre from his first work, the Judean War,
Josephus draws attention to that historical trea-
tise in the context of his opening remarks on
comparative historiography (1.47-56). Using
himself as a model of Judean historiography, he
insists on his eyewitness credentials and his care
in ascertaining the facts, as was recognized by
the recipients of his work. A strong note of per-
sonal defense creeps into this account, as he al-
ludes to criticisms levelled against his account of
the war (1.53-56). It is clear from this passage,
and from the parallel apologetic in his Life (336-
67), that Josephus remains sensitive to criticisms
of his historiography.'?> In this respect, and to
this degree, an element of personal apologetic is
wrapped up within his wider apologetic on be-
half of the Judean people.!® Further motifs in the
context contain echoes of War: the sharp critique
of Greek historiography (1.6-26) extends the
polemics of War 1.13-16, while the praise of
Judean heroics unto death (1.42) is reminiscent

12 On the relationship between the two passages
(that in Life directed against Justus of Tiberias, that in
Apion against unnamed critics), see note to “history” at
1.53.

13 Cf. Gruen 2005, though he exaggerates the per-
sonal element as a proportion of the whole, since he
finds the defense of the Judean people largely artificial;
see further below, § 7.2.

of many narratives in his account of the Revolt
and its aftermath (e.g., War 2.152-53, 169-77,;
7.341-88, 416-19). This latter is symptomatic of
a consistent characteristic of Apion: motifs that
were earlier placed in a narrative context are
here dehistoricised and portrayed as general
Judean virtues (e.g., endurance and contempt
for death, 2.146). At the same time, the internal
Judean divisions, both political and religious,
which were so strikingly illustrated in War are
here smoothed over with the impression of total
Judean harmony (2.179-81) and aversion to
factionalism (2.294).'% Josephus thus never re-
fers to the content of War, even when mention-
ing the “occupation” of the temple (e.g., Apion
2.82); for his present purposes, portraying con-
cord between Judeans and Romans (2.61, 73,
134), it would not be wise to dwell on memories
of the Judean Revolt.

By contrast, Apion shows a much closer rela-
tionship to Antiquities, to which it is expressly a
sequel (1.1) and with which it shares its dedica-
tee, Epaphroditus (1.1; 2.1, 296; cf. Ant. 1.8-9).
Josephus introduces Apion as a response to
doubts attending his claims in the earlier work:
although he had there shown sufficiently both
the integrity and the antiquity of the Judean
people, some had doubted his claims on the
basis of the Greek historians’ silence on the sub-
ject (1.1-2). Similarly, at the very end of his
work, Josephus refers back to Antiguities for a
fuller depiction of the laws; here he has cited
only what was necessary to answer critics
(2.287). By bracketing the treatise in this way,
Josephus indicates that the two works are
closely linked: he claims here not to supplement
what he has previously achieved (as if it were
insufficient) but to refocus his arguments for a
particular purpose. In between, he makes occa-
sional reference to Antiquities as an example of

14 If the Essenes are, in some respects, idealized
Judeans in War (see War 2.119-61), demonstrating the
philosophical ideals of frugality, endurance, the shun-
ning of pleasure, and commitment to the common life,
those ideals, in modified form, now characterize the
laws, and thus all Judeans, in Apion 2.145-286; see
Mason (forthcoming c).
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his accurate historiography (1.54) and for its full
account of Judean history (1.127) and Judean
cultural heroes (2.136). Although he does not
presume knowledge of the contents of Antiqui-
ties, he portrays Apion as a wholly complemen-
tary addition to his earlier composition.

However, this rhetorical depiction understates
the degree of overlap between the two works
and simultaneously masks the difference in their
depiction of Judean law and life. There are a
number of passages in Apion that more or less
repeat material previously used in Antiquities.
For instance, several of the sources that
Josephus employs as evidence for Judean antig-
uity had earlier been cited in Antiquities: he re-
uses without acknowledgement his citations or
paraphrases of Menander and Dios (1.112-20;
cf. Ant. 8.141-49), Megasthenes and Philostratos
(1.144; cf. Ant. 10.227-28), Herodotus (1.169-
71; cf. Ant. 8.262), and Agatharchides (1.209-
212; cf. Ant. 12.6). Elsewhere, arguments used
in Apion substantially repeat the reasoning
found in Antiquities, such as the proof from
Moses’ leprosy laws that he could not himself
have been a leper (1.279-83; cf. Ant. 3.265-68),
or the evidence of the Septuagint project that
Ptolemy II was interested in Judean culture
(2.45-47; cf. Ant. 1.10-11; 12.11-118). At nu-
merous other points Josephus could have re-
ferred back to narratives in his Antiquities, but
we can hardly be surprised if he did not do so.
The silences just noted reflect his desire to
maintain the integrity of each work; the narra-
tives of Antiquities 12-20 rarely refer back to
War even on points of substantial overlap, and
Life only twice declares its close relationship to
War (Life 27, 412). But in this case there may be
a special reason to maintain silence: if a treatise
ostensibly on the same subject as its predeces-
sor (1.1) substantially reduplicates its content, its
composition is hard to justify. In fact, it adds
very much more material than it copies, but
Josephus understandably declines to draw atten-
tion to those occasions when it duplicates the
previous work.

At the same time, Apion differs from Antiqui-
ties not only in its focus and genre, but also in
its emphases, even, indeed especially, when
both offer summaries of the law and the consti-
tution. To some degree, the apologetic interests
of the later work are already adumbrated in the

earlier. In Antiquities Josephus was sensitive to
narratives depicting Judeans as Egyptians,
evicted because of their leprosy (4nt. 2.177;
3.265-68); he was likewise concerned to dispel
notions that Moses was a charlatan (4nt. 2.284-
87; cf. Apion 2.145, 161). Judean citizenship
of Alexandria, and other eastern cities, was
claimed in terms equally strong (and equally
exaggerated) as those used in Apion (2.33-42;
cf. Ant. 12.119-26; 19.278-91), while the special
friendship between Judeans and Romans (e.g.,
Ant. 14.185-267) is part of the same strand of
political apologetic (dpion 2.61-64, 73-77, 125-
34). The specific charges of Judean impiety
(“atheism,” Apion 2.148) and misanthropy
(2.121, 148, 258) are also known and refuted,
even directly, at particular points in the narrative
of Antiquities (e.g., Ant. 3.179-80; 4.137-38;
8.116-17; 11.212; 16.41-42).1> On all these
points Apion is, as one might expect, more di-
rect in addressing and more fulsome in answer-
ing the criticisms concerned. On one point, and
that very central, it introduces an issue that we
could not have expected from the earlier work.
That the Judeans’ extreme antiquity was in
doubt, and from the direction of Greek histori-
ography (1.1-2), is not something we might have
guessed from Antiquities; even when he there
cited corroborating evidence, Josephus had
given no indication that the biblical account of
Judean history was subject to fundamental
doubt. We shall have to consider (below, § 6) to
what extent this doubt was real and to what ex-
tent artificially concocted for the sake of this
new treatise.

But it is in the depiction of the constitution
and the summary of the law (2.145-286) that
Josephus differs most substantially from Antig-
uities, although this is the point at which their
subject matter coincides the most. In describing
the structure of the constitution (2.151-89),
Josephus coins the term “theocracy,” a label for
the government of God understood primarily in
philosophical rather than political terms.'® This
is not incompatible with his depiction of the

15 See further Spilsbury 1996 for a survey of the
continuities in Josephus’ apologetic.
16 For Josephus’ use of this term, and its relation to
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Judean state in his Antiquities, but the emphasis,
in its philosophical generalization, is quite dif-
ferent from the descriptions given in Antiquities
4 or elsewhere. Similarly, Josephus’ discussion
of the nature and providence of God (2.166-68,
179-81, 190-92) shows an interest in philosophi-
cal matters that had remained only on the mar-
gins of Antiquities (e.g., 1.15, 18-21; 10.277-80).
Even in passages that show some debt to Antig-
uities, Josephus adds a new twist: the regular
hearing of the law that is so essential to the con-
stitution is now not every seven years (4nt.
4.209-11) but every seven days (Apion 2.175-
78). Even in the summary of the law (2.190-
218), Josephus does more than select and rear-
range laws previously collected in Ant.
4.196-301, although there are many laws in
common. In his arrangement of the material and
his emphases (e.g., on inexorable capital pun-
ishment; on openness to strangers), Josephus
strikes out in fresh directions, and there are some
laws listed here that have no parallel in his pre-
vious work (e.g., on sharing fire and water, pray-
ing first for the community, and not picking up
what one did not put down, 2.196, 208, 211).
Thus the impression given in 2.287 that Jose-
phus has merely selected material from the
fuller exposition in Antiquities is hardly correct.

We are bound to ask why this should be so.
Two answers suggest themselves: that he has in-
corporated new sources beyond the material he
wrote or used in Antiquities, and/or that he has
developed new ideas. It has often been claimed
that Apion is largely made up of sources that Jo-
sephus has derived from Alexandrian Judeans.
Josephan scholarship in the early twentieth cen-
tury frequently made such claims, which survive
to this day.!” There are certainly striking paral-
lels between parts of 2.145-286 and texts known

his earlier depictions of the Judean constitution, see
note to “theocracy” at 2.165. On the political thought
of Apion in relation to Josephus’ earlier works, see
Rajak 2002: 195-217.

17 See, e.g., Holscher 1916: 1994-97; Belkin 1936;
1936-37; Cohen 1987: 425-26; S. Schwartz 1990: 21,
23, 56 n.127. An even more radical version is advanced
by O’Neill 1999: that most of our treatise was assem-
bled by “schoolmen” after Josephus’ death, incorpo-

from the Hellenistic Judean tradition (Hypo-
thetica; Ps.-Phocylides; Philo, Moses book 2), a
phenomenon discussed elsewhere (Appendix 5).
There is good reason to think that Josephus has
been influenced by such texts (including many
we cannot now trace), but we should not imag-
ine him adopting passages wholesale. Even
where the evidence for influence is most strong,
he appears to have adapted and supplemented
his inheritance in his own hand (see Appendix
5: Conclusions). His argument with Apion (2.1-
144) may also be influenced by Alexandrian
sources, but Josephus’ own imprint is evident
throughout (e.g., 2.33-47, 102-9). Josephus’
cultural range in Apion is certainly impressive,
but not so extensive as to deny that he could
have acquired this knowledge himself or learned
it from assistants.'® His style is sophisticated and
his polemics nicely turned, a contrast to the sty-
listic simplicity of the near contemporary Life;
but variations in style are evident throughout his
work and open to various explanations. While
Apion contains a number of hapax legomena in
the Josephan corpus (240 all told), many of
these derive from the new sources he cites, or
the new topics he addresses; others reflect his
new polemical genre, or show an increasing
confidence in the flexible range of the Greek
language.!” None of these facts requires us to

rating tiny snippets of Josephus’ own work. The argu-
ment depends largely on incongruities in the text (cf.
Gerber 1997: 97-99), which suggest only that Josephus
was not the tidiest author or editor of his work.
O’Neill’s solution is ingenious, until it comes to ex-
plaining why such an unlikely task was undertaken in
Josephus’ name. On the linguistic distinctiveness of the
work, see below.

18 S. Schwartz (1990: 23) exaggerates in his asser-
tion that if Apion were attributed to Josephus “it would
show that in the few years separating the publication of
Al [Antiquities] from that of CAp [4pion], Josephus
became a master of classical tradition on par with an
Athenaeus or a Plutarch.” Whatever we conclude about
his use of “collaborators” in the writing of War (see
note to “language” at 1.50), he surely could have
accessed advisers on Greek history after living in Rome
for 25 years.

19 For the distinctive language of Apion see van der
Horst 1996. Of the 240 hapax legomena, 79 appear in
his citations, and many others are technical terms re-
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conclude that the treatise is “closely based on
one or two Alexandrian-Jewish apologetic pam-
phlets probably written during the Jewish-Greek
disturbances of the thirties and forties.”?’
Josephus remains the author of this text in a
strong sense, however influenced by other ma-
terials.

Some light on this influence, and the direc-
tion of his thought, may be shed by Josephus’
descriptions of a project he earlier intended but
(as far as we know) never brought to completion.
Several times during Antiquities 1-4, and once at
its very end, he declares that he intends to write
another work “after this.”?! His description of
this work is somewhat varied: it will concern the
laws (Ant. 3.223), or the sacrifices (3.205, 230),
“customs and reasons” (4.198), or the essence
of God and the reasons for commands and pro-
hibitions in the law (20.268, in four books). A
common thread running through most of these
notices, however, is that of etiology: whatever
the subject matter, it will be treated with a view
to explanation (Ant. 1.25, 29; 3.143, 257, 259;
4.198; 20. 268, in many cases using olTIQ).
Thus, if Antiquities is concerned mostly with the
description of Judean laws and customs, the fol-
lowing work will seek to give the sense of such
rules—a practice well developed in Hellenistic
Judaism and traceable back at least as far as the
second century BCE (Letter of Aristeas). At one
point Josephus hints that the mode of explana-
tion will be “philosophical”: in relation to the
forthcoming project, he speaks of enquiry into
the reasons for the law as “extremely philosophi-

lated to his new subject matter (e.g., auPAcw, 2.202;
Seluos, 2.248; pudpos, 2.265) or terms appropriate to
his new polemical style (e.g., eUXépela, 1.57, 301;
kaTayéhws, 1.212; dAuvapla, 2.22). The increasing
confidence is manifested in the adoption of compound
words (e.g., avamoloynTos, 2.137; kaivoloyEcw,
1.222; ouumAaoocw, 1.298), or even their invention
(BeokpaTiar, 2.165).

208, Schwartz 1990: 23.

2l Unambiguous references to this work (citing it as
a separate work and/or with a title) are made at Ant.
1.25, 29; 3.94, 205, 223, 230, 259; 4.198, 302; 20.268.
Possible references (mentioning future intentions) oc-
cur at Ant. 1.192, 214; 3.143, 218, 257, 264.

cal” (AMav dp1Aocodos, Ant. 1.25), and immedi-
ately thereafter alludes to Philo’s explanation for
the wording of Gen 1:5 (4nt. 1.29). His claim
elsewhere that the work would discuss the “es-
sence” (ouoia) of God (20.268) points in the
same direction. Such notices indicate that, while
writing Antiquities, Josephus was becoming in-
terested in the tradition of philosophical (moral
and metaphysical) explanations of Judean be-
liefs and customs. While including small ele-
ments of that tradition already within his de-
scription of the laws (e.g., Ant. 3.179-87), he
reserves till later a full-dress treatment of Judean
culture in these terms.??

As far as we know, Josephus never wrote this
projected work, and Apion is too different in
genre and focus to be precisely the project en-
visaged in Antiquities.”® Interestingly, while writ-
ing Apion (after Antiquities) he no longer looks
forward to the proposed work. But the two
projects are not entirely unconnected. Within
Apion, and especially within 2.145-286, Jose-
phus offers his most “philosophical” treatment
of Judean beliefs and laws: concerning God’s
nature (2.165-68, 180-82, 190-92, including
reference to his ouoia, 2.167); concerning the
laws regarding worship and sacrifice (2.192-98);
concerning the purity rules (2.202-3, 205); and
concerning the rationale for sabbath rest (2.174,
234).2% These are gestures, rather than full eti-
ologies, but they indicate a development in
Josephus’ thinking or a new set of sources that
answered to his interests. Other features link
Apion especially closely to the preface to Antig-

22 For discussion of Josephus’ knowledge of Judean
literature in Greek at the time of writing Antiquities, see
S. Schwartz 1990: 51-55; he rightly disputes the thesis
that Josephus had direct knowledge of Philo at this
time.

2 Pace Petersen 1958: 263-65. The partial overlaps
in content are instructive (see below), but the four-book
work envisaged as recently as Ant. 20.268 is hardly
identical to our Apion; see Feldman 1981: 143, n. d.

24 Here is the measure of truth in Altshuler’s claim
(1978-79) that Josephus redeemed his promises of an
additional work in writing Apion (and in his own addi-
tions to Antiquities at 3.224-86 and 4.67-75); but he
exaggerates the extent to which Apion meets Josephus’
expectations of the projected work, and overlooks its
chief characteristic, the provision of ol Tial.
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uities, suggesting a common strand of more
theological interests only partly expounded in
his historiography and awaiting development in
subsequent work.?> A little source-critical detec-
tive work indicates some of the reading that
Josephus has undertaken prior to writing Apion:
Aristobulus, Philo, and other Hellenistic Judean
traditions shared with Hypothetica and Ps.-
Phocylides (see Appendix 5). He has also learn-
ed a good deal about Plato, especially his Laws,
either directly or at second hand.?® These surely
guided, or stimulated, his “philosophical” inter-
ests. If he decided to abandon his plans for his
four-volume treatise on Judean beliefs and laws,
he found a way to incorporate relevant material,
reflecting some of his interests, in the summary
of the constitution that he offered in response to
Apollonius Molon (2.145-286). Apion is thus
both a natural sequel to Antiquities and a (par-
tial) substitute for the once-planned treatise on
philosophical etiology; and it reveals the breadth
of the new sources to which Josephus was ex-
posed during and after the composition of his
Antiquities.

3. Date

Four criteria have been used in the dating of
Apion. As we shall see, only the first provides
any degree of certainty, and that only for a ter-
minus post quem. But all four are canvassed
here since they have surfaced in debate and
raise important questions about the context of
the treatise, to which we will return (below, § 6).

1. The relationship to Antiquities. As noted
above, Apion expressly locates itself in the after-
math of Antiquities (1.1; 2.287), as its sequel and
supplement. Fortunately, we know very precisely
from Antiquities itself the date of its composition:

25 In the preface, Josephus speaks of the special sig-
nificance of “piety” (eUoePeiax, Ant. 1.6, 21), Judean
obedience to the laws (1.14), the proper conception of
the nature of God, free from mythology (1.15, 19, 22),
God’s omniscience (1.20), and inexorable punishment
(1.23). All of these themes are prominent in Apion
2.145-286.

26 For a full assessment of this matter see Gerber
1997: 226-43.

in Ant. 20.267 Josephus dates the conclusion of
the work to the 13™ year of Domitian and the
56" year of his own life, that is, 93/94 CE.?’
What is unclear is how great an interval we
should allow between the publication of Antig-
uities and the completion of Apion. Josephus
speaks of negative reaction to the claims of his
Antiquities (Apion 1.2), but we do not know how
quickly this set in, if indeed it was real and not
merely a rhetorical construct (see note to “histo-
rians” at 1.2). As we have seen (above), Jose-
phus had originally planned to write a different
work (a four-volume explanation of Judean be-
liefs and laws) immediately after his Antiquities
(20.268). Thus we must allow some time for this
plan to be changed and a rather different writ-
ing project to take shape in his mind and in ac-
tuality. If he took (roughly) 12-13 years to write
the 20 books of the Antiquities, he was clearly
able to write speedily, though how long it took
to research and gather the materials in Apion we
cannot tell. It is possible to imagine the comple-
tion of Apion before the death of Domitian (18%
September 96 CE), though this would require a
rapid change of plan and fairly swift composi-
tion. It is equally possible that the work came to
completion after this date, either during the brief
reign of Nerva (from 18" September 96 CE to
27" January 98 CE) or during the reign of
Trajan (from 27" January 98 CE to 8™ August
117 CE). The terminus ante quem is simply the
death of Josephus; if he was 56 in 93/94 CE, he
is unlikely to have lived long into the second
century, but we have no means of fixing this
date.

2. The relationship to Life. Since Josephus’
Life is clearly an appendix to his Antiquities, it is
reasonable to consider whether Apion can be
dated in relation to it. Unfortunately, the dating
of Life is a complex and controversial matter.
One fixed point is its assumption that Agrippa
II is no longer alive (Life 359), but the date of
his death is a matter of some uncertainty. Pho-
tius, summarizing Justus of Tiberias, states that
Agrippa died in the 3™ year of Trajan (100 CE),

27 For the calculation here, and the uncertainty as
to which side this falls in our calendrical reckoning of
the years 93 and 94 CE, see Mason 2001: xv, n. 1.
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but this is a late and unreliable source.”® The
hard, external, evidence is supplied by coins and
inscriptions, but here much depends on what
one presumes to anchor the dating of these
coins, the varying start-point of Agrippa’s reign
(in some cases 61 CE, in others 56 or even 49
CE). After decades of dispute on this matter, the
balance of the ambiguous evidence seems to fall
on an early dating of Agrippa’s death, perhaps
around 88/89 CE.? This puts no obstacle in
placing Life immediately after Antiquities,>® but
there are other factors that complicate the issue,
not least Josephus’ remarks about the patronage
he received from Domitian and Domitia (Life
429). Since he mentions no subsequent imperial
patronage, and since the reputation of Domitian
plummeted after his death (the Senate decreed a
damnatio memoriae), such remarks might be
best placed within the lifetime of Domitian. But
it is not impossible that they could be written
after 96 CE, and Justus’ attack on Josephus,
which lies behind Life, might be best dated after
Josephus® imperial patron had died.?! Thus it
remains unclear on which side of the watershed

28 Photius, Bibliotheca 33 (9™ century CE); for his
possible confusion with Clement’s death in this same
year, learned from Jerome, see Schiirer (revised) 1.481-
82, n. 47.

2% The evidence is fully discussed in Schiirer (re-
vised) 1.480-83; cf. Smallwood 1981: 572-74. For more
recent discussion, see Mason 2001: xvi-xix. Kokkinos
(1998: 396-99) gives a spirited defense of the alterna-
tive view, that Photius was right in placing Agrippa’s
death no earlier than 100 CE. In the latest twist to the
debate, the dating of the coins has been wholly reas-
sessed by Kushnir-Stein 2002, on which C. Jones 2002
relies in dating Agrippa’s death as early as 88/89 CE.
This would also make sense of a series of remarks in the
last books of Antiquities, which seem to imply that
Agrippa was no longer alive, or at least no longer pow-
erful (e.g., Ant. 17.28; 18.128, 145-54; 20.143-46, 211-
18).

30 The later dating of Agrippa’s death (in 100 CE)
would require a considerable interval, to which some
have connected the possibility of a second edition of
Antiquities. At least in their present form, the two works
are very closely related (Ant. 20.266; Life 430).

31 See Krieger 1999, with the contrary, but cautious
conclusions of C. Jones 2002: 118-20.

of Domitian’s death we should date Life. And for
our purposes, in dating Apion, this is not, in any
case, decisive. Although he refers to Antiquities,
Josephus makes no allusion to the contents of
Life in the course of Apion; while his self-de-
fense (1.47-56) bears many similarities to his
digression against Justus in Life 336-67, it is not
clear which is prior to the other. Thus it is not
certain that Apion must have been written after
Life: if there was an interval between Antiquities
and Life, and even if Life was written after 96
CE, it is possible that Apion was written within
that interval and before Domitian’s death.

3. The patron Epaphroditus. Apion shares the
same patron, Epaphroditus, with Antiquities and
Life (Apion 1.1; 2.1, 296; cf. Ant. 1.8-9; Life
430). Considerable debate has taken place on
the identity of this Epaphroditus, and since one
possible candidate was exiled from Rome by
Domitian and then killed in 95 CE, this issue is
potentially important for the date of our trea-
tise.3> However, since we cannot identify Jose-
phus’ Epaphroditus with any certainty, this can-
not be used as a criterion for dating Apion; there
are perfectly good options for a patron called
Epaphroditus who outlived Domitian.?* To date
Apion and Life by the identity and life-span of
Epaphroditus is to attempt to fix one unknown
by means of another.

4. Social and political conditions reflected in
Apion. Given the lack of hard evidence, can we
infer from the contents of Apion the social and
political circumstances in which it was written?
As we shall see (below, § 6), the years around
and after the publication of Antiquities were tur-
bulent times in Rome. Besides expelling phi-
losophers whom he suspected of political oppo-
sition (93 CE), Domitian put on trial some
prominent members of his own court, notably

32 For the identity of Epaphroditus, and the two
main options canvassed in scholarship, see note to
“Epaphroditus” at 1.1.

3 E.g., M. Mettius Epaphroditus, who lived into the
reign of Nerva; see note to “Epaphroditus” at 1.1; see
Jones 2002: 114-15, cautioning against fixing the dates
of Josephus by reference to either of the well-known
Epaphroditi, considering the numerous other possible
candidates.
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Flavius Clemens and Flavia Domitilla, on a
charge of “atheism,” the same charge levelled
against others who “drifted into Judean cus-
toms” (Dio 67.14.1-2). In the same context,
Domitian appears to have encouraged legal pro-
ceedings against people accused of dodging the
“Judean tax” (fiscus Iudaicus), an issue which
he pursued with “special severity” (acerbissime,
Suetonius, Dom. 12.2). This appears to have
caught out not only Judeans who pretended not
to be so, but also non-Judeans whose lifestyle
could be considered “Judaizing” to some de-
gree. In the atmosphere of terror encouraged by
Domitian and in this heyday of informers, slurs
against Judean culture may have been par-
ticularly common, and sympathy with Judean
practices politically charged. All this changed
dramatically in September 96 CE when Domi-
tian was assassinated. Nerva signalled the
change of regime by, among other things, abol-
ishing all proscriptions on the charge of “impi-
ety” or “Judean lifestyle” (Dio 68.1.2); and he
advertised the end of the tax-trials, and their
perversions of justice, by issuing coins with the
legend FISCI IUDAICI CALUMNIA SUBLATA
(“The cessation of malicious accusations con-
cerning the Judean tax”).

Knowing these circumstances, we might scan
the contents of Apion to find contemporary al-
lusions, reflecting conditions either before or
after the death of Domitian. Unfortunately,
whatever inferences we might draw from the text
are too weak to help us fix the date. One might
conclude from Josephus’ decision to write this
apologetic treatise, instead of his intended
project, that he was influenced by the hostile
conditions at the end of Domitian’s reign.’* On
the other hand, his relatively confident tone, not
least in parading the adoption of Judean cus-
toms by non-Judeans (2.282-86) might lead one
to conclude that the treatise was written affer the
death of Domitian. Does his dismissal of slurs
against Judeans, such as the charge of “atheism”
(2.148), indicate that these were a live (legal)
issue, or that they had been in the recent past,
or simply that they could be levelled against

34 So Troiani 1977: 26-29.

Judeans and had been by Apollonius? Does
Josephus take care to tone down his use of
philosophical language in relation to Judean
culture in view of Domitian’s action against phi-
losophers, or do his remarks about “tyrants”
(2.158-59) reflect a safer period after Domitian’s
death?®> Do Josephus’ descriptions of the
temple, in the present tense (e.g., 2.193-98), re-
flect a rise in hopes for its reconstruction, with
the new post-Flavian era inaugurated by Nerva?
Or do they reflect a timeless conception of the
temple as integral to the constitution?’® One has
to conclude that all such chronological infer-
ences are extremely precarious; none can be
ruled out altogether, but they point in different
directions and are weakened by the lack of ref-
erence in Apion to present political circum-
stances, whether oppressive or not. While a rea-
sonable case could be made for reading the text
as influenced by the difficulties of 95-96 CE, it
is equally plausible to see it as responding to
chronic issues concerning the reputation of
Judeans in Rome, not a specific period of crisis.

We are left with a simple, though disappoint-
ing conclusion. Only one criterion is certain in
dating Apion, and that is its backward reference
to Antiquities. Apion was certainly written no
earlier than 94 CE; how much later than that, we
simply cannot tell.

4. Title

A literary work in antiquity acquired a “title”
when given such by its author, by readers, by
copyists, or by cataloguers; there was rarely an
indication within the work itself as to what its
“proper” or “authentic” title should be.?” Look-

35 For the first option, see Haaland 2005; for discus-
sion of the second, Goodman 1999: 50 and Mason
2003b: 581-88.

36 The Nerva option is canvassed by Goodman
1999: 50, 57; on the use of tenses with regard to the
temple, see note to “God” at 2.193.

37 For cases where titles were lacking, see PWSup
12.1108-9 (regarding Thucydides); on the addition of
titles to the manuscript of a book, see Schreckenberg
1996a: 75 (with reference to Schubart). Titles might be
needed when two or more works were collected in a
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ing back on his War and Antiquities, Josephus
gives them names, though the fact that these la-
bels vary slightly indicates that even he had not
given them precise titles.® In the case of Apion,
Josephus never refers to the work by any label,
and thus the work has no “original” title. In such
cases, books were generally labelled by readers
or others in accordance with their perceived
genre and content, though attention might be
paid to authorial statements about the work at its
beginning or end, or at strategic places in be-
tween (e.g., transitions between books). In the
case of Apion, in the absence of Josephus’ own
designation, readers could be drawn to the be-
ginnings of book 1 (1.1-5) and book 2 (2.1-2),
and the very end of the work (2.296). Unfortu-
nately, these do not give unambiguous signals.
1.1-5 begins by describing the contents not of
the present treatise but of Antiquities, including
the great age of the Judean people, its integrity,
and its manner of acquisition of the land (1.1).
Then, after outlining the doubts he faces, Jose-
phus says he will write briefly “on all these mat-
ters” (1.3). At the end of the statement of pur-
pose (1.3) he specifically mentions “our
antiquity” (T MUETEPO apxaloTns), and that
term will recur at transition points throughout
the first Part of the treatise (1.59, 93, 160, 215,
217). Book 2 begins by recapping the evidence
produced for “our antiquity,” but also signals the
second main task of the treatise, Josephus’
“counter-statement” (avTippnols) to Manetho,
Chaeremon, and others (2.1), now to be supple-
mented by a “counter-statement” to Apion (2.2).
This indicates that the treatise has two main foci
(see above, § 1), such that either label, “on an-
tiquity” or “counter-statement,” would be inad-
equate on its own (and the latter would need
clarification of its target[s]). In the conclusion
(2.287-95) Josephus rehearses the various top-

single codex, or when rolls or codices were placed on
library shelves.

3% For War, see Ant. 1.6, 203; 13.72, 173, 298;
18.11, 259; Life 27, 412, 413; normally “War” or
“Judean War.” For Antiquities, see Ant. 20. 259, 267,
Life 430; Apion 1.1, 54, 127; 2.136, 287; normally, but
not always, adpxaiohoyia, better translated “Ancient
History.”

ics he has handled in response to critics, with-
out any single overarching label. In his very last
statement, he dedicates the work to Epaphroditus
and to those who wish to know “about our
people” (Tepl TOU yEVous Muav, 2.296).
Schreckenberg has recently suggested that
this final statement indicates Josephus’ own title
for his work, “On our People.”?° But as a title this
would be somewhat misleading, suggesting a
more comprehensive discussion of the Judean
people than Apion actually provides; moreover,
as it happens, none of the known early readers
of this treatise used this phrase in entitling the
work. The four (or five?) early readers who re-
ferred to this work by some title did so as fol-
lows:
Tertullian? (died ca. 240 CE) alludes to our trea-
tise in Apology 19 when giving the sources of
evidence for the antiquity of the Judeans: after
a list of authors closely matching those in Apion
he refers to “the Judean Josephus, the native
vindicator of the Judean antiquities” (antiqui-
tatum ludaicarum vernaculus vindex), who re-
futed or authenticated the others. This must be
an allusion to our Apion and this language might
indicate that the work was known to him by a
title such as “Judean antiquities.”*°
Origen (died 253/4 CE) refers to our work
on two occasions as Tepl TNs Twv louSalicov
apxoloTnTos (“On the Antiquity of the
Judeans,” Cels. 1.16; 4.11). This clearly picks up
the term Josephus uses for the subject matter of
the first Part of his work, and it is natural for
Origen to highlight this since his argument with
Celsus is on this theme.
Porphyry (233-305 CE) cites Josephus’ works
(Abst. 4.11) as “Judean History” (louSaikn
oTopla), “Ancient History” (apxoioloyia),
and “Against the Greeks” (Tpos Tous EAAnvas,
in two books). Although he cites from Apion
2.213, this label may derive from the opening
segment (1.6-56).*! That he used a title for War

3 Schreckenberg 1996a: 75-77; cf. idem 1998: 778.
He cites other uses of Yevos in the treatise, though its
first use (1.1) refers to the contents of Antiquities, not
of Apion, and it is absent from the statement in 2.1-2.

40 See S. Price 1999: 115.

41 Niese (1889a: iii) suggests that Porphyry applies
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different from Josephus’ own indicates the free-
dom of readers to label literature according to
their own interpretation of its contents.
Eusebius (260-340 CE) twice in his Praeparatio
evangelica quotes from Apion under the label
mepl NS [Tdv] louSaiwv apxaiotnTos (“On
the Antiquity of (the) Judeans,” 8.7.21; 10.6.15),
the same as that used by Origen. Elsewhere he
gives the same title, but supplements it by say-
ing that in this work Josephus issued avTippn-
oels against Apion the grammarian (Hist. eccl.
3.9.4). This clearly echoes Apion 2.1-2, and re-
flects Eusebius’ awareness that the single label
“On the Antiquity of the Judeans” did not cover
the full contents of the work.

Jerome (died 420 CE) displays a similar ambi-
guity (regularly missed in discussions of this
topic). In Epist. 70.3 (CSEL 54, 704), Jerome
writes: losephus antiquitatem adprobans ludaici
populi duos libros scribit contra Apionem. This
represents the same duality as found in Euse-
bius, though it puts equal weight on both ele-
ments (proof of antiquity and response to
Apion). It is not clear that Jerome intends the
phrase contra Apionem to be the “title” of the
work, though he does take both books as di-
rected against Apion. Elsewhere (Vir. ill. 13) he
says that Josephus scripsit autem et ...duos
[libros] apXc10TNTOS adversus Apionem gram-
maticum Alexandrinum. Here the two themes are
again juxtaposed, and the use of the Greek term
might suggest that Jerome also knew this work
primarily under that title.*?

We may conclude that Apion was most com-
monly known in Christian circles (even by
Jerome) under the title “On the Antiquity of the
Judeans,” but it was recognized that this re-
flected only part of its content, and the opening
statement of book 2 justified adding some ref-
erence to its element of response (to Apion).
Porphyry indicates that in non-Christian circles

to Josephus’ treatise the title “against the Greeks” that
he knows for works from the Christian tradition.

4 The use of adversus Apionem in this case, rather
than contra Apionem, also suggests that contra
Apionem was not Jerome’s standard label for the work,
though it is used in his other reference to the treatise, at
Jov. 2.14 (PL 23, 343, col. 317).

there was no such convention in labelling the
work or describing its contents. There was
clearly a problem. The treatise has two distin-
guishable Parts (see above, § 1), and any label
which fits one does not obviously suit the
whole. It is even unclear what one might label
the second Part, since ‘“counter-statement”
(avTippnals) requires some description of tar-
get, and although Apion is the largest target se-
lected by Josephus (2.1-144) he is not the only
one. Since Josephus himself gives no compre-
hensive title for the work, we are left to select a
partial title (“On the Antiquity of the Judeans”;
or “Against Apion”), or combine the two (as in
Jerome, or the Latin manuscript tradition, De
ludaeorum vetustate sive contra Apionem), or
invent one of our own. If we take the last option,
we may follow Porphyry (“Against the Greeks”),
or Schreckenberg (“On our People”), or Niese
(“On behalf of Judeans,” umep loudaicov,
1889a: iv). But all of these are interpreters’ con-
structs and none is clearly signalled by Josephus
himself; since the work has no “original” title,
we may retain, for convenience, that which is
now most commonly used (4gainst Apion), in-
adequate as it is.

5. Genre

The discussion of the genre and rhetorical mode
of Apion is entangled with disputes about the
place of 2.145-286 within the treatise as a
whole, and is beset by the vagueness of the la-
bel “apologetic.”®® There is also often confusion
between the rhetorical genre of the treatise (the
way the argument is packaged and presented)
and its pragmatic purpose (what Josephus in-
tended to be its effect). The former (rhetorical
genre) is a feature of the text itself, the latter (its
purpose) concerns what lies behind the text, the
intentions of the author in the context of its
composition. In the ancient world, it was well
recognized that a gap might exist between rheto-
ric and reality, between what an author said he
was doing (as a rhetorical performance) and

4 For an important attempt to address this latter is-
sue, see the (varied) essays in Edwards, Goodman, and
Price 1999. See further below.
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what he was really doing (in the production and
circulation of the text). He might speak, for in-
stance, in another’s voice, or to a fictive audi-
ence, while intending this exercise to address a
real audience different from that inscribed in the
text. Our discussion here concerns the rhetorical
(and literary) genre of the text; later we will
assess Josephus’ audience and purpose (§ 7), af-
ter we have established the historical and cul-
tural context of the work (§ 6).

Before deciding the appropriateness of the
disputed label “apology,” we must first trace the
signals of the text itself. When referring to the
work as a whole, Josephus uses rather bland la-
bels. As a written document it is simply a “text”
(ypadn, 2.147, 288), in two “books” (RiPAlc,
1.320; 2.1, 296); as a rhetorical event, it is an
“argument” (Aoyos, 1.219; 2.144). As we shall
see, he uses more precise language in two
places, speaking of his provision of a “counter-
statement” (avTippnols, 2.1, 2) and “defense”
(dmoloyla, 2.147). But before fixing on these
terms, it is best to trace his language in se-
quence through the treatise, following the struc-
ture outlined above.

Introduction (1.1-5): one would expect au-
thors to give the clearest signals of their genre,
raising reader-expectations, at the very outset of
the work (and again at its conclusion). Here
Josephus indicates that the work is a response,
in particular to doubts about the antiquity of the
Judean people (1.2). These could have been in-
troduced as merely intellectual doubts, requiring
correction and instruction; indeed, of his three
statements of purpose (1.3), the second and
third concern the correction of ignorance and
the instruction of those who desire to know the
truth. But more importantly, and more promi-
nently, the doubts are placed in the context of
hostility: they arise because “a considerable
number of people pay attention to the slanders
(BAaodnuiat) spread by some out of malice
(Suopéveia)” (1.2). Thus, the first task is to
“convict those who insult us (Tc3v AoiSopou-
vTwv) of malice and deliberate falsehood” (1.3);
and it is suggested that even the “ignorance” of
some is feigned, a product of prejudice (1.5).
This sets the tone for the work as a whole: it is
not simply an intellectual exercise in establish-
ing the truth (though it is that, cf. 2.296), but is
set within a conflict, a response to antagonism.

Although, as we shall see, the first Part (1.6-
218) is only lightly colored in such terms, this
introduction will be matched by a conclusion
(2.287-95) that describes each part of the trea-
tise as a reply to critics.

Part One (1.6-218): Josephus’ tone in the
prolegomenon (1.6-56) is aggressive, challeng-
ing what he portrays as the self-importance
of Greeks and their empty claims to historical
knowledge (e.g., 1.6, 15, 44-45). Although he
does not portray the doubts on Judean antiquity
as “charges” (see the neutral terms of 1.58), he
does include within this segment a strong ele-
ment of self-defense against accusations and
slanders directed against his own historiography
(1.47-56), wusing the classic language of
“charge” (katnyopla, 1.53) and “insult” (Sia-
BoAn, 1.53). This gives to the whole discussion
of historiography an air of legal conflict (note
the “witnesses” on Josephus’ side, 1.50, 52),
matching the language of “accusation” and
“proof” used of disputes among Greek histori-
ans themselves (1.18, 25). Thus when he comes
to cite the evidence from “barbarian” and Greek
literature (1.69-218), Josephus uses a legal
metaphor, repeatedly referring to such material
as “witness” or “testimony” (uapTupia and cog-
nate terms). After opening remarks that use this
language (1.59, 69, 70), Josephus introduces
Manetho very explicitly as if he were “bringing
him into court as a witness” (kaBaTep auTOV
EKEIVOV TPy oYWV uopTupa, 1.74). Thereaf-
ter the “witness” language recurs in every seg-
ment of this Part (Egyptian: 1.93, 104; cf. 1.227;
Phoenician: 1.106, 112, 115, 127; Chaldean:
1.129, 160; Greek: 1.200, 205; cf. 2.1; in sum-
mary: 1.217, 219; 2.288).#* Thus even though
this Part is only lightly touched by references to
hostility (e.g., 1.70, 72, 214), the witness lan-
guage keeps alive the sense that this treatise
concerns a matter of quasi-legal dispute. And the
whole parade of witnesses is prefaced by the
claim that this takes the ground from under the

4 Cf. the use of Tekpmpiov (“proof”) in 1.2, 26, 69,
213 (later, 2.183, 261). The “witness” language recurs
in the second Part, but much less frequently (witness for
the Judeans: 2.53, 61, 62, 84, 107; witness to Moses’
doctrine or virtue, 2.168, 279, 290).
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feet of the Judeans’ “detractors” (o1 Pookai-
vovTes) and “the case they have against us” (7
TPOs Muds avTiloyla, 1.72).

Part Two (1.219-2.286): here the polemical
tone is notably heightened, and the language of
“slander” and “insult,” prominent in the intro-
duction, is again at the forefront (1.219-22; cf.
1.59). In the introduction, Josephus places the
slanders against Judeans in the context of an-
cient polemics between city-states: Theopompos’
assault on Athens, Polycrates’ attack on Sparta,
etc. (1.221-22). He locates these within the
genre of historiography (1.220), though he does
not cite any examples of response to such slan-
ders comparable to his own on behalf of Ju-
deans. In responding to the stories of Manetho,
Chaeremon, and Lysimachus (1.227-320), Jose-
phus uses the general language of “slander” and
“insult” rather than specifically legal terms
(1.223, 279, 319); in truth, the stories at issue
hardly concern legal matters, but the honor of
Judeans and their supposedly ignominious ori-
gin.¥ With Apion, however (2.1-144), the lan-
guage becomes notably more legal. While Jose-
phus gives a “counter-statement” (GvTIPPNGILS)
to Apion, as he had to the others (2.1-2), he
explicitly presents Apion’s comments as legal
accusations: “he has composed a charge against
us as if in a lawsuit” (kaTnyoplov NUV
AVUTIKPUS s eV Sikn yeypadoTa, 2.4). In this
context the language of “accusation” is ex-
tremely prominent (koTnyopio and cognates:
2.4,7, 33, 117, 132, 137, 142; eykahéw, 2.137,
138; accuso and cognates: 2.56, 63, 68, 79),
alongside that of “slander” (BAacdnuica and
cognates: 2.5, 32, 143; blasphemia, 2.79, 88)
and “insult” (Aoidopia and cognates: 2.4, 30,
32, 34, 49, 142, 144; cf. impropero: 2.56, 71;
calumniator: 2.56; derogo and cognates: 2.73,
89; detraho: 2.90, 111). Some of this may derive
from the fact that elements of Apion’s remarks
about the Judeans (their citizenship and their
relationship to Rome) originated in real legal
proceedings before the emperor (cf. Ant.
18.257-60). But Josephus lets the legal language
spread across the whole of Apion’s material, as

45 There is a remote legal echo in 1.275 with the use
of eykaéw (parallel to ove18ilw).

if he were defending a multifaceted legal case;
within this context he also uses the language of
“defense” in insisting that some of Apion’s
charge might be best left “undefended” (ava-
moAoynTa, 2.137; cf. defensio, 2.73). While the
defense sometimes takes the shape of a counter-
narrative, extolling the merits of the Judean
people (e.g., 2.42-64), Josephus’ focus is on a
set of “accusations,” refuted one by one, with
frequent personal invective against the “Egyp-
tian” Apion.

The final segment of Part Two (2.145-86; see
above, § 1) is introduced as a further stage in
Josephus’ response to “accusation” and “insult,”
this time from “Apollonius Molon, Lysimachus,
and others” (2.145, 147, 148). Most of the con-
tent of this segment concerns the merits of
Moses, his constitution, and his laws; as Jose-
phus himself signals (2.148), he does not deal
with accusations here in the same way as before,
and only rarely does he engage in direct polem-
ics against his opponent (e.g., 2.270). In extol-
ling the Judean constitution, Josephus gives a
summary of the laws (2.190-218) without expli-
cit reference to “accusations” and often engages
in comparisons with other constitutions or city-
states, to show the superiority of Judeans (e.g.,
2.171-78, 219-35, 255-75). As Josephus himself
half-acknowledges, this gives to this segment of
the treatise the flavor of an “encomium” (2.147,
287), but he insists that his real purpose is to
defend his people against scurrilous attacks, and
describes his strategy as “the most just form of
defense” (SikatoTaTn amoloyla, 2.147). It ac-
cords with this that he intersperses his portrayal
of the virtues of Judeans with frequent reference
to Apollonius Molon or other “accusers” (2.156,
161, 182, 236-38, 255, 258, 262, 270, 278,
285) so that the apologetic character of this seg-
ment is never lost from view. This strategy may
owe much to rhetorical convenience: it was well
recognized in antiquity that self-praise, particu-
larly if it involved comparison with others, was
an obnoxious procedure, liable to evoke envy
and hatred rather than admiration.*® A standard
way to avoid this problem was to wrap self-

4 See Plutarch’s tractate De Laude Ipsius (espe-
cially, Mor. 540c-f); cf. Demosthenes, Cor. 3-4.
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praise within rhetorical defense, to portray one-
self as having to trumpet one’s merits as the only
means of self-defense.#’” Josephus more than
once signals this tactic, blaming Apollonius
Molon for instigating the strategy of (invidious)
comparison, which requires him to reply in
equal terms (2.150, 236-38). But the fact re-
mains that Josephus packages his laudatory ac-
count of Judean culture within the wrapping of
apologetics: however much the encomiastic fea-
tures might appear to strain the apologetic struc-
ture, Josephus’ self-description signals clearly
enough his chosen rhetorical genre.*

Conclusion (2.287-96): in summarizing his
achievements, Josephus presents all he has done
as response to “accusations” (kaTnyoplal,
2.285-88) and “insults” (Ao1Sopiai, 2.290, 295).
Now even the first Part, on antiquity, is de-
scribed as response to “accusers” (KoTTyopol)
who charged that the Judean people were very
recent (2.288). The second Part has replied to
claims that the Judeans were Egyptians, lies re-
garding their departure from Egypt, and insults
regarding Moses and his laws (2.289-90). Thus
the whole work has “refuted” (cEeAeyxcw) the
Apions and Molons who delight in lies and in-
sults (2.295).%° The conclusion thus makes clear
what was suggested in the introduction and be-
came increasingly clear as the work progressed,
that it is to be understood primarily as a re-
sponse to a varied set of criticisms and accusa-
tions.

We may draw two conclusions from this sur-
vey of the rhetorical signals in the treatise:
1. Although the material in Apion is varied in

47 Plutarch recommends this as one way of making
self-praise bearable (see previous note). Isocrates’
speech Antidosis is an extended narrative of self-praise
wrapped up in the (explicitly fictional) genre of self-
defense (see Antid. 8-13). On the symbiosis of apolo-
getic and encomium, see further below.

48 This case for the apologetic character of the
whole treatise has been made extensively and well by
Gerber 1997: 78-88, 250-52; cf. eadem 1999: 259-64.

49 For the use of eEAéyxw and compound verbs ear-
lier in the treatise, see 1.3, 4, 15, 23, 73, 105, 253, 303;
2.2,5,30, 138, 149, 183, 194 [in a legal context], 238,
280, 287.

content (and perhaps in origin), it is presented
within a unifying structure as a response to slan-
ders against the Judean people. Taken out of that
framework, the citation of evidence for Judean
antiquity (1.6-218) could have been read simply
as proof of a historical fact, and the description
of the law (2.190-218) could have been under-
stood merely as a summary of the Judean con-
stitution. In isolation, such material would de-
mand a rhetorical classification germane to its
own character (historical proof, or encomium),
but within this treatise all the material is pre-
sented, more or less successfully, as response to
critics or slanderers.

2. The criticisms addressed are sometimes de-
scribed in legal terms as “accusations,” and the
work is sometimes enlivened by a legal meta-
phor, in relation to “witnesses” (Part One),
or, most forcefully, in response to Apion’s
“charges” (2.1-144). Often the legal vocabulary
of “accusations” (koTrnyoplal, etc.) is juxta-
posed with non-legal language of “slanders”
and “insults,” so that the specifically forensic
character of the work is of variable prominence.
Similarly, although the work is clearly addressed
to people outside the debate between Josephus
and the critics named (2.296), they are not ex-
plicitly allocated the role of judge. These facts
do not undermine the fact that the whole work is
in some sense a “defense” (amoloyic), but they
mean that the legal connotations of this term are
sometimes strong, sometimes comparatively
weak. But, as we shall see, even a fairly tight
definition of “apologetic” can encompass this
extension of the original legal context of the
genre.

In terms of rhetorical genre, this survey thus
supports the conclusions of those scholars who
characterize our treatise as primarily a work of
defense.”® The inclusion of other (e.g., enco-

30" See especially van Henten & Abusch 1996: 295-
308; Gerber 1997: 78-88, in disagreement with Mason
1996, who considers the work “protreptic.” I would here
revise my earlier analysis in Barclay 1998a: 196-200.
Mason and I reached different conclusions as to
whether the work is primarily deliberative or epideictic,
but both of us perhaps gave too much weight to the
content of 2.145-286 (as against its rhetorical confext),



XXXIV

INTRODUCTION

miastic) material within this structure does not
alter this judgment, and a decision about Jose-
phus’ real intentions (to encourage Judean read-
ers, to win converts, or whatever, see below, §
7) is not determined by, and cannot itself deter-
mine, this decision about the rhetorical genre of
the work. To what extent this places the work
within a genre (rhetorical or literary) that could
be called “apologetic” is a matter to which we
now turn.

The rhetorical genre of “apology” (&ToAo-
ylo) has its origins in the legal defense speech,
the response of the accused to the charges or
suspicions raised by the prosecution.’! From
here it became a literary form both by straight
transference (defense speeches written up as lit-
erary works, such as those of Demosthenes,
Cicero, and Apuleius) and by imitation (e.g.,
Lysias’ artificial defense speeches; Isocrates,
Antidosis). Plato’s hugely influential Apology
also demonstrated how a legal defense speech
could be expanded and manipulated into a
wider defense of a (philosophical) way of life,
as much positive promotion of a cause as nega-
tive refutation of its detractors. Given the popu-
larity of forensic rhetoric as a form of entertain-
ment, and as a training exercise for budding
orators, it is not surprising that set-piece defense
speeches found their way into numerous literary
genres, including historical narratives and nov-
els.>

and both could have distinguished more clearly be-
tween the question of the author’s intentions (whether
to gain converts or to win sympathy/support) and that
of the rhetorical genre. For a clear analysis of the dis-
tinction between authorial intention and rhetorical/lit-
erary genre, see Alexander 1999 (in relation to Acts).

31 See the definition and discussion in Ps.-Aristotle
[Anaximenes], Rhet. Alex. 1426b 22—-1427b 11. The
question here is not whether Apion precisely fits a
standard category, but the extent to which it partici-
pates in, and expands, the tradition of “apologetics”
established in rhetorical and literary practice.

32 For a survey, see Veltman 1978; there are exam-
ples in Acts, in Chariton, Chaereas, and in Josephus,
Antiquities (e.g., Ant. 16.100-26). See further Berger
1984: 1287-91, with discussion of apologetic letters,
defined by Demetrius as “that which adduces, with
proof, arguments that contradict charges that are being
made” (cited in Stowers 1986: 167).

From its origin in this legal setting, the apolo-
getic genre (direct response to accusations)
could encompass not just legal charges, but also
slurs, insults, and slanders, and it could be ap-
plied to contexts where what was at stake was
not the legal standing of the debaters but, more
broadly, their honor. Even in legal contexts, ref-
erence to “charges” (kaTnyoplol or oiTial) was
often juxtaposed with mention of “slanders”
(Bhaodnuiat), “insults” (AotSopiai), and “li-
bels” (SioafoAai),® and in non-legal contexts all
such terms could be mixed. While individuals
might defend their reputation in apologetic
mode (e.g., Isocrates, Antidosis), the genre was
also influential on the way that city-states com-
peted for honor. As we have seen, Josephus
places his work in the context of the polemics
of the ancient world, particularly those between
Greek city-states (Apion 1.220-22), and in that
context we find numerous cases of self-promo-
tion that also defend the relevant city against
slurs and accusations. Thus Isocrates’ panegyric
on Athens rebuts Spartan accusations against the
Athenian empire, and in an extended compari-
son with Sparta levels charges against Sparta in
return (Panath. 37, 61-73, 88-111). Dionysius
of Halicarnassus opens his eulogy of the city of
Rome with reference to hostile claims that it was
founded by barbarians and vagabonds (4nt.
rom. 1.4.2; 1.5.2-3; cf. 1.89.1), claims that he
rebuts with a long alternative narrative.>* Simi-
lar apologetic elements appear in Aristides’ de-
fense of Athens (Or. 1.282, 302-12). In this ex-
tended, non-legal, sense, “apologetic” seems a
suitable label for such explicit and direct re-
sponse to rhetorical assault, although in all these
works it is only one element within a larger (en-
comiastic) whole, not the defining characteristic
of the text as a whole.

3 E.g., Demosthenes, Cor. 3-8; Ps.-Aristotle
[Anamimenes], Rhet. Alex. 1436b—1438a. Within a
Josephan passage, note the juxtaposition of o1 Tio (4nt.
16.100, 104, 117, 119) and StoBolr} (4nt. 16.101, 108,
112, 113, 121, 134); cf. Apion 1.53 (kaTnyopla Kol
StoBoAn).

3 See Balch 1982, though he exaggerates the ex-
tent to which this account of Rome’s origins is apolo-
getic. Apart from this opening comment, references to
critics of Rome are extremely rare (cf. 2.8.3-4).
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Although it is common for scholars to use the
term “apologetic” in looser and more nebulous
ways, it seems sensible to operate with a tighter
definition along the lines discussed thus far.
When the term becomes used for any form of
self-justification or explanation, whether ad-
dressed to outsiders or to one’s own group, it has
become too vague to be useful.’® It seems best
to define “apologetic” as defense that is a) di-
rectly formulated against explicit accusations
(legal charges or non-legal slurs), and b) di-
rected towards observers (rather than “insid-
ers”), at least at the level of the rhetoric (the
actual or intended audience is another matter).%°
We should note that, in these terms, “apolo-
getic” motifs/passages may be present within a
text that is not itself defined by this genre; only
where a text is dominated by this strategy of
defense is it suitable to describe it as an “apol-
ogy” in the proper sense.”’

35 Mader 2000: 147-57 speaks of War as “two-way
apologetic” (to both Romans and Judeans), but only in
the broad sense that it addresses their various miscon-
ceptions. F. Young 1999 operates with an extremely
broad definition in order to include all the products of
the Christian Greek “apologists” of the second century;
but it would be better to clarify that many of them did
not write “apologies” in anything like the technical
sense. Sterling’s definition of “apologetic historio-
graphy” (in which he includes Josephus’ Antiquities) is
similarly broad: “the story of a subgroup of people in
an extended prose narrative written by a member of the
group who follows the group’s own traditions but
Hellenizes them in an effort to establish the identity of
the group within the setting of the larger world” (1992:
17). This has lost touch with the core notion of response
to criticisms or charges. Cf. the discussion in Schréder
1996: 138-41.

36 S, Price 1999 insists on this “exoteric” criterion
as essential for a work to be classed as “apologetic.”
This makes good sense, as it stays close to the context
of the defense speech before a judge or jury, though we
should note that such address to outsiders may be a fic-
tion constructed by the text. But it is possible to argue
that this second criterion is not essential to the notion
of “apologetic.”

7 Of course, the passion for classification can itself
become a straightjacket. As Newsom comments: “Texts
do not ‘belong’ to genres so much as participate in
them, invoke them, gesture to them, play in and out of

By the nature of the case, works that are pri-
marily apologetic (as defined above) are likely
to contain elements of polemics and encomium
(“propaganda”). As rhetoricians recognized, an
effective method of self-defense is to go on the
offensive against one’s accusers, such that
apologetic will often include invective (though
not all invective is “apologetic™). It was also rec-
ognized that to stand always on the back foot,
defending oneself against criticism, could be
seen as a sign of weakness; sometimes it was
appropriate to take a more positive stand and to
promote or eulogize what the opposition had
attempted to denigrate.’® Thus, although “apol-
ogy” and “encomium” were distinct rhetorical
genres, as part of a total apologetic strategy it
was not surprising to find defenders of a cause
waxing lyrical on whatever was under attack.>

With these observations, and on the basis of
this definition, we may conclude that Apion, as
analysed above, may be classified as an example
of “apology.” That it contains polemics and an
extended passage whose content is most like an
encomium (2.145-286) is no obstacle to this
classification; the work as a whole is placed
within the framework of, and dominated by, de-
fense against explicit accusations (some legal,
some not), and is directed, at the rhetorical level,
at “outsiders” (1.3; 2.296). It stands in the tradi-
tion of the defense speech (real or fictional), as
adapted for use in the rivalries between city-
states of the Mediterranean world, though it is

them, and in so doing continually change them. Texts
may participate in more than one genre, just as they
may be marked in an exaggerated or in a deliberately
subtle fashion” (2003: 12). Nonetheless, in order to
appreciate this flexibility and creativity, one has to
identify first the genre(s) in which the relevant text
participates.

38 See again, Demosthenes, Cor. 3-4; cf. Quintilian,
Inst. 5.13.53 (first refute the opposition, then present
one’s own case). Plato’s Apology spends as much time
advocating Socrates’ philosophy as defending him
against charges. Josephus reports the combination of
“apology” and “encomium” in Nicolas’ account of the
life of Herod (4nt. 16.86).

% Conversely, an encomium could contain many
elements of apologetic; Isocrates complained that
Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen would be better termed an
“apology” (Hel. Enc. 10.14).
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the only known example of such inter-state ri-
valry that is dominated by this defensive stance
and classifiable, as a text, as an “apology.”®® We
know of no Judean precursor: none of the frag-
ments of Philo (?) sometimes mentioned in this
connection would fit our definition of “apol-
ogy.”®! Of later Christian works, the closest par-
allel is Origen’s Contra Celsum, in its direct re-
buttal of specific accusations, though some
other works bear more or less “apologetic” fea-
tures.®?

To class Josephus’ Apion as an “apology” is
not yet to say anything about the reality of the
charges here addressed, or of the audience here
implied. In principle it is quite possible for an
author to invent accusations in order to rebut
them, or to rake up old issues that have no cur-
rent impact, for the sake of a rhetorical treatise;
such was the staple of rhetorical exercises
(controversiae) in the schools. It is also possible

% One could speculate why: would it have appeared
a sign of weakness to spend so much of one’s time re-
futing accusations against one’s city or nation? The
appearance of whole texts dominated by this strategy,
such as Apion and some later Christian examples, may
be a reflection of the vulnerability of the causes they
represent.

61 We know nothing about the work Eusebius enti-
tles “On Behalf of Judeans” (Hist. eccl. 2.18.6). Euse-
bius introduces a passage from Philo on the Essenes
(Praep. ev. 8.11.1) as derived from his “apology on
behalf of the Judeans™ (8.10.19), but nothing in the text
cited even remotely fits the genre (there is no mention
of criticisms at all). Fragments from the Hypothetica (on
their authorship, see Appendix 5) are introduced by the
claim that Philo makes this argument “on behalf of
Judeans as if towards their accusers” (UTep louSaicov
WS TPOS KATNYOPOUS aUTWV, Praep. ev. 8.5.11), but
this may be Eusebius’ own loose categorization of the
work. The fragments themselves display a diatribe style
(raising possible objections in the form of “you may
say” or “you may ask,” e.g., 6.2; 7.11). There is one
report of insults against Moses (6.2), but the author does
not speak as an advocate of the Judeans (they are spo-
ken of in the third person, not the first), and the work
does not seem to be structured or dominated by re-
sponse to criticism. The genre is that of a philosophical
dialogue, not an apology. See Keeble 1991: 44-52;
Goodman 1999: 48-49.

62 See the essays by Rajak, Young, Price, Frede, and
Edwards in Edwards, Goodman, and Price 1999.

that the implied audience, constructed in the
text, is different from the intended audience (the
people whom Josephus really hoped to hear or
read this work). Such matters cannot be judged
adequately from within the text itself, whose
constructed world might or might not corre-
spond to social reality. To approach such ques-
tions, we need to know about the historical con-
text in which Apion was written, and the likely
intentions of its author within that context.

6. Political and Social Context in Rome

Given the uncertainty concerning the date of
Apion (see above, § 3), its political context cer-
tainly includes, but cannot be limited to the last
years of Domitian (94-96 CE). Attention must
also be paid to the reign of Nerva (96-98 CE)
and the early years of Trajan (98-117 CE) since
the treatise could have been written at any time
between 94 and ca. 105 CE. In the absence of
precise chronological markers, the work must be
placed in a general context regarding the per-
ception of Judeans in Rome since the Judean
Revolt. Thus our discussion will include the spe-
cial place of Judeans within Flavian ideology,
the particular circumstances of Domitian’s rule,
the changes after his assassination, and the repu-
tation of Judeans in Rome throughout this pe-
riod.

The Flavian dynasty, founded by Vespasian
(69-79 CE) after the chaos of the Civil War,
drew considerable political capital, even a de-
gree of its legitimacy, from the military success
of Vespasian and Titus in the Judean War. Al-
though the War had not expanded the empire’s
boundaries but merely suppressed a provincial
revolt, the lavish celebration of a triumph in
Rome in June 71 CE (fully described by Jose-
phus in War 7.123-62) indicates the importance
of this War in establishing the new imperial era.
The Flavians exploited to the full the propa-
ganda benefits of the victory in Judea. The is-
sue of Judea Capta coins, the celebration of the
War in prose and poetry, the construction of the
Temple of Peace (75 CE), in which were dis-
played the objects from the Jerusalem Temple,
the construction of a triumphal arch in the Cir-
cus Maximus, whose inscription lauded Titus’
subjugation of the Judean people, and of a sec-
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ond triumphal arch to Titus on the Velia (very
near to the Forum), with its panel depicting the
triumph and the apotheosis of Titus, even the
construction of the Colosseum “from the spoils
of war”—all these signal how Flavian honor was
built on the foundation of Judean defeat.®® This
is not to say that every Judean shared equally in
the disgrace. Agrippa II continued to be honored
in the imperial court, the Herodian princess
Berenice was favored by Titus (until he became
emperor, 79 CE), and Josephus himself was
given minor favors by Vespasian, continued by
his successors, no doubt for predicting Vespa-
sian’s rise to power and assisting the Romans at
the difficult siege of Jerusalem.®* But Josephus’
effort to write a more “balanced” account of the
Judean War was occasioned, at least in part, by
the strong current of vilification that Judeans
endured in the aftermath of the Revolt (War
1.2). Although Domitian was not personally in-
volved in the War, his accession to power (81
CE) did not lessen the Flavian bias in this re-
spect: he had written poetry on the destruction
of Jerusalem (Valerius Flaccus, Arg. 1.12-13),
was responsible for completing and dedicating
the arch to Titus on the Velia, and energetically
propagated the mythologies of the Flavian
gens.% The political atmosphere did not favor
respect for the Judean people and their culture.

The particular conditions of Domitian’s rule
(81-96 CE) are not easy to evaluate: our sources

3 See now Millar 2005 for a full discussion. Barnes
describes the Judean victory as providing “the equiva-
lent of a foundation myth for the Flavian dynasty”
(2005: 129).

6 On the Herodians in Flavian Rome, see D.
Schwartz 2005; on Agrippa II and Berenice, Dio Cassius
66.15.3-4; 18.1 (Barclay 1996a: 308-9). Josephus’ own
privileges are listed in Life 422-29 and discussed by
Mason 2001 ad loc. Apart from political protection
against a number of opponents, they amount to rela-
tively little in terms of imperial favor (citizenship, land,
house, and pension; see Mason 1998: 74-78; Cotton
and Eck 2005: 38-40). Josephus was known to Roman
authors as the Judean who predicted Vespasian’s rise to
imperial power (Suetonius, Vesp. 5.9; Dio 66.1.4). On
his relationship to Titus, see Yavetz 1975.

% On his temples to the Flavian gens, the Templum
Vespasiani et Titi, and the Templum Divorum see Grif-
fin 2000a: 57.

are highly problematic, being written mostly in
hindsight, out of grievance, in the aftermath
of a damnatio memoriae, and in justification
of a new regime interested in exaggerating the
crimes of a discredited “tyrant.” It is even hard
to establish a sense of chronology: for some
sources there are turning points, after which the
regime descended into a reign of terror, for oth-
ers Domitian’s rule constituted one long 15-year
era of “slavery.”® It is likely that Domitian’s
meticulous and sometimes oppressive attention
to detail was a constant feature of his reign, but
his sense of insecurity and his autocratic reac-
tion to hints of criticism probably increased in
the last years of his rule.%” For our purposes, two
phenomena are of particular importance, the
exaction of the fiscus [udaicus and the high-
profile trials and executions of the last years of
the regime.

In humiliating the Judean people after the
Revolt, Vespasian had diverted the annual Ju-
dean temple tax to the coffers of the fiscus lu-
daicus, and made it now payable by all Judeans,
male and female, throughout the empire.®® Ac-
cording to Suetonius, Domitian took care to ap-
ply this mode of taxation with great severity
(acerbissime, Dom. 12.2) and used informers to
root out those who had hitherto evaded it.®
Suetonius mentions two categories of supposed
tax-dodgers: 1) those considered to live the
“Judean life” without admitting themselves to be
Judeans (qui inprofessi ludaicam viverent vitam);
and ii) those who hid their origins to avoid the

66 Tacitus, Agr. 2-3. Suetonius, Domitian, divides
the reign into two parts, with the revolt of Saturninus
(89 CE) as the turning point. The notorious senatorial
executions, which Suetonius groups into a single list
(Dom. 10), may have been spread more evenly across
the period than he suggests.

67 For recent discussion see Jones 1992; Southern
1997; Griffin 2000a. Jones 1996 provides an historical
commentary on Suetonius, Domitian.

%8 Josephus, War 7.218; Dio Cassius 66.7.2; see
Barclay 1996a: 76-78.

% He relates the trial and stripping of a 90-year old
man (to see if he was circumcised) when he himself was
adulescentulus; since he was an adulescens in 88 CE,
this probably suggests that the tax regime was tightened
from the mid 80s (Jones 1992: 76; Williams 1990: 204).
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tax levied on their people (dissimulata origine
imposita genti tributa non pependissent). Al-
though these two categories have been variously
interpreted, it is most likely that the first includes
people who adopted Judean customs, with how-
ever great or little interest in Judean culture, or
could be conveniently charged with doing so;
the second seems to embrace Judeans by birth
who had become apostates.”’ The rigorous ex-
action of this tax may have something to do
with Domitian’s passion for administrative effi-
ciency and the financial needs of a regime that
had greatly increased military pay and was com-
mitted to massively expensive building works.”!
But that this tax was so enthusiastically pursued,
and applied to those suspected of being closet
Judaizers, indicates an atmosphere in which
Judean culture was the target of particular and
hostile attention, and where it was no longer a
joke to be thought of as “Judean” by abstaining
from pork or not working on the sabbath/day of
Saturn.””> When we find Nerva issuing coins im-
mediately after his accession (96 CE) celebrat-
ing the end of malicious accusations relating to
this tax (FISCI IUDAICI CALUMNIA SUBLATA),
it becomes clear that informers’ enthusiasm for
“unmasking” non-payers had affected a suffi-

70 For further discussion, see Barclay 1996a: 311;
Smallwood 1956; 1981: 371-75; Williams 1990. An
alternative reading of Suetonius, which has both cat-
egories refer to circumcised peregrini and apostate
Judeans (who hid either their Judean practices or their
Judean origins) has been advanced (Thompson 1982,
followed by Goodman 1989), but makes less sense.

71" Suetonius places the Judean tax issue in the con-
text of Domitian’s economic policies (Dom. 12.1). On
Domitian’s finances, see Jones 1992: 72-79; Griffin
2000a: 69-76.

72 The point is rightly emphasized by Williams
1990. In an earlier age Augustus could quip that he
fasted on the sabbath as rigorously as a Judean
(Suetonius, Aug. 76.2). In a more hostile atmosphere,
Seneca’s father was worried lest his son’s vegetarianism
be interpreted as sympathy with a foreign cult (Ep.
108.22). On the persistent possibilities for confusion
between the Judean sabbath and “Saturn’s day” (in-
creasingly regarded as an unlucky day for work), see
Barclay 1996a: 296-97.

cient number of the Roman population to be
widely known and considered (retrospectively)
a public scandal.”® During Domitian’s principate
it appears that the adoption by Romans of
Judean customs (in appearance or reality) could
be costly, both financially and socially.

This impression is strengthened by some as-
pects of the trials and executions that took place
at the end of Domitian’s reign. There can be no
doubt that the motivations for these trials was
primarily political: Domitian was particularly
ruthless in snuffing out threats to his rule or criti-
cisms of his person. At possibly quite an early
point in his principate he had T. Flavius Sabinus
executed; as a cousin and the husband of Titus’
daughter, he was a potential rival for power.”*
After the revolt of Saturninus (January 89 CE),
Domitian had good reason to fear a challenge to
his power, and his position as the childless repre-
sentative of a dynasty now losing popularity
began to look dangerously similar to that
of Nero. The trials in 92/93 CE of Arulenus
Rusticus and Herennius Senecio, both senior
senators, concerned their publication of eulogis-
tic biographies of Thrasea Paetus (condemned to
death by Nero) and Helvidius Priscus (executed
by Vespasian); any advocacy of opposition to
the principate could be heard as opposition to its
present occupant.”” By the same token, philoso-
phers who took their Stoicism to license “free-
dom of speech” or withdrawal from the political
domain came under suspicion, and a number
were expelled from Rome in the early 90s.7® A
farce taken to be a criticism of the emperor’s

73 For the coins, see Mattingly 1936 (nos. 15, 17,
19); for recent discussion, Goodman 2005.

74 Suetonius, Dom. 10.4; see Jones 1992: 44-47,
187; 1996: 94-95; Southern 1997: 42-44; on the date,
Syme 1983: 131.

75 Suetonius, Dom. 10.3; Tacitus, Agr. 2.1; 45.1-2;
Dio 67.13.2. Cf. the banishment and execution of
Epaphroditus, the freedman of Nero who had helped
him commit suicide (Suetonius, Dom. 14.4; Dio
67.14.4-5; see note to “Epaphroditus” at 1.1).

76 Suetonius, Dom 10.3; Tacitus, Agr. 2.2; Aulus
Gellius, Noct. att. 15.11.4 (Epictetus); Pliny, Ep. 3.11.3
(Artemidorus). For the date (perhaps 93 CE), see Jones
1992: 119-20, 189; 1996: 93. As Jones points out,
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marriage, criticism of his gladiators, even jokes
about his baldness, could be punished severely
by an increasingly sensitive and capricious em-
peror.”’

In this context we should understand the tri-
als of T. Flavius Clemens and his wife Flavia
Domitilla (95 CE), and the exile then execution
(95 CE) of M. Acilius Glabrio, as a reflex of
the emperor’s political vulnerability. Flavius Cle-
mens was another cousin of Domitian’s, and
married to Flavia Domitilla, Domitian’s niece;
more importantly, two of their sons had been
adopted by Domitian as his heirs, placing their
parents in a precariously prominent position.
Clemens was made consul at the start of 95 CE
(for the second time), but later that year was
executed, according to Suetonius “on the slight-
est of suspicions” (ex tenuissima suspicione,
Dom. 15.1). We owe to Dio the notice that the
charge against them was of “atheism” (&6eo-
TMs), a charge on which many others were con-
demned who drifted into Judean customs (¢s T
T3V louSaiwv nBn eEokeAhovTes, 67.14.1-2).
In the same connection, Dio adds reference to
the execution of Glabrio, who was accused of
“the same crimes as most of the others” and of
fighting with wild beasts as a gladiator.”® It is
hard to make much of such disparate remarks,
though it seems that if “Judean customs” were

Domitian was opposed not to philosophy as such, but
to the use of Stoicism as a vehicle for insolence or a
rationale for defiance (1992: 121-22; cf. Griffin 2000a:
67). For this reason, the argument of Haaland (2005)
that Josephus toned down use of “philosophical” lan-
guage in describing Judean culture in Apion, in reac-
tion to the Roman atmosphere in the last years of
Domitian’s reign, is not wholly convincing.

77 The farce was composed by Helvidius Priscus
(younger), of notorious senatorial pedigree (Suetonius,
Dom. 10.4; Jones 1996: 93-94). For criticism of
Domitian’s gladiators, see Pliny, Pan. 33.3-4; of his
baldness, Suetonius, Dom. 18.2. But such stories, em-
phasizing trivial causes of offense, may have been in-
vented or exaggerated when it became politically
opportune to contrast “freedom” under the new regime
with the “slavery” endured under its predecessor.

78 Dio 67.14.3; cf. Suetonius, Dom. 10.1-2 (sus-
pected of revolutionary intentions); see Jones 1992:
184; 1996: 88.

at issue here, they were a pretext for trials moti-
vated by political insecurity.”” But when Dio
adds later that Nerva released those who were
on trial for acéReta (Latin equivalent: maiestas)
and forbade accusations regarding either coe-
Belar or “the Judean life” (" louSaikos Plos,
68.1.2), we have the sense that a number of
treason trials in the last years of Domitian’s reign
were bound up in some way with accusations of
closet Judaizing.

The precise connection here is not easily dis-
cerned. Was it charged that Judaizing encour-
aged refusal to recognize the Roman Gods, and
thus also the imperial cult assiduously cultivated
by Domitian?%® Or was adoption of Judean cul-
ture regarded as an affront to the representative
of a dynasty that had come to power by defeat-
ing these rebellious subjects? In any case,
amidst the political (and perhaps financial) mo-
tivations for such trials, we must include the
perception by informers and imperial agents that
the emperor found “Judean customs” a despi-
cable attribute of high-status Romans.?! Litera-

7 Williams suggests (1990: 208, n. 89) that Sue-
tonius’ comment on Clemens’ contemptissima inertia
may reflect some tenuous connection with the observ-
ance of the Judean sabbath; cf. Jones 1992: 47-48, 117-
18 and Griffin 2000a: 68, who also take the connection
with Judean customs to have been relatively superficial.

80 aoePera could reflect any sleight to the dignity
of the emperor. aBeoTns suggests a disavowal of Ro-
man cults, but we do not know how this was connected
to charges of “Judean customs,” especially when the
victims were senators or even consuls who regularly
displayed their loyalty to Roman rites. But Tacitus’
perception that proselytes learned (among other things)
contemnere deos (Hist. 5.5.2) may be relevant here; see
further below. On Domitian’s cultivation of the Flavian
gens, see above; he was also particularly devoted to the
goddess Minerva (Jones 1992: 99-100). To what extent
he promoted recognition of his own divinity (“Domi-
nus ac Deus”) is a matter of some dispute (Jones 1992:
108-9; Griffin 2000a: 81-82); the issue may have been
exaggerated by later sources.

81 See the cogent analysis of Williams 1990, who
points out that the treason trials, in which lives were
lost for “drifting into Judean ways,” concerned people
of a very different social level than those affected by
the tax-trials for the fiscus Iudaicus.
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ture produced during the reign of Domitian to
flatter or amuse the emperor bears out this im-
pression: Martial makes persistent mockery of
Judeans, and especially their habit of circumci-
sion,% while Quintilian, tutor to Domitian’s
adopted heirs, remarks on the hatred directed at
Moses, the founder of “the Judean supersti-
tion,” who formed a people “ruinous to others”
(perniciosa ceteris, 3.7.21). We do not have to
postulate some imperial conspiracy against Ju-
deans, but may still surmise that the emperor
harbored and encouraged a “deep antagonism
towards the Jews and their ways.”%?

The assassination of Domitian (18™ Septem-
ber 96 CE) and the installation of Nerva as
emperor brought some immediate changes, ad-
vertised by the new emperor in condemnation of
his predecessor. Many of those expelled (e.g.,
philosophers) were recalled, the tax-trials for the
fiscus Iudaicus were halted, with public an-
nouncement on imperial coinage (see above)
and, according to Dio, Nerva “released all who
were on trial for acéBeiar and restored the exiles,

and no persons were permitted to accuse
anybody of oc€Reiar or of a Judean mode of
life” (68.1.2). This public reversal of policy was
part of the dramatic repudiation of the “tyrant”
Domitian, but it does not appear to represent a
particularly favorable stance towards Judeans.®*

82 For Martial on circumcision, see especially the
poems in Book 7 (dedicated to Domitian): 7.30.5; 35.3-
4; 82.5-6. Williams rightly emphasizes the prevalence
of his abuse of Judeans, male and female, in relation to
the destruction of Jerusalem, the sabbath, and poverty,
as well as circumcision (1990: 197, 205).

8 Williams 1990: 211. The rabbinic evidence con-
cerning the vulnerability of a proselyte, Onkelos, the
death of a senator, Keti’ah bar Shalom, and the visit of
four rabbis to Rome (on hearing of a threat to expel all
Judeans from the Roman empire) is discussed in
Smallwood 1956: 8-10. Its historical value is doubtful,
but it may reflect the memory of an atmosphere in
Domitian’s Rome particularly hostile to Judeans.

8 On Nerva’s wide-ranging reversals of his pred-
ecessor’s abuses, the advertised arrival of “Libertas
Restituta,” and his cherished reputation for “mildness,”
see Griffin 2000b: 84-88. But the propagandistic em-
phasis on change masks the degree of continuity be-
tween the principate of Domitian and that of his

It reassured senators that their private lives
would not be subject to the same scrutiny, or
charges trumped up against them, but there was
no change in imperial policy towards Judeans as
such: the fiscus Iudaicus continued to be col-
lected (without the use of “malicious charges”),
and the Jerusalem temple remained in ruins. It
is hard to imagine a sudden swelling of Judean
hopes. Although Nerva was not bound to the
Flavian celebration of the Judean War, he was
hardly likely to allow the reconstruction of the
temple in Jerusalem, a central focus for Judean
national loyalty whose reconstruction could di-
minish the assimilation of Judeans throughout
the empire.®®> In any case, everyone knew that
the ageing Nerva was a temporary stop-gap, and
when he adopted his heir, Trajan, as early as
November 97 CE, Judeans could hardly antici-
pate bias in their favor: the coming emperor was
the son of M. Ulpius Trajanus, a legionary com-
mander in the Judean War alongside Titus.3°
We have two main literary sources for conser-
vative opinion about Judeans in Rome during
the last years of the first century CE and the
beginning of the second: the satirist Juvenal and
the historian Tacitus. For all their differences
they reveal in common an attitude of scorn and
amused disdain, sometimes shading into resent-
ment directed at the “contrary” and ‘“absurd”

successors, Nerva and Trajan (Griffin 2000b: 98, 106-
8).

85 See Rives 2005 on the rationale for the Roman
policy towards the Jerusalem temple. The notice in
Barn. 16:3-4 regarding future reconstruction of the tem-
ple has been taken by some to reflect Judean hopes
during the reign of Nerva (e.g., Carleton Paget 1994:
17-28). But the hopes expressed there seem vague, and
the connection with Nerva is made only via a question-
able reading of Barn. 4:3-5. Nerva’s cessation of the
trials did not signal the end of the tax itself, which
seems to presuppose the non-existence of the temple in
Jerusalem (to which the equivalent tax was formerly
directed). For general Judean hopes regarding the tem-
ple, see note to “God” at 2.193.

8 See Goodman 2005: 176-77. The father was made
a consul by Vespasian and governed Syria 73-77 CE;
the son gained military experience in the East (as mili-
tary tribune) under his father during the early 70s. On
Nerva’s reign and the question of succession, see
Grainger 2003.
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Judean customs that they took so little trouble to
understand.?” Juvenal associates Judeans with
the “effluent” from the East, and typecasts them
as impoverished beggars and fortune-tellers
(Sat. 3.10-18, 296; 6.542-47). The Herodian
family are in a different social class, but they
too can be mocked for their peculiar customs
regarding sabbaths and pork (6.153-60). In a
neat vignette (14.96-106), Juvenal weaves a
composite critique of Judean peculiarity: they
worship nothing but the heavens, abstain from
pork, laze around on the sabbath, and practice
circumcision. All of these customs Juvenal
traces to Moses and his “arcane volume” of law
that teaches Judeans to be hostile to anyone
apart from themselves (14.103-4), and induces
converts to despise the Roman laws.®

Tacitus raises all these issues, and adds
more.? He opens his mini-ethnography (written
ca. 107 CE) with an account of Judean origins,
a topic of not merely “academic” interest, since
certain versions conferred honor, while others
(including the one he describes at length) depict
a diseased offshoot of the Egyptian people,
whose desert wanderings explain bizarre cus-
toms such as worship of an ass and abstention
from the scabrous pig (Hist. 5.2-4).°° Tacitus’
report is not all invective: he inserts subtle ad-
miration of the more “philosophical” features of
Judean religious tradition (their contempt for
death and imageless worship of God, 5.5.3-4).
But he shows no respect for Moses, who sneak-
ily gained unique influence over future genera-
tions by introducing customs totally at odds with

87 See Barclay 1996a: 313-15; Schifer 1997a: 183-
92. Gruen (2002: 41-53) rightly questions whether
these sources express fear or alarm about Judeans, but
notes their mocking tone.

88 Cf. the fortune-teller’s interpretation of “the laws
of Solyma” (Sat. 6.564). The contemporary Epictetus
also notices Judean food laws (Diss. 1.11.12-13; 22.4;
cf. Plutarch, Quaest. conv. 4.5).

8 Besides the commentary in Stern, see Bloch 2000
with further bibliography.

% Of the six version he outlines, only this last is
treated at length and implicitly accorded credence, in
explaining Judean customs. Of the other options, men-
tion by Homer (as the famous “Solymi”) would give the
Judeans an “illustrious origin” (clara initia, Hist. 5.2.3).

other cultures (5.4.1). Indeed, it is this sense of
contrariety that is most prominent throughout
Tacitus’ account: the Judeans regard as profane
all that “we” hold sacred, and permit all that
“we” abhor (5.4.1). Sabbath rest (indolence),
fasting, abstention from pork, anti-Egyptian
rites, and worship of the ass are all brought un-
der this heading, and connected via ludicrous
etiology to an Egyptian account of the exodus.
Other features, too, emphasize Judean isolation-
ism: they use circumcision only to distinguish
themselves from others (5.5.2), and they forti-
fied Jerusalem heavily in anticipation of the
wars that would arise from their policy of differ-
ence (5.12.2). This difference is in fact a sign of
hostility: they will neither eat nor sleep with oth-
ers, being extremely loyal to one another, but
displaying towards all others an aggressive ha-
tred (sed adversus omnes alios hostile odium,
5.5.1). In this connection, Tacitus particularly
excoriates the “worst people” (pessimus quis-
que) who abandon their own traditions and used
to send money to Jerusalem: such change from
ancestral customs, repudiating the Gods and
disowning country and family, was bound to
shock a conservative mind that put such pre-
mium on religious, national, and familial tradi-
tion (5.5.2).

It would be misleading to suggest that such
xenophobia and snide disdain were directed
uniquely, or even to an atypical degree, against
Judeans. One could cite more and equally dam-
ning comments about Egyptians, Greeks, and
Germans: in fact, almost any ethnic group could
form a convenient target for satirical ire or con-
servative outrage.’! Nor should we assume that
the hostility towards Judeans displayed by these
sources was representative of Romans in gen-
eral. From the very fact that it caused them an-
noyance, we can tell that there were other Ro-
mans who found Judean customs attractive, who
observed sabbaths, abstained from pork and
even, after a time, got themselves circumcised
(to become proselytes). It is often difficult to tell
how much such “Judaizing” was actual and how
much simply the interpretation of others (hostile

91 See Isaac 2004 on the range of ancient prejudice
(though his label “racism” is anachronistic).
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charge or wishful thinking), and where it was
actual, to what degree it expressed genuine at-
traction to Judean culture and to what degree a
skin-deep, selective, or socially convenient fash-
ion. But we need not doubt that there was a pen-
umbra of supportive non-Judeans in Rome, and
some real proselytes, the fruit of a sustained and
profound engagement with Judean culture. Nev-
ertheless, the witness of Juvenal and Tacitus,
following the evidence from the principate of
Domitian, suggests that there was a strong intel-
lectual current of hostility towards Judeans, that
it was socially respectable to ridicule Judean
culture, and that there was no sea-change in this
mood after the death of Domitian, however
much the change of emperor brought to an end
particular causes of nuisance or danger.

We may conclude from this and from other
relevant evidence that Judean culture was most
interesting, and most controversial, in Rome in
relation to three topics:

1. Judean origins: Tacitus’ canvassing of six
variants regarding Judean origins indicates that
multiple versions circulated in intellectual cir-
cles, many convenient because they served etio-
logical purposes, “explaining” unusual or amus-
ing Judean habits (see Appendix 3). Behind
Tacitus’ account we can detect the influence of
Egyptian tales regarding a diseased element of
the Egyptian population, stories with long pedi-
grees and complex accretions that are also
partly visible in Josephus’ Apion. These tales
could be significant simply for the honor or dis-
honor they conveyed, but they could also bear
the burden of a particular philosophical concern.
There is patchy but sufficient evidence to sug-
gest that the late first century CE witnessed an
upsurge of interest in purportedly ancient east-
ern nations, whose records could predate and
correct those of Greece: alternative accounts of
the Trojan War were circulating in Josephus’ life-
time, and Philo of Byblos (64-141 CE) gained
credence for his claim to “discover” an ancient
Phoenician source.”” For contemporary Stoic
philosophers this was a matter of particular im-
portance: ancient peoples might preserve a truer

92 See Bowersock 1994: 43-48; Attridge & Oden
1981.

and purer form of wisdom, however enigmati-
cally expressed.” If Judeans were merely an
offshoot of the Egyptian populace, they had no
independent claim to wisdom; if they were a
distinct ancient nation, their challenging cultural
claims had the right to be treated very seriously.
In other words, Judean antiquity and origins
were not merely a matter of historical interest,
but carried significant implications for the value
of the Judean tradition as a whole.

2. Judean customs: Judean cultural difference
was certainly noted in Rome, often derided, and
sometimes regarded as a sign of moral deprav-
ity. As we have seen, certain customs were stock
topics for comment: sabbath-observance, ab-
stention from pork, fasting, aniconic worship,
and circumcision. These could be variously ex-
plained, by reference to the exodus or to the
peculiar Judean penchant for difference. While
they could bear a harmless interpretation, they
were vulnerable to negative judgment: the sab-
bath rest could be represented as mere laziness,
aniconic worship a snub to the Gods. Moral op-
probrium could fall on Moses, the founder of the
nation and originator of these laws, or on his
contemporary followers who were stupid or con-
trary enough to maintain his traditions. In either
case, Judean culture was an alien phenomenon,
always potentially laughable, and sometimes the
object of moral disgust.

3. Judean exclusiveness: That Judeans were
not only different, but were deliberately so, was
noted, and sometimes resented, by Roman ob-
servers. This could rankle at various levels. So-
cially, their isolationism, in meals and marriage,
could be taken to represent rank incivility, a
stubborn rejection of normal rules of social in-
tercourse; the rumor could circulate that Judeans
could never be trusted to show you the way.
Politically, their famous aniconism could pass
unnoticed, or could be turned against Judeans as
a sign of their insubordination: not paying re-

9 For Chaeremon, see Frede 1989. The point is de-
veloped, in application to Judeans, in Boys-Stones
2001, who shows that this development in Stoic phi-
losophy has direct relevance to the questions about
Judean antiquity lying behind Apion; see further note
to “historians” at 1.2.
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spect to the emperors in the normal way (non
Caesaribus honor, Tacitus, Hist. 5.5.4) may not
be treated as a gross offense by Tacitus, but it
could be turned into a charge of “atheism” or
maiestas in hostile political circumstances, or
used as evidence of Judean disaffection from the
Roman state. The change required of pros-
elytes—their adoption of utterly new loyalties
and laws—suggested that Judeans were intracta-
bly unassimilable in the Roman empire, repre-
sentatives of laws and customs that could not be
“Romanized” and might be regarded as funda-
mentally “unRoman.”

Placed in this context, Josephus’ Apion is
clearly of some contemporary relevance, even if
not evenly or always directly so. We cannot as-
sume that every issue addressed by Josephus is
of live importance to his contemporaries: the
rhetorical practice of apologetic can thrive
through the construction of artificial or outdated
targets. Indeed, there are several features of the
text that might make us suspect that Josephus’
“critics” are sometimes straw men, and his po-
lemics manufactured.”* Those accused of doubt-
ing Judean antiquity (1.2) are suspiciously
anonymous, and their charge (that Judeans were
not worthy of mention, or that they were “re-
cent” or “very recent,” 1.2, 58; 2.288) is vari-
ously worded. The inclusion of an encomium on
Judean culture within the genre of apologetic
(2.145-286) lends itself to the concoction of
possibly spurious ‘“charges,” justifying a reply
and otherwise invidious comparisons (see 2.150,
236-38). None of the critics named in the trea-
tise (most prominently Manetho, Chaeremon,
Lysimachus, Apion, and Apollonius Molon) was
alive in Josephus’ day, and none were Roman;
some of the authors he cites in his defense were
remarkably obscure. Some of the issues ad-
dressed in reply to them (e.g., the legend of an
annual ritual slaughter of a Greek, 2.89-96) had,
as far as we can tell, no currency in Josephus’
context, and some of the issues noted above, as
of live interest in Rome (notably circumcision,
food laws, and sabbath) receive little direct treat-
ment in this apology. Moreover, there is evi-

9 See Goodman 1999: 52-53; Gruen 2005.

dence for Josephus’ dependence on previous
sources (see Appendix 5), and thus some
grounds for suspecting that his choice of topics
is influenced by issues important in another time
and place.

Nonetheless, a moderate case can be made for

the claim that Apion is partially attuned to con-
temporary issues affecting Judeans in Rome, as
outlined above:
i) As Tacitus indicates, there were several ver-
sions of Judean origins current in Rome, but that
most widely believed (Hist. 5.3.1) related an
expulsion from Egypt by a diseased segment of
population. The tradition that Josephus discusses
(represented by Manetho, Chaeremon, Lysima-
chus, and Apion) was thus of contemporary in-
tellectual importance (there are especially close
parallels between Tacitus’ version and that of
Lysimachus) and not simply an antiquarian or
“Alexandrian” phenomenon.

ii) Even the question about Judean antiquity,
though unattributed in Josephus’ text, can be
shown to be more than an artificial construct
(even if it is rhetorically manipulated). The ques-
tion of honor that it entails, and its philosophi-
cal importance for contemporary Stoics, are
both of general relevance in Josephus’ day.”

iii) Both Chaeremon and Apion were active
and influential in Rome in the mid first-century
CE. As well as channeling their versions of
Egyptian legends into Roman literary circles,
they both brought Alexandrian complaints about
Judeans, social and political, to the attention of
Roman figures of power.”® Moreover, Alexan-
drian issues continued to concern Roman politi-
cians in the aftermath of the Judean War, as can
be dimly perceived in the fragmentary “Acts of
the Pagan Martyrs.””’

% See note to “historians” at 1.2.

% On the roles of Apion and Chaeremon in
Alexandrian delegations to (respectively) Gaius and
Claudius, see note to “scholar” at 2.2 and to “Chaere-
mon” at 1.288.

97 See Musurillo 1954 ; these might suggest a grow-
ing exasperation in Rome with Alexandrian civic lead-
ers, lending persuasive force to Josephus’ denigration
of Apion and dismissal of his complaints against
Judeans.
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iv) As we have seen, Judean customs were the
target of amusement and moral critique in
Josephus’ Rome: the opinion of Apollonius
Molon that the Mosaic law taught vice rather
than virtue (2.145) was very relevant to Jose-
phus’ contemporaries. In some cases, Josephus
spends less time than we might expect on the
hottest topics of debate. Circumcision is not
treated as a Judean distinctive because Josephus
is here committed to Herodotus’ view that it was
derived from Egypt (1.168-71; 2.142). Criticism
of Judean food laws, including abstention from
pork, is alluded to (2.137), but is wrapped up
more generally within the discussion of Judean
discipline in the daily habits of the home (2.174,
232-35). Sabbath observance is discussed in the
same context (2.174, 234), but is also defended
in relation to Agatharchides’ critique of Judean
passivity (1.209-12). On neither issue is Jose-
phus as defensive as we might expect; rather, he
is pleased to point out how such customs (in-
cluding fasting) have been adopted by others
(2.282).

v) Judean exclusiveness, a matter of serious
critique in Rome, is addressed directly by
Josephus in the course of his treatment of the
constitution (2.145-86). There he sets himself to
answer Apollonius Molon’s charge that Judeans
are “misanthropes” and “atheists” (2.148) and
the last third of this segment (2.236-86) is de-
voted to a philosophical and historical defense
of Judean policy towards non-Judeans and their
Gods. Correspondingly, the notable emphasis
on Judean dp1AavBpomia in the summary of the
laws (2.209-14) places stress on Judean open-
ness to outsiders who wish to share their cus-
toms, in full accord with the basic rules of civil-
ity in everyday life (2.211).

vi) The political sensitivities of Judean ab-
stention from the imperial cult are handled in
connection with Apion’s complaints (2.71-78),
and some effort is made to align Judeans with
Rome and the interests of the Roman empire
(e.g., 1.66; 2.33-64, 125-34). More generally,
there is evidence of a partial alignment in
Josephus’ presentation of Judean culture to the
values and virtues of Romanitas (see Appendix
6), indicating awareness of the particular Roman
context in which this apologetic is staged.

vii) Given the sensitivities at the end of Do-
mitian’s reign to the association between Ju-

deans and “atheism,” there is very immediate
relevance in Josephus’ citation of this charge in
relation to Apollonius Molon (2.148) and his
lengthy response (2.236-86). At the same time,
his glowing account of those who adopt Judean
customs in every city of the world (2.282-86)
clearly had contemporary relevance in Rome,
though it is impossible to tell whether this was
written when such Judaizing could render indi-
viduals liable to the fiscus ludaicus (i.e., before
September 96 CE), or represents a rise in confi-
dence after that date.

All this suggests that when Josephus decided
to write and publish 4pion, rather than the pro-
jected four-volume work on Customs and
Causes (see above, § 2), he was not simply re-
hashing older material irrelevant to his contem-
porary context. But the argument should not be
pushed too far in the other direction. As we have
seen, Josephus does not often address Roman
issues directly: he cites no Roman historians in
his discussion of historiography,”® mentions no
Roman critic of Judeans, compares Judeans with
no Roman legislation or constitution, and dis-
cusses the social location of Judeans in Alexan-
dria, not Rome. The text appears to be located
partly in the social and political conditions of
late first-century Rome, and partly in debates
and problematics of a different era and different
place.”® Such ambivalence should keep us alert
to the possible contemporary relevance of all
aspects of the treatise, but not driven to prove
that every detail has a Roman slant. This will
help us recognize the influence of earlier Helle-
nistic issues, and earlier Judean responses,
within Josephus’ work, while also noting its spe-
cial resonances within a Roman and a late first-
century context. It will also be germane to our
reconstruction of the audience and purpose of
the work, a matter to which we now turn.

9 Reference to any Roman authors is rare in the
Josephan corpus as a whole, but not wholly absent (cf.
Livy in Ant. 14.68). It is questionable to what extent
Josephus was able to read Latin; cf. Mason 2003b: 566.

9 Cf. the balanced conclusion on the relevance of
2.145-286 in Gerber 1997: 224-25.
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7. Audience and Purpose

Even when we have defined, as closely as pos-
sible, the social and political context of Apion, it
is another matter to determine its audience
(readers and/or hearers).!? To what circles did
Josephus have access in promulgating his work?
For which of these did he write it? And for what
purpose? These are remarkably difficult ques-
tions to answer, and not just because of the pau-
city of information about Josephus himself and
his social location in Rome. Although the logi-
cal intentions of the treatise are reasonably
clear—to prove the antiquity of Judeans, and to
answer a range of criticisms and derogatory sto-
ries—its pragmatic intentions (whom it was de-
signed to persuade of these matters, and for
what reason) are much harder to deduce. Con-
temporary readers have offered widely differing
suggestions. Was Apion written to the Gentile
world in general, or specifically to Roman read-
ers, or rather to fellow Judeans (in each case,
primarily or exclusively)? Was it designed to
remove the doubts and criticisms current among
non-Judean readers and to defend a beleaguered
Judean population in Rome against anti-Judean
slanders? Or was its purpose primarily positive,
to sing the praises of the Judean tradition, and
to earn it respect and admiration? Was it de-
signed to bolster the confidence of Judeans, and
provide them with replies to their critics? Was it
to demonstrate the superiority of the Judean
constitution and to win proselytes? Or does the
text have a personal agenda, in self-defense
against critics and skeptics?!0!

190 The oral production of texts (normally read
aloud) reminds us that “audience” involves “hearers” as
well as “readers.” But it is not clear that Josephus
moved in sufficiently exalted circles to have his works
“published” in literary readings, as was common in the
case of elite literature; see J. Price 2005: 104-5 and, on
the “publication” of literature in Rome, Fantham 1996.

101 Kasher 1996b: 150-57 (cf. Kasher 1997: 8-12)
proposes an extremely wide set of possible audiences
and purposes: to refute “the libelers of Jews in
Josephus’ day”; to correct readers adversely affected by
such libels; to instruct the innocent who did not know
the facts; to inform sympathetic Gentiles, by providing
“propaganda” about Judaism; to supply elite Judean
readers with “a manual of instruction in the defense of

Since the question of audience and intention
are logically separable, though related, I shall
discuss the issue of audience first; that should at
least clarify, and may reduce, the options re-
garding Josephus’ possible intentions.

7.1 Audience

If we distinguish, as we should, between the
world of the text (the implied author speaking to
an implied audience), and the world outside the
text (the real author with intentions to speak to
a real audience), we must immediately clarify
the different kinds of audience to which this
treatise may be directed. As a text strongly in-
fluenced by the rhetorical conventions of “apo-
logetic,” we should expect it to function with
many layers of address: it may address oppo-
nents directly through rhetorical apostrophe, but
may also speak beyond them to the “audience
as jury,” who are invited to judge the case being
discussed. Since the trial here is fictional, this
address to “the jury” may construct readers with
some freedom, choosing a particular set of val-
ues and perspectives to shape an ideal implied
audience. And this implied audience may or may
not correspond to the intended audience, those
Josephus the writer actually hoped might hear/
read this text.!%? Ancient readers were entirely
familiar with such a multilayered phenomenon:
it was obvious that those addressed in the text
(in its dramatic or fictional setting) were not nec-
essarily those addressed by the text (in the

the Jewish people and their values”; to head off slander
against Judeans in “government and administrative cir-
cles throughout the Roman empire”; and to provide
Hellenized Judeans throughout the Greco-Roman world
with “a guide in their arguments with enemies of the
Jews.” A specifically Roman focus is suggested by
Goodman 1999; a proselytizing purpose by Mason
1996; a more personal agenda by Gruen 2005. We shall
return to these options below. For what follows, see also
Gerber 1997: 89-93, although, in common with others,
she wrongly assumes that the implied audience and the
intended audience are one and the same.

102 Of course, in the event, none of these might cor-
respond to the actual audience, a matter beyond the
power of the text or of the author to determine; that is
certainly important for the afterlife of this text, but it is
a topic we can defer till later, § 8.
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real-life world of the author).!% We should thus

distinguish at least three layers, or types, of au-

dience, and will initially leave open the question
of the extent to which they did or did not coin-
cide:

— the declared audience: those addressed by
the text, or spoken about as readers in the
third person;

— the implied audience: the ideal readers pre-
supposed or “constructed” by the text
through its assumptions about readers’ prior
knowledge, interests, and values;

— the intended audience: those whom Josephus
hoped would read this treatise, either imme-
diately or in the course of time.

It will be noted that the first two are deduced

from, indeed products of, the text; they concern

what is encoded in the text, which is logically
distinct from (though it may overlap with) a real
audience, as anticipated by the author. To de-
duce the third, the evidence of the text itself is
uncertain (the implied audience could be an ar-
tificial construct); here we need to step out of
the text into the real world and (with all due cau-
tion) into the mind of the author. Thus for the
first two our evidence will be purely text-imma-
nent; for the third, our reconstruction (above) of
the historical and social context of the work will
be important, as will our assessment of Jose-
phus’ relationship to that context. Since the
relationship between the implied audience and
the intended audience is not certain, since an
author’s real intentions are always a matter of
conjecture, and since Josephus’ relationship to
his environment is, as we shall see, somewhat
unclear, this third audience, the intended audi-
ence, will be subject to the greatest uncertainty.

But since it is immediately relevant to the ques-

tion of purpose, some attempt at reconstruction

must be made. We may take each of these audi-
ences in turn.

A. The Declared Audience. The apologetic
genre naturally lends itself to dramatic apostro-
phe, a direct retort to critics as if standing to-
gether in the same court. In fact, Josephus uses

103 The distinction in apologetics between the text’s
implied audience and its real situation is rightly empha-
sized by Alexander 1999: 20-23.

this form of direct address extremely rarely; only
once does he construct a dialogue between
Apion and himself (2.65-67; cf. 1.314). Other-
wise he speaks of the critics always in the third
person: he is speaking about them to others. The
work is dedicated to Epaphroditus (1.1; 2.1, 296)
who is addressed as one who “especially loves
the truth” (2.296); but appended is a dedication
“on your account, to those who may likewise
wish to know about our people” (2.296). This is
a category of outsiders (they are not “our
people” themselves), but they are given no eth-
nic definition and their expected stance is sim-
ply a desire “to know” about Judeans. This is
strikingly vague, but it corresponds with the
opening statement of the aims of the text (1.2-
3), which more or less declares what readers it
is expecting. Here Josephus notes that “a con-
siderable number of people” pay attention to
slanders and disbelieve his account of Judean
history, so he has written: i) “to convict those
who insult us as guilty of malice and deliberate
falsehood”; ii) “to correct the ignorance of oth-
ers”; and iii) “to instruct all who wish to know
the truth on the subject of our antiquity.” From
the first it is clear that “those who insult us” will
be the object of discussion, but their conviction
will take place before an audience of others
who will be led to judge them rightly convicted
(eENéyxw; cf. 2.295).19%% The second and third
aims appear more or less identical (distinguished
for the sake of the rhetorical tricolon); the “ig-
norant” constitute the only category of readers
here envisaged, “those who wish to know the
truth” on Judean antiquity.' Thus 1.3 and
2.296 concur in declaring the audience to be

104 Cf. 1.58-59; 2.238, 287-88, where the “slander-
ers” or critics are similarly spoken of as the objects of
refutation, but not as the direct recipients of this work.
1.160 anticipates readers who are “not excessively con-
tentious.” Kasher’s claim that the treatise is directly
addressed to “the libelers of Josephus’ day,” unnamed
out of convenience or cowardice (1996b: 151-52), mis-
reads such data.

105 While detractors of the Judean people can be
convicted in their absence, the “ignorant” and those
“who wish to know the truth” can be instructed only if
they themselves encounter this text.
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(Epaphroditus and) non-Judeans who do not
know but want to learn “the truth” about the
Judean people.

On one occasion the text makes an explicit
appeal to readers: “I appeal to those who will
peruse this text to conduct their reading without
envy” (2.147: pn peta dbovou moigloBot TNV
avayvwotv). The context is an explanation of
the fact that what follows is more or less an en-
comium of the Judean constitution, an exercise
that would clearly cause no offense to Judeans,
but might annoy others (cf. 2.287). This con-
firms the signals given elsewhere, that the text
is declared to be for non-Judeans. Whether this
declared audience is a rhetorical fiction or cor-
responds to Josephus’ real intentions is, of
course, another matter.!1%

B. The Implied Audience. Every text implies a
certain type of readership, through the language
used and the knowledge, interests, and values
presupposed. These consciously or uncon-
sciously construct a certain kind of audience,
which can be deduced by observation of what
the text takes for granted for its successful re-

196 War and Antiquities make slightly more explicit
declarations about their audience, though in both cases
these are (usually) said to be non-Judeans. War is of-
fered “to the subjects of the Roman empire” (1.3), espe-
cially to “the Greeks and those of the Romans who were
not involved in the campaign” (1.6). Antiquities is, like
Apion, dedicated to Epaphroditus (1.8-9; cf. Life 430),
but is also declared to be aimed at “all Greeks” (1.5) or
just “Greeks” (20.262), of whom Ptolemy II stands as a
model “lover of learning” (1.10-12). Within the body
of the text, the indicators are more mixed: the history is
for the sake of the ignorant (14.1-3), has the interests of
Greek readers in mind (1.128-29), and is chiefly (To
mAgov) designed to reach “the Greeks” (16.174); but it
is meant to remove causes of hatred from both non-
Judeans and Judeans (16.175), and once explicitly
raises the possibility that “someone from [my] fellow
countrymen” (TIS oo TedV opodUAcwov) may read this
work and find fault with it (4.197). The potential dis-
parity between the declared audience and the intended
audience is indicated by the fact that War, declared to
be written for non-Judeans and non-participants in the
War (1.6), was then given or sold to both Judeans and
Romans, including some who were participants (Life
361-63; Apion 1.51).

197 For discussion of this topic in relation to Apion,

ception.'”” Apion presupposes understanding of
Greek at a moderately advanced level. It also
displays a broad cultural and historical range,
only some of whose items are provided with
explanation. Thus it mentions a number of
Greek historians, and the disputes between them
(1.15-27), and implies that readers will be as
well, even better, informed on these matters
(1.16). It similarly presupposes familiarity with
famous cities and events in ancient Greek his-
tory. No explanations are offered regarding
Sparta or Athens, or their legislators Lycurgus
and Solon, and allusions are made, without elu-
cidation, to the Spartans’ system of military
training, their reputation for courage, and their
famous military defeats (2.225-31). In criticiz-
ing Greek mythology (2.239-49), Homeric and
other myths are alluded to as if well-known;
there are no names given to identify the deities
involved, and stories are evoked with the slight-
est detail. It is assumed that Pythagoras, Socra-
tes, and Plato are familiar names, and even
lesser-known philosophers (Anaxagoras, Dia-
goras, Protagoras) are given minimal introduc-
tion or none at all (2.168, 262-67, including the
obscure case of Ninos). Roman history is also
taken as known. No introductions are given to
“Pompey the Great” or Quintilius Varus (1.34);
the battle of Actium is alluded to as if thor-
oughly familiar (2.59), and the scandals affect-
ing Cleopatra’s life are discussed with the mer-
est allusions (2.56-60).

Some of the more obscure authors cited by
Josephus are given an introduction (e.g., Me-
nander [1.116], Berosus [1.129], Choerilus
[1.172] and Hieronymus [1.213]), and topics
concerning “eastern” culture and history are
sometimes explained: the implied readers need
to be informed about Artaxerxes (1.40) and
Nabopalassar (1.131). Regarding Judean culture
and history, while the Judean War is presumed
to be known (1.36; 2.82), the name “Galilean”
is taken to be strange (1.48), Noah needs an in-
troduction (1.130), and the Corban oath is given
some explanation (1.167). In general, the sum-

see Gerber 1997: 89-91; regarding War, see Mason
2005a. For fuller discussion of each of the passages
cited below, see commentary ad loc.
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mary of the constitution and laws (2.145-286)
presumes no prior knowledge of Judean culture,
and while the Judean “sacred books” are often
referred to and assumed to be authoritative (see
below), biblical knowledge is not presupposed.
Regarding Josephus himself, the work begins
with no self-introduction (only partially pro-
vided in 1.54-55).19% While referring back to his
previous works (see above, § 2), nothing in
Apion is incomprehensible for those who have
not read them. The work thus appears to presup-
pose some prior knowledge about Josephus (or
at least sufficient interest to read/hear this work),
without presuming familiarity with his prior pub-
lications.

Regarding interests, attitudes, and values,
Apion implies a complex stance on the part of
its audience. It is implied that they are interested
to learn about the Judean people (2.296): they
are willing to recognize their own ignorance and
consider the evidence supplied in the text—
something that cannot be presupposed of all
non-Judeans (1.5). The evidence for Judean an-
tiquity they need to learn is that derived from
non-Judean sources (they will not be persuaded
by a repetition of the biblical evidence), with
some premium on the Greek material (a pre-
sumption Josephus acknowledges, partly com-
bats, and partly accommodates, 1.3-5, 58, 161).
The citation of obscure “barbarian” sources,
with long lists of names and dates (1.73-160),
demands considerable patience in the reader,
although the explicit adoption of a more “popu-
lar” rhetorical technique, in the response to
Apion (2.3-5), indicates awareness of the need
for a more accessible style. The text thus implies
a sympathetic non-Judean stance, needing per-
suasion on non-Judean grounds, but open to it
and ready to enjoy the text’s polemical tirades
against a variety of critics. To be more specific,
the easy and repeated denigration of Egyptians

108 Of course, it would be difficult to dedicate one’s
work to a patron and at the same time introduce oneself
as if unknown; Josephus’ self-introductions (War 1.3;
Life 1-6) take place in contexts where no dedications
are present. But the fact that Josephus opens 4Apion with
a dedication, and not a self-introduction, seems to im-
ply an audience who already know of him, perhaps
through Epaphroditus himself (cf. 2.296).

and their animal cults presumes automatic as-
sent and minimal sympathy for Egypt. The con-
demnation of Greek pretensions in historio-
graphy implies readers at least open to
persuasion on this front (probably not self-iden-
tifying as “Greeks”), while the automatic honor
accorded to Greek “wisdom” (e.g., 1.51, 73)
suggests respect towards some aspects of the
Hellenistic intellectual tradition. In particular, the
“philosophical” heritage of Greece is treated as
evidently superior to her myths and even her
laws (2.239, 250). It is assumed to be to Moses’
credit that “the wisest of the Greeks” (i.e., phi-
losophers) learned from him (2.168), and
readers are expected to acknowledge, without
argumentation, that Plato and others were correct
to censor Greek mythology (2.236-57). At the
same time, Romans are always treated with the
greatest of respect (see Appendix 6), and no
justification needs to be made for claims about
Roman “benevolence” and “magnanimity”
(2.40, 75). A Roman perspective on Cleopatra is
presupposed in 2.56-60, and no faults are ever
found in Roman laws or customs (cf. 2.74, 252).

Regarding Judean culture, the text presup-
poses that the readers need to have doubts as-
suaged and criticisms answered, but also that,
on some matters at least, they are open to rela-
tively simple forms of persuasion. None of this
treatise would be necessary if no questions or
criticisms needed to be overcome; but in the
means used to provide the defense the text
seems to presuppose a relatively easy conquest.
The assault on Greek historiography anticipates
little resistance, and far-reaching claims for the
accuracy of Judean records, and the inspiration
of the scriptures by God (1.37-41), are ad-
vanced with no justification. Often the argumen-
tation of the text seems valid only for those al-
ready willing to grant it credence. To accept the
identification of Manetho’s Hyksos with the
Judeans, on the grounds supplied here; to hear
reference to Solomon’s temple and superior wis-
dom in Menander and Dios, on Josephus’ word,
against the evidence of the cited texts; to find
reference to the Jerusalem temple, as Josephus
claims, in the witness of Berosus; to take Choe-
rilus’ tonsured warriors as Judeans; to accept
some of the specious arguments advanced by
Josephus against Apion—all of these require an
audience willing to be persuaded, even allowing
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for the logical shortcuts employed by rhetoric in
the ancient world. More strikingly, in the course
of citing witnesses on his side, Josephus in-
cludes events or Judean -characteristics that
might provide strong ammunition for deter-
mined opponents: the Hyksos’ (that is, Judeans’)
aims in Egypt were genocidal (1.82); the
Judeans’ king, Solomon, was a “tyrant” (1.114);
they destroyed pagan temples and altars (1.193);
and they let an invader capture Jerusalem be-
cause of their total inactivity on the sabbath
(1.205-11). Only in the last case does the text
acknowledge a problem in the representation of
Judeans, but its brief response implies that the
issue is not particularly pressing (1.212). At
some points, argumentation relies on accepting
the credibility of the Judean scriptures (e.g.,
1.279-86, 299). And the fulsome praise of the
Judean land (1.273) and the Judean constitution
(2.145-296), including its imitation by non-
Judeans (2.282-86), suggests confidence in a
sympathetic audience, who would not find such
Judaizing a scandalous or disreputable phenom-
enon.

One may conclude that the text constructs an
implied audience familiar with many famous
features of the Greco-Roman tradition, impress-
ed by its “philosophical” traditions, more likely
to identify with “Romans” than with “Greeks” or
“Egyptians,” and generally sympathetic to the
strong claims and sometimes tenuous arguments
advanced. The text does not anticipate a hostile
audience, nor does it set out to persuade a thor-
oughly skeptical opposition. Neither does it im-
ply that its audience is Judean, although such
readers might fit within its parameters of atti-
tudes and interests. In fact, the text constructs
something very similar to its declared audience:
a non-Judean readership that wishes to know
“the truth” about the Judean people, and is will-
ing to take this text as their guide.

C. The Intended Audience. We should note,
again, that we cannot draw simple conclusions
regarding the intended audience from the obser-
vations above. There is always a potential gap
between the audience implied by the text, and
that intended by the author. An author might
wish to portray an argument as directed to one
target, for rhetorical impact, while only expect-
ing a small subset of that group, or even a dif-

ferent group, to be its actual readers. In relation
to the knowledge presupposed, the text might
display a range of allusions for rhetorical show,
or might wish to flatter readers as if they knew
more than is likely, without damaging the core
elements of the argument.!®® For this reason, it
may be more revealing of the author’s intentions
to note what information has to be explained,
than what remains unexplained; and, as we have
noticed, the text does explain a few details that
a Judean audience would not need to be told.
But in general, because of the rhetorical factors
at play on the surface of the text, this criterion
of “knowledge presupposed” may be less re-
vealing of the author’s intentions than the more
basic assumptions of the text regarding sympa-
thy and interest. Here, if its author was a com-
petent communicator, one might expect that he
would shape the text, consciously or subcon-
sciously, by reference to the attitudes he would
anticipate in his intended readers. We must pro-
ceed cautiously here. If an author presupposes
more sympathy than he/she is likely to receive,
the text could badly misfire, as readers might
fail to accord the text the interest or support it
expects. On the other hand, if an author presup-
poses less sympathy than he/she is likely to re-
ceive, the text will win its audience easily
enough, while pretending to persuade a more
extensive range of readers.

If Josephus’ literary instincts were correct, our
study of the declared and implied audiences
suggests that:

a) Josephus is unlikely to be writing for a truly
hostile audience;

b) his intended audience is likely to fall within
the parameters of the sympathy and interest out-
lined above;

c) we cannot yet tell whether the intended audi-
ence fits precisely the implied audience (sympa-
thetic, interested non-Judeans) or whether it is
actually (or also) another group within those

109 1f it draws on prior materials, the text might sug-
gest more knowledge in the author himself than he ac-
tually possesses. Did Josephus really know about
Thermus’ arrival in Egypt (2.50), or has he learned this
only from Apion’s argument?



L

INTRODUCTION

parameters of sympathy, such as Josephus’ fel-
low Judeans.'' Thus nothing we have seen so
far would exclude an intended audience of non-
Judeans (of the particular type described above),
but neither can we exclude the possibility that
the intended audience might be really (or also)
Judeans, who would be encouraged by the im-
pression that what persuades them would also
persuade a non-Judean audience.

Ultimately, observations on the implied audi-
ence, even when hedged about, can be only one
factor in determining the intended audience of
Apion. Other factors include our knowledge of
the author himself, his history, social contacts,
aims, and context. Given the impossibility of
penetrating any author’s mind, we can proceed
here only by uncertain inference and hypothesis.
In assessing the general context of the treatise
(above, § 6), we noted the controversial status of
Judean culture in Flavian and post-Flavian
Rome, the criticism and disdain that it received
from some quarters, but also the presence of a
penumbra of interested and supportive non-
Judeans, some of whom went so far as to be-
come proselytes, while others “drifted” more or
less deliberately into “the Judean lifestyle.” Thus
the audience declared and implied by the text
has some historical plausibility: from what we
know of Rome at this period, one can imagine a
sympathetic Epaphroditus, with access to circles
of other interested individuals in Rome, who
were themselves aware of the poor reputation of
Judeans in intellectual circles. It is thus plausible
to imagine Josephus intending to reach such fig-
ures, hoping to bolster their interest in Judean
culture and their support for the Judean commu-
nity, and giving them cause to disregard the
opprobrium brought by others on Judeans and
Judean customs.

10 Thus, on the basis of the text alone, it is very
difficult to rule out an intended Judean audience, even
if the declared and the implied audience is non-Judean.
There seems to be nothing here wholly unacceptable to
Judeans. Although the depiction of the Judean consti-
tution might appear too simplistic for a Judean audi-
ence (see Goodman 1999: 51), they would surely
welcome Josephus’ purportedly public encomium on
their tradition, however idealistic it might sound.

But could Josephus entertain realistic hopes
of reaching such a target audience, and if so, at
what social level? Josephus’ social contacts have
recently been analyzed at length, and every pos-
sible inference drawn from the meager evi-
dence.''" One might have expected a client of
Domitian and Domitia (Life 429) to be socially
well-connected within the court and among the
elite circles that drew prestige from imperial
contacts. But when one looks more closely at
the benefactions listed (citizenship, land in
Judea, a house, and a pension, Life 422-25) one
realizes that these amount to comparatively little,
and certainly do not entail frequent contact with
the court.''? Nor is there evidence to suggest that
he enjoyed much interaction with elite circles in
Rome. Josephus very rarely indicates the names
of people he knew in Rome, and never mentions
contacts among the military commanders he
must have met at the siege of Jerusalem.'!3 Nor
do we find reference to him among Roman
authors, beyond the single notice of his role as
a prisoner who predicted the rise of Vespasian
(Suetonius, Vesp. 5.9 ; Dio 66.1.4). In the 70s he
had been important enough to form the target of
a dangerous accusation by Catullus (War 7.447-
50), but he gives no indication of wielding any
influence thereafter. The one link we can be sure
of is that with the dedicatee, Epaphroditus; it is
likely that he was a person of some influence
for him to be worthy of mention by Josephus,
and it is possible that he was a freedman
scholar, with literary, though perhaps not politi-
cal, contacts.!"* He could have channeled
Josephus’ works to those in Rome who had an
intellectual or practical interest in the Judean tra-
dition (those sympathizers mentioned above),
perhaps even at the social level of T. Flavius

11 See Mason 1998: 74-79; J. Price 2005; Cotton
and Eck 2005.

112 See Mason 2001 ad loc.; Cotton and Eck 2005:
38-40. If Josephus had had more extensive or more fre-
quent contact with the imperial family he would surely
have mentioned it.

13 These included M. Ulpius Trajanus, the father of
the emperor Trajan; for details see Cotton and Eck
2005: 41-44.

14 But even his identity is uncertain; see note to
“Epaphroditus” at 1.1.
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Clemens.!!> At the same time we may assume
that Josephus had some contacts with the
Judean community in Rome, though we do not
know how warm or how extensive was the con-
nection. When he speaks of “Judean accusers”
from whom he was protected by Domitian (Life
429), we sense that he had enemies in that com-
munity as well as friends. When he had finished
War, he had given or sold it to (among others) a
number of Judean figures, including members
of the Herodian family (Life 362; Apion 1.51).
His contacts with this family are intriguing, and
one may suspect that Josephus moved more eas-
ily among the few wealthy and well-educated
Judeans in Rome than among his fellow compa-
triots in the Trastevere.!'!®

We may conclude that Josephus could have
intended Apion to be read by sympathetic non-
Judeans, accessed through Epaphroditus, but
also by fellow Judeans of a social and intellec-
tual status similar to his own. In the case of War,
a work declared to be for “the Greeks and those
Romans not involved in the campaign” (War
1.6), and with an implied audience of non-
Judeans, the work was actually (also) sold by
the author to high-status Judeans (Apion 1.51).
If this is anything to go by, even if Josephus
intended non-Judeans to read Apion, and even if
the implied audience is non-Judean, he probably
expected and ensured that fellow Judeans read
it as well.

Although this conclusion on Josephus’ in-
tended audience is hesitant and cautiously in-
clusive of both non-Judeans and Judeans, it
should influence our own reading strategies in
relation to the treatise. As a piece of communi-

15 Cf. Cotton and Eck 2005: 45: “it remains true
that Flavius Clemens, his wife, and others who hankered
after ‘Jewish ways’ could have provided an audience for
Josephus”; Mason 2000: xxxiv-xxxv. It is possible that
Josephus himself was endangered by an accusation of
maiestas like that of the elite Romans mentioned
above: the accusation of a slave against him (Life 429)
might have involved some charge of maiestas against
the Roman people (see Mason 2001: 171, n. 1771).

116 On Josephus’ connections with the Herodians,
see Mason 1998: 78-79; 2005a: 84-87. On Judeans in
Rome, see Barclay 1996a: 282-319; Williams 1994 (on
their lack of homogeneity).

cation from a specific historical context, we
want to ensure that we do not read it “against the
grain,” but that at least some of our reading per-
spectives match those intended by the author. To
read it without any regard to his intentions may
result in misconstruing the force of the text,
missing its intent or falsely “discovering” a mes-
sage never intended. For the reasons given
above we cannot be certain about Josephus’ in-
tentions, but it is likely that its intended audience
was sympathetic non-Judeans and, perhaps, fel-
low Judeans of Josephus’ social and intellectual
status. Given the uncertainties in this matter, it
would be unwise to exclude either of these pos-
sible audiences from our own reading strategy.
They may not limit our possible reading stances:
as we shall see, other ancient and present-day
reading perspectives are legitimate aids in ex-
ploring the meaning potential of this text. But
here we may content ourselves with allowing
both educated, sympathetic non-Judeans and
educated Judeans as possible intended audi-
ences for this work.!!”

2.2 Purpose

If he was writing for Judeans, Josephus may
have presented his work in the form of an
apologetic treatise, addressed to non-Judeans,
both to instruct fellow Judeans on the certainty
of their convictions and to encourage them with
the sense that the grounds for those convictions
were persuasive to non-Judeans as well. As is
regularly noted, apologetic works explicitly di-
rected at outsiders often have their most appre-
ciative audience among insiders, and operate all
the more successfully among them by convey-
ing the impression that even outsiders would
find these arguments compelling. If Judean cul-
ture was, as we have seen, treated with some
disdain in certain intellectual circles in Rome,
the treatise might have been designed to boost
Judean self-confidence and to equip Judeans to

17 The educated Judeans here in view are primarily,

if not exclusively, those resident, like Josephus, in
Rome. Since many may have developed a Romanized
stance like his, the ethnic distinction we have drawn
between Judeans and non-Judeans does not preclude
overlapping cultural interests and sympathies.
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ignore, or even themselves to counter, the slan-
ders sometimes directed against them.!'® The
positive portrait Josephus conveys, of a Judean
culture equal to, even excelling, the Greek
philosophical tradition, and fully compatible
with the political conditions of the Roman em-
pire, might have been intended to enable edu-
cated, and partly Romanized, Judeans to feel “at
home” in their Roman conditions (see Appendix
6). A more personal factor, Josephus’ self-de-
fense, in the face of doubts and charges levelled
against him (1.2, 47-56), may have played a
subsidiary role within this wider purpose, espe-
cially if it was important for Josephus that he
should be seen as capable of countering the en-
emies of the Judeans and defeating them all by
his consummate rhetorical skill.'!

If he was writing for non-Judeans, of the type
described above, we may posit a number of re-
lated purposes. Even a sympathetic audience
might require confirmation that the questions
regarding the antiquity and integrity (and there-
fore intellectual value) of the Judean nation
could be answered in full. They could be use-
fully instructed on the difference between the
Judean and Egyptian traditions, and the stupid-
ity of the derogatory stories about the Judeans
currently circulating in Rome.!'?? The sheer bra-
vado of Josephus’ rhetorical performance might

118 Cf. Rajak 2002: 197.

119 Gruen, who proposes only fellow Judeans as
Josephus’ intended addressees, stresses the artificiality
of the argument, with opposition exaggerated and even
contrived; Josephus’ personal agenda, his desire to re-
spond to critics of his War and his Antiquities, was here
“transmogrified into a retort to attacks on Jewish val-
ues and Jewish character generally” (2005: 48). One
cannot dismiss the element of personal pique in
Josephus’ response, though it seems exaggerated to in-
sist that “his own agenda prevails” (2005: 50). Siegert
proposes that Josephus hoped to present himself “als
Kandidat fiir einen Patriarchen” (Siegert, Schrecken-
berg & Vogel 2006: 41), but there is no indication of
any connection with the emerging rabbinic institutions.

120 Goodman (1999: 55) considers that Josephus’
aim was “to counter the great weight of anti-Jewish
propaganda produced by and for the Flavian dynasty”
after 70 CE. On Josephus’ insistence on the distinction
between Judeans and Egyptians, see Barclay 2004.

be intended to encourage interest and support
for the Judean cause. The encomium on the
Judean constitution could be designed to reas-
sure non-Judeans concerning its harmlessness
and instruct them on its value. One may specu-
late on the forms of support or sympathy that
Josephus may have intended to encourage, both
social and political, but the breadth of focus in
the text does not encourage greater specificity.
If it is possible to detect a particular “Roman”
slant in his presentation of Judean culture, he
may have wanted to demonstrate the compatibil-
ity of Roman and Judean customs (see Appen-
dix 6). Although it has been suggested that
Josephus intended to gain proselytes through
this work, there are several reasons to doubt that
hypothesis.!?! As we have seen, the treatise is
written in the genre of apologetic, not protreptic:
it does not appeal to readers to join the Judean
people, and its description of converts (2.123,
209-10, 261) is designed to demonstrate Judean
benevolence, not the benefits of conversion it-
self.?2 One cannot rule out the possibility that
Josephus may have wished to see non-Judeans
who presently sympathized with Judean culture
come to “live under our laws,” but nothing in the
text points to that as an intention of the treatise,

121 The hypothesis has been advanced most fully by
Mason 1996. After discussing the historical context of
the work in Rome (where proselytism is well evi-
denced) and its close relationship to Antiguities (where
the Izates story offers a lengthy account of a conver-
sion), Mason argues that Apion stands in the “pro-
treptic” genre and displays the comparative superiority
of the Judean constitution both to gain sympathizers
and “to encourage potential converts to Judaism”
(1996: 222). Bilde also includes these aims as part of
the appeal of the work: it was “primarily addressed to
the ‘Gentiles’, who were interested in the Jewish faith,
in an effort to attract them even closer to Judaism as
‘God-fearing’ [sic] or as actual proselytes” (1998: 120-
21). Cf. Lambers-Petry 2001.

122.Qo, rightly, Gerber 1997: 38-40, 92, 374;
Goodman 1999: 55; Gruen 2005: 47-48; cf. Barclay
1998a: 196-200. Mason is right to note that Apion “ex-
pected a benevolent, already partially committed audi-
ence” (1996: 211), but there are not sufficient clues, in
either the genre or the content of the work, to conclude
that Josephus intended to take them further, into pros-
elytism.
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and nothing in the context requires it. Even
where the Judean constitution is compared fa-
vorably with that of (select) others (2.145-286),
its climax is a description of Gentiles’ imitation
of particular Judean customs (2.282-86), not
full-scale conversion. Thus it seems safer to at-
tribute to Josephus the more modest ambition to
boost sympathy and support for the Judean
people, in a context where their culture was sub-
ject to very varied judgments and was controver-
sial enough to be used to vilify and even indict
individuals thought to be “drifting into Judean
ways.”

8. Early Influence and Effects

We know nothing about the influence of this
treatise on Josephus’ contemporaries, and very
little about its effects in the following centu-
ries.!?? Its initial circulation probably depended
on the efforts of Epaphroditus and the reputa-
tion of Josephus. As noted above, Josephus is
mentioned by two Roman authors (Suetonius,
Vesp. 5.9; Dio 66.1.4), but only as the prisoner
who predicted Vespasian’s rise to power; they
make no reference to the works he authored.
Eusebius’ claim that a statue of Josephus was
erected in Rome and his books deposited in a
library (Hist. eccl. 3.9.2) cannot be relied upon:
it was in his interests to inflate the significance
of an author whose works he used so heavily.
Early Christian writers sometimes imply that his
War was readily available (e.g., Minucius Felix,
Oct. 33.4-5), but that might indicate its accessi-
bility only in Christian circles. The fact that Por-
phyry (died ca. 305 CE) could refer to all
Josephus’ three major treatises, and cite from
Apion (2.213, in Abst. 4.14, after a lengthy cita-
tion from War), indicates that pagan authors
could gain access to Josephus’ works.!?* But it

123 We trace here in outline its effects up to the 4™
century CE. For a longer and wider perspective on the
influence of Josephus’ works up to the late middle ages
see Schreckenberg 1972.

124 On Porphyry’s use see Stern ad loc. and
Schreckenberg 1972: 76-77. It is possible that he dis-
covered Josephus only through his extensive research
into Christian beliefs and practices. On the unlikely

is notable that this is the only reference to Apion
in pagan literature; otherwise it had no discern-
ible influence on pagan opinion.

The evidence for Judean use is even slimmer.
Although Josephus’ War was known, and at-
tacked, by Justus of Tiberias (Life 336-67; cf.
Apion 1.46-57), there is no evidence regarding
the appreciation or use of Apion among Judeans.
He is never cited in the rabbinic tradition, and
although one can conjecture his possible value
to the thriving Diaspora communities of the 274
4™ centuries CE, they have left no literary record,
and thus no indication of their sources of inspi-
ration and education.!?> Since Josephus (like
Philo) came to be serviceable to Christians,
not least in their polemics against Judeans, it is
possible that he became an unwelcome figure
among Judeans, but the evidential silence re-
duces us to guesswork.

Thus, there is no evidence that Josephus’
treatise had any effect on either of the two in-
tended types of audience suggested above, with
the single exception of Porphyry. But, ironically,
his work did influence and instruct an audience
neither implied nor intended—the early Chris-
tians.'?6 As the Christian movement established
itself in the Roman empire, it adopted apologetic
forms of argument that could draw benefit from
some of the themes and tactics of Josephus’
Apion.'*’ The earliest known use is in Theo-
philus’ Ad Autolycum (ca. 180 CE), where refer-
ence is made to Josephus’ citation of evidence
for Judean antiquity from Egyptian and Phoe-
nician sources (3.20-21). In common with other
Christian apologists, Theophilus needed Judean
antiquity as the historical foundation of the

claim that Tacitus used Josephus’ War, see Schrecken-
berg 1972: 69 (with bibliography); the issue has been
reopened by Shahar 2004. The claim by F. Gerber
(1991) that Plutarch (Caes. 3.1) responds to Josephus’
slurs on Apollonius is extremely tenuous.

125 On Josephus in the “Hebraic tradition,” see
Schreckenberg 1977: 48-53.

126 See Hardwick 1996, and, on the use of Josephus
generally in the first four Christian centuries, Hardwick
1989; Schreckenberg 1992.

127 For more specific comments on the early Chris-
tian use of each segment of Apion, see the “Reading
Options” at relevant points in the commentary.
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Christian religion: the fact that this Judean root
was not just old, but could be proved to be
so, on the basis of non-Judean sources, was per-
fect for apologetic purposes. At the same time,
Theophilus takes some inspiration from Jose-
phus for the attempt to construct a universal
world chronology, onto which biblical history,
and the history of the Judean-Christian tradition,
could be mapped. Although Theophilus main-
tains a critical distance from some aspects of
Manetho’s history (3.21), Josephus’ use of
Manetho to place Moses a thousand years be-
fore the Trojan War and his co-ordination of
Babylonian and biblical history enabled the for-
mation of a single chronological scheme (3.21,
29).128

These twin goals—the proof of (Christian-)
Judean antiquity and the creation of a compre-
hensive historical framework—continued to play
an important role in early Christian self-under-
standing and apologetics, right up to the fourth
century. Josephus was not the only possible re-
source for such tasks (Tatian manages well with-
out him), but the first Part of Apion was certainly
noted, and occasionally deployed. Thus, Ter-
tullian refers to Josephus’ arguments in his Apol-
ogy (19-20; ca. 200 CE), to prove the antiquity
(and thus the superiority) of Moses. Origen (ca.
185-253 CE) has his own battles to wage with
Celsus, which overlap in part with Josephus’
agenda. He refers to Apion (“On the Antiquity of
the Judeans”) on two occasions, as proving the
antiquity of Judeans (Cels. 1.16) and the histori-
cal precedence of Moses over the Greeks (4.11).
Partial parallels with Josephus’ argument can be
found elsewhere, arising either from Origen’s
adaptation of Josephus or from his use of simi-
lar traditions.!?® Origen’s huge cultural range
and his sophisticated intellect often render his

128 See further Hardwick 1989: 7-14; 1996: 371-78.

129 See Feldman 1990b, though the connections he
draws are sometimes tenuous. If Origen dates Moses
before the Trojan War (Cels. 4.36), that need not dis-
play dependence on Josephus (Apion 1.104); for the
possible allusion to Josephus’ claims concerning
Hermippus, see note to “following” at 1.165. When
Origen describes the superior morality of the Judean
constitution (Cels. 5.42) he does so in terms quite dif-
ferent from those of Josephus.

argument quite different from that of Josephus,
even on the same topics, but one senses here
how Apion could be congenial to the early Chris-
tian cause.

Finally (within our time frame) we find Euse-
bius (ca. 265-340 CE) making by far the most
extensive use of Apion (as of much else from
Josephus), including lengthy citations.'3* The
case for Judean antiquity remains important in
his argumentative scheme (why Christians fol-
low Judean, rather than Greek traditions). Ex-
cerpts from Josephus’ citations of Egyptian,
Phoenician, and “Chaldean” sources are de-
ployed in Praeparatio Evangelica books 9 and
10, and he finds useful Josephus’ clever tirade
against Greek historiography (Apion 1.6-27 in
Praep. ev. 10.7.1-21). He employs the same
texts for a different purpose in his Chronikon
(drawing on Julius Africanus); here they help
anchor and connect his large-scale survey of
world chronology. Elsewhere, he notices Jose-
phus’ discussion of the canon (4pion 1.37-42 in
Hist. eccl. 3.10), but also shows the first known
Christian interest in Josephus’ description of the
Judean constitution, from which he quotes at
length (4dpion 2.163-228 in Praep. ev. 8.8.1-55).
Josephus is here, for Eusebius, only one witness
to the virtues of the Judeans, and Eusebius of-
fers no commentary on the passage quoted. But
his citation suggests that the whole of Apion was
read by some early Christians, who were not
averse to its praise of Judean culture when that
served their own, increasingly supersessionist,
agenda.!3!

130 For a table showing Eusebius’ usage of Jo-
sephus, see Schreckenberg 1972: 79-84 (in simplified
form, regarding Apion, below, § 10); for discus-
sion, see Schreckenberg 1979: 63-71; Hardwick 1989:
69-109 (use of Josephus as a whole); Hardwick 1996:
384-96 (use of Apion).

BL Cf. Praep. ev. 9.4-9, where some of Josephus’
collection of Greek witnesses serve to illustrate how
Greek philosophers admired Judean culture. Hardwick
suggests (1996: 391) that Eusebius’ affirmation of
Josephus’ constitution is possible only because he un-
derstood the laws in an allegorized form, but the argu-
ment (based on Praep. ev. 8.8.56) is not secure: there
Eusebius mentions allegory only in connection with
other Judean texts.
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After Eusebius, in the Christian empire, Jose-
phus’ apologetics became less interesting to
Christian authors, although Josephus himself
was adopted almost as an honorary Christian.!'3?
This loss of interest in Apion may account for
the fact that we have no complete Greek text
extant (see below, § 10).!3> We are fortunate that
sufficient interest in Josephus in the Christian
West induced Cassiodorus (d. 580 CE) to com-
mission a Latin translation of both Apion and
Antiquities (to supplement that already available
for War); his Latin thus fills the lacuna in our
Greek textual tradition (Apion 2.52-113). But it
is clear that without this lingering Christian in-
terest, Josephus’ Apion, and probably all of his
works, would have been lost altogether. Since
the meaning of this text has necessarily evolved
through its interpretation in different communi-
ties, we should include this early Christian use
among the kaleidoscope of reading options ger-
mane to this treatise (see below, § 13).

9. Judean Identity in Apion

In defending his people and praising their con-
stitution Josephus produces a particular profile
of the Judean nation for the rhetorical needs of
this treatise. One cannot assume that this will be
the same image of Judeans that he projects else-
where, or that it represents his “real” under-
standing of the Judean tradition, but since his
argument requires him to say so much about
Judeans and to place them on the stage of the
Mediterranean world, Apion provides an unusu-
ally full portrait of Judean identity.'3*

Since Josephus depicts Judeans as a nation,
alongside others like “Egyptians” and “Phoe-
nicians,” it might be thought that he had little
choice in his depiction of their identity; one
might expect there to be standard features of
“ethnicity,” inevitable and irreducible. In fact,

132 Qee  Schreckenberg 1992: 73-78, noting
Jerome’s inclusion of Josephus among famous Chris-
tian figures.

133 1f Apion formed a codex of its own (Schre-
ckenberg 1992: 62), it would not have been transmit-
ted with Josephus’ other works.

134 For Josephus’ construction of Judean identity in
the first half of Antiquities, see Spilsbury 1998.

however, ethnicity is a highly malleable phe-
nomenon, changeable over time, adaptable to
different social conditions, and adjustable in ac-
cordance with rhetorical context. Since F. Barth’s
famous essay on this topic (1969), anthropolo-
gists have questioned essentialist conceptions of
ethnicity—its definition by “natural,” primordial
features like blood-kinship, or by apparently
core characteristics such as language or religion
—and have emphasized instead how ethnicity is
“constructed,” ascribed, a matter of perspective
or rhetoric, fabricated in particular historical and
political circumstances, not least to organize the
relations between one population group and an-
other. This is not to say that the historically sig-
nificant features of ethnicity are invented out of
nothing: they are not made, but they are made
salient, and it is in making them salient that au-
thors, orators, politicians (and anthropologists)
enjoy some freedom in the “construction” of
ethnic groups. The point is easily illustrated in
relation to labels employed in this treatise. It was
not at all self-evident in Josephus’ day who
could count as a “Greek,” or how one might
apply the label “Roman”;'3° and Josephus can
exploit the ambiguity in the label “Egyptian™ (as
descriptor of origin, ancestry, legal status, or
culture) in denigrating his opponent Apion.!'3¢
Thus we need to attend carefully to the precise
ingredients of the image of “Judeans” in this
treatise, without prior assumptions about what
must, or must not, be embraced by this term.!'3’

The opening section of Apion (1.1) already
signals many of the features that will recur
throughout the work: there Josephus speaks of
“our people” (TO YEVOS TUV), with its own
original composition (TpwTnH UTOGTAGLS 1810K),

135 On the origin and development of “Hellenicity,”
see Hall 1997; 2002; Malkin 2001; on “Romanness,”
see Woolf 1998.

136 See note to “direction” at 2.29.

137 For this reason I am disinclined to structure what
follows by the template of ethnicity proposed by Smith
1986 (cf. Hutchinson and Smith 1996) and employed
by Esler (forthcoming) in analyzing Apion. This has six
ingredients: a common proper name; a myth of com-
mon ancestry; a shared history of a common past; a dis-
tinctive common culture; a link with a homeland; and
a sense of communal solidarity.
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its long history, its land that “we now possess”
(vOv Exopev), and its sacred books. There might
also be a hint, in the parading of the fact that
Antiquities was written in Greek, that Josephus
considered his native language something else.
In other words, bundled together in this opening
sentence are elements of descent (Yévos), terri-
tory, history, cultural resources (sacred books),
and, perhaps, language, all of which serve to
define the identity of the louSalor. Our task is
to see what these mean, how they are deployed,
how they are supplemented by other elements,
and how they function together in this crafted
presentation of Judean identity. Six features are
particularly prominent.

A. Descent and Shared History. Josephus
speaks frequently of fellow Judeans as “our”
yévos, the term conveying common ancestry
and kinship-relations, constituting what anthro-
pologists would call a “descent-group.”!3® At the
micro-level, regarding individuals, yévos is to
do with birth and family origin. Josephus criti-
cizes Lysimachus for not declaring who Moses
was by descent, and of what parentage (TO
YEVOS OGTIS MV kol Tivav, 1.316), and he fre-
quently introduces people, Judeans and others,
by reference to their descent or ancestry,
loudolos To YEvos, AlyUTTIOS TO YEVOS,
etc.!3? Regarding Judeans as a whole, Josephus
insists that his people has its own unique genea-
logical identity (1.1), descended from the “Chal-

138 The term yévos is associated with Judeans
throughout the work: e.g., 1.1, 2, 32, 59, 71, 106, 160;
2.288, 296. I have avoided using the translation “race,”
because of its problematic association with 19"-century
racial “science,” especially in relation to Jews; see note
to “people” at 1.1. Josephus also uses the term €Bvos in
relation to the Judean people (e.g., 1.5, 68, 161, 166,
172, 185, 194), more rarely Aoos (1.132, 253, 305, 313
[both Lysimachus]; 2.159 [plural!]). Although €6vos
might have a more political sense (“nation”), its asso-
ciation with the notion of a descent-group remains
strong (cf. the €Bvn in Egypt, 1.137).

139 “Judean by descent”: 1.179; “Egyptian by de-
scent”: 1.73, 252, 275, 298, 317; 2.8, 28, 138; other
examples: 1.129, 164, 250, 265, 314. For loudaios To
yévos, and its use by Josephus, see Cohen 1994. yevos
is also used of priestly ancestry, both of Josephus him-
self (1.54) and in general (1.30-35, kept pure by the ban
on intermarriage outside the £6vos).

deans” (1.71), and he is particularly concerned
to demonstrate that Judeans are not “Egyptian
by ancestry/descent” (e.g., 1.252, 298, 316-17;
cf. 1.278; 2.289).140 Josephus insists, in sum-
ming up his work, that “our ancestors” (MU ol
Tmpoyovol) were not Egyptian, but came into
Egypt from elsewhere (2.289; cf. 1.104), a dis-
tinction crucial to the rhetoric of this treatise and
throwing into relief the importance of ancestry
in defining Judean identity."*! If the Judeans
enjoy “kinship” (ouyyevela) with “Chaldeans”
(1.71), they are clearly distinct from “people of
another origin” (aAAodulot, 2.121-22, 209; cf.
alienigeni, 2.103), and would be defiled by
sexual intercourse with them (1.35).

An indication of the significance of descent
is the emphasis Josephus places on the bearing
and raising of children, including their induction
into the ancestral heritage. The importance of
mouSoTtpodia (the raising of children) is sig-
naled prominently in his introduction to Judean
values at 1.60 (cf. 2.202), where Judean piety is
also described as ToapadeSougvn (“traditioned,”
almost “inherited”). On four occasions else-
where Josephus speaks of Judean children
learning the ancestral heritage right from the
very beginning: it is “innate” (oUpduTov) in ev-
ery Judean from birth to regard the scriptures as
decrees of God (1.42), Judean children are so-
cialized in the laws from the very beginning
(2.173, 178), and these regulate their upbring-
ing (2.204). They are to be taught both the con-
tents of the laws and “the exploits of their fore-
bears” (2.204), recorded in the scriptures, with
their historical record of some 5,000 years (1.1,
37-42). If Josephus only alludes to that history
here (1.91-92, 127; 2.132, 136), it is because he
has already devoted twenty volumes to its retell-
ing; but it is clear that to be a Judean is to be
heir to the story of “our people” through myriad
generations of a shared past.

140 For his refusal to allow any such “mixing” (1.
229, 252-53, 278), his relief that Manetho clearly dis-
tinguished his “ancestors” from Egyptians (1.104), and
his anxiety that Chaeremon and Lysimachus did not
(1.298-302, 314-18), see commentary ad loc.

141 On the distinction between Judeans and Egyp-
tians, and its social and cultural importance in Rome,
see Barclay 2004.



INTRODUCTION

LvIl

B. Territory. As we have seen, the opening
statement of the treatise refers to “the land that
we now possess” (1.1, in an emphatic present
tense), and when he speaks of the lack of con-
tact between Greeks and Judeans (1.60-68)
Josephus also mentions that “we live on good
terrain, and work it thoroughly” (1.60). In fact,
the treatise is sprinkled with a remarkable num-
ber of references to “our land,” “our own land,”
“the ancestral land,” even once “this land,” and
these not as some remote or past phenomenon,
but as the territory that “we inhabit” (present
tense), even “now.”'*? Just as other peoples have
their “homeland” (TwaTpls), so Judeans have
theirs (1.210, 212; 2.277); at one point, in de-
nying any innate hostility between Judeans and
Greeks, Josephus goes so far as to say that “we
are separated from the Greeks more by geogra-
phy (tomol) than by customs” (2.123). Jose-
phus has not forgotten about the Diaspora, or his
own location in Rome. The treatise contains
plenty of references to Judeans in the Diaspora,
taken into exile (1.135-41), serving in Alex-
ander’s army (1.192-95), or settling in Alexan-
dria, Antioch, or Ephesus (2.23-39). Indeed, he
insists that the purity of the priestly line is main-
tained “not only in Judea itself, but wherever
there is a corps of our people,” including “those
in Egypt and Babylon and wherever else in the
world any members of the priestly stock have
been dispersed” (1.32-33).'43 But the dual terri-
torial connection—Judea and Diaspora—is not
contradictory. Those settled in Alexandria “came
from elsewhere” (2.67) and, in emphasizing fi-
delity to the laws, Josephus claims that “there is
no Judean, however far he may go from his
homeland (TaTpls), or however much he fears
a cruel master, who will not fear the law more
than him” (2.277). Thus, whatever may be the
case in other Diaspora texts, in this treatise
Josephus figures the Diaspora as absence from

142 For a full list of references see note to “possess”
at 1.1.

143 Other references to Judea fall partly in excerpts
cited (1.90, 179, 195; 2.21) and partly in Josephus’ own
comment (1.228, 310; 2.25). Intriguingly, Judea itself
is never mentioned in the discussion of the constitution
(2.145-286), but the “homeland” is (2.277).

“homeland” and appears to include himself
among those “we” who presently possess a land
elsewhere. !4

C. Language. Although this text is written in
Greek, Josephus makes specific mention of the
linguistic medium of his work (1.1), as he does in
relation to Manetho (1.73), as if it were a notable
feature, a matter of choice rather than necessity.
He indicates that, in writing War, he used “col-
laborators for the Greek language,” and although
it is not clear what role they played, the confes-
sion indicates that Josephus was not entirely at
home in Greek (cf. Ant. 20.263-64). If this were
purely a personal matter, it would not merit men-
tion here, but elsewhere he represents language
as a sign of ethnic, and not just individual, dis-
tinctiveness. In 1.167 he gives the meaning of
Corban as “gift for God,” “as one might translate
from the Hebrews’ language” (ex Tfs ERpaicov
... SiaAékTou). Later he refutes Apion’s spurious
connection between the sabbath and “sabbo” by
referring to “the language (SioAexTos) of the
Judeans” (2.27), and he insists, in dismissing
Lysimachus’ false etymology, that “we Judeans
do not speak of temple-plundering in the same
language (¢wvn) as do Greeks” (1.319). Al-
though he never specifies here what language
Judeans do use,'® it is striking that he constructs
Judean difference as containing a linguistic com-
ponent—however false that might be to Diaspora
reality in his day.

D. Sacred Texts. Just as other nations have
their own “texts” and “sacred writings” (1.105,
116, 228), the significance of the Judean scrip-
tures is obvious throughout this treatise. Several
times Josephus refers to “our writings” (1.128,
160, 218; cf. 1.42) or “our books” (1.154), but
their status is greatly enhanced by the adjective
“sacred” (1ep0s) as these “sacred books” or “sa-
cred writings” (1.54, 127, 217; 2.45) have a
symbolic significance of a different order than

144 For configurations of the Diaspora more gener-
ally, see van Unnik 1993; Scott 1997; Gafni 1997,
Gruen 2002: 232-52.

145 On the distinction between Hebrew (efpaioTt)
and Aramaic (cupioTi), see Ant. 10.8; on Hebrew as
dcovn eBvikn, see Ant. 12.36. For Josephus’ use of the
label “Hebrew,” see Harvey 1996: 124-29.
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mere historical records. Their importance is par-
ticularly clear in the opening segment on histo-
riography (1.6-56), where Josephus contrasts the
carelessly composed Greek texts, to which
Greeks are largely indifferent, with the univocal
and uniquely authoritative canon of twenty-two
books honored by Judeans (1.37-41). Their au-
thors, Moses and the prophets, were taught the
truth by inspiration from God and every Judean
is taught to regard these as “decrees of God”
(8SyuaTa Beol) and, if necessary, to die for
them (1.42). These precise texts thus form a core
component of Judean identity.

E. Temple. Another focal point of Judean
identity in Apion is provided by the Jerusalem
temple (“our temple,” 1.109, 154; 2.102). This
might seem surprising, given that Josephus is
writing a generation after its destruction,'*® but
the priests or the splendors of the temple are
described in almost every segment of this trea-
tise, often in the present tense. The opening dis-
cussion of historiography parades the priestly
genealogies, and the 2,000-year line of high-
priests, as examples of Judean historical accu-
racy (1.30-36). The citations proving Judean
antiquity frequently make mention of the
temple, as sponsored by the Phoenician king or
destroyed by the Babylonians (1.108-11, 132,
145). “Hecataeus” is a spokesman for Greek ad-
miration of the temple, including its altar and
ritual (1.197-99), while Lysimachus is criticized
for ridiculing a sanctuary that is “universally
famous” (1.315; cf. 2.79). Apion’s tale of the
annual slaughter of a Greek is countered by a
full account of the temple’s design and good
order, which starts in the past tense (since
Josephus is refuting a historical tale) but slides
into the present, as if its priests continued in
Josephus’ day to offer sacrificial victims (2.102-
9). And in the description of the Judean consti-
tution (2.145-286), not only are priests promi-
nent as guardians of the law (2.185-88, 193-94),
but the temple is emphasized, as the one temple
for the one God in which the priests are engaged

146 In fact, this destruction is never explicitly men-
tioned in Apion: Titus “occupied” the temple (2.82),
but is never said to have destroyed it; cf. note to “oth-
ers” at 2.131.

in worship (2.193-98). However “unreal” we
may judge this depiction of Josephus’ con-
temporary circumstances, we cannot ignore the
importance of the temple in this textual con-
struction of Judean identity.

F. Constitution. The concept of the Judean
“constitution” is largely absent from Apion until
it becomes the dominant category in the “apol-
ogy” against Apollonius Molon (2.145-286):
there Josephus’ defense of his tradition is
framed in terms of “the whole structure of our
constitution” (I OAN KATAGTAOIS TOU TTOAITEU-
uotos, 2.145).'47 Here Moses is presented as
the original “legislator” (vopoBéTtns), whose
constitution embraces all features of the Judean
life, from their religious rites to their social be-
havior, from their domestic customs to their
stance towards foreigners. The political category
makes Judeans comparable to other peoples,
especially within the Greek tradition. The legis-
lator Moses can be favorably compared with
Lycurgus or Solon (2.154-56, 161-63); Judeans
can be contrasted with Athenians and Spartans
in their knowledge of, and faithfulness towards
their constitutions (2.171-78, 225-35); and the
most famous philosophical constitution in the
Greek tradition, that of Plato, can be explicitly
invoked, and even trumped (2.220-24, 257).143
In describing the structure of the constitution,
Josephus declines to fit his tradition into any of
the standard types (monarchy, oligarchy, and
democracy) but invents a new term, “theocracy”
(2.165). This is often taken to mean the gover-
nance of priests (a temple-centred form of aris-
tocracy), but in context the primary sense of the
term is not the rule of priests (not mentioned
before 2.185) but very exactly the rule of God,
God’s sovereign oversight of history and human
well-being (2.165-68).14% If this seems to stretch

147 On the use and meaning of the term moAiTeupa,
and its near equivalent ToAITela, see note to “constitu-
tion” at 2.145.

148 As well as explicit allusions to Plato’s Republic,
there are many parallels to his Laws, noted in the com-
mentary; for the relationship of Apion to Plato, see
Gerber 1997: 226-43.

149 For the meaning of “theocracy” in this context,
and its relationship to the philosophical tradition, see
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the political sense of “constitution” rather far,
that is precisely Josephus’ goal, to highlight
within this political category the specifically
“religious” dimensions of Judean identity. In this
connection Josephus emphasizes the place of
“piety” (eUoEPela) at the head of the Judean vir-
tues (2.170; cf. 1.60, 146, etc.), since this gov-
erns both the motivation for keeping the laws
and much of their specific contents. The first of
the laws to be summarized concerns God
(2.190-92), and the Judean constitution is com-
pared to others at greatest length in their con-
ception of the divine and their attitude to foreign
religious beliefs (2.236-70).

For this “religious” dimension of his political
category Josephus is indebted to Plato, and it is
from this vantage point that he is able to draw
on the support of “philosophers” (2.168, 239,
242). “Philosophy” is not a prime category for
describing the Judean tradition in this treatise.
Although Josephus refers to “our ancestral phi-
losophy” (2.47; cf. 1.54), just as he can speak
of other nations who “philosophize” (e.g., 1.28,
129), the emphasis falls on Judean laws as the
ingredients of the constitution, of which Moses
is the legislator (not original philosopher). Since
the core of this constitution concerns the rule of
God, and certain beliefs about him, (Greek) phi-
losophy may be said to be congruent with, or
even dependent on, the Judean tradition (2.168,
239, 281); but Judeans themselves are not so
much “philosophers” as law-learners and law-
observers, who faithfully maintain their consti-
tution even in adverse political circumstances
(2.218-19, 225-35, 271-75).150

note to “theocracy” at 2.165. For the difference in con-
stitutional analysis to that offered in Antiquities, see
note to “these” at 2.165.

130" Clearchus is cited as admiring a Judean for his
philosophical qualities (1.177-81) and Josephus can
insist, in referring to Antiquities, that the Judean tradi-
tion contains many who have excelled in wisdom
(2.135-36); but philosophy is important in 2.145-286
only as it supports the truth of the Judean constitution,
not as a category of its own. If the synagogues are sites
of sabbath learning (2.175-78), what is learned there is
the law not (as in Philo) “philosophy”; and the virtue
of dpovnais is conspicuous by its absence in 2.146,
170. Of course, much of the content of the constitution

The laws and customs regulated by the Ju-
dean constitution establish “the singularity of
our lifestyle” (n mepl Tov Pilov MUV 1810TNs,
1.68). But the apparently close tie between an-
cestry and culture is loosened by the fact that at
three points Josephus refers to individuals of
other nations who have “agreed” or “chosen” to
live under Judean laws. He refers to Greeks who
have “agreed to come over to our laws” (2.123),
and in the summary of the laws makes a special
point of “the consideration which our legislator
gave to the kindness to be shown to outsiders,”
not begrudging “those who choose to share our
ways” and welcoming any who “wish to come
and live under the same laws as us, reckoning
that affinity (olkeloTns) is not a matter of birth
alone (oU T YEvel povov) but also of choice in
life-style” (cM\a kol TR Tpooipeoel Tou Rlou,
2.209-10). Later, echoing this passage, he re-
futes Apollonius’ charge of “misanthropy” by
arguing that Judeans do not emulate others’ cus-
toms but “gladly welcome those who wish to
share ours” (2.260). There are limitations here:
there must be no “mixing” with outsiders on a
casual basis (2.210, 257), since the state (TTOAi-
Tevpa) should be kept “pure,” consisting of
those who remain faithful to the laws (2.257).
However, purity is a matter not only of ancestry
(cf. 1.30) but also of law-observance. While the
constitution includes those of Judean ancestry,
kinship and culture do not form an exclusive
bond.

The combination of factors listed here—
descent, territory, language, sacred texts, temple,
and constitution—makes good sense within the

could be recognized, in a broad sense, as “philosophi-
cal”—both the piety it inculcates and the virtues it in-
duces. Josephus’ constitution is certainly influenced, in
shape and substance, by philosophical traditions, and
at his level of abstraction and idealization, as in Plato’s
Laws, the line between “philosophy” and “politics” is
blurred (cf. 2.47 for the twinning of philosophy and
laws). But the political category is the most suitable
vehicle for emphasizing the centrality of Judean /aws.
To this extent, Haaland (1999: 288-99) is right to ar-
gue, against Mason 1996, that there is some difference
in emphasis between Apion and Antiquities, though his
political-historical explanation for this phenomenon
(Haaland 2005) is speculative (see above, § 6).
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Greek (and Roman) ethnographic tradition, and
within the politico-philosophical discussion of
“constitutions.”!! There are no elements that
would appear anomalous in that context, such as
the notion of a “covenant” with God.'3? But eth-
nic identity could be variously formulated, and
Josephus’ choice of elements and emphases is
his own. There may be personal factors in this
choice. As a first-generation immigrant to Rome,
whose first language was Aramaic and who still
owned property in Judea (Life 429), it was natu-
ral that he should make both land and language
integral to Judean identity. Perhaps also, as a
once-active priest (1.54), Josephus found it im-
possible to conceive of Judean culture without
a focal point in the Jerusalem temple. There may
be rhetorical factors at play as well. The distinct
geographical identity of Judeans explains their
unfamiliarity to Greeks (1.60-68), and the pres-
ent possession of Judea provides opportunity to
display the virtue of agricultural labor (1.60;
2.294). Presenting Judean culture as a “consti-
tution” affords scope for favorable comparison
with lesser constitutions, and its openness to
outsiders gives good grounds for refuting the ac-
cusation that Judeans are antisocial. At the same
time, the stress on the distinct identity of the
Judean yévos is a crucial tactic in distinguish-
ing Judeans from Egyptians, the one honorable
at the expense of the despicable other. One can-
not rule out the influence of sources on Jose-
phus in composing this treatise (see Appendix
5), but there is no reason to doubt that the total
construction is his own. What appear to us the
most striking elements—the emphases on terri-
tory and temple—must be taken as seriously as
the rest: the identity of Judeans here is closely
linked with the land of Judea, and the focus of
worship remains, in theory, the temple. It would

51 For the latter, see Rowe and Schofield 2000.

152 4pion thus offers a “constitutional nomism”
rather than a “covenantal nomism”; see Spilsbury 2001
on Josephus’ notion of the “patronage” of God. The
covenant notion that the land and the destiny of Israel
were the subject of a special promise by God, given to
the patriarchs, is missing, along with the concept of a
contract with God unique to the Judean people. Here
“theocracy” involves God’s oversight of @/l humanity,
as well as that operative in Judean history (2.165-67).

not be surprising if Josephus genuinely ex-
pected the temple to be rebuilt; but, in any case,
he has not developed a view of Judean culture
that could dispense with a “homeland” or with
a cultic focus in the Jerusalem temple.!>?

In the light of this analysis, it is clear that the
term louSalos has not become an indicator
merely of “religion,” but retains its connection
with kinship and even land. In recent years it
has been argued that a number of historical
trends or events led to a reduction in the “eth-
nic” or territorial connotations of the term, mak-
ing it more nearly a signifier of culture or reli-
gion alone. The addition of non-Judeans into the
body of the Judean people—both through forc-
ible assimilation (Idumaeans) and through vol-
untary incorporation (proselytes)—has been re-
garded as one important factor in this trend
(reducing the relevance of ancestry).!>* It has
also been argued that Nerva’s abolition of
Domitian’s tax-trials (for the fiscus Iudaicus)
marked the Roman recognition of apostasy, and
thus of the element of choice in “Jewish” iden-
tity,'> while the Roman abolition of the
Herodian dynasty after the Revolt contributed to
the sense that “being Jewish was a matter of law
rather than place.”!>® Without entering into all

153 For Josephus’ possible hopes, see note to “God”
at 2.193. But it is precarious to press beyond the text to
the psychology of the author. Ever since Herodotus
(8.144.2), an essential component of “Greek” ethnicity
had been the common bond of sanctuaries and sacri-
fices.

154 See Cohen 1999: 69-197, a highly nuanced ar-
gument of wide scope, arguing for a transition in the
sense of the term from “ethnos” to “ethno-religion.” He
concludes that “for most loudaioi in antiquity, the eth-
nic definition was supplemented, not replaced, by the
religious definition” (1999: 137); but he elsewhere
notes that, for Josephus, the expression louSalos ToO
yévos “still had its Hellenistic meaning ‘Judean by
birth’ rather than ‘Jewish by birth’” (1994: 38).

155 See Goodman 1989.

156 D, Schwartz 2005: 74; for a wider argument on
the shift from a national to a religious definition of
“Jewishness,” parallel to that affecting “Greekness, ”
see D. Schwartz 1992: 5-15. Schwartz also notes that
Flavian authors usually refer to the homeland as
“Idumaea” or “Palaestina,” rather than “Judea” (2005:
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the complexities of this issue, we can note that,
even in this text that foregrounds the phenom-
enon of foreigners choosing to adopt the Judean
constitution, Josephus does not weaken the
significance of descent or territory in Judean
identity.!>” While Josephus’ use of the “con-
stitutional” model allows for an expansion in the
definition of ethnicity, and its theological defi-
nition (“theocracy”) masks the lack of any con-
temporary political expression (in a state run by
aristocrats, priests, or kings), the traditional com-
ponents of Judean ethnicity are not lost or even
marginalized. And since our text makes multiple
references to the land which “we” inhabit or
possess, there are good reasons to translate the
term louSolos by its more natural equivalent
“Judean,” rather than “Jew.” At two points,
Apion explicitly links the name of the people to
the land Judea. In the citation from Clearchus,
louSaiol are introduced as philosophers from
Syria “who take their name from the place; for
the place they inhabit is called Judea” (1.179);
while later we find the same connection implied
by a general rule, spoken in Josephus’ own
voice: “those who think highly of their own
homelands (TaTpi8es) are proud to be named
after them” (2.30). This connection is largely if
not entirely lost if louSalos is translated “Jew,”
and so for the purposes of this commentary,
whether speaking in Josephus’ voice or in my
own, | have adopted the less misleading alterna-
tive “Judean.”!8

69). But the practice did not stick: Tacitus’ normal la-
bel is Judea.

137 The case of Izates in Antiquities 20 is striking:
he undertook circumecision to be “genuinely a Judean”
(BeBaiws Toudaios, 20.38), but his conversion was far
more than a “religious” phenomenon since his subjects
were angry at its political ramifications (being ruled by
a foreigner, 20.39); the military and political support
of the house of Adiabene for the people and land of
Judea was evident from that point onwards. Even much
later Dio Cassius (ca. 160-230 CE) links the name of
Judeans with the land Judea, but then immediately adds
that the title applies also to people of other ethnic
groups (&AAoebvels) who emulate their customs
(37.16.5-17.1). It does not seem absurd to Dio that one
could adopt the label of a people whose practices one
adopts, even though that label has specific geographi-
cal associations.

138 T am aware that for some the label “Judean” may

10. The Text

The text of Apion is the most problematic in the
Josephan corpus, not because of a surfeit of
contradictory witnesses, but because there are so
few, and because these are manifestly deficient.
The most spectacular deficiency is the lack of
any Greek text for a large part of Book 2 (2.52-
113), a lacuna which would be devastating were
it not for the early Latin translation of Cassio-
dorus (see below). Although the other volumes
in this series have been based on Niese’s editio
maior (1889a, for Apion), their authors have
also taken account of textual advances since
Niese’s time, and in this case I have been fortu-
nate to be able to use the very significant ad-
vance achieved by the Miinster team. Their work

seem more misleading. The geographical connotations
of the term “Judean” may seem either excessively
dominant, or overly specific (i.e., relating to Judea, as
opposed to Galilee or other parts of the Judean home-
land). The use of the term may also seem alienating to
some contemporary Jews, whose identification with
their ancestors may appear weakened by the use of this
different label (as if one were attempting to avoid the
label “Jew”). The term “Judean” certainly signals the
territorial component in Josephus’ understanding of his
ethnicity. For some contemporary Jews, even the word
“Jew” connotes some loyalty to the land of Israel, while
for others “Jew ... denotes culture, way of life, or ‘reli-
gion,” not ethnic or geographic origin” (Cohen 1999:
105). If such contemporary Jews define their ethnicity
in terms different from those of Josephus (e.g., without
reference to the temple and with, at least, a different
sense of belonging to “the land”), that is no barrier to
ethnic continuity: an ethnic group can be continuous
even when defining itself and its cultural identity-mark-
ers differently over time (Barth 1969). I am certainly
not motivated by a political concern to distance the
louSalol of ancient texts from the Jews of today (as
appears to drive BAGD s.v., in relation to early Chris-
tian texts). Ultimately, the problem is that of the Eng-
lish language, and one has to judge whether “Judean”
or “Jew” more nearly corresponds to the nuances
evoked in each particular text. For a parallel statement
of the case for the translation “Judean,” though differ-
ently nuanced and with claims more comprehensive
than those argued here, see Esler 2003: 62-74; Esler
(forthcoming); and Mason (forthcoming b). For a sur-
vey of ancient “Jewish” and Christian use of the terms
“Judean,” “Hebrew,” and “Israel,” see Harvey 1996.
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on Apion, concurrent with my own, has been
kindly conveyed to me by Prof. Folker Siegert,
and their newly established text now supersedes
that of Niese, for reasons described below. In
outline, and in chronological sequence, the tex-
tual witness to this treatise is as follows.

The earliest witness to the text is contained in
citations found in early Christian authors (see §
8, above). Only two of these actually cite the text
(as opposed to speaking of it), and of these the
text of one, Theophilus, is itself too corrupt to
aid the reconstruction of Josephus’ original.!>’
However, the other, Eusebius, is of first-rate im-
portance. In the course of his works, Eusebius
cites almost one sixth of Apion, and it has been
recognized at least since Niese that this consti-
tutes our very best evidence for Josephus’
text.!69 Unfortunately, Niese misjudged the reli-
ability of the varying texts of Eusebius, but the
new edition by Mras (1954) has placed this mat-
ter on a firm footing and has shown that several
passages, suspected by Niese as subsequent
Christian interpolations (especially in 2.163-65,
190-218), were authentic to Eusebius and prob-
ably authentic to Josephus.!¢! The textual wit-
ness of Eusebius is not impeccable: where it

159 For Theophilus, 4d Autolycum, see R. Grant
1970.

160 For a full listing of the citations of Apion in
Eusebius, see Schreckenberg 1972: 82-84; Labow
2005: xlviii-1. In brief the facts are these:

1.6-26 cited in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 10.7.1-21

1.38-42 cited in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.10

1.73-75, 82-90, 103-4 cited in Eusebius, Praep. ev.

10.13.1-12

1.73-105 cited in Eusebius, Chron. 70.3-74.6

1.106-27 cited in Eusebius, Chron. 54.1-56.19

1.128-60 cited in Eusebius, Chron. 21.3-25.25

1.136-37, 146-54 cited in Eusebius, Praep. ev.

9.40.1-11

1.172-74 cited in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.9.1-2

1.176-82 cited in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.5.1-7

1.197-204 cited in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.4.2-9

1.215-18 cited in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.42.2-3

2.163-218 cited in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 8.8.1-55.

161 For Niese’s understanding of the Eusebian texts,
see 1889a: xvi—xxi. The critical edition of Mras (1954)
evaluates highly the very MS (I or J) that Niese had
most disparaged; for this matter and its implications see
Mras 1954: 220-21; Schreckenberg 1977: 157-62.

exists only in Armenian translation (for the
Chronicon), it is of limited use in reconstructing
the Greek, and it does not fill the lacuna of
2.52-113 left by later Greek manuscripts. But its
early date (fourth century CE) makes it the most
precious testimony, nonetheless.

We are extremely fortunate that Cassiodorus
(d. 584 CE) commissioned a Latin translation of
Apion (along with Antiquities), for use in the
West, a text that has survived intact. There are
major flaws in the translation, which often mis-
construes the Greek; but sometimes it can pro-
vide corroboration for Greek readings found
elsewhere, and in the case of the Greek lacuna
it provides our only available text.!%> To some
degree one may extrapolate from this to an un-
derlying Greek text, but the procedure is haz-
ardous and Shutt’s attempt at retroversion into
Greek (1987) is implausible or erroneous on
numerous occasions.!6?

Beyond the sixth century, we have a few cited
extracts of Apion in Christian sources, of which
the most important are Syncellus, Ecloga (ninth
century) and the so-called Excerpta Constan-
tiniana (tenth century).'* Thereafter we reach
our first (nearly) complete Greek MS, desig-
nated L (eleventh century).!> This is clearly
corrupt in numerous places and has to be
emended by one means or another; the Greek is
often wrong, meaningless, or altered by interpo-

162 On this translation and its problems see Niese
1889a: ix-x; Schreckenberg 1972: 58-61; 1996a: 64-
65; Siegert, Schreckenberg & Vogel: 2006: 59-60. We
are fortunate to have an excellent critical edition of the
Latin in Boysen 1898.

163 For dissatisfaction with Shutt’s retroversion see
Schreckenberg 1996a: 78; Siegert, Schreckenberg &
Vogel 2006: 61.

164 Syncellus (d. 810 CE) draws from Apion 1.107-
26, 135-42, 146-54; see Schreckenberg 1972: 110-12;
1996a: 70-71; Siegert, Schreckenberg & Vogel 2006:
58. The Excerpta de virtutibus et vitiis by Constantinos
Porphyrogennetos (d. 959 CE) cites 2.156-74; see
Schreckenberg 1972: 124-27; Labow 2005: liii. The
standard edition is Biittner-Wobst 1906.

165 Laurentianus 69, 22; see Schreckenberg 1972:
19-20; 1977: 157-69; Siegert, Schreckenberg & Vogel
2006: 53-54.
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lation.' All subsequent Greek MSS share with
L the great lacuna, and many of its errors, and
it was argued by Niese, and commonly accepted
since, that they were all dependent, directly or
indirectly, on L (and thus of no independent
value regarding the text).!” However, the Miin-
ster team have recently argued that E (Eliensis;
a fifteenth century MS, now in Cambridge) may
have some independent value.!® More signifi-
cantly, they have shown in recent work that the
MS known as Schleusingensis graecus 1 (fif-
teenth—sixteenth centuries) and used by Arle-
nius in his editio princeps (1544) is not simply
derivative from L, but draws on a partially dif-
ferent textual tradition, that may go back before
L, while sharing L’s large lacuna and many of
its other faults.!®® The establishment of this MS,
known as S, as an independent textual witness
(used in the editio princeps but not quite identi-
cal to it) has altered the textual apparatus of
Apion. While the text is not thereby radically im-
proved, and the necessity for conjectural emen-
dation often remains, this in effect gives greater
weight to readings that were otherwise known
only in the editio princeps and suspected of
being merely conjectures advanced by Arlenius.

With the editio princeps (1544), the text of
Apion takes on a new fixity.!” Further editions
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Hud-

166 See Niese’s exposition of its faults in 1889a: iv-
v, Xi-XiX.

167 Niese 1889a: iv-vii; Schreckenberg 1996a: 62.

168 F contains 1.1-2.133 (minus the great lacuna).
For discussion, see Schreckenberg 1972: 16; 1996a: 62-
63; Labow 2005: liv-lv; Siegert, Schreckenberg &
Vogel 2006: 54-55 (arguing that it could draw from an
earlier stage of the tradition, before L, but when the text
was already lacking 2.52-113).

169 On this MS, see Niese 1889a: vi-vii, x-xi; Schre-
ckenberg 1972: 42. Earlier Schreckenberg had won-
dered if there might be a good, or at least independent,
textual witness lying behind the editio princeps
(1996a: 64), but further research into this MS has
shown that it is independent of L, and, despite its late
date, should be treated as a witness to the text on a par
with L (neither better nor worse). See Siegert, Schre-
ckenberg & Vogel 2006: 55-56 with Anhang I.

170 See Schreckenberg 1972: 52-53; 1996a: 63-64;
Labow 2005: lvi-lviii..

son 1720; Bekker 1855-56; Dindorf 1864)
added refinements through conjectural emenda-
tions, but it was Niese’s achievement in his criti-
cal edition of Apion (together with the rest of
Josephus) to reexamine the whole textual tradi-
tion and thereby establish a new text. His editio
maior (1889a) is famously conservative, and
follows L more often than is plausible; the editio
minor (1889b), with minimal apparatus, often
provides a better, or at least more plausible, text.
His authority ensured that subsequent editions
of the text (e.g., Naber 1896; Thackeray 1926;
Reinach 1930) generally followed his readings,
departing from it only for textual conjectures of
their own. A number of individual emendations
were suggested in subsequent years (Giangrande
1962; Hansen 2001), but Niese’s critical edition
of the text remained unchallenged, despite its
well-known deficiencies.!”!

The Miinster project, based at the Institutum
Judaicum Delitzchianum, has now provided
what has long been lacking: a new, full, critical
edition of the text, based on the latest assess-
ment of the manuscript tradition (Siegert, Schre-
ckenberg & Vogel 2006).!72 In its use of Mras’
edition of Eusebius, its inclusion of the Excer-
pta, and its establishment of S as an independent
textual source, this offers a major new advance,
and will become the standard text of Apion for
the foreseeable future. Although the present vol-
ume does not print the Miinster text (hereafter
named Miinster), readers should ideally refer to
that volume (due to appear in late 2006) as the
base text for this translation. Very many of the
textual variants are too minor to influence the
English translation, and pass here without com-
ment. But where textual issues seriously affect
the meaning of the text and its translation I have
referred to the chief options (following the sigla
named above). In the vast majority of cases, |
follow Miinster; where I am bold enough to dis-

171 For the deficiencies of Niese see Schreckenberg
1977: 158-59, 169-74; 1996a: 69; Labow 2005: 1xvi-
Ixix.

172 This follows on the parallel achievement in rela-
tion to Life (Siegert, Schreckenberg & Vogel 2001).
Labow’s text for book 1 (2005) is now also superseded.
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agree, the notes indicate and explain the diver-
gence.!”3

11. The Translation

In line with the principles of this series (see Se-
ries Preface), I have attempted to keep the trans-
lation as close to the Greek (or Latin) as pos-
sible, without unduly straining the English.
Where possible I have followed the form and
order of the clauses in the original, though I
have constantly struggled with the difficulty of
finding English equivalents to phrases or indi-
vidual words. Josephus’ Greek in this treatise is

173 The following are the significant points where I
diverge from Miinster: 1.3: I do not add kat; 1.18: T do
not add Sia; 1.36: I read apxiepels (with L E S), not
lepels; 1.46: I read emypaovTtes (with L S; cf. E) not
ouyypoyavtes; 1.78: T read Zaitn (with L E), not
Sebpoitn; I place 1.83 in square brackets as textually
dubious; 1.102: T read Aeyel (with L E S; Latin: dicit),
not Aéyetan; 1.112: 1 read Atov (with L E S), not &¢-
E16v; 1.137: T do not add kat; 1.139: in this highly un-
certain case, | follow Giangrande 1962 (see notes ad
loc.); 1.150: T read Actav (with L E S), not BaoctAetav;
1.176: T read mepitibnot (cf. Latin: ascribit), not
mapaTibels; 1.179: T do not add €¢n; 1.194: T read
MUV ... auTcdv (with L), and do not omit aUTWV;
1.200: T read ouvecTpaceucavTo (with L; cf. Eusebius),
not ouvz-:OTpO(Ts\}oausv; 1.235: I see no need to bracket
lepewov; 1.238: T read Aéyopevov (with L E S), not
Aoytov; 1.246: T read peAAewv (with L), not un Setv;
1.313: T read mepimecovTwv (with L), not mepi-
meoouotv; 2.2: T follow Boysen’s modest emendation
KQV TOIS ... TETOAUMuUEVols, rather than more drastic
alternatives; 2.10: I read e?xz—:v (with L), not £18¢ev; 2.18:
I read mAetoot (with L S Latin) not mévTe; 2.21: I read
oaPPRaTwaots (with L), not coPPw; 2.60: T consider
ludaeos just possible (with L S Latin), and do not
emend to se; 2.75: 1 follow Boysen in emending to
inanimatum, in preference to other possible emenda-
tions; 2.126: 1 read amooxolto and TolauTtns (with L
S) without emendation; 2.135: T omit opfcds Toldv
(absent from L S) as a gloss introduced in Latin; 2.200:
I read emTnSeiov (with L S and superior Eusebian
codd.), not emTnSeiou; 2.235: I read Ol ... OUK QVTE-
Bheav (with S, against L); 2.263: T emend to 181«
mailev (following Boysen, on the basis of Latin), rather
than other less plausible emendations; 2.281: I read
gV Tols Tparypoot (with L S Latin), not v Tols ypa-
HHOoL.

relatively sophisticated, with a large vocabulary
range, including many hapax legomena (van
der Horst 1996). His rhetorics, especially his
polemics, are vigorous, a quality I have tried to
retain in the English. I have rendered the Latin
portion (2.52-113) directly, not via a conjectured
retroversion into Greek, though the temptation is
strong to translate what “must have” been the
underlying Greek.!”* All translators of Josephus
are immensely grateful for the labors of
Rengstorf and his team in amassing 4 Complete
Concordance to Flavius Josephus (1973-83),
which gives one instant access to Josephus’ vo-
cabulary usage. For the translation of the Latin
portion, there is value in the concordance com-
piled by Schreckenberg (1996b), though this
covers only the extent of the lacuna in Greek
(2.52-113), and not the whole of the Latin ver-
sion of Apion. Where possible, I have followed
the Series preference for rendering the same
Greek term by the same English equivalent.!”>
Of course this is not always possible (the seman-
tic range of terms in different languages may
not fully overlap), and in the case of trivial
words (e.g., verbs of speech) it might suggest
greater rhetorical distinctions than seem war-
ranted. Where a particularly difficult, or un-
usual, choice is made, this is noted in the com-
mentary; as explained above, I have avoided the
term “race” in translating ye¢vos, and have
adopted the translation “Judean” for louSalos or
ludaeus throughout. For names of people and
places, where these very nearly correspond to
English usage, I have used the normal English
form, but in cases of significant difference have
retained a form closer to the language of the
text.

The concern to keep as close as possible to
the original, and the use of the new Miinster text
(see above), ensure that this translation is rather
different from its well-known English predeces-
sors, by Whiston and Thackeray, although

174 T have succumbed to this temptation at one point
where the Latin makes no sense: see note to “hawks” at
2.86.

175 E.g., hoiSopla and cognates are rendered by “in-
sult”; PAoodnuio and cognates by “slander”; StaBoln
and cognates by “libel.”
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I have often consulted them both. Whiston’s
translation is not only based on an outdated text,
from before Niese, but paraphrases freely and
uses now antiquated language. Thackeray’s Loeb
translation (1926) is extremely elegant, and of-
ten employs a turn of phrase that can hardly be
bettered. But it frequently strays far from the
form and structure of the Greek, and in its pref-
erence for elevated idiom becomes more para-
phrastic than I could allow. I have consulted also
Blum’s French translation (Reinach 1930) and
recent translations into German and Italian,!7¢
but at the end of the day, one can only struggle
with the Greek (or Latin) itself, and bear the fre-
quent disappointment that one cannot find ex-
actly the proper equivalent in translation.

12. Scholarship on Apion

Commentaries and Editions. The first major
commentary on Apion, by J.G. Miiller (1877),
contains a mixture of philological and historical
notes, already in its day considered limited in
value, and now largely superseded.!”” A far
more valuable analysis was begun by Alfred von
Gutschmid, whose extensive “Vorlesungen” are
immensely rich in textual, philological, histori-
cal, and analytical detail (1893); sadly he was
able to comment on only one third of the text
(up to 1.183) before his death. The early twenti-
eth century saw the publication of the Loeb edi-
tion of Apion, by H. St. J. Thackeray (1926), and
the Budé edition, by Th. Reinach (1930, with
French translation by L. Blum). Both provided
notes, though these were few and limited in
range. A fuller treatment was offered in the his-
torical commentary by L. Troiani (1977), though

176 A new German translation is supplied in Siegert,
Schreckenberg & Vogel 2006; Labow 2005 provides
his own for Book 1 and Gerber gives her own transla-
tion of 2.145-286 (1997: 395-419). Italian translations
are available in both Troiani 1977 and Calabi 1993.
A new English translation (from Thackeray’s Greek
text) by Patrick Rogers is now available online at
www.josephus.ie, but came to my attention too late.

177 Gutschmid 1893: 382: “véllig werthlos und
trivial.” Miiller uses a text, and text-divisions, now no
longer current, rendering his commentary particularly
difficult to use.

this confines itself to the elucidation of histori-
cal references and the citation of parallels or
secondary literature; an analysis of Josephus’
argumentation was still lacking.!”® The first full-
dress commentary was written in Hebrew, by A.
Kasher (1997), but its uncritical stance and rhe-
torical style greatly limit its value.!” In the last
few years, this obvious lacuna in scholarship
has begun to be filled, at least in German: D.
Labow has produced a large-scale commentary
on Book 1 (2005), and the Miinster project is
about to publish its new text and translation,
with notes by M. Vogel. The present volume
constitutes, to my knowledge, the first commen-
tary on Apion in English, and the first of its scale
to cover the whole work and to attempt to eluci-
date both its historical and its rhetorical features.

Scholarly Interest in Apion. The bulk of the
attention devoted to this treatise has concerned
the sources that Josephus cites or paraphrases.!'8
In some cases, these are from authors otherwise
unknown, and thus of great interest to ancient
historians. For Egyptologists, the fragments of
Manetho (1.75-102, 232-51) are of especial in-
terest for the light they shed on early Egyptian
history (the shadowy Hyksos) and on early
Ptolemaic historiography, though many regard
Josephus’ source as already edited and interpo-

178 In the Italian sphere one may add the “Il Con-
vivio” edition of Apion by F. Calabi (1993), providing
text, translation, and endnotes.

179 Sections of the introduction are available in
English in Kasher 1996b. I am grateful for the assist-
ance of Ms. Naomi Jacobs in enabling my access to this
commentary.

180 See Reinach 1930: p. xx-xxi: “Pour nous,
lecteurs du XXe siecle, I’intérét principal du Contre
Apion réside peut-étre dans la masse de citations qu’il
nous a conservées d’écrivains plus anciens, en trés
grande partie perdus.” It is symptomatic that Reinach
devotes nearly half of his introduction to this topic. In
this connection, there has been some debate about the
source of Josephus’ sources, whether he drew on a pre-
vious collection of “witnesses” to Judean antiquity
(e.g., from Alexander Polyhistor) and/or a previous col-
lection and refutation of Egyptian tales regarding the
exodus (see Reinach 1930: xxiii-xxix). One may cer-
tainly doubt that Josephus has looked up all these
sources for himself, but we are reduced to conjectures
on this matter.
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lated (see Waddell 1940; cf. Appendix 1). From
another angle, this assembly of references to Ju-
deans has stimulated the gathering of larger and
more comprehensive collections, that of Rei-
nach (1895) now superseded by the magnificent
compilation and commentary by Stern (1974-
84). Josephus’ text has provided, ironically,
some of our best evidence for ancient hostility
to Judeans, a subject of intense interest espe-
cially in the last few decades. The stories and
slanders reported by Josephus figure promi-
nently both in comprehensive treatments of this
topic (e.g., Feldman 1993; Schifer 1997a) and
in individual essays (e.g., by Bar-Kochva; see
bibliography). The study of sources has also
encouraged continuing debate regarding the
identity of the “Hecataeus” cited by Josephus
(1.183-204; Bar-Kochva 1996a), and concern-
ing the relationship between Josephus’ summary
of the laws and the summaries found in parallel
Judean texts (Ps.-Phocylides and Hypothetica;
see Appendix 5). For investigations of Alexan-
drian history, and of the figure of Apion, Jose-
phus’ retort in 2.1-144 has also provided an in-
valuable, if highly slanted, source (recently, K.
Jones 2005).

Study of Josephus himself, of his rhetorical
tactics and cultural self-positioning, has only
recently gathered momentum. Momigliano’s
special interest in this treatise (see bibliography)
long alerted readers to its importance, and semi-
nal essays by Schiublin (1982) and Cohen
(1988) drew attention to its particular rhetorics.
The gathering of a collection of essays devoted
to this text (Feldman and Levison 1996) marked
the “arrival” of Apion as a focal point of study,
and coincided with a new surge of interest in
Josephus as an author, evidenced in numerous
Josephus colloquia and seminars staged over
the last decade. The first significant monograph
devoted to (a section of) Apion appeared in
1997, C. Gerber’s study of 2.145-296. This
broke fresh ground both in elucidating Jose-
phus’ argumentation and in close analysis of his
precise claims regarding the constitution; the
few previous studies on this portion of the text
(e.g., on “theocracy” or on the summary of the
laws) were here superseded by its first compre-
hensive treatment. Since then a number of es-
says have studied the apologetics of our text
(Goodman 1999; Gruen 2005) or its particular

Roman stance (see Appendix 6). The time is
clearly ripe for a comprehensive treatment of the
rhetorics of our text with a view not only to its
modes of argumentation but also to its cultural
strategy in placing the Judean people within and
beyond the categories of the Greek and Roman
traditions.

Note on bibliography: the range of topics
mentioned by Josephus—Egyptian, Phoenician,
Babylonian, Greek, and Roman, as well as Ju-
dean—renders commentary on this text particu-
larly taxing, and potential bibliography enor-
mous. On all the central themes I have given
what I know of the most recent bibliography,
but for numerous more tangential points readers
are best referred to the standard reference
works, from which I have benefited greatly. For
classical antiquity, besides Pauly-Wissowa, the
latest (revised third) edition of the Oxford Clas-
sical Dictionary (ed. S. Hornblower and A.
Spawforth, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2003) is a mine of up-to-date information and
offers further bibliography; Egyptian material
can be accessed in D.R. Redford’s Oxford Ency-
clopedia of Ancient Egypt (Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2001) and the Lexikon der Agyp-
tologie (ed. W. Helck et al.,, Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 1975-). The bibliography does not
claim to be fully comprehensive; much of the
older literature is now superseded, and some
more recent treatments were judged insuffi-
ciently significant to merit mention.!8! More
comprehensive bibliographical listings are avail-
able, on some topics, in Feldman and Levison
1996: 22-48 and in Labow’s 2005 commentary;
for Josephus as a whole see the older bibliogra-
phical surveys in Schreckenberg 1968; Schre-
ckenberg 1979; Feldman 1984. A number of
special themes are treated in more detail in the
Appendices to the present volume, where more
literature is cited.

13. Reading Options and Reading Stances

According to the modern critical tradition, the
commentator occupies a stance of lofty objectiv-

181 No doubt I have missed some truly significant
items, for which I apologize.
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ity and strives to offer a univocal reading that
corresponds to the original, intended meaning
of the text. With the commentator as inconspicu-
ous as possible, it is presumed that the text has
a single and universal meaning; the only task is
to reveal what this is, and to correct those who
have thus far failed to discern it. Under the in-
fluence of “reception theory,” this understanding
of both interpreter and text has come under in-
creasing challenge.'®? In this new light, interpret-
ers are understood as constructors of meaning
in their engagement with the text, and their read-
ing stance is presumed to be not “objective” or
“disinterested,” but located in a specific context,
with its own interests and goals. If there are
multiple reading stances, there may also be mul-
tiple meanings; the only question is whether they
are legitimate, or at least appropriate in relation
to the text. Here judgments may vary as to
whether the text is inherently “open” or
“closed,” and whether even a comparatively
“closed” text may contain meaning potential
beyond the intentions of the author (as puta-
tively reconstructed). If the text bears the poten-
tial for multiple meanings, and if interpreters are
both situated and partial in their readings, the
history of reception of the text could be more
than the story of stumbling progress towards the
recovery of its singular, “correct” meaning.
Even where the insights of reception theory
are recognized, it is difficult to embrace them
within the genre of the commentary. The turn to
reception history has resulted in new forms of
commentary that gather readings in the “effec-
tive history” of the text, but here the commenta-
tor usually engages with the text at one remove,
through the readings of others (selected and
themselves interpreted).'® The challenge is to
create a literary forum in which the commenta-
tor deals directly with the text from an explicitly
partial standpoint, while giving space to other
responsible readings, both actual and potential.
The procedure adopted in this commentary is
to introduce each main segment of the text with

182 Reception theory embraces a broad spectrum of
theoretical positions; my own is closer to that of Iser
(1978) than the later extremes of Fish (1989).

183 Qee, e.g., Kovacs and Rowland 2004 in the new
Blackwell Bible Commentaries series.

an introduction entitled “Reading Options,” in
which a range of reading stances is explored and
explained (at 1.6, 1.73, 1.106, 1.128, 1.161,
1.219, 2.1, and 2.145). The phrase-by-phrase
commentary, which constitutes the bulk of this
book, is properly concerned with issues of text,
language, rhetoric, and history. But the selection
of topics within this field and the analysis of the
rhetorical and political “work” of the treatise are
influenced by interpretative preferences that
need to be made explicit. Within each “Readings
Options” survey I describe five reading stances
relevant to the following segment of text. These
all relate, in varying ways, to the historical ori-
gins of Apion, but they approach the text with
different interpretative interests, expectations,
and goals. These five may be best explained
here.

As an apologetic text written by a Judean in
Rome, Apion stands at a cultural border between
Judean and Roman traditions. It was suggested
above that Josephus intended his work to be
heard/read by two kinds of audience—those fa-
miliar with the Judean tradition (scriptural and
other) and those who were sympathetic to
Judean culture but more attuned to Roman tra-
ditions (here labelled “Romanized”). Of course
these two categories could overlap (in the case
of Judeans who were also “Romanized”), but the
double cultural horizon of the work opens it to
two kinds of reception. Thus, we are invited to
ask both how (1) a Romanized audience might
have received this work (with what sympathies
or expectations, and influenced by what other
traditions), and how (2) a Judean audience
might have heard/read it. If our proposal on
Josephus’ intentions is right, Josephus himself
invites more than one reading of this text; if it is
wrong, it is still appropriate to imagine, within
his context, two distinguishable forms of recep-
tion. Since Josephus includes in this text many
citations of other authors, whose disparate per-
spectives stand alongside his own, Apion is in
any case a somewhat polyphonic text: although
he cites them for his own purposes, the inclusion
of these voices creates the possibility of read-
ings other than those intended, and Josephus
sometimes struggles to make them supportive of
his case (e.g., Agatharchides in 1.205-12). Else-
where, his rhetoric leaves gaps or creates ambi-
guities that render the text less than fully
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“closed.” Thus we are justified historically and
textually in considering the text open to more
than one reading. The possible receptions of this
text by Romanized or Judean audiences must be
a matter of conjecture, but we know enough
about Judeans and Romans at the end of the
first-century CE to make such hypotheses plau-
sible.

Like many texts, Josephus’ Apion escaped its
original context and the horizon of its author’s
original intentions; like many others from clas-
sical antiquity, it was preserved within the Chris-
tian tradition, and by this means made available
to modern scholarship. Thus we may add to the
two reading stances outlined above (Romanized
and Judean), that of (3) early Christian inter-
preters up to and including Eusebius (practically
the only known readers of this text in antiquity;
see above, § 8); and that of (4) historical schol-
arship of the post-Enlightenment era, with its
distinct set of interests in Apion and (particu-
larly) its sources. In these cases we can trace the
stances of real readers and can thus discern and
evaluate their relationship to the dynamics of
the text.

As a final reading option I make explicit (5)
my own approach to the text, with specific in-
terest in its rhetorical and political dimensions.
This is not, I hope, idiosyncratic: I have learned
most of what [ know from standard historical
scholarship, and much of the commentary will
follow the normal lines of historical interpreta-
tion. But in reading Apion 1 have paid particular
attention to its rhetorical dynamics, its strategies
and forms of persuasion, and I have tried to link
these to its political goals, interpreted, where
appropriate, with the aid of postcolonial theory.
On this reading the rhetorical and the political
are closely entwined: I am interested less in the
rhetorical fechniques of the text than in its rhe-
torical strategies, its positioning of the Judean
people and the Judean tradition within the pre-
suppositions and prejudices of the late first-cen-
tury world.

Each of these reading options could teach us
something about the text. By imagining first-
century Romanized and Judean receptions we
can place it more securely within its first cultural
context. The early Christian reception of the text
will clarify some of its apologetic value, though
the Christians’ special interests shaped a highly

selective reading that “colonized” the text for
their own ends. Modern historical scholarship
has illuminated many elements of the text and
its background, though its particular fascination
with sources and citations generally reads Apion
against the grain, with minimal interest in
Josephus’ own goals. My own reading strategy
(which is no more particular than others) is an
attempt to read the text with the grain, as a cul-
tural and political statement that defends and
commends the Judean people within a frame-
work derived from its dominant cultural environ-
ment—derived, but bent, supplemented, and re-
fashioned in the interests of a comparatively
powerless people.

My use of “postcolonial theory” requires
some explication. The term covers a diverse set
of analytical tools applied to the cultural rela-
tionship between dominant geopolitical powers
(“imperial” or “colonizing” in the broadest
sense) and subordinated peoples, nations, and
cultures.!8* Despite the prefix “post,” and al-
though the theoretical framework for such
analysis was developed in the wake of European
empires, the field of study is by no means con-
fined to the aftermath of colonial relations.
Moreover, while its origins lie in the study of lit-
erature, the scope of this theoretical field has
widened to “culture” in its broadest sense (in-
cluding material culture), as it is impacted by
asymmetrical relations of power.'® For our pur-
poses, two focal issues within this broad agenda
are of particular importance. The first is the
problematic of representation in the contact be-
tween two cultures of unequal power. The analy-
sis of this topic by Edward Said, under the label
of “Orientalism,” provided the launch pad for
postcolonial theory. In his study of Western dis-

184 Moore-Gilbert defines postcolonial criticism
as a “distinct set of reading practices ... preoccu-
pied principally with analysis of cultural forms which
mediate, challenge, and reflect upon the relations of
domination and subordination—economic, cultural
and political—between (and often within) nations,
races or cultures” (1997: 12).

185 Reliable introductory books include: Ashcroft,
Griffiths & Tiffin 1989; 1998; Childs & Williams 1997;
Loomba 1998; for more advanced analyses, see Moore-
Gilbert 1997; Young 2001.
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course on the East, Said indicated how Western
speech and knowledge constructed an image of
the East, homogenized and stereotyped, an
“other” that subtly served the ends of coloniz-
ing powers. Often “Orientalist” discourse repre-
sented the East as morally or intellectually in-
ferior (thus justifying Western rule), though
sometimes, where the Orient was positively
viewed, its “overvaluation” served to mirror back
Western values or project Western dreams.!'8¢
Crucial here is the connection between knowl-
edge and power (drawn from Foucault): where
Western patterns of discourse delimit and define
the field of knowledge, where the Western van-
tage point provides the sole legitimate perspec-
tive, and where Western canons of truth, ratio-
nality, and morality fix the norms and analytical
concepts, this pattern of representation consti-
tutes a form of power, and is generally main-
tained by some relationship (direct or indirect)
to political, economic, or intellectual power.
Under these conditions of cultural hegemony, it
is in practice impossible for subordinate peoples
and cultures to represent themselves on their
own terms—a dilemma much analyzed in post-
colonial studies.!87

In this connection we encounter our second
nodal point of postcolonial theory, the analysis
of the products and strategies of the subordinate
parties in relations of unequal cultural power. At
an early stage in postcolonial studies, scholarly
attention was focused on signs of resistance,
where the literature of the subordinate managed
to evade, twist, or even subvert the cultural au-
thority under which it was written. More re-
cently, under the influence of Homi Bhabha, it
has become common to eschew the binary an-
tithesis of assimilation/resistance, and to identify
within the products of postcolonial encounter

186 Said 1978. Said’s pioneering work influenced all
subsequent postcolonial theorists, however much they
may nuance his conclusions (Young 2001: 383-94). For
recent work in this field see, e.g., MacKenzie 1995;
Sardar 1999; Macfie 2000. Said 1993 developed his
analysis with greater range and subtlety.

187 For the fields of historiography and ethnogra-
phy/travel writing, see, e.g., Young 1990; Pratt 1992;
1994; Spivak 1994 (a seminal essay on the problem-
atics of “subaltern” self-representation).

subtle and ambivalent forms of “in-between-
ness.”!® A key concept in this connection is
“hybridity,” by which is meant not the “fusion”
of cultures, but the emergence of new cultural
forms that neither continue the “authentic” na-
tive culture nor reproduce the hegemonic cul-
ture, but produce a third entity, often unstable
and destabilizing. At one level, the “hybrid”
product appears to affirm the authority of the
dominant culture, by mimicking its modes of
discourse; but at another by creating something
inevitably different (e.g., “anglicized” rather
than “English”), it unsettles, and even mocks,
the supposed superiority of the colonial/imperial
power. This paradoxical stance, in which the
dominant culture is both reformulated and de-
formed, both reproduced and changed, both hal-
lowed and hollowed (Moore 2005: 87), reflects
the ironies inherent in the postcolonial condi-
tion. An analysis attuned to such ambivalence is
arguably best able to assess the complex prod-
ucts of postcolonial encounter.

The specific contribution of postcolonial
theory to the analysis of cultural contact and
cultural negotiation is its ability to unveil the
power relations involved, and to trace their com-
plex effects. The study of “Orientalism” enables
us to go beyond the simplistic labelling of a dis-
cursive stance as “positive” or “negative,” seek-
ing out the ideological or social interests at work
in the representation of others’ cultures and en-
quiring into the sources of power for the genera-
tion of such knowledge. The notion of “hybrid-
ity” not only adds many layers of nuance to
older categories of “assimilation” or “accultura-
tion,” but focuses attention on the dynamics of
power in situations of cultural contact.'®® More
particularly, it investigates not only the power of
the dominant to impose their own cultural ma-
trix, but also the more subtle and indirect forms

188 Bhabha 1994 (a collection of essays, of which
“Sly Civility” and “Signs Taken for Wonders” are es-
pecially significant in this connection); for an analysis,
see Moore-Gilbert 1997: 114-51. The influence of
Derrida on Bhabha’s construal of this “in-between”
phenomenon is widely recognized.

189 Cf. in this respect my third category “accommo-
dation” in Barclay 1996a: 92-98, but then innocent of
the nuances available from postcolonial theory.
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of power at work in the discourse of the subor-
dinate, transforming, redefining, or supplement-
ing the cultural systems they only seemingly
“adopt.” Because of the vastly different social
and historical contexts in which struggles for
cultural power have been, and continue to be,
played out, there are no templates here for the
measurement or prediction of their effects. Even
with regard to contemporary postcolonial (or
neocolonial) conditions, postcolonial criticism
operates with an apparatus of quite generalized
concepts, adaptable to the subject in view. Thus,
although the (post)colonial circumstances nor-
mally studied in this connection are modern, the
same apparatus can be employed in analysis of
the unequal power relations of antiquity; while
the forms of power (economic and political) may
be very different from the modern world, their
effects in the realm of cultural interaction bear
many similarities. In relation to antiquity, analy-
ses more or less directly related to postcolonial
theory have been applied to Greek representa-
tions of the barbarian “East,” and to the subtle
negotiations of power within the Roman empire
between conquering Romans and the cultures of
their subjects.!®® Biblical studies has also
adapted equipment from this theoretical work-
shop to examine its texts afresh, both in their
original historical contexts and in their contem-
porary appropriation in the postcolonial pres-
ent.!! The study of Judeans in antiquity is ripe
for this form of analysis, both with regard to the
image of Judeans generated under the impact of
Egyptian, Hellenistic or Roman power, and in
relation to the cultural products of this highly
articulate but subject people, in whose literature
“the empire writes back.”!°? Josephus, as a (for-

190 For Greek representations of the East, see Harri-
son 2000 on images of Persia (cf. earlier Hall 1989) and
Vanusia 2001 on the Greek construction of Egypt. For
the use of postcolonial theory in the archaeology of the
Roman empire see Webster & Cooper 1996 and
Mattingly 1997. For the power dynamics entailed in
“being Greek under Rome” see Goldhill 2001 and
Whitmarsh 2001.

191 The field has suddenly grown to enormous pro-
portions; for samples see Sugirtharajah 1998; Moore
and Segovia 2005 (with further literature).

192 Jacobs 2004 applies postcolonial analysis to the

merly rebellious) subject of the Roman empire,
brought to Rome under imperial patronage but
committed to large-scale projects of Judean self-
representation in the imperial metropolis, seems
a fitting object of analysis from a postcolonial
perspective.!®?

The heuristic potential of postcolonial theory
seems particularly promising in relation to two
aspects of our text. In relation to Judean antig-
uity, Josephus complains that Greek historiogra-
phy is partial, as well as inaccurate; he threatens
to turn the table on Greeks by asking how they
would fare if history were told from a Judean
perspective (1.69). This alerts us to the fact that
the prejudice in favor of Greek historiography,
against which Josephus contends (1.2), is part of
a contest between differing regimes of historical
truth; doubts about Judean antiquity are rooted
in the inequalities of cultural and political power.
Josephus’ riposte, championing “barbarian™ his-
toriography (1.6-56), is an important statement
in that contest, but it is significant that he felt
compelled, nonetheless, to include a lengthy
segment of Greek “witnesses” to Judean antig-
uity (1.161-214). The analysis of “Orientalism”
by postcolonial critics could shed significant
light on the representation of Judeans advanced
by these Greek authors (at least those that are
genuinely Greek); their understandings of the
diffusion of culture, and their representation of
Judeans as “philosophers” might turn out to be
classic “Orientalist” constructions.'** At the same
time, we can be alerted to observe what happens
when Josephus enters the historiographical de-

situation of Jews in the “holy land” under Christian
rule.

193 For explorations in this direction, related to the
commentary, see Barclay 2005a; 2005b; forthcoming
(©).
194 As I have pointed out elsewhere (Barclay forth-
coming [c]), Bickerman’s seminal essay on ancient
constructions of the origins of nations, strikingly adum-
brates postcolonial themes: tracing the nexus between
Greek knowledge and Greek power, he notes that “a
Greek inquirer in a foreign land did not feel himself
bound by the question of what his informant actually
meant. The construction he put upon the barbarian ac-
count was rather faithful to the historical reality of his
own system” (1952: 71).
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bate in 1.6-56, and positions Judean historiog-
raphy within, but also beyond, the conventions
established in the Greek (and Roman) tradition.
The degree to which he alfers the rules of histo-
riography, while claiming to act within them,
could be newly comprehended by sensitivity to
the complexities of the postcolonial encoun-
ter.!93

Secondly, the self-representation of Judean
culture found throughout this work invites
analysis regarding its relationship to the Greek
traditions on which it draws, and the Roman
values to which it pays some respect (see Ap-
pendix 6). Josephus at times subjects himself to
the Romans’ view of their own “magnanimity”
and “benevolence” (2.42, 73), and is at pains to
align Judeans with Romans as faithful friends
(2.33-78, 125-34). But there are also moments
when readers might detect subtle criticisms of
Rome in moments of strategic silence (2.74,
131, 252), a phenomenon suggesting a hidden
and different transcript. Even on the surface of
the text, Josephus’ adoption of mnon-Judean
modes of representation (e.g., his presentation
of the Judean constitution) by no means surren-
ders Judean difference. In comparing Judean
with Greek constitutions, Josephus consistently
claims that the Judean version is of a subtly dif-
ferent type (2.165-68) and a superior status
(2.289-95). In this connection, the postcolonial
concept of “hybridity” is potentially fruitful, if
it can alert us to the subtleties of this strategy
and its ambivalent relationship to the cultural
traditions it both mimics and purports to sur-
pass. In other words, postcolonial theory has the
potential to unravel the ways in which Josephus
both accepts and unsettles the authority of the
Greek (and Roman) tradition, restructuring the
values he has adopted, and advancing bold
claims for Judean originality and superiority.'%

195 Such questions are pursued in the Reading Op-
tions for 1.6-56 and 1.161-218.

196 See the discussion of this matter in Barclay
2005a and the Reading Options for 2.145-286. Al-
though I will often speak of Josephus’ agency in this
matter, my prime interest is in the strategies of the text,
whether or not they were intended by Josephus. The
conscious intentions of an author, and especially an

Viewed from this angle, as an attempt at self-
representation, written by a member of a subject
nation fully engaged with the dominant cultural
tradition, Josephus’ work is a classic “postcolo-
nial” text, and the complexities of his stance no-
where more evident than in Apion.

In applying postcolonial tools, where they
seem to fit the text, I hope to make clear that the
reading of Apion is, in a broad sense, a political
act. Postcolonial theory places a premium on the
self-representation of the subordinate, the chal-
lenge to hegemonic discourse, and the destabi-
lizing of apparently “universal” structures of
discourse. To trace Josephus’ strategies, as
spokesman for a minor and politically humili-
ated nation, is both to reveal and to evaluate the
political dimensions of his work. I consider this
interpretative stance both historically sensitive
(not an intellectual anachronism) and politically
appropriate. Few things seem more necessary in
our world than granting the right to speak to
those who are culturally and economically mar-
ginalized, and few things more dangerous than
the exaggeration of cultural polarities in unequal
relations of power. Josephus’ Apion remains a
striking testimony to the interest and importance
of a minority voice, and the complexity in his
positioning of Judean culture is an important
pointer to the potential ambivalence and creativ-
ity enabled by a constructive cultural encounter.

ancient author, are a hypothetical reconstruction, and
postcolonial analysis is particularly prone to leave
questions of agency moot. The reader should thus be
aware that the intentions of “Josephus” are an interpret-
er’s construct, though one that seems necessary in the
analysis of a text with such urgent rhetorical goals.






JOSEPHUS, AGAINST APION






BOOK ONE

(1.1) 1! Through my treatise on Ancient History,> most eminent Epaphroditus,’

! The preface (1.1-5), considerably briefer than that
of War and Antiquities, contains the bare essentials: the
occasion of the work (1.1-2), its purposes (1.3), and its
methods (1.4-5). In form and generic content it matches
the prefaces of technical or “scientific” works (Alex-
ander 1993); despite some rhetorical coloring, it does
not present Apion as a work of rhetoric, nor of history
in any of its classic modes. The explicit reference back
to Antiquities might suggest that Apion continues the
agenda of the previous work, though it is in fact self-
standing (see Introduction, § 2). As in Antiquities,
Josephus offers no self-introduction (for the implica-
tions regarding his audience, see Introduction, § 7). The
rhetorical tone is that of a teacher slightly irritated by
unnecessary questions. The polemical front is not
clearly defined, but the four-fold mention of “Greek”
(1.1, 2, 4, 5), the only non-Judean ethnicon mentioned
in the preface, suggests a dialogue with the “Greek”
tradition that will be of rhetorical significance through-
out Apion.

2 “Ancient History” (&pxcioloyica) is Josephus’
shorthand title for his 20-volume work, which we term
his Antiquities (cf. 1.54, 127; 2.136, 287; Ant. 20.259,
267; Life 430). Its public title (if it had one) would have
had to indicate whose “ancient history” this recounted
(cf. Ant. 1.5; Apion 2.136, “our ancient histories”). The
connotations of the term are ambiguous at a critical
point (see Rajak 2002: 241-55). For some in antiquity,
apxaioloyia suggested “ancient lore,” the sagas and
“myths” which historians could at best sift for true his-
tory, but might wholly discard (Plutarch, Mor. 855d;
Thes. 1); for others (presumably Josephus; cf. Dionysius
of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 1.4.1) it simply meant the
history of ancient times. In his Antiquities Josephus had
not fully defended his almost complete dependence on
a particular, Judean source for the most ancient history
(the Judean scriptures), and thus encountered (or imag-
ined) skepticism (1.2).

3 The same Epaphroditus is the dedicatee of Anti-
quities (1.8-9) and Life (430), thus binding the three
works together. He is given here no further description
or address (cf. 2.1, 296), and the repetition of identical
wording from Life 430 (the end of Josephus’ most re-
cent work) could indicate that the dedication is a for-
mality. The epithet (literally, “most eminent of men,”
KpaTIoTE Gvudpcdv) is probably formulaic (cf. kpaTioTe in
Luke 1:3 with comment by Alexander 1993: 132-33;

The occasion
of the treatise

Cadbury 1922: 505-7); it is “a form of address too
vague to allow us to determine the man’s social status”
(Cotton and Eck 2005: 49). All attempts to identify this
figure among the known elite of Flavian Rome run up
against the severe limitations in our knowledge.
Epaphroditus was a very common name in Rome (near-
ly 300 cases are known from the 1 and 2" centuries
CE), especially for slaves and freedmen. There are two
figures contemporary with Josephus of whom something
is known, and both have been proposed as his patron.

1. Epaphroditus, the freedman of Nero (see Steindorff
1905: 2710-11). This man was secretary (a libellis) to
Nero, helped expose the Pisonian plot against him (65
CE), then fled Rome with Nero and helped him commit
suicide. He appears to have returned to Rome and was
known to Domitian who first exiled him, then had him
killed in 95 CE (Suetonius, Dom. 14.4; Dio Cassius
67.14.4-5). We do not know how much “earlier” he was
exiled (Dio Cassius 67.14.4; Cotton and Eck [2005: 50]
suggest ¢.90 CE, but without clear warrant), but even if
he left Rome in 94 CE it is hard to find time for the
composition of Apion after Antiquities (93/94; see In-
troduction, § 3). Moreover, there is no reason to think
that this Epaphroditus wielded significant influence in
the Flavian court (see Weaver 1994), where he may
have been tainted by his association with Nero. Thus,
the older tradition that identifies this man as Josephus’
patron (Luther 1910: 61-63; cf. Mason 1998: 98-100;
Nodet 1992: 4, n.1) is now largely discredited (Cotton
and Eck 2005: 50-51). Josephus’ description of him as
a man used to large changes in fortune (A4nt. 1.8-9)
could apply to anyone who had lived through the last
few decades of Roman history.

2. M. Mettius Epaphroditus, a freedman scholar
(grammaticus; see Cohn 1905: 2711-14). This man is
known only from the Suidas, where he is described as a
former slave of the praefectus of Egypt, a scholar on
Homer, Hesiod, and Callimachus, who lived in Rome
from the time of Nero to Nerva (died 98 CE), and had a
library of 30,000 books; for an inscription attached to
a statue, see CIL 6.9454. If Josephus’ patron is identifi-
able at all, this is the most likely candidate: he had
both financial and intellectual resources of value to
Josephus, and probably had at least some contacts in
aristocratic families, even if he was not himself among
the elite (see Sterling 1992: 239-40, n.66; Rajak 1983:
223-24; Cotton and Eck 2005: 51-52, perhaps over-



BOOK ONE

I consider that, to those who will read it,* I have made it sufficiently clear® concern-
ing our people,® the Judeans,’ that it is extremely ancient® and had its own original
composition,’ and how it inhabited the land that we now possess;!? for!! 1 composed

stressing his social marginality).

If one has to choose between these two Epaphroditi,
the second is far more probable (cf. Gerber 1997: 65-
66; Labow 2005: Ixxiv-lxxv; Feldman 2000: 5, n.9;
Mason 2001: 173, n.1780). But it is equally possible
that Josephus’ Epaphroditus is otherwise unknown to
us (Weaver 1994: 474-75; Jones 2002: 114-15, sug-
gesting, as another candidate, a freedman who served
ab epistulis under a Flavian emperor, CIL 6.1887). For
the relation of this question to the date of the work, see
Introduction, § 3.

* The clause may be innocent (and redundant), but
may also indicate that the present work has in mind
those who have not read Josephus’ Antiquities and are
not likely to do so. Otherwise, if the following points
have already been made there “sufficiently clearly,”
Josephus need do no more than refer his readers back
to the earlier work. On Josephus’ implied audience, see
Introduction, § 7.1.

> In the Greek, “sufficiently” (‘ikavc3s) stands in an
emphatic position as the very first word of the sentence.
Josephus does not admit to plugging gaps or mending
faults; he is simply dealing with peevish objections
(1.2). The rhetorical pose of “sufficiency” (cf. 1.58, 160,
182; 2.288, etc.) enlists the reader’s assent. A uev ... 8¢
construction ties 1.1 and 1.2 closely together; the point
has already been made clear but is now to be bolstered
by proof. The sentence is as cumbersome in Greek as in
this translation. The syntax of preface sentences is fre-
quently over-loaded (Alexander 1993: 64-65; cf. Luke
1:1-4 and, conspicuously, War 1.1-6).

6 Greek: yévos. The term evokes birth and ancestry,
and, as the following clause hints, it is extremely im-
portant for Josephus that the Judean people have a dis-
tinct line of genealogy, and are not descended from
Egyptians (cf. 1.252, 278; 2.289). While the nearest
English equivalent might appear to be “race,” that term
is too tainted by association with the “racial science”
of the 19 century, and is best avoided. The term means
“people” in the anthropological sense of a “descent-
group” (see Esler forthcoming). €6vos (“nation”) has a
potentially broader, and more political, sense, though
the two can be practically synonymous (in the preface
at 1.5). The “our” provides an immediate identification
of author and people, reinforced through the preface by
5 further uses of the pronoun nueis (and one each of the
adjective “our” and first-person plural verb).

7 Here and throughout this commentary’ louSoiot is
translated “Judean” in recognition of the continuing

association Josephus makes between the people and
“the land that we now possess” (1.1; cf. 1.179: the name
derives from the place). See further, Introduction, § 9,
with defense of this lexical choice. Even as a long-term
resident in Rome, Josephus presents himself and his
people as “Judean.”

8 This is the first of the three items here chosen (out
of all the topics in Ant.), since it is the first under dis-
pute (1.2). The claim is never given greater precision in
this work (cf. 1.36, 39, 104, 108; 2.226); the origins of
the people (with Abraham?) are here implicitly elided
with the total historical span of the work (from Adam),
about to be numbered as 5,000 years. Cf. Ant. 1.13, 16,
82-88, 148-49. For the importance of antiquity as a
proof of value, see Pilhofer 1990.

 Greek: kal TNV TPWTNV UTOCTAGIV ECXEV 18(aW.
UmooTools is rare in Josephus (otherwise only at Ant.
18.24, which is textually uncertain); it has philosophi-
cal connotations of “essence” or “true substance.” The
stress falls on “its own” (18a), suggesting something
distinct. The point is emphasized here in anticipation
of the “slanders” that Judeans were in fact (renegade
and polluted) Egyptians; cf. 1.104, 228-29, 252-53,
278, 298; 2.289 (in summary). Later, Josephus will de-
clare that “the ancestors of our people were Chaldean”
(1.71), but he cannot allow any original “mixing” with
Egyptians; on the cultural politics see Barclay 2004.
Ant. 1.148 had begun the history of the “Hebrews” with
Abraham, of Chaldean descent (cf. 1.158-69). The
Egyptian issue is alluded to in Ant. 2.177, but ethnic
purity was not there given the prominence this com-
ment suggests.

10 Although eternal possession of the land is taken
for granted in Antiquities (e.g., 4.115), its means of
possession by Abraham or after the Exodus is not given
any special profile in that narrative. But that the
Judeans’ homeland was not Egypt is a vital point in this
treatise, in refutation of Egyptian stories (cf. Apion
1.252, 314; 2.289). The emphatic present-tense state-
ment (“we now possess”) is striking from a long-term
resident in Rome. Although he is fully conscious of the
Diaspora in this treatise (e.g., 1.33; 2.33, 39, 67, 277),
Josephus makes remarkably frequent reference to Judea
as the land presently possessed or inhabited by Judeans,
and as the land that they call their own. Thus he de-
scribes Judea as: a) the land (xwp«) or place (Tomos)
“we (now) inhabit” (present tense of [kaT]otkéc): 1.60,
174, 179, 195, 209 (Agatharchides), 280 (vuv), 315
(vOv). b) “our land” (MueTépa xwpo/yn): 1.132, 174; ¢)
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in the Greek language!? a history covering 5,000 years,'> on the basis of our sacred

books.!* 2 However, since I see that a considerable number of people!’ pay atten-
tion to the slanders spread by some out of malice,'® and disbelieve what I have

The aims of the
treatise

written on ancient history,!” but adduce as proof that our people is of more recent

“our own land” (owkelar yn/xwpa): 1.224; 2.289; d) “this
land” (n xwpa autn): 1.103; ) “the ancestral land” (n
matplos yn): 2.157; and f) “the homeland” (motplis):
1.210 (Agatharchides), 212; 2.277. Cf. the reference to
“our cities” (in Judea, 1.60), and Jerusalem as the city
“we inhabit from the remote past” (1.196). For the sig-
nificance of this geographical component of Judean
ethnicity, see Introduction, § 9.

1 Reading yop (following Latin enim, with Reinach
and Miinster); L has no connecting conjunction, leav-
ing the text unsyntactical. Niese marks a lacuna.

12 Ant. 20.262-66 parades Josephus’ achievement to
have written in Greek, as an acquired language (cf.
Apion 1.50 on War).

13 The round figure (as in 4nt. 1.13) is made up of
3,000 years from creation to Moses (Apion 1.39) and
2,000 years of the Judean constitution (2.226; cf. 1.36;
Ant. 1.16). For more precise, but inconsistent, calcula-
tions, see Ant. 1.82; 8.61-62; 10.147-48; cf. Nodet
1992: 5. In the Greek tradition, where the Trojan War
was dated to 1184 BCE (Diodorus 1.5), few historians
would attempt a chronological calculation further back
(but cf. Diodorus 1.24.2: 10,000 years from the Giants
or Olympians). But oriental nations were known to
make large claims, which were sometimes taken seri-
ously (Diodorus 1.23.1: some Egyptians say Osiris was
10,000 years before Alexander; others more than
23,000), sometimes not (Diodorus 2.31.9: Babylonians
claim to have charted 473,000 years; cf. Cicero, Div.
1.36-37). Josephus’ figure would not look wholly im-
plausible in his western context.

14 The documentary sources for Judean history are a
pivotal point in the discussion of historiography in 1.6-
59 (especially 1.37-41), and Josephus frequently iden-
tifies the basis of his history as “the sacred writings”
(1.54, 127, cf. Ant. 1.17; 2.347; 3.81, etc.). In fact, the
reliance on these sources is both Josephus’ boast (4pion
1.37-41) and, to a non-Judean, his greatest vulnerabil-
ity. While he will cite many other sources in this work,
their truth is, ultimately, judged by their agreement
with the Judean scriptures (1.91-92, 154, 279-86, etc.);
it is his unwillingness to sift, sort, and critically evalu-
ate all his sources that makes Josephus’ historiography
discordant with the Greek tradition (see at 1.37).

15 The description is vague (merely ocuxvoi), and
suggests that Josephus is responding to a general mood
of disbelief in Judean self-claims, rather than specific
critics of his work (see below). A preface has to indi-

cate the necessity of the work, and this is often ex-
pressed in polemical statements regarding the inad-
equacy or wrong-headedness of others; cf. War 1.1-3,
13-16. The “people” mentioned here are defined by two
participles in the Greek: they “pay attention to slanders
...” and “disbelieve what I have written ...” They are
not themselves the “slanderers” (whose slander is left
undefined: see below), but by associating their doubt
with such “slander” and “malice” Josephus brings even
the initial topic of this treatise (a proof of Judean antiq-
uity) into the overarching strategy of apologetic (see
Introduction, § 5).

16 The “slanders” are attributed to a third party
(“some”), to whom “a considerable number of people”
attend; placing this source at one remove frees
Josephus to use as strong invective as he wishes. Of the
two terms here used, the first in particular attaches it-
self to the “Egyptian” material (narratives about Moses;
charges by Apion). PAaodnuion (“slanders™) and its cog-
nates recur in 1.4, 59, but then not again (apart from a
neutral use in 1.164) until 1.221, 223, 279 and the seg-
ment on Apion (2.5, 32, 143; cf. Latin in 2.79, 88); it is
one of Josephus’ favorite labels for the stories he at-
tacks. For Suoueveia (“malice”™), repeated in 1.3, cf. 1.70,
212, 220; 2.145. As far as we can tell, such “slanders”
rarely if ever induced doubt on the antiquity of the
Judean people (see note to “us” at 2.156), but it suits
Josephus’ rhetoric to associate the first topic of this
treatise (the proof of Judean antiquity) with the other
topics, wrapping them all in the same mantle, as re-
sponses to hostility. The doubt itself is hardly a “slan-
der” and Josephus’ following remarks might suggest
that its origin lay in ignorance rather than malice (1.3,
5). But he later redescribes it as a “charge” (2.288) and
as a “case against us” (n mpos Nuds &vTihoyia) ad-
vanced by “detractors” (o1 Bookaivovtes, 1.72), thus
again associating it with the “charges” and “slanders”
that occupy the rest of the work.

17 Here the terrain is not the trading of insults (an
argument focused on ethos), but the display of evi-
dence and proof (a matter of /ogos). Hence the material
on the antiquity of Judeans is characterized as a correc-
tion of ignorance (1.3, 5), where “disbelief” (amoTia,
1.6, 161) is countered by reliable evidence worthy of
belief (TioTis; noun, verb, or adjectival forms in 1.4,
38, 72, 112, 143). One can imagine many aspects of
Josephus’ Antiquities open to doubt, but in what fol-
lows he chooses to focus on only one. The problem of
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origin that it was not thought worthy of any mention by the most renowned Greek
historians,'® 3 T thought it necessary to write briefly on all these matters,'® to convict

disbelief (and malice) had been recognized in the ear-
lier work (Ant. 14.187; 16.44.

18 At first sight, this looks like a simple argument:
Greek historians knew about antiquity; they did not
mention Judeans; therefore Judaeans did not exist in
antiquity, but are a new nation. This straightforward
argument is what Josephus wishes to dispute (cf. 1.58;
2.288) and the ground on which he wages battle in
1.6ff. But we might suspect that such a charge is in-
vented or at least misrepresented by Josephus. No
names are associated with this argument (cf. the named
critics elsewhere), and its form is later changed to a
claim that the Judean people is “recent” (véa, 1.58) or
even “very recent” (vecdTotov, 2.288; here the form is
vewyTepov). In any such forms the charge is unlikely to
emanate from “Greek” sources or on the basis of Greek
evidence (as the context implies, cf. 1.6). It is hard to
imagine a strong objection being raised to Josephus’
assertion of the mere existence of Judeans in antiquity,
on the superficial level he suggests. It was generally
recognized that Greek historians were not well in-
formed on oriental ancient history (as Josephus knows
and uses for his ends in 1.6-29). All of Tacitus’ variant
versions of Judean origins (Hist. 5.2-3) presuppose
great antiquity; and it was widely believed that Moses
was a figure of the distant past (cf. 2.156). Moreover, it
would be highly convenient for Josephus to concoct a
charge on these lines, both to provide some polemical
occasion for his work (cf. War 1.1-3, 13-16) and to set
up a Greek “straw man,” easily knocked down (1.6-26);
so Droge 1996: 117-19, 140; Goodman 1999: 52-53;
Gruen 2005: 40-41.

Yet there are reasons to think that there may have
been some doubts expressed about Judean self-claims,
at least concerning Judean importance. Josephus’ lan-
guage here indicates that the matter is not directly
about the ancient existence of the Judean people but is
differently slanted. The issue is whether the Judeans
were “worthy” of mention (pvruns nEicdobar), and
whether they were mentioned by “the most renowned
(emdavels) Greek historians.” This suggests that the
topic is Judean prestige, not mere existence: if the
Judeans did not rate mention in such authoritative
sources, they were clearly undistinguished, since re-
nowned Greek historians could be relied upon to no-
tice anyone who had a significant impact on history (cf.
Diodorus 1.9.3: barbarians insist that their history is
also “worthy of record”). Anyone familiar with the
Greek historians would notice the complete lack of
overlap between Josephus’ Judean history and the his-
tory recounted in the Greek tradition. It might be

claimed by some (and disputed by others) that Homer
had alluded to them (Tacitus, Hist. 5.2.3), but that none
of the famed historians so much as gave them a men-
tion would naturally lead to the conclusion that they
were a wholly insignificant people (cf. the concern at
Aristeas 312). The circulation of a work on the Judeans
attributed to the truly famous Hecataeus thus occa-
sioned dispute and doubt: Herennius Philo (second cen-
tury CE; Origen, Cels. 1.15) considered the work
probably spurious, since it seemed so adulatory. At the
start of his treatise on Moses, Philo complains that
Greek men of letters (ASytor) have not regarded Moses
as “worthy of mention” (pvnuns aEic3con, Mos. 1.2). The
similarity to Josephus’ statement might indicate a rhe-
torical trope, but it also suggests a common perception
among Judeans that they were unfairly disregarded,
because their ancient heroes were not mentioned by
Greeks. Celsus, in fact, gives us good evidence of ex-
actly this non-Judean viewpoint: the Judeans never did
anything worthy of mention (&£idhoyov) and have
never been of any significance, as witnessed by the fact
that no event in their history is recorded by the Greeks
(apud Origen, Cels. 4.31). It is quite possible that such
an opinion circulated among literati in Josephus’
Rome, though not necessarily, as he suggests, in spe-
cific reaction to his own Antiquities. While some might
agree with Josephus that Greek historiography was
myopic (Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 1.4.2;
Tacitus, Ann. 2.88), others could use Greek silence
about Judeans as a weapon of denigration.

Another dimension to this issue has been suggested
by Boys-Stones (2001: 44-95). He has shown that in
post-Hellenistic Stoicism the question of the antiquity
of nations was of major philosophical and cultural sig-
nificance. The Stoic belief that the wisdom of the an-
cients was deposited in pure (even if cryptic) form led
to the search for traces of this primitive truth; and those
nations that could show loyalty to such traditions of
ancient wisdom would have perfect justification for
their customs, however awkward or unusual they may
seem. In this context it was extremely important to
show which traditions were ancient, and which were
merely derivative (younger and corrupt versions of the
original truth). The challenge to Judean antiquity
could thus belong to a philosophical attack on the
value and integrity of Judean culture (see further below,
Reading Options to 1.219-320)

Josephus’ presentation of the matter may thus con-
tain a grain of truth, but is misleading: although he
seems aware that the issue is historical importance or
integrity (1.1), he shifts the battle to the easier ground
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those who insult us as guilty of malice and deliberate falsehood,?® to correct the

ignorance of others,?!

and to instruct all who wish to know the truth on the subject

of our antiquity.?> 4 I will employ as witnesses for my statements?® those judged by
the Greeks to be the most trustworthy on ancient history as a whole,?* and 1 will

of mere historical existence. The issue is thus easily
manipulated to his own ends: he can safely lambast
Greek pretensions to knowledge of ancient history and
can readily collect “witnesses,” who need only mention
the Judeans in their narratives. At its deeper level, the
issue concerns the solipsistic Greek criteria for “signifi-
cance”: the only history worth recounting is what
Greek historians know and relate. But Josephus will not
challenge this cultural presumption head on. A swifter
and easier case can be made if the issue is taken to be
the mere existence of Judeans in antiquity.

19 The fact that this clause is followed, irregularly,
by three further infinitives expressing purpose has led
to several textual conjectures: Niese minor omits “to
write” (ypayai), making the following infinitives de-
pend on “it [was] necessary”; Bekker, Naber, and
Miinster (following the Latin) add kot (“and”) before
“to convict,” to achieve the same result; Reinach in-
serts wote (“with the result that”). But the syntax of
prefaces is often convoluted, and it is probably better
to leave the text as it stands. A condensed statement of
decision and purpose is standard in prefaces, as is the
claim to be brief (cf. 1.29, 58; 2.145; Alexander 1993:
94). “All these matters” is vague enough to embrace the
topics highlighted in 1.1, together with the issues of
1.2.

20 The first purpose relates to the first issue of 1.2,
reflected in the repetition of “malice.” “Insult” (AoiSo-
péw) is another term strongly associated with the mate-
rial in 1.219-2.144: it recurs in 1.219-20, 319 and fre-
quently in the Apion segment (see note to “irksome” at
2.4). “Falsehood” (euSohoyia) is also a recurrent charge
against “Egyptians” (1.252, 267, 293, 318, etc.). The
term alone could be free of moral blame (one can tell
erroneous tales unwittingly), but the epithet “deliber-
ate” removes that ambiguity (on “lies” in Greek histo-
riography, see note to “matters” at 1.16). The moral
tone suggests the translation of eEAéyEc1 as “convict as
guilty”; in other contexts Josephus uses this verb to
speak of logical “proof” (e.g., 1.253), but since he usu-
ally attributes error to malicious motivation, the verb
often hovers on the border between “prove,” “convict,”
and “expose.”

21 The second aim meets the second issue of 1.2,
those who doubt Josephus on Judean antiquity.
Josephus prefers to present this as a matter of factual
correction, though 1.5 hints at a more sinister dimen-
sion to the problem of “ignorance.”

22 The third clause relates more to the second pur-
pose than to the first, and the category may be artifi-
cially created, out of the second, to create a rhetorical
tricolon (cf. War 3.108-9). Although “truth” is at issue
in both cases, “antiquity” (apxciotns) is the theme of
the proofs running up to 1.218 (the term is repeated in
1.59, 69, 93, 160, 215, 217; cf. 2.1). This clause may be
partly responsible for the common title accorded to this
work in antiquity (see Introduction, § 4), but it hardly
covers the whole treatise: after so much else in 1.219ff.,
it is listed as only one of the topics in the summation at
2.287-90. This generalized depiction of audience (cf.
2.296) is of little help in assessing Josephus’ intended
readers (see Introduction, § 7), though the reference to
“wishing” to know the truth (repeated in 2.296) perhaps
hints at his awareness that he will only convince those
who are willing to be persuaded (cf. Ant. 1.12). “The
truth” will often be decided through a procedural asym-
metry: while those who agree with Josephus’ argument,
or his scriptures, are hailed as truth-telling, without
scrutiny of their motives or bias, those whom Josephus
refutes are subjected to lengthy analyses of their (im-
proper) motives.

23 1.4-5 now indicates the means by which Josephus
will achieve the aims of 1.3, though not in the sequence
that he will follow; the substance is repeated in 1.58-
59, in proper order. The two means mentioned in this
section reflect the two challenges of 1.2, in reverse or-
der. The appeal to witnesses (uapTupes, see note to “wit-
nesses” at 1.70; the terminology permeates 1.69-218) is
necessary to provide proof against the doubters, who
have cited “evidence” (tekpmnprov, 1.2). The language
hints at the development of a legal metaphor as if the
Judean nation were here on trial; it thus provides a rhe-
torical link to the more developed forensic metaphors
in later material (2.4, 147).

24 Josephus will not dismiss the authority of the
Greek tradition altogether, but will work within its
parameters to relativize its significance; the tactic is de-
ployed throughout 1.6-59, where the Greek histo-
riographical tradition is utilized, both in self-criticism
and in validation of others considered more “trustwor-
thy” (the three nations of 1.8-9, here still unnamed).
The statement thus looks forward to the segments on
Egyptian, Phoenician, and Chaldean witness in 1.73-
160. &EromoToTaTol (“most trustworthy”) echoes both
amotew (“disbelieve™) and a€iow (“think worthy™) in
1.2.
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show that those who have written about us slanderously and falsely are convicted
by themselves.”> 5 1 will try also to explain the reasons why not many Greeks made
mention of our nation in their histories;2® at the same time, however, I will draw
attention to those who have not passed over the history which relates to us®’ for
those who are, or feign to be, ignorant.?®

Comparative Historiography (1.6-59): Reading Options

The introductory segment on historiography (1.6-59) had not been announced as part of
Josephus’ strategy in 1.4-5, and since he has to restate his agenda in 1.58-59 it might be taken to
interrupt and delay his program. However, it takes its point of departure from the reference to the
trust accorded to “renowned Greek historians” in 1.2, and offers an immediate counter-thrust to
the cultural presumption that Josephus detects among his doubters. The material here will not be
appealed to in later segments; indeed, in its strong repudiation of Greek historians, it is partly
incompatible with the use of Greek witnesses in 1.161-214. Nonetheless, it provides a rhetorical
foundation for the rest of the treatise in three respects. In the first place, in subverting cultural
confidence in “Greek” historiography (1.6-27), it encourages receptivity to alternative versions
of history. Secondly, it validates Judean historiography, and specifically the Judean scriptures
(1.28-44), which will undergird the truth-claims in the rest of the treatise. Thirdly, it demonstrates
Josephus’ expertise as an historian in relation to both his earlier works (1.45-56) and thus estab-
lishes his ethos as a reliable authority in the treatise to follow. The fact that the segment starts
and finishes on a polemical note enhances its rhetorical appeal; indeed, its combination of learn-
ing and polemics makes it one of the most arresting portions of the whole work.

The segment is structured to flow from the negative to the positive. The extended salvo against
Greeks, in their ignorance of antiquity (1.6-27), is followed by an assertion of the superior records
of other nations, and especially those preserved by Judeans (1.28-29). Examples of the latter are
identified first in priestly records (1.30-36) and then in the 22 books of scripture (1.37-41). A
comparison between Judean and Greek attitudes to their respective records (1.42-45) leads into

2> The terminology indicates the authors whom
people “attend to” in 1.2, and whom Josephus will con-
vict of “falsehood,” not least by showing how they
contradict themselves. This anticipates 1.219-2.144,
where the self-refutation takes the form of contradict-
ing one another (e.g., 1.303, echoing this statement)
and individually contradicting themselves (1.226, e.g.,
of Manetho in 1.230-32, 253-87; of Apion in 2.17, 137-
39). The language here (as in 1.219) is ambiguous
enough to cover both collective and individual self-
incrimination. As Quintilian noted (/nst. 5.7.29), turn-
ing one’s opponents’ arguments against themselves is
one of the most effective rhetorical strategies.

26 This looks forward chiefly to 1.60-68 (lack of
contact between Judeans and Greeks), but the silence is
given additional explanation in 1.6-27 (Greeks do not
know about antiquity anyway) and in 1.213-14 (a case
of hostility towards Judeans). Josephus thus partially
concedes the charge of 1.2 (though not its implication
of the Judeans’ historical insignificance). But, as the
next clause shows, he will not concede it altogether.
Although this double strategy is not without internal
tension, it gives the impression of providing a more

than adequate answer to the challenge.

27 “Draw attention” (Toinow ¢avepous) echoes the
Greek of the opening statement of 1.1 (“made clear”),
providing a linguistic bracket for the preface. Josephus
will not allow that there is no Greek historical reference
at all (the criterion of “most renowned” historians in
1.2 is quietly dropped), and thus announces the section
of Greek witnesses in 1.161-218. “Not passed over” al-
lows a minimal degree of attention to the Judeans, as is
often the case with the sources collected in that seg-
ment. Now all the main segments in 1.60-2.144 have
been mentioned, though not in the order in which they
will appear. 1.6-59 thus stands outside the pre-
announced scheme, with a preliminary role relevant to
the proof of Judean antiquity (1.69-214). On the status
of 2.145-286, see note to “Molon” at 2.145 and Intro-
duction, § 1.

28 Correcting ignorance was one of the aims of 1.3,
but a twist is here added in the suspicion that at least
some of the “ignorance” may be feigned. This injects a
dose of polemic sufficient to justify the sharpness
which hovers around the edge of an otherwise unemo-
tional argument (cf. 1.72, 213-14).
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discussion of the historiography of the Judean War (1.46-56) in which Josephus’ extended self-
praise (1.47-52) turns out to be apologetically slanted against anonymous critics (1.53-56). Re-
turning from this “digression” (1.57), Josephus briefly summarizes his thesis before restating his
agenda for the rest of the treatise (1.58-59). Despite its diversity, the segment is held together by
its focus on historiography and by the recurrent antithesis with “Greeks” (after 1.6-27 at 1.44,
58). Although the digression threatens to derail the argument, not least in its shift to contempo-
rary historiography, rhetorical elisions enable Josephus to maintain the impression of a coherent
discourse.

Josephus’ assault on Greek historians expands themes already outlined in the preface of his
War (1.13-16). His historiographical principles (accuracy, eye-witness evidence, impartiality,
reliable sources, facts v. rhetoric) are standard themes in his work, as in ancient historiography in
general (see Marincola 1997). His self-defense has many points of overlap with the apologetic
digression directed at Justus of Tiberias in Life 336-67, but no mention is made of that earlier (?)
treatment. Newly developed here are an emphasis on documentary sources, and a claim that the
critical tradition in Greek historiography discredits it all. Josephus has sufficient knowledge of
the Greek intellectual tradition to expand and refocus his earlier polemical asides, in ways that
fit the new rhetorical context.

Roman or Romanized readers (for the category, see Introduction, § 13) would find much con-
genial material in this segment. Greek historiography was intially received in Rome with the
same ambivalence as other features of Hellenism (see Gruen 1990; 1992), though the subsequent
presence in Rome of flattering Greek historians (e.g., Diodorus; Dionysius of Halicarnassus) could
reduce suspicion. Since they had no comparable tradition of their own, Roman authors and poli-
ticians could exploit or excoriate Greek historiography according to their needs (Wardman 1976:
74-110; Wallace-Haddrill 1988). Thus Josephus’ opening assault on Greek historians could gain
a sympathetic hearing in Rome, especially in its resonance with general Roman stereotypes about
the Greeks (Haarhoff 1948: 203-65; Petrochilos 1974; Balsdon 1979: 30-54; Rawson 1992). His
most prominent charge, that Greeks were arrogant and self-obsessed (1.6, 15) mirrors a common
Roman complaint (e.g., Pliny, Nat. 3.42; 37.31; in relation to history, Tacitus, Ann. 2.88). In
addition, his presentation of Greeks as impossibly vain and inveterate liars (1.15-23) parallels a
strong strain of Roman distrust: authors as diverse as Valerius Maximus (4.7.4: gens ad fingendum
parata), Pliny (Nat. 28.112: mendacia Graecae vanitatis) and Juvenal (10.174-75: quidquid
Graecia mendax audet in historia) trade in this common stereotype. In a brief but telling vi-
gnette, Josephus paints a picture of Greek wordsmiths, whose clever rhetoric and sly self-adapta-
tion enables them to invent whatever will please their hearers (1.24-27); the passage bulges with
Roman prejudice (see notes ad loc.) and places Josephus in a long line of Roman anxiety about
the place of rhetoric in historiography (cf. Cicero, De or. 2.51-64; T. Wiseman 1979; Woodman
1988). Although he knows about Roman historians (e.g., Livy, Ant. 14.68), Josephus offers no
criticism of Roman historians in this context.

Josephus contrasts the failings of Greek historiography with the ancient records preserved by
certain other nations, specifically Egyptians, Chaldeans, Phoenicians, and Judeans. As he admits
(1.8-10) he builds here on a tradition established by Greeks themselves, though he uses it now
for very different purposes. The tradition had been introduced to Rome by Greeks in universal
histories such as that by Diodorus, where the “ancient lore” (apxaioloyia) of Egypt, Babylon,
the Medes, the Chaldeans, Arabia, and India had been accorded an antiquity far greater than that
of Greece or Europe. It is Josephus’ strategy to smuggle Judeans into this company (1.8, 28-29)
and, judging from Tacitus’ survey of opinions (Hist. 5.2-3), there was no strong prejudice in Rome
against Judean antiquity as such. Indeed, in the 1% century BCE Alexander “Polyhistor” had
collected and published in Rome compliations of material about Judeans (as well as Egyptians
and Chaldeans). Whether Judeans should be believed in their own accounts of their ancient his-
tory was, of course, another matter. There is some evidence for a receptivity in Rome to newly
“discovered” sources on eastern history: alternative accounts of the Trojan War were circulating
in Josephus’ lifetime (attributed to Dictys of Crete and Dares of Phrygia) and a near-contempo-
rary, Philo of Byblos (64-141 CE), gained credence for his claim to publish an ancient Phoenician
source that refuted Greek historians (Attridge & Oden: 1981; Bowersock 1994: 43-48). On the
other hand, a strong strain of Roman skepticism greeted native versions of their own histories:
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Cicero, like Diodorus, thought Chaldean claims absurd (Div. 1.36-37; Diodorus 2.31.9), and from
Cato (frag. 45) to Tacitus (4nn. 11.11.3) foreign histories were apt to be regarded as corrupted by
myth and self-delusion (cf. Strabo, Geogr. 11.5.3-5). How Josephus’ claims for Judean antiquity
fared would depend on wider attitudes to Judeans and their culture: a nation regarded as insig-
nificant or despicable would (and will) never have its version of history taken seriously.

Josephus’ appeal to the Judean priestly records (1.30-36) might sound parallel to the Roman
annalistic tradition, where that was taken to represent the archives of the pontifices maximi or the
tabula apud pontificem (Rawson 1971; Frier 1979). But these, as everyone knew, went no further
back than 500 BCE, and the Judean claim to record history accurately from the beginning of
time (some 5,000 years) was bound to raise eyebrows. Following a Greek scheme, Varro (apud
Censorinus, DN 21.1.1) divided time into three periods: the mythical (up to the first cataclysm),
the “obscure” (up to the first Olympiad), and the historical. Anyone familiar with the
Thucydidean tradition would know of the standard doubts surrounding the really ancient,
“mythical” traditions. While Dionysius of Halicarnassus is glad of those who simply handed
down traditions of the past “without adding to or subtracting from them,” he knows that these
accounts, believed from remote antiquity and passed down through the generations, contain leg-
ends which “people nowadays think quite silly” (Thuc. 5-7). Josephus’ claim that Judeans were
committed from childhood to believe their national records (1.42) could thus win as much criti-
cism from an unsympathetic reader as admiration from those who shared this conservative in-
stinct. In particular, his extraordinary claims for the authority of Judean “prophets” as historians,
and for Moses’ knowledge of the 3,000 years of preceding history “by inspiration from God”
(1.37-41) would surely startle all but the most sympathetic reader. Whatever may be the case for
other genres, there is no precedent in Roman (or Greek) culture for the notion that historiography
could be attributed this directly to the divine.

As Livy’s preface illustrates, when dealing with ancient claims for which normal rules of evi-
dence do not apply, what counts is the authority of those who relate the stories: Rome has suffi-
cient power to be allowed to say that she was founded by Mars, and other nations can submit to
this claim with as much good grace as they submit to her imperium (preface, 6). Rival historiog-
raphies were thus a reflection of competitive claims to power. Where Judean culture was despised,
Josephus’ claims for Judean history and scripture had no chance of winning acceptance. Perhaps
only those Roman readers who were generally sympathetic to Judean culture would be able to
entertain Josephus’ remarkable “truths.” For others, such credence in Moses’ arcanum volumen
(Juvenal, Sat. 14.102) was bound to look absurd.

Among Judean readers, whatever the diversity of views about the contents of the “scriptures,”
Josephus’ validation of Judean records was bound to be welcome. If the attack by Justus of
Tiberias had damaged Josephus’ reputation, his self-defense, and his self-presentation as an ex-
pert in the “philosophy” of the Judean texts (1.54), may have helped restore Judean confidence.
The opening argument that the Greeks were comparatively young (1.6-14) chimes with a long
tradition of Judean efforts to place their nation among the very earliest representatives of human-
ity, and as the inventors of key elements in the culture of the ancient world. Such competitive
bids for the status of “first discoverers” were a notable part of cultural interaction in the Hellenis-
tic world, and many Judean authors (e.g., Aristobulus, Artapanus, Eupolemus, Ps.-Eupolemus)
had boldly staked their claims for the Judean patriarchs as benefactors in this sense (see Thraede
1962a; Wacholder 1974; Droge 1989). Josephus elsewhere makes a modest gesture in this direc-
tion (A4nt. 1.165-68, on Abraham), but here declines to make specific claims about Greek depen-
dence on Judean culture (cf. 1.168; 2.168).

Early Christian readers showed far less interest in this preliminary segment than in the proofs
of Judean antiquity to follow. In our time period (see Introduction, § 8) Eusebius is the only
Christian known to cite from this segment. (Tatian’s argument that Moses was older than Homer
(4d Gr. 31) seems to be independent of Josephus (Droge 1989: 96, n.56; cf. Schreckenberg 1996:
66). The first passage to catch Eusebius’ eye is Josephus’ opening argument about the compara-
tive youth of the Greeks (1.6-14). In showing that it made sense for Christianity to follow Hebrew
rather than Greek theology, the greater antiquity of Moses and the prophets was of some impor-
tance, and the old (originally Greek) testimony that the earliest Greek culture was derived from
more ancient nations was a useful rhetorical weapon. Eusebius was by no means the first Chris-



BOOK ONE

11

tian to exploit this line of argument (Pilhofer 1990). In his discussion of this matter in
Praeparatio Evangelica Book 10, he first cites Clement of Alexandria at length, but then uti-
lizes Apion 1.6-26 (in Praep. ev. 10.7.1-21), before turning to a longer set of citations from
Diodorus. The most apposite material for Eusebius is clearly 1.6-14; the following discussion of
Greek historiographical dissonance (1.15-26) is hardly relevant. But the location of this Josephan
citation, sandwiched between larger and more impressive blocks of evidence, suggests that, while
Josephus was of a special interest to Eusebius, in this context his testimony was of supplemen-
tary, not foundational, importance.

Josephus’ description of the Judean scriptures (1.37-42) is the other passage of sufficient in-
terest to Eusebius to be cited in full (Hist. eccl. 3.10). But this is not integrated into a larger
discussion of the biblical canon, only cited in passing as other interesting material found in
Josephus (after long quotations of his account of the siege of Jerusalem). Among earlier Christian
scholars who commented on the canon of Judean scriptures (e.g., Melito, Hippolytus, and Origen),
our passage was either unknown or not directly discussed (see Beckwith 1985).

Western scholarship has paid little sustained attention to this segment, despite Momigliano’s
estimation of this text as “one of the most important discussions on historiography left to us by
Antiquity” (1969: 36). Two scholars have recently underlined its importance for understanding
Josephus’ ideology. Rajak, who considers Josephus here to be “at his most original and interest-
ing” (2002: 11), explores the presuppositions of Josephus’ sense of history and notes the way he
writes largely within the terms of the Greek tradition, but positions himself outside the frame-
work of Greek thought in a “fusion” or “blend” of two cultures (1986; cf. Schéublin 1982). She
also notes the emphasis on revelation as the basis for biblical truth, and compares Josephus’ at-
titude to national “records” with the histories emanating from other eastern nations, such as Egypt
(Manetho) and Babylonia (Berossos) (2002: 241-55). Cohen’s important article on our passage
(1988) also highlights the peculiarities of Josephus’ historiographical criteria and the difference
between his model of history as “testimony” and the Greek tradition of criticism. As he notes,
Josephus “learned historical criticism from the Greeks, but in the Against Apion the student turns
upon his masters” (1988: 11). The cultural dynamics inherent in this rhetorical move are what we
will explore in our postcolonial reading (below).

On the whole, scholarly interest has been focused on isolated features of the text. Josephus’
critique of Greek historiography has been disregarded as a recycling of old motifs; only his state-
ment about the oral tradition behind the poems of Homer (1.12) has stood out, constituting an
important clue for modern scholarship on the Homeric corpus (Wolf 1795). His comments on his
writing of the War have attracted little interest except for one, almost throwaway, remark about
his use of “collaborators” (cuvepyol, 1.50). Thackeray’s fascination with these “assistants” (1929)
has spawned two generations of debate about Josephus’ methods of composition (see notes ad
loc.). Apart from these, only Josephus’ statement about the 22 books of the Jewish scriptures
(1.37-41) has attracted much interest, with the recent reignition of debate about the formation of
the biblical “canon” (see Lebram 1968; Meyer 1974; Chapman 2000; McDonald and Sanders
2002). But it is rare to find this paragraph interpreted in context (Hoffken 2001 and Mason 2002
are notable exceptions) since the wider discourse has been subject to so little analysis.

My postcolonial reading of this segment is founded in recent discussions of the problems and
possibilities of postcolonial historiography (see Barclay 2005b and further literature cited there).
The question that Josephus raises in 1.6 concerns cultural authority: why should “renowned”
Greek judgments on antiquity be taken to be true? In his assault on Hellenocentric presumptions
(exaggerated by his rhetoric), Josephus’ discourse raises issues parallel to the postcolonial chal-
lenge to Western historiography: his objections are reminiscent of Césaire’s complaint that “the
only history is white” (1972: 54). Why should Greeks be allowed to determine what is “signifi-
cant” enough to mention? Who decides which are the “reliable” sources for history? More fun-
damentally, what are the appropriate frameworks, paradigms, and methods of historiography, and
is the Greek regime of truth (acquired through critical scrutiny, comparison, and sifting of sources)
superior or inferior to the Judean reliance on authoritative narratives? Postcolonialism asks about
the terms in which politically subordinated cultures can tell their own historical narratives, and
how such “autohistories” (my term) negotiate the terms and conditions imposed by the ruling
cultural discourse. As a spokesman for an ancient but patronized culture—comparable to



12

BOOK ONE

Manetho or Berossos in antiquity, or “subaltern” historians from India today—Josephus provides
a particularly interesting example of the cultural “hybridity” created by engagement with the
dominant cultural tradition, and nowhere more so than in this opening segment on historical
methodology.

The power dynamics of this engagement are made complex by the fact that the “Greek” tradi-
tion to which he responds was already, in Josephus’ day, expropriated and relativized by the
Roman empire, and was in some senses itself another colonized culture (see Goldhill 2001). The
ground from which Josephus assaults “the Greeks” is thus not as dangerous as at first appears: he
has allies in the Roman tradition who could afford, when it suited, to be just as dismissive of the
Greeks (see above). Positioning himself outside the Greek tradition and among “barbarians” (1.8,
58), Josephus overturns Greek presumptions of superiority without placing Judeans in isolation.
The delicate ways in which he refers to the recent Judean Revolt against Rome (1.34, 46), and his
tactful references to theater-martyrdoms (avoiding mention of the Romans who used these deaths
for public entertainment, 1.43), suggest an effort to enable an implicit alliance between Roman
and Judean perspectives on the topics under discussion.

But Josephus’ stance towards the Greek tradition is not simply that of an external critic. Sub-
tly insinuating himself into centuries-old debates (see Schiublin 1982), Josephus exploits the
fissures of Greek internal disagreement, turning limited differences into fundamental critiques,
and placing the Greek habit of self-reflexive criticism into a new and more damaging framework
by deploying it, as a non-Greek, against the whole Greek tradition. Josephus’ most polemical
passages have their foundation in motifs with a long Greek pedigree: he silently uses Herodotus,
Thucydides, and Plato (1.8-14), even while ridiculing the tradition to which they belong. Ap-
pealing to the Greek recognition of the temporal priority of other nations, and the essentially
Greek criteria of “accuracy” and documentary evidence, Josephus siphons off such cultural capi-
tal to the credit of his own Judean tradition.

The full dimensions of this skillful transculturation are not apparent until Josephus turns from
his critical to his constructive argument at 1.28. At first the “greater” Judean care for “records”
(1.28-29) might look like a simple claim to outperform the Greeks on their own ground, but it
slowly emerges that Josephus is operating by a distinctive “philosophy” (1.54) which is not the
same as Greek “wisdom” (1.51). The most crucial statement of this alternative ideology is the
description of Judean scriptures in 1.37-41, which stresses not only the harmony and accuracy of
such sources, but also their necessarily unchallengeable authority, based on the inspiration of
God accorded to Moses and the prophets. The emphasis here on “learning” (uavfovw) as the
proper mode of knowledge (rather than scrutiny and challenge) betokens a distinctively Judean
regime of truth, which substitutes submission to divine authority for the ideology of control
prevalent in Greek discussions of historiography.

By inserting these special claims into an otherwise standard discussion of the rules of history,
Josephus creates a special form of “hybridity” which does not simply add to, but subtly destabi-
lizes, the historiographical tradition to which he contributes (see Bhabha 1994). Josephus does
not present Judean culture as a wholly alien tradition: he does not invert Greek claims com-
pletely, nor criticise the Greeks for their failure to produce authoritative “prophets.” But neither
is his stance unambiguously mimetic, forcing the Judean tradition to compete on purely “Greek”
terms. His strategy is more subtle and, potentially, more threatening to the metropolitan tradi-
tion: by introducing a different historiographical logic, he disturbs the rules by which “truth” is
normally discerned and decided. He thus provides a fine example of that “mirror-dance” in which
a native “autohistory” deploys select elements of the hegemonic discourse in order to establish
its own self-affirmation, for reception in the metropolis (imperial Rome). But this is no mere
embedding of Judean culture within a majority discourse, or even a simple “fusion” of two com-
patible traditions. By inserting distinctively Judean claims into the long-running debates of the
Greco-Roman world, Josephus introduces a different canon of authority and a subtly different
understanding of the task of the historian. It was a strategy which early Christianity subsequently
learned to deploy in order to crack open the authority of the whole Greco-Roman intellectual
tradition, with enormous consequences for western history.
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(1.2) 6 The first thing that occurs to me is utter astonishment?® at those who think
one should pay attention only to Greeks on matters of great antiquity, expecting to

The absurdity
of claims for
the Greeks

learn the truth from them, while disbelieving us and the rest of humanity.’® For my
part, I find the very opposite of this to be the case,?!' if indeed one should not follow
worthless opinions but derive a right conclusion from the facts themselves.3? 7 For
everything to do with the Greeks I have found?? to be recent, so to speak from yes-
terday or the day before’*—I mean the founding of cities, and matters concerning
the invention of arts and the recording of laws;3* and just about the most recent of

29 The prominence of personal and emotional lan-
guage gives this preliminary segment an immediate rhe-
torical draw. “Astonishment” is a familiar rhetorical
mask for rebuke or scorn (cf. Paul in Gal 1:6); Josephus
uses cognate terms in sarcastic comment on Apion
(2.12, 20, 25, 125, etc.).

30 The language echoes 1.2, but if Josephus there
only half represents the issues at stake, he now exag-
gerates the viewpoint of his doubters to assist his rheto-
ric (cf. 1.161). It is hard to imagine that anyone argued
that only Greek historians should be trusted; in fact, as
1.8-9 suggests, even Greeks looked to others for infor-
mation about ancient history. But by restating the mat-
ter in this way, representing the doubt as directed
against “us” (not just Josephus’ Antiquities, but
Judeans as a whole), and by adding “and the rest of
humanity,” Josephus can suggest a generalized cultural
antagonism between Greeks and everyone else. When
the (artificial) charge is then reversed, Josephus can
embed the authority of Judean historiography among
well-respected examples of “the rest of humanity” (cf.
1.8, 28-29, 58) who put Greek historiography to shame.
The issue is “truth,” the theme that will dominate this
segment (1.15, 24, 26-27, 47, 50, 52, 56).

31 The rhetorical tactic of reversing one’s oppo-
nents’ arguments leads Josephus into denial of any his-
torical worth in Greek historiography; only at the very
end is a more nuanced statement allowed (1.58).

32 The tone and vocabulary (not following patoio
Sofat, but deriving To Sikatov from the mpoyuaTo)
evokes the “philosophical” pursuit of truth, which at-
tacks mere fancy (cf. 1.211); the opposite view is
aloyov (“absurd,” 1.15). Philosophical criteria will be
evoked more explicitly in 2.145-286, not least in refu-
tation of erroneous 86€ot (2.169, 239, 258). “The facts™
appealed to are common opinion (e.g., 1.7-15, 28-29),
and, for Josephus, the most crucial is the authority of
the biblical books, which are “rightly trusted” (Sikaicos
memoTeupeve, 1.38).

33 Translating nupov (“I have found”) suggested by
the Latin (cognovi) and supported by Reinach and
Miinster, in preference to the optative eupot (in L and
Eusebius, supported by Niese and Thackeray), which

lacks a subject. Other emendations are possible.

34 The idiom (x0es kol mpenv) is repeated as exbes
kol mpewnv in 2.14 and 2.154 also in relation to the
Greeks; cf. Ant. 2.348; 18.243. It has its roots in a fa-
mous passage in Herodotus 2.53, where Herodotus uses
this idiomatic expression to contrast the antiquity of
Egyptian theology with the recent Greek knowledge of
the Gods (Homer and Hesiod being only 400 years in
the past). It is used by Plato in a passage closely paral-
lel to our text: Greek inventions in arts, and the found-
ing of cities, are only 1,000 or 2,000 years old, that is,
compared to Egypt, only yesterday or the day before
(s Emos e1melv xBes kol mpINv yeyovota, Leg. 677d;
cf. Droge 1989: 43). That Josephus should (silently) use
Herodotus and/or Plato here on this critical point, where
Greeks acknowledged their historical inferiority, is a
symptom of his tactic throughout 1.6-26, to deploy
Greek self-criticism and self-deprecation in a blanket
critique of Greek historiography. The trope of Greek
youth (compared to Egyptian antiquity) echoes through
later Greek literature, e.g., Plato, Tim. 22b-c (cf. 1.10
below); Aristotle, Pol. 1329b. For Josephus the crucial
term here is “recent” (véa), in counter-echo of the claim
that the Judean nation is “more recent” (vecdTepov, 1.2;
cf. Plato, Tim. 22b on the Greeks as véot). Josephus will
not allow that a “recent” nation, such as the Greeks,
might have better critical tools for judging the ancient
history of other nations; for him accurate historiogra-
phy requires the faithful transmission of one’s own an-
cient records and in this the Greeks are evidently
inferior for the reasons to be discussed.

35 These three items together encapsulate a Greek
understanding of “civilization” and play on familiar
Greek themes (cf. Diodorus 1.2). The founding myths
of many Greek cities (e.g., Thebes and Argos) involve
settlers coming from more ancient civilizations such as
Egypt (cf. 1.103). The “invention of arts” (texvai) al-
ludes to the theme of “first inventor,” in which other
nations regularly claimed priority over the Greeks (see
note to “intellectuals” at 2.135). The third item (cf.
1.21; 2.151-56) is carefully phrased to include the key
term “recording” (lit. “records,” avaypadas), since what
matters for Josephus is not having laws but having
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Superior
eastern
traditions

all for them is care in relation to the writing of histories.>® 8 However, they certainly
themselves acknowledge®’ that matters to do with the Egyptians and Chaldeans and

Phoenicians*®—for the moment I refrain from adding ourselves to this list**—enjoy
an extremely ancient and extremely stable tradition of memorialization.*’ 9 For these
all inhabit places which are least subject to the catastrophic effects of climate,*' and
they have applied great forethought to leaving nothing of what happens among them
unrecorded,*? but to have them consecrated continuously in public records composed

Greek
civilization is
comparatively
new

them in writing. The prominence of this theme is indi-
cated by the profusion of terms from the ypad- root in
1.6-59: ypadw (1.20, 21, 24, 25, 26[bis], 37, 41, 45,
55); avaypadw (1.49); umoypadw (1.37); emypadw
(1.46); ouyypadw (1.7, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 33, 37, 40,
45, 57); ouyypadeus (1.15, 23, 27, 58); avaypadn (1.7,
9, 11, 20, 21, 23, 28, 29, 36, 38, 43, 47, 58); ypouuoTa
(1.10, 11[bis], 12, 21, 22, 28, 35, 54[bis], 59); cuyypa-
ppato (1.44). For Josephus everything hinges on the
reliability of written tradition.

36 This (unsupported) claim is placed last for em-
phasis, since this is the central issue. Lack of “care”
(emuéAero) in historiography (cf. 1.9, 21, 28-29) sug-
gests a cultural deficiency more damaging to Greek
honor than the accidents of history (1.10). The phrase
seems to denote care in the composition of history,
rather than care about it, but both may be implied.

37 1f others appeal to the authority of Greeks (1.2),
Josephus will do so too (cf. 1.4)—but here in order to
undercut (supposed) Greek pretensions. It is hard to see
how this acknowledgement by Greeks can be squared
with the self-importance attributed to them in 1.15.

38 The three peoples are chosen to match the three
categories of “witness” whom Josephus will employ in
1.69-160; cf. 1.10, 14, 28. The antiquity of Egypt was
discussed in educated circles from the time of
Hecataeus and Herodotus and was taken for granted by
Josephus’ contemporaries (sufficient to be satirized by
Lucian, Sacr. 14). The Chaldeans were an ethnic group
or priestly caste associated with Babylonia, with a repu-
tation for astrology dependent on the possession of
extremely ancient records of the stars (see below,
Chaldean Evidence (1.128-60): Reading Options). The
Phoenicians, taken by Greeks as their teachers in the
alphabet (see at 1.10), were also reputed to have an-
cient records. At the time of Josephus, Philo of Byblos
(70-160 CE) claimed to translate material from the
Phoenician Sanchuniathon, whose accounts of life be-
fore and during the Trojan War were gaining credence
in some quarters as more reliable than Homer; see
Baumgarten 1981; Attridge & Oden 1981; Bowersock
1994: 43-48.

39 The seemingly modest gesture (discarded in 1.28-
29) is enough to affect the reading of all that follows,

by the wisest individuals.*? 10 The region of Greece, on the other hand,** has been

suggesting that Judeans could be taken as included in
this excellent company. Of course precisely this insinu-
ation is what would be resisted by Josephus’ critics.
Greek lists of ancient oriental nations (Egyptians,
Chaldeans, Assyrians, Persians, Indians) never include
Judeans, except as offshoots from one or another.
Celsus pointedly refused to include Judeans in such
distinguished company (apud Origen, Cels. 1.14; 6.78-
80).

40 T translate pvriun as “memorialization” to include
both memory and record. Both antiquity and stability
are important to Josephus. He does not commit himself
to precision on the antiquity. Cf. Herodotus’ claim to
more than 11,000 years of recorded Egyptian history
(2.100, 143) and Diodorus’ statement on Chaldean tra-
dition, passed on from father to son for 473,000 years
(2.29; 2.31.9). The implied contrast is with Greek nov-
elty and instability, the latter to be stressed in 1.10.
Herodotus is close to the surface here: “the Egyptians,
by their practice of keeping records (uvrun), have made
themselves the best historians (AoyiwToTol) of any na-
tion I have encountered” (2.77.1).

41 The general claim, advanced to contrast with
1.10, derives from a particular tradition concerning
Egypt: that she had a sufficiently good climate to es-
cape radical change (Herodotus 2.77) and had not been
affected by the flood of Deucalion (Diodorus 1.10.4).
The Chaldeans and Phoenicians are allowed to ride on
this Egyptian tradition. For comparison of the climate
of Asia and Europe, see Hippocrates, der. 12-24.

42 &uvnotov echoes pviun (“memorialization,” 1.8).
The claim suggests a comprehensiveness which is
wildly exaggerated, but Josephus does not know
enough, or wish, to describe the narrow compass of
these records; in a similar vein, he will use the Judean
priest-lists to generalize about Judean historiography
(1.30-36).

43 Each of the terms is carefully chosen. “Conse-
crated” (xoBiepow, an unusual term in this context) sug-
gests security and stability, and echoes the Chaldean
reputation as priests, and the role of priests in Egyptian
historiography (cf. 1.28, 73 and Herodotus book 2,
passim); Diodorus, drawing on Hecataeus, refers to
Egyptian “holy records” (1.44.4; 46.7). “Continu-
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affected by numerous catastrophes that have wiped out the memory of past events;*
and since they were repeatedly establishing new ways of life, the people of each
period thought that their time was the beginning of everything,*® and it was late—
and with difficulty—that they learned the nature of the alphabet.*’ In any case, those
who wish its use to be the most ancient pride themselves on learning it from the
Phoenicians and Cadmus.*® 11 In fact, no-one would be able to produce any record
even from that date,*® preserved either in temples or on public monuments,*® seeing
that, even with regard to those who fought against Troy so many years later,’! it has
become a question of considerable uncertainty and research as to whether they used
writing; and the true, prevailing view is rather that they did not know the present

mode of writing.>? 12 Across the board among the Greeks no authentic writing is to

ously” underlines the claim that there is no break in
tradition (cf. 1.8). “Public records” (Snpocicn avaypo-
dai) implies both public authorization and public ac-
cessibility (cf. 1.11, 21). “Wisest” reflects the
Chaldeans’ reputation (cf. 1.28, 129) and the notion of
Egyptian priests as “philosophers” (1.28; 2.140; cf.
Herodotus 2.160 on Egyptians as the wisest people).
The Phoenicians had no comparable reputation, but can
be included here by association.

4 To the charge of carelessness in record-keeping
(1.7) Josephus now adds two reasons why Greece was
in any case unable to keep records: the repeated de-
struction of civilizations and the late discovery of writ-
ing. He can advance both as well-known tropes in
discourse on Greece, but only the second is elaborated
in detail (1.10-12).

4 Josephus aims for maximum contrast with the
statements of 1.8-9: the regions the least subject to ca-
tastrophe (1.9) are here contrasted with a land subject
to numerous catastrophes (1.10). The motif is at least as
old as Plato, Tim. 21e-23¢c, where the exposure of
Greece to repeated conflagrations and floods is con-
trasted to the safety of Egypt, as an explanation of the
“youth” of Greek culture; cf. Plato, Leg. 677a-678a. The
theme is recycled right through antiquity (cf. Celsus
apud Origen, Cels. 1.20). Josephus was aware of Greek
flood stories which he connects to Noah (4nt. 1.93-95),
but he does not specify here the well-known floods as-
sociated with Ogygus and Deucalion.

46 Cf. Plato, Tim. 23b: disasters leave only the un-
lettered (&ypappatol) so that the Greeks become
“young” again and again, with no knowledge of what
happened in ancient times; cf. Leg. 680a; Crit. 109d.
Once again Josephus is using against Greeks a motif
which originates in the Greek tradition.

47 The late origin of the Greek alphabet is a motif
broadly discussed in Greek literature (see below); its
acquisition “with difficulty” (cf. 1.66) is a slur on the
intelligence of Greeks, which places them in contrast
with the “wisest individuals” active in other nations
(1.9).

Greek literature
is recent

48 Josephus’ wording suggests both skepticism
(those who wish its use to be most ancient) and scorn:
if they are proud to have learned the alphabet from
another nation, the Greeks trumpet their own cultural
inferiority (cf. 1.14)! Throughout this section, “learn-
ing” (uavBavew) signals subordination to a superior au-
thority (1.14, 23, 37; cf. 1.22). The introduction of the
alphabet to Greece by Cadmus, the legendary
Phoenician founder of Thebes, is a tradition already
familiar to Herodotus (5.58-61) and passed on through
antiquity (cf. Ephorus FGH 70, frag. 105a; Plutarch,
Quaest. conv. 738f; Tacitus, Ann. 11.14). For Josephus
the Phoenician origin is crucial, to support his inclu-
sion of that nation in the ancient company of Egyptians
and Chaldeans (1.8). For Judean attempts to go one
better, making Judeans the source of Phoenician knowl-
edge of the alphabet, cf. Eupolemus apud Clement,
Strom. 1.23.153.4 (Holladay 1983, frag. 1).

49 Josephus is vague, as Cadmus is undatable; he is
simply presumed to be “many years” before the Trojan
War (below; cf. Labow 2005: 16, n.32). Homer refers to
the inhabitants of Thebes as “Cadmeii” (/I. 4.388) or
“Cadmeiones” (II. 4.385). “Record” (avaypadn) is the
third use of this term since 1.7 (see note to “laws” ad
loc.).

30 Cf. the twinning of “consecrated” and “public” in
1.10. Josephus takes this absence of evidence to raise
questions about the Greek ability to write, thus not
committing himself to the Cadmus-legend while si-
lently alluding to the claim of Herodotus (5.58-61) to
have seen three inscriptions in “Cadmean letters” in the
temple of Ismeneian Apollo at Thebes, which he dates
to 2/3 generations after Cadmus (Gutschmid 389).

31 Again no dates are provided and Josephus’ chro-
nology throughout lacks precision (see at 1.104). Era-
tosthenes (3" century BCE) had provided a widely
accepted date for the fall of Troy as 1184 BCE.

2 Josephus begins to display his cultural exper-
tise—knowing both that there is debate and what is the
majority opinion—and notably changes the issue from
use of any sort of writing to knowledge of writing in



16

BOOK ONE

be found older than Homer’s poem, and he clearly lived after the Trojan events;>>
and even he, they say, did not leave his own poem in written form, but it was trans-
mitted by memory and later put together from its recital in songs, and for this rea-
son has many internal discrepancies.’ 13 On the other hand, those of their number
who attempted to write histories>>—I mean such as Cadmus the Milesian®® and the
Argive Acusilaus’’ and any others that may be cited after him>®*—lived only a little

“the present mode.” He thus protects himself against
alternative readings of the famous passage on which
this debate hinged, the reference to the writing of
“baneful signs” (onuota Auypd) at Homer, 11. 6.168-69.
Opinions in antiquity were divided as to whether this
represented alphabetic script, e.g., in scholia on Homer
(Dindorf 1875: 1.235) and on Dionysius of Thrace
(Hilgard 1901: 185); the modern debate on this pas-
sage began with Wolf 1795 (see now Kirk 1990: 181-
82, with further literature). But since most now regard
the written forms of Homer’s poems to be no earlier
than 750 BCE, a reference to alphabetic writing there
does not prove anything about the emergence of
Phoenician-Greek in earlier centuries (probably, in fact,
in the 9™ century BCE). See Powell 1991.

33 Josephus follows Herodotus who, in the same pas-
sage as that echoed in 1.7 (see note to “before” ad loc.),
suggested that any poets said to have preceded Homer
and Hesiod were in fact of a later date (2.53; see Lloyd
1976: 247-49). There is also a verbal echo of Thu-
cydides here (noted by Schaublin 1982: 319 n24):
Thucydides wrote that Homer “lived much later than
the Trojan events” (ToAAG) UoTepov ETI kol TV TpeaIKY
yévopevos, 1.3.3); Josephus® Greek runs: kol Tdv
Tpowikedv UoTepos palveTat yevouevos. Homer is left as
uncertainly dated as the Trojan War, but Josephus
seems to depend on the consensus that that is the first
secure date in Greek history and, by the standards of
eastern chronology, not all that ancient. This line of
argument—that Homer was the earliest Greek author,
but much later than Moses—was crucial to early Chris-
tian apologetics, in explaining the greater authority of
the Judeo-Christian tradition (e.g., Tatian, 4d Gr. 31,
36; cf. Pilhofer 1990: 253-60). On the question of how
long Homer lived after the Trojan War, Tatian lists no
less than 16 ancient authorities who discussed this
question, with answers varying from 80 to 500 years
(Ad Gr. 31). Josephus does not commit himself to preci-
sion on the matter, and does not need to.

% Using this common opinion (“they say”), Jose-
phus places a further historical gap, bringing the first
writing, and thus historiography, down to a yet more
recent period. Apart from scholia to Dionysius of
Thrace (see Gutschmid 391), this statement by Josephus
is the main passage indicating the oral transmission, in

song, of the Homeric epics. This was the foundation of
the revolutionary approach to Homer by Wolf 1795
and, through the modern comparative studies of Parry
and Lord (see Lord 1960), continues as the presupposi-
tion of contemporary analysis of Homeric style in com-
parison with the performance of bards (Segal 1992).
Josephus’ comment on the resulting discrepancies an-
ticipates a major theme in his exposure of contradic-
tions between Greek historians (1.15-26).

35 From writing in general Josephus moves to the
writing of history; Homer was presumably in a different
category (epic; though Hesiod is to be found in the
company of historians in 1.16). Josephus demands now
not just the keeping of records (cf. Draco in 1.21), but
the composition of “histories.” For the other nations
(Egyptians, Chaldeans, Judeans) possessing written
records is sufficient (1.8-9, 28-29)—or at least Josephus
never clarifies what would qualify in their case as “his-
tory.” In this treatise, the verb “attempt” (emixeipéw)
always conveys a sneer, presuming lack of success (cf.
1.53, 56, 58, 88, 220, 223, etc.).

6 A shadowy figure of the mid 6"-century BCE,
known as among the first prose writers (with Phere-
cydes and Hecataeus; Strabo 1.2.6; Pliny, Nat. 5.112;
7.205), and associated with the logographoi who re-
cycled “mythical” tales (Diodorus 1.37.3). The frag-
ments attributed to him are collected in FGH 489, but
their authenticity was doubted in antiquity (Dionysius
of Halicarnassus, Thuc. 23) and remains uncertain.

7 Listed with Hellanicus and Hecataeus in Ant.
1.108, and known among scholars in Rome (Cicero, De
or. 2.53; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Thuc. 5). His prob-
able dates (end of 6M—beginning of 5™ centuries BCE)
would make him a contemporary of Hecataeus, Herodo-
tus’ most important predecessor; see FGH 2, and further
below, at 1.16.

8 The others (the “logographers” listed, e.g., in
Dionysius, Thuc. 5) are all described as “after him,” so
that no additional names could place the beginnings of
Greek historiography any earlier. The most famous in
this category, Hecataeus of Miletus, goes unmentioned
here and in 1.16, perhaps to avoid confusion with
Hecataeus of Abdera, whose (inauthentic) work On the
Judeans constitutes a key Greek witness (1.183-204).



BOOK ONE

17

before the Persian invasion of Greece.”® 14 Certainly, the first among the Greeks to
philosophize on the heavens and matters divine,®® such as Pherecydes of Syros,°!
Pythagoras,®” and Thales,®® are acknowledged, by universal consent, to have been
pupils of the Egyptians and Chaldeans for what little they wrote.®* This is what the
Greeks consider the most ancient material of all—and they have difficulty believing

that these works were all written by those men.%

(1.3) 15 Is it not absurd, then, for the Greeks to puff themselves up as if they
alone know about antiquity and accurately transmit a true account of it?°® Can one
not easily discover from the authors themselves that they wrote without reliable

Greeks
historians
disagree with
one another

knowledge of anything, but on the basis of their individual conjectures about

39 Herodotus, the first proper “historian” on some
definitions, was reputed to have been born just before
the Persian Wars (Dionysius, Thuc. 5). Xerxes’ invasion
of Greece (480-479 BCE) is alluded to as a known fact,
but undated; and lack of precision allows Josephus to
bring all the “historians” close to this date. Thucydides’
damning comments on such “logographers” (1.21) and
his refusal to set any store on history before the Persian
Wars stands behind the dismissive tone of this sen-
tence.

60 This is not strictly relevant to a discussion of
Greek historiography, but it is the only other genre of
early Greek prose, and it allows further mention of
Egyptians and Chaldeans (cf. 1.8-9), again suggesting
Greek inferiority. Ionian science was well known to
combine cosmology with theology as the beginning of
“philosophy”; in Pherecydes, for instance, the “upper
heaven” is Zeus and the “lower” Chronos.

61 Syros is one of the Cyclades, west of Delos, and
Pherecydes a well-known philosopher of the 6 century
BCE (cf. Cicero, Tusc. 1.38: the teacher of Pythagoras);
see Schibli 1990.

62 Of the mid 6 century BCE; his place of origin
was disputed (cf. 1.162; 2.14) and is here left unstated.
Josephus will use his authority in 1.162-65, and portray
him as a youngster compared to Moses (2.14). His in-
clusion here is important as his borrowings from older
nations were much discussed (see below).

63 The Ionian philosopher (from Miletus, early 6
century BCE) was famous as one of the “Seven Sages”
who brought Egyptian mathematics and Chaldean as-
trology into the Greek tradition (Diogenes Laertius
1.24-28). Herodotus thought him Phoenician by origin
(1.170.3), a suggestion Josephus would have enjoyed.

64 The paragraph thus circles back to its beginning
(the youth of the Greeks compared to eastern nations),
with the added point of cultural inferiority, as mere
pupils (cf. 1.10). Pythagoras was indeed generally
thought to have borrowed his chief ideas from Egypt
(Isocrates, Bus. 28-29; Diodorus 1.98.2; Plutarch,
Quaest. conv. 729a) and from Chaldea (Diogenes

Laertius 8.3, 6). Thales’ science was generally traced to
Egypt as well (Iamblichus, VP 12; Diogenes Laertius
1.27). These two are prominent figures in a larger
schema, in which Greek science/philosophy traced its
roots to the East (Diodorus 1.96-98; Strabo 17.1.29;
Plutarch, Is. Os. 354 d-¢); see West 1971. The topos was
available for other nations (including Judeans) to ex-
ploit in their own interests, especially in response to
Greek cultural or political hegemony. Josephus is less
direct than some of his Judean predecessors in claim-
ing Judean originality (see 1.162-65; 2.168, 281), but
he turns the theme more subtly to his advantage.

5 The statement seems to refer particularly to the
philosophers; doubts were aroused in particular by al-
leged writings of Pythagoras (see note to “his” at
1.163) and Thales (Diogenes Laertius 1.23). By raising
doubt at this point, Josephus leaves the antiquity of
Greek writing dangling in rhetorical uncertainty, with
Greeks themselves beset by self-doubt—a striking con-
trast to their (false) self-assurance (1.15).

%6 The rhetorical question heightens the aggressive
tone (cf. 1.44), and the charge of “absurdity” (cAoyov)
meets the Greek tradition of reason on its own terrain
(cf. 1.6). The language echoes earlier statements about
the Greeks (1.2, 6: here udvous, “alone,” matches
uovots, “only” in 1.6), but the issue has also subtly
changed: whereas earlier Josephus pits himself against
those who made appeal to the authority of the Greeks
(1.2), here he counters directly the Greeks themselves.
There is no indication that Greek historians, past or
contemporary, made a claim as extreme as this; indeed,
Josephus has just described Greek humility on this
score (1.8-9; cf. 1.14). His statements of the issue thus
evidence a progressive distortion: from the likely mis-
statement at the outset in 1.2, through the exaggeration
of 1.6 to this evident gross misrepresentation. The im-
age of Greeks now forged matches a common Roman
stereotype of the self-important and impudent Greek;
see, e.g., Cicero, Flac. 9-11, and Tacitus, Ann. 2.88 (of
the German Arminius: Graecorum annalibus ignotus,
qui sua tantum mirantur).
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events?®’ Indeed for the most part they refute each other in their books, and do not
hesitate to say the most contradictory things on the same topics.® 16 It would be
superfluous for me to instruct those who know more than I® how much Hellanicus
disagreed with Acusilaus on the genealogies,’”” how often Acusilaus corrects
Hesiod,”! or how Ephorus proves Hellanicus to have lied on most matters,”> and how
Timaeus did the same to Ephorus,’”? and Timaeus’ successors to him,’* and everyone

67 «“Authors” (ouyypadeis) is a slightly less specific
term than “historian,” allowing Hesiod into the follow-
ing discussion (1.16); this ambiguity will later enable
the inclusion of a wide assortment of Greek “writers” in
1.161-214. Josephus now turns to internal evidence,
and will argue that disagreement between authors is
caused by each simply guessing at the facts, a phenom-
enon which is itself explained by their lack of sources
(1.16-23). This highly partial chain of reasoning is here
presented as “easily” deduced; the rhetorical force of
the argument precludes consideration of alternative
explanations for historians’ disagreements (beyond that
offered in 1.24-26). Cf. Strabo, Geogr. 8.3.9: “ancient
historians do not agree with one another as they were
brought up on lies, due to mythology.” It was common
to accuse the historians whom one disparaged of oper-
ating by “guesswork”; cf. 1.45; 2.20; Polybius 12.3.7;
4.4 (on Timaeus).

% The generalizing statement prepares for the list of
examples of 1.16-18, using exaggeration (“for the most
part”; “most contradictory”) to suggest that the follow-
ing disagreements are of such extent as to wholly dis-
credit them all. In this polemical context, the fact that
they do not hesitate suggests not courage (cf. 1.205)
but brazenness (cf. 1.226).

% The praeteritio excuses Josephus from giving a
long description of the matter, but allows him to cause
the damage to Greek historiography that he desires,
while flattering his implied readers as more educated
than himself. The following list indicates his knowl-
edge of most of the famous figures in early Greek
historiography (the obvious absentees are Xenophon
and Theopompus; cf. 1.220) and of the penchant for
Greek historians to establish their credentials by
criticising their predecessors (Marincola 1997: 217-
36). This feature of Greek agonistic culture could be
favorably represented as an emblem of the critical
spirit in the quest for truth (cf. Diodorus 1.56.6), but
Josephus skilfully turns it round into a mark of Greek
confusion and ignorance. He knows enough about the
Greek tradition to turn its self-reflexive virtues into a
defect, with the help of Roman prejudices against
“quarrelsome” and “mendacious” Greeks (e.g., Cicero,
Flac. 16-19; Juvenal, Sat. 10.174; cf. Josephus, War
1.16). For a parallel strategy—an eastern historian
criticising the contradictions among Greek histori-

ans—see Philo of Byblos, FGH 790, frag. 1.

70 Josephus will present a chain of six figures, each
of whom undermines his predecessors; but he enters the
chain part way in, perhaps to prevent tedium and to
debunk at once one of the figures in the previous dis-
cussion (cf. 1.13). Hellanicus of Lesbos (ca.480—395
BCE) was a major figure in Greek historiography, of
whom about 200 fragments survive (FGH 4). The “ge-
nealogies” are accounts of Greek origins whose mytho-
logical character and local variations made them
vulnerable to criticism. Hellanicus’ attempt to create a
common chronology of Greece no doubt gave him oc-
casion to critique the Argos-based accounts in Acu-
silaus (see note to “Acusilaus” at 1.13).

" Acusilaus’ work on cosmogony and theogony
(his “Genealogies”, FGH 2, frags. 5-22) inevitably
brought him into the terrain of Hesiod. Plato, Symp.
178b reports agreement, but points of divergence were
easily detectable (cf. Clement, Strom. 6.2.26.7). Hesiod
wrote epic poetry ca. 700 BCE; his Theogony is prob-
ably in view here.

72 The exaggeration echoes the introduction in
1.15; for one example see Strabo, Geogr. 8.5.5 and for
other criticisms of Hellanicus’ inaccuracy see Thucy-
dides 1.97.2. Ephorus of Cyme (ca.405-330 BCE) wrote
a 30-book universal history which enjoyed a high repu-
tation in antiquity and was much used by Diodorus,
Strabo and others, but is preserved only in fragments
(FGH 70); see Barber 1935. “Lied” translates yeuSo-
uevov, a verb which in some contexts can connote
merely “giving a false account” (where the falsehood is
not taken to be deliberate). But in this context “false-
hoods” are presumed to be intentional (cf. 1.3, 68), and
the contrast with mere “error” (wAavn, 1.20) suggests
that the historians in question were deliberately deviat-
ing from the facts; the verb recurs in 1.18, 20, 23.

73 Timaeus of Tauromenium in Sicily (ca.350-260
BCE; see Pearson 1987: 37-51; FGH 566) was famous
for his extreme criticisms of his predecessors (cf. 1.17).
He was dubbed “Epitimaeus” (“The Censurer”) by Ister,
and was often regarded (e.g., by Polybius 12.4-11, 24-
25) as playing his polemical role to excess. For his criti-
cisms of Ephorus, see, e.g., Polybius 12.23.1-8; 28.12.
He was especially concerned for accuracy in dating
(Polybius 12.10-11).

74 The chain ends with anonymous critics. Josephus
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to Herodotus.”> 17 Even on Sicilian affairs Timaeus did not deign to agree’® with the
narratives of Antiochus”’ and Philistus’® or Callias,”” nor again did the authors of the
“Atthides” follow one another on Attic affairs,’° nor the historians of Argos on Argive
affairs.8! 18 And why is it necessary to speak about the histories of city-states and
minor matters,® when the most reputable historians have disagreed even on the sub-

ject of the Persian invasion and what took place during it

perhaps did not know how to carry on the list, or had
now sufficiently displayed his erudition, or declined to
bring it down to historians such as Polybius, who were
highly regarded in Rome (cf. 2.84). Ister (3™ century
BCE) wrote a contradiction of Timaeus, and Polemon
of Tlium (2" century BCE) no less than 12 books
against him; Polybius (2" century BCE) devoted prac-
tically the whole of book 12 to an assault on his repu-
tation.

75 Manetho is cited later (1.73) as part of this chorus
of criticism, which was a common trope in historiogra-
phy. The implied criticism in Thucydides 1.21 is made
explicit by Ctesias (see Diodorus 2.15), Diodorus (e.g.,
1.69.7), Cicero (Div. 2.116; Leg. 1.5), Strabo (e.g.,
Geogr. 17.1.52), and many others, before becoming the
subject of a treatise by (Pseudo-?) Plutarch (“On the
Malice of Herodotus™); see Momigliano 1984 and, for
Roman views, Wardman 1976: 105-6. Despite this com-
ment (cf. Ant. 8.253; 10.19), Josephus will use Hero-
dotus as a reliable Greek witness to Judean antiquity in
1.168-71.

76 The discussion of local history begins with Sic-
ily, providing a link to the previous section via
Timaeus, a Sicilian, and offering 3 more names to add
to the catalogue of 1.16. The logic appears to be based
on the assumption that one would expect locals to
agree on their own history; and if they cannot agree on
this, how much less on matters on a larger scale (cf.
1.18). In fact, local history might be the most contested
of all, as the most politically significant, but Josephus
does not reveal the nature or the extent of the disagree-
ments. “Did not deign” (using aEidc, cf. 1.2) suggests
that the disagreement is a matter of pride and competi-
tion, not better knowledge of the facts.

77 Antiochus of Syracuse wrote a 9-book history of
Sicily in the 5th century BCE (Diodorus 12.71.2); see
FGH 555 and Pearson 1987: 11-18.

78 Philistus of Syracuse (ca. 430—356 BCE) wrote
an extensive history of Sicily which was notorious for
the support it gave to the tyrants Dionysius I and II. Ex-
tensive references to him by later writers, including
Cicero, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and Quintilian
(who admired his style), indicate he was well-known in
antiquity; see FGH 556 (esp. the testimonia) and
Pearson 1987: 19-30. Timaeus’ critique, fuelled by po-
litical disagreement, is also known from Plutarch, Dion
36; Nic. 1.

283 On many points even

7 Callias of Syracuse (late 4"—early 3" centuries
BCE; FGH 564) wrote a favorable account of the tyr-
anny of Agathocles (316-289 BCE) in 22 books, which
won him later suspicion (cf. Diodorus 21.17.4) and the
more immediate enmity of Timaeus, whose exile from
Sicily (in 315 BCE) probably owed much to Aga-
thocles’ rise to power. The political nature of such dis-
putes among historians is not made evident here,
though 1.25 hints at the general phenomenon.

80 «Atthides” designates a genre of local history of
Attica, which was particularly popular during the 4"-
3" centuries BCE; authors include Cleidemus, Andro-
tion, Phanodemus, Demon, and Philochorus, with a
later compilation by Ister; see FGH IlIb (including
Supplement vols.) and Jacoby 1949. Their style (based
on lists of kings and archons) was later considered te-
dious (Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 1.8.3) and
their disagreements were well-known (cf. Strabo, Geogr.
9.1.6); see, e.g., Philochorus’ dispute with Demon, FGH
328 frag. 72.

81 Accounts of Argive history (see FGH 304-14)
were similarly varied and contested (cf. Pausanias
1.14.2). In these last two cases Josephus provides no
names, but the multiplication of examples is enough to
convey both his erudition and the sense that the Greek
tradition of historiography was riddled with self-contra-
diction.

8 Miinster adds Sio before Ta3v PBpoxuTtépov,
refering to War 4.338 (a speech made Sia Bpoxecov “in
a few words”). But nothing in the context suggests that
the issue is the length of their histories; rather, the con-
trast with the Persian invasion indicates that it concerns
the significance of the events. Cf. the use of the super-
lative BpoxuTtaTos in the sense “slightest” or “least sig-
nificant” (Apion 1.284; 2.173).

83 This rhetorical climax (marked by a rhetorical
question) moves from minor matters and minor histori-
ans to major events and “the most reputable” histori-
ans. The Greek (o1 SoxipwyTatol) hints at Josephus’
ironical detachment (cf. Mason 2001: 106-13; Paul and
o1 SokouvTes in Gal 2:2, 6, 9). Criticisms of Herodotus’
account of the Persian Wars, perhaps especially by
Ephorus, may be here in mind. But that Herodotus
should be impicitly included among “the most repu-
table” historians hardly matches the notice on his uni-
versal disparagement in 1.16.
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Thucydides is accused by some of lying, although he is reputed to have written the
history of his time with the highest standards of accuracy.?*

Reasons for
disagreement:
(1) no reliable
records

(1.4) 19 Among the reasons for such disagreement,®> many other factors may
perhaps present themselves to those who wish to enquire into the matter, but I would
give the greatest weight to the two I am about to describe,? and I will discuss first

the one which seems to me the more significant.” 20 From the outset the Greeks
did not bother to create public records of contemporary events,%® and this above all
supplied to those who subsequently wanted to write about ancient history both error
and the license to lie.’® 21 It was not just other Greeks who neglected to make
records,” but even among the Athenians, who—they say—are indigenous and care
about education,’! nothing of this sort can be traced, but the oldest public documents

84 Reading akpiBéotaTta TRv, an emendation of
akpiPectatny (found in L and Eusebius) suggested by
Holwerda and followed by Thackeray, Reinach, and
Miinster. The reputation of Thucydides (ca. 455-400
BCE) and his 8-book account of the Peloponnesian
War was immense: Dionysius’ essay contains criticism
only of his structure and style, and presupposes that he
is typically judged the greatest of historians, providing
the gold-standard of historiography (7Thuc. 2-3); cf.
Diodorus 1.37.4; Lucian, Hist. passim, and, for Roman
views, Wardman 1976: 106-8. Thus this (vague and
unsubstantiated) reference to the vulnerability of
Thucydides forms the climax of this paragraph.
Josephus does not justify these criticisms, but the tenor
of this passage implies that all the critics are to be cred-
ited in their “corrections” of their predecessors (1.16).
For the influence of Thucydides on Josephus’ own his-
toriography see, e.g., Mader 2000.

85 Reading TolouTtns Siapwvias (with Eusebius,
Niese, Thackeray, and Miinster), rather than Ttoooutns
Stadwvias (“so great disagreement,” with L, Naber, and
Reinach). In 1.15 Josephus had suggested that Greek
historians contradicted one another since they were
going on nothing but guesswork. That hint is now
taken up as the first of two causes of disagreement: the
lack of records to which to refer (1.20-23). A second
cause—the historians’ concern for style and reputa-
tion—will be added (1.24-25) connecting this dis-
cussion to more familiar tropes. By remaining vague
about the nature of the disagreements surveyed in 1.16-
18, Josephus is able to attribute them all, chiefly, to
lack of documentary evidence; the possibility that
some had better sources than others is not considered.

86 Josephus presents himself as a contributor to cul-
tural “enquiry,” an informed and discriminating analyst
of the failings of the Greek tradition. He could hardly
here admit that the critical spirit—the process of scru-
tiny and challenge which might bring historians closer
to the truth—could be viewed as a positive phenome-
non.

87 Although Josephus has only one concrete fact

about the Greek lack of documentary evidence (1.21),
he prioritizes this, in both order and length of treatment
(1.20-23), since it reinforces the critique of 1.7-14 and
will provide the deepest contrast to Judean culture
(1.28-43).

8 The language closely echoes (by contrast) 1.9;
the term “records” (&vaypadai, see note to “laws” at
1.7) occurs three times in 1.20-23. As in 1.7, the charge
is deeper than just the lack of records: it is the lack of
concern on this matter (“did not bother”) that makes
this cultural lacuna a sign of moral deficiency (cf. 1.21,
24, 45). The lists of kings and (later) archons drawn on
in local histories often had public events connected to
them in their chronologies (see notes at 1.17), but
Josephus either ignores or distrusts that tradition. On
the problems in early Greek historiography see
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Thuc. 5 and Finley 1990:
11-33. In fact, Greek records of their own history are
hardly the issue for Josephus or his critics: the question
is whether Greek historians can be depended upon to
relate what was important about other nations in antiq-
uity (cf. 1.27).

8 The distinction between mAcvn (“error”) and eu-
deaban justifies the translation of the latter as “to lie”
(not simply, as sometimes in Greek, “to be in error”).
The association with “license” (sEovuoia) connotes a
cultural and moral slackness (cf. 2.173), and stands in
sharp contrast with Judean control in this matter (1.37).

% Josephus has only one piece of information to
draw on, concerning Athens; but he manages to suggest
that what applies there will apply, a fortiori, to other
Greeks. “Neglect” (auehéw) echoes the charge of lack
of “care” (emuéheia) in 1.7; ¢f. War 1.16 (Greek neglect
of historical truth).

1 The logic implied is that an indigenous people
should have a long continuous history and thus no ex-
cuse for not remembering ancient history; and care for
“education” (mou8ela; cf. 2.171-72) might be expected
to include attention to written records. The claim to be
“indigenous” (“‘autochthonous”—sprung from the local
soil) was crucial to Athenian identity as the original
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are said to be the laws on murder®® drawn up for them by Draco,”> a man who lived

a little before the tyranny of Pisistratus.”* 22 And what need is there to speak of the
Arcadians, who boast of their antiquity?”> For even at a later point in time it was
with difficulty that they were educated in the alphabet.”®

(1.5) 23 It is, then, the absence of any previously deposited record—which would
have both instructed those who wished to learn and refuted those who lied—that
accounts for the extent of the disagreement among the writers.”’” 24 But a second
reason must be added to this:*® those who hastily set about writing did not bother

Reasons for
disagreement:

about the truth®”—although they were always quick to make this their promise
but displayed their literary prowess,'°! 25 and in whatever way they thought they

and only inhabitants of Attica; see Thucydides 2.36.1
and Loraux 1993; 2000. On the Athenian claim to
moudeta, supreme in Greece, see Isocrates, Paneg. 50;
Antid. 293-4; Thucydides 2.41.1; Schiublin 1982: 326.

92 Reading ¢ovikedv with S and all modern editors.
On Athenian records, see Sickinger 1999.

93 Athenian tradition placed Draco in 624 or 621/0
BCE as an innovative lawgiver and the first to put laws
into writing. Only the law on homicide survived the
reforms of Solon, and so became famous as Draco’s law;
it is referred to in Athenian oratory (e.g. Demosthenes,
Aristocr. 51) and in an inscription of 409/8 BCE, /G 1
(3" edition) 104 (cf. Gagarin 1981).

% The famous Athenian tyrant who came to power
in ca. 560 and again in 546—527 BCE; Josephus as-
sumes he will be known and not regarded as particu-
larly ancient. “A little before” (cf. 1.13) covers a gap of
more than 60 years, but that is relatively small in the
context of the chronologies of eastern nations.

% The rhetorical question (cf. 1.18) allows Josephus
to add another example through vague allusion to com-
mon opinion, rather than concrete evidence. The inhab-
itants of Arcadia (central Peloponnese) were reputed to
be another ancient autochthonous people (Herodotus
8.73; Cicero, Resp. 3.15, 25; Strabo, Geogr. 8.8.1).
Aristotle’s reference to them as mpocéhnvor (frag. 591)
was widely interpreted to mean “more ancient than the
moon” (Plutarch, Mor. 282a). Josephus’ phrase conveys
skepticism towards this “boast” (cf. 1.15).

% As a pastoral people, Arcadians were celebrated
as unspoilt, or disdained as wild and primitive (Strabo,
Geogr. 8.8; Polybius 4.20-21); cf. Schaublin 1982: 318,
n.18. Josephus portrays them as late learners (later than
Draco?): if they were “taught,” and learned “with diffi-
culty” (uohis, cf. 1.10), their antiquity conveys no cul-
tural superiority at all. Without a script, they can have
had no reliable records.

97 suyypadels, in the immediate context, might
mean “historians” (cf. below at 1.27), but I preserve the
non-specific sense (cf. the specific \oTopidypadot, 1.2),
since the term can thus include any kind of author, in-
cluding perhaps poets such as Hesiod (1.16). The ambi-

(2) lack of
concern for
truth

100___

guity is important in 1.161-214. This summary of the
point reinforces the opening statement in 1.20 and con-
nects it back to the central theme of disagreement.
Josephus’ logic suggests that historical truth is attained
by following records, and that all one needs to do is
“learn” from them. This passive attitude to the texts as
“instructors” forms the core value in his historiography
(cf. 1.37-41), in distinction from the Greek understand-
ing of criticism (evaluation, comparison, and testing of
evidence).

%8 This second reason (the poor standards in Greek
historiography, 1.24-25) constitutes a condensed state-
ment of standard complaints about Greeks—their
showy rhetoric, their competitive drive for fame, their
slipperiness—which restate some of Josephus’ earlier
remarks on this topic (esp. War 1.13-16; Life 40, 336-
39) and chime well with Roman prejudices (see below).
Since these factors apply to contemporary as well as
ancient history, Josephus can build on this short po-
lemic in his comments on recent accounts of the War
(1.42-56).

9 Since the truth was taken to be the main purpose
of history (Life 339; see next note), this is a charge as
broad as one can imagine; it is one matter not to bother
with records (1.20; cf. 1.7, 21), another not to bother
even about truth. “Haste” in writing suggests a failure
to expend that proper preparatory effort which is the
hallmark of a serious historian (see 1.45-50; War 1.15-
16; Thucydides 1.22.3; Lucian, Hist. 47; Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 1.1.2); a historian has to be
seen to be ¢piAomovos, Life 338.

190 Historians universally claimed to be offering the
truth (Josephus himself in War 1.6; cf. Thucydides 1.22;
Polybius 12.12; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom.
1.6.5; Livy, praef. 5 etc.), though what they meant by
that, and how they understood it to relate to the rhe-
torical features and moral purposes of historiography
varied according to different cultural and personal pref-
erences. Josephus’ cynical remark parallels some Ro-
man portrayals of Greeks as untrustworthy (e.g., Cicero,
Quint. fratr. 1.1.16; 1.2.4; Virgil, Aen. 2, 152, 195).

101 The suspicion of “literary prowess” (lit. “the
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could outshine others they adapted themselves in accordance with this,!’> some turn-

ing to recount mythology,'?® others seeking favor by praising cities or kings;

104 gthers

set out to criticise historical actions or the historians, thinking that their reputation

would shine in this way.!?

26 In short, what they continue to practice is the com-

plete opposite of history.!% For it is evidence of true history if everyone both says
and writes the same things about the same (events).'” They, on the other hand, think

power of words,” SUvapts Aoywv) is a regular pose in
Josephus; cf. 1.27; 2.292 and a similar invective in War
1.13; Ant. 1.2; Life 40 (with notes in Mason 2001 ad
loc.). He presses on a well-known tension in historiog-
raphy between factual content—which as a bare
chronology might be painfully thin or impossibly te-
dious—and a readable style, which was open to the
charge of rhetorical falsification (see, e.g., Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, Thuc. 51; Lucian, Hist. 16, 48; Plutarch,
Mor. 874b; and Josephus’ own comments on this ten-
sion in 4Ant. 14.2-3). To target Greeks in this way was to
reinforce a Roman suspicion of the “Greek” capacity to
twist the truth in words (e.g., Juvenal, Satr. 10.174;
Pliny, Nat. 5.4; 28.112; cf. Dionysius, 4nt. rom. 1.1
using the same phrase).

102 Two interlocking stereotypes are here invoked:
the Greeks’ lust for fame and their slippery skill in
adapting themselves for their own convenience. The
competitive concern for reputation (repeated at the end
of this section) is a charge Josephus had used against
other historians in Ant. 1.2. Given the agonistic culture
of antiquity it was a motive easily attributed to others
(e.g. Lucian, Herod. 1), and difficult to deny of oneself;
but the Thucydidean claim to be writing for posterity,
not to please one’s contemporaries (1.22.3-4), was of-
ten repeated (see Marincola 1997: 57-62, 251). On the
Greek ability to adapt themselves, see Lucian, Tox. 42
and the long invective in Juvenal, Sat. 3.58ff.

103 On the Greek propensity to indulge in “mythol-
ogy,” cf. 2.239-54 and Roman criticism in Tacitus, Hist.
2.4. Since “myths” were associated with the unreliable,
the female, the childish and the illogical, their repeti-
tion was considered a work of entertainment, not seri-
ous history. Roman historians regularly expressed their
concern not to delve into that terrain. But their anxi-
eties continue a Greek tradition stretching back to
Hecataeus of Miletus: “the tales Greeks tell are many
and laughable” (frag. 1).

104 A charge of bias, in order to win the favor of a
state or a powerful figure, was a stock weapon in the
historians’ battles (real or mock; cf. 4nt. 16.184); for a
general statement of cynicism see Diodorus 21.17.4 (cf.
Lucian, Hist. 38-41; Cicero, De or. 2.62, etc.). Josephus
deploys it elsewhere with reference to alternative ac-
counts of the War (War 1.2, 6; Life 336) and to histori-
ans in general (4nt. 1.2). The claim to speak the
historical truth was nearly always connected to a denial

of bias (speaking from personal favoritism or hatred),
but every historical judgment, especially if strongly ex-
pressed, was vulnerable to this charge (cf. Luce 1989).
In the conditions of the empire, political influence on
historiography was regularly noted (cf. Dio Cassius
53.19), on which Tacitus’ famous claim to be writing
sine ira et studio (Ann. 1.1) is perhaps an ironic com-
ment. On Josephus’ own relation to the Flavian emper-
ors, see 1.50-52.

105 Hostility to historical figures was recognized to
be just as distorting as praise, but the rhetorical and
moral features of historiography led as easily in both
directions. Josephus here ignores the regular claim of
historians that their work was morally useful precisely
in pronouncing judgments on past events. Criticism of
other historians is now cast in a negative light as a dis-
reputable quest for fame (contrast 1.16-19), perhaps
with Josephus’ own experience in mind (see at 1.53-56).

196 The reference to historians’ battles has led
Josephus back to his central theme, the endemic tradi-
tion of disagreement among Greek historians. He thus
reaches his conclusion (1.27) by way of a general prin-
ciple, expressed in extreme terms for rhetorical effect.
Its phrasing in the present tense helps make it appli-
cable to his subsequent discussions of contemporary
historiography (1.42-56).

107 This notorious sentence (Tis uev yop aAnbous
EOTI TEKUTIPIOV 10TOPIOS, €l TMEPl TV AUTWV GTOVTES
TaUTa Kol Aéyolev kai ypadotev) at first sight looks ab-
surd (see Cohen 1988; Schiublin 1982: 321). If Texun
piov is given the strong sense, “proof,” and 1otopla the
sense of “historical method,” the sentence could be
taken to mean that a historical procedure can be proved
to be correct by the fact that everyone is in agreement
on the facts it ascertains. This is logically ridiculous:
historians can be collectively misled to agree about
falsehoods, and the statement might conceivably be
correct only under very stringent conditions, such as all
parties having equal access to the truth and equal de-
sire to tell it. What is more, Josephus himself often up-
holds as true matters which are highly contested—such
as his own account of the War, or the Judean (rather
than the Egpytian) accounts of the exodus—and this
disagreement is not taken to diminish their truthful sta-
tus in any way. But although Tekurpiov can mean
“proof” (cf. 1.2, 36, 69, 213; 2.17; Mason 2001: 4, n.7),
and is so translated by Thackeray and Blum (“preuve”),
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that they will seem the most truthful of all if they describe the same things differ-

ently.108

27 Thus in eloquence and cleverness in that field we must give pride of

place to the Greek writers,'” but certainly not in the true history of ancient

times!10

it can also have the weaker sense of “evidence”
(cf. 1.192; 2.35, 125, 183, etc.; “Kennzeichen” [Miin-
ster]). 'oTopia may be best taken here in the sense “his-
torical fact” rather than, as in the previous sentence,
“historical method.” If so, the claim is less far-reaching
and less obviously absurd: it is (a contributory piece
of?) evidence that a historical event is true if all parties
agree on the matter. Even so, as a general statement we
would want to hedge this about with so many qualifi-
cations as to make it practically valueless, and the fact
that Josephus commits himself to it (in either strong or
weak versions—the ambiguity might be rhetorically
useful) is an indication that his understanding of his-
tory has its source elsewhere than in the Greek critical
tradition. 1.37-43 will reveal that source: the claimed
unanimity of the biblical witness to historical truth, and
the Judean attitude of unquestioning acceptance
(“learning”), which finds neither the desire nor the need
to alter those sources by addition or subtraction. This
core of inner and unalterable coherence can then be
extended to embrace all sources which stand in agree-
ment with it, whose agreement is taken as evidence of
truth (cf. 1.127-28, 154, 160, 217). But it is not assail-
able by contrary sources, whose disagreement does not
disprove its truth, but merely prove their own error (cf.
1.279-86; 2.20-27). This logical asymmetry in Jose-
phus’ methods of argument reveals where the founda-
tion of his definition of “truth” really lies.

198 This is a rather clumsy sentence (reading e
TauTa ypoyetav eTépwds, with Hudson, Thackeray,
Miinster; Niese follows L, reading toUta “these things”
rather than taUTa, “the same things”). It is given better
expression in Eusebius’ version (“if they do not write
the same things as others,” €1 un To aUTA ypaelav eTé-
pois), but the general sense is the same. Josephus pre-
sents the Greek desire to improve others’ histories as
motivated only by thirst for fame (“they will seem ...”;
cf. 1.25) and utterly wrongheaded—an effect not just of
carelessness or inadequate sources but of a fundamen-
tally mistaken view of history. On the Greek desire for
“novelty” see 1.222; 2.182; and Acts 17:21 (Athens);
Schaublin 1982: 321.

199 This back-handed compliment echoes 1.24, add-
ing “cleverness” (8e1votns), an ambiguous term which
can characterize something as “awesome” or, as here
(rather too) “smart” (cf. Ant. 1.2 and Lucian, Hist. 58 in

—particularly that of the various native groups.
(1.6) 28 That among both the Egyptians and Babylonians, from extremely early
times,!!? the priests, in the one case, were entrusted with taking care over the records

and conducted philosophical enquiry on that basis,'!3

111

Egyptian,
Babylonian,
and Chaldean

and the Chaldeans in the case  records

an identical context; the adjective is used of the histo-
rian Justus, Life 340). This feigned concession, which
in reality concedes nothing, throws the emphasis back
on historical truth (cf. Ant. 14.1-3).

110 The phraseology echoes 1.26, but specifies an-
cient history, which is the proper subject matter of the
discourse (1.6).

"' This final phrase rescues the long discussion
about Greek lack of (indigenous) records to ensure its
connection to the real question, whether Greeks can be
trusted to convey information about Judeans (1.2). This
qualification may look like a natural addition, but the
issue of Greek reliability on their own history is really
quite distinct from the critical point in Josephus’ de-
bate, whether they know about the history of others.
Josephus’ validation of Menander of Ephesus in 1.116
gives the mirror opposite of this claim; but Menander
is there treated as a “Phoenician,” not a “Greek.”

112°1,28-29 forms a transition to the next topic of
Judean record-keeping, 1.28 looking back (to 1.8-9)
and 1.29 forward (to 1.30-41). The same three peoples
are mentioned in 1.8-9 and for the same reasons (see at
1.8, “Phoenicians”), but now Judeans are added to this
illustrious company, as hinted already in 1.8. Thus a
formidable rank of “barbarians” are placed in opposi-
tion to “Greeks” (cf. 1.58). Josephus adds very little
here to what he had said in 1.8-10, and excuses himself
for his brevity. The three segments of witness to come
(Egyptian, 1.73-105; Phoenician, 1.106-27; Chaldean,
1.128-60) thus rest on a poorly substantiated basis; as
Josephus indicates in this section, he depends on a cul-
tural presumption that all three possessed ancient, reli-
able records.

13 Egyptian “care” (smipéAeia) contrasts directly
with the Greeks (1.7, 20-21): the priests afford this mat-
ter a special security (cf. 1.9 “consecrated”). Since
Hecataeus (apud Diodorus 1.69) and Herodotus (Book
2 passim), it was a common trope that Egyptian priests
had a special role in the preservation of records, which
were often inscribed in temples; for the priests as phi-
losophers (cf. 2.140-41), see Strabo, Geogr. 17.1.3 and
Plutarch, Mor. 354b-c. Josephus here elides the chro-
nological records (hardly the basis for philosophy!)
with religious texts, which were of major philosophical
significance.
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of the Babylonians,''* and that of those who were in touch with the Greeks it was
the Phoenicians in particular who used writing both for managing daily life and for
transmitting the memory of public events!!>—since everyone agrees about these
things, I think I may pass them by.!'® 29 But that our ancestors took the same, not to
say still greater, care over the records as did those just mentioned,'!” assigning this
task to the chief-priests and prophets,!'® and how this has been maintained with great

precision down to our own time
will continue to be maintained'?'—I shall try to indicate briefly.
(1.7) 30 Not only did they, from the outset, place in charge of this matter!?® the

ness, 20

Judean
records:
priestly
genealogies

14 For perceptions of the Chaldeans, see below,
Chaldean Evidence (1.128-60): Reading Options. Dio-
dorus 2.29-31 reflects a common view that they were
priests with access to extremely ancient wisdom.

115 For the Phoenicians’ contact with the Greeks, see
1.61-63. Josephus is trying to justify why he should
single out Phoenicians to join the Egyptians and
Chaldeans, who were more famous for their antiquity.
He can appeal only to their knowledge of writing, add-
ing little to 1.10 but providing a general basis for the
specific claims about Tyrian archives in 1.107, 112,
116. For Roman perceptions of Phoenician antiquity
(not directly here claimed) see below, Phoenician Evi-
dence (1.106-27): Reading Options.

116 The long subordinate clause is suddenly drop-
ped, to dramatize the praeteritio. Trading on this con-
sensus, Josephus can address the more delicate point,
the records of the Judeans. Since the other witnesses
will, in effect, be validated by their agreement with the
Judean Scriptures, the historical validity of those
“Judean records” is the foundation on which the whole
argument rests.

17 The claim is made possible by the looseness of
the category “records”: two very different kinds of
record will be discussed, priestly genealogies (1.30-36)
and Scriptures (1.37-43). The detail with which
Josephus describes the care over these records and its
stringency (1.36, 42-43) justifies this hint at cultural
superiority (“greater care”), which enables the Judean
tradition both to gain by association with others and to
be distinguished from them in quality.

U8 If priests were involved in Egyptian and
Chaldean record-keeping, Judeans use chief-priests (cf.
the different depiction of their role, as enforcing com-
pliance, in 2.185-87, 194). The two categories of
people broadly cover the two kinds of record—though
the assignment of roles in the first case is unclear; see
note to “matter” at 1.30. On prophets in relation to the
writing of history, see 1.37-41 (cf. 2 Chron 9:29; 12:15;
13:22, etc.).

119 “precision” translates dkpiBeic, a term with a se-
mantic range covering both “accuracy” (getting the
facts right) and “detail” (getting all the facts in). It (or a

19 _and, if one should speak with greater bold-

122

cognate term) has been used twice already (1.15, 18)
and it will recur three times in the discussion of Judean
records (1.32, 36, 41). It constitutes a major element in
the excellence of the Judean constitution in 2.145-286
(see note to “scrupulosity” at 2.149); cf. Mason 2001:
14. The claim that the care is maintained down to the
present could apply to the preservation of the records
(1.34-35, 43), but not to their construction (see 1.41),
unless Josephus means to include his own historiogra-
phy under this heading (1.46-56; cf. Labow 2005: 27,
n.70).

120 The text is uncertain but I here follow Gutschmid
(398) and the Latin (oportet) in reading €1 8¢ 8¢l Bpa-
ouTepov e1melv; so also Niese and Miinster.

121 This intriguing interjection suggests a defiant
hope for the future of the Judean tradition, despite the
recent catastrophe of the War. On Josephus’ expecta-
tions for the future of the priesthood and even the
temple, see at 2.193-98.

122 «“Try” (meipceo) is a token of modesty but confi-
dence (see note to “do” at 1.70). Josephus takes up his
role of instructor (using 8i8acketv here as in 1.3), claim-
ing brevity (cf. 1.3) to suggest he could say so much
more on this topic to strengthen or broaden his claims.

123 Reading em TouTe (singular) with Niese minor,
Reinach, and Miinster. The phrase is vague enough to
include either the composition or the preservation of
the “records” (cf. 1.29 and 1.54). “From the outset” (£
apxns) mirrors the phraseology used in relation to Greek
sloppiness (1.20), but is as ill-defined as the “extremely
early times” in 1.28. Josephus will soon refer to the
2,000 years of high-priestly succession (1.36), but the
chief-priests are there the subjects of a genealogical list,
not the authors or preservers of historical records. Ordi-
nary priests are here depicted (1.30-36) as the authors
or scrutineers of marriage records, which have genea-
logical components, but the argument can only cohere
via this ambiguity in the category “record” and in the
role of the personnel involved. If Josephus is also al-
luding to the role of the priests in preserving the scrip-
tures (Gray 1993: 10-11), the point is less than clear;
cf. Ant. 4.304.
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best people and those who are devoted to the worship of God,!?* but they also took
care that the priestly stock should remain unalloyed and pure.'?> 31 For anyone who
takes a share in the priesthood must father children by a woman of the same na-
tion;'?6 he must pay no attention to wealth or other distinctions,'?” but should exam-

ine her pedigree, procuring her genealogy from the archives

128 and supplying

multiple witnesses. 32 And this is our practice not only in Judea itself,'?° but wher-

124 The claim implies a presumption that the priests’
consecration makes them reliable in matters of truth (cf.
1.9, 28), but is general enough to include both chief-
priests (1.29, 36) and ordinary priests. Here, as in 2.186-
87, the evaluation of (chief-) priests suggests both
moral and social standing (o1 &pioTol)—with an assump-
tion that their moral worth will be transmitted down
through the generations of priestly descent.

125 From the careful preservation of records
Josephus shifts the topic to the preservation of the
record-keepers’ lineage, because the latter is in fact the
only evidence he has for the continuous production of
“records” within the Judean tradition. The priestly ide-
ology of purity, which is of huge symbolic significance
to Josephus (cf. 1.199; 2.102-9, 193-98), required the
sowing of priestly “seed” in an uncontaminated “field,”
thus requiring the child-bearing wife to be an Israelite
not previously or irregularly “sown” (Lev 21:7-8, with
higher standards of purity for chief-priests at 21:13-15;
cf. Ant. 3.276-77 and other interpretations of the Lev-
itical rules in Ezek 44:22; Philo, Spec. 1.101-11. Rab-
binic discussions are surveyed in Feldman 2000: 315).
“Unalloyed” (literally “unmixed,” auiktov) echoes
Josephus’ anxieties concerning tales of Judean “mix-
ing” with Egyptians (1.229, 278, etc.).

126 Marriage is important precisely for the fathering
of children (especially male children to carry on the
priestly line). Josephus leaves out here the criterion of
the wife’s sexual history (Lev 21:7, 13-15), to which he
will allude at 1.35; but in both sections ethnic mixing
is the chief taboo. Lev 21 is not specific about the
ethnicity of priests’ wives, but insists that chief-priests
marry only “a virgin of his own kin” (1"13D0; LXX: &
Tou Yévous oUTou). It was possible to interpret this to
mean “of priestly stock” (Philo, Spec. 1.110; Josephus,
Ant. 3.277, uhéTnv, following a conjectural emenda-
tion of the text). But Josephus seems to be speaking
here of priests in general, not chief-priests, and the term
he uses—onoeBvis—means “fellow-national,” not fel-
low-priest (cf. War 1.433; Ant. 12.336; Life 286); cf.
Ezek 44:22 of priests marrying “from the seed of Israel”
(Philo, Spec. 1.111). In fact, priests might prefer to
marry daughters of priests, since their genealogy would
be more easily guaranteed, but Josephus’ own marriages
(Life 414, 415, 427) suggest a concern only for the
Judean identity of the wife (though this is explicit only

in the third case; on the first, see note to “foreigners” at
1.35; cf. Ant. 11.306). See further Feldman 2000: 315;
Jeremias 1969: 213-21; Schiirer (revised) 2.240-42.

127 The rhetoric is repeated in regard to the selec-
tion of the priestly caste in 2.186, suggesting a concern
for moral virtue, not (tawdry) wealth or office; cf. Life 1
on the “nobility” of priesthood as an honor theoreti-
cally independent of other status-indicators in the
Judean tradition. But Josephus’ description of his third
marriage (Life 427) suggests a different reality.

128 Reading apxeicov (in place of dpyaicov, L; Niese)
with Gutschmid, Thackeray, and all modern editors.
These “archives” are the “records” Josephus wishes to
spotlight here, but the reference is not clear. At Life 6
and here at Apion 1.35 he refers to a priest’s genealogi-
cal record (his father and earlier male ancestors, perhaps
with reference to their wives, for a number of preceding
generations), which he says are kept (in Jerusalem) on
“public tablets” (Snuocian SéAtot, Life 6; cf. his own—
with missing generations—in Life 3-5). But in this con-
text he is speaking of priests inquiring into the Judean
pedigree of a potential bride, and unless she happened
to be part of a priestly family herself she would not
appear in the genealogical records just described. Thus
the “archives” here are more likely to be local registers
of marriage contracts such as we find alluded to on pa-
pyri from Egypt (e.g., CPJ 144; cf. CPJ 128). CPJ 143
refers to a Judean &pyetov in Alexandria. In certain con-
texts public tax-registers would also include records of
births and deaths, with listing of lineage (e.g., CPJ 427).
From looking up the marriage contract of the bride’s
parents it was possible to confirm whether she was a
Judean (determined by the ethnicity of her father), and
perhaps his immediate ancestry also (cf. Philo, Spec.
1.101). On the matrilineal principle as a later (post-Sec-
ond Temple) innovation, see Cohen 1999: 263-307.
See Jeremias 1969: 275-83 on the family records of lay
families.

129 The practice of care over priests’ marriages is
presumed to be significant in Judea, as the home of the
temple. The present tense suggests continuity in this
matter, despite the destruction of the temple; the allu-
sion to that event in 1.34-35 gives no hint that the re-
cent trauma has caused any more major interruption
than that caused by previous “invasions” (see at 2.184-
87 on the continuing priestly constitution). Contempo-
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ever there is a corps of our people,'?° there also precision is maintained with regard

to the marriages of priests.!3! 33 I am referring to those in Egypt and Babylon

132 and

wherever else in the world any members of the priestly stock have been dispersed;'*3
for they write a statement, which they send to Jerusalem, indicating the name of the
bride,'3* with her patronymic, and of her ancestors of previous generations, and who

were the witnesses.!33

rary priests’ enquiries into local marriage registers
hardly prove the presence or significance of an ancient
tradition of historical recording (1.28-29), but Josephus
does his best to suggest the antiquity of such records in
the following sections.

130 The term yévos has multiple, though related,
senses in this context. It refers to the priestly “stock”
(1.30, 33; the “caste” of priests, who hand down their
role from father to son); to the “pedigree” of an indi-
vidual (1.31; her “descent” from her genealogical an-
cestors); and here, probably, to the Judean “people” as
a whole (“our people”; see note to “people” at 1.1, on
its sense as a “descent-group”), unless Josephus, as a
priest, is still referring to the priestly “caste.” This is the
only time Josephus refers to a Diaspora community with
the term oUoTtnua (“corps”; elsewhere in Josephus only
at Ant. 20.213, for a “band” or “mob”); cf. 2 Macc
15:12; 3 Macc 3:9; 7:3. Josephus usually refers to the
Diaspora simply as “Judeans in X” (e.g., Ant. 16.27, 63;
Apion 2.33, 39) and has no standard label for such a
community.

131 ' With such a vague statement Josephus does not
quite claim that a complete and precise record is kept
in the Diaspora; as the next section shows, the preci-
sion comes in the local enquiry, while the marriage
record is sent to Jerusalem. On “precision” (here To
akpiPés) see note to “time” at 1.29; the usage here in-
cludes the sense of “accuracy.”

132 The huge Judean community in Egypt included
the priests (and Zadokite chief-priests) who built a
temple in Leontopolis (War 7.422-32; Ant. 13.62-73),
but they can hardly be in mind here, as they would not
deposit records in Jerusalem. Besides Hypoth. 7.12-13
(see Appendix 5) there is very little evidence for Judean
priests in Egypt, but the family of the Alexandrian Jew
Boethus produced a number of chief-priests in Jerusa-
lem (Ant. 15.320-22; 17.339; 19.297). Josephus’ sec-
ond marriage was contracted in Alexandria (Life 415).
Judeans resident in Babylonia are often mentioned by
Josephus (see at 1.138) and the chief-priest Ananel
originated from there (4nt. 15.22, 39). That chief-priests
could be drawn from such Diaspora locations suggests
a careful preservation of priestly lineage, at least in their
cases.

133 Greek: Sieomoppévor (“scattered”), one of the rare
occasions when Josephus appears to echo the pejorative

34 If a war breaks ou

t13%—as has already happened on many

LXX term Siaomopa (and cognates) with reference to
Judeans outside the homeland (A4nt. 8.271; 11.212;
12.139; cf. Ant. 4.190: okeSacbevtes; 8.127, 297; 10.59;
War 7.53); see van Unnik 1993; Scott 1997. The term
suggests passive victimhood, which is not how
Josephus usually depicts (what we call) the Diaspora
(cf. Ant. 4.116 and Apion 2.38-43; Gafni 1997; Gruen
2002: 232-52). A number of inscriptions after 70 CE
suggest that priests (and women of priestly families)
continued to have their status noted (see Williams
1998: 52-53).

134 Reading yauetis (with Latin: nuptae, Niese,
Thackeray et al.) against L (yeypoppevns). Unless she is
recognized to be of Judean descent, the male offspring
will be disqualified from inheriting the priesthood
(1.31).

135 The witnesses (as in 1.31) are to the marriage: the
repetition suggests Josephus is padding out as far as he
can a single piece of evidence for his case. It is unclear
how far back the lineage of the bride could in practice
be traced (cf. a similar vagueness in Philo, Spec. 1.101;
the ruling in m. Qidd. 4.4-5 seems idealistic). Deposit-
ing the statement in Jerusalem was presumably in-
tended to ensure that such Diaspora priests could
resume the duties and priviliges of priests in the temple
were they to return. As a result the temple archives
would have contained numerous certificates of priestly
marriages, constituting perhaps the (basis for) the “pub-
lic documents” (collected priestly genealogies?) from
which Josephus derived his family tree (Life 6). The
records which Julius Africanus says were burnt by
Herod (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.7.14) may be such
priestly documentation, or other aristocratic genealo-
gies.

136 The extreme case of war indicates the depth of
Judean commitment to record-keeping, but also the
existence of an archive of material (1.35) and special
care in preserving the purity of the priestly line (1.35).
Three of the four examples to follow involve Romans
capturing or occupying Jerusalem (cf. 2.82), glossing
over the other less honorable occasions of the capture
of the city (cf. 1.209-11). The same incidents are high-
lighted in War 1.19-20, and Josephus seems to presume
knowledge of the people and events. Despite the poten-
tial embarrassment of admitting this history (see
2.125-35), Josephus turns such cases of the city’s vul-
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occasions, when Antiochus Epiphanes invaded the country,'>” and Pompey the
Great'*® and Quintilius Varus,'? and above all in our own times'4*—35 the surviving

priests make up new lists from the archives'#!

and scrutinize the women who are

left,'*? since they no longer admit any who have been prisoners, suspecting that they

have had frequent intercourse with foreigners.!** 36 The greatest proof of precision
our chief-priests!*> for the last 2,000 years are listed in the records by

is this:144

High-priestly
succession

name, in line of descent from father to son.'*® And to those who break any of the

nerability into an illustration of a Judean virtue.

137 Cf. 2.80-84 and Josephus’ accounts at War 1.31-
40; Ant. 12.237ff. On the historical events (169-68
BCE) see Schiirer (revised) 1.137-63 and notes to Apion
2.83, below.

138 The Greek Mayvos (“the Great”) transliterates
the Latin Magnus, rather than using the Greek equiva-
lent Meyas); the Latin title had probably become fixed
in Josephus’ mind, as in that of his Romanized readers
(Mason 2005a: 92). On Pompey in Jersualem, cf. 2.82,
134 and the accounts in War 1.131-58; Ant. 14.34-76.
The date was 63 BCE; see Schiirer (revised) 1.233-42.

139 At the death of Herod (4 BCE), Publius Quin-
tiliusVarus, as governor of Syria, intervened to control
Judea during the resulting power-vacuum (War 2.39-
79; Ant. 17.250-99). The Pompey and Varus incidents
involved major damage to the temple buildings and
their contents, though neither was as devastating as the
case about to be mentioned.

140 “Our own times” (cf. 1.29) refers, somewhat
coyly, to the total destruction of the temple by Titus
(cf. the oblique references in 2.82 and perhaps 2.131).
The “above all” suggests that this constituted the most
extreme threat to Judean records, but leaves unclear
what “archives” (1.35) survived the devastation and
how they did so.

141 Reading &k TV apyxeicv  ypaupoTta (with
Gutschmid, Thackeray, Reinach, and Miinster); L has &x
TSV apxaiwv ypoupoatwy. The “archives” are perhaps
the Jerusalem marriage registers of priests (from both
Judea and the Diaspora), and the “lists” the genealogi-
cal trees constructed from them. The new lists cannot
just be an updating of the old (to take account of the
priests who had recently died), since no reference to the
archives would be necessary in this case. But it is not
clear how the “archives” survived while the old genea-
logical lists did not.

142 This is a quite separate procedure, investigating
the present not the past, and determining who is still
eligible for a priest to marry in the light of the purity
rules alluded to in 1.30.

143 Prisoners of war were routinely raped, a practice
forbidden to Judeans (2.212; Ant. 4.257-59). Although
Lev 21:7 permits a priest to marry a widow (unlike the
chief-priest, who must marry a virgin, 21.14), it forbids

marrying someone “defiled,” and intercourse with an
uncircumcised man was generally regarded as irretriev-
ably defiling for a Judean woman (cf. Ant. 1.192). Thus
Ant. 3.276 interprets the Leviticus text as ruling out
marriage to a slave or a prisoner of war (both presumed
to be sexually “soiled”), and the questions raised
against the high-priesthood of Hyrcanus, because his
mother was reputed to have been captured by Gentiles,
indicate the potential importance of the issue (Ant.
13.292); cf. m. Ketub. 2.9. Josephus’ first marriage was
in fact to a prisoner-of-war (Life 414), but he insists that
she was a virgin, and the marriage, commanded by
Vespasian, did not last long or result in any issue; the
qualifications suggest his embarrassment in the light of
this halakah; see Siegert, Schreckenberg & Vogel
2001: 182.

144 Although Texunpiov can have the weaker sense,
“evidence” (see note at “events” at 1.26), in this climac-
tic statement it seems to indicate “proof.” “Precision”
seems the best translation of akpiBeio (see note to
“time” at 1.29): the details in the list display that the
record is precise, but by themselves could hardly prove
its accuracy. However, the ambiguity in the term might
suggest both senses.

145 The Greek text (apxiepels) is supported by the
Latin (pontifices) and followed by Niese, Thackeray,
and Reinach. Noting the sudden change of subject
(priests in general are the topic of discussion both be-
fore and after this sentence), Holwerda suggested
emending this to epels (“priests”), and is followed by
Naber, Gutschmid (400—noting the priestly genealo-
gies in Chronicles), and Miinster. But the conjectural
emendation seems unnecessary and unlikely. Josephus
frequently inserts only partially relevant material into
a larger argument, and shifts ground in mid-flow. And
he could hardly claim the existence of genealogies for
all ordinary priests covering 2,000 years, while we
know he did claim this for chief-priests (see next note).
Of course a list of chief-priests, even if truly ancient, is
hardly the sort of ancient record on which historical
narratives could be built and corrected (cf. 1.19-23).
Josephus’ reliance for ancient history is really on the
scriptural narratives themselves (1.37), not on isolated
strands of tradition like this.

146 2 000 years takes Josephus back to Moses (and
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above rules,4’

The Judean
canon

37 Naturally, then, or rather necessarily
to write of their own accord,'® nor is there any disagreement present in what is writ-

it is forbidden to approach the altars or share in any other rite.'*?

149__seeing that it is not open to anyone

ten,'>! but the prophets alone learned, by inspiration from God,'>? what had happened

Aaron); cf. 2.226; Ant. 20.261. He elsewhere counts 13
chief-priests from Aaron until the first temple, in suc-
cession from father to son (A4nt. 20.224-230; all are
named in the earlier books); then 18 from Zadok till
the exile (Ant. 20.231-32; cf. the list of 17 names, with
patronymics, in Ant. 10.151-53); then, after the exile,
Jesus, son of Josedek and 15 generations of descendants
until Antiochus (4nt. 20.233-34); then a more irregular
period, climaxing in the 28 chief-priests from the time
of Herod till the destruction of the temple (4nt. 20.235-
51). He is drawing in part on biblical sources (e.g., 1
Chron 6:3-15, 50-53), but the length and prominence
of the tracing of this line in Ant. 20.224-51 suggests the
significance of this tradition for his view of history. As
a priest trained in the scriptures (Apion 1.54), it was
natural for him to think of Judean “records” primarily
in terms of priestly lineage and biblical literature.

147 Reading tols ... mopaRdov (and omitting the
extraneous yévoiTo €ls) with Niese minor and Miinster.
The subject seems to have reverted to priests in general,
and the rules about marriage. mapofaive is one of
Josephus’ favorite terms in relation to the Judean con-
stitution, where he insists that “a law-breaker is rare”
(2.178).

148 The present tense suggests a continuing practice,
despite the lack of temple. For an historical attempt to
challenge a chief-priest according to such rules, see Ant.
13.292. Josephus will later highlight a similar strictness
regarding the bodily perfection of priests (1.284). The
rigor of law-observance, and the ruthless punishment
of offenders, is a central theme of the constitution
(2.190-218), in harmony with Roman principles of dis-
cipline.

149 The two adverbs (in combination suggesting the
force not merely of fact but of logic) introduce the new
point by giving the appearance of providing a conclu-
sion from the previous one (1.30-36); but in reality the
two statements on Judean sources seem to have no in-
ner connection, except in common exposition of 1.29
(cf. Reinach 113; Bilde 1996: 102). The new paragraph
(1.37-41) is logically the most crucial for the whole
discussion of historiography, since it indicates the dis-
tinctive Judean confidence in the authorship and
authority of the scriptures, on which Josephus’ histo-
riography is utterly dependent. Its brevity is striking:
Josephus is either reticent to expose these points to
greater exposition (and thus greater scrutiny), or is con-
fident that his readers will not regard them as conten-

tious. The normal criteria of historiography are here
given a distinctively Judean twist, a “subaltern” inter-
vention in a debate otherwise conducted in traditional
Greek categories; see Barclay 2005b.

150 From the preceding discussion, one might think
that this concerned the composition of priestly genealo-
gies (1.35), but the following statement about “the
prophets” indicates otherwise; the shift indicates that
the new paragraph discusses “records” of a very differ-
ent kind. “Of their own accord” (auTteEovoiov) echoes by
contrast the “license” (¢Eoucic) of the Greeks (1.20).
The rare term occurs in highly significant contexts in
2.173 and Ant. 4.146, and the statement encapsulates
the Josephan virtue of cultural control.

131 Again this is in contrast to the Greeks, with their
cacophony of sources in mutual contradiction (1.15-
27); and it suggests a presumption of historical accu-
racy on the principle of 1.26. Josephus’ narrative in
Antiquities always smoothes over inconsistencies in his
biblical sources, usually silently, but occasionally with
explicit comment (4nt. 10.106-7, 141). Disagreement
would invite critical assessment about which was more
likely to be true, and in the case of the scriptures
Josephus is unwilling to undertake such a task.

152 The singular role of prophets in the composition
of history (cf. 1.29) matches what Josephus will shortly
say of the scriptural books (with the exception of the
last four, 1.40). This association of Judean historiogra-
phy with prophets (cf. War 1.18; 6.109) is without par-
allel in Greek or Roman culture, where prophets (or
Sibyls) might predict the future, under divine inspira-
tion, but had no role in the genre of historiography.
Similarly striking is the sense that those responsible for
writing history learned it from God. “Learning” (see
note to “Cadmus” at 1.10) suggests a passive subordi-
nation quite contrary to the Greek (esp. the Thucy-
didean) spirit of enquiry, which involved the critical
testing of sources.. As “prophets,” these Judean histori-
ans would be recipients of divine inspiration (emimvola,
hapax in Josephus), since the prophet was mastered and
possessed by the divine Spirit (4nt. 4.118-19). Josephus
elsewhere speaks of Moses “learning” the Judean code
of laws “from God” (4nt. 4.286; cf. 4.329), and it is this
conviction that undergirds Judean commitment to the
“decrees of God” (1.42). The Judean attitude to their
scriptures thus matches this ethos of deference implied
in the “learning” of their contents.
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in the distant and most ancient past!>?® and recorded plainly events in their own time
just as they occurred!>*—(1.8) 38 among us there are not thousands of books in
disagreement and conflict with each other,'> but only twenty-two books,'>® contain-
ing the record of all time,'>” which are rightly trusted.!’® 39 Five of these are the
books of Moses,!>* which contain both the laws!®® and the tradition from the birth of

humanity up to his death;'®! this is a period of a little less than 3,000 years.

153 The notion of learning ancient history direct
from God is theologically reasonable (since God can be
presumed to know history comprehensively), but ut-
terly strange to the Greek tradition of historiography. It
circumvents the usual objection that ancient “history”
is inevitably contaminated by “myth,” since it can be
claimed to be based on an utterly reliable source, God.
As 1.39 will show, Josephus has Moses specifically in
mind here. Even the record of chief-priests (1.36) can-
not provide historical sources earlier than Moses, so for
all previous history Moses had to rely on God alone.
The truly “ancient” past (moahoiotato) is what is most
significant for proving that the Judean nation is “ex-
tremely ancient” (ToAaioTaTtov, 1.1).

154 The recording of contemporary events (with eye-
witness certainty, cf. 1.47) is to be claimed of the proph-
ets who succeeded Moses (1.40); that they wrote
“plainly” (cadwds) implies they are not subject to nor-
mal human uncertainty in interpretation (cf. Gutschmid
401).

155 The vague and huge “thousands” will stand in
contrast to the tiny 22, and the association of vast num-
bers with internal disagreement (described by two
phrases, to magnify the impression, cf. 1.15-18) sets up
an expectation that a very much smaller number of
books will be characterized, in contrast, by harmony.
Of course there is no logical reason why the number of
books should correlate to the extent of mutual disagree-
ment.

136 «Only” (udve), emphasizing the fewness in num-
ber, echoes the restriction of authorship to prophets
“alone” (uoveov, 1.37); what might have looked like a
cultural weakness (only 22 books of Judean records) is
thus turned into a strength. The 22 is made up of the 5
of Moses, the 13 of prophets and the 4 other (1.39-40;
for the probable contents of each see notes ad loc.).
They are not characterized here as “sacred” (cf. 1.1, 54,
127), but they are clearly distinguished from other and
subsequent literature (1.41), and to this extent
Josephus’ canon is clearly “closed” (even if the con-
tents of these books and their textual form may have
been subject to dispute); so rightly Beckwith 1985: 78-
80; Mason 2002: 110-27. Josephus’ rhetoric encourages
here the citation of the lowest possible number; it is the
same figure given by several early Christian sources
(e.g., Origen in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25; Jerome, pref-

162

ace to Vulgate translation of Samuel and Kings; cf.
Beckwith 1985: 119-22). As Jerome noted, an alterna-
tive Judean enumeration (counting some combined
books as two, rather than one) could result in a total of
24, as is found in 4 Ezra 14:44-46 and implied in b B.
Bat. 14b.

157 “The record” (Gvaypadr, as for Greek sources,
but here in the singular; cf. Ant. 1.12) is fully compre-
hensive, from the beginning of all time (see 1.39—
though not up to the present, 1.41), and, perhaps,
concerning all humanity.

138 “Tryust” is the issue highlighted in 1.2, 6, and its
appearance at this critical juncture (here memoTeUPEVD)
shows that Josephus recognizes its importance.
“Rightly” (Sikaiws) echoes the appeal for proper de-
duction from the facts in 1.6, but the context provides
rather little support for that judgment for any readers
not already convinced of the case. The addition of 6gia
in Eusebius’ version (“correctly believed to be divine™)
may be a Christian modification, anticipating the claim
made in 1.42 (cf. Gutschmid 401-2). On the differences
between the following explication of the canon and the
earlier practice of Josephus in Antiquities, see Hoffken
2001.

139 Following 1.37, Moses is apparently regarded
here as a prophet; so also explicitly in Ant. 2.327,
4.165, 329, etc.. Moses was always known as the source
of the laws (cf. 2.151ff.), but his authorship of the other
narratives in the Pentateuch is also taken for granted by
Josephus (cf. Ant. 3.74; 10.58).

160 Reading vopous with Eusebius and all modern
editors.

161" Although Josephus acknowledges that the
Pentateuch contains two genres, the second is in this
context the more important: elsewhere Moses is the pre-
eminent legislator, but here the prophet-historian
whose comprehensive history can only have been
“learned from God” (1.37). “Tradition” (mapadoots)
was used before for a human tradition handed down
over the generations (1.8, 28). Here it is applied to what
is “handed over” by God to Moses. On Moses’ account
of his own death see Ant. 4.326 and Feldman 2000 ad
loc.

162 See note to “years” at 1.1. The “little less” hints
that Josephus has a very exact calculation to hand, but
does not need to be precise (see Gutschmid 402-3).
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40 From the death of Moses until Artaxerxes,'®® king of the Persians after Xerxes,

164

the prophets after Moses wrote the history of what took place in their own times in
thirteen books;!%°> the remaining four books contain hymns to God and instructions
for people on life.'%¢ 41 From Artaxerxes up to our own time every event has been
recorded, '’ but this is not judged worthy of the same trust,'®® since the exact line of

succession of the prophets did not continue.

163 Reading péxpis 'AptaEépEou (the emendation of
Gutschmid 403, following Latin and followed by
Thackeray, Reinach, and Miinster). L and Eusebius read
Tns between these two words, suggesting the sense “un-
til the (death of) Artaxerxes.” Josephus thought
Artaxerxes (465-424 BCE) was the figure named
Ahasuerus in the book of Esther (4nt. 11.184ff.), taking
the biblical “Artaxerxes” of Ezra-Nehemiah as Xerxes
(Ant. 11.120ff.). Thus his reference here is to the bibli-
cal history up till the end of the book of Esther (Ant.
11.296), which finishes in the reign of “Artaxerxes,”
but does not include his death.

164 Named here as the more famous figure (reigned
486—465 BCE) who invaded Greece. This means that
the biblical record is so old that it finishes at the time
the Greek records are hardly beginning (1.13).

165 The phraseology suggests that Moses himself
was the first prophet, and identifies his successor-
prophets as historians of contemporary events (echoing
1.37). Josephus continues to operate with the dualism
between historiography of the past and of the present,
as in War 1.13-16. The 13 books are not named or listed
(Isaiah and the “other” 12 prophets mentioned in Ant.
10.35 may be not these 13, but Isaiah and the book of
the 12 minor prophets; see Beckwith 1985: 99-100,
n.80). However, judging from Josephus’ naming of
prophets elsewhere and from other lists it is most likely
that Josephus means: Joshua, Judges + Ruth, Samuel,
Kings, Isaiah, Jeremiah + Lamentations, Ezekiel, the 12,
Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah (=Esdras), Daniel, Job, and
Esther (the order is unknown, if indeed it was fixed);
see Gutschmid 404-5; Ryle 1914: 173-76; Thackeray,
Reinach ad loc.; Beckwith 1985: 78-80, 119; Leiman
1989. It is possible that Ruth and Lamentations could
be counted as independent, and not among the proph-
ets, but it was in Josephus’ interests to keep the total
low, and to place as many books as possible in the pro-
phetic category, since he has declared all of the scrip-
tures to be the product of prophets (1.37).

166 Since these books are neither historical nor pro-
phetic, they do not support or illustrate the case for the
Judean “records,” or for their prophetic origins. That
Josephus mentions them at all, and in a context where
he wants the total to be low as possible (1.38), is testi-
mony to their ineradicable place in the canon (so also
Hoffken 2001: 162-64). The 4 no doubt include the
Psalms and Proverbs, and probably also Song of Songs

169

and Qoheleth (if Lamentations was in the earlier group
of 13); see the scholarly discussion cited in the previ-
ous note. Josephus does not place a label on these 4,
but neither are the previous 13 given an official label.
It is possible that the grouping of the books into la-
belled categories was neither fixed nor universal at this
time, even if the limits of the canon were. Even if he
knew category-labels, Josephus was not obliged to cite
them, and may have ignored them in order to shift as
many books as possible into the prophetic group. In
this sense, Josephus does not witness (for or against) the
notion of a “tri-partite” canon, though neither does he
support a “bi-partite” thesis (Barton 1986: 49); so
rightly, on both points, Mason 2002. His numbering of
the books in three groups has long invited comparison
with other hints at a division between the law, the
prophets, and “others” (or “Psalms”); see, e.g., Prologue
to Sirach; 4QMMT C 9-12; Philo, Contempl. 25; Luke
24:44. For a selection of recent discussion of the “tri-
partite” issue, which has been bedeviled by differing
understandings of “canon” and of the different ways in
which a canon can be fixed or fluid, see McDonald and
Sanders 2002. The “instructions” (umobnkau; cf. Life
291) are clearly distinguishable from the “laws” of
Moses (1.39) and must include at least Proverbs.

167 Judean records thus did continue, up to and in-
cluding the records created by Josephus himself (1.47);
the Judean tradition did not leave gaps for others to fill.
(In reality, of course, it did: note the leap of 100 years
between Ant. 11.296 and 11.304.) But Josephus says
nothing about how, where and when these records were
made—though they presumably include the ongoing
record of the chief-priests (1.36). His lack of interest in
defining them shows that his real foundation lies in the
22-book canon, at least for any statement about antig-
uity.

168 On the issue of trust, see 1.38 at “trusted.” Ad-
mitting the problematic status of the later books throws
all the weight of emphasis, and confidence, on the ear-
lier 22. The distinction between later Judean historiog-
raphy and Greek historiography will have to be made
on other grounds, as in Josephus’ self-accreditation to
follow (cf. Hoffken 2001: 163).

169 “Exact” (akpiPns, cf. 1.29, 32, 36) and “succes-
sion” (S1ax8oxm, cf. 1.31) echo important motifs from the
previous discussion, but this criterion was not men-
tioned in 1.40 and, after the succession between Moses
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42 1t is clear in practice how we approach our own writings.!”? Although such a
long time has now passed, no-one has dared to add, to take away, or to alter any-

thing;!”!

and Joshua (4nt. 4.165), is not a feature of the narrative
in Antiquities (Hoffken 2001: 169-70). Neither is it
clear why only “exact succession” guarantees trustwor-
thiness (cannot unrelated prophets record history?),
unless it is implied in 1.40 that each generation needed
a contemporary prophet to relate its history. The motif
looks like an artificial creation to emphasize, by com-
parison, the unimpeachable authority of the 22 books
(cf. Gray 1993: 12).

That the exact line of succession in scripture-writ-
ing prophets did not continue need not imply that there
were no prophets after the time of Artaxerxes. In fact,
Josephus acknowledges John Hyrcanus to have been a
“prophet” (War 1.68-69; Ant. 13.299; cf. 3.218), but he
otherwise uses the language of “prophecy” very spar-
ingly: although he speaks of the Essenes (4nt. 15.373-
79) and himself (War 3.399-402) predicting the future,
he does not use the precise language of “prophecy” in
this connection (see Aune 1982; Feldman 1990a;
Gerber 1994; and the carefully nuanced treatment by
Gray 1993: 16-34). In context, this clause need not sug-
gest that Josephus thought that prophecy in general, or
“the Spirit,” had ceased in his day (though other texts
might indicate this, e.g. 1 Macc 4:46; 9:27). He is sim-
ply denying that the same degree of prophetic historio-
graphical reliability was in operation after Artaxerxes
as before, thus emphasizing the uniquely authoritative
status of the closed canon. On the place of his own work
in this context, see War 1.18; Ant. 1.17; Apion 1.47-56;
while displaying some of the same characteristics of
accurate historiography as that of the prophet-writers,
he does not here claim prophetic status (rightly, Gray
1993: 15) and does not present his work as “on a par”
with the scriptures (pace Bilde 1996).

170 Reading mpdouev (“we approach”) with Euse-
bius and all modern editors (against memoTeUkapey, “we
have trusted/believed,” in L; cf. Latin). “In practice”
(¢pyw) hints at the combination of word and deed/prac-
tice which reflects the consistency of the Judean con-
stitution (2.171-74; cf. 1.219). This allows Josephus to
shift to the topic of Judean commitment to the Scrip-
tures (1.42-43), and thus circle back, in contrast, to the
sloppiness of the Greeks (1.44-45).

171 The formula, “neither to add nor to take away,”
is widely attested in antiquity as a statement of fidelity
to a written statement or tradition (van Unnik 1949). It
is present in Deuteronomy as a warning against disloy-
alty to the commandments (Deut 4:2; 13:1), and
Josephus knew it also from Aristeas 311 as a formula

Judean respect
for records:
dying for the

and it is innate in every Judean, right from birth,!”? to regard them as de-  law

for expressing the unalterable accuracy of the Greek
translation of the Bible (4nt. 12.109; cf. Philo, Mos.
2.34, where the same three verbs are used as here, in re-
lation to keeping the form and shape of the God-given
laws). Josephus famously promised in his introduction
to his Antiquities that he would present the biblical
material without addition or subtraction (4nt. 1.17; cf.
4.196-97; 10.218; 14.1-3), spawning considerable mod-
ern debate as to what he means by this claim and the
extent to which he lives up to it (see van Unnik 1978:
26-40; Feldman 2000: 7-8; Inowlocki 2005). There, as
here, he may be drawing not so much on the Deutero-
nomy texts as on the commitment of some historians to
pass on ancient traditions, unaltered, with nothing
added or taken away (e.g., Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Thuc. 5). This is a different matter from (though often
confused with) the common claim by historians to re-
late the facts without addition or subtraction (e.g.,
Dionysius, Thuc. 8; Lucian, Hist. 47). What Josephus is
claiming (whatever his actual practice), and what
Dionysius records with obvious disapproval (as an un-
critical procedure, Thuc. 5), is the relating of ancient
traditions or narratives unaltered. Although Josephus
parades it here as a mark of Judean fidelity to trustwor-
thy sources (his use of “dared” suggests it would be a
shocking act of insubordination to do otherwise), it
could look to others like simple-minded conservatism,
an unwillingness or unability to sift the ancient mate-
rial, which is contaminated with “myth.” Josephus here
keeps company with other eastern historians relaying
their histories straight from the records (see Rajak
2002: 249-50; Cohen 1979: 27-29, citing Ps.-Nepos on
translating Dares Phrygius); but this and the following
phrase could be taken by a skeptical reader as a sign of
Judean credulity (cf. Agatharchides in 1.205-11).

172 Very early socialization, “right from the first,” is
a favorite theme of Josephus; cf. 2.173, 178, 204. “In-
nate” (cUuduTtov) is a rare term in Josephus (cf. Ant.
6.36), but the phrase reflects his emphasis on the uni-
versality and thoroughness of Judean commitment (cf.
2.178). Philo, Legat. 209-10 expresses a very similar
constellation of themes: dying for the law, training in
the law “from the earliest age,” and holding the laws to
be “oracles given by God” (8soxpnota Aoyia); cf.
Hypoth. 6.9. From another angle, childhood commit-
ments could look distinctly childish, and to retain
these unaltered into adulthood might be taken as a sign
of the failure of adult reason; cf. Josephus’ reply to
Agatharchides in 1.212 with notes ad loc.
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crees of God,'”? to remain faithful to them'” and, if necessary, gladly to die on their
behalf.!”> 43 Thus, to date many have been seen, on many occasions,!”® as prisoners

of war suffering torture and all kinds of deaths in theaters
single word in contravention of the laws

173 Greek: B0l 8SyuaTa, a phrase not used elsewhere
by Josephus with reference to the scriptures, though
related to the notion of “inspiration” (1.37). 86ypa sug-
gests a ruling or ordinance, and thus fits the laws in the
Pentateuch more obviously than any other genre. In-
deed the laws are the real topic of the rest of this sec-
tion, and the next, with “the records” tacked on rather
loosely at the end of 1.43. Judean commitment to the
laws will thus be favorably contrasted with Greek com-
mitment to Greek literature (1.44-45), a slanted com-
parison masked by Josephus’ wording in 1.42-43. For
the sentiment here, cf. m. Sanh. 10.1: “these are those
who have no share in the world to come: he that says
that ... the Law is not from Heaven ...” In a later con-
text (2.151-63), Josephus will make rather less explicit
claims for the divine status of the law.

174 This and the next phrase anticipate a major
theme in 2.145-286, the unwavering commitment of
Judeans to their constitution. “Remain faithful” (sppé-
vw) is used 6 times in that segment (2.150, 153, 182,
221, 257, 278).

175 The extreme mark of faithfulness is death on
behalf of the law, a point repeated, with similar vocabu-
lary, in 2.218 and developed in 2.219-34. “If neces-
sary” protects such self-sacrificing Judeans from the
charge of futile self-destruction, and prepares the
ground for the following example (1.43). The fact that
Josephus introduces this theme here and returns to it
often (cf., besides 2.219-34, 1.190-91, 212; 2.146, 272,
294) suggests how significant it is for his rhetoric in
this treatise. The theme of Judean “martyrdom” for the
law had become especially important in narratives of
the Maccabean uprising (see van Henten 1997; Rajak
2002: 99-133) and could be connected to the Greek
motif of the noble death (Droge and Tabor 1992: van
Henten and Avemarie 2002). Josephus included several
examples of such Judean self-sacrifice in his earlier
narratives (e.g., War 1.648-55; 2.152-53, 169-77,;
7.341-88, 416-19; Ant. 18.23-24, 55-62, 261-88; see the
full list in van Henten 1999: 137-39). It remains promi-
nent in this treatise and evokes the Roman virtue of
contempt for death (2.146; see Appendix 6).

176 The vague generalization (whose vocabulary is
echoed in 2.219) bundles together all the “martyr” sto-
ries and connects the recent events after the Judean
War with a previous history of suffering, shared by
more than a few unfortunates or fanatics.

177 The reference to prisoners and to (amphi-)the-
aters strongly suggests the recent treatment of Judean

177 for not letting slip a

178 and the records associated with them.!”?

prisoners after the Judean War, whom the victorious
Romans used for violent entertainment all over the
empire; see, e.g., War 6.418 (prisoners of war presented
by Titus to be destroyed in the theaters by the sword or
wild beasts); 7.23-24 (Titus’ display of prisoners to be
killed by wild beasts or in mutual combat); 7.37-38
(2,500 killed in similar fashion or burned to death);
7.373-74 (dying on the rack, by fire or whip or wild
beasts). Here, as in Apion 2.232-33, which alludes to
the same events, Josephus passes over the fact that
these prisoners were being slaughtered on the orders of
Roman emperors, suffering the usual fate of rebels
against Roman authority. By remaining silent on the
context of these deaths and the identity of those who
ordered them, he avoids pitting Judeans against Ro-
mans. For his sensitivity on this matter, and on the re-
lated charge that Judeans were repeatedly insubordinate
to Roman rule, see his response to Apion in 2.33-78. In
speaking indirectly Josephus glorifies the Judean he-
roes without impugning Roman imperial power or in-
dicting her savagery.

178 Not even a word—Ilet alone an act—suggests the
height of commitment; cf. the closely parallel comments
in 2.219, 233. The victims in the theaters were no doubt
regarded by the Romans as suffering for their role in the
Revolt, not for their commitment to the Judean law;
and as prisoners of war, they were hardly able to say or
do anything by which they could escape their fate.
Thus Josephus has constructed an artificial scenario,
more fitting to the literary representations of martyr-
heroes who were offered release if they spoke or acted
against the law (2 Macc 6-7; 4 Macc). Josephus hints at
War 6.419 that some prisoners starved to death in keep-
ing to the Judean food-laws, but the theaters spelled
death regardless of one’s attitude to the law. For the sig-
nificance of speech (declaring Caesar to be Seomotns),
see War 7.417-19.

179 The “records” (Gvaypadai, see note to “laws” at
1.7) are rather awkwardly tacked on here (and absent
from the parallel statements in 2.219, 233) since the
context requires a claim of faithfulness to all the
Judean scriptures, not just the law. But the awkwardness
indicates that the Judean martyr-tradition on which
Josephus draws was familiar with dying for the laws (or
for God), but not with dying for the scriptures—and,
indeed, with death for the laws as textual phenomena
only inasmuch as they contained the rules and customs
obeyed by Judeans, not as written (historical) records
in themselves. Josephus, however, needs this addendum
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44 What Greek would suffer this on behalf of his own writings?'8" He will not face
the slightest injury even to save the whole body of Greek literature from oblitera-
tion!'8! 45 For they regard these as stories invented at the whim of their authors,

Greek lack of
respect:
“history” is

182 fiction

and they are right'® to think this even with regard to the older authors, since they
see some of their contemporaries'® daring to write accounts of events at which they
were not present and about which they have not troubled to gain information from
those who know the facts.!® 46 In fact, even in relation to the war that happened

recently to us,!3¢ some have published works under the title of histories

to create the following artificial contrast with the atti-
tude of Greeks to their historiography (1.44-45).

180 Reading Umep ouToU (with Naber and Miinster).
Josephus does not specify “writings” (just “his own
things”), but the context before (“records”) and after
(“literature™) suggests something like this. The reintro-
duction of “Greeks” keeps the Greek/non-Greek con-
trast alive, the main theme of 1.6ff. to be summed up in
1.58. Josephus can now develop his earlier aspersions
on Greek historiography and, through the rhetorical
question (expecting the answer “none”), he can exploit
the Roman perception of Greeks as soft and cowardly
(e.g., Cicero, Fin. 2.62; Tusc. 2.65; 5.113; Tacitus, Hist.
3.47.2), or clever at avoiding trouble (Juvenal, Sat. 3).
Of course there are plenty of instances in Greek history
and legend of self-sacrifice (to the point of death) on
behalf of one’s family, one’s city or one’s cause; see
van Henten and Avemarie 2002 for a selection of pri-
mary sources. Dying for one’s fatherland could be rep-
resented in terms, like those of Josephus, as dying for
“the sacred laws of our country” (the famous epigraph
for Leonidas and the Spartan heroes of Thermopylae,
admired by Cicero, Tusc. 1.101). But because the Greek
civic laws were not textualized in the same way as in
the Judean tradition, even if they were believed to de-
rive from the Gods (cf. 2.160-62), no Greek texts be-
came as sacrosanct as the Judean scriptures. Josephus
exploits this cultural difference to suggest, unfairly,
that Greeks were completely cavalier in their attitude
towards their own literature.

181 The sentence gives the greatest possible contrast
with Judean willingness to die, and fear of uttering
even a word in contravention of the laws and writings
(1.43). What follows depends on an implied logic:
Judeans are willing to die for their writings because
they know they are utterly reliable; if Greeks won’t lift
a finger to defend their literature (1.44) it must be be-
cause they know they are utterly false (1.45). The argu-
ment obscures the quite different cultural logics at work
in the Judean and Greek traditions.

182 What was obviously true of poetry is here as-
serted, on the basis of 1.15-27, as applicable to Greek
“history” as well, and thus to all Greek literature (1.44).
The invention (cf. 1.15-18, “conjectures” and “lies”)

187 without

reflects merely the whim (lit. “desire”) of the author (cf.
1.20: “license”), in contrast to the divine authority and
historical truth which undergird the Judean scriptures.

183 Sikaicas, as in 1.6 (adjective) and 1.38 (adverb).

184 The logic (implicitly attributed to the Greeks)
seems to be that if contemporary historians do not
bother to find out what happened, the same can be pre-
sumed of the historians of the past. Josephus will not
allow a narrative of cultural decline: the Greek tradi-
tion is uniformly deficient, and carelessness a persistent
ethnic trait. This shift from the historians of antiquity
(the real subject matter of this segment) to historians of
the present is necessary to permit Josephus’ self-presen-
tation (and self-defense) as an historian of the Judean
War (1.47-56). The sequence of the argument requires
that the “some” he here criticises are themselves
“Greeks”; but by failing to identify them, he leaves his
readers with a sufficiently imprecise image to cover
whomever he wants to target.

185 The two fundamental requirements for contem-
porary historians are i) that, as far as possible, they are
eyewitnesses to events and places they describe; and ii)
that for other information they use the very best
sources. These two criteria, implicit throughout 1.47-
52, are repeated in 1.53; they echo the similar senti-
ments of War 1.1-3 (cf. Life 357 for a negative
example). For such criteria as topoi in the historio-
graphical tradition, see Marincola 1997: 63-86. Jose-
phus is setting up the categories for the following
discussion of historiography of the Judean War, and his
“daring to” (cf. “reckless,” 1.56) raises the emotional
tone, which will reach an initial climax at the end of
1.46. That the contemporary historians did not
“trouble” themselves in their gathering of information
echoes the “careless” attitude of Greeks, highlighted in
1.20, 21, 24.

186 Greek: mepl ToU yevouévou wiv Nulv TOAEéLoU;
Josephus leaves unspoken whom it was against and
obscures who started it. As in 1.43 he avoids explicit
reference to enmity between Judeans and Romans.

187 Miinster emends L’s emypayavTtes (“entitling”)
to ouyypayovTes (“composing”), on the basis of Latin,
conscribentes. But the end of this section suggests that
Josephus wishes to maintain an ironic distinction be-
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either visiting the sites or going anywhere near the action;!®® rather, concocting a
few things on the basis of misinformation,'®® they have given it the name of “his-
tory” with the complete shamelessness of a drunk.!%°

Josephus’
account of the
Judean War

tween these books and the titles they are accorded by
their authors (cf. Polybius 12.11.8). Cf. the same point
(with emypade) at War 1.7.

188 Josephus emphasizes the significance of eyewit-
ness acquaintance, which will be his unique qualifica-
tion in the profile that follows (1.47-49, 55). His
criticism of others on this score (they were so absent as
to be not anywhere near!) echoes a long tradition of
Greek historiographical polemics, as in Polybius’ criti-
cisms of Timaeus (Polybius 12.4, 25e-g). Josephus’
generalized assault leaves it hard to deduce his targets.
The repetition of this theme in 1.53-55 leads many to
find a connection with Justus of Tiberias (see note to
“history” at 1.53). However, we know from War 1.1-7
that Josephus criticised other accounts of the War, both
for bias and for their lack of first-hand knowledge and
dependence on “hear-say” (akom; cf. TapokoUouaTa,
“misinformation,” in this section). Thus the polemic
here is broad and vague enough to include any of the
rival histories of the War. The immediate context (1.44)
would suggest that Josephus has “Greek” historians
particularly in view, but Josephus often uses his catego-
ries loosely.

189 They do not have much to say, and what they
have is based on misunderstanding or misinformation
(Topakovopata; cf. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant.
rom. 9.22.1); “concocting” (cuvtiBnui) is Josephus’
regular term of disdain for authors he regards as creators
of fiction (e.g., 1.287, 293, 294).

190 The metaphor (beloved of Josephus, cf. Ant.
6.265; 13.426; 17.130; 20.154—a close parallel) brings
to a rhetorical climax Josephus’ critique of Greek his-
toriography. “Shamelessness” is a charge he likes to
throw at his opponents (e.g., 1.320; 2.97; Life 357); cf.
the “daring” of 1.45.

191 This justification of Josephus’ history of the War,
in 1.47-52, at first looks out of place in a text whose
advertized concern is Judean antiquity and the account
of this Josephus had offered in his other work, the An-
tiquities (1.1). Why does he now depart into what he
recognizes as a “digression” (1.57), repeating several
themes he had outlined in his introduction to the War
(1.1-3)? Three levels of explanation can be offered,
mutually reinforcing rather than exclusive. i) As 1.53-
56 shows, Josephus’ account of the War has come un-
der criticism—certainly from Justus and perhaps from
others (see 1.53). Thus, just as Life contained an apolo-
getic “digression” directed at Justus (Life 336-67), so

(1.9) 47 1, on the other hand,'®! have written a truthful account of the whole war
and its individual details,'®> having been present myself at all the events.!*> 48 For I

here Josephus responds to what he regards as a serious
attack on his integrity. One may wonder why another
defense is needed, after that offered in Life, and why no
reference is made back to that earlier digression (if in-
deed Life was written before Apion; see Introduction, §
3). If this is not simply a sign of Josephus’ vanity (so
Gutschmid 410), it may reflect his perception that his
reputation as a historian depended on the fame and sig-
nificance of his account of the War: if that was discred-
ited, he could not expect his other historical work
(Antiquities) to be taken seriously. ii) Within the con-
text of the present work, Josephus may regard himself
as a representative of Judean historiography. As a para-
digm case, whose historical methods parallel those of
the Judean prophet-historians of contemporary events
(1.37, 40), Josephus may hope that his self-profiling
will serve to boost the reputation of all Judean histori-
ans. This is not to say that he regards his work as be-
longing to same category as the scriptures (pace Bilde
1996), but in the contrast between Greek and Judean
historiography, his own work is the obvious contempo-
rary example on the Judean side. iii) More broadly, as
he draws this preliminary segment to an end, Josephus
takes this opportunity to establish his ethos as the au-
thor of this work. No self-introduction had been given
in the preface, parallel to that offered in the preface to
War and the conclusion to Antiquities (at length in
Life). But Josephus can here present himself as the
uniquely competent author of two major works (1.54-
55), as a contemporary historian of impeccable creden-
tials (1.47-49), and as a public figure with intimate
contacts with the highest political authorities in both
the Roman and the Judean worlds (1.48-52). At the
same time, three asides in 1.50, 1.51 and 1.54, place
him on his contemporary cultural map, and reinforce
his image as a Judean expert whose commitments to his
own tradition take priority over Greek “wisdom” while
honoring its presence in others. The sharpness of the
counter-polemic in 1.53-56 indicates that he is re-
sponding to real charges, but his training in rhetoric
enables him to turn this into an opportunity for self-
promotion.

192 «“Truthful” is highlighted as truth is the issue at
stake (1.56; cf. 1.50, 52, 53). The claim to a complete
and thorough account provides the greatest possible
contrast to the “few things” of 1.46.

193 Autopsy is the key theme in Josephus’ self-de-
fense, as established in 1.48-49 and repeated in 1.55;
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was in command of those we call “Galileans” for as long as it was possible to re-

sist, 194

and after being captured lived among the Romans as a prisoner.!”> When they

had me under guard, Vespasian and Titus compelled me to be continually in atten-
dance on them, initially bound;'*® then, when I was released, I was sent from Alex-
andria with Titus to the seige of Hierosolyma [Jerusalem].!”” 49 During that time
none of the action escaped my knowledge:!*® for I watched and carefully recorded

what happened in the Roman camp,'?’

and [ alone understood what was reported by

deserters.??0 50 Then, when I had leisure in Rome, and when all the work was pre-

cf. War 1.1, 3. The comprehensive claim requires exag-
geration and strategic silence in 1.48-49. For the impor-
tance of personal witness and experience in historians’
claims see Marincola 1997: 63-86, 133-48.

194 1t is important for Josephus that he has first-hand
knowledge of the War from both sides (cf. 1.56;
Thucydides 5.26). Although he will say much more
about his acquaintance with the Roman perspective,
perhaps to counter claims of his comparative ignorance
(1.56), his initial role as a Judean general indicates his
unique historiographical advantage (cf. War 1.3). For
the present purposes, his ambiguous and highly contro-
versial role in Galilee can be passed over. His phrasing
suggests that his readers might not recognize the label
“Galilean,” and may not have read either War or Life.
Here his resistance “as long as it was possible” suggests
the nobility of a general who neither surrenders with
cowardly haste nor prolongs the fight with desparate
defiance. The sentiment hardly matches his conduct at
Jotapata, where he refused to surrender the city before
it was overrun, while he himself entered a suicide pact
(War 2.141-391).

195 The circumstances of the capture in July 67 CE
(War 2.316-92) are glossed over. Elsewhere, Josephus
emphasizes the precautions, the kindness, and the
honor with which he was treated as a prisoner (War
3.397-98; 4.410-11; Life 414). Here all that matters is
his proximity to Romans.

196 Josephus was a Roman prisoner from July 67 to
(at the earliest) July 69 CE, when Vespasian was ac-
claimed emperor in Alexandria and, on a visit to Beirut,
ordered his release (War 4.622-29). During these two
years he was probably kept under guard (according to
War 3.398, with especially tight security) in Caesarea;
see Life 414 with Mason 2001 ad loc. and Bilde 1988:
55-57. The notion that he was constantly in attendance
on Vespasian and Titus is necessary for his argument
that he was well informed about the Roman side in the
War, but is clearly exaggerated and extremely implau-
sible. In War 3.399-402 Josephus records only one en-
counter with Vespasian during this whole period (the
famous prediction of Vespasian’s rise to power) and
nowhere suggests why they should need him in their
entourage. War 4.622-29 gives the impression that

Vespasian had not thought about Josephus between the
initial meeting and his acquisition of imperial powers.

197 According to War 4.622-29, the release involved
a symbolic cancellation of the indignity of imprison-
ment. It probably took place in the autumn of 69 CE
when Vespasian was in Beirut (Levick 1999: 40-42).
Vespasian then went to Alexandria in the late autumn/
winter of 69 (War 4.630-56; Life 415) taking Josephus
with him. Josephus’ dispatch from there with Titus (cf.
War 4.658-63; Life 416 using near identical vocabu-
lary) must have been in early 70 CE. His precise role
on being “sent with” Titus (cuvemepddnv) is unclear, as
is the degree of proximity. The absence of time-indica-
tions in his narrative masks the fact that Josephus was
out of touch with the Judean war effort for two-and-a-
half years, from his capture till the start of the Jerusa-
lem siege.

198 Omitting yevopévnv with all modern editors ex-
cept Niese; it perhaps belongs with the preceding
“siege” (Gutschmid 409). The general claim of omni-
presence (and omniscience) in 1.47 is now concen-
trated in the period of the siege. From his comments
elsewhere it is clear that his ambiguous position, as a
Judean general in the Roman camp, earned him hatred
from the defenders of the city (War 3.438-42; 5.541-47,
6.98, etc.) and suspicion from its besiegers (Life 416-
17). Here he turns his ambivalence to his advantage,
with the claim that he was in a position to know about
both sides in the conflict. Contrast Justus of Tiberias,
who was wholly absent (Life 358).

199 “Watching” underlines his eyewitness role,
though surprisingly little is said about this in War be-
sides occasional references to his presence at Titus’ side
(War 5.325). The “careful” (emuelcds) recording ech-
oes the emphasis on emuéAeta in 1.7, 21, 28, 29.

200 Josephus’ role as a spokesman to the defenders
of the city is often mentioned in War (e.g., 5.114, 261,
361-420), including reference to his linguistic qualifi-
cation for this task (War 5.361; 6.96). While that narra-
tive makes frequent reference to “deserters” (e.g., 4.377;
5.454; 6.118-21), only here does Josephus indicate that
he debriefed them. But inasmuch as he knew anything
about what was going on in Jerusalem it is reasonable
to suppose that they were his chief source of knowl-
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pared,’’! having made use of some collaborators for the Greek language,’’? I thus
constructed my account of the events.??® So confident was I of its truthfulness that I
decided to use as my witnesses,?** before everyone else, the commanders-in-chief

edge; thus he can claim to have “gained information
from those who knew the facts” (cf. 1.45).

201 Cf. Life 422-23 on the honors accorded to
Josephus in Rome. To mention those here might in-
vite accusations of bias in the composition; in this
context Josephus will record the emperors’ testimony
to his accuracy, but not their personal patronage. In
fact, this sentence, on how Josephus composed his
War, at first looks out of place. The surrounding con-
text establishes the truthfulness of his historiography,
on the basis of his own knowledge (1.47-49) and the
testimony of authoritative and knowledgeable figures
(1.50b-52). So why does Josephus indicate here his
method of composition, and why does he mention
only here (and not in War or the Justus-digression in
Life) the use of “collaborators for the Greek lan-
guage”? If this is not merely superfluous detail (which
it might well be), there are two possible explanations.
i) In this apologetic context (1.53-56), Josephus may
be responding to charges that he needed collaborators
in composing his history, such as Agrippa (“I used
collaborators for the Greek, not for the subject matter;
in essence the work was already prepared”); or that,
in view of his poor Greek style, the work could not
be his own (“I did use collaborators for the Greek”);
or that the Greek style of the War was deficient (“I
did try, and employed collaborators for this purpose”).
However, none of these look particularly convincing
explanations, especially not the third, despite the sup-
port it might receive from a particular “mirror-read-
ing” of Life 40 (cf. War 1.13). ii) Josephus may be
supporting the value of his history by claiming that
his initial concern was simply the statement of the
“facts.” Only when the work was prepared did he
bother about the Greek, and then employed others for
that purpose, since he was not personally responsible
for such things as style. This would fit the larger con-
text of this passage, where Josephus criticises the
Greek obsession with “literary prowess” at the expense
of the facts (1.24, 27; cf. 2.292). Thus here, as vari-
ously elsewhere (War 1.13-16; Ant. 1.7; 20.262-65),
Josephus distances himself from Greek rhetorical skill.
He accords the (undeniable) stylistic merits of the War
to anonymous others, in an ancillary role, and in im-
plicit contrast takes credit for the factual accuracy of
the account. For parallels and Roman precedents see
Rajak 1983: 47-48. If the “collaborators” carry this
rhetorical role, this would diminish still further our
ability to say anything about their actual deployment
(see next note); indeed it might cast doubt on their

existence altogether. For mpayuaTteio as “the work”
(the literary product), cf. 1.54.

202 Greek: mpos v ‘EAAqviSa dpeoviy ouvepyol. As
parallels elsewhere show, the ¢covn here is literary (the
Greek style) not oral (pronunciation); cf. 1.1, 73, 319;
War 1.17; Ant. 1.10. The cuvepyol are best translated as
“collaborators” or “accomplices,” rather than (as usual)
“assistants,” although the expression that Josephus
“made use” of them suggests they had an inferior status
(cf. Ant. 4.616; 16.82). What role these collaborators
had in the composition of War has been the subject of
a long and inconclusive debate. Thackeray famously
found evidence for their work in the varying style of
different books of Antiquities (1929: 100-24), identify-
ing “Thucydidean” and “Sophoclean™ assistants. This
theory has now been discarded (for criticism see, e.g.,
Shutt 1961: 59-78; Rajak 1983: 62-63, 233-36; older
literature in Feldman 1984: 827-30), although the rea-
sons for unevenness of style in Josephus’ works are
obscure. Josephus’ War is in fact “Thucydidean” in
some respects throughout (see Mader 2000), but it is
not clear that this has to be attributed to Josephus’ col-
laborators. If they are not mere rhetorical invention (see
previous note), they could have contributed in a vari-
ety of ways, ranging from wholesale composition to
minor revisions of the Greek, with many intermediate
possibilities. There is no method by which we can de-
termine this matter as we cannot identify unassisted
Josephan style. On Josephus’ study of Greek literature
in Rome (4nt. 20.263) and likely competence in Greek,
see Rajak 1983: 46-64.

203 «“Account” (Topadoats) repeats a key term sug-
gesting reliable transmission of material (1.8, 28).
There may be an implied negative here: Josephus did
not need further information from the emperors’ field-
notes (1.56), or from anyone else (cf. Life 366, which
half supports but half undermines such a denial).

204 The thought and vocabulary are closely parallel
to Life 361, though Josephus mentions the following
figures only as witnesses, not (as in Life 361-66) as
sources offering additional information or as sponsors
encouraging the publication of the work. On War as
encouraged by the Flavians but not simply Flavian pro-
paganda see Rajak 1983: 200-1; Mason 2001: 149. For
the problems in admitting imperial patronage (negoti-
ated by Tacitus, Hist. 1.1.3-4) see Marincola 1997: 143-
44, 166. The issue here is simply the truthfulness (aAn-
Beic) of the account (cf. 1.56); Josephus’ rhetorical con-
fidence will make the doubts alluded to in 1.53-56
seem startling and even absurd.
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during the war, Vespasian and Titus.?% 51 For I presented the books to them first of
after them I sold copies to many Romans who had fought with them in the

1;206
2

al
war,

97 and to many of our own people, men also steeped in Greek wisdom,

Witnesses to
Josephus’

accuracy
208 among

whom were Julius Archelaus,?” the most distinguished Herod,?!° and the most re-
nowned king Agrippa himself.?!! 52 These all bore witness that I had carefully safe-

205 «“Commanders-in-chief” translates auTokpdTopeS
a military title (Latin: imperatores), which was used by
Roman emperors (see Mason 2001: 140-41, n.1403),
and thus fits both Vespasian (emperor 69-79 CE) and
Titus (79-81 CE) who had military command at differ-
ent times during the Judean War. If Josephus has been
criticised by those who cited their field-notes (1.56), he
trumps the criticism with an appeal direct to the authors.
If he was considered one-sidedly pro-Judean, the emper-
ors’ approval of his work is decisive counter-evidence.
If this statement and its parallel in Life 361 are taken at
face value, War must have been completed before
Vespasian’s death in 79 CE (see Mason 2001: 148-49).

206 Josephus repeats their priority (TpcwiTols) as in
1.50 (cf. “after them” in the next clause). They are also
distinct in being given, not sold, copies. In both their
military and their political significance, they must rank
as the supreme authorities accrediting Josephus’ ac-
count.

207 For the processes of publication in first-century
Rome, see Fantham 1996. For Roman generals who
might be alluded to here, see Cotton and Eck 2005: 41-
44. The following list of people to whom the book was
sold includes Agrippa; in Life 362 he and his relatives
are said to have been given copies. The difference
arises from Agrippa’s inclusion here at the end of the
list of sales. Laqueur appears to make too much of the
discrepancy and also imagines a financial crisis for
Josephus arising from the challenge of Justus (1920:
21-23). In comparison with Life 362, Josephus places
more stress here on Roman witnesses: if Romans per-
sonally involved in the events support his account, he
can hardly be accused of anti-Roman bias. But the
claim is vague and no individuals are identified.

208 «“Qur own people” might suggest that Josephus
was accredited by combatants on both sides (cf. 1.56),
but in fact the three following figures were either cer-
tainly or probably opponents of the uprising and thus
hardly likely to guarantee a fair representation of the
insurgents themselves. It is somewhat puzzling that
Josephus here emphasizes the Greek education of these
witnesses, their immersion in Greek “wisdom” (codio).
A very similar accolade is present in the parallel pas-
sage (Life 359: experts in Greek modeia), where it may
reflect, and match, the “learning” Josephus recognizes
in his opponent, Justus (Life 40; see Mason 2001 ad
loc., following Laqueur 1920: 11-13). It is possible that

Josephus here repeats the portrait painted in Life, with
a similar (though more remote) polemic in view (so
Troiani 81). More plausibly, the depiction is meant to
contrast with the “low characters” who employ cheap
rhetoric to attack Josephus (1.53; cf. 1.175): Josephus
has the really educated people on his side (who can also
appreciate his effort to write in fine Greek, 1.50). In ei-
ther case, it is revealing that Josephus, in the midst of a
broad critique of “Greek” historiography (1.6-56), uses
immersion in “Greek wisdom” as a mark of honor (cf.
Manetho in 1.73 and the deployment of Greek philoso-
phy in 2.168, 239, etc.). He seems to depend on a high
evaluation of such “wisdom,” at least where it is found
in those who support him or honor Judean culture
(1.175). While he himself draws on a specifically
Judean well of “philosophy” (1.54), “Greek” wisdom is
not disparaged, and can even be paraded in appropriate
contexts. In general, Josephus’ complex and ambivalent
stance towards the “Greek” tradition seems to be deter-
mined by its value for, or threat to, his own Judean in-
terests. The hybridity he values is that which finds
“Greek” reasons to honor Judaism.

209 Iife 362 mentions vaguely some of Agrippa’s
relatives; here two individuals are named. Julius
Archelaus was the brother-in-law of Agrippa II (husband
of Mariamme, his sister), Ant. 19.355; 20.140, 147
(Kokkinos 1998: 197). His name suggests Roman citi-
zenship and thus good credentials. He presumably
shared Agrippa’s opposition to the revolt.

210 1f this is not Agrippa himself (see next note), it is
impossible to say which of the Herodian clan Josephus
refers to; for his rhetoric all that matters is the (famous)
name, not the precise identity. The two most likely can-
didates are: 1) The son of Phasael (nephew of Herod the
Great) and Salampsio (4nt. 18.131, 138), if he lived till
after the war (so Reinach 114; Troiani 81). ii) The el-
dest son of Aristobulus (king of lesser Armenia, son of
Herod of Chalkis) and Salome (the famous daughter of
Herodias; cf. Mark 6:17-29), Ant. 18.136-37 (so
Gutschmid 410; Kokkinos 1998: 313). The epithet
“most distinguished” (cepvoTtaTtos) appears to make up
for the obscurity in identification.

211 This phrase has no conjunctive “and” in the
Greek, and it might appear that this (Agrippa 1I) is the
same as the “Herod” just mentioned. But in a list no
conjunctions are needed, and one would not expect two
epithets (“the most distinguished,” “the most re-
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guarded the truth,>!?> and they would not have held back or kept silent if, out of ig-

norance or bias, I had altered or omitted any of the facts.
(1.10) 53 But certain despicable characters have attempted to libel my history,?!

Slanders
against
Josephus as
historian

nowned”) to be used of the same person (Gutschmid
410). Thus Agrippa is the third figure in this trio, placed
last and with emphasis (“himself”) in rhetorical climax.
He was dead by now (see Introduction, § 3), but had a
profile second to none as representative of the Judean
aristocracy. He resolutely opposed the Revolt, and no
doubt shared Josephus’ hatred of the radicals who took
over its leadership. Justus had apparently made use of
his close connection to Agrippa to discredit Josephus’
account of the War, not least his conduct in Galilee
opposed to Agrippa’s interests (Life 336-67). It was im-
portant to Josephus, in his more direct response to
Justus, to give more detail on Agrippa’s support for his
version, including citations from 2 of his (allegedly) 62
letters on the subject (Life 362-66).

212 Josephus concludes the case with repetition of
the terms with which he introduced it: cf. “carefully” in
1.49; “witness” and “truth” in 1.50 (cf. Life 361, 365,
367). The agreement of all parties, Romans and “our
people,” appears to confirm the truth (cf. the principle
of 1.26). The disagreement of others has yet to be men-
tioned (1.53-56) and will not be allowed to undermine
the validity of this historiography; disagreement in the
Greek tradition has a quite different significance (1.15-
18).

213 The status of the parties here named is critical to
this argument: they were knowledgeable and powerful
enough to override Josephus’ authority had they wished
to, but (implicitly) diverse enough to have spotted
“bias” wherever it occurred. In fact, as we have noted,
they were all more or less on the same side in the con-
flict, so bias against the rebels would hardly have been
challenged; after the War, Josephus would not have
wanted to gain accreditation from any of the latter, even
if he had been able to. The statement here parallels Life
365-67, though that implies that Agrippa did make ad-
ditions to Josephus’ account before publication. “Bias”
(or “favor”; Greek: xapilopevos) was the common com-
plaint in the Greek and Roman historiographical tradi-
tion (Marincola 1997: 158-74; Luce 1989). Josephus
had earlier accused Greek historians of being ignorant
(1.23) and seeking favor (xapts, 1.25; cf. Life 336). On
neither “omitting” nor “altering” cf. 1.42, though here
“the facts” are at issue, there the biblical sources.

214 Only now, having established the strength of his
own case, does Josephus permit the reader to discover
the existence of personal criticism, which is thereby
weakened in advance. Even in the short paragraph on
this point (1.53-56), after a vague depiction of “libel,”

213

Josephus portrays himself as a exemplar of historiogra-
phy (1.54-55) before hinting, in a rhetorical question,
at the charges being laid against him (1.56). In this ini-
tial depiction (1.53), Josephus’ response is mere
counter-invective. The charges arise from unidentified
“despicable characters” (¢pauhor, cf. 2.3 and the super-
lative in 1.175, 2.236, 290, etc.; the term connotes both
social and moral inferiority, in contrast to those listed
in 1.51), who merely “attempt” (emixeipéco, cf. note to
“histories” at 1.13) to “libel” (SiafoMeo; cf. 1.70, 219;
2.145). Whereas criticism of Greek historians was fair
and damaging (1.15-18), this is mere “libel,” an unjus-
tified and futile personal attack.

Since his response is dominated by this ethos-as-
sault, we have almost no materials for reconstructing
Josephus’ target. One line of interpretation, following
Laqueur 1920: 16-20, would take this passage (and
1.46) as primarily, if not excusively, targeting Justus of
Tiberias. We know from Life that Justus had recently
published an account of the War that was highly criti-
cal of Josephus (on Justus, see Rajak 1973). Although
Life is not as absorbed in apologetics towards Justus as
was once thought (see Mason 2001), it does contain a
large “digression” directed to Justus (Life 336-67), in-
dicating Josephus’ hurt and anger on this score. Thus it
seems natural to read the present “digression” (1.57) as
similarly motivated, not least since (as we have seen)
several of the themes highlighted in this context echo
and reinforce claims in the Justus-digression in Life,
and many items of vocabulary are shared between the
two passages (see Laqueur 1920: 16-17; table of paral-
lels in Labow 2005: 9). It is no strong objection to this
thesis that the present context concerns “Greek” histo-
riography, while Justus was a Judean. By keeping this
passage anonymous, Josephus can smuggle in one piece
of invective under the cover of another, and Justus’
educational training (Life 40) might make him a
“Greek” for such rhetorical purposes anyway. More-
over, it would spoil Josephus’ rhetoric to indicate that
Judean historiography could also be flawed (Laqueur
1920: 18). More solid objections to Laqueur’s thesis
have been mounted on the basis of minor inconsisten-
cies between the target-description in the two passages
(see Gutschmid 407-8; Troiani 78-79; Cohen 1979:
116-17, 129, 138). In Life Josephus asserts that Justus
had not read the emperors’ “field-notes” (uTouvHuaTa,
358; cf. 342), whereas here he seems to allow that his
opponents had (1.56). Also here, Josephus claims his
critics were “not present in the affairs on our side, in
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thinking they have been set an exercise, as are boys at school, of an extraordinary
form of accusation and libel.?!> They ought to know that it is incumbent on the per-
son who promises to give others an account of true occurrences®'® that he first him-
self acquire an accurate knowledge of these, either by having followed events or by

gaining information from those who know about them.?!” 54 This I consider I have

The Antiquities

accomplished very well in both my works:?'® the Ancient History, as 1 said, 1 trans-

the opposite camp” (1.56), whereas Justus, at least in
the Galilean campaign, clearly was. Neither of these
objections is insurmountable. It is not impossible that
Josephus’ rhetoric directed against the same person first
denies that he has access to good sources, and then half-
allows it (in the condition, “even if they claim ...”); and
it is certainly striking that these two digressions are the
only places in the Josephan corpus where these “field-
notes” are mentioned. Similarly, Justus’ absence “in the
opposite camp” could be claimed after 67 CE, and
Josephus emphasizes in Life 357-58 that he knew noth-
ing about events after he fled to Agrippa in Beirut. In
other words, with rhetorical leeway, covered by ano-
nymity, Josephus could have Justus still in mind in our
passage.

However, it is perfectly possible that he has other
critics in mind as well. Even in the digression in Life
there is reference to “others” who write untruthful his-
tory (Life 336), and here also, throughout 1.53-56,
Josephus defends himself against plural critics. It is
possible to take this as a rhetorical mask, pluralizing a
single figure as part of a general, negative category (see
Mason 2001: 137 on “others” in Life 336); if Josephus
here wishes to avoid naming Justus (to maintain the
pretence he is talking about “Greeks”), he may have
considered it better to lash out at an anonymous plural-
ity than an anonymous individual. However, there may
be other reasons why Josephus allows the potentially
damaging impression that the criticism he faces comes
from many sources. We know that he was the object of
repeated criticism from fellow-Judeans (Life 425, 429;
see Rajak 1987: 94), and his account of the War was
bound to elicit suspicion from those who denigrated
the Judean combatants (War 1.2, 7-8) or considered the
subject-matter unworthy (War 1.13). Josephus may en-
fold his specific anger with Justus within a global at-
tack on all the critics of his War. It seems impossible to
deny that Justus is partly, and perhaps primarily, in
view, but equally difficult to rule out the possibility
that other critics of Josephus” work may be in mind.

215 For the genitive (“an exercise ... of an extraordi-
nary form”) see Gutschmid 410-11; it is probably not a
genitive of exclamation (pace Thackeray and Labow).
The school exercise (yUuvooucs) was a central compo-
nent of rhetorical training, in which pupils were re-
quired to adopt a standpoint (in praise or blame,

accusation or defense) in relation to some historical or
quasi-historical situation. It thus connotes here some-
thing artificial, immature, insincere, and exaggerated
(cf. Origen, Cels. 5.58). There may also be echoes of
Thucydides’ famous contrast between his history, as a
permanent monument, and an insubstantial yUuvoaopo
(Thucydides 1.22.4; cf. Polybius 3.31.12-13). Josephus
never reveals what the “extraordinary” accusations con-
sist of, except a challenge to his veracity (1.56). Justus
charged Josephus with inciting revolt in Tiberias and
thereby offering a distorted account of the War (Life
340, 350); he may have criticised Josephus’ prose as
well, considering himself a far more stylish historian
(Life 40, 340). Other aspects of his (and others’) criti-
cisms of Josephus are no doubt obscured by Josephus’
selective response; 1.56 may suggest a criticism for fail-
ing to represent the Roman point of view.

216 Reinach suggests a slight emendation to read “a
truthful account of events”; in either case, the issue is
truth (cf. 1.52, 56). Since he has characterized his op-
ponents as school-boys, Josephus lectures them on an
elementary feature of historiography (cf. Life 339).

217 The two criteria of good history (autopsy and
reliable sources) are repeated from 1.45, with matching
vocabulary. The principles have been illustrated by
Josephus’ practice in 1.47-52, with special emphasis on
the first, to be underlined in 1.55. On “follow”
(Tapakoloubew) as “being in close touch” with contem-
porary events, see Moessner 1996; although, as he ar-
gues, the verb need not always mean autopsy (simply
“staying abreast” of events), the parallel between this
statement and 1.45 (cf. Life 357 and Apion 1.47) sug-
gests that Josephus is here claiming personal testimony.

218 The immediate context concerns only the War:
that is the text whose composition he describes in 1.47-
52 and which he defends (“my history”) in 1.53. The
inclusion of both works is thus initially surprising. In
relation to the Antiquities Josephus can claim no per-
sonal “following of events” but must rely on the au-
thority of the biblical texts (see 1.37-41). That he
includes it here suggests that he wishes now to wrap up
the whole discussion of historiography from 1.6ff. as he
approaches its conclusion (1.58), and that this passage
also, and perhaps primarily, concerns his ethos as a
uniquely authoritative writer, worthy of respect for
what he writes in the present work as well.
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lated from the sacred writings,>!” being a priest by ancestry
philosophy contained in those writings;*?! 55 and I wrote the history of the war
having been personally involved in many events,
and not in the slightest deficient in my knowledge of anything that was said

The Judean
War

them,2?

220 and steeped in the

222 an eyewitness of most of

or done.??* 56 So how could one consider other than reckless those who have at-

tempted to challenge my truthfulness

225__who, even if they claim to have read the

field-notes of the commanders-in-chief,?*® were certainly not present in the affairs
on our side as well, in the opposite camp???’

219 Cf. 1.1, here using the verb pebepunveuvco, whose
connotations sometimes include “interpretation” to-
gether with “translation” (see Ant. 1.5; 12.20, etc., with
comments by Feldman 2000: 3-5). If the authority of
his Antiquities rests on that of the “sacred writings” (cf.
1.37-41), Josephus leaves out of account the whole sec-
ond half of the work, which goes beyond the biblical
sources.

220 His priestly pedigree is central to Josephus’ self-
presentation in War 1.3 and, especially, Life 1-6. Here
it makes his role parallel to that of priests in the Egyp-
tian tradition (1.28), but also appears to justify the fol-
lowing statement.

221 This revealing remark about biblical “philoso-
phy” (dr1hocodia) appears in close proximity to his
praise of other Judeans who were steeped in Greek “wis-
dom” (codia, 1.51). Josephus never claims for himself
an expertise in Greek philosophy (not even in Ant.
20.262-65), since his ideological grounding lies in the
distinctively Judean, and scriptural, tradition. He will
sometimes demonstrate how Judean “philosophy” is
supported by Greek philosophy, and will often use
terms and concepts derived from the Greek tradition,
but it is crucial for him to maintain the unique sources
and standards of the Judean tradition, and its compara-
tively higher achievements. The Judean “philosophy”
(cf. 2.47) will be placed within the framework of a “con-
stitution” in 2.145-286. See note to “philosophy”
at 2.47 and Introduction, § 9. Josephus’ successful
transculturation adopts both these terms from the Greek
tradition to buttress a superior Judean equivalent.

222 To be “personally involved” (auToupyds) is even
better than being an eyewitness (aUTomTns, in the next
clause). In relation to the War, Josephus can fully sat-
isfy the conditions he has set in 1.45, 53, and in draw-
ing on his self-description in 1.47-52 can put the major
emphasis here on the first condition, that of being
present at the events he narrates. If others drew on au-
thoritative sources (Agrippa II; the Roman generals’
“field-notes”), Josephus can outdo them only by means
of his personal knowledge.

223 The second limb in a tricolon: only an eyewit-
ness, but now of “most,” not only of “many,” events.
This depends on the exaggerated claims of 1.48-49.

224 The third limb is, as usual, the most extensive in
scope: the double negative comes remarkably close to
a claim of omniscience. This makes the charge against
him, about to be mentioned, bizarre.

225 The “libel” (1.53) is at last specified, but only in
a rhetorical question eliciting shock, with a further
ethos-attack on the “reckless” (Bpooels, cf. ToApow in
1.45) people who make a clearly doomed “attempt”
(mxelpéco, cf. 1.53) to challenge Josephus. The ano-
nymity of the challengers makes their disparagement
easier; their ground of attack (“truthfulness,” aAnfeic)
looks hopeless after the usage of this term and cognates
in 1.47, 50, 52, 53.

226 This is the only glimpse we get of the character
of the challenge to Josephus. Even so, Josephus makes
the matter hypothetical (“even if ...”) and the possible
ground for attack suspect (“they claim to have read”);
he does not reveal in what way this source was being
used against him. The “field-notes” in view here
(Umopvruata; Latin commentarii) were the memoirs
composed by the commander, sometimes merely the
rough material that could form the basis of a more pol-
ished historical narrative, sometimes, as in the case of
Julius Caesar, already quite stylistic (see Marincola
1997: 180-82). Josephus refers to such sources only in
Life 342, 358, in connection with Justus. The line of
argument here (admitting a possible claim but dis-
counting it) is different to that in Life (denying an im-
plicit claim), but the two are not sufficiently
incompatible to rule out the possibility that Justus is in
mind here again (see note to “history” at 1.53). How-
ever, this notice might imply that his critics are also
Roman, and view the War from a Roman perspective.
Although Life 342 implies that Josephus has also read
these sources, he prefers here not to match the claim but
to trump it: if others have read (evtuyxcvw) such
sources, he has been present (TopaTuy)avew) to witness
the events on both sides.

227 The importance of the narrative in 1.47-49 is
now fully evident. The fact that Josephus had been in
command against the Romans, even if only for a short
time and at the start of the War, gives him a unique
advantage over those who knew only the Roman per-
spective. The criticism could apply to Justus, but only
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(1.11) 57 The digression I have made on these matters was necessary,??® as I
wished to indicate the irresponsibility of those who promise to write history.??° 58
Now that I have made it sufficiently clear, I think,?3° that the recording of ancient

Restatement of
aims and
structure of the
treatise

history is a tradition more among “barbarians” than among Greeks,?*! I wish, first,
to respond briefly to those who attempt to show that we have recently been estab-
lished,?*? on the ground that, as they claim, nothing is said about us by the Greek

at a stretch (see note to “history” at 1.53); it would
apply more readily to every other account of the War.

228 The “digression” is both admitted and justified,
indicating Josephus’ control of his discourse; cf. Life
367, his only other use of mopékRoois in relation to his
own work. Unlike in Life 336, it is not so clear here
where the “digression” had begun: is it the whole dis-
cussion of Greek historiography (from 1.6), or of con-
temporary historiography (from 1.46), or the apologetic
passage about his account of the War (from 1.47), or
only the explicit polemics of 1.53-567 It is unlikely
that this whole opening segment (1.6-56) could be so
labelled (pace Mason 1996: 209), as one can hardly
open a treatise with a digression; one of the more lim-
ited options is to be preferred. Josephus had skilfully
maintained the flow of his argument so the reader does
not feel any abrupt change of subject; but it was per-
haps impossible to make a bridge back from the polem-
ics of 1.53-56 to the subject matter of the whole
segment without admitting that some “digression” had
taken place.

229 “Irresponsibility” (or “frivolity”, sUxépeic) is a
charge later directed against Chaeremon (1.301, the
only other use of the noun by Josephus). By keeping
the charge broad (concerning “history” in general, and
without specification of authors), Josephus can wrap
together his criticism of those who have written inad-
equate contemporary history (since they were neither
eyewitnesses nor had good sources) and his assault on
the integrity of the “Greeks,” whose “promise” to write
good history (1.24) was vitiated by their lack of ancient
sources. The vagueness enables transition back to the
central issue, which is competence to write ancient his-
tory.

230 The phrase echoes the opening statement (1.1),
with the same emphatic positioning of ‘ikavcds (“suffi-
ciently”); as he draws his conclusion, Josephus exudes
rhetorical confidence.

231 The closing statement mitrors the opening (1.6),
except that the absolute contrast drawn in 1.6-10, 15,
27, 44-45 is here softened to a comparative: “more”
among others than among Greeks. This subtle dilution
of the argument is necessary if Josephus is going to use
Greek “witnesses” at all, as he does in 1.161-214. While
his argument justifies giving priority to non-Greek
sources, phrased in this form it does not preclude the

supplementary evidence of Greek literature. The modi-
fication stands at sufficient distance to allow the previ-
ous polemics to stand, but acts as a rhetorical buffer
permitting his later appeal to the sources he has discred-
ited.

In 1.6 Josephus had placed “Greeks” in antithesis to
“us and the rest of humanity”; in 1.8, 28-29 he had
specified that “rest” as Egyptians, Chaldeans, and
Phoenicians, the peoples whose evidence he will use in
1.73-160. Here he employs the traditional Greek-de-
vised antithesis between “Greeks” and “barbarians”
(BapBapot). This antithesis has its roots in 5™-century
BCE cultural politics (see Hall 1989) but had contin-
ued in use into the Roman era, as a residue and some-
times still potent sign of the power of the Greek
tradition to define “civilization.” Josephus’ use of Pa-
pPopos (at least 44 times in his works; 6 times in
Apion: 1.58, 116, 161, 201; 2.148, 282) illustrates its
ambivalence: sometimes it seems a purely “neutral” la-
bel for non-Greeks (e.g., Apion 1.116, 201 [used by
“Hecataeus”; perhaps ironic]; 2.282), at other times,
especially if attributed to a hostile “Greek,” it conveys
scorn towards uncivilized “barbarians” (2.148). This
loaded sense lies latent in the word, but is not always
activated; however, if the juxtaposition with “Greeks”
carries the nuance of a presumed Greek cultural superi-
ority, the label carries a more or less explicit negative
charge. Such seems to be the case both here and in
1.161, where the context suggests the cultural presump-
tion that “Greeks” are better and BopBopol worse—a
presumption that Josephus ironically overturns even
while using the labels. It is impossible to convey this
fluidity of nuance in a single English term: “non-
Greek” (cf. Thackeray ad loc.: “non-Hellenic”;
Miinster: “Nichtgriechen”) sounds purely neutral, while
“barbarian” seems unambiguously pejorative (cf.
Whiston: “nations which are called Barbarians”; Blum:
“Barbares”). Here Josephus seems to deploy the nega-
tive nuance with irony (signalled with scare quotes):
“barbarian” civilization is actually superior. For Roman
handling of this label, see, e.g., Cicero, Resp. 1.58.

232 Literally: “that our kaTaoTaols is recent.” The
term is used later (2.145, 184) for the “structure” of the
Judean constitution, but it here seems to mean the
original “establishment” of the nation, and is thus a
near synonym to umooTtacts (“composition”) in 1.1. On
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writers.??3 59 Next I shall provide evidence of our antiquity from the literature of

others?34

that are completely devoid of reason.
(1.12) 607%¢ Now, we do not inhabit a country with a coast,?*’ nor are we keen on
trade or on the mixing with others that results from it,>3® Rather, our cities have been

Reasons for
Greek
ignorance of
Judeans

the negative connotations of “attempt,” see note to
“histories” at 1.13. The charge that Judeans were “more
recent” (vewTepov) is now exaggerated to the simple
form “recent” (véa); cf. “very recent” (vewdtaTov) in
2.288, and note to “historians” at 1.2.

233 The phraseology echoes 1.2, but with subtle dif-
ferences. Instead of “renowned Greek historians” (1.2)
the criterion is now only “Greek writers.” This will al-
low Josephus to include the obscure along with the fa-
mous in 1.161-218 and other writers along with
historians; on the convenient ambiguity of cuyypodeis
(“writers”), see note to “compositions” at 1.161. The
“honor” terms in 1.2 which hinted at the real issue (that
Judeans were too insignificant to merit attention from
Greek historians of importance) are here dropped, so the
matter is further distorted: now Josephus implies that
mere mention of Judeans is the issue at stake. Josephus
now reiterates his plan, first outlined in 1.4-5: since all
of 1.6-56 has intervened, and has not advanced the ad-
vertized programme, it is necessary to repeat the
agenda. The “first” and “next” in 1.58-59 suggest the
topics are here listed in the sequence to follow; thus the
“brief response” here announced advertizes the short
segment 1.60-68.

234 For the “witness” language (cf. 1.4), see note to
“witnesses” at 1.70. The “others” are probably, in con-
text, non-Greeks, thus signalling the segment 1.69-160.
If so, this careful announcement of contents (1.58-59)
altogether omits reference to the Greek segment, 1.161-
218. This may be deliberate: despite the modification
introduced in 1.58 (“more ...than”), it would perhaps
be too shocking to follow the blanket polemics against
Greek historiography in 1.6-56 with a reference to a
segment which will cite and use Greek witnesses. Thus,
despite the announcement of 1.5, Josephus may prefer
to omit here announcement of that plank in his argu-
ment. Alternatively, if “others” can mean “non-Ju-
deans” (so Gutschmid 412), the statement could include
all of 1.69-218 (cf. Thackeray ad loc.).

235 Translating tktos Adyou, the conjecture of
Gutschmid 413 (followed by Miinster) in place of the
senseless reading of L: tv Tols Aoyois. The reference to
“those who slander” (Ttous PAaodnuolvtas) recalls the
language of the preface, 1.2, 4. Here as there it points
forward to the Part beginning at 1.219. The “slanders”
will be refuted with heavy doses of /ogos-argumenta-
tion, adumbrated here with the reference to “reason.”
They hardly dovetail with the criticism of the Judean

and I shall demonstrate that those who slander our people issue slanders

235

nation as “recent” (in fact, they presuppose great antiq-
uity), but Josephus’ vague description here masks that
incongruity.

236 This short segment (1.60-68) offers the brief re-
sponse promised in 1.58 and pre-announced in 1.5.
Josephus’ strategy is to show that the general silence
about Judeans in Greek literature results not from dis-
dain but from ignorance, and not because Judeans did
not exist, but because, for good reasons, Greeks had not
encountered them. (For an alternative explanation, cf.
Aristeas 31, 312-16.) The reasons, intertwined in this
segment, are two: the Judeans’ geographical remoteness
(not on a seaboard, 1.60, 61, 65, 58), and their cultural
preference to maintain their own traditions (1.60, 61,
68). The two are complementary. Geographical remote-
ness could have been overcome by a desire to trade, but
this did not happen, not because Judeans were eco-
nomically backward, but because they did not desire to
“mix” with others. Such a statement of cultural isola-
tion could stir charges of “misanthropy” (2.148) and
inhospitality (2.258). Josephus strays close to this dan-
ger, but gives Judean distinctiveness a positive expla-
nation, in terms which lie parallel to Roman ideals of
self-sufficiency and home-spun piety (1.60). The nam-
ing of Rome as a parallel case of Greek ignorance (1.66)
also gives Judeans and Romans a common grievance
against the self-important Greeks. As in 1.6-58,
Josephus is in danger of arguing too much: if there was
no mixing between Judeans and Greeks, how did Greeks
know enough to provide the evidence of 1.161-214?
But he pulls back at the end (1.68) from positing a to-
tal barrier of ignorance.

237 On the present tense, although spoken in Rome,
see note to “possess” at 1.1; cf. “our cities” later in this
section. The lack of coastline will be closely associated
with absence of trade (though that could be enabled by
rivers); the principle is repeated in 1.65 and 1.68. The
statement suggests that, even in Josephus’ present, the
coastal strip is not considered authentically Judean; for
his varying representationso of this matter see Rosen-
feld 2000. Historically, the conquest of Joppa by the
Maccabees (1 Macc 10:76; 13:11) established for the
first time a seaport for the Judean nation. Later, Herod
the Great developed Caesarea Maritima as a major trad-
ing centre. But Josephus had elsewhere celebrated
Solomon’s control of the coast and success in trade
(Ant. 8.35, 37, 180-81).

238 Since trade will be given a negative connotation
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built inland, far from the sea,?*® and since we live on good terrain, we work it thor-

oughly;?* above all we take pride in raising children,?*! and make keeping the laws
and preserving the traditional piety that accords with them the most essential task of
our whole life.?*> 61 When you add to the factors just stated the singularity of our
life-style,?®3 there was nothing in ancient times to cause us to mix with the Greeks,?**
as there was for the Egyptians, thanks to their exports and imports,?*> and as there
was for those who inhabit the coast of Phoenicia, thanks to their enthusiasm for trade
and commerce, in their love of money.?*® 62 (Nor, to be sure,”*’ did our ancestors

in 1.61, not being keen on it (xxipw) will appear a
worthy resistance to its mercenary seduction. As
Haaland notes (1999: 286), Josephus is drawing on a
trope derived from Plato, Leg. 704d-705a: the ideal
state should be sited away from the sea to avoid the
corruption of luxury and the threat to native customs
posed by contact with foreigners (cf. Cicero, Resp. 2.5-
10 for its application to the founding of Rome). The
contact created by trade is labelled “mixings” (emipiEi-
ot; cf. the singular in 1.61 and the negative adjective
avemipiktov in 1.68). On Josephus® ideology of purity
and the threat of ethnic mixing see 1.1, 30, 229, 257,
278; 2.257-59. With its suggestion of dilution, “mix-
ing” implies degradation; literary sources often describe
an urban mob as “mixed” or “motley” (uiyades, e.g.,
Philo, Flacc. 4-5). However, on Judeans in trade in Al-
exandria, see Philo, Flacc. 57; Legat. 129.

239 Josephus’ vocabulary (&mo Bahdoons &vewkiopE-
vai) echoes Thucydides 1.7, part of a discussion of an-
cient piracy that is alluded to below (1.62). But for
Josephus, Judean construction of cities inland was not
a precaution against piracy but a simple fact. For the
plural “cities” (contra 1.197), cf. Life 180, 235, though
Josephus’ inconsistent usage makes it impossible to
give this term precise definition. Jerusalem is about 40
miles from the sea, and 800m above sea-level, at a dis-
tance from the trade-route that ran down the coastal
plain. This slanted depiction of contemporary reality
omits reference to the large Judean populations in the
coastal cities.

240 For the quality of Judean land, see note to “says”
at 1.195. For “work” as a special Judean quality, cf.
2.146, 234, 291, with special reference to agriculture at
2.294. To present Judeans as an agricultural nation
would appeal to a Roman ideal fostered by Cato and
the poets (e.g. Horace; Virgil), and still active in
Tacitus’ comments on the Germans (Germ. 14.3-4); see
further, Appendix 6. Strabo, Geogr. 16.2.2 had also pre-
sented the coast as occupied by merchant Phoenicians,
with Judeans (among others) as farmers, inland.

241 This Judean “taking pride” (¢p1AokoAéco) will con-
trast with the Phoenicians’ love of money (¢btAoxpnuo-
Téw, 1.61). “Raising children” (rauSotpodia) may refer
to the Judean disinclination to expose new-born chil-

dren (or practice abortion; cf. 2.202), or to the Judean
investment in the upbringing and education of children
(2.204), or both. The Judean stance on the former was
noted by Hecataeus (apud Diodorus 40.3.8) and Tacitus
(Hist. 5.5.3; cf. Germ. 19); the latter fits with the follow-
ing emphasis on the maintenance of Judean tradition
(cf. 1.42).

242 As in 1.42-43, Josephus prepares for a major
theme in his presentation of the Judean “constitution,”
the premium on conservation; puhatTew, “keep,” is one
of the recurrent verbs in that segment (2.156, 184, 189,
194, 218, etc.). “Piety” (euoeBeia, cf. 1.212) is central
to the Judean constitution (2.146, 170, 181, etc.) and
its close association with the law here arises from the
conviction that the laws are “decrees of God” (1.42).
The preservation of tradition parallels Roman conser-
vatism in relation to mos maiorum, but Josephus’ super-
latives (the “most essential” task of our “whole” life)
suggest a Judean superiority in this regard.

243 “Singularity” (1810Tns) suggests something
unique to Judeans (cf. the 18l umdoTOOIS, “OWNn com-
position,” in 1.1), beyond the preservation of tradition
just mentioned. The implication is that this increases
the disinclination to “mix,” but Josephus does not spell
out what this entails (cf. 1.68). He is sensitive, perhaps,
to Apollonius Molon’s criticism of Judeans for being
anti-social (2.148, 258); in 2.259 he insists that the lim-
its of Judean sociability are not at all “unique” (iSiov).
Here he makes the claim but leaves it undefined.

244 Greeks are specified (cf. “others” in 1.60) as the
issue is specifically Greek ignorance of Judeans, and
particularly “in ancient times.” Josephus never ex-
plains when or how the curtain of separation between
Judeans and Greeks was eventually removed.

245 Egyptians were actually famed for their resis-
tance to foreign customs (Herodotus 2.79, 91), but
Josephus uses trade contacts—thanks to the Nile, rather
than the coast—as the medium for knowledge of Egypt
to filter back to Greece. On Naucratis as the first Greek
trading station (from the 7™ century BCE), see
Herodotus 2.178.

246 For early contact between Phoenicia and Greece,
cf. 1.10. The Phoenician cities of Tyre and Sidon were
especially famous for promoting trade in the Mediter-
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turn to piracy, like some others,”®® or think fit to seek aggrandizement by going to
war,>* although their land contained many tens of thousands of men who lacked
nothing in courage.)?>® 63 By this means the Phoenicians, sailing over to the Greeks
for the sake of trade, became known to them directly,””! and by their agency so did
the Egyptians and everyone else whose cargo they transported to the Greeks, cross-
ing huge oceans.?>> 64 Later, the Medes and Persians became well-known through
ruling Asia,>>? especially the Persians by their campaign as far as the other conti-
nent.”* The Thracians were known about because of their proximity,>> and the
Scythian nation via those who sailed into the Pontos.?*® 65 In general,?>’ all those
settled by the sea, both to the east and to the west,>>® were more familiar to those

rancan and beyond (Ezek 27:12-25; Strabo, Geogr.
17.1.3; Lucian, Tox. 4). Their enthusiasm is here given
a negative twist by the final clause (8ia To dr1Aoxpn-
paTetv, a hapax in Josephus); on Phoenicians introduc-
ing greed and luxury to Greece, cf. Cicero, Resp. 3, frag.
3. Josephus makes a gesture to the disdain professed by
Roman aristocrats for the grubby money-making asso-
ciated with trade (Cicero, Off. 1.150-51).

247 Since 1.63 seems to pick up the topic of 1.61,
this sentence looks like an aside. It recognizes that
trade is not the only possible means of contact between
peoples; but by adding piracy and war-mongering it
strengthens the negative image of trade.

248 For Judeans as robbers/pirates (Anotai) cf. Strabo,
Geogr. 16.2.28, 37 (Hasmoneans). But Josephus ap-
pears to have in mind here the discussion of Mediterra-
nean piracy before the Trojan War in Thucydides 1.5-8
(cf. Schaublin 1982: 325). There piracy (associated es-
pecially, but not exclusively, with Caria and Phoenicia)
is considered to have been once an honorable, not a
shameful, profession. As in 1.60 (see note to “sea”),
Josephus’ wording (mpos AnoTelas . . . eTpaTMOOV) con-
tains a verbal echo of Thucydides (eTpamovTto mpos
ApoTelav, 1.5).

249 The Greek, shaped around Thucydides (see pre-
vious note), is awkward, but the sense is clear. This
negative depiction of war is repeated, in similar terms,
in 2.272, 292. 1t could easily be applied to Rome’s wars
of expansion (cf. 1.66), though Romans themselves
could interpret their motives differently (see note to
“laws” at 2.272). By interpreting Manetho’s Hyksos as
the ancestors of the Judeans, Josephus is about to offer
a direct contradiction of this claim (1.75-82)!

230 On the populousness of the nation, see Heca-
taeus of Abdera apud Diodorus 40.3.8 and “Hecatacus”
in 1.194. With no recognized record of conquests, the
Judeans could be subject to ridicule as a feeble nation
(cf. 2.125-34, 148); as in 2.146, 272, 292, Josephus
confronts this potential aspersion.

231 In context (and contrast with the Egyptians),
“directly” seems a better translation of ¢U6us than “at
an early date” (Thackeray; Blum); see Gutschmid 415.

Otherwise the clause adds little to what is already stated
in 1.61.

232 For the Phoenicians as traders of Egyptian and
Assyrian goods over long distances see Herodotus 1.1.
Ezek 27:17 suggests that they traded with Judah and
Israel as well, but Josephus has ruled out trade as a
possible mode of contact with Greeks, even by such
indirect channels (1.60).

253 The rise of the Median and Persian empires was
familiar to Greeks through Herodotus, and their impact
on Asia (cf. 1.90) was felt in the Greek Ionian cities. As
usual, Josephus is vague on the chronology.

254 The Persian invasion of Greece (480 BCE) has
already been mentioned in 1.13, 18. L (followed by
Niese) reads “our” (nueTépas) continent, but the Latin
alteram suggests that the original text was etépos (“the
other”; so Hudson, Thackeray, Gutschmid, and all mod-
ern editors). “The other” suggests a division of the
world into two continents (Asia and Europe; Gutschmid
415), and since Josephus identifies “our land” as Judea
(1.1), it is unlikely that he would refer to Europe as “our
continent,” even though he writes in Rome.

255 This is a new criterion, important for 1.69-70.
The borders of Thrace, north-east of Macedonia, varied
in antiquity (at times roughly co-extensive with
present-day Bulgaria); cf. 1.165 for Pythagoras’ sup-
posed knowledge of both Thracians and Judeans.

236 The sea-faring criterion prepares for the gener-
alization of 1.65. The Scythians, renowned for their
“savagery” (2.269), were settled to the north of the
Pontos (the Black Sea); Greek traders were in contact
with this region from about 600 BCE (see Herodotus
Book 4).

257 The summary statement, echoing 1.60-61, is not
quite the conclusion, as Josephus will add examples of
Greek ignorance (1.66-67) likely to win Roman assent
and amusement.

258 The text has minor confusions, but its sense is
clear (Gutschmid 415); naming the two ends of the
Mediterranean enables the shift to western examples in
1.66-67.
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who wished to write something,>*° while those who had settlements more inland were
for the most part unknown.?% 66 This is clearly the case even in relation to Europe,?!
where, at least, the Romans’ city, although it had long since acquired such power
and achieved such success in its military exploits,?®? is not mentioned by Herodotus
or Thucydides, nor by even one of their contemporaries;?® it was only late, and with
difficulty, that knowledge of the Romans filtered through to the Greeks.?®* 67 Those
reputed to be the most accurate writers?®> were so ignorant about the Galatae?*® and
Iberians that, for instance, Ephorus thought the Iberians constituted a single city,

although they inhabit such a large section of the western world;?’ and they dared?¢®

Greek
ignorance of
others

259 ouyypadev (“to write”) is not quite as specific
as 1oToploypayetv (cf. 1.2), and the phrase can thus in-
clude authors of geographies and ethnographies (gen-
erally based on sailing ventures), as well as historians
in the proper sense. “Wishing” (Boulopévols) may con-
vey a hint of the wilfulness (BouAnois, “whim™) casti-
gated in 1.45. The comparative (“more familiar”) is a
crucial modification, suggesting that some knowledge
may still have been available to others (cf. the next
clause and 1.68, “not to many people”).

260 “For the most part” (mi mAeioTov) allows for ex-
ceptions, whose conditions remain obscure. Josephus
will never explain how the Greek witnesses in 1.161-
214 penetrated the barriers to knowledge discussed in
this segment.

261 One might expect the Greeks to know about their
own continent; their ignorance there reinforces the case
for their ignorance of the other one.

262 Josephus cleverly names Rome as a parallel vic-
tim of Greek ignorance, so those associated with the
city are more likely to identify with Judeans in this
matter. In this case, he insists, Greek ignorance is no
proof of the Romans’ insignificance or even non-exist-
ence: he flatteringly makes reference to Rome’s mili-
tary greatness, backdated to a vague antiquity (“long
since,” ¢k pokpoU) and unspecified (cf. Barclay 2000:
235). Romans traditionally dated their foundation to
753 BCE, 250 years before Herodotus (5% century
BCE). But, judging by Livy, they were modest about
the city’s military history in its first few centuries. Only
in the late 5™ century BCE did Romans conquer and
colonize Latium as the first step to the conquest of
Italy.

263 Josephus names the two most famous Greek his-
torians, active in the 5% century BCE (cf. 1.16, 18).
There were sporadic references to Rome in early Greek
historiography (e.g., Hellanicus, FGH 4, frag. 84;
Antiochus of Syracuse, FGH 555, frag. 6; see FGH 840
and Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 1.72). But
even western Greeks, settled on the south coast of Italy,
took very little notice of the city; see Bickerman 1952:
65-68; Momigliano 1975a: 12-15.

264 «Late and with difficulty” echoes 1.10, underlin-

ing the limitations of the Greeks, in intellect or breadth
of knowledge. Greek unfamiliarity with the early his-
tory of Rome was noted by Polybius (1.3) and by
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who suspected prejudice
against Rome (4Ant. rom. 1.4.2-3); Pliny, Nat. 3.57-58
thought that no Greek had noticed Rome before
Theopompos (4™ century BCE). Josephus can build on
Roman annoyance to launch the following ridicule of
Greek historiography.

265 The irony echoes 1.18, and will now be applied
to Ephorus (despite the criticism recorded in 1.16). Af-
ter the argument that Greek ignorance led to silence
(1.60-66), Josephus now claims that it led also to egre-
gious errors and wholesale invention of “facts” (1.67-
68). This development is hardly relevant to the
argument about the Greeks and Judeans, but it rein-
forces 1.6-27 in discrediting Greek historiography in
general.

266 Josephus’ term IaAdTot appears to mean not the
“Galatians” (in western Turkey), but the Celtic tribes of
western Europe, known to the Romans as Galli (cf. War
1.5; Polybius 1.6). Greek knowledge of these Gauls
began with the foundation of Massalia (Marseilles) in
ca. 600 BCE, but remained skin-deep for many centu-
ries; see Momigliano 1975a: 50-73; Rankin 1987.

267 Tt is not entirely clear whom Ephorus referred to
by Iberians (cf. Strabo, Geogr. 6.2.4), and Josephus,
unlike Strabo (4.4.6), does not allow for changes in
nomenclature over the centuries. It is possible that in
Ephorus’ day (4" century BCE) the label was used for a
relatively small city state, perhaps centred in the city
Hibera mentioned by Livy (23.28.10), near the river
Ebro on the east coast of Spain. Josephus may draw on
sources here which misunderstood Ephorus, but it is
equally possible that he wilfully misrepresents the his-
torian (see Jacoby FGH 70, frag. 133, commentary, pp.
74-75; Troiani 85). By Josephus’ day the label could
cover the peoples of the whole of Spain; but cf. his own
error (or at least exaggeration) regarding Iberia in 2.40.

268 The plural (questioned by Jacoby) enables Jose-
phus to revert to vague generalization; for the verb, cf.
1.42, 45.
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to describe customs, as if practiced by them, which were neither in existence among
them nor even spoken about.?®® 68 The reason they did not know the truth was the
complete lack of mixing,?’? while the reason they wrote lies was their desire to give
the appearance of making enquiry further than others.?’! Is it appropriate, then, still
to be surprised if our nation was not known to many people nor offered an occasion
for its mention in their writings,?’> when it was both settled like this, away from the
sea, and chose like this its own pattern of life??”3

(1.13) 69%7* Suppose we were to argue, in relation to the Greeks, that their people
is not ancient, and decided to use as proof the fact that nothing is said about them in
our records.?’> Would they not think that utterly laughable—adducing, I imagine,
the same reasons that I have just discussed??’® And would they not produce their
near neighbors as witnesses to their antiquity??’” 70 Well, that is what I also shall try

269 The “them” presumably covers both Gauls and
Iberians; Strabo criticises Ephorus for misrepresenting
the customs of the former (Geogr. 7.2.1). For the Greek
capacity to invent “truths,” cf. 1.15, 23, 27. Josephus
claims here pure invention, not just dependence on
unreliable hearsay. The same charge would have been
useful in reporting some Greek claims about Judean
customs (e.g., 1.164, 168-70), except that in 1.161-214
Josephus cannot allow any doubts about the reliability
of his witnesses.

270 The Greek (avemipiktov) echoes the use of emi-
wéla in 1.60-61; we might say “contact,” but “mixing”
expresses Josephus’ fears. The criterion of living away
from the coast is hardly applicable to the cases in 1.67
and is temporarily dropped.

271 “Make inquiry” (1oTopéw) is the root verb asso-
ciated with the writing of “history” (1oTopia); its
juxtaposition with “lies” (peudn) is shocking. The com-
petitive concern for reputation was indicated in 1.24-
26, and serves further to discredit Greek historiography.

272 As in 1.56, Josephus closes with a rhetorical
question (both m3s olUv), shutting off further debate.
The language echoes 1.5, but introduces the motif of
“surprise” which heightens the sense of aggression in
the debate (cf. its use at 1.6). That Judeans were not
known “to many people” (cf. 1.5) silently allows for the
exceptions to follow in 1.161-214; cf. the modifications
to the blanket claim of ignorance in 1.65.

273 The twin themes of 1.60-61 are repeated to form
an inclusio for this segment.

274 1.69-72 provides a transition from the previous
segment (1.60-68) and an introduction to the collection
of “witnesses” to Judean antiquity (1.73-218: non-
Greek, 73-160; Greek, 161-218). Josephus skilfully
uses his announcement of intentions to weave his ma-
terial together.

275 This rare hypothetical argument mirrors and in-
verts the objection of 1.2, and, for a moment, raises the
prospect of a full-frontal assault on its Hellenocentric
presumption. By turning the objection around, Jose-

phus exposes its cultural arrogance, and hints at the
possibility of radical cultural difference: perhaps Greek
claims for what counts as “significant” (in this case, sig-
nificant historical evidence) are merely a symptom of
cultural imperialism. The myopia in Greek historiogra-
phy was certainly noted by others (Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 1.4.2; Tacitus, Ann. 2.88).
Why should not (the lack of) Judean evidence for Greek
antiquity be taken as seriously as (the lack of) Greek
evidence for Judean antiquity? In fact, Josephus does
not pursue this potentially subversive track. The next
clause indicates that both lines of argument are, or
would be, absurd. Josephus has just shown that Greek
silence is a function of geographical accident, not de-
liberate disdain (1.60-68). By the same token, he now
insists, the issue is not whether the Greek historians or
Judean records make mention of each other, but whether
they are mentioned by their near neighbors. A poten-
tially major cultural clash is thus reduced to a dispute
about reasonable demands for evidence. In the process,
Josephus does not press the denial—which 1.6-15 sug-
gests he could—that the Greeks were an ancient nation
(cf. 1.7: amavTa véar), and he glosses over the fact that,
on some interpretations of the Table of Nations (Gen-
esis 10), the Greeks, or at least their ancestors, were
mentioned in the Judean “records” (see Josephus him-
self at Ant. 1.124).

276 Josephus does not challenge, but endorses, what
the Greeks would consider laughable. He himself rarely
laughs in this work (cf. 2.22), though it is an effective
rhetorical weapon. The “same reasons” the Greeks
would adduce are, presumably, not parallel reasons
(i.e., that they, like the Judeans, had little contact with
other nations), but the same reasons in reverse: since
the Judeans were, on their own admission, little trav-
elled, they could hardly be looked to for information
on the Greeks.

277 Josephus imputes to Greeks the reasoning he is
about to employ in 1.70-71, but since the Greeks
prided themselves on their international contacts, it is
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to do.?’® 1 shall use particularly Egyptians and Phoenicians as witnesses,?’® and no-
one could libel their evidence as false;?® for it is clear that they are particularly
malicious in their attitude towards us’®!—all the Egyptians alike, and, of the
Phoenicians, the Tyrians.?®> 71 1 could not, however, say the same about the Chal-
deans, since they constitute also the original ancestors of our people,?® and, because
of this kinship, refer to Judeans in their records.?®* 72 When I have provided the
proofs from these sources,”® 1 shall then reveal those, even of the Greek writers,

who have made reference to Judeans,?8¢

doubtful they would rely only on their “near
neighbours.” Nor would they share Josephus’ anxiety
to prove their great antiquity. Josephus claims merely
to mimic their tactics, not to advance a specifically
Judean, but equally valid, form of argument.

278 The modest “try” (cf. 1.5, 29, 253, 320, all using
Telpaw) has a more positive nuance than the scornful
“attempt” (1.13, 53, 56, emxeipéw). There are plenty of
other “neighbouring” nations whose evidence Josephus
does not cite (e.g., Arabs and Syrians), and his choice
of Egyptians and Phoenicians is surely determined by
the availability of their sources (and their famed antiq-
uity), not by their contiguity (or hostility).

279 Josephus announces the first two non-Greek seg-
ments (1.73-105, 106-127); the “particularly” repre-
sents not a special emphasis on these two (the Chaldean
material is more extensive than the Phoenician) but the
fact that they meet the criterion of propinquity. The
“witness” vocabulary (already used in 1.4, 59, 69) will
figure prominently in the segments that follow: Egyp-
tian (1.74, 93, 104), Phoenician (1.106, 112, 115, 127),
Chaldean (1.129, 160), and Greek (1.200, 204; 2.1).
The legal metaphor (of witnesses in the courtroom) is
occasionally brought to life (e.g., 1.74).

280 For the strong connotations of the eus- root, see
note to “matters” at 1.16. Josephus constructs a hypo-
thetical charge to give himself cause to refute it. One
might have thought that he had done enough to authen-
ticate the “records” of these nations in 1.6-10, 28, but
he now supplies a further reason to believe them on the
subject of Judeans. He thus commits himself to accept-
ing all the evidence that follows in 1.73-127 as histori-
cally true. In another context he will provide plenty of
reasons to claim that Egyptian sources wholly misrep-
resent both Moses and the Judeans (1.105, 223-26).

281 On “malice” (Suopéveia; here Suopéves), see note
to this term at 1.2. Here malice is cited as a reason not
to question but to affirm their historical reliability, al-
though as a general rule (followed by Josephus at
1.213-14, 223-24) the opposite implication might be
drawn. A special logic seems to apply in this case: 1.
Those who hate other nations do not pay them compli-
ments. 2. It would be a compliment to say that another
nation is ancient (and an act of hostility to deny this).
3. Some nations hate us, but nonetheless witness to our

so that our detractors may no longer

antiquity. 4. This can only be explained if they are ac-
tually telling the truth. The cultural assumption embed-
ded in statement 2 is crucial to Josephus’ whole
apologetic (see 1.2), but the surrounding logic serves a
purely local role in the logic of the treatise, and is not
employed again. It does not allow for the possibility of
malicious tales set in a fictitious past (cf. 1.219-320).

282 The hostility between Egyptians and Judeans is
a theme of some importance in this treatise; see 1.223-
24 and Barclay 2004. It is not so “clear” that, or why,
the Tyrians should hate the Judeans. In introducing his
“Tyrian” sources, Josephus will actually stress the
friendship between Hiram and Solomon (1.109). The
assertion here may draw on the record of historical con-
flicts (e.g., War 2.478; 4.105; Ant. 12.331; 14.313, 319-
22), although Tyrian hostility was shared by other
Phoenician cities (cf. War 2.459; Life 44).

283 1t is assumed here that the two peoples remained
on friendly terms because of the ancestral connection.
Following the LXX, Josephus takes Abraham’s ances-
try to derive from “Chaldea” (Gen 11:28; Ant. 1.151-
68); the same assumption is followed in other Judean
sources (e.g., Ps.-Eupolemus apud Eusebius, Praep. ev.
9.17.2-3; Philo, Mos. 1.5; Hypoth. 6.1). In Ant. 1.158,
Josephus claims that Berosus mentions Abraham, but
he does not repeat that claim in this treatise. Neither
does he suggest, as does Philo, that the language of the
Judean scriptures is “Chaldean” (cf. Philo, Mos. 2.40,
224; Legat. 4, etc.). The reference to Chaldean ancestry
helps strengthen the denial that the Judeans are de-
scended from Egyptians (1.104; see note to “composi-
tion” at 1.1).

284 As far as we can tell, no “Chaldean” source ever
recognizes Judeans as a kindred people, and this is cer-
tainly not hinted at in the material from Berosus to be
cited: in 1.137 (the only reference to Judeans), they are
listed among other captives, with indifference.

285 Translating mopa TouTwv (with Thackeray,
Reinach and Miinster), rather than mepi toutwv (L,
Niese: “concerning these topics/authors”). The state-
ment refers to 1.73-160, and speaks of miotels
(“proofs”), echoing the issue of “trust” (the root mot-)
highlighted in 1.2, 6, 38 (cf. hereafter 1.112, 143, 161).

286 This announces 1.161-214 and echoes 1.5 (cf.
1.59). On the category “writers” (ouyypadels), see note
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have even this pretext for the case they mount against us.?%’

Egyptian Evidence (1.73-105): Reading Options

The Egyptian section of Josephus’ chain of witnesses (1.73-105) is one of the most extraordinary,
and most cited, segments of Apion. Josephus uses part of Manetho’s Egyptian history, in citation
(1.75-82), paraphrase (1.85-90), and excerpt (1.94-102), relating the invasion of a “shepherd”
people, their subjugation of Egypt, and their reign for over 500 years, before they were besieged in
Avaris and expelled. Josephus packages these selections with interpretative comments, in order to
present Manetho’s account as the story of the Judeans’ ancestors, and thus as proof that they origi-
nated from outside Egypt and were in existence at an extremely ancient time (1.104).

The presentation of this material to a Roman audience might elicit a variety of reactions. Given
Egypt’s reputation for antiquity and the fame of her temple records (see at 1.6), it was impressive
that Josephus could find reference to Judeans in such authoritative “sacred” sources (1.73), whose
precise chronologies are here displayed (1.80-81, 94-97). To Romans who were conscious that their
own recorded history was comparatively short, and their remoter ancestry traceable only in legend
to Aeneas’ escape from Troy, Josephus’ “proof” that the Judeans’ departure from Egypt was a his-
torically verifiable fact practically 1,000 years before the Trojan War (1.104) might have looked
awesome, at least to those willing to credit Josephus’ chronology. At the same time, to present the
Judeans’ ancestors as conquerors of Egypt, who easily overran the country (1.75-76), could reso-
nate with Roman disdain for that congenitally “unwarlike” nation (Juvenal, Sat. 15.126), which
Augustus had “enslaved” (Dio Cassius 51.17.4). Educated Romans generally scorned Egyptian re-
ligion (at least its animal cults; see at 1.223; Berthelot 2000) and associated Judeans with antago-
nism towards it (Tacitus, Hist. 5.4.2; Strabo, Geogr. 16.2.35). Thus, it was not necessarily shocking
to read that these early Judeans demolished Egyptian temples in their invasion of the country (1.76).
In general, the image of Judeans as successful conquerors could attract Roman admiration on the
premise that virtue is proved by military success (see at 2.125). Even if the “shepherds” eventually
left Egypt, they never suffered a military defeat (1.85-90).

On the other hand, it is easy to imagine a Roman reader becoming bored by the long king-lists
and their tedious enumeration of years and months (1.80-81, 94-97), which even the highly sympa-
thetic Eusebius considered excessive (Praep. ev. 10.13.13). Many details here are also somewhat
obscure, such as the “ancient religious lore” of 1.78 and the etymologies in 1.82. Nor would it take
much for a critical or suspicious reader to spot gaps and inconsistencies in Josephus’ claims. The
muddled treatment of the etymology of “Hyksos” (1.83, 91, if Josephus wrote both) is only the most
obvious example. Indeed, unless one was inclined to believe Josephus, the identification between
the Hyksos and the Judeans, on which the whole segment depends, does not look strong: apart from
the reference to Jerusalem (1.90), it rests on an alternative etymology (1.83, 91) and a detail from
Joseph’s life (that he was a “captive”) that readers have to take on trust, and that somehow provided
the title for the whole dynasty (1.92). An equally damaging reaction to this segment might be a
moral objection: if, as Josephus claims, the Judeans’ ancestors were Manetho’s Hyksos, they are
here designated cruel (1.76), indeed genocidal (1.81), conquerors of Egypt. Such a story only con-
firms the reputation of Judeans as extremely hostile to other nations (2.145, 258). Thus, Josephus’
use of Manetho’s hostile account of the Hyksos entails a risk: if he can persuade his Roman readers
to accept this account as a reference to early Judeans, he has left them with an impression of cruel

to “writers” at 1.58. The definition of the topic here
suggests that any mention of Judeans is a sufficient cri-
terion for inclusion; the theme of Judean antiquity (cf.
1.2-5) is not explicit, and in fact the material to be cited
refers, in some cases, to comparatively recent history.
287 Josephus suddenly sharpens his tone, raising the
suspicion of antagonism, as in 1.1-5, 59. If doubters of
Judean antiquity are not just ignorant, but unwilling to

believe, this collection of proofs has a polemical edge
connecting it to the rest of the treatise, the response to
“slanders.” In the present Part, Josephus uses such
ethos-attacks sparingly (cf. 1.160, 213-14), but their in-
sertion helps the argument by dismissing doubts as a
screen for ill-will. The reference to a “case against us”
(avTidoyla) suggests a legal contest, to which Josephus
will call a number of witnesses.
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despots, who not only demolished Egyptian temples but wished to eradicate the entire Egyptian
nation (1.81). Perhaps only strong sympathy with Judeans and disdain for Egyptians would over-
look or excuse this brutality.

Judean readers of this section might also react in a variety of ways. If they shared Josephus’
apologetic concerns they would be heartened by the evidence of this authoritative source. That the
story presents the early Judeans as of international significance, and of impressive military power,
might also swell Judean pride. There are examples elsewhere of the embellishment of Moses’ reputa-
tion with an account of his campaign against the Ethiopians (Josephus, Ant. 2.238-53; Artapanus in
Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.27.1-37; cf. Rajak 2002: 257-72). These indicate how a Judean audience
might appreciate tales of military prowess, even if they had no foundation in biblical accounts. But
there is a significant difference between the legend of Moses’ Ethiopian campaign and the Hyksos
story. The first adds to, but does not significantly alter, the shape of the biblical narrative, while the
second offers a radically different account of the Judeans’ entry into, existence in, and departure
from Egypt. If they understood it, as Josephus directs, as an account of the sojourn of Israel in Egypt
and her subsequent exodus, his Judean readers would surely expect to find some reference to her
slavery, to the plagues, to the crossing of the Red Sea, or at least to Moses. All these were integral
to the biblical narrative, to the annual Passover ritual, and to the extensive reworking of these sto-
ries in subsequent Judean literature, including Josephus’ own Antiquities. Where Judeans embel-
lished stories of the patriarchs or of Moses, it was generally to present them as benefactors of Egypt.
Like Eupolemus, Artapanus, Philo, and others, Josephus elsewhere presents Abraham as a cultural
benefactor of Egypt (4nt. 1.161-68), Joseph as an economic reformer whose prudence earned him
acclamation as the “savior” of the Egyptian populace (4nt. 2.94, 193, 202), and Moses as a loyal
military agent of the Egyptian Pharaoh (A4nt. 2.238-53). Indeed, Josephus recounts that the parting
Judeans were showered with gifts by native Egyptians out of “neighborly fellow-feeling” (4Ant.
2.314). To any reader of Antiquities, it must come as something of a shock to have the Judeans here
portrayed as invaders who cruelly slaughtered and enslaved the Egyptian populace.

Thus Judean readers could hardly fail to notice not merely the absence of standard biblical and
legendary motifs, and not only the presence of new features like the siege of the fortified Avaris, but
also the fundamentally different tenor of Manetho’s story. Josephus’ need for an Egyptian “wit-
ness” has forced him to use a story that has almost nothing in common with Judean tradition, and
that cannot be spliced into the biblical account (hence its non-appearance in Antiquities, despite
Josephus’ mention of Manetho in Ant. 1.107); indeed, it can only be associated with Judean tradi-
tion by the flimsiest of threads. Because his rhetoric requires an absolute contrast between the accu-
racy of this Manetho story and the falsity of the other (1.105, looking ahead to 1.227-87), Josephus
cannot afford to dispute any element in Manetho’s account of the Hyksos by reference to biblical
“truth.” Judean readers would have to suspend their natural disbelief of this account for the sake of
its apologetic benefits, and only a strong commitment to those benefits would enable them to as-
sent to Josephus’ remarkable strategy.

Some early Christian readers were certainly willing to follow Josephus for the sake of their own
apologetic requirements. Our earliest known reader, Theophilus, uses this segment of Apion in his
Ad Autolycum (written about 180 CE). He does not cite Josephus as his source (appeal to a Judean
source would weaken his argument), but clearly employs Josephus’ selection and interpretation of
Manetho (3.20-21; Hardwick 1989: 7-14). In his argument that the Christian religion is neither
“modern” nor “mythical,” but ancient, historically well-founded and therefore true (3.16, 29),
Theophilus claims the Hebrews as “our ancestors” and their books as “ours.” Manetho’s account of
the shepherds is not fully endorsed (3.21, in contrast to Josephus), but is accepted as a reliable means
of dating the exodus in relation to Harmais/Danaus, and thus can be placed well before the Trojan
War (3.20). In this way, Josephus’ extraordinarily bold deployment of Manetho proved invaluable
for its placement of Judean history (the Hyksos) and Greek history (Danaus) on the same chrono-
logical scheme (Manetho’s king-list), and this presages extensive early Christian use of Manetho,
either directly through the epitome of his work (by Julius Africanus and Eusebius) or indirectly via
this passage from Josephus. (A parallel effort used Ptolemy of Mendes, who dated Moses as a con-
temporary of the Greek Inachus; see Tatian, Ad Gr. 36-41.) This enabled Christians to effect two
complementary strategies: first, to prove the enormous antiquity of their “ancestors,” their scrip-
tures and their religious philosophy (Moses), and secondly to map out the entire chronology of
human history, aligning Egyptian, Greek and biblical chronologies in a single scheme. This second
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strategy is already part of Theophilus’ aim (3.24-28), and it was much elaborated thereafter, stimu-
lated by chiliastic speculation.

After Theophilus, we can trace readings of this section of Apion in both Tertullian and Eusebius.
In his Apology (19-21, written ca. 200 CE), Tertullian explicitly utilizes this passage from Josephus,
but gives his own summary of the crucial facts, wishing to avoid the “tedious discussion” of chro-
nological details (19). For Tertullian, the origin and antiquity of the Judean people is not the criti-
cal issue, but the antiquity of Moses, since it is his writings that form the foundation of Christian
belief. A similar shift is clear in Eusebius, who does not attempt to prove the antiquity of the Judean
people as Christian “ancestors,” but to justify the Christian appeal to Hebrew oracles rather than
Greek philosophy. For this argument it is vital to show that Moses wrote prior to even the earliest
Greek philosopher, his priority indicating that they have borrowed from him (Praeparatio
Evangelica Book 10). Within this argument, Eusebius relies primarily on previous Christian au-
thors (10.10-12), but includes a shortened version of our passage from Josephus (10.13). By his time
(4™ century CE), Josephus’ use of Manetho no longer constitutes the central plank in the argument,
though he remains a supplementary support. Similarly, although Eusebius cites the whole of our
section in his Chronicon (70.3-74.6), the citation appears superfluous after the direct use of the
epitome of Manetho (63ff.). Christian historiography was content to re-use Josephus, but had now
developed its own tools to meet its distinctive apologetic needs.

Scholarship on this section of Apion has been largely concerned with Josephus’ source, Manetho.
Since Manetho’s Aegyptiaca is crucial for the reconstruction of Egyptian chronology, and since
Josephus’ citations are the only extant portions of Manetho that have not been compressed in an
epitome, Egyptologists have swarmed around this passage (and its companion, 1.232-53). Although
it might reveal much about Manetho, and about the mysterious “Hyksos,” there is doubt about how
much goes back to Manetho himself, and how much has been altered and edited on its way to
Josephus. Source-critical theories have been abundant and complex, and are surveyed in Appendix
1. Underneath the layers of redaction, Egyptologists detect in Manetho’s twin stories echoes of
standard Egyptian motifs, particularly the cruel foreign invader and the polluted “Sethian” foe (see
Appendix 3, III).

Entangled with the questions of source-criticism is the issue of Manetho’s attitude to Judeans.
Regarding the present section, scholars have debated what reference to Judeans, if any, is in-
tended by the mention of “Jerusalem” (1.90), and whether Manetho can be said to represent an
early form of “anti-Judaism” (see Appendix 1). Whether Manetho’s stories bear some relation-
ship to the biblical account of Joseph or the exodus has also attracted some interest (e.g., Troiani
1975; Catastini 1995), although most consider that the biblical and Hyksos legends are quite
independent of one another.

My own reading focuses partly on Manetho’s nationalist politics (his carefully constructed strat-
egies to demean the invader Hyksos), but mostly on Josephus’ struggle with Manetho as his essen-
tial but awkward “witness.” Josephus needs and wants Manetho to be speaking about the Judeans’
ancestors. This is the only Egyptian text he employs on the topic of their antiquity, and it enables
him to date Judeans spectacularly early, with all the authority of an Egyptian “sacred” source. But
he knows that its story line is incompatible with the biblical account (see above) and its stance
towards the Hyksos is explicitly hostile. He could certainly have debunked this story with the same
critical rationality which he applies to its sequel (1.227-87), but he is confined by his rhetorical
choice to portray an absolute contrast between the truthful Hyksos-history and the “mythical” leper-
legend (see at 1.105, 287). Awkwardly compelled to rely on an irrelevant and hostile witness,
Josephus wrests it to his advantage, selecting and editing his extracts, compressing them by para-
phrase, and interrupting them with leading interjections. It is a fascinating literary tussle.

In a wider historical and cultural perspective, there are many ironies in Josephus’ use of Manetho.
When Manetho proudly placed his Egyptian traditions in the Greek domain, he made them avail-
able for use by others, who might be differently partisan. Nearly 400 years later, Josephus, repre-
senting another “oriental” tradition, saw the opportunity to locate his nation advantageously in the
global historiography made possible by Manetho. Suspending his usually overriding commitment
to the biblical tradition, Josephus’ vision is focused on the public honor of the Judean people, here
secured by their distinction from Egyptians and their immense antiquity. That he can redeploy a
source which dishonors the Hyksos for the honor of his Judean ancestors is made possible by the
fact that he reissues Manetho’s text for both Roman and Judean readers, for whom the invasion and
humiliation of Egypt could be construed as an achievement, not a disgrace. Thus Josephus turns an
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Egyptian cultural weapon against its native manufacturers, trading on Roman and Judean disdain
of Egypt to enhance the standing of his own nation. The power dynamics are complex and the strat-

egy remarkably bold.

(1.14) 73 I shall begin, first, with the Egyptians’ documents.?®® It is not possible to

Manetho

present the materials in the original,”®® but Manetho was an Egyptian by descent, a
man steeped in Greek culture, as is clear:?® for he wrote his national history in the

Greek language, having translated,”®! as he himself says, from the sacred tablets,

288 Egypt always comes first in Josephus’ list of
“witnesses” (cf. 1.8, 70), since its reputation in this field
was pre-eminent. Treating Egypt first also enables
Josephus to place the maximum distance between his
two citations from Manetho (1.73-105; 1.227-287), al-
though they clearly belong in sequence (see back refer-
ences in 1.237, 241-42, 248). Josephus wants to make
use of one and refute the other, and thus requires a cat-
egorical distinction between them, aided by this textual
dislocation. This “Egyptian” section (which runs till
1.105) is introduced as if the witnesses were plural (“the
documents among the Egyptians,” cf. 1.93, 105), but
only one author is cited, Manetho. Josephus knows
other “Egyptian” authors who spoke of the Judeans in
relation to Egyptian antiquity (e.g., Chaeremon and
Lysimachus) and he may have known, through Apion,
the account of Ptolemy of Mendes, who co-ordinated
their exodus with the mythically early reign of Inachus
(Tatian, Ad Gr. 38). But these accounts either failed to
match the antiquity of the Hyksos, or unhelpfully por-
trayed the Judeans as native Egyptians or “lepers.”
Josephus is driving towards the double conclusion, that
the Judeans are an extremely ancient people and of
non-Egyptian origin (1.104), and only the Hyksos-story
is amenable to that interpretation. The (vague) reference
here to “documents” (ypduuata) implies the security of
written sources (cf. 1.8-9), and prepares for the absolute
contrast with “myths” (1.105); words from the ypad-
root (noun and verb) recur strategically at, e.g., 1.92,
104, 226, 228, 287.

289 This is the only time Josephus admits to medi-
ated access to his sources (although we may suspect it
often elsewhere). Josephus’ audiences would know that
ancient Egyptian documents were written in languages
and scripts that no non-Egyptian could read. Elsewhere
Jopsehus stakes a claim to some knowledge of “Egyp-
tian” (1.83, 286; 2.21, 27), but here his methodological
candor could enhance his image as a historian.

290 Josephus says nothing about Manetho (e.g., his
date, status, and context) beyond the facts necessary to
establish his authority. For further details and bibliog-
raphy see Appendix 1. As an “Egyptian by birth,”
Josephus suggests, he had linguistic and physical ac-
cess to ancient Egyptian records. This would hardly be
true of all native Egyptians, and it is odd that Josephus
does not mention Manetho’s status as a priest, since
this was a crucial qualification (cf. 1.28); perhaps he

292

knew so little about Manetho as not even to know this.
Manetho’s “Greek culture” gives him international cur-
rency and respect. Josephus, who is hardly the best
judge of such things (see Ant. 20.262-65), deduces
Manetho’s ability from his linguistic competence and
knowledge of Herodotus. We may presume from analy-
sis of Manetho’s Greek, and from his probable location
in the Ptolemaic court, that his acculturation was thor-
ough (Gutschmid 419).

291 Greek: petadpalw. The verb (used by Josephus
of his own work, Ant. 10.218; cf. of Menander, Ant.
8.144; 9.283) could mean merely “paraphrase,” but
seems to be equivalent to peBeppnuevws (Apion 1.228),
which Josephus uses also of himself to mean (in some
sense) “translate” (4Apion 1.43; Ant. 1.5). On the nu-
ances of these and related terms, as used by Josephus,
see Feldman 1998a: 37-46.

292 Josephus makes a similar claim for himself
in 1.1, that he had composed a history in Greek,
“on the basis of our sacred books.” Here L reads e T¢
T3V tepecov (“from the priests™) but Niese et al. follow
Eusebius in reading epc3v from “sacred sources,” or
“temples”). But we would expect here a noun such as
“books” or “writings” (cf. 1.91, 105, 228), and on this
basis (and the extraneous te) Gutschmid 420 (followed
by Thackeray, Reinach, and Miinster) suggested
emending to ek SéATwov 1epcdv, as translated here; his al-
ternative suggestion ek Topwv epcdv (“from sacred vol-
umes”) is equally plausible.

Josephus is probably right to report that Manetho
described his sources as both temple records and oral
legends (cf. 1.105), but is probably wrong in his re-
peated and anxious assertion that the Hyksos story is
derived from one kind of source only, and the leper
story only from the other (1.105, 228-29, 287). The
Hyksos story bears signs of legendary features, along-
side the chronological material (e.g., 1.98-101 along-
side 1.79-81, 94-97), and the temple records, even those
based on king-lists, may have included narratives with
the characteristics of legend. See Lloyd 1975: 89-113
on the mixture of material conveyed to Herodotus by
Egyptian priests and found in Manetho. Redford con-
cludes on Manetho: “In the main he worked from
Demotic sources in temple libraries, not from the monu-
ments themselves ... Since they were found in the
temple libraries and were therefore ipso facto accept-
able, folk-tales and related genres found their way into
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and on many points he convicts Herodotus of having given a false account of Egyp-
tian matters out of ignorance.??> 74 Well, this Manetho writes about us in the second
book of his Aegyptiaca as follows;?>** I shall present his own wording, as if I had
brought the man himself into court as a witness:?%

Manetho on
the Hyksos

Manetho’s work™ (1986: 336). The “sacredness” of the
records implies their reliability (cf. 1.9, 28-29).

293 This reminder of Greek unreliability (1.6-56)
makes Egyptians, like Judeans, victims of ignorant
Greek historiography. Manetho is thus in common
cause with Josephus, who here echoes language ini-
tially deployed in 1.3-5 (EAéyxetv, ayvola, Peudopat).
This further dent in Herodotus’ reputation (cf. 1.16)
hardly assists Josephus’ later use of his “witness” in
1.168-71, but it was common knowledge that Herodotus
had written much questionable material about Egypt,
and Josephus likes to display native knowledge as su-
perior to the Greeks’. This notice suggests that Josephus
knew more about Manetho than he cites in this treatise
(cf. also Ant. 1.107), and the material regarding the
Great Pyramid in FGH 609, frag. 2, p.22 (Waddell 1940,
frag. 14) confirms (if it is authentic) Josephus’ claim that
Manetho refuted Herodotus (cf. Troiani 87). It is pos-
sible, but unlikely, that Manetho wrote a whole work
agaist Herodotus (FGH 609, frag. 13), but in any case
an attack in Greek on the famous Greek disseminator of
Egyptian lore expresses Manetho’s cultural politics
perfectly: he adopts elements of Greek culture while ag-
gressively asserting Egyptian superiority at critical
points.

294 The reference to a specific book looks impres-
sively exact (cf. 2.10), but shows up by contrast the
vagueness of 1.91 (“in another book”). There were 3
books of Manetho’s degyptiaca (“Egyptian matters,”
not necessarily restricted to history); the second, cover-
ing the 12" to 19" dynasties, included the stories
about the Hyksos. The “about us,” casually introduced,
represents Josephus’ strategy to implant a crucial pre-
sumption in his readers’ minds. That the Hyksos were
“our ancestors” is backed by brief argumentation in
1.91-92, but is otherwise taken for granted throughout,
and given careful reinforcement in 1.103, 228, 232, 280
(cf. 2.16). Since the identification is never allowed to
seem problematic, the text persuades simply by reiter-
ating this assumption.

295 This strong claim to verbatim citation, introduc-
ing the very first quotation in the treatise, spreads an
air of authenticity over the rest (for Josephus’ citation
practice in this treatise, see Inowlocki 2005). Of the
three Manetho citations, the second (1.84-90) is clearly

75 His son, whose name was Timaios.??® During his reign, I don’t know why, a God whipped
up a hostile storm,>*” and unexpectedly some people of obscure descent from eastern parts
had the audacity to invade the land and easily captured it by force, without a battle.

298

paraphrase and the third (1.94-102) more vaguely intro-
duced as direct speech. It is not clear precisely where
this first citation ends (contrast 1.94-103; 2.10-12), and
there is room for suspicion that Josephus has doctored
its conclusion (see 1.82); he may also have omitted an
embarrassing description of the Hyksos’ religion at
1.78. The “witness” metaphor, introduced in 1.4 and
reinforced in 1.69-72, reactivates the over-arching
metaphor of a legal defense (see Introduction, § 5). The
“witness” theme recurs in this segment at 1.93, 104.
Labow’s suggestion (2005: 74) that this phrase indi-
cates that Josephus knew Manetho only in a previously
formed extract, not through direct access, is without
foundation.

296 Reading tou Tipaios Svopa. The text is corrupt
and the translation uncertain (cf. the tou formula in
1.95-98). The name sounds vaguely Egyptian, but we
cannot reconstruct what Josephus wrote, let alone what
name or further statement Manetho (or his sources) may
have given at this point (see Niese, x; Gutschmid 421-
22); for the possible connection of this name with
Dudu-mose see Redford 1970: 2; 1997: 2-3 (otherwise
Beckerath 1964: 77). It is not easy to discern the con-
text of this passage in Manetho’s work since the epito-
mes differ in their understanding of how he related the
Hyksos to the succession of dynasties (see note to
“years” at 1.84). In what follows Manetho appears to
rework stock themes in Egyptian tales of foreign inva-
sions, but maintains Egyptian dignity with subtle at-
tempts to demean the honor or competence of the
Hyksos. For the historical dates of the Hyksos (probably
ca. 1655—ca. 1550) see O’Connor 1997: 45-56.

297 If Manetho really wrote 8eds (singular; Gut-
schmid 421-22 proposes emendation), it should prob-
ably be read without the article (pace Thackeray,
Naber), and translated “a God.” For the plural, cf. 1.76.
The “storm” (avTémveucev) may be an Egyptian idiom
(Redford 1986: 241). Manetho reduces Egyptian shame
by admitting no fault and attributing the incursion to
divine will.

298 The notion of invaders from “the east” (or “the
north™) is a recurrent feature of Egyptian historiogra-
phy; later, Manetho satisfied Hellenistic curiosity by
speculating on their precise origin with the suggestion
that they were Phoenician (see below, note to 1.82). It
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76 When they had subdued the rulers in the land, they then savagely burned the cities and
demolished the temples of the Gods and treated all the inhabitants in an extremely hostile
manner, slaughtering some and taking into slavery the children and womenfolk of others.?”
77 Finally, they also made one of their number, whose name was Salitis, king.3®° He resided
in Memphis and exacted tribute from both the upper and lower country, leaving fortresses in
the most strategic places.’*! He fortified, above all, the eastern region, since he foresaw an
attack by the Assyrians, were they at some time to grow in strength, in the desire to gain his

kingdom.3%> 78 He discovered in the Saite nome3? a city in a very advantageous position,
situated to the east of the Bubastis branch of the river and called, by some ancient religious

seems that Josephus carefully omitted that identifica-
tion but was happy to leave this vague notice of origin,
since it supports his conclusion “that we came to Egypt
from elsewhere” (1.104) and does not challenge Judean/
Chaldean identity. Manetho’s description of the Hyk-
sos’ arrival manages to maintain Egyptian honor: the
Egyptians never fought and thus never lost a battle with
the invaders, whose subsequent cruelty was all the more
barbaric for being directed against a passive, not a
resistant, population. The invaders’ “obscurity” (&onpot
TO yevos) expresses Egyptian contempt (Redford 1986:
242), a bitter pill that Josephus has to swallow. The
debate about the historical Hyksos’ rise to power has
oscillated between theories of gradual political ascen-
dancy by Asiatic elements in the eastern Delta and an
actual invasion from the north (see respectively van
Seters 1966: 87-126 and Redford 1970, both in dia-
logue with extensive earlier debates; cf. Beckerath
1964: 113-22). Unfortunately our sources for this pe-
riod are extremely sparse and key documents, such as
the Turin Canon, are lacunose. For recent discussions
of the evidence see Oren 1997.

299 Manetho’s characterization of the Hyksos’ sei-
zure of power serves, with 1.81, to frame his account of
their rule. The stereotypical motifs (cruel foreigners,
cities and temples destroyed; see Redford 1986: 260-
90, esp. nos. 1, 2, 9) reflect very ancient anti-Hyksos
propaganda (see Redford 1997, nos. 68-69, 73), but are
matched (and even shaped) by accounts of the Persian
period of rule (see note to “Gods” at 2.129); cf. the
atrocities in temples when the “shepherds” return
(1.239, 248-49). Manetho’s outrage is well expressed
by emotive vocabulary, which Josephus allows to stand
(Eusebius, Praep. ev. 10.13 omits 1.76-81).

300 «Salitis” seems to have been Josephus’ version
of the name (for variants, see Miinster ad loc.); the
epitomes of Manetho have “Saites,” perhaps by assimi-
lation to the “Saite” nome of Egypt, with which they
associate him. Manetho seems to have had little to re-
late about these “first six rulers” (1.81), and associates
all he knows about Hyksos politics with the first one,
whom we cannot connect to any king known from

The city of
Auaris

Egyptian records (Labow 2005: 76-77, n.71). Although
a link with Joseph’s title (shallit, Gen 42:6) has been
mooted, the connection is extremely tenuous (Troiani
88).

301 Our scant traditions associate the Hyksos with
the Delta, and locate their power-base in Avaris (see
1.78-79); in linking them with two cities Manetho may
combine variant traditions. Memphis is just south of
the tip of the Delta. The exaction of tribute represents
political as well as economic power, and there is some
evidence to suggest that at its height Hyksos power ex-
tended through most of Egypt (both “upper” and
“lower”); see van Seters 1966: 162-70; Redford 1970:
17-22. Strategically cited fortresses (especially on the
Nile) are essential for the military control of the coun-
try (cf. 2.44).

302 Eastern fortifications were a perennial concern
for rulers of Egypt (cf. Diodorus 1.57.4), and Manetho
uses this motif to portray the mighty Hyksos as inse-
cure; the theme is repeated in 1.90. Since they were
eventually overthrown by an internal revolt (1.85-89),
he also suggests their political and military naivety.
The notion of an “Assyrian” threat is anachronistic for
the time of the historical Hyksos, and in a different
context, and with a more secure grasp of history,
Josephus could have torn this to shreds. Manetho may
be borrowing the Greek association of Ninos and
Semiramis with “Assyria,” placed in very remote antig-
uity (e.g., by Ctesias). The vagueness of his allusion to
their potential growth may indicate that he knows that
his history, or his ethnic labels, are being stretched. The
Assyrians did invade Egypt (first in 671 BCE), but more
than 900 years after the last Hyksos.

303 The epitomes of Manetho read “in the Sethroite
nome,” which is geographically correct in relation to
the Bubastis branch of the river, at the east of the Delta.
But both L and Latin indicate that Josephus wrote “in
the Saite nome,” in the western Delta. Most editors cor-
rect Josephus here (see Gutschmid 425; Miinster ad
loc.), but I have left intact what probably constitutes an
error on his part.
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lore, Auaris.3** He established this city and rendered it extremely secure with walls, settling
there a large body of armed troops3%—as many as 240,000 men—as a frontier guard.3%® 79
He used to go there in the summer, partly to hand out rations and distribute pay, and partly
to train them carefully in military exercises, to frighten foreigners.’” After reigning for 19

Subsequent
Hyksos kings

304 The historical sources concur in associating the
Hyksos with Avaris (Egyptian name: Het Waret). Van
Seters 1966: 127-51 surveys the long history of debate
among archaeologists on its probable location, arguing
against Tanis in favor of Khatane-Qantir (Tell el-Dab‘a),
an identification now generally accepted; see Bietak
1996 and 1997. The town had very strong religious
associations with the God Seth/Typhon; cf. the associa-
tion between Seth and the Hyksos king Apophis in
Sallier Papyrus I = Redford 1997 no. 74. Manetho
clearly knew this and stated as much in 1.237, so here
the unexplained association between religion and the
name of the city is curious. There is reason to suspect
that Josephus has deliberately corrupted Manetho’s
text. In this “citation” from Manetho, which he cannot
afford to criticise, Josephus would not want the Hyksos
(= “our ancestors”) associated with an Egyptian God;
the association is only safe in 1.237, where the whole
story is put in doubt. Thus he probably suppresses a
reference to Seth/Typhon, and links the “religious lore”
(Beohoyia) with the name of Avaris. Manetho, however,
would delight in this cultic association, since by his
day Seth (Greek: Typhon) had become associated with
foreigners, disease, disorder, and enmity to the Gods
and this provided another means of denigrating the
Hyksos (see van Henten and Abusch 1996; note to
“Typhonian” at 1.237; Appendix 3, III).

305 Greek: omAitan (cf. eEomhicicn, “military exer-
cises,” in 1.79). Manetho’s term may have had a dis-
tinct sense for his Greek readers (“hoplites”), but for
Josephus the term can refer to any sort of armed troops
(cf. War 6.224; Life 92, etc.).

306 Tt is a little unclear how Salitis can have both
“discovered” (1.78a) and “established” (1.78Db, literally
“founded”) the city, but the sense of either verb may be
broad enough to make them compatible. Manetho de-

years, he died. 80 After him there reigned another king, called Beon, for 44 years, then an-
other, Apachnas, for 36 years and 7 months; next Apophis for 61 years, and lannas for 50
years and 1 month; 81 and after all those Assis for 49 years and 2 months.

308 These six were

fines Avaris in his narrative in 5 different ways: as a
frontier fort established by the Hyksos (here), as the site
of their siege (1.86-88), as the lepers’ assigned location
(1.237-38), as the shepherds’ “ancestral home” (1.242),
and as the launch-pad for their combined assault on
Egypt (1.242). One has the impression of an untidy
weaving of threads, in which Avaris serves to join dis-
parate tales.

307 The fact that Josephus includes such inconse-
quential material suggests that, though he filters out
material which causes embarrassment, he tolerates de-
tails that add nothing to his main point. It is possible
that he heard here an echo of Joseph’s role in food-dis-
tribution (Gen 41:53-57; Ant. 2.93-94), but if so he
judged the link too tenuous to mention.

308 None of these names or dates contributes any-
thing to Josephus’ argument (contrast 1.94-97 where
the sum of the listed reigns is important), and their in-
clusion might either bore or impress his readers. The
details are tedious, but the precision gives the impres-
sion of a history extremely carefully recorded and pre-
served, even to the counting of months. Transcriptional
variations in names and numbers make it impossible to
be confident on Josephus’ text at some points. For in-
stance, for the second king, L gives Bncwv reigning for
44 years, while the citation of this passage in the Ar-
menian of Eusebius’ Chronicon suggests the name
“Banon,” who reigned for 43. For the variants at each
point see Niese and Miinster ad loc., and Gutschmid
427-29, who concludes that the versions of the names
in Eusebius’ Chronicon are to be preferred. Josephus
here reports 6 kings from Manetho, but other summa-
ries of Manetho (via the epitomes, in the church fathers,
and in a scholion on Plato, 7im. 21e) give varying num-
bers of kings, in different sequences, with varying ver-
sions of their names and length of reign:

Josephus Africanus Eusebius, Chron. Eusebius in Scholion on Plato,
Syncellus Timaeus 21e

Sahitis 19 Soitns 19 Saites 19 Soitns 19 Soitns 19

Bnewv / Bavwv 44/43 Bvcdv 44 Bnon 40 Bvcdv 40 Bucdv 40

"Amoxvas / Amayvav 36,7m  TTayvav 61

"Amaadls / "Adcdls 61 Staav 50 "Adwadls 14

"lawas 50,1m "ApxAns 49 Archles 30 "Apxaoms 30

"Accts /”Aced 49,2m "Adofis 61 Aphophis 14 “ApxAns 30 “Adwdis 14
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their first rulers,3® whose continual and ever increasing desire3!? was to annihilate the na-

tive stock of Egypt.3'! 823!2 Their whole nation was called “Hykoussos,”?!? that is, “king-

Manetho probably had 6 names (2 dropping out in
transmission), but we cannot tell from this mass of con-
tradictions in what order he listed them or with what
lengths of reign. It appears that the Turin Canon also
listed 6 Hyksos kings, reigning for a total of 108 (?)
years, but the text is sadly fragmentary at this point.
Most of these names receive no external confirmation,
but Apophis is named in dramatic narratives as the last
Hyksos king, defeated by a Theban uprising (van Seters
1966: 152-61; see further on 1.85). On Khyan (=Pach-
nan?), see Hayes 1973: 60-61; van Seters 1966: 159-
60; Redford 1997: 6-7; Beckerath 1964: 130-31; and
on lanassi (=lannas?), son of Khyan, see Bietak 1997:
113-14. On the Egyptian names see Beckerath 1999:
114-15.

309 1t appears that Manetho thought there were more
than 6 rulers in total, but Josephus’ paraphrase of his
work in 1.84 makes it unclear how he understood mat-
ters. The total there recorded of 511 years is far more
than the sum of these six (259 years and 10 months),
but how Manetho constructed the relationship between
other (unnamed?) kings and these 6 is obscure.

310 Translating mofoUvTtes el kai paAov, the text
accepted by Niese, Naber, Thackeray (with doubts) and
Miinster. But L reads mopfouvtes (“laying waste”) and
the Armenian version in Eusebius, Chronicon has fur-
ther clauses about warfare or spoilation; see Niese and
Miinster ad loc. and Gutschmid 429. The text seems
corrupt beyond reconstruction.

311 This summary statement by Manetho brings to a
climax his patriotic hostility in recording these bar-
baric, foreign kings. It seems extraordinary that
Josephus retains this statement. He appears insensitive
to the Egyptian outrage expressed by Manetho and the
danger this poses to the social reputation of Judeans.
But this is consonant with his disdain of Egyptians
throughout Apion (see, e.g., 1.224-226, 2.68-70, 128,
137-39). He can assume that they have a “poor reputa-
tion” (2.31), especially in the eyes of Romans (2.41).
There is indeed a strong strain of contempt for Egyp-
tians in Roman literature, particularly since Actium and
the annexation of Egypt; see, e.g., Valerius Maximus
5.1.10; Tacitus, Hist. 1.11; Dio 50.24-27; 51.17.1;
Juvenal, Sat. 15; Reinhold 1980; for discussion, see
Berthelot 2000:196-202; Sonnabend 1986.

312 Besides textual problems, 1.82-83 present a com-
plex tangle of questions concerning source and mean-
ing, while the similarity but inconsistency between
1.83 and 1.91 has spawned a number of source hypoth-
eses (see Appendix 1). Opinions differ on where

The name
“Hykoussos”

Josephus’ citation of Manetho stops (before or after the
sentence about Arabs?) and it is generally concluded,
from the reference to “another copy” in 1.83, that
Josephus is influenced by edited and altered versions
of Manetho, not the original text. There are, indeed,
good grounds to think that Josephus is not citing
Manetho precisely, either because he knows him only
via intermediaries, or because he is deliberately alter-
ing his source. In favor of the latter option are the fol-
lowing considerations: i) Josephus never reveals where
his verbatim quotation finishes (contrast, e.g., 2.10-12):
this may suggest some loosening of citation procedures
towards its close. ii) Manetho surely gave some expla-
nation for the “shepherd” element in the Hyksos title,
but that is missing here; Josephus has his own explana-
tion to advance in 1.91. iii) The transition between the
etymology and the comment “but some say they were
Arabs” is harsh: the etymology concerns their title, not
their origin, and the latter comment seems truncated or
misplaced (Miinster shifts it to the end of 1.81, but
without textual warrant). iv) There is good, indepen-
dent, evidence to suggest that Manetho asserted that
the Hyksos were of Phoenician origin: this is witnessed
in the epitomes (in Africanus, Eusebius, and the Plato
scholion) and considered highly likely by Egypto-
logists (e.g., Redford 1986: 241). One can see why
Josephus would leave this out (he needs the identifica-
tion of the Hyksos to remain vague, so as to effect his
assocation with the Judeans’ ancestors), but it would fit
well at this point in Manetho’s text: the Hyksos ety-
mology would then be followed by ethnic identifica-
tion as Phoenicians (placing the “obscure descent” of
1.75 on the cultural map of Manetho’s day), with the
alternative identification (as Arabs) constituting Ma-
netho’s report of another opinion. On this scenario,
Josephus has omitted (at least) Manetho’s explanation
of the “shepherd” label and his Phoenician identifica-
tion, quietly gutting his “citation” to suit his argument.
A little clumsily, he leaves intact the opinion that the
Hyksos were Arabs, since it is only an opinion, and less
damaging to his case. For an alternative view, that this
final comment comes from an editor of Manetho, see
below, note to “Arabs.”

313 1 here reads ' Ykows (Hyksos; see also next note)
and is followed by Niese and most other editors; the
label has stuck to this day. But, following Gutschmid
430-31, Niese’s apparatus suggests that Josephus’ text
is better preserved by Eusebius: both in the Greek and
in the Armenian Eusebius witnesses to an original
“Yxouoows, as read by Miinster and transliterated here.
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shepherds”; for “Hyk” in the sacred language means “king,” and “Sos” is “shepherd” and
“shepherds” in the common dialect; and when combined they make “Hykoussos.”3!* But

some say they were Arabs.3"

[83 In another copy “kings” is not signified by the word “Hyk,” which indicates, on
the contrary, that the shepherds were “captives”; for “Hyk” in Egyptian and “Hak”
with a rough breathing mean literally “captive.” This seems to me more persuasive,

and in line with ancient history.

“Hykou” would represent the Egyptian plural
(“kings”), as Manetho surely knew. Egyptian sources
use the phrase hekaw Khaset (rulers of foreign lands) to
dub a number of “foreign rulers,” including our
Hyksos; see O’Connor 1997: 48; van Seters 1966: 108,
187-88; Redford 1970: 10-13.

314 Understandably, not appreciating the Egyptian
plural (Hykou = kings), L put the two single syllable
components together as “Hyksos” (*Ykows; Eusebius:
“ Ykovoows), while Eusebius (wrongly) thought that the
second must be “Oussos,” not “Sos” (read by L). The
text translated here is probably correct. At least it is
most likely what Manetho wrote, with his knowledge
of Egyptian, though it is possible that Josephus (wit-
nessed by L) corrected Manetho to put the two single
syllables together as “Hyksos.” Manetho may have in-
vented this etymology or drawn it from tradition, but
in either case he shows off his knowledge of Egyptian
for Greek readers, including his ability to access both
hieratic and demotic languages. It is striking, however,
that the title is here applied to the “whole nation,”
whereas it properly denotes rulers or kings of a people,
not the people themselves. Manetho more likely re-
ferred to the rulers as “kings of shepherds” (a locution
echoed in Josephus’ paraphrase at 1.84), and thus la-
belled the people as a whole not “king-shepherds” but
simply “shepherds” (so in 1.86, 87, 94, 237, 241). It has
been suggested that our text here is a corruption of
Manetho, introduced by an editor before Josephus (van
Seters 1966: 187). But given our suspicions that
Josephus has doctored this citation, it is equally likely
that Josephus himself has corrupted Manetho’s expla-
nation of the label “Hykoussos” to make both parts of
the composite name apply to the whole people. For his
alternative etymology “captive-shepherds” (1.83, 91),
Josephus needs both components to refer to all the
Judean ancestors, so it is in his interests to make the
original etymology function in this way. Manetho
probably said that “these rulers [the subject of 1.79-81]
were called ‘Hykoussos,’ that is ‘kings of shepherds’ ”
(cf. 1.84), and then explained why the people as a
whole were dubbed shepherds. Josephus changes this to
“their whole nation was called ‘Hykoussos,’ that is,
‘king-shepherds’ ”’; and he carefully omits Manetho’s
explanation of the pastoral label, to avoid a clash with
his own (1.91).

]316

315 Following Gutschmid 431, most source-critics
and some commentators have judged that this final sen-
tence of 1.82 (in some editions this is the first of 1.83)
represents a redactional addition to the original Ma-
netho, innocently reported by Josephus. Reasons in-
clude Manetho’s own vagueness on their ethnic origins
in 1.75, the evidence that he actually said they were
Phoenicians, and the apparent grammatical dependence
of the infinitives in the following redactional statement
(1.83) on this “some say.” See, for instance, Meyer
1904: 72; Laqueur 1928: 1067-70; Troiani 90; Reinach
17, n.2; Labow 2005: 68, 81. Stern 1.72 suggests, im-
plausibly, that Josephus himself added this statement.
On the status of 1.83 and its relationship to 1.82, see
below. There are indeed excellent grounds for thinking
that Manetho identified the Hyksos as Phoenicians (see
above, n. 312), but there is no good reason to doubt that
he added an alternative opinion such as this. As we can
see from other fragments, Manetho adopted the stance
of an open-minded historian and reported things that
were “said” or “thought” by others (see, e.g., Waddell
1940, frags. 9, 21, 35, 52; cf. Apion 1.250). The state-
ment only looks isolated and odd because Josephus has
omitted the main statement, on the Hyksos as Phoe-
nicians.

316 This section must count as the most puzzling in
the whole treatise. Nowhere else does Josephus mention
having access to variant copies of his sources, and it is
surprising that he speaks in such terms here, since such
appeal to “another copy” reduces the authority of the
“captive” etymology. Josephus uses another, and stron-
ger, means to support a variant interpretation of the
Hyksos-label in 1.91, but there he claims this is found
“in another book™ (¢v &AA Twi BifAc), whereas here
the text reads “in another copy” (sv &AM avTiypade).
What is more, the statement in 1.91 makes no reference
back to this section. The final sentence of the present
section is also couched in subjective and unusually
vague terms, which hardly strengthen Josephus’ rheto-
ric. To compound the problem, the first two verbs in
1.83 are in the infinitive, not the indicative (onuai-
veaBat; Snholobon), as if they were detached from what
went before, or, perhaps, dependent on the “some say”
of 1.82. Broadly speaking, there are 3 possible solu-
tions to this nest of problems, none without difficulty
(see also Labow 2005: 81-82):
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84 These above-named kings, and those of the so-called shepherds, and their suc-

cessors controlled Egypt, he says, for 511 years.>!” 85 After that, he says, there was

1. Niese suggested (pp. xx-xxi) that this whole sec-
tion is an interpolation: a Christian gloss on the text of
Josephus has been incorporated into the text at an early
stage (before Eusebius, who cites it as Josephan). On
this hypothesis an early Christian reader anticipated
the claim of 1.91 and attempted to support it by pro-
pounding an alternative explanation for the first com-
ponent of the “Hyksos” title: his gloss was then noted
by copyists as found “in another copy,” and incorpo-
rated into the text. A closely parallel phenomenon has
occurred in sections 1.92 and 1.98 (see ad loc.), where
later, post-Eusebian, additions begin in very similar
terms (“in another copy is found as follows”). This hy-
pothesis would easily explain the difference in vocabu-
lary between 1.83 and 1.91 (“copy”/*book™), and why
the latter does not refer back to the former. It could also
account for the final sentence, which employs a phrase,
maAaia loTopla, otherwise unexampled in Josephus
(though not uncommon elsewhere). (Niese’s solution is
partially followed by Thackeray, though the latter takes
the final sentence to be authentic, leaving Josephus
claiming as “more persuasive” the notion that the
Hyksos were Arabs!) That the glossator or editor should
speak in such personal terms (“this seems to me more
persuasive”) is perhaps unusual, and the infinitive form
of the verbs is peculiar, but otherwise Niese’s hypoth-
esis accounts for all the conundra posed by this section.

2. Gutschmid 431-32 and Meyer (1904: 72) sug-
gested that in 1.83a Josephus reproduces what he had
before him, an edited version of Manetho already inter-
polated with an alternative etymology. Meyer argued
that the infinitive form of the verbs indicated their de-
pendence on 1.82b (“some say that they were Arabs
and that in another copy ...”). Thus Josephus here slav-
ishly reproduces his (edited) source, but later, in 1.91,
misconstrues or misreports it as a reference to “another
book.” This theory has won wide acceptance, albeit
with minor modifications: see, e.g., Weill 1918: 70, 72;
Laqueur 1928: 1067-70; Momigliano 1975b: 780-82;
Reinach 17; Troiani 90; Labow 2005: 81-82, n.90. It is
sometimes suggested in this connection that this alter-
native etymology was advanced by a Judean (or “philo-
Judean”) editor of Manetho, but this presupposes that
there were Judeans as bold as Josephus in claiming the
Hyksos to be Judean ancestors, unafraid of the negative
image this could promote (cf. Gruen 1998: 57-67; on
the difficulties here see Schifer 1997b: 198-99). If, as
suggested above, the final sentence of 1.82 is a trun-
cated but authentic part of Manetho’s text, much in this
hypothesis looks vulnerable, and it leaves unexplained

Revolt against
the Hyksos

why Josephus bungles his treatment of this topic so
badly in 1.91.

3. A further alternative, not generally considered, is
that Josephus himself has introduced the “captive”
etymology, though with clumsy editing. It is hard to
imagine him inventing this etymology himself, but it
is possible that he found elsewhere a variant account of
the Hyksos which attracted him in one particular, this
alternative explanation of their name (perhaps a further
Egyptian effort to denigrate these rulers). By inserting
this alternative etymology here, Josephus can prepare
the ground for the identification with Joseph (1.91-92)
and close the Manetho citation with his own comment,
in transition to the following oratio obliqua (1.84-90).
He cannot afford to name another source, which would
require full and perhaps problematic accreditation, but
attributes this alternative to Manetho, first as found “in
another copy,” then, clumsily, as “in another book.” In
general this theory seems as strong, if not stronger, than
the last-named.

The matter cannot be resolved with any degree
of confidence, but the square brackets indicate my
(hesitant) support for Niese’s hypothesis as the least
problematic of the three, even if the gloss and its inter-
polation must have been effected within the first two
centuries of the circulation of this treatise.

317 Without signalling the transition, Josephus now
moves into paraphrase, although the repeated “he says”
(4 times in 1.84-87) gives this passage strong Mane-
thonian authentication. For Josephus’ purposes, the
single important point is that the “shepherds” left
Egypt and settled in Judea/Jerusalem (1.89-90). Noth-
ing in the rest of this narrative (the Egyptian revolt, the
enclosure and siege of the shepherds, and the treaty
enabling their departure) has anything in common with
the biblical account of the exodus, and although
Josephus has clearly foreshortened Manetho’s account,
it is surprising that he has retained so much. However,
the shepherds emerge with some honor (in large num-
bers, having withstood a siege without defeat, and on
terms that allow them to depart “unharmed”), and it is
possible that Josephus has carefully selected these
items and omitted more damaging details. We may sus-
pect, for instance, that Manetho had more to say about
the defeat and repulsion of the shepherds from the rest
of Egypt (1.86), about the source of their “plunder”
(1.87), and about other aspects of the treaty-agreement
(1.88). As source-critics have rightly noted, several
items in this narrative seem to be doublets of the previ-
ous account of the Hyksos: the city Avaris is reintro-
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a revolt against the shepherds by the kings of the Thebaid and of the rest of Egypt,
and a great and extended war broke out.’!® 86 Under a king named Misphrag-
mouthosis®'® the shepherds, he says, were defeated, thrown out of all the rest of

Egypt,32

and confined in a place with a circumference of 10,000 arourae; the name

of that place was Auaris.>?! 87 The shepherds surrounded this whole area, says

duced de novo (1.86, cf. 1.78), it is surrounded again
with strong walls (1.87, cf. 1.78), there are again
240,000 people, although in a different role (1.89, cf.
1.78), and the fear of the Assyrians is again a potent
factor (1.90, cf. 1.77). For Meyer (1904: 73-74) this was
strong evidence that this whole section (1.84-90) is
pseudo-Manethonian, an alternative version of the first,
or an attempt by an editor to connect two genuine frag-
ments of Manetho by recycling certain details; the fact
that the two kings mentioned here (1.86, 88) reappear
again in a different context (1.95-96) seemed to confirm
this view (cf. Weill 1918: 74-76, 84; Momigliano
1975b: 778-79; Reinach ad loc.). This would date the
link between the Hyksos and Judea/Jerusalem (90) to a
time after Manetho, assigning it to an unknown
(Judean?) editor of Manetho’s text. However, it is
equally likely that the doubling of details reflects the
genuine Manetho’s use of multiple versions of the
Hyksos story, a stitching together of a patchwork narra-
tive from various, overlapping accounts (Schifer
1997b: 197-98). Since the story of the return of the
shepherds (1.241-50) looks like a doublet of this whole
account, it seems that Manetho tended to place variant
versions of the same narrative in sequence, and it is
very likely that he himself is responsible for most of the
overlaps, repetitions, and inconsistencies in his stories.

This section suggests that the Hyksos era continued
beyond the 259 years listed in 1.79-81, though it is not
clear whether Manetho listed other kings or simply
added on a new period of time. The text of L, followed
by most editors, has three categories of kings: the
“above-named,” the kings of the so-called shepherds,
and their successors. Gutschmid 433 suggested transfer-
ring the “and” between the first two to the beginning
of the sentence to leave only two categories: the above-
named kings of the shepherds, and their successors.
This would accord better with the reference to “their
first six rulers” (1.81). The vague reference to “their
successors” might suggest that Manetho attached the
Hyksos loosely to other kings in Egyptian history (in
fact their vassals and contemporaries, Labow 2005: 82,
n.92), and this could explain the fact that the epitome
used by Africanus has the “shepherds” as the 15%, 16%,
and 17" dynasties (the named 6 in the 15") , while that
found in Eusebius has them (shortened to 4 names) in
the 17" only. Egyptologists continue to debate how
these variants and confusions arose (Redford 1970: 19-
22; 1986: 240-41; O’Connor 1997: 48-52), but agree

that Apophis was the last Hyksos king and that the
Hyksos period lasted only about 100 years (ca. 1655-
1550 BCE).

318 Manetho presents this revolt against the hated
Hyksos as a national uprising, drawing on traditions
emphasizing the centrality of Thebes, but interpreting
the war as a conflict between foreigners and all native
Egyptians (cf. 1.81). We are fortunate to have vivid
ancient accounts of this war against the Hyksos, now
collected in English translation in Redford 1997 (esp.
nos. 68-74). They indicate the importance of Thebes,
and the attempt to portray the Hyksos as “Asiatic”
kings who had “defied Egypt.”

319 Here, and at 1.88, editors rightly follow the wit-
ness of Eusebius for the spelling of the name, rather
than the version in L and the Latin (Halisfragmuthosis).
The original cartouche name may have been Menkhe-
perre‘ Thutmose (Tuthmosis III, 1479-1425 BCE). In
1.95-96 the same king and his son seem to recur, but in
a different context (as members of the following dy-
nasty). In another context Josephus could have at-
tacked Manetho for this apparent inconsistency (cf.
1.230 on Amenophis, and 1.226 on contradictions), but
it is not in his interests to allow doubts here.

320 The defeat of the shepherds represents the total
antithesis of the mastery they once wielded (1.84), re-
inforcing the power-language which permeates this nar-
rative (cf. 1.75, 76, 81, 88).

321 Tt is odd that, even in this paraphrase, Josephus
does not refer back to 1.78 regarding Avaris, but this
may reflect the way that Manetho loosely sticthed to-
gether two accounts of the foundation and fortification
of Avaris (see above, note to “guard” at 1.78). However,
it is hard to imagine Manetho mistakenly taking the
aroura (a measure of area; cf. Herodotus 2.168) to be a
measure of length; the error seems to derive from
Josephus who is probably responsible for adding the
phrase “with a circumference” (Tnv mepipetpov). 10,000
arourae is reckoned by Reinach to represent 2756 hect-
ares (roughly 27.5 square kilometers). Manetho repre-
sents the expulsion of the Hyksos as a two-stage event:
their confinement in Avaris by Misphragmouthosis, fol-
lowed by a siege and treaty, conducted by his son,
Thoummosis. In the ancient accounts there were at least
two Theban kings who claimed the credit for the defeat
and expulsion of the Hyksos, namely Kamose (who
fought his way from middle Egypt into the Delta and
besieged Avaris, ca. 1555 BCE) and his brother Ahmose



BOOK ONE

59

Manetho, with a huge, strong wall, in order to keep all their possessions, together

with their plunder, secure.’?? 88 Thoummosis, the son of Misphragmouthosis,3? at-

Siege of Auaris

tempted to capture them, by force, by means of a siege, investing the walls with an
army of 480,000 men. When he abandoned the siege, he made a treaty that they
could leave Egypt and go, all of them unharmed, wherever they wished.’?* 89 On
these terms, they left Egypt with their whole households and their possessions—
numbering no less than 240,000 people—and crossed the desert into Syria.>?> 90
Fearing the dominance of the Assyrians—for at that time these ruled Asia’?6—they
built in the region now called Judea a city sufficient for so many thousands of

people, and called it Hierosolyma.3?’

(who returned to besiege and capture Avaris; see esp.
the Carnarvon Tablet, the Karnak Stela, and the El Kab
testimony, Redford 1997 nos. 68-70). Oddly our text
has the siege end without the destruction of Avaris or
the military defeat of the Hyksos, while the king gener-
ally regarded in antiquity as having performed this feat,
and founded the 18" Dynasty, is Ahmose (Amosis) not,
as here, Thoummosis (Thutmose); see, e.g., the epitomes
in Africanus and Eusebius, and Ptolemy of Mendes
apud Tatian, Ad Gr. 38). For Meyer (1904: 73-74) this
was further evidence that this account is not from the
authentic Manetho (except at its core, 1904: 78, n.3; cf.
Gutschmid 435-37; Troiani 91; Labow 2005: 88,
n.114). However, Weill (1918: 80-83, 88-95) argued
that the story of the expulsion had been usurped by
Thutmose IV, so that the use of his name here by
Manetho (confirmed in 1.241) is not a corruption of
Manetho, but a corruption of history prior to Manetho.
Redford has further proposed that the present narrative
of a siege and subsequent treaty is modelled on the
siege of Megiddo by Thutmose III (1970: 33-34, 41-44;
1986: 243-46), and that various literary accounts of
Egyptian attacks on foreign kings have been merged in
the ancient retellings of Egyptian history.

322 The doubling of details from 1.78 extends even
to some verbal similarities (Teixeov oxupwTaT, 1.78;
Teixel ... ev oxuped, 1.87), which Josephus could have
noted as an inconsistency: the city was already well
fortified. Manetho’s account denigrates both Avaris (a
bolt-hole which the Hyksos were forced to defend) and
the Hyksos (whose “plunder” presumably resulted from
the despoilation of the land). A Judean reader might
hear in this reference to “plunder” a faint echo of the
biblical notion that the departing Hebrews despoiled
the Egyptians (Exod 3:21-22; 11:1-2; 12:35-36), but
this was a sensitive topic for Judean authors (cf.
Artapanus apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.27.34; Philo,
Mos. 1.141-42), and Josephus, if he recognized this
parallel, would hardly draw it to his readers’ attention
(cf. Ant. 2.314).

323 The son’s name exists in various forms: Thoum-
mosis (L), Thumnosis (Latin), Thmouthosis (Eusebius,

Praep. ev.), Thmosis (Eusebius, Chron.) etc. Given the
obvious difficulty for scribes in this matter, we can only
conjecture Josephus’ original version (cf. Niese ad loc.
and Gutschmid 435); there are similar difficulties at
1.94 and 1.96, with other variants of this name. In 1.231
and 1.241 the versions agree on “Tethmosis,” but curi-
ously none gives precisely that version of the name
here. The historical figure (wrongly credited with the
expulsion) is probably Thutmose IV (1397-1388 BCE),
the uncle (not the son) of Thutmose III.

324 On the siege and its conclusion, see note to
“Auaris” at 1.86. Manetho clearly needs survivors to
have them return in his sequel (1.241-50). This version
of the story also suits Josephus: his “ancestors” success-
fully resisted a siege despite being outnumbered two to
one, and then were free to go “unharmed.”

325 Josephus could have ridiculed the implausibil-
ity of this narrative, not least the difficulty of crossing
the desert with all one’s possessions (cf. 1.277). But
once again it is crucial for him not to air difficulties
with the story, and the obvious doublet with 1.78 (there
the 240,000 were armed troops) passes without com-
ment. This huge population-shift through the desert
would certainly evoke the exodus narrative for readers
familiar with the Judean scriptures, although the figure
there is even larger (600,000 in Exod 12:37-38; cf.
Josephus, Ant. 2.317; Philo, Mos. 1.147). Gutschmid
438 suggests emending “possessions” (kTroewv) to
“livestock” (kTrvecov).

326 The motif is repeated from 1.77 (see note to
“kingdom”) and continues the theme of the Hyksos’
psychological weakness. Here it apparently functions to
explain why the Hyksos did not venture further. Like
Manetho, Josephus placed the “Assyrians” at an ex-
tremely early date (in the Antiquities they appear in the
patriarchal narratives). But this reference to their rule
of Asia (ToTe yap ekelvous Ths Aclos KpoTelv) is SO simi-
lar to a phrase in Ant. 2.171 (kaT’ kglvov 8¢ TOV Kalpov
"Accuplwv kpaToUuvTwy Ths Aclas) as to invite suspi-
cion that Josephus has inserted this aside.

327 Josephus has to tolerate an anachronism, which
in another context he could have criticised (cf. 1.299):
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Hyksos as
shepherds and
captives

91 In another book of the Aegyptiaca, Manetho says that this nation, those called
“shepherds,” is recorded in their sacred books as “captives,” speaking correctly.

328

For it was customary for our earliest ancestors to tend flocks; and as they had a
nomadic way of life they were accordingly termed “shepherds.”3?® 92 On the other

elsewhere he portrays Jerusalem as named by
Melchizedek, but remaining a Canaanite city until its
capture by David (War 6.438-39; Ant. 1.180; 7.67). But
this conclusion to Manetho’s tale is precious for him,
since it makes reference to places that all his readers
would recognize as associated with Judeans. It is pos-
sible that Josephus has helped the reader a little here,
by rendering Manetho’s “Solyma” as “Hierosolyma”:
elsewhere Manetho refers to its inhabitants as “Soly-
mites” (1.248, paraphrased by Josephus as “Hierosoly-
mites,” 1.264, 296), and Josephus may have doctored
all the references to “Solyma” similarly (1.90, 94, 241,
262). Josephus could also have inserted the phrase “in
the region now called Judea,” in the interests of help-
ing his identification between the Hyksos and
“Judeans” (1.229, 251; 2.16); so Aziza 1987: 50; Gabba
1989: 633; Gruen 1998: 56 (cf. Appendix 1).

But it is more likely that these familiar names derive
from Manetho himself, whose story serves to place an
ancient Egyptian saga on the Mediterranean map cur-
rent in his day. For this purpose it was helpful to name
a city with an emerging reputation in a region becom-
ing familiar to Hellenistic readers; Hecataeus refers to
“Hierosolyma” in this connection (apud Diodorus
40.3.2-3). Its size is a necessary ingredient of its fame
in these conditions (cf. Ps-Hecataeus in Apion 1.197).
In many respects, Manetho’s account parallels
Hecataeus’ tale of colonists departing from Egypt,
some, led by Danaus and Cadmus, to Greece, others, led
by Moses, to Jerusalem (Diodorus 40.3.2; cf. 1.102 be-
low). It is clear that Manetho’s tale is hostile to these
Hyksos founders of the city, who returned to terrorize
the land (1.248-50), and it makes no sense to distin-
guish the Tendenzen of Manetho’s two Hyksos stories,
since the second is clearly the sequel to the first. But it
is not clear that this represents a current hostility to all
Judeans on Manetho’s part, and there is no reason to
think that Manetho was “anti-Jewish,” if that term is
used to mean a specifically targeted venom against all
things Judean (see further Appendices 1 and 3).
Josephus’ awkward deployment of this tale requires him
to identify the hated Hyksos as the ancestors of present-
day Judeans, but how Manetho connected the found-
ing of Jerusalem to the contemporaries he would term
“Judeans” is not clear: the current inhabitants of a city,
or its region, need not share the characteristics of its
ancient founders. The identification of the banished
“lepers” as “Judeans,” and their association with

Moses, is another matter (see on 1.250, 290, 292, 305).
328 Josephus interrupts Manetho’s narrative to press
home the point he feels established by the use of the
terms “Judea” and “Hierosolyma” (90). The explicit af-
firmation of Manetho’s correctness on this point implies
the veracity of the rest without explicitly affirming it
(cf. 1.105, and the belated hedging of the issue in
1.287, “not far wrong”). Even here Josephus does not
attempt to place the Hyksos and biblical narratives side
by side, but contents himself with linking the Hyksos
title with general features of the Joseph story, in an ar-
gument that seems more presumption than proof.

It might have seemed better to exegete the Hyksos
title directly after 82: either Josephus himself or a
glossator clearly felt that, and added 1.83. But the la-
bel “captive” looks more plausible after the narrative
of 1.86-88 than at any earlier point, and the suggestive
conclusion to the Hyksos story is the best place for
Josephus to cement the join to the ancient Judeans. On
the relationship between this section and 1.83, see note
to “history” at 1.83. If 1.83 is an interpolation (solution
1), this represents the first time Josephus has offered an
alternative explanation of the Hyksos’ name; if it is his
own, he damages his argument by failing to refer back
to that comment and by using different terms (“copy”/
“book”). The vagueness of the reference to “another
book” (cf. 1.74) is revealing. It is hard to imagine how
Manetho would return to this topic elsewhere, and we
may conclude that Josephus has 1) misconstrued a vari-
ant he found in Manetho’s text; or ii) falsely attributed
to Manetho an alternative account of the Hyksos’ name,
which he found elsewhere (cf. solution 3 at 1.83); or iii)
slavishly followed an ill-informed source (Labow 2005:
86, n.105). If 1.83 is an early gloss, Josephus himself
had no idea how to justify this alternative, but a
glossator came to his aid with a dubious etymology.

329 The reference to “our earliest ancestors” (cf.
1.92, 103, 228, 232, 280) smuggles in the conclusion
that Josephus’ weak argument attempts to demonstrate;
a nomadic way of life could hardly become a distinc-
tive label of a whole people unless it was a unique or
highly unusual characteristic. We may guess from Ant.
2.186 that Josephus’ thinking is influenced by the bib-
lical stories in which the patriarchs are introduced in
the Egyptian court as shepherds (LXX Gen 46:31-34;
47:1-6), an occupation which is taken to be uncharac-
teristic of Egyptians (Gen 46:35, toned down by
Josephus; cf. Demetrius apud Eusebius, Praep. ev.
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hand, it is not unreasonable that they should be recorded as “captives” by the Egyp-
tians, since our ancestor losepos [Joseph] said to the king of the Egyptians that he
was a captive, and later summoned his brothers to Egypt, with the permission of the
king.33° But I shall conduct a more thorough investigation of these matters else-

where. 33!
(1.15) 93 At the moment, I am presenting the Egyptians as witnesses to antiq-  More from
uity;332 so, I shall resume citing sections from Manetho as they relate to the sequence  Manetho

of time.>33 94 He says the following:

9.21.13). But this echo would be noticed only by those
familiar with the biblical account or very careful read-
ers of the Antiquities.

330 The strongest claim Josephus can make for the
second part of the label is that it is “not unreasonable™:
that, and much else in this section, indicates that he
knows his argument hangs on the thinnest of threads.
For a start it is not clear how the experience of one “an-
cestor” could become the label for the entire dynasty,
lasting over centuries. Josephus recognizes that this
title must be known to “the king” for it to come into
common parlance, and refers to the king’s permission
regarding his brothers (cf. Gen 45:4-20) to make their
status official currency. But this cannot hide the fact
that they were in no sense “captive,” and that if the
epithet applies to anyone, it is to Joseph alone. The
details here bear no relation to the Hyksos story. How
could Joseph’s arrival as a “captive” fit the narrative of
1.75-82? And who is this unnamed king? Josephus’
readers thus have to take what he here recounts on trust
and only those with biblical knowledge might recog-
nize this as plausible. In the biblical text Joseph intro-
duces himself to the king’s cupbearer as one stolen
from his land (Gen 40:15), and is introduced to the
king as a servant and prisoner (Gen 41:12). Josephus’
own paraphrase of the story (4nt. 2.32-33, 68-78) does
not add the details required here, and never uses the
term “captive” (clixuoheTos) of Joseph; the story is here
manipulated to fit the argument. In our context,
Josephus offers no explanation of how Joseph came to
be a “captive,” and a later gloss on this section supplies
the detail that “he was sold by his brothers and carried
down into Egypt” (Niese, p.xx and ad loc.; Gutschmid
441 suggests that this could preserve Josephus’ own
improvement of his text). One can see why Josephus
would not wish to supply this explanation: it hardly
enhances the reputation of the Judeans’ ancestors. As it
is, Josephus has to risk damaging their collective honor
by affirming the ignominious label “captive,” and that
he should do this despite his awareness of the political
capital his opponents could draw from it (cf. 2.125-34)
is a sign of his confidence in his readers’ sympathy, or
desparate need for Manetho’s “evidence.”

31 This vague promise hints at a greater compe-

tence, but betrays Josephus’ awareness that his attempts
to cement the identification with the Hyksos are inad-
equate. But it is hard to imagine that Josephus intended
to write more on this topic, and, recognizing this,
Gutschmid 442 suggests that he here refers to the fur-
ther treatment of the Hyksos in 1.227-87 (cf. Troiani 94,
Reinach ad loc., and, more cautiously, Thackeray ad
loc.; Waddell 1940: 90, n.1). But the later passage does
not provide a “more thorough investigation of these
matters” (its points are merely summarized in 1.228),
nor does 1.288-303 (pace Petersen 1958: 272-73). In
any case, when Josephus refers to a further discussion
in the same work he does not say “eclsewhere” (kv
aMhots) but “later” (UoTtepov, e.g., 1.105). The claim here
is thus more closely parallel to the repeated promise in
Antiquities to write a further work “On Customs and
Causes” (e.g., Ant. 1.192 [ev aAhois]; 4.302; 20.268; see
Introduction, § 2). But in the present case the promise
is notably unspecific and may be nothing more than
rhetorical camouflage.

332 Josephus draws attention back from the flimsy
proof of identity to stronger ground. As in 1.73-74 he
talks of “witnesses” in the plural, though only one is
produced. The antiquity theme has been pronounced as
the main topic throughout (e.g., 1.59, 69-72), though
Josephus’ conclusion indicates that another is of equal
importance (1.104).

333 The opening (1.94) and closing (1.103) of this
“citation” make it look verbatim, but closer scrutiny of
its end (1.102-103) makes it hard to tell where quota-
tion ends and comment begins. There is good reason to
think that Manetho’s text is here drastically abbrevi-
ated, since the history of the famous 18™ Dynasty (in a
book covering the 12 to the 19™) could hardly have
been given in a mere list of names and dates (1.94-97)
and a short narrative about Sethos and Harmais (1.98-
101; Gutschmid 442-43; Meyer 1904: 74). Josephus (or
his source) appears to have extracted the former from
Manetho and abbreviated the latter. Josephus has to
prolong the history of Egypt beyond the era of the
Hyksos because he needs some cross-reference to a per-
son or event in Greek history that his audience can rec-
ognize. The nearest available point of cross-reference in
Manetho’s text seems to have been Danaus, so Josephus
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Subsequent
Egyptian kings

After the shepherd people left Egypt for Hierosolyma,3* Tethmosis, the king who expelled
them from Egypt,’3° subsequently reigned for 25 years and 4 months, and died;**¢ and his

son, Chebron, inherited his rule, for 13 years.>*” 95 After him, Amenophis for 20 years and
7 months, and his sister Amesses*3® for 21 years and 9 months, and her son Mephres for 12
years and 9 months, and his son Mephramouthosis®3® for 25 years and 10 months. 96 And
his son, Thmosis**® for 9 years and 8 months, and his son Amenophis for 30 years and 10
months, and his son Oros*! for 36 years and 5 months, and his daughter Akencheres3*? for

needs to skip over the intervening centuries to reach
his era. The listing of kings and reign-dates (to the ex-
act number of months) is impressively precise, but it
was perhaps to relieve the ensuing boredom that
Josephus includes details of the Sethos-Harmais narra-
tive that are irrelevant to his chronological concerns.
(Theophilus accordingly leaves the latter out, while
Tertullian and Eusebius cut to Josephus’ conclusions in
1.103-104.) If Josephus had known, or been willing to
use, the Ptolemy of Mendes tradition, which dated the
exodus to the reign of Amosis, a contemporary of
Inachus, he could have spared himself the trouble of
1.94-103 (cf. Tatian, Ad Gr. 38; Tertullian, Apol. 19.3;
Julius Africanus apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 10.10).

34 We may suspect that Josephus composed the
wording of this connecting phrase, though there is no
good reason to doubt that Manetho referred to Hiero-
solyma, as in 1.90 (pace Jacoby in FGH 609, p.88).

335 Tethmosis is spelled thus in L here and at 1.231,
241. Other versions agree in the latter sections, but of-
fer variations here (“Moses” in Theophilus, “Sethmo-
sis” in Eusebius, Chronicon). The lack of congruence
with the version of the name in 1.88 is striking. Meyer
argued that Manetho must have used the name
“Amosis,” since this name occurs at the head of the 18™
Dynasty in the epitomes (Africanus, Eusebius etc.), in
the traditions conveyed by Ptolemy of Mendes and
Apion, and in the early historical sources (as the victor
over the Hyksos); for discussion, see note to “Auaris”
at 1.86.

336 Theophilus (3.21) accused Manetho of error at
this point, since in his view the Pharaoh was drowned
with his army in the Red Sea. But the biblical tradition
does not specify the fate of the Pharaoh (cf. Josephus in
Ant. 2.338-44), and, even if it had, Josephus could not
have challenged Manetho at this point (cf. 1.105).
Manetho’s dates elsewhere cover the whole duration of
a king’s reign, not a segment of it. Thus, it is likely that
Josephus has added the phrase “subsequently” (peta
TauTa): this “25 years and 4 months” was the only num-
ber in his source and he wished to begin his counting
with the exodus (cf. Labow 2005: 88, n.114).

37 S0 starts a king-list that extends, through 17
kings or queens, until Sethos/Ramesses. The list is to-
tally bare of detail, like that in 1.79-81, and may repre-
sent the “chapter headings” of Manetho’s narrative (see

Gutschmid 442-43). I have preserved the monotony and
ellipses of the Greek in the translation. After Tethmosis
the next 10 names (down to Rathotis, 1.96) tally well
with the epitomes of Manetho in Julius Africanus and
Eusebius. Minor variations in name-spelling and regnal
years are due to the transcriptional process from
Manetho, and are evident even in Theophilus’ citation
of Josephus’ list; only major differences are noted here.
For a tabular presentation of the king-lists, with sug-
gested historical identifications, see Meyer 1904: 88;
FGH 609, pp.72-75; Labow 2005: 67. Towards the end
of the list, with so many similar names and some kings
with double-names, it is easy to see why the lists di-
verge (see notes on 1.97). The historical sequence of
the kings in this 18% Dynasty (1569—1315 BCE) has
been well established, but bears little resemblance to
Manetho’s list; see Meyer 1904: 88-95; Redford 2001
(entries on “New Kingdom,” “Eighteenth Dynasty”);
Labow 2005: 88-91. For a full treatment of the period,
see Redford 1967; Beckerath 1994.

338 Absent in Eusebius’ version of this list, perhaps
because of her gender; all the lists omit the important
queen Hatshepsut, unless she is dimly represented here
(Labow 2005: 89, n.118). In most other cases each mon-
arch in this list is prefaced by ToU 8¢ (or Tis &¢), which
I translate here as a signal of filiation (“his/her son/
daughter”). But Gutschmid 444 may be correct in think-
ing that these refer back to the noun “rule” (apxn, 1.94),
indicating “his/her rule was inherited by ...”).

339 In their variant spellings of this name, the ver-
sions do not reproduce exactly the name in 1.86/88.
Although scholars sense here a doublet of the father
and son pair in 1.88, it is likely that neither Josephus
nor Manetho perceived this. It appears that names had
been corrupted and stories separated before Manetho
tried to put them into an ordered narrative for Greek
readers (Gutschmid 445-46).

340 The reading in Theophilus, and the parallels in
the epitomes, suggest a better version might be “Tuth-
mosis” (with the first Tou dropping out by haplography;
Gutschmid 446). There were four famous Tuthmosis
(Thutmose) kings in this dynasty.

341 Probably the same king later named “Or” in
1.232 (proving that Manetho had some narrative about
Or/Oros at this point). The difference in spelling indi-
cated to Meyer Josephus’ use of different excerptors of
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12 years and 1 month, and her brother Rathotis for 9 years. 97 And his son, Kencheres for 12
years and 5 months, and his son Akencheres for 12 years and 3 months, and his son Harmais
for 4 years and 1 month, and his son Ramesses for 1 year and 4 months, and his son
Harmesses Miamoun for 66 years and 2 months, and his son Amenophis for 19 years and 6

months.>* 98 His son Sethos,>** also called Ramesses,>* who possessed cavalry and naval
forces, appointed his brother Harmais**® governor of Egypt, and conferred on him all the

Sethos and
Harmais

royal privileges, except that he ordered him not to wear the diadem, nor to violate the queen,

Manetho (1904: 77), but may be simply carelessness on
the part of Josephus or of later scribes.

342 Aside from variations in spelling, Theophilus
and the epitomes differ in their listing of this and the
next three monarchs: it is easy to see how omissions (or
doublings) could occur. See the full discussion in
Gutschmid 447-48. On this and the next 3 monarchs,
from the Amarna period, see Labow 2005: 90, n.124.

343 From Hermais onwards, a number of intriguing
differences open up between Josephus’ sequence of
kings (here in 1.97-98, continued in 1.231-32, 245,
251) and the lists given in Africanus and Eusebius,
based on an epitome of Manetho. It is also noticeable
that similar names recur in almost regular cycles
through these lists, as follows:

Josephus Africanus Eusebius (Chronicon

and in Syncellus)
“Apuais 4, 1m " Apueois 5 ”Apuois = Danaus 5
‘Pauéoons 1, 4m ‘Papecons 1

‘Papeoons =
Aegyptus 68
" Aupgvadis 40

‘ Apuéoons Miauolv
66, 2m

" Augvadis 19, 6m

Yé0os = Papéoons
59 (=Aegyptus,
brother “Apuals

"Augveodad 19

=Danaus) SéBws 51 SéBws 55
“Paugms 66 ‘Payoikns 61 ‘Papyris 66
" Augvadis " Aupevédbns 20 AupevedBis 40

‘Papeoons 60
" Aupevepvis 5
Oovupis 7

Yé0os = Papéoons
" Aupevéuns 26
Oovupis 7

The presence of so many similar names, in similar se-
quences, suggests there may be several Doppelgénger-
cases here: different traditions about the same kings
have caused them to appear more than once, in se-
quence. Conversely, when Josephus identifies Sethos
with Ramesses (on two different occasions, 1.98, 245),
we may suspect that this represents the conflation of
similar stories which were associated with different
names: the easiest option was to take the two names as
equivalents for the same king. We cannot tell when
such duplications and confusions took place, whether
in the oral and literary tradition before Manetho, in

Manetho himself, in the transmission of Manetho’s text
before Josephus, or even in Josephus’ mishandling of
his source. There are grounds for suspecting Josephus
of misrepresenting Manetho at some points (see at
1.102-3 and 1.231-2) but these concern more the reign-
lengths than the names and sequence of kings. It is
curious that the Harmais=Danaus and Ramesses/
Sethos=Aegyptus identifications are placed at an earlier
point in Eusebius’ list, but that is probably a corrup-
tion. However, Josephus’ treatment of the crucial iden-
tification of Harmais as Danaus is oddly mishandled
(see 1.101-2), and it is just possible that he (or an ear-
lier editor of Manetho) has made at that point a crucial
supplement to Manetho. Meyer (1904: 88-95) offered
an ingenious explanation of how the historical se-
quence of kings ended up in this confused tangle (cf.
Helck 1956: 39-42). On the history of the 19" Dynasty
(founded by Ramesses I, and lasting 1315-1201 BCE),
see the entries on “New Kingdom” and “Nineteenth
Dynasty,” and on the relevant kings, in Redford 2001.

344 1 reads “Sethosis,” probably on the basis of the
dative YeBwoel in 1.101; but this could be derived from
the nominative >¢6ws (Gutschmid 453), and editors
correctly restore “Sethos,” in line with Eusebius’ read-
ing and Josephus’ usage in 1.102, 231.

345 On this identification of two different kings
(Sethos I and Ramesses II, respectively 1290-1279 BCE
and 1279-1213 BCE), see above note to “months” at
1.97. Manetho himself may have been responsible for
the conflation (cf. 1.245). Editors rightly restore the text
(from Eusebius, Chronicon) as 2é0cws o kol ‘Papéoons.
Theophilus reads the text as introducing two different
figures, Sethos and Ramesses, and in L a marginal com-
ment reads: “It is found in another copy as follows.
After him, Sethosis and Ramesses, brothers. The former,
possessing a naval force, blockaded those who were
opposing him by sea and causing damage (?); not long
after, also, he killed Ramesses and appointed Harmais,
another brother, governor of Egypt.” This is clearly a
gloss by a reader trying to find a place for Ramesses in
the story, on the understanding that he was a different
figure from Sethos(is).

346 Josephus later calls him “Hermaios” (1.231), an-
other sign of his editorial carelessness.
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the mother of his children, and to abstain also from the other royal concubines.?*” 99 He
himself launched expeditions against Cyprus and Phoenicia, then against the Assyrians and
the Medes, and subdued them all, some by force of arms, others without a battle, through
fear of his large army. Made confident by these successes, he advanced in an even bolder

Harmais’ revolt

fashion and conquered the cities and countries of the east.3*® 100 After some time, Harmais,

who had been left in Egypt, recklessly began to do everything contrary to his brother’s in-
structions. He raped the queen, and made liberal and continual use of the other concubines;
and, persuaded by his friends, he began to wear a diadem and rose in revolt against his
brother.3*° 101 The person in charge of the temples3*® of Egypt wrote a letter and sent it to
Sethos, telling him everything, and that his brother Harmais had risen in revolt against
him.3>! So he immediately returned to Pelusium and gained control of his own kingdom.3*?

347 The short narrative about Sethos and Harmais

(1.98-101) serves Josephus’ purpose only in the identi-
fication of Harmais as Danaus (1.102), thus enabling
the cross-reference to Greek chronology. But Josephus’
handling of that aspect of the story is poor (see at
1.101-2), and he spends more time on the exploits of
Sethos and Harmais, which are irrelevant to his argu-
ment. They do, however, provide some relief after the
dry list of kings, and their focus on sexual, as much as
military, matters offers readers a diversion. Josephus
probably here abbreviates a much longer narrative in
Manetho to make the digression tolerable (cf. his ab-
breviations of Menander in 1.121-25). Manetho prob-
ably described the deployment of these “forces,” gave
more details on the military conquests, and at least
named the unfortunate queen. On the dangers of digres-
sion, and the importance of variation, in rhetoric, see,
e.g., Quintilian, /nst. 4.3; 8.3.52. The conditions laid on
Harmais set up the denouement of 1.100 in classic nar-
rative style. To touch the queen, as part of the royal
harem and guarantor of the succession, would consti-
tute a challenge to the king’s sexual and political au-
thority.

348 We can imagine more detail in Manetho himself,
who speaks with Egyptian pride of Sethos as a proto-
Alexander, an Egyptian conquerer as great as anyone
revered by the Greeks (and much earlier). Although he
had placed Sesostris earlier (in the 12" Dynasty),
Manetho seems to have transferred some aspects of the
Sesostris legend to Sethos (see Herodotus on Sesostris,
2.102-7; Diodorus Siculus on Sesoosis, 1.53-58, with
Gutschmid 454-55): these include his naval power, his
conquests in the east and the treachery of his brother.
On the historical conquests of Sethos I and Rameses 11,
see Labow 2005: 92, n.135. Roman writers also knew
of a conquering Egyptian king Rhamses, with an enor-
mous eastern empire (Tacitus, 4nn. 2.60), and the iden-
tification of Sethos with Ramesses might recall this
tradition for Josephus’ Roman readers. This narrative of
Egyptian international power undercuts Josephus’ later
claims of Egyptian political impotence (2.128-29, 133),
though its remoteness in time limits the damage to his

case. Josephus gives no hint of recognizing a connec-
tion between Sethos and Sesostris, whom he elsewhere
names in relation to another aspect of his legend
(2.132). He clearly knew the passage in Herodotus
about Sesostris (his citation of Herodotus in 1.169-70
is taken from that context), but elsewhere attributes the
actions there described to the biblical figure Shishak
(Isokos; Ant. 8.253, 260).

349 The transgressions mirror the rules in 1.98, and
the final phrase indicates their significance. On the
Egyptian queen as part of the larger harem, see the en-
try on ‘Harem’ in Redford 2001.

350 Reading epc3v with Hudson, Thackeray, Naber,
and Miinster, on the basis of Eusebius’ fana (“sanctuar-
ies”) and Latin sacra. L reads epécov (“priests™), follow-
ed by Gutschmid 456, Niese, and Reinach. Evidence for
Egyptian religious titles could support either (Waddell
1940 ad loc.).

31 Reading oUte with Niese minor and Miinster.

352 1t appears that Josephus had no indication from
Manetho concerning how far into Sethos’ reign this
event occurred: the “some time” in 1.100, followed by
“immediately” here, are noticeably vague. This is awk-
ward for Josephus as he wants to give a precise calcula-
tion of time from the expulsion of the Hyksos (see 1.94)
to the flight of Hermais/Danaus; but in the former case
he has only the complete reign-length of Tethmosis,
and in the latter the reign-length of Sethos (see 1.231).
His solution is to take Tethmosis’ 25 years and 4
months as the period after he expelled the Hyksos, and
to do the same with Sethos at 1.231 (he reigned 59
years after expelling Danaus). But clearly Danaus’
flight took place sometime after the start of Sethos’
reign, and Josephus actually, though silently, counts
those 59/60 years in this context as the period before
Danaus was expelled (see below on the total, 393 years,
in 1.103). It is striking that in this “quotation” from
Manetho Josephus does not cite the actual expulsion
of Hermais/Danaus, although this is presupposed in
1.103 and stated in Josephus’ own words in 1.231 and
2.16. But this is the crucial event that anchors his chro-
nology. This could raise a suspicion that Manetho
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102 The country was called “Egypt” after him; for he says that Sethos was called

Aegyptus and Harmais his brother Danaus.?>3

(1.16) 103 So Manetho. It is clear from the years enumerated, if you count up the
time, that the so-called shepherds, our ancestors,’* left Egypt and settled in this

Conclusions
from Manetho

land3% 393 years before Danaus arrived in Argos;*>® yet the Argives consider him

never recounted an expulsion of Hermais/Danaus, or
never made the identification between Hermais and
Danaus that Josephus attributes to him. But it is more
likely that Josephus has misjudged what to quote and
what to leave out: Manetho said that Hermais
(=Danaus) was banished from Egypt and went to Argos,
but Josephus omits to include his statement of the fact.
Far from being watertight, his “proof” leaks at the cru-
cial seam.

353 1 have placed this section outside the quotation,
as it seems more summary and report than quotation, or
even paraphrase. There is an evident oddity here. 1.103
begins as if everything before it was citation, yet the
end of 1.102 appears to report what Manetho said (A¢-
yet), and can hardly be part of the citation itself. Sev-
eral solutions have been offered: i) closing the
quotation after the first half of 1.102 (so Thackeray); ii)
taking Aéye! as in impersonal “one says” (Miiller 129;
Labow 2005: 93, n.142), not implying Manetho as its
subject; iii) emending Aeyer to Aéyeton (“it is said,”
Gutschmid 457); iv) taking the whole of 1.102 as an
editorial addition to Manetho that Josephus found al-
ready incorporated in his text and took to be part of the
citation (Meyer 1904: 75). None of these is impossible,
but it is simpler to suggest that Josephus has mis-
handled the ending of the citation, and drifted into us-
ing his own voice rather than Manetho’s. We should
also notice that Josephus has omitted the crucial facts
necessary for his chronological calculation (the actual
expulsion, the flight to Argos, and its date). One could
adopt here a radical hypothesis, that Manetho made no
such associations between the two figures as are here
claimed for him: they are simply foisted on him by
Josephus, who inevitably has to use his own words,
rather than Manetho’s. But it is hard to imagine that
Josephus had the ability to identify, in Sethos’ expul-
sion of Harmais, an equivalent to the legend of
Aegyptus and Danaus, and thus a link with Greek chro-
nology. It is more likely that he found this in his source,
and that the identifications derive from Manetho, who
elsewhere links Egyptian figures with Greek heroes
(e.g., Thouris as Homer’s Polybus, and Osarcho as
Heracles, Waddell 1940, frags. 55, 61).

Aegyptus and Danaus are brothers and eponymous
figures in Greek legend. In Greek versions of the tale,
first found in the epic poem Danais and developed in
Aeschylus’ Suppliants, Aegyptus and his sons are gen-

erally depicted as the aggressors (see Garvie 1969: 163-
83). Before Manetho, Hecataeus reports Egyptian ac-
counts of Danaus as the leader of a colony from Egypt
to Greece (apud Diodorus 1.28; 40.3). It may be a sign
of Manetho’s sense of cultural superiority to Greece
that he presents Danaus as the treacherous brother
Harmais in this Egyptian tale, and Sethos/Aegyptus as
the injured party.

354 Josephus repeats the crucial claim that the
“shepherds” were our ancestors (cf. 1.91-92): after this,
when speaking in his own voice, he never again refers
to them as “shepherds,” but as “us,” “our ancestors,”
etc. (1.228, 232, 280; 2.16). In the same contexts he
prefers to say that they “left,” rather than that they
“were expelled.”

355 On this geographical identification with Judea,
see note to “possess” at 1.1.

356 The dates in 1.94-97 add up to 333, but go only
as far as the accession of Sethos, not the arrival of
Danaus in Argos. Here Josephus was hamstrung by his
lack of information about the dating of the Harmais re-
bellion within Sethos’s reign (see above, note to “king-
dom” at 1.101). The difference in totals is due not to
Josephus’ miscounting (or errors in transcription), but
to his unannounced addition of 60 years to the total of
the reigns in 1.94-97. Since he later records the figure
of 59 in relation to Sethos’ reign (1.231, though after
the expulsion of Danaus), it is likely that that is the
source of the additional sum (although Gutschmid 459
objects that 59 is not 60): since Harmais/Danaus’ ex-
pulsion was hardly at the very beginning of Sethos’
reign, it might as well be located by means of the only
available figure. Since Meyer (1904: 76), it has been
commonly argued that Josephus’ total of 393 was de-
rived from a source, which had added this 60 years to
the 333 of the earlier king-reigns, and that Josephus
inadvertently added this number on again in 1.231,
thus counting Sethos’ reign twice (e.g., Laqueur 1928:
1078-79; Jacoby in FGH 609, p.90; Reinach 114). But
it is equally possible that the double-counting was per-
formed by Josephus himself, and consciously. He real-
ized that he should add something to the 333-total of
1.94-97, had nothing specific to add apart from the 59/
60 years, wanted to make this total as large as possible,
and later wanted to reuse the 59 years to put a substan-
tial gap between Sethos and Amenophis (see on 1.231-
32). Thus silently, and slyly, he adds in the figure here



66

BOOK ONE

the most ancient person.’*’ 104 So on two extremely important points Manetho has
given testimony for us on the basis of the Egyptian writings:3>® first, that our arrival
in Egypt was from elsewhere,*° and secondly, that our departure from there was at
such an early point in time as to predate the Trojan War by somewhere close to 1,000
years.’®0 105 As for what Manetho added, drawing not on the Egyptian writings but,
as he himself admitted, on myths of unknown authorship,®¢! 1 shall refute that in

detail later,3®> demonstrating how unconvincing is his lying.

to make the total 393, and counts it again at 1.231.
Presumably he could hope that none of his readers
would have the patience to do the awkward sums and
detect this subterfuge.

337 Greek: apxaioTaTos (either “most ancient” or
“extremely ancient”). The dating of Danaus’ life is the
crucial point of cross-reference for Josephus, but his
vagueness suggests he is out of his depth. In Argive
tradition, Danaus is not the most ancient figure:
Inachus was considered more ancient by 10 genera-
tions.

358 The language echoes the introduction, 1.73-74.

359 This sudden emphasis on geographical origin is
surprising. The general introduction to this section
(1.69-72, echoing 1.1-5) suggests it is about antiquity,
and Josephus signals that as his chief interest in 1.93
(cf. 1.227). But the importance of this subsidiary point,
here given priority, is underlined by its repetition in
1.252, and it becomes a leitmotif in Josephus’ response
to Chaeremon (1.298, 302), Lysimachus (1.305, 314),
and Apion (2.8, 28, 122). Indeed, in his summary of his
work (2.288-29), this point is again prominent; on the
cultural significance of this, in a Roman context full of
negative stereotypes of Egyptians, see Barclay 2004.
This underlines the significance of the Hyksos story for
Josephus: while all the “leper” stories (including
Manetho’s) refer to native Egyptians, the Hyksos-his-
tory is manifestly about foreigners, whose alien iden-
tity (see on 1.75, 82) was manifest in their deep
antipathy to Egyptians (1.75-81). For Josephus’ apolo-
getic, where they came from matters less than the simple
fact that they were not from Egypt. Theophilus’ adapta-
tion of this section (Manetho’s first admission is that
they were shepherds, 3.21) shows that he did not share
Josephus’ sensitivity on this point.

360 The wording is vague but hints at a careful cal-
culation. Josephus never indicates how he dates Danaus
in relation to the Trojan War, and his lack of candor on
this fundamental chronological point suggests either
ineptitude or, more likely, inability to do more than

363

guess. (Tatian, 4d Gr. 39 has 10 generations between
Danaus and the Trojan War, about 400 years.) Josephus
never dates the Trojan War (a subject of dispute in an-
tiquity), but elsewhere places it before the beginning of
Greek civilization (1.10-12; 2.155), so this statement
represents a significant boost to Judean prestige. Else-
where Josephus claims Moses’ constitution to be 2,000
years old (1.1, 36; 2.226; cf. Ant. 1.16), but never places
this claim beside any other dated moment in the his-
tory of civilization.

361 This distinction between two kinds of source is
crucial for Josephus, because it enables him to affirm
the Hyksos story but rubbish Manetho’s later narrative:
the theme is repeated at the beginning (1.228-29) and
end (1.287) of that later Manetho citation. He carefully
omitted all reference to this other kind of source until
this point, since elements in the Sethos-Harmais tale
(1.98-101) might well have looked “mythical”; but it
is inserted here both to bolster the truthfulness of
Manetho’s evidence thus far cited, and to prepare the
reader to doubt Manetho’s later material (1.229-51).
Manetho probably referred to a multiplicity of sources,
including, perhaps “myths” (cf. Waddell 1940, frags. 8/
9/10). But Josephus’ neat correlation between the two
parts of the Manetho narrative and the two kinds of
source is much too convenient to be believable (see
note to “tablets” at 1.73). The “unknown authorship”
of the myths (literally, “without masters,” a8ecmoTwWS)
suggests that they are uncontrolled and irresponsible,
as well as anonymous (cf. the adjective in 1.287).

362 Josephus prepares the ground for 1.227-87, and
the theme of “refutation” echoes the forensic language
(EMéyxw and cognates) first found in 1.3, and repeated
thereafter in connection with “lies” (1.4, 23, 73).

363 “Unconvincing” (amifavos) is Josephus’ favorite
epithet for Manetho’s second narrative (1.229, 267,
279, 287). The sentence ends with the climactic
Jeudohoyla (“lying”), echoing 1.3, although the eus-
language is used sparingly in 1.227-87 (only at 1.252,
267).
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Phoenician Evidence (1.106-27): Reading Options

The Phoenician segment (1.106-27) is the shortest of the three collections of non-Greek evidence,
and is purportedly based on Tyrian records. In fact Josephus uses no native Phoenician writers,
but two Greek authors, Dios and Menander, with overlapping material. These are the same two
authors, and the same citations, that he had employed in Antiquities (8.144-49), a fact he does
not advertize. In this context, after a lengthy introduction (1.106-12), Josephus presents citations
from Dios (1.113-115) and Menander (1.117-20), followed by a paraphrase of Menander’s chro-
nology (1.121-25). These lead to the conclusion that Solomon’s temple was built 143 years be-
fore the founding of Carthage (1.126).

An educated Roman audience would recognize the Phoenicians in general, and the Tyrians in
particular, as having roots in extreme antiquity (Herodotus 2.44; Strabo, Geogr. 16.2.22; Ulpian,
Digest 50.15.1, preface). Josephus has already noted the Phoenicians’ reputation for introducing
writing to the Greeks (1.10), thus suggesting that they might have records older than anything
known in Greece. A skeptical reader might suspect that such ancient sources consisted of self-
glorifying “myths” (Strabo, Geogr. 16.2.22), but in Josephus’ day there was a growing fascina-
tion with the possible authenticity of ancient Phoenician (and other “barbarian”) sources from a
period before the Trojan Wars. This was the mood Philo of Byblos (64-141 CE) could exploit in
his purported citations of Sanchuniathon (Attridge and Oden 1981; Millar 1983: 64-66; on the
general phenomenon, Bowersock 1994). Since readers familiar with the Virgilian myth would
recognize the founding of Carthage (by Elissa/Dido) to predate Aeneas’ arrival in Italy, Josephus’
dating of Solomon’s temple 143 years before this point (1.108, 126) might sound impressive.

However, skeptical Roman readers could have raised critical questions. The two authors cited,
Dios and Menander “the Ephesian,” were largely unknown in literary circles, while a central el-
ement in the narrative, the swapping of riddles, might smack of folklore, rather than sober history
(cf. 1.114). While the Jerusalem temple was famous in Rome, Solomon is presented by both
Josephus’ sources as worsted in the riddle competition, and dubbed by Dios a “tyrant” (1.114)—
a term with strongly negative connotations in the Roman political tradition. In general, it is hard
to see how a reader who was unimpressed by Josephus’ Antiquities, where these same
“Phoenician” sources are cited (8.144-49; 9.283-87), would be any more inclined to believe
Josephus this time around. In some respects he makes less effort here than in Antiguities to con-
vince his readers of the existence and value of the Phoenician records (cf. Ant. 8.55, 144; 9.283).

We may imagine Judean readers pleased to hear confirmed their sense of the international
significance of Solomon and his temple. The biblically literate would recognize echoes of the
traditions found in 1 Kings, and developed in 2 Chronicles, especially in Josephus’ introduc-
tion: there (1.110-111) he alludes to the exchange of goods and letters between Solomon and the
king of Tyre, in echo of 1 Kgs 5:2-12; 9:10-14 and 2 Chr 2:3-16. On the other hand, the ex-
change of riddles between the two kings (in which Solomon is the loser!) is without biblical
precedent, even if it vaguely evokes the tradition of Solomon’s wisdom and the “hard questions”
posed by the Queen of Sheba (1 Kgs 10:1-3; 2 Chr 9:1-4; cf. 1 Kgs 10:24; 2 Chr 9:23). That,
despite his sources, Josephus asserts Solomon’s superiority in this contest (1.111) might reassure
Judean readers. As we know from Eupolemus (apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.30-34), Judean tradi-
tion was prone to amplify the international significance of Solomon and to embellish his deal-
ings with Phoenician and other kings (Wacholder 1974; Holladay 1983: 93-156; cf. Theophilus
in Praep. ev. 9.34.19). It would not matter if Josephus’ Phoenician sources did not tally with the
biblical account, so long as they were seen to magnify the Judean king and his temple.

Early Christian readers incorporated this segment in their arguments for the antiquity of the
Hebrew people, but less extensively than its companion sections of Egyptian and Chaldean evi-
dence. Theophilus uses this segment in Ad Autolycum 3.22, but, with his focus on the chrono-
logical question, provides merely a précis of Josephus’ introduction (1.117), followed by the
relevant king-lists from Menander (1.121-26). For these purposes Dios is entirely dispensable,
and the rest of Menander irrelevant. Even more drastic abbreviations are found in Tertullian,
Apol. 19 and Eusebius, Praep. ev. 10.13.13. In fact, Eusebius judged other material more valu-
able: he considered it unnecessary to “heap up proofs” (10.14.1), and had earlier cited
Eupolemus’ more entertaining material on Solomon at length (9.30-34, among “Greek histori-
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Phoenician
evidence

364

ans”). Although his Chronicon cites our whole passage (54.1-56.19), it is located in the context
of “Hebrew” witnesses (as from Josephus), since the work contains no section of “Phoenician”
sources. Thus, after Theophilus, the citation of “Phoenician” evidence is of diminishing signifi-
cance. Perhaps this Josephan offering was judged too meager, too indirect, or too complex to
match the profile accorded to other chronological proofs. A parallel tradition, citing Laetus, re-
counted a marriage between Solomon and the daughter of Chiramus of Tyre, when Menelaus
came to Phoenicia after the fall of Troy (Tatian, Ad Gr. 37; Clement, Strom. 1.114.2). This obvi-
ated the need for a tedious king-list between Hiram and the founding of Carthage, but it also was
not elaborated in Christian apologetics.

Historical scholarship has paid rather little attention to this segment, compared to Josephus’
citations from Manetho and Berosus. Dios and Menander are otherwise unknown authors, whose
date and stance are difficult to detect (see Mendels 1987: 131-43, suggesting a competitive and
polemical edge against Judean versions of history). The cross-reference between the reign of
Solomon and the Tyrian founding of Carthage has provided an important, if uncertain, clue to
the dating of Judean history and the construction of Solomon’s temple in the 10% century BCE
(see Liver 1953; Green 1983). Regarding Phoenician history, the citations reveal little informa-
tion beyond names of kings, and relate to a time (109t centuries BCE) otherwise poorly at-
tested. Archaeology has yet to reveal the early Phoenician layers of the city, and written sources
consist only of these materials and biblical stories about David’s and Solomon’s relations with
Tyre (see Meyer 1931: 122-27; Eissfeldt 1948: 1884-86; Katzenstein 1973: 77-192; van Seters
1983: 195-99; Briquel-Chatonnet 1992: 40-58; further bibliography in Labow 2005: 99-100).

My own reading focuses on features of Josephus’ rhetoric, including his ability to make a
little go a long way. It appears that Josephus had access to Dios and Menander only through
some other source (possibly Alexander Polyhistor), and knew almost nothing about these authors
or their sources of information. He wants a section of “Phoenician” material, but this is the best
he can do: two obscure authors, relevant only because of their passing reference to Solomon, and
already utilized in his Antiquities. He does not admit that he is recycling material from that ear-
lier work: the rhetoric of Apion requires that he offer more to doubters of his earlier claims (1.1-
5). He uses both fragments in full (despite their overlaps and irrelevancies) and insists, by mere
assertion, on their foundation in Tyrian records.

We can also observe Josephus’ attempt to merge his voice with that of his “witnesses,” in fact
to suggest to his audience how their voices should be heard. While he needs their authority, they
are of limited value to his case unless he supplements their testimony with his own commentary.
The fragments themselves are too brief to interrupt, but by a long and carefully phrased introduc-
tion (1.106-112) Josephus conditions our hearing of what follows. Like an authoritative “voice-
over,” he allows us to hear his speakers only while telling us what they are saying. Thereby these
awkward texts—which do not refer to the Jerusalem temple and mention Solomon only in slight-
ing terms—are recruited into Josephus’ cause by suggestion and subtle manipulation. The au-
thority of the Phoenicians’ history is thereby commandeered for the defense of their long-time
foes, the Judeans.

(1.17) 106 1 wish, therefore, to move now from these sources to what is recorded
about our people among the Phoenicians,’** and to provide the testimony from
them.3%3 107 For very many years**® among the Tyrians documents have been writ-

Josephus is consistently good at flagging his
main transitions, and now introduces his second sec-
tion of non-Greek material; cf. 1.70-71, though the
reference there to Tyrian hostility is forgotten in this
portrait of friendship between Hiram and Solomon
(1.109, 111). The sources’ passing references to
Solomon and Jerusalem are here taken to refer to “our

people” (cf. 1.127, “our ancestors”).

365 Greek: Tos £ ekelveov paptupias. The testimony/
witness vocabulary is again prominent in this segment:
the poaptup- root occurs, besides here, at 1.112, 115,
127—all decisive points in the argument. As is clear at
1.112, the legal metaphor remains live. Although it is
not here explicit that they witness to Judean antiquity
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ten for public purposes and preserved with exceptional care,’®’ relating to memo-

rable matters in their internal affairs and as performed among others.’%® 108 In these
it is written that the sanctuary in Hierosolyma was built by Solomon the king 143
years and 8 months earlier than the Tyrians’ founding of Karchedon [Carthage

Solomon and
Hiram

]'369

109 It is not unreasonable that the construction of our sanctuary should be in their
records;3’? for Eiromos [Hiram],?”! the king of the Tyrians, was a friend of our king
Solomon, a friendship he had inherited from his father.3’> 110 He shared Solomon’s
ambition for the splendor of the building: he donated 120 talents of gold and, cut-

(cf. 1.4, 69, 93, 104), the line of argument is closely par-
allel to that of the previous segment, and concludes in
proof of an ancient date (1.126, anticipated in 1.108).
Josephus can cite only Dios and Menander, neither of
them “Phoenicians,” but authenticates their material
with reference to Tyrian records.

366 I has only “many” (moMcdv; cf. Latin), but I fol-
low here the Eusebian evidence (wapmoMwv, with
Niese, Miinster et al., pace Gutschmid 462).

367 The stress on written documents, carefully pre-
served, harks back to the argument of 1.6-29: words
from the ypouu- or ypad-root proliferate at the start of
this Phoenician segment (as well as here, in every sec-
tion of 1.106-113 besides 1.110, and in 1.116-117). The
Phoenician use of writing was important in the argu-
ment of 1.10, 28. “Documents for public purposes”
(ypoppaTta Snuocia yeypapuéva) could include all the
varied material alluded to in this segment (king-lists,
records of kings’ achievements, royal letters), while
their “public” character suggests they are reliable and
open to scrutiny (cf. 1.9, 11, 20-21). Elsewhere
Josephus had referred to Tyrian “archives” (Ant. 8.144;
9.283, 287) and challenged readers to consult the pub-
lic-record officials in Tyre (4nt. 8.55). The claim that
Dios and Menander followed documents can only be
implied (1.112) or asserted (1.116), not proved.

368 Reading map’ aAhois (with Miinster, following
Eusebius, Chronicon). An alternative, mpos &Ahous (“in
their dealings with others”; so Gutschmid 463, Niese
minor, et al., emending mpos aAAnhous in L E S), makes
equal, if not better, sense.

369 Josephus cuts straight to the conclusion (1.126)
in order to ensure that, whatever else we hear in the
intervening sections, we learn this crucial chronologi-
cal fact. By a sort of textual ventriloquism, he attributes
to the Tyrian records his own claim, which depends on
the following contestable assertions: i) that Dios and
Menander accurately reproduce material from the
Tyrian records; ii) that their material alludes not only
to the friendship between Hiram and Solomon, but also
to the building of the Jerusalem temple; and iii) that we
may date that temple to the 12" year of Hiram’s reign,
and thus reach the figure of 143 years and 8 months,

from the chronological list in Menander (totalling 155
years and 8 months). The first is the presumption of this
whole segment (1.112 and 1.116). The latter two are
unannounced supplements to the Dios/Menander evi-
dence (see note to “roof” at 1.110, and to “reign” at
1.126). Josephus assumes that his readers will need no
further introduction to Solomon; the name was chiefly
known in connection with magic, Ant. 8.46-49. He also
takes for granted that the founding of Carthage lay in
the distant past (see note to “Karchedon” at 1.125).

370 Josephus’ specific reference to the Jerusalem
sanctuary masks its absence in the sources he proceeds
to cite. Dios and Menander speak of the construction
of temples (1.113, 118), but not of that in Jerusalem.
The connection could have been cemented had
Josephus dared repeat his citation of letters between the
two kings (A4nt. 8.51-54, invented from biblical prece-
dents). Here it is simply taken for granted. He cannot
refer here to biblical evidence (until 1.127): he must
claim that even what he supplies from his Judean tradi-
tion is present in the Phoenician documents.

371 Greek: Eipwpos, so spelled by Josephus here and
in Antiquities. The Hebrew Bible names him Hiram (or
Hirom), transliterated in LXX as Xipou. Eupolemus
names the Tyrian king Souron. For the name and other
bearers of it, see Katzenstein 1973: 81, n.22.

372 The notion of friendship between the two kings
derives from the Bible (1 Kings 5, 9, etc.), and is ampli-
fied by Josephus in Ant. 5.58. Neither Dios nor Menan-
der suggest such: the posing of riddles is, for them, a
symbol of competition, not friendship. But friendship
makes plausible Hiram’s contribution to the Jerusalem
temple, and thus links the exchange of gifts (1.110)
with the exchange of riddles (1.111). Although Judean
tradition indicated that Solomon inherited the friend-
ship from his father, David (2 Sam 5:11; 1 Kgs 5:1; 2
Chr 2:3; Eupolemus apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.33.1),
Josephus here suggests that it was Hiram, not Solomon,
for whom the relationship was second-hand. If this
is not a simple mistake (cf. Ant. 8.50), it seems de-
signed to make Solomon the more significant of the two
kings.
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ting down the finest timber from the mountain called Libanos, sent it for the roof.3’?
Solomon gave him, in return, among many other gifts,>’* some territory>”> in Galilee
in the place called Chaboulon.?”® 111 What drew them together in friendship most
of all was their love of wisdom: they used to send each other problems, demanding
a solution,’”” and Solomon was better in such matters, being generally wiser.3’®
Many of the letters that they wrote to one another are preserved to this day among

Dios the Tyrians.?”® 112 To show that this claim about the Tyrian documents is not my
concoction,?¥” I shall present as my witness Dios, a man trusted for his accuracy in
373 In what follows (1.113, 118), Dios and Menander 377 In this case, as in Ant. 8.143, Josephus assimi-

mention the use of gold in Tyrian temples and the gath-
ering of wood from Lebanon for temples (“the roofs of
temples,” Menander, 1.118). But neither mentions, or
even implies, that this activity includes temples outside
Tyre, let alone one in Jerusalem. Hence the necessity of
this introduction, to condition our reception of what
follows. Josephus inserts biblical tradition under the
guise of “Phoenician sources” to make the real sources
confirm what he has declared them to say (cf. Labow
2005: 105-6). The Bible has Hiram donate gold, though
not only for the temple (1 Kgs 9:14; cf. Ant. 8.141), and
wood from Lebanon (1 Kgs 5:6, 9; 2 Chr 2:8, 16; cf.
Ant. 8.52, 54, 58), though not only for its roof. Josephus
specifies the roof to create a clearer link with Dios
(1.113) and Menander (1.118; see Gutschmid 464).
Josephus typically glorifies the Jerusalem temple and
relishes stories of foreign kings who give it respect and
expensive donations (e.g., Ptolemy I’s gifts in Ant.
12.57-84; see Cohen 1987). He refers again to Hiram’s
donation in 2.19.

374 The gift exchange (to match the exchange of
riddles) places the two kings on an equal footing. 1
Kgs 5:11 refers to an annual levy of grain and oil for
Hiram’s household (cf. Ant. 8.54, 57, 141), but the
vaguer “gifts” looks less like tribute. Eupolemus goes
so far as to specify that Solomon gifted the famous
Tyrian golden pillar (apud Eusebius, Praep. ev.
9.34.18); see note to “Zeus” at 1.118.

375 The text is corrupt (L: kai yn kat) and has been
emended variously. I read (with Miinster) aA\ois Te
moAAols Kol Y.

376 The place is variously spelled in the versions of
this text, as also in the MSS of Josephus’ other refer-
ences (Ant. 8.142; War 2.503; 3.38; Life 213; see
Gutschmid 465). For the town, on the edge of
Phoenician territory near Ptolemais, see Mason 2001:
185. This tradition, without support in the following
citations, derives from 1 Kgs 9:11-13. The embarrass-
ing biblical detail, that Hiram was displeased with the
gift (contrast 2 Chr 8:1), is recounted by Josephus in
Ant. 8.142, but omitted here. In this context he can al-
low no stain on the relationship between the two kings,
and no question concerning Solomon’s generosity.

lates a tradition deriving not from Judean sources but
from his “Phoenician” quotations: indeed, this is the
only secure link between his introduction and the cita-
tions that follow. There is a faint echo of the riddles
(LXX: owiypota) posed by the Queen of Sheba (1 Kgs
10:1; cf. Ant. 8.166-67), but those are not reciprocated.
Placing this exchange under the rubric of “wisdom”
puts this otherwise alien tradition on Judean territory,
where Solomon was famed for this quality (see next
note).

378 Solomon’s wisdom is a biblical notion (from 1
Kings 3, 10, etc.) extensively developed in the Judean
tradition, including the attribution to Solomon of the
Book of Proverbs and Wisdom of Solomon. Josephus’
boldness here is striking, as his claim that Solomon was
“generally wiser” partly contradicts the authors he is
about to cite. In Dios (1.114-15), Solomon defeated
Hiram, but was worsted by Abdemounos; in Menander
(1.120), he was always matched by Abdemounos.
Josephus cannot afford explicitly to correct the sources
he cites (he needs their untarnished authority). But nei-
ther can he allow the impression to remain that
Solomon was intellectually inferior (cf. 2.148 and the
charge that Judeans are “untalented”). He thus ignores
here the figure of Abdemounos, and makes an unquali-
fied claim for Solomon’s superiority (cf. Ant. 8.143).

379 Josephus effects a transition back to the topic of
“Tyrian records,” allowing a strong introduction to his
first source (1.112). The context suggests that the let-
ters were about the problems they set each other, but,
as Ant. 8.50-54 indicates, the only letters that Josephus
knew concerned the construction of the temple (based
on 1 Kings 5, a tradition developed in Eupolemus). It
is striking that Josephus does not cite those letters here,
given his confidence that anyone could trace them in
the Tyrian archives (4nt. 8.55-56). But the discussion
in Antiquities already shows his recognition that their
authenticity might be open to doubt.

380 Greek: U’ EpoU ouykeipevos. The verb ouykeipan
and its active counterpart cuvtifnu are frequently used
by Josephus in charges that his opponents have “con-
cocted” their stories (e.g., 1.287, 293-94, 304, 312). The
mention of letters, immediately preceding, is not sup-
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Phoenician history.?8! In his history of the Phoenicians he writes as follows:3

113 When Abibalos died, his son Eiromos became king.®3 He raised embankments in the
and the temple of Olympian Zeus, which

eastern parts of the city and enlarged the town,3%

82

Dios on Hiram
and Solomon

was isolated on an island, he joined to the city by filling in the area in between, and beau-
tified it with golden votive offerings.’®> He went up to Libanos and felled trees for the con-

struction of temples.?3® 114 They say that the tyrant of Hierosolyma, Solomon,

ported by what follows, beyond the general reference
to an exchange of riddles. If Josephus means others of
his claims in 1.107-11, he does not specify. It is a prob-
lem for Josephus that neither Dios nor Menander makes
reference to written sources. He has to make do with his
own claims for their accuracy (1.112) and for their use
of native records (1.116), but has created the impression
that his own introduction in 1.109-111 is derived from
those records, and is now confirmed by Dios and
Menander.

381 The phrase “I shall present” (roapabroopot) mir-
rors 1.74 and is repeated for Menander at 1.116. The
two authors, previously cited in Ant. 8.144-49, are here
deployed in reverse sequence, so that Menander’s testi-
mony can be followed by his chronology (1.121-25).
On the relationship between the two authors, see note
to “34” at 1.117. The claims here made for Dios are con-
spicuously vague. Josephus seems to know nothing
about him (neither ethnicity nor date; cf. Ant. 8.147),
which suggests he derived this citation from an unin-
formative source. That greatly limits the claims he can
make on his behalf. Since there is no other independent
reference to, or citation from, Dios, in extant literature,
we can hardly compensate for Josephus’ ignorance; see
Stern 1.123; FHG 4.398.

382 Josephus probably guesses that Dios wrote a his-
tory of the Phoenicians—its focus may have been nar-
rower (on Tyre) or wider; he can cite no book number.
The quotation that follows is identical to that in Ant.
8.147-49, but Josephus cannot confess to such recy-
cling.

383 The form suggests that the citation is a fragment
from a treatment of Tyrian history by reign-sequence,
identical in style to Menander, but lacking his year-ref-
erences (unless Josephus has omitted those for conve-
nience). Abibalos’ name echoes the Phoenician God,
Ba‘al. If Hiram is an historical figure, if we can trust
Menander’s chronology, and if we follow Timaeus’ date
for the founding of Carthage (see note to “Karchedon” at
1.125), Hiram’s reign may be dated ca. 970-936 BCE
(see Meyer 1931: 125-26; Katzenstein 1973: 81-115).

384 The embankment seems to have provided
both defense and levelling, allowing the eastern
extension of the city; see Gutschmid 466-67. On
the topography of Tyre, see Eissfeldt 1948: 1878-79

387 sent riddles

and Katzenstein 1973: 9-17.

385 Dios speaks here, from a Greek perspective, of
Olympian Zeus: Tyrians referred to Ba‘al Shamaim
(Lord of heaven; cf. Ant. 9.138). Dios refers to the fill-
ing in of the sea between the small, southern temple-
island and the main city, itself an island several
hundred meters offshore (before Alexander’s siege in
332 BCE joined it to the mainland). The linkage of the
two islands is celebrated in Phoenician mythology and
coins (Katzenstein 1973: 9). The gold provides some
resonance with Josephus’ claim about Hiram’s contri-
bution to Solomon (1.110); Menander is more specific
about the golden pillar (1.118).

386 This is a crucial item for Josephus, who has pre-
pared our reception of it in 1.109-10. Dios speaks gen-
erally (Menander is more specific, 1.119), allowing
Josephus to insinuate a reference to Solomon’s temple.

387 The beginning of this section indicates that Dios
is citing oral, not written, tradition. (In the parallel in
Ant. 8.148, most MSS read ¢not [“he says”], rather than
doct [“they say™], thus turning the rest of the citation
into indirect speech: but all the versions, and editors,
agree in our passage on ¢oot, and it would be strange
for Josephus to slip from direct to indirect speech mid-
way through a citation; see Gutschmid 468.) Dios seems
to distance himself from commitment to this story,
which might appear more legend than history, but
Josephus has to ignore this move. For him it is impor-
tant to claim that Dios is drawing on written sources
(1.106-7, 111-12); he could not acknowledge that this
key item of information (the only one to mention
Solomon) has no higher status than the “myths” he lam-
poons in 1.105.

Dios introduces Solomon in relation to a well-
known city (not a nation). The label “tyrant” may be
an archaism, originally meaning no more than “king”
(the term used by Menander, 1.120; cf. Gutschmid 468),
but its nuances would surely damage Solomon’s repu-
tation for readers in Josephus’ day. In the Roman tradi-
tion the term “tyrant” has overwhelmingly negative
connotations (e.g., Cicero, passim; Seneca, Ep. 114.24;
Juvenal, Sat. 8.223 [of Nero]; cf. Josephus, War 2.84;
Apion 2.158). That Josephus lets this pass may indicate
his inattention, or his desire to preserve the archaic fla-
vor of the source.
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to Eiromos and asked to receive some from him,®® and whoever could not work them out
paid money to the one who solved them.3®° 115 Eiromos agreed and, when he was unable to
solve the riddles, spent much of his money as forfeit. Later,3*® a certain Abdemounos, a
Tyrian man, solved the riddles which had been posed, and himself propounded others;>"!
Solomon did not solve these and so paid Eiromos back, with a considerable sum in addi-

tion.392

In this way Dios has given evidence on our behalf in relation to the above state-

ments.3?3

Menander

(1.18) 116 But, in addition to him, I shall present also Menander the Ephesian.’**

He wrote about the events which took place during the reigns of each of the kings,
among both Greeks and non-Greeks, taking care to learn history from the native

388 Some versions (Latin, Anecdota) read, “asked to
receive a solution from him” (cf. variants at Ant. 8.147);
but the sense of the passage is of an exchange of
riddles. Menander depicts the story otherwise (1.120:
only Solomon sends riddles). Josephus’ picture of a
mutual exchange (1.111) depends on Dios alone. Dios’
version is a classic honor-competition: whoever cannot
solve the riddle loses face (and money) and places the
reputation of his city in jeopardy. For Dios, the honor
of Tyre is salvaged by the Tyrian Abdemounos (1.115),
but Josephus has already presented the outcome other-
wise (1.111). Although the solution of riddles (from
dreams, oracles, or the Sphinx) is a common motif in
Greek legend, a riddle-competition is rare: see Vita
Aesopi 103 (noted by Troiani 100); Briquel-Chatonnet
1992: 55-56, n.145 (with Egyptian parallels).

389 A compressed way of saying (apparently) that, in
an exchange, if one king did not solve the riddle while
the other did, the first paid a forfeit. One may suspect
that Josephus, or his source, is abbreviating a longer
narrative in Dios; alternatively, Dios is abbreviating a
longer version of the legend.

3% Translating ¢itoa 8 (Anecdota, followed by
Niese, Thackeray, and Miinster) rather than eita 8r (L).
Gutschmid (469), Naber, and Reinach prefer eita 81
(Syncellus, “with the aid of”), which preserves Eiromos/
Hiram as the subject of the rest of the sentence and, in
some respects, makes better sense.

391 The name of Hiram’s assistant takes various tex-
tual forms here (cf. 1.120, and the parallels in Antiqui-
ties 8). Menander adds the twist that he was a young
boy (1.120), thus further humiliating Solomon. On his
place in Tyrian history or myth, see Briquel-Chatonnet
1992: 57-58.

392 Tyre thus not only levels the score, but gains the
upper hand: the tenor of the text is hardly friendly to
Solomon or Jerusalem. This result, an embarrassment
for Josephus, has already been neutralized by his intro-
duction in 1.111, and the mere fact that Dios names the
two kings as contemporary is, for him, the most impor-

tant feature of the text.

393 The conclusion stands only because of its
vagueness. Only some of the “above statements” (pre-
sumably those in 1.106-11) have been confirmed by
Dios, in fact only those that Josephus already derived
from Dios. Others have received no support, and one,
on Solomon’s superior wisdom, has been partly contra-
dicted.

394 Josephus uses the same verb (TopaTifnui, “pre-
sent) as in 1.112, keeping the forensic metaphor alive.
He employs here the same citation as in Ant. 8.144-46,
but does not admit the repetition, or that he has cited
this author elsewhere (4nt. 8.324; 9.284-88). The cita-
tion (1.117-20) adds nothing relevant concerning
Solomon beyond what has been gleaned from Dios. But
the agreement of voices is powerful testimony (1.26,
echoed in 1.127), and Menander is needed to calculate
the interval between Solomon’s era and the founding
of Carthage (1.121-25). Labelling Menander “Ephe-
sian” (he is given no gentilic in the three passages in
Antiquities) makes awkwardly clear that he is not him-
self a Phoenician (contrast the claims for the authentic-
ity of Manetho and Berosus. 1.73, 129). If an Ephesian
historian could be labelled “Greek™ (a natural, if not
necessary, categorization), what is said here of
Menander contradicts Josephus’ earlier criticisms of
Greek historians: Menander takes care to learn his facts
(1.116, omoudalew; cf. 1.20, 24) and consults native
records (1.116; cf. 1.27). Josephus here says nothing
more about Menander—his date or the title of his works
(cf. Ant. 9.283: “Annals”). This, with the unmarked ci-
tation of his work in Apion 1.156-58, probably suggests
that Josephus is dependent on a compilation of
Menander excerpts, labelling him “Ephesian” on the
basis of his source. The date and identity of this
Menander are uncertain. He is referred to as Pergamene
by Tatian, Ad Gr. 37 and Clement, Strom. 1.114.2, but
the ancient testimony is sparse: see Laqueur in PW
15.762; Jacoby at FGH 783; Stern 1.119. Most date him
no earlier than the 2" century BCE.
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records of each.3?> 117 So, writing about those who reigned in Tyre and coming to

the time of Eiromos, he says this:

When Abibalos died, his son Eiromos inherited his kingdom; he lived for 53 years and
reigned for 34.3% 118 He created the embankment for the Broad Place**’” and dedicated the
golden pillar in the sanctuary of Zeus;**® he also went in quest of timber and felled cedar

Menander on
Hiram and
Solomon

trees from the mountain called Libanos for the roofs of temples.>*® He demolished ancient
temples and built new ones,*?* both to Heracles and to Astarte.*’! 119 He initiated the

“Awakening” of Heracles, in the month of Peritios,

395 The language echoes 1.27, and the notion of
“learning” history matches the ethos of 1.37-42.
Menander’s style seems to have been to record events
and achievements reign by reign (as here, 1.117-20 and
in Ant. 9.284-88; below, at 1.121-25, Josephus simply
removes the “events”). We cannot tell how comprehen-
sive Menander’s work was, in chronological or geo-
graphical range, but the claim here is suspiciously
vague. Gutschmid (470-71) suggests that he wrote, in
fact, only on the Phoenician cities. Strangely, Josephus
does not here repeat from Antiquities the more specific
claim that Menander translated the Tyrian archives
(Ant. 8.144; 9.283); that would have strengthened the
general claim of 1.107. On the nature of the Tyrian
records, see the skeptical comments by van Seters
1983: 195-99.

396 The citation extends to 1.120, but is given no
closure. It corresponds, with minor variations, to the
text cited in Ant. 8.144-46. Theophilus, Ad Autolycum
3.22 extracted this first phrase as a preface to his use of
1.121-25; textually, he constitutes our earliest evidence
for this material, but he, or his textual tradition, has
corrupted many names and dates (see R. Grant 1970).
On Eiromos (for the variant spellings of his name see
Gutschmid 471-72) or Hiram I, see Katzenstein 1973:
77-115. 53 years is his total life-span, and includes his
34 years as king.

The similarities and differences between Menander
and Dios in their accounts of this reign do not follow a
clear enough pattern (of expansion or abbreviation) to
be able to determine if one is dependent on the other.
They may have drawn independently from a range of
Tyrian traditions (Gutschmid 463, 472), but we do not
know if Josephus, or his source, cited both in full.

397 1t is not clear if this is the same set of earthworks
noted by Dios (1.113) or a different project, a harbour
market, created in the city (Katzenstein 1973: 16). It is
hardly the causeway connecting the island city to the
mainland (pace Thackeray ad loc.); that was built by
Alexander during his siege of Tyre (332 BCE).

398 Herodotus (2.44) refers to a pair of pillars, one
golden, the other emerald, in the temple of Heracles in
Tyre (cf. Pliny, Nat. 37.45). It is unlikely that there were
golden pillars in two temples, and the use of different

when he launched a campaign against

names of Gods probably reflects different ways of ex-
plaining Tyrian religion in Greek terms. The
Phoenician God Ba‘al could be interpreted as the Greek
Zeus (see note to “offerings” at 1.113), but his manifes-
tation in Tyre as Melkart was frequently taken to be the
equivalent of Heracles (e.g., Arrian, Anab. 2.16;
Diodorus 20.14.1). Menander seems to combine both
traditions (or may intend to correct Herodotus). The
fame of this pillar encouraged Judean legend to recount
it as a gift from Solomon (Eupolemus apud Eusebius,
Praep. ev. 9.34.18; Theophilus apud Eusebius, Praep.
ev. 9.34.19; see Wacholder 1974: 217-23). Josephus
knows both these authors, at least by name (Apion
1.216, 218), but makes no allusion to this tradition.

399 “In quest of” follows the Eusebian tradition, e
te (with Gutschmid 473, Niese, Thackeray, Reinach and
Miinster), rather than L meita (“then™) or 11 8¢ (“and
also,” in Ant. 8.145, adopted here by Naber). The tradi-
tion parallels Dios (1.113), but its more specific men-
tion of “roofs” fits Josephus’ introduction better (1.110,
although a different Greek term is used). But the fol-
lowing sentence indicates that Menander was thinking
of temples in Tyre, not Solomon’s in Jerusalem.

400 Reading koiva, with Niese minor, Reinach, and
Miinster. L’s ko1 vaous (“and sanctuaries”; singular, kol
voov, Ant. 8.145, Eusebius) is otherwise corrected as
kavous voous (“new sanctuaries”) by Dindorf,
Thackeray, and Naber. It is possible that Menander had
one version of the phrase and Josephus another; see
Gutschmid 473-75. In antiquity, it was hard to justify
the demolition of temples unless they were replaced
with new and better ones (cf. 2.253-54).

41 On Heracles as the Greek interpretation of
Melkart, see above note to “Zeus.” Astarte (Ashtoreth)
was well-known in the Greek world in her own right.

402 The Greek term here translated “Awakening”
(¢yepots) was understood by the Latin translator, and by
many translators since, as meaning the “erection” of a
temple (to Heracles); so, e.g., Whiston and Thackeray.
But it is not clear why Heracles’ temple should be so
singled out (L wrongly adds a reference to Astarte’s as
well; see Gutschmid 476-77) nor why it should be dated
so precisely. Menander is probably refering to the in-
stitution of an annual festival of the “Awakening” of
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the Itycaioi,*®3 since they did not pay their tribute, and after subduing them returned
home.*** 120 During his reign there lived Abdemounos, a young boy, who always mastered
the problems which Solomon, the king of Hierosolyma, used to set.*03

Kings after
Hiram

121 The period from this king to the founding of Karchedon [Carthage] is calcu-
lated in this way:*°® When Eiromos died, his son Baalbazeros inherited the kingdom;

he lived for 43 years and reigned for 17.407 122 After him came his son Abdastartos,

who lived for 29%%® years and reigned for 9. The four

the God (cf. Athenaeus, Deipn. 392d-e; 1 Kgs 18:27-
28); see Gutschmid 474-75. Marcus translates accord-
ingly at Ant. 8.146. Katzenstein 1973: 92-93 demurs
and reverts to the older interpretation, but the “paral-
lel” text he cites includes the term “building,” which is
absent here. The month of Peritios (in the Macedonian
calendar) is February-March.

403 The name of this rebel people is variously
spelled in the versions of this text, here and in Ant.
8.146. It is impossible to be sure what Menander or
Josephus wrote, and scholars are divided between those
who reconstruct a reference to “Kitioi” (inhabitants of
Kitium in Cyprus, an early colony of Tyre; see
Katzenstein 1973: 84-86 and Stern 1.122, with refer-
ence to earlier scholars) and those who follow
Gutschmid (479) in reconstructing ’Itukaiols (so Niese,
Reinach, Thackeray and Miinster), a reference to the
colony of Utica in North Africa, well-known to Romans
because of its part in the Carthaginian wars.

404 Eiromos is portrayed as the pious and victorious
conqueror of upstart subjects in the Tyrian empire (cf.
Elulaios in Ant. 9.284). The material is irrelevant to
Josephus, though harmless to his cause. But the tenor
of this portrayal is hardly likely to support Josephus’
claim that Eiromos was worsted by Solomon (1.111).

405 Varijants in the name of this character abound, as
at 1.115 (Gutschmid 469, 479). His designation “young
boy” (lit. “younger boy”) twists the knife: the problems
set by the king of Jerusalem are solved (lit. “defeated”)
by a youth. Dios (1.114-15) did not include this detail,
but did place this story in the context of an exchange
of riddles between the kings. Menander sets no back-
ground at all, and thus has not even a temporary loss
by Eiromos. We are a long way from Josephus’ version
of events in 1.111.

406 As he had with Manetho (1.94-103), Josephus
follows his citations with a chronological table con-
necting a Judean person/event with an event widely
recognized to be ancient. In both cases he excerpts from
a much longer narrative simply the king-names and
reign-dates, risking the tedium of unfamiliar names and
figures for the sake of a “scholarly” appearance of chro-
nological accuracy. In this case, the nearest forward
date he can reckon to be familiar is the founding of
Carthage, thus necessitating the listing of 10 kings

409 sons of his nurse plotted

(1.121-25). (In Ant. 8.62 he had dated the construction
of the temple backwards by reference to the founding
of Tyre, 240 years earlier, but to repeat that here would
make Judeans appear comparatively young, not an-
cient.) He does not admit that what follows is précis, but
our suspicion that with each king Menander had a brief
résumé of events somewhat like 1.117-20 is confirmed
by the fuller material concerning Ithobalos (1.123) in
Ant. 8.324. The procedure seems to have been simple
enough, as Josephus had only to extract the first line of
each chapter (cf. 1.117), where Menander gave the
reign-length of each king. There is no good reason to
doubt that Josephus’ figures originally added up to his
total of 155 years and 8 months (1.126). But the vari-
ous versions of this passage include several variants,
which arose where numbers were put in alphabetical
figures. I here note only the most significant variants.
For full discussion, and methodological proposals, see
Dochhorn 2001.

407 For the variants on this and each name in the
following list, see the apparatus in Niese and Miinster,
and discussion by Gutschmid ad loc. It is often impos-
sible to tell what was in Josephus’ original text, and
what in Menander (not necessarily the same thing).
Editors are divided as to whether to read 17 years (with
Theophilus and the Eusebian tradition) or 7 (with L,
Latin and Anecdota); most read 17 (Niese, Thackeray,
Reinach, Miinster; cf. Gutschmid 480). Since we have
no other evidence concerning this and most other kings
in this list, we are dependent on Menander/Josephus for
their dating. Working back from the (generally ac-
cepted) date of the foundation of Carthage in 814/813
BCE (see note to “Carchedon” at 1.125), Baalbazeros’
reign would date to ca. 935—ca. 919 BCE (Katzenstein
1973: 121-22).

408 With L and Miinster, and against the Eusebian
tradition (reading 39, followed by Niese and Thacke-
ray). As Gutschmid (480-81) pointed out, if he lived for
39 years he would have been born when his father was
13; though it is not clear that Josephus would have
noticed his anomaly, it must be a corruption of Menan-
der. His 9-year reign would fall in the period ca. 919—
ca. 910 BCE (Katzenstein 1973: 126-27).

409 The Greek in all the traditions reads oddly: “four
(Syncellus: three) sons ... the older of them” (mwpecPu-
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against him and killed him, and the oldest of them Methousastartos, the son of
Deleastartos, reigned;*!* he lived for 54 years and reigned for 12. 123 After him was
his brother Astharymos, who lived for 54 years and reigned for 9; he was killed by
his brother Phelles, who seized the kingdom and reigned for 8 months,*!! having
lived for 50 years. Ithobalos, the priest of Astarte,*!? killed him; he lived for 48
years*!? and reigned for 32. 124 He was succeeded by his son Balezoros, who lived
for 45 years and reigned for 6.414 125 His successor was his son Mettenos, who lived
for 32 years and reigned for 29.45 His successor was Pygmalion Phygmalioun,*!®
who lived for 56 years and reigned for 47. It was in the seventh year of his reign
that his sister fled and built in Libya the city of Karchedon [Carthage].*!” 126 The

Tepos). Niese emends this last to “the oldest” (mpecfu-
Tatos). Gutschmid (481) emends the number to “two”
(8vo), from “four” (Greek: §), but it is likely that some-
thing is missing from Menander’s version here.

410 Following Theophilus and Latin, with Niese (see
pp.xi-xiii), Thackeray, Reinach and Miinster (cf.
Katzenstein 1973: 127-28, thus dating Methousastar-
tos’ reign to ca. 909—ca. 898 BCE). But L reads differ-
ently, giving no name or reign date for this “elder”
brother: “the elder of them reigned; after them (pe®’ oUs)
Astartos, son of Delaiastartos, who lived for 58 years
and reigned for 12.” The Eusebian tradition (followed
by Naber) is similar, but corrects the plural “after them”
to the singular “after him” (ued’ ov). These are probably
misreadings of the unfamiliar name Methousastartos,
but Gutschmid suggests (481-82) that Menander de-
clined to give the name of an upstart “son of a nurse,”
but indicated that a puppet king, Astartos, reigned con-
currently for those 12 years (“and the elder of them
reigned; alongside him (e’ ov) reigned Astartos ...”).
See the full discussion in Dochhorn 2001: 95-100, sup-
porting the text translated here, as what Josephus
(though not what Menander) wrote.

411 Here and at 1.126, Anecdota reads “18 months,”
but editors unanimously follow the better reading, “8
months.” This is the only reference to months in the
list, which makes it, and the total, look impressively
exact. But all the other figures have presumably been
rounded up or down (contrast the figures in Manetho,
1.94-102).

412 The Eusebian tradition, oddly, records him as
“king of Astarte” (as if the latter were a people or
place), but his priesthood would justify his influential
role in Tyrian society (cf. 1.118). This is the Ithobalos
on whom Josephus cites Menander in Ant. 8.324. But
he declines reference to that passage, or to the fact that
the scriptures record this same figure (“King Ethbaal of
the Sidonians”) as father of Jezebel (1 Kgs 16:31; Ant.
8.317; 9.138). The chronological list is best left unin-
terrupted, and neither reference to his earlier use of
Menander, nor mention of the “idolatrous” queen

Jezebel, would suit Josephus’ rhetoric at this point. On
Ethbaal’s reign (ca. 887—ca. 856 BCE), see Katzenstein
1973: 129-66.

413 There are textual problems again. Latin and the
Eusebian tradition support this figure, 48 (read by
Niese, Thackeray, and Miinster), which is is to be pre-
ferred over L’s 68 (followed by Gutschmid 484-85,
Naber, and Reinach) even though it would make
Ithobalos father a son, Balezoros, aged 9. That is a prob-
lem probably unnoticed by Josephus.

414 The text-traditions vary between 6 (L), 7 (Theo-
philus), 8 (Eusebius), and 18 years (Anecdota), but
most editors follow L, as the only figure that fits the
total in 1.126 (see Gutschmid 484). Katzenstein reads
26 here and 9 (not 29) for Mettenos, in order to align
these dates with a notice of tribute from Tyrian kings
from the annals of Shalmanezer III, regarding the year
841 BCE (1973: 118-120). But it is methodologically
dubious to alter Josephus’ text to fit an externally dated
event: if his text is historically incorrect, it should re-
main so (see Dachhorn 2001: 85-87, 93).

41529 is read by Theophilus and Eusebius (followed
by Niese, Thackeray, Reinach, and Miinster). L and
Latin read 9 (followed by Naber and Katzenstein, 1973:
119).

416 The variants are numerous and not easily un-
ravelled (see Gutschmid and Miinster ad loc.): as
Gutschmid suggests (486), the name may have been
doubled (giving both Greek and Phoenician versions)
already in the text of Menander.

417 We come at last to the event by which the chro-
nology can be anchored, and thus the end of the list.
Phoenician-Greek tradition knew this sister as Elissa
(Justin, Epitome 8.4-6; Menander surely named her),
but she was known to Romans also as Dido (the Latin
translation here supplies the name); see Velleius
Paterculus 1.6.4; and, most influentially, Virgil, Aeneid
books 1 and 4. Josephus gives no aid to Roman readers
in naming this famous woman, but did not need to.
Most authors in antiquity followed Timaeus (apud
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 1.74) in dating
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Chronological
calculation

whole period from the reign of Eiromos to the founding of Karchedon adds up to
155 years, 8 months;*'® since the sanctuary in Hierosolyma was built in the twelfth

year of his reign,*!® there were 143 years, 8 months between the building of the

Conclusions

sanctuary and the founding of Karchedon.*?® 127 What need is there to add further

evidence from the Phoenicians?*?! It may be seen that the truth is a matter of strong
agreement*?? and that,*?* of course, the arrival of our ancestors in the land long pre-
ceded the construction of the sanctuary. For it was when they had conquered the
whole land through warfare that they constructed the sanctuary.*?* I have clearly

the foundation of Carthage to 38 years before the first
Olympiad (that is, 814/813 BCE); cf. Cicero, Resp.
2.42. One dissenting voice was that of Pompeius Trogus
(in Justin, Epitome 18.6.9), who suggested 825 BCE. On
both counts this was some time (61 or 73 years) before
the founding of Rome (752/751 BCE), thus giving
Solomon, in Josephus’ calculation, an antiquity sure to
impress Roman readers.

418 This figure is secure in the textual tradition, and
constitutes the total of all the reign years from (and
including) Eiromos to Pygmalion, minus the 40 years
after the flight of Pygmalion’s sister. The reign dates
given above (following the Niese-Thackeray-Reinach-
Miinster consensus) tally with this total, but do not rep-
resent any one textual tradition; all appear to be
corrupt, in varying ways. On the methodology, see
Gutschmid 485-86; Green 1983: 382-87; Dochhorn
2001.

419 1t is not at all clear whence Josephus derived this
figure, and he does not divulge his rationale. 1 Kgs
6.38 (cf. LXX 3 Kgdms 6:1) records that the temple was
finished in the 11" year of Solomon’s reign, while in
Ant. 8.62 Josephus says it was begun in the 11" year of
Eiromos’ reign. Here the context and calculation re-
quire the 12 year to be that of Eiromos’ reign, but the
figure is certainly not derived from Menander or Dios,
who do not mention Solomon’s temple at all (pace
Stern 1.122). Gutschmid (488-89; followed by Kat-
zenstein 1973: 82-83) suggested that Josephus found in
the Tyrian annals a reference to the building of the
temples of Astarte and Melkart/Heracles in the 11" year
of Eiromos’ reign. On this theory, in 4nt. 8.62 Josephus
applied that figure to the building of Solomon’s temple,
while here he added another year, to make it the 12
This seems to take over-seriously Josephus’ assertion
that his claims are based on material “in the Tyrian
records” (1.108; cf. Green 1983: 380-82). It would be
simpler to conclude that Josephus misremembered, or
misused, 1 Kgs 6:38 (or LXX 3 Kgdms 6:1) in two dif-
ferent ways: first, in thinking it referred to the 11 year
of Eiromos’ reign (4nt. 8.62), then in turning 11 to
12 as the (finishing?) date for the temple. Some such
mental calculation, based on a biblical source, would
explain why Josephus offers no source or explanation

for this figure, despite its influence on his conclusion
(cf. 1.108; Dochhorn 2001: 91-92).

420 Thus we reach the “proof” of the claim first an-
nounced in 1.108. It is characteristic of Josephus that
he should wish to date, in particular, the temple, rather
than the life or reign of Solomon. From other passages
we can detect that his preferred chronological frame-
work relates events to the history of the temple, in its
various forms (see, e.g., War 6.269-70, 437-42; Ant.
8.61-62). He has no other, and no universal, chronologi-
cal scheme by which to place the founding of Carthage
(and the construction of the temple) in relation to other
events, for instance, Danaus’ migration to Argos, or the
Trojan War (1.103-4). Thus his first two dating projects
(of the exodus and of Solomon’s temple) appear unco-
ordinated, except in purveying a general impression of
great antiquity.

421 The “evidence” theme ends this segment as it be-
gan (1.106); cf. the conclusions to the two neigh-
bouring segments (1.104, 160). The rhetorical question
(a technique used sparingly in this work) answers itself,
but there is reason to doubt that Josephus had anything
more “Phoenician” to add, in any case. The two over-
lapping sources, with their limited references to
Solomon, will have to suffice, but are presented as more
than sufficient (cf. 1.215).

422 The agreement referred to could be that between
the Phoenician sources and the Judean records (cf.
1.128, 160; Ant. 8.55-56). But Josephus has made no
explicit reference to the latter as yet—though he will
do in the next sentence. It could also refer to that be-
tween the two Phoenician sources, whose rough agree-
ment is evident, despite differences of detail. In either
case, the point would echo 1.26.

423 Reading mpodyewv (infinitive, dependent on
BAemeTan, “it may be seen”) with Anecdota, followed by
Niese, Reinach, and Miinster. Alternatively, L E S and
Eusebius read mpoaye (the start of a new clause, fol-
lowed by Gutschmid 490, Naber, and Thackeray).

424 Josephus wishes to antedate the existence of
“our ancestors” beyond the earliest limit of the
Phoenician evidence. Hence this further vague asser-
tion, echoing references to “our ancestors” in 1.91, 103.
Elsewhere, Josephus gives a very precise figure for the
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demonstrated these things on the basis of the sacred books in the Ancient History.**

Chaldean Evidence (1.128-60): Reading Options

Josephus’ Chaldean segment (1.128-60) constitutes the third and last of the non-Greek testimo-
nies and, as with Egypt, draws on only one author. After a lengthy introduction (1.128-34),
Josephus cites part of Berosus’ account of the life of Nebuchadnezzar (1.135-41), and mentions
supplementary evidence (1.142-45), before giving a précis of Babylonian chronology to the time
of Cyrus (1.146-53). In its structure, this segment thus mirrors exactly the procedure employed in
its two predecessors: citation is followed by a chronological outline that relates the narrative to
an event or person recognizable to Josephus’ readers. The only significant difference is the addi-
tion of cross-references to “Phoenician records” in 1.143-44, 155-58; these enable the conclu-
sion that the non-Greek sources agree among themselves, and thus agree, in common, with Judean
sources (1.159-60).

Josephus could presume instant recognition of the label “Chaldean” among his Roman read-
ers. In first century Rome the term denoted, primarily, a type of “astrologer” presumed to draw on
ancient Babylonian traditions, and known to specialize in horoscopes and predictions of death
(Cramer 1954: 68-69, 72, 131-44). Josephus is aware of this connection (see 1.129), but also
mirrors the ambiguity in Rome as to whether the term “Chaldean” denotes an ethnic group, a
special profession (of priests or philosophers), or an astrological tradition (cf., e.g., Strabo, Geogr.
16.1.6; Cicero, Div. 1.2). Although Chaldean astrology was suspect to those who doubted all
forms of divination (e.g., Cicero, Div. book 2; Juvenal, Sat. 6.554-64), and although “Chaldeans”
and other astrologers were occasionally the target of repression by nervous Roman governments
(Valerius Maximus 1.3.3 [expulsion in 139 BCE]; cf. Cramer 1954: 248-81 on subsequent impe-
rial legislation), their predictions were widely sought and respected, as they were believed to be
founded on accurate observation and extremely ancient calculation of planetary movement
(Diodorus 2.29-31; Tacitus, Hist. 1.22: genus hominum ... quod in civitate nostra et vetabitur
semper et retinebitur). Roman readers who gave even partial credence to the belief that the
Babylonians had preserved “extremely ancient records” (1.130)—one tradition suggested they
stretched back almost half a million years (Cicero, Div. 2.97; Diodorus 2.31.9; Pliny, Nat. 7.57)—
would thus be inclined to treat this segment with some respect.

It appears that Roman readers also had some interest in the city of Babylon, even if it was
outside the Roman Empire, and conceived to be a once great city now largely in ruins. The fame
of its walls, its temples and its “hanging gardens” lingered long in Hellenistic and Roman imagi-
nation, together with accounts of the decisive moments when the city had been captured (after
Herodotus 1.178-87, see, e.g., Diodorus 2.7-10; Pliny, Nat. 6.30.121-22; Strabo, Geogr. 16.1.5;
Curtius Rufus 5.1.16-39). Thus, although Berosus himself was largely unknown to Roman read-
ers (see note to “Chaldean” at 1.129), and although much of the material here cited, including

interval between the exodus and the construction of the
temple: at Apion 2.19 he gives the figure of 612 years
(cf. Ant. 20.230), while in Ant. 8.61 he cites 592 years
(cf. Ant. 7.68). It is not clear why Josephus did not offer
one or another figure here, but the vagueness means he
does not have to explain why it took so long to con-
quer the land and construct a temple.

425 The appeal is to the extended narrative of Antig-
uities books 5-8, not just the calculation given at Ant.
8.61-62. That the earlier work is based on “the sacred
books” (cf. 1.1, 54) lends it authority. Since doubt con-
cerning the credibility of Antiguities is the first reason

cited for the present work (1.1-2), Josephus can hardly
refer back to that work as the basis for his present argu-
ment. Thus he rarely mentions it after the introduction
(otherwise only at 1.54, and here in book 1; then at
2.136, 287), although his material often builds on, or
even repeats, the earlier work (not least in this Phoe-
nician segment; see Introduction, § 2). In this context,
the main proof is established on the basis of non-
Judean sources, and this supplementary point carries
little argumentative weight. But the comment indicates
that Josephus has conceded nothing to his critics.
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(once again) the lists of names and dates, must have appeared alien and tedious to Roman read-
ers, the account of the construction of Babylon (1.139-41) could have revived attention. What is
more, the main story line, of kings, battles and conquests, is recognizably “historical” in genre,
even if the reference to the flood (1.130) looks suspiciously “mythical.”

Beyond the issue of credibility, however, lies the question of the image of Judeans. In the
Egyptian and Phoenician sections, Josephus had been able to present his ancestors in culturally
heroic terms (as conquerors of Egypt, or intellectuals of international standing), but here his
source’s reference to the Judeans is unavoidably deprecatory—as captives of a Babylonian king.
Although Josephus’ mention of the rebuilding of the temple helps mitigate this dishonor, the
retelling of this story after 70 CE would surely reinforce Roman perceptions of a people repeat-
edly conquered by superior world empires (cf. 2.125-34). This is a price Josephus has to pay: he
has no more honorific Chaldean testimony to cite.

For Judean readers of this segment, much would be familiar from their own scriptural tradi-
tions: the Babylonian captivity and subsequent refounding of the temple under Cyrus were top-
ics prominent in the scriptural histories (2 Kings, 2 Chronicles, Ezra, Jeremiah, etc.) and recycled
in many subsequent forms (the Book of Daniel; the Aramaic Prayer of Nabonidus [4Q242]; 4
Ezra, etc.). A Judean reader familiar with these scriptures could certainly insert figures such as
Daniel and Ezra into Josephus’ Babylonian narratives, as Josephus himself does in his Antiqui-
ties, and the claimed agreement between all the sources here strongly affirms the historicity of
the Judean records. Unlike the citations from Manetho, little here is at odds with the scriptural
account, while Josephus’ careful insertion of references to the temple (1.132) places this Chaldean
material on a grid recognizable to all Judeans. But what would it mean for Judeans to read this
account of the temple’s destruction and subsequent rebuilding, at a time when the temple has
again been destroyed? In the former case, after a span of merely two generations, the conquering
empire was itself defeated, and the temple rebuilt under a new regime. Could the retelling of this
narrative suggest, in some minds, a parallel with their own historical situation (cf. 2 Baruch) and
a comparable hope? Josephus’ comments elsewhere (4nt. 4.314) suggest such a reading is not
impossible.

Early Christian readers showed some interest in this segment of Apion, though it appeared to
them valuable less as a proof of antiquity than as a point of co-ordination between biblical and
Babylonian chronologies. Theophilus, who uses Josephus’ Egyptian and Phoenician segments
in Ad Autolycum 3.20-22, makes no reference to this Chaldean material in that context: it could
hardly compare with them as evidence of great antiquity, since it stretches back no further than
about 50 years before Cyrus. But he does deploy this material (without acknowledging Josephus)
as a tail-piece to his argument (3.29), where the emphasis lies on the harmony between biblical
and Babylonian accounts. Tertullian (Apol. 19) makes the barest mention of Berosus, but de-
clines to go into “tedious” detail: with a rhetorician’s training, he senses that Josephus’ material
would try the patience of even sympathetic readers. But other Christian writers also had indepen-
dent access to Berosus (perhaps via the excerpts in Alexander Polyhistor), and both Tatian (4d
Gr. 36) and Julius Africanus (apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 10.10) use the account of Nebu-
chadnezzar’s capture of Jerusalem to align Hebrew and Babylonian chronologies; in the latter
case, by dating Cyrus to the 55" Olympiad, Africanus also co-ordinates them both with the Greek
chronological schema. Eusebius deploys both tactics, citing Berosus both through, and indepen-
dently of, Josephus. In Praep. ev. 9.40, he cites chosen sections from this segment, complete with
Josephus’ interpretation of the material, but never identifies these as deriving from Berosus: since
this book is about Greek writers who mention the Hebrews, he does not declare the identity of
Josephus’ source, but attributes it all to Josephus. He can then supplement it with a lengthy ci-
tation from another “Greek” account of the Babylonian empire, taken from Abydenus (9.41;
contrast the passing mention of “Chaldean” evidence in 10.13.13). On the other hand, Chaldean
material constitutes the major opening section of Eusebius’ Chronicon, where he cites large sec-
tions of Berosus, derived from Alexander Polyhistor, together with a lengthy citation from
Abydenus, and the whole of our segment from Josephus’ Apion (Chron. 21.3-25.25). Thus,
Josephus’ researches, including his chronological calculations, played some part in inspiring an
important intellectual endeavor among early Christians. But the latter also developed their own
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tools and discovered their own resources to construct a far more comprehensive chronological
database.

Scholarly interest in this segment has been limited. We are extremely fortunate to know from
cuneiform inscriptions much more about Nebuchadnezzar and his successors than can be deduced
from Berosus here (see, e.g., Wiseman 1956 and 1985; for a full listing of primary sources, see
Labow 2005: 129, n.21). His work is thus of interest chiefly for his presentation of Babylonian
history in the new conditions of the Seleucid kingdom (see Schnabel 1923; Burstein 1978; Kuhrt
1987). The fragments that Josephus cites here can be placed in some relation to the other, often
fuller, material utilized by Eusebius, but our text provides nothing beyond what Josephus had
already used in Antiquities 10, and the excerpts from Berosus are too brief to enable us to build
a satisfactory profile of Berosus’ “apologetic historiography” (Sterling 1992: 104-17).

My own reading highlights the subtle struggle for power in the deployment of cultural tradi-
tions. As in the previous two segments, Josephus exploits the cultural potency of his non-Greek
source, in this case the “Chaldean” reputation for the preservation of ancient records. He has
scavenged a single reference to “Judeans” in a Chaldean source, and cannot avoid the negative
image it portrays of Judeans as captives. But in Josephus’ calculus, the honor of this mention by
a reputable source outweighs the dishonor of the narrative itself: a passing and dismissive refer-
ence to “Judeans” can be made a central pillar in the defense of Judean honor. Underlying this
tactic is a quiet submission to specifically Greek cultural requirements: it is only because Berosus
wrote for Greeks that Josephus can use him at all, and his reputation among Greeks is, for
Josephus, a key aspect of his accreditation (1.130). Josephus thus constructs from Berosus’ pride
in the history of Babylon, and from the demands of hellenistic culture, a vigorous defense of the
Judeans’ international significance: foreign cultural traditions are re-employed to serve Judean
interests.

As in the Phoenician segment, almost all the source material here is recycled from Antiquities,
though this tactic is never acknowledged, for rhetorical reasons. Josephus again has to suggest,
in introduction and interpretative comment, what he most wants readers to find in this source,
providing the commentarial “voice-over” in repeated references to the Jerusalem temple, on which
Berosus is notably silent. There is less conflict with his source here than with the Egyptian and
Phoenician evidence: but we shall note his determined efforts to make Berosus the mouthpiece
for his own assertions.

Since the main sub-theme of this segment is the agreement between sources, it is important to
note that Josephus always insists that others’ sources agree with “ours,” not the other way around.
Even while foregrounding non-Judean histories, the touchstone remains the Judean scriptures.
Similarly, in co-ordinating different chronological schemes, Josephus calibrates others’ traditions
in relation to what he and his Judean tradition consider the central events—the history of the
Jerusalem temple. Josephus is eager to find a common chronological scheme, but it will be an-
chored by the pivotal moments in Judean history—the destruction and rebuilding of the temple—
even though these are ignored by the Chaldean and Phoenician sources cited here. As
post-colonial studies show, the writing of history is of decisive significance in cultural negotia-
tions: Josephus here struggles to make his tradition the grid to which others’ historical schemes
conform.

(1.19) 128 I shall now straightaway describe what is recorded and reported concern-
ing us among the Chaldeans;*?° there is considerable agreement on this as on other

Chaldean
evidence

426 Josephus makes nothing more here of his claim
that Judeans have Chaldean ancestry (1.71); the
Chaldean sources he uses betray no recognition of such
a relationship. The Chaldean evidence comes third in
accordance with the historical sequence of the events
recorded; this arrangement also allows cross-reference
to Phoenician records (1.143, 155-58), the subject of

the previous segment. The use of the term “recorded”
(qvayeypaupéva) recalls the heavy use of ypapu-termi-
nology in the previous segment (see note to “care”
at 1.107) and the emphasis on Chaldean “records” in
1.28. Here Josephus makes little more of this point be-
yond the references to “records” in 1.130, 143. For
once, Josephus’ claim that the records concern “us”
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Berosus

points between these sources and our writings.*?” 129 As witness to this stands

Berosus,*?® a Chaldean by descent,*”® but well-known to those engaged in learning,
since he published for the Greeks works on astronomy and on the subjects of philo-
sophical inquiry among the Chaldeans.**° 130 Now this Berosus, following the most

ancient records,*3!

(the Judean people) is justified: his source actually
mentions louSaior (1.137).

427 The notion of agreement between sources, adum-
brated in 1.127, harks back to the principle of 1.26 and
becomes the Leitmotif of this Chaldean segment: see
1.130, 143-44, 154, 160. The two dimensions—agree-
ment among non-Judean sources, and agreement be-
tween them and Judean scriptures—coalsece in the
conclusion at 1.160. This motif in fact eclipses that of
the Judeans’ “antiquity,” partly because the historical
references here (7% to 6™ centuries BCE) are not particu-
larly ancient, and partly, perhaps, in the hope that if
Judean sources can be proved accurate at this point, their
historical value is bolstered in general. Only at the very
end, in 1.160, does Josephus mention the theme of “the
antiquity of our nation” (on the reference to Noah see
note to “race” at 1.130). Josephus does not here attempt
to claim, as he had in Ant. 1.158, that Berosus made men-
tion of Abraham. That would have been an even more
spectacular proof of antiquity than that afforded in the
Egyptian and Phoenician segments. But the claim was
speculative—Berosus’ “just man” is, Josephus acknowl-
edged, not named as Abraham—and perhaps judged too
weak to mount here. But he perhaps has Abraham in mind
in the reference here to “other points.”

428 Greek: Bnpcdoos or Bnpwaoads. Josephus knows
the title and number of books in his work (1.142), but
probably had access to him only through the excerpts
he found in Alexander Polyhistor (see Gutschmid 492
and Schnabel 1923: 166-68). Josephus had referred to
him on several occasions in Antiquities (1.93, 107, 158;
10.20, 34, 219-26), and here re-uses the Noah and
Nebuchadnezzar material, adding (in Apion 1.146-53)
a précis of the material he had foreshortened and not
attributed in Ant. 10.229-32. A comparison of Apion
1.143-44 with Ant. 10.227-28 suggests that Josephus
also had access to a compendium of material on
Nebuchadnezzar, probably joined by Alexander Poly-
histor to his Berosus-citation on this king. Berosus (ca.
330-250 BCE) was a contemporary of Alexander the
Great and dedicated his history of Babylonia to
Antiochus 1 (324-262 BCE). He may have been a priest
of Marduk-Bel (Tatian, Ad Gr. 36) and certainly had
good access to cuneiform records. Like Manetho, his
native history was designed to impress the new
hellenistic rulers of his country, but his precise cultural
and political purposes are a matter of speculation, given

gave an account, like Moses, of the flood and the destruction in

the fragmentary state of his work (see Kuhrt 1987: 48-
56 and Sterling 1992: 115-17). The fragments are gath-
ered by Jacoby in FGH 680 (and translated by Burstein
1978 and Verbrugghe & Wickersham 1996, each with
different numbering systems; I here follow Jacoby).
Josephus continues to use “witness” language (cf. 1.74,
112), though the legal metaphor is not prominent in
this segment until its conclusion (1.160).

429 Cf. the claim for Manetho in 1.73, giving au-
thenticity to their testimony. Josephus prefers to use the
label “Chaldean” rather than “Babylonian” (also for
the title of Berosus’ work, 1.142). He appears to under-
stand the term as an ethnic and geographical label (cf.
Ant. 1.144-46, 151-59), but is also aware of its usage in
the Greco-Roman world as a label for astrologers (cf.
War 2.112; Ant. 10.194-99, echoing Daniel), and al-
ludes to that reputation in this section.

430 The context indicates that the learning (mondeic)
here is specifically “Greek” (cf. 1.73). Despite the ani-
mus in 1.6-27, Josephus is beholden in certain decisive
respects to Greek culture and constructs his readers as
people conversant with that tradition (cf. 1.16, 51). Here
Berosus’ publication of works for Greeks seems to sig-
nal not just how he happens to be known, but also why
he is culturally important; his work is somewhat paral-
lel to Josephus’ own writings, publishing native tradi-
tions for hellenized readers. It is notable that Josephus
does not say that he is well-known as a historian, and
our few testimonia (see FGH T 1-11) indicate that his
rather meager reputation was chiefly as an astrologer
(see, e.g., Seneca, Nat. 3.29.1; Pliny, Nat. 7.123; only
Athenaeus, Deipn. 14.14 refers to his Babylonian his-
tory). Hence Josephus refers to “astronomy” in this in-
troduction (cf. 1.14; “philosophy” is added to ensure its
respectability; cf. Gutschmid 491). On the general repu-
tation of Chaldeans as astrologers, see Reading Options,
above. On the contested question of whether the astro-
logical material attributed to Berosus was actually writ-
ten by him, see Burstein 1978: 31-32 and Kuhrt 1987:
36-44.

431 On Roman perceptions of the antiquity of Baby-
lonian records, see Reading Options, above. Josephus’
claim is inexact, and does not include the suggestion
that Berosus translated these records (cf. 1.73). Berosus
appears to have maintained that the Babylonians had
preserved with great care records spanning 150,000
years (FGH 680, frag. 1). If Josephus knew this claim,
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it of humankind,**? and of the ark in which Noah, the founder of our race,*

33 was

saved when it was carried onto the peaks of the Armenian mountains. 131 Then, list-

ing Noah’s descendants and adding their dates,*** he comes to Naboupolassaros,
the king of Babylon and the Chaldeans,**® 132 and while relating his exploits he
describes how he sent his own son Naboukodrosorus [Nebuchadnezzar

435

Babylonians
and Judeans:

]437
précis

with a

large army against Egypt and against our land, when he learned that they had re-
belled;**® he defeated them all and burned the sanctuary in Hierosolyma,*° and ut-

its figure may have seemed too fantastic or simply
wrong (cf. 1.1, 39).

432 Josephus had cited Berosus on this point in Ant.
1.93, but here, in place of citation, makes this general
claim, which supports the notion of “agreement” be-
tween the records of the two nations (1.128). We know
that Berosus did relate a version of the Babylonian
flood-myth (FGH 680, frags. 4a and 4b), though the
hero there is called Xisouthros. The Greek version of
the myth named the hero Deucalion, whom Philo
equated with Noah (Praem. 23; cf. Theophilus, 4d
Autolycum 3.29). But such cultural equations were vul-
nerable to criticism (e.g., by Celsus apud Origen, Cels.
1.19; 4.11, 42), and it was more convenient for Jose-
phus to leave Berosus’ figure unnamed.

433 Greek: 6 Tol yévous nuwv &pxnyos. Although
this segment is meant to be about references to “us”
(Judeans, 1.128), it is hard to see how Noah could be
said to be specifically the “founder” of the Judean na-
tion. According to Ant. 1.144 the Chaldeans are num-
bered among the descendants of Noah (via Shem), and
Josephus holds the Chaldeans to be the “founders” of
the Judean people (4Apion 1.71). But Noah’s descen-
dants included all other nations as well (see Ant. 1.122-
47), so the claim here seems to embrace the whole
human “race” (I use the term only in this neutral con-
text). Yet, only Judean readers would recognize “Noah”
as the name of this foundational figure.

434 This suggests that Josephus knew Berosus’ dat-
ing scheme, which we know from elsewhere (FGH 680,
frag. 5a) as including 86 kings between the flood and
the Medes’ capture of Babylonia, all named and with
reign-dates totalling 33,091 years. Josephus knew
Berosus’ age-figures were enormous (4nt. 1.106-7) and
may have considered them too incredible to cite. The
result is that he gives no indication of where to place
the following historical events in a wider chronologi-
cal framework; it is only later that he will connect
Babylonian history to a widely known figure, Cyrus.
For the moment, by simply juxtaposing Nabopalasar
with Noah, he leaves the impression of great antiquity.
Following his own reckoning (4nt. 1.82-88), he is jump-
ing here about 1,600 years.

435 Once again the texts record various versions of
this name (Gutschmid 492-93; Miinster ad loc.). Here
and elsewhere I follow Miinster’s choice.

436 The double formula preserves the loose associa-
tion between the epithets “Babylonian” and “Chal-
dean” (cf. 1.133, 138), necessary to fit the “Chaldean”
evidence into a Babylonian political and historial
framework. Josephus now begins (1.132-33) a crucial
preparatory précis of the following citation (1.135-41).
As in 1.106-11, he focuses the reader on the Judean di-
mensions of the citation, and inserts the key data that
he wishes to be heard in what follows.

437 The name is variously transmitted. L (Latin) and
Theophilus conform to LXX, NoapouxoSovocop; see
Gutschmid 497-98. For the history of this famous king
(605-562 BCE), see Wiseman 1985.

438 This summary of 1.135, 137 profiles “our land”
(presumably Judea), although it is not mentioned by
Berosus himself. Its juxtaposition with Egypt suggests
its historical importance, and the rebellion is described
in terms general enough to accord with biblical narra-
tive (the disloyalty of Judean kings), although Berosus
himself mentions the rebellion only of a satrap (1.135).
The “large army” (inflating the statement in 1.135)
makes the Judeans’ defeat less ignominious.

439 The subject is presumably Nebuchadnezzar, but
the change is not clear in the Greek, as Josephus com-
presses the narrative severely. At the same time, there is
a strategic expansion, to include reference to the Jerusa-
lem temple, which was apparently never mentioned by
Berosus himself (if it had been, Josephus would surely
have cited the reference). Josephus attributes mention
of the temple not only here, but also at 1.145 (cf. 1.154,
160). The addition is necessary not only because
Josephus considers the destruction of the temple the
most important event in Nebuchadnezzar’s reign, but
also because it is crucial for the chronological calcula-
tions which follow (1.154, 159). On Josephus’ reaction
to the apparent humiliation of this event, see 2.129-32.
The temple was destroyed in 587/6 BCE (Wiseman
1985: 36-39); see 2 Kings 25 with biblical parallels and
Ant. 10.144-48 (indicating how central this event was
to Josephus’ understanding of history).
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terly uprooted all our people, and transferred them to Babylon,*** with the result that

the city was deserted for seventy years until Cyrus, the first king of the Persians.

441

133 He says that the Babylonian**> conquered Egypt, Syria, Phoenicia, and Arabia,
surpassing in his exploits all who had previously ruled over the Chaldeans and

Babylonians.**3 134444 1 shall present Berosus’ own words, which go like this:

Berosus on
Nabopolassar
and
Nebuchadnezzar

.445

135 When his father Naboupolassaros*® heard that the satrap appointed over Egypt and the
regions of Coele-Syria and Phoenicia had rebelled,**” since he was no longer able to endure
the hardships himself, he appointed his son Naboukodrosoros, who was still in his prime,*3

over some parts of his army, and sent him out against him.**° 136 Naboukodrosoros engaged
the rebel, overpowered him in a pitched battle,*® and brought the district again under their

440 Josephus highlights the Judean captives from
among those Berosus will list in 1.137, and compresses
the different phases of captivity (cf. Ant. 10.98, 101,
149) into a single event, to match Berosus’ account.

41 Reading mpadTou (“the first”) with Miinster (and
Reinach), following Eusebius. This summary covers
both the citations to follow (1.135-41, 146-53), but the
biblical figure of 70 years (Jer 25:12; 29:10 [=LXX
36:10]; Dan 9:2; Zech 1:12; Ant. 10.112, 184; 11.1;
20.233) is not justified by the later calculations (1.154,
159), and is quietly forgotten. Its inclusion here sug-
gests how much Josephus writes this introduction in
biblical mode, while claiming to say no more than
Berosus. For the utter desertion of the city (excusing
the failure to rebuild the temple for two generations),
cf. Ant. 10.184.

442 As in Ant. 10.104, 124, 131, Josephus avoids
repeating the awkward name (cf. 1.142 below). Histori-
cally he might be better labelled “Chaldean” (Gut-
schmid 494).

443 The range of places conquered mirrors 1.135,
137, with the addition of Arabia. The insistence on
Nebuchadnezzar’s unmatched achievements certainly
goes back to Berosus, and was echoed by other histori-
ans (see 1.144). The extent of his empire might interest
Roman readers, but also places the conquest of Judea
in a larger context which renders the Judeans’ defeat ex-
cusable. In the same vein, Josephus considered the
crushing of the Judean Revolt inevitable considering
the might and world-empire of Rome (cf. Agrippa’s
speech in War 2.345-401).

444 T omit here (with Niese, Naber, Reinach, Thacke-
ray, and Miinster) a sentence that appears to constitute
a reader’s gloss: “Then again, placed a little lower
down, Berosus is again cited in the history of antiquity”
(in LES but not Latin or Eusebius). Niese’s confidence
on this matter (xiv) seems justified, despite the defense
mounted by Gutschmid (494-95) and the doubts of
Troiani (39-40). The gloss seems to point forward to the
second citation in 1.146-53.

445 The same verb, “present” (mapotifnui) is used in
the introduction to Manetho (1.93) and Dios (1.112),

though it here lacks the complement “as a witness.”
Josephus stresses that his citation is verbatim, which it
might well be, though it is certainly not the whole of
Berosus’ account of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign (cf. 1.142)
and it may have been already compressed or excerpted
by Alexander Polyhistor. Josephus does not declare
that he had used the exact same citation in 4nz. 10.220-
26.

446 On the spelling of this name, and that of his son,
see above at 1.131-32. As victor over the Assyrians, the
reign of Nabopolasar (626-605 BCE) founded what is
now known as the Chaldean or neo-Babylonian empire;
see Kuhrt 1995: 589-610 and Wiseman 1985: 5-7.

447 In fact there was no “satrap” (a Persian term) over
these territories, which were ruled independently by
Necho II of Egypt (609-594 BCE). Berosus presents a
clash between two rival powers as a rebellion by an
appointed subordinate. It is curious that the names of
key people and battle-sites (1.136) are not mentioned:
it is possible that they were omitted in Polyhistor’s ab-
breviation of this source, or that Josephus has strategi-
cally cut them out. On what Berosus might have meant
by Coele-Syria (including Judea?), see Stern 1.14;
Labow 2005: 138, n.54.

448 One should perhaps omit “still” (so Gutschmid
498, following Latin and Ant. 10.220).

449 On the build-up to the battle of Carchemish, as
Egypt and Babylon jockeyed for power on the upper
Euphrates, see Wiseman 1956: 20-23; 1985: 12-15.

450 The version in Ant. 10.221 uses a more normal
verb (“defeated,” expatnoe), while the best witnesses to
this text have “overpowered” (exupieuce, see Gutschmid,
499 and Miinster ad loc.). This might suggest that
Josephus takes this citation direct from his source
(Polyhistor) rather than from his own Antiquities. The
battle, curiously here unnamed, was at Carchemish on
the Euphrates, in 605 BCE (Wiseman 1956: 23-27, 67-
69; 1985: 13-15). Readers familiar with the biblical
narrative would recognize the event (2 Chron 35:20; Jer
46: 2-12) and Josephus narrates it himself elsewhere
(Ant. 10.84-86), but it suits him to keep it and its after-
math unspecific, since he wishes this and the next sec-
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rule.>! And it happened that at this time his father, Naboupolassaros, fell ill in the city of

the Babylonians and died, having reigned for twenty-one years.*> 137 When, not long af-
ter, Naboukodrosoros heard of his father’s death, after he had settled affairs in Egypt and the
rest of the district,** and appointed some of the Friends** to take charge of the captives—

Captives
brought to
Babylon

Judeans,*> Phoenicians, Syrians, peoples bordering Egypt**—and to convey them to
Babylon, together with the heavily-armed troops®” and the rest of the spoils, he himself
rushed ahead with a small escort and got to Babylon across the desert. 138 Finding affairs
being administered by Chaldeans, and the kingdom being preserved by their noblest fig-
ure,*8 he gained mastery of his father’s empire, intact. He ordered that the captives, on ar-

tion to be heard to include the much later destruction
of Jerusalem (587 BCE; see Begg and Spilsbury 2005:
290-92, n.948).

451 The statement reflects the assumption of 1.135
that the territory was originally, and rightly, Baby-
lonian; in reality, the aftermath of the battle saw the
extension of the Babylonian empire at the expense of
Egypt, over a period of several years (Wiseman 1956:
25-28).

2L E S read 29, but all other witnesses agree on
21, which is confirmed as historically accurate by a frag-
ment of a chronicle (British Museum 21946), which
also gives the precise day of his death (8™ day of the
month of Ab = 15/16"™ August, 605 BCE). For the
Babylonian account of this battle see Wiseman 1956:
67-69.

433 The Greek (Ta kota TV ATyuTTov TPOyHoTO)
could be translated “the affairs concerning Egypt”; if
Berosus suggests that Nebuchadnezzar got to control
Egypt, the claim is wholly unhistorical. The context
here, the brief interval after Carchemish and before
Nebucahdnezzar’s enthronement, suggests that Berosus
is referring only to events in 605 BCE (see Gutschmid
496-97). If so, the captives mentioned in this section,
including the Judeans, would be prisoners captured
from Necho’s army at Carchemish or other garrisons (cf.
Begg and Spilsbury 2005: 291, n.956), not the result of
the extensive, but rather later, campaigns in Syria and
Phoenicia. It is uncertain whether Berosus returned at a
later point in his narrative (after his account of the re-
building of Babylon) to the eastern campaigns of
Nebuchadnezzar, including his eventual sack of Jerusa-
lem (587 BCE). But if so, Josephus does not know that
part of his work, and he has to make do with the one,
passing, reference to “Judeans” to which he has access.
Although he knows that the destruction of the temple
did not take place until the 18" year of Nebucahd-
nezzar’s reign (1.154), his reference to that event both
before (1.132) and after (1.145) this citation encourages
readers to hear in this reference to Judeans and their
settlement in Babylon (1.137-38) an allusion to the
Babylonian conquest of Judea and Jerusalem. He had
related the successive stages of subjugation of Judea in
Ant. 10.84-150, closely following the biblical account.

He cannot find in Berosus the justification to repeat any
of that narrative here.

434 Here and in 1.148 ¢idot (“Friends™) is technical
(Hellenistic) terminology for court advisers or officials.

455 The relative insignificance of these captives is
indicated by their mention in a subordinate clause (the
main verb comes only at the end of the section). For
Josephus, this whole segment of his work hinges on the
mention of Judeans in this list of captives within this
subordinate clause. Since Judea is not explicitly men-
tioned in the list of territories in 1.135, and since the
presence of “Judeans” here is essential for Josephus’
whole argument, it has been suggested (e.g., by J.
Lewy) that Josephus himself has introduced the name
into Berosus’ text. Reinach’s counter-arguments (27,
n.3) are not very strong, and we have reason to suspect
that Josephus does sometimes tamper with his sources
(see, e.g., at 1.82, 84). Eusebius’ inclusion of this refer-
ence (Chron. 22.18) is not independent of Josephus
(pace Reinach), and the slightly clumsy Greek (te xai
... kai ... ) might betray the hand of Josephus. The ques-
tion must remain open, but even if we trust Josephus at
this point, the contrast between his perspective and the
political interests of his source is striking.

46 Greek: [kai] TV kaTa THY AlyumTov e6vcv. Both
text and meaning are unclear. With our earliest wit-
nesses (L E S, Latin, Eusebius) and Gutschmid 501-2, I
read the phrase without the kal, and take it to mean “the
peoples bordering Egypt,” in apposition to “Syrians,”
or to the previous three names. If ko is added (as by
Niese and Miinster, on the basis of 4nf. 10.222), an
additional group is referred to, perhaps “Arabians”
(Reinach 114), or “the peoples in [or related to] Egypt.”

47 Marcus (at Ant. 10.222) and Burstein 1978: 27
translate “with the bulk of his force.” But Gutschmid
(502) gives good reason to support this translation of
LETO TRS BOPUTOTNS SUVCHEWS.

438 The Latin suggests the plural (optimatibus), but
Gutschmid (503-4) defends the singular, which is fol-
lowed by most editors. Again, a key figure in the story
is left unnamed, perhaps to aid the implicit transposi-
tion of this story to a later date. It is not clear whether
Berosus represented “Chaldeans” as an ethnic group or
a special profession.
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Reconstruction
of Babylon

rival, be assigned settlements in the most suitable locations in Babylonia,*° 139 and he
himself lavishly decorated the temple of Bel and the other temples from the spoils of the

war,* and, having examined both the existing, original city and another, to be joined to it,
outside its bounds,*! to ensure that besiegers should not again be able to turn back the
river*®2 and swoop down on the city,*®3 he surrounded the inner city with three walls, and
the outer city with three, the former made of baked brick and bitumen, the latter of plain
brick.#* 140 When he had walled the city in this remarkable way and decorated the gate-
ways in a fashion suited to their sanctity,**> he built in addition to his father’s palace an-
other palace adjoining it,**® whose height*®’ and general opulence it would perhaps take
too long to describe*®®—except to say that, despite its extraordinary size and splendor, it

49 This notice serves as an etiology for the pres-
ence of substantial western populations in Babylon,
still in Berosus’ day. Josephus often refers to Judeans
still living in Babylonia in the first century CE (e.g.,
Ant. 17.26; 18.310-79; Apion 1.33).

460 For Berosus, the only temples worth mentioning
are the magnificent structures in his native city; the fate
of the Jerusalem temple, which means so much to
Josephus, is a matter of indifference. Where the Judean
tradition anxiously traces the fate of the holy objects
from the temple in Jerusalem (e.g., Ant. 10.145, 154,
233; 11.14-15), Berosus celebrates the dedication of
“spoils” to Babylonian Gods. “Bel” is the Babylonian
God “Marduk,” whose great temple (the Esagila) ad-
joined the world-famous “ziggurat.” See Wiseman
1985: 64-73 and Unger 1970: 165-87. For other
temples in Babylon, see Unger 1970: 135-64.

461 The text is patently corrupt and editors offer a
wide variety of conjectures. There is full discussion in
Gutschmid 506-8; Giangrande 1962: 109-14; Gianotti
2002; cf. Miinster ad loc; Hansen 2001: 71-72. I here
translate the Greek reconstructed by Giangrande: v Te
umopxoucav £ apxns TOAv kol ETEpov EEcBev
Tpooxwpnoopevny katavoroas. The last two words are a
matter of conjecture, influenced by the Latin, although
all the versions, including Eusebius, seem to be guess-
work themselves; Gianotti and others read avakaivicas
(“having renewed”) at the end of the clause. It is pos-
sible that something is missing (cf. Abydenus in FGH
685, frag. 6). Giangrande argues, probably correctly,
that the “outer” city is that founded or rebuilt on the
other (right) bank of the Euphrates, from where the city
was previously vulnerable.

462 The unusual verb (GvaoTpépovTas) seems to view
the matter from the perspective of the besieged
(Giangrande 1962: 111); it amounts to a “diversion” of
the river’s course. The “again” suggests allusion to an
earlier narrative when this tactic had been used to over-
run the city.

463 The Greek in L (xatookeualev) is very difficult
and, despite Gutschmid’s defense (508, translating

“suborn the river against the city”—he envisages a
damn downriver which would flood Babylon), it should
probably be emended; I follow Giangrande’s kataom-
Aalew (1962: 110-12). In fact, Cyrus was to capture
Babylon by diverting the river and entering via the
river bed (Herodotus 1.191; Xenophon, Cyr. 5.9.19).

464 The walls of Babylon were particularly famous
in antiquity; see, e.g., Herodotus 1.178-79; Strabo,
Geogr. 16.1.5; Diodorus 2.7; Curtius Rufus 5.1.16,
though no comment is made here on their height or
thickness. The ancient sources repeatedly mention
brick and bitumen. By the “inner city” Berosus does not
appear to mean the walls along the river (cf. 1.149 for
Nabonidus’ work), but the old “heart” of the city on the
left bank of the river, its sturdier walls reflecting, per-
haps, its higher staus (cf. Gutschmid 510-12; Unger
1970: 59-63; Labow 2005: 142, n.72).

465 Josephus continues to cite his source, although
it has already gone well beyond what is relevant to his
purpose. But the fame of the buildings in Babylon
(walls, gates, palaces, gardens, bridge) could retain the
interest of his readers. Bronze gateways in the walls are
mentioned by Herodotus 1.179 and Abydenus (FGH
685, frag. 1), though Berosus may here refer to particu-
lar gates (e.g., the Ishtar gate), which were sites of spe-
cial religious significance (cf. Gutschmid 512-13); for
the inscriptions and ancient references, see Unger 1970:
65-75.

466 For Nebuchadnezzar’s palace, jutting out on the
north of the city, see Wiseman 1985: 53-56; Unger
1970: 216-22.

467 The text is corrupt; see Gutschmid 515-16, part
of whose solution (c3v Tavaotnua) is adopted by Niese
minor and Miinster; cf. Ant. 10.225.

468 Since Berosus’ purpose is to extol Nebuchad-
nezzar, and to attribute to him the famous buildings of
Babylon (cf. 1.142), one can suspect that here either
Alexander Polyhistor (Josephus’ probable source) or
Josephus himself is abbreviating Berosus’ account; the
same sentiment is offered, but in slightly different
words, in Ant. 10.225.
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was completed in fifteen days.*®® 141 In this palace he built high stone terraces*’® and gave
them a scenery closely resembling mountains, planting them with all sorts of trees, thus
constructing and landscaping the so-called “hanging garden,”*’! because his wife, who had

been raised in the region of Media, hankered after the mountain environmen

(1.20) 142 This is how he tells the history of the above-named king,*’* with much
additional material, in the third book of the Chaldaica,*’* in which he censures Greek

t 472

Accuracy of
Berosus

historians for wrongly thinking that Babylon was founded by the Assyrian Semi-
ramis, and for falsely recording that the wonders constructed within it were due to

her.#’> 143 On these matters the Chaldeans’ record must be considered trustworthy.
Besides, what is recounted in the Phoenicians’ archives

469 The text at the beginning of this clause (“except
to say ...”) is corrupt and variously reconstructed, but
the general meaning is clear. The 15-day construction
is related as a matter of pride in an inscription (see
Unger 1970: 222), which Berosus presumably knew.
Abydenus (FGH 685, frag. 6b) transfers the same figure
to the construction of the walls.

470 A plausible translation of aveAnuuata (cf.
Thackeray ad loc. and Burstein 1978: 27); Marcus at
Ant. 10.226 translates “retaining walls”; cf. Gutschmid
518.

471 Berosus played to the special Greek interest in
this feature, which was counted as one of the 7 “won-
ders of the world” (Strabo, Geogr. 16.1.5; Diodorus
2.10), its engineering much discussed. Since this inter-
est was inherited by the Romans (Curtius Rufus 5.1.31-
35), Josephus is content to close his citation at this
high point. For the archaeology, based on Koldewey’s
excavations, see Unger 1970: 216-22 and Wiseman
1985: 56-60, with plate II.

472 Diodorus 2.10 and Curtius Rufus 5.1.35 give
another version (the garden was planted by a Syrian
king for his Persian concubine). Nebuchadnezzar’s wife
(again, oddly not named) was Amytis, the daughter of
Astyges, a king of Media (cf. Berosus in FGH 680, frag.
7d).

473 As in 1.133, Josephus avoids the difficult name
(also in 1.143-44 below). Josephus breaks from his ci-
tation to allow an interval before the chronological
précis (1.146-53); cf. 1.91-93, 121. He uses the interval
to bolster the credibility of Berosus (by contrast with
Greeks, and through confirmation from other historians,
1.142-44) and to insert another reference to the temple
(1.145).

474 The “additional material” may be items left out
from 1.135-41 (see notes above), but also, and more
particularly, the further narrative of Nebuchadnezzar’s
reign, which lasted 43 years and must have been told at
fuller length; on the gap in Berosus between 1.141 and
1.146 see Gutschmid 523-25. It is not clear whether
Josephus knew this other material, or just knew of it

476

477 concerning the king of

from Polyhistor. The naming of the “third book” (cf.
1.74, 144) conveys the impression of autopsy and ac-
curate citation. The work was more commonly, and per-
haps rightly, known as the Babyloniaca (Kuhrt 1987:
33-34) but Josephus wishes to keep “Chaldean” at the
forefront of his readers’ minds. The third book covered
history from Nabopolasar to Alexander the Great.

475 This comment is not paralleled in Antiquities 10,
indicating a particular strategy of this work. As in 1.73
(Manetho vs. Herodotus), Josephus uses this motif to
strengthen his own censure of Greek historiography
(1.6-27) and to stress its unreliability concerning non-
Greek nations (1.27). At the same time, Berosus’ author-
ity is bolstered, on the assumption that he would know
(and tell) the truth on this matter (see 1.143). The Greek
tradition (from Ctesias onwards) did attribute the won-
ders of Babylon to Semiramis (an Assyrian queen of the
9t century BCE): see, e.g., Herodotus 1.184-85 (Semi-
ramis and Nitocris); Diodorus 2.7-10; Curtius Rufus
5.1.24. Berosus’ insistence on this point may be more
than simply the historian’s habit of disagreeing with
predecessors (Kuhrt 1987: 53). It seems to represent a
claim for Nebuchadnezzar as an unparalleled political
and cultural hero. In this regard, Josephus senses
Berosus to be an ally in resisting Greek versions of his-
tory.

476 The question of trust is critical, as was clear at
the outset (1.2; cf. 1.161). Josephus’ appeal for trust in
native authors (he uses the miot-root, as in 1.2 and
1.112) depends on the assumption that they have fol-
lowed native, ancient, and trustworthy records (cf. 1.28-
29). The foundations of the whole unit 1.69-160 are
here laid bare, together with its limitations. Josephus
cannot do more than assert that native records “must
be” trustworthy; he cannot allow the possibility
that they too might be partial and propagandistic. The
next sentences give support to Berosus’ account,
but only at select, and very general, points.

477 The vague reference prefigures the use of “Phoe-
nician records” in 1.156-58 and links back to the pre-
vious segment (1.106-27). In the next section (1.144)
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the Babylonians agrees with what is said by Berosus, that he subdued Syria and the

Agreement of
Philostratus
and
Megasthenes

whole of Phoenicia.*’® 144 Indeed, Philostratus, also, agrees on these matters when
he mentions in his history the siege of Tyre,*’° as does Megasthenes in the fourth
book of his Indica,*®® in which he tries to prove that the above-named king of the

Babylonians surpassed Heracles in bravery and the scale of his exploits; for he says
that he subdued most of Libya and Iberia.*8! 145 What was said above concerning
the sanctuary in Hierosolyma—that it was burned down by the Babylonians when
they invaded,*®?> but began to be rebuilt when Cyrus succeeded to the kingdom of
Asia®3—will be clearly demonstrated by the statements of Berosus here presented.*
146 For this is what he says in his third book:

Josephus will reuse two of the three cross-references he
had deployed in Ant. 10.227-28. Only two of those
(Megasthenes and Philostratus) are relevant to his
present concern with Nebuchadnezzar’s western cam-
paigns; in place of the third (Diocles), Josephus here
includes a general reference to Phoenician “archives.”
If he is not making this up entirely, Josephus may be
alluding to material claimed as a source by Philostratus
(thus counting his material twice) or to what he knows
from Menander (whom he associates with Tyrian “ar-
chives” in Ant. 8.144; 9.283). See further note to “well”
1.155.

478 The theme of “agreement” pervades this segment
(see note to “writings” at 1.128); the specific root
ouudwv- recurs, after here, at 1.144, 154, and 160. The
subjugation of Syria and Phoenicia vaguely parallels
the list of captives in 1.137, but hardly supports
Josephus’ specific claim about the Judeans and their
temple.

479 The 13-year siege of Tyre (see note to “years” at
1.156) would be mentioned in any account of
Phoenician history, but we (in common with Josephus’
first readers) know almost nothing more about this
Philostratus than his name. At Ant. 10.228 Josephus
had listed Philostratus’ works, including a Phoenica;
once again Josephus does not admit that he repeats and
abbreviates himself. The unspecific “on these matters”
allows a general overlap with the material in the “ar-
chives” (1.143).

480 The title of the work and the number of the book
convey scholarly accuracy. Megasthenes (early 3" cen-
tury BCE) was the main source of Greek knowledge on
India (see Sterling 1992: 92-101 and further literature
in Bar-Kochva 1996a: 199 n.60), but it is doubtful that
Josephus knew him at first hand. His reference not only
mirrors his own statement in 4nt. 10. 227, but also
closely matches one in Abydenus (FGH 685, frag. 6,
apud Eusebius, Praep.ev. 9.41.1). It is highly likely
that both authors are drawing (independently) from
Alexander Polyhistor (see Gutschmid 526-27). The com-
ment hardly fits here (it has nothing to do with the cam-
paign in Syria and Palestine), but is included as a third

witness. It reveals how woodenly Josephus reduplicates
material from Antiquities 10, again without acknowl-
edgement. Had Josephus read Megasthenes’ work, he
could have cited him in the next segment as a Greek
author who referred to Judeans (see Stern 1.45-46).

481 What Megasthenes said can be more accurately
ascertained from Strabo, Geogr. 15.1.6: Nebuchad-
nezzar had a greater reputation among the Chaldeans
than even Heracles, and led an expedition to the Pillars
(cf. Abydenus, as referenced in the previous note). For
the context of the statement see Bar-Kochva 1996a:
201-2. Josephus distances himself from the claim for
Nebuchadnezzar, but leaves Heracles’ exploits unchal-
lenged, assuming his readers’ acquaintaince with the
Heracles myths concerning Libya (the giant Antaeos)
and Iberia (the triple-bodied monster, Geryon).

482 Again Josephus makes Berosus his mouthpiece
for the critical datum—the destruction of the temple—
on which the citation had been conspicuously silent;
the tactic mirrors and strengthens the strategic introduc-
tion in 1.132.

483 The only place where something like this was
said “above” is in Josephus’ own introduction at 1.132,
though even there no mention had been made of the
rebuilding. And it will hardly be “demonstrated” by the
Berosus “citation” to follow (1.146-53), which men-
tions Cyrus, but ignores the Jerusalem temple; for that
we have to wait for Josephus’ own comment in 1.154.
Josephus’ attribution of the key data to his source is
remarkably brazen and could surely only convince a
rapid, or a wholly sympathetic, reader. Gutschmid’s sug-
gestion (532) that this represents mere negligence on
Josephus’ part, or the use of a secretary, seems naive
(rightly, Labow 2005: 128, n.18). The interval before
the temple rebuilding is no longer recorded as 70 years
(as in 1.132); soon (1.154) it will be scaled down to 50.

484 The confident tone masks the weakness of the
argument. What follows appears to be a précis of
Berosus, in order to reach the reign of Cyrus as quickly
as possible, giving only the dates necessary for the cal-
culation to follow. Josephus seems to have known and
used this material in Ant. 10.229-31, but had not attrib-
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After starting the wall mentioned above,*®> Naboukodrosoros fell ill and died, having
reigned for 43 years;*¥¢ his son, Eueilmaradouchos,*®” became master of the kingdom. 147
His regime was lawless and debauched,*®® and when a plot was laid by his sister’s husband,
Neriglisaros,*®° he was assassinated, having reigned for 2 years.** After his assassination,
Neriglisaros, who plotted against him, succeeded to the throne and reigned for 4 years.**!
148 His son, Laborosoardochos,*”? ruled the kingdom, though only a child, for 9 months;**3
but, since he displayed in many ways an evil character, a plot was forged and he was beaten
to death by the Friends.*** 149 At his death those who had plotted against him gathered and
jointly conferred the kingdom on a certain Nabonnedos,*>> who was from Babylon and one
of their conspiracy. During his reign the walls of the Babylonians’ city alongside the river
were embellished with baked brick and bitumen.**® 150 When his reign was in its seven-
teenth year, Cyrus emerged from Persia with a large army*’” and, when he had subdued all
the rest of Asia,*® advanced on Babylonia. 151 When he learned of his approach, Nabon-

Subsequent
kings of
Babylon

Cyrus comes
from Persia

uted it there to Berosus, simply weaving it into his own
story. The précis functions exactly as in the parallel
passages in 1.94-102 and 1.121-25: it links a previous
citation containing a reference to “us” to a date recog-
nizable as a chronological marker (in this case, the
reign of Cyrus). Here, as in the previous cases, it is sig-
nificant that Josephus has to make his link to a Greek
(or at least hellenized) knowledge-base (Cyrus being
well-known in the Greek world). Despite his critique of
Greek historiography, his non-Greek sources are not, in
the end, accorded the right to operate by their own
chronological schemes.

485 Not the walls (plural) of the city of Babylon, as
they were mentioned at the beginning of this long
reign, and much has been left out in between (see note
to “Chaldaica” at 1.142). The reference is probably to
the “Medean wall” defense system (between the Tigris
and Euphrates); see Xenophon, Anab. 2.4.12 and
Wiseman 1985: 60-61. If Josephus derives this material
from Alexander Polyhistor, he may not know to what it
refers. Readers might mentally connect this wall to
those of 1.139 and thus not notice the interval between.

486 605-562 BCE; his 43-year reign is also men-
tioned in the Uruk king-list.

487 For textual variants here, see Gutschmid 533-34
and Miinster ad loc. The name is spelled quite differ-
ently in Ant. 10.229, 231, but here accords more with
the biblical version (2 Kgs 25:27-30: Evil-Merodach).

488 Berosus’ moral tone justifies the change of re-
gime; his pride in the Babylonian kingdom does not
mean whitewashing all its rulers. In 4Ant. 10.229-31
Josephus had followed the biblical story (2 Kgs 25:27-
30 = Jer 52:31-34) in recording this king’s kindness to
“Jechonias”; he also attributed to him there an 18-year
reign (see Begg and Spilsbury 2005: 294, n.987). Here
Josephus seems unable, or at least unwilling, to recon-
cile Berosus’ account with that of his scriptures.

489 On the spelling of the name, see Gutschmid 534-
36 and Miinster ad loc. On his wife, the king’s sister,

Kassaya, see Wiseman 1985: 10-11 and Burstein 1978:
28, n.110. Ant. 10.231 gives a slightly different ac-
count.

490 562-560 BCE.

491 560-556 BCE. Ant. 10.231, where he is named
Eglisaros, erroneously records a reign of 40 years. See
Wiseman 1956: 37-42; Labow 2005: 149, n.96.

492 The name has too many variants in the textual
tradition to unravel Josephus’ original version (Gut-
schmid 536-37); in the Babylonian texts he is styled
Labasi-marduk.

493 In the year 556 BCE.

494 The moral accusation seems forced but justifies
the coup (cf. 1.147). The Nabonidus stele gives a theo-
logical explanation (his accession to power was against
the will of the Gods), ANET 1.309 (iv). Abydenus (apud
Eusebius, Praep.ev. 9.41.4) records the same violent
changes of regime but without comment.

495 This name again has variants (Gutschmid 538;
Miinster ad loc.); Nabu-na’id reigned from 556-539
BCE. Herodotus 1.188 refers to him as Labynetus, son
of Nicotris.

49 Berosus’ concern with walls (cf. 1.139, 146, 152)
perhaps reflects his focus on military action. This seems
to be recorded as an improvement on the work of
Nebuchadnezzar (1.139). In 4nt. 10.231 Josephus iden-
tifies this king (“Naboandelos”) with Baltasares (Bel-
shazzar, who was in fact his son and co-regent), and
thus incorporates at this point the narrative of Daniel
5; but the connection looks artificial and is not repeated
here.

497 Cf. Ant. 10.247. The reign-year is what enables
the following calculation, with all its complications
(see at 1.154). Josephus gets to the point in this précis
where hellenized readers will start to feel on familiar
territory; the year is (by our reckoning) 539 BCE.

498 Eusebius’ accounts read “all the rest of his king-
dom” (followed by Niese, Thackeray, Miinster ad loc.).
But since Babylonia is his kingdom, this would make
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nedos went to meet him with the army and faced him, but was defeated in battle, fled with

Cyrus captures
Babylon

a small escort, and was shut up in the city of the Borsippians.#’® 152 Cyrus captured
Babylon®” and gave orders that the outer walls of the city should be razed to the ground

because the city seemed to him formidable and difficult to capture;>®! he then set off for
Borsippa to besiege Nabonnedos. 153 As Nabonnedus did not wait for the siege but gave
himself up in advance, Cyrus treated him generously, gave him Carmania as his residence,
and expelled him from Babylonia.’> Nabonnedus spent the rest of his days in that land and

ended his life there.’??

Chronological
calculation

of his reign’®

little sense. With Gutschmid (540), I follow the reading
of L E S (reflected in Latin and adopted by Reinach).

499 Berosus’ evident admiration of Cyrus allows him
to record the full ignominy of the collapse of the neo-
Babylonian dynasty. Josephus here contradicts his
account in 4Ant. 10.247 (implying the capture of Nabo-
nidus in the city), which is similar to the versions of
this historical turning-point in Herodotus 1.188-91 and
Xenophon, Cyr. 7.5. Berosus’ account reflects more
closely the version in the Nabonidus Chronicle; see
Beaulieu 1989: 219-32.

300 Herodotus 1.188-90 already knew different ac-
counts of how this epic event took place (Cyrus entered
Babylon on 29" October, 539 BCE). After so much
emphasis on the defenses of the city, Berosus may have
left the means of capture deliberately unspecified.

301 As well as being a back-handed compliment to
Nebuchadnezzar (cf. 1.139), this notice might serve to
explain why the once-famous walls of Babylon were no
longer extant; the same is recorded of Darius in
Herodotus 3.159.

302 Cyrus is presented sympathetically. Babylonian
and Achaemenid records contain very varied evalua-
tions of Nabonidus, but often criticise him for religious
neglect (Beaulieu 1989; Sack 1992; Kuhrt 1995: 598-
603; ANET 1.308-11). Carmania (modern Kerman) is in
south-central Iran; cf. Abydenus apud Eusebius, Praep.
ev. 9.41.4 (also derived from Berosus).

303 There is little in the last part of this précis
(1.151-53) which is directly relevant to Josephus’ pur-
pose. He may include it simply to bring the story of
Nabonidus to conclusion, or to maintain the interest of
readers who knew of Cyrus’ capture of Babylon (though
he has little detail to offer). But Nabonidus was also
known in Judean mythology (see Prayer of Nabonidus
[4Q242]), and readers of many sorts might be interested
to reflect on the change of empires (cf. 2.127). It is pos-
sible that some readers could hear a contemporary reso-
nance. The Babylonian empire which destroyed the first
temple was itself wiped out in due course, and a new

(1.21) 154 These words contain the truth in agreement with our books;** for it is
written there that Naboukodrosoros devastated our sanctuary in the eighteenth year
and it was left without trace for 50 years,

306 and in the second year of

temple was built: could the cycle repeat itself after the
destruction of the second temple? Josephus might be
reluctant to suggest this (cf. his caution on the subject
of Daniel’s prophecies in Ant. 10.208-10, 272-81), but
could leave the deduction for others to draw.

304 The theme of “agreement” between sources has
already been signalled (1.128, 143). The “agreement”
between Berosus and the Judean scriptures will soon be
supplemented by a triangular point of agreement, with
Phoenician records (1.155-58), building to the conclu-
sion at 1.160. The language echoes the principle of
1.26. In order to establish this “agreement,” Josephus
has to adjust both Berosus and the Bible: the former by
inserting into his chronology the date of the destruc-
tion of the temple (an event absent from his record), the
latter by reducing the biblical figure of 70 years (1.132)
to something closer to 50.

305 Josephus has to find this in “our books,” since
the event goes unmentioned in what he knows of
Berosus. Although he had found something close to
what he wanted in the reference to Judean captives
(1.137), he knew that Berosus placed this at the begin-
ning of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign, not in its 18th year.
Josephus thus relies on a (slightly inexact) memory of
the biblical account: 2 Kgs 25:8 = Jer 52:12 says the
temple was burned in Nebuchadnezzar’s 19" year; Jer
52:29 talks of captives in the 18" year (cf. Ant 10.146).
The surviving Babylonian Chronicle refers to Nebu-
chadnezzar’s campaign in Judea, but is missing for the
years in which the temple was destroyed (Wiseman
1956: 32-38).

306 50 is the figure read by Eusebius and followed
by all modern editors (see Gutschmid 543-44); L and
Latin read 7. The 50 corresponds roughly to the com-
putation of the reign-dates in the citation of Berosus:
43 years plus 2, plus 4, plus 9 months, plus 17 years,
minus 18 (the 18" year of Nebuchadnezzar), plus 2 (the
27 year of Cyrus) = 50 years and 9 months. (On its re-
lation to the 54 years of the Phoenician records, see
note to “addition” at 1.159.) Josephus does not make
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the reign of Cyrus the foundations were laid,>"’ and, again, in the second year of the
reign of Darius it was completed.’®® 155 I shall add the Phoenician records as
well>®—for one must not pass over the abundance of proofs.’!® The calculation of
dates goes like this.’!! 156 In the reign of king Ithobalos,’'?> Naboukodrosoros be-
sieged Tyre for 13 years.’'?> After him Baal reigned for 10 years.>'# 157 Thereafter
judges were appointed: Ednibalos, son of Baslechos, was judge for 2 months, Chel-
bes, son of Abdacos, for 10 months, Abbalos, the high-priest, for 3 months; Mytty-
nos and Gerastartos, son of Abdelimos, were judges for 6 years,>!> after whom

the full calculation of reign years, followed by the nec-
essary adjustment, as in 1.126; the sums would have
been messy. Although this figure of 50 might have been
influenced by Dan 9:25 (7 weeks of years), it is prob-
ably best explained as a strategic downward adjustment
of the biblical 70 years (1.132) to bring it into line with
Babylonian and Phoenician records. Modern scholar-
ship accords with these in dating the destruction in 587
BCE and the second year of Cyrus as 537 BCE (i.e., 50
years). The further reference in this section to the
completion of the temple (in the 2" year of Darius)
might represent Josephus’ attempt to salvage the possi-
bility of the full 70 years after all (see below).

307 Although Cyrus is named in Josephus’ non-bib-
lical sources, his decree for the reconstruction of the
temple, and the dating of this event, are not. Josephus
has to rely here on Ezra 3:8 (cf. Ezra 1:1).

308 Since Darius is not mentioned in the Chaldean
or Phoenician sources cited here, we may ask why
Josephus adds this notice. He provides no means to
date Darius in relation to Cyrus, and thus no indication
of how much later we should consider Darius’ 2" year.
It seems that he records this detail either because he
simply knows it and wishes to complete the story of the
temple-reconstruction, or because he hopes this non-
specific addition will satisfy those who remember the
biblical figure of 70 years, cited earlier (1.132). If the
latter, the lack of a full computation of years suggests
he does not want this matter pressed too far (Darius’
2nd year, in 520 BCE, would be about 67 years after
the destruction). If the former, it is odd that his figure
tallies neither with his account in Ant. 10.107-8 (which
has the completion of the temple in Darius’ 9th year)
nor with the biblical version (Ezra 6:15: Darius’ 6™
year). (Eusebius’ variants for “second” [“sixth” or
“tenth”’] may represent an effort to correct this discrep-
ancy; see Gutschmid 544-45.)

3% For the significance of Phoenician “records,” see
1.106; as in the “Phoenician” segment, Josephus’
source concerns specifically Tyre (see 1.160). As in
1.143, Josephus claims here to go straight to source: no
author is named. It is possible that he here uses
Philostratus, whom he had named just above (1.144);
part of what follows overlaps with what is reported of

Philostratus in 4Ant. 10.228. But it is more likely that
his source is Menander (so also Gutschmid 545-46), of
whom he knows several fragments and whose style is
close to the following citation (cf. 1.121-25); cf. Labow
2005: 154, n.114. Since he has already labelled Menan-
der an “Ephesian” (1.116), he may prefer to keep his
identity hidden in citing this “Phoenician” material.
Alternatively, Josephus may have derived this material,
in anonymous form, from Alexander Polyhistor.

310 The impersonal form makes this seem less a
choice than a necessity (and helps excuse yet more
obscure names and difficult calculations). The “abun-
dance” of proofs is in fact only one more, added to the
one already offered, but the tone is building in confi-
dence to the climax of 1.160. The citation to follow
overlaps with Berosus only in the names Nabouko-
drosoros and Cyrus, but the unique triangular congru-
ence (Chaldean, Phoenician, and Judean) is all that
matters to Josephus.

311 What follows is almost certainly a drastic précis
(by Josephus himself or an intermediate source); for this
reason it is not here indented (cf. 1.121). Not much
more than names and reign-dates are here extracted
from material which probably had fuller details of
events (e.g., on the siege of Tyre).

312.0n Ethbaal II (reign ca. 591-573 BCE), see
Katzenstein 1973: 325-28. For the final calculation
(1.159), Josephus either needs the full length of this
reign (not given) or must operate on the assumption
that the reign ended with the end of the siege (see
Gutschmid 547).

313 This very famous siege, which ended with the
capitulation of Tyre, probably lasted ca. 585—ca. 573
BCE (Katzenstein 1973: 330-32; Labow 2005: 155,
n.117 suggests 598-583 BCE). Josephus believes he
can cross-refer from this event to the destruction of
Jerusalem (see 1.159).

314 Baal 1I (ca. 573-564 BCE). He was presumably a
puppet king of the Babylonian empire, after the crush-
ing of Tyrian independence.

315 Again, the names vary in the different versions;
see Gutschmid, 547-48; Miinster ad loc.). The appoint-
ment of judges, parallel to Gedaliah in Judea, presum-
ably reflects Babylonian control in the interruption of
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Balatoros was king for 1 year.’!¢ 158 When he died they sent for Merbalos and sum-
moned him from Babylon, and he reigned for 4 years; when he died they summoned
his brother Eiromos, who reigned for 20 years.’!” It was during his reign that Cyrus
became ruler of the Persians.’'® 159 So the whole period is 54 years, with 3 months
in addition;>'? for it was in the seventh year of the reign of Naboukodrosoros that he

began to besiege Tyre,>?’

Conclusions

the Tyrian royal line (see Katzenstein 1973: 333-34,
340-41).

316 The Greek translated here “after” (uetafu) nor-
mally means “between,” and some interpreters, suspect-
ing that Josephus has omitted this year in his final
calculation (1.159), take this year to be a period of co-
rule in the midst of the period of the judges. But the
following statement suggests that his rule was immedi-
ately followed by that of another king, and the Greek
can sometimes mean “after” (so Gutschmid, 549, with
reference to War 2.221 and Acts 13:42, pace Labow
2005: 156, n.121). The year would be ca. 556 BCE.

317 The two members of the Tyrian royal family had
presumably been taken as hostages to Babylon. On
Hiram III (ca. 552-532 BCE) see Katzenstein 1973:
344.

318 Josephus’ source is, crucially, silent on when this
event took place in Hiram’s reign and it is not even
clear how it relates to the fall of Babylon (which is pre-
sumably when Josephus counts the “reign of Cyrys” to
begin, 1.154). Josephus has to supply the missing data
in the next section.

319 What does Josephus mean by “the whole pe-
riod”? The immediate context would suggest that he
refers to the period of the Tyrian kings just mentioned.
If we start with the 13 years of Ithobalus’ rule (Josephus
has no other figure for that king) and go on to the end
of Eiromos’ reign, we get 55 years and 3 months; thus,
Josephus has done his sums wrong, or has not counted
the 1 year of Balatoros (see note to “year” at 1.157), or
one of the figures in the text has been corrupted in
transmission. On this understanding, the following
statements, prefaced by “for” are not an explanation of
how he reached 54 years and 3 months, but an adjust-
ment around that figure (perhaps intended to suggest
how it could tally with the “50 years” of 1.154, which
relates to the history of the temple).

A more radical solution, suggested by Gutschmid
(551-55), takes the following “for” to act in its proper
sense as an explanation of our present clause: the
“whole period” referred to here is the period of the
desolation of the temple (not the summation of the
Tyrian reigns). On this reading, Gutschmid thought
Josephus’ original text at this point said “50 years” (it

and in the fourteenth year
Cyrus the Persian seized power.’?> 160 The Chaldean and Tyrian materials are in

321 of the reign of Eiromos that

was soon adjusted by scribes who misunderstood his
sense and took out the year of Balatoros); the follow-
ing calculations would end in a 50-year interval if we
read “seventeenth” instead of “seventh” year in the
next clause. This is probably over-ingenious (and
overly speculative). The mathematical co-ordination of
different chronologies is not Josephus’ strong-point,
and it seems most likely that he first adds the years
from the Tyrian list, but realizes that some adjustment
is needed to tally this with the time-periods derived
from Babylonian and Judean chronologies. But he was
either unable or unwilling to spell out the (rather com-
plex) steps required for this procedure and was content
simply to assert how he would co-ordinate the dates
provided in his sources.

520 The statement is an attempt to relate the Tyrian
reference to the siege of Tyre (1.156) to the Judean ref-
erence to the destruction of the temple (1.154), by com-
parison of their relative placing in the reign of
Nebuchadnezzar. (Misunderstanding this clause to ex-
plain the previous statement, Latin suggests that this is
the seventh year of the reign of Ithobalos; see Labow
2005: 147, n.125 and Katzenstein 1973: 328.) Taking
a little support from L (which has el where one would
expect eTel, “year”), Gutschmid (552-55) emends the
text to read “in the seventeeth year.” On the basis of
this and the following clause, the Tyrian record would
imply a time interval of 50 years and 3 months between
the destruction of the temple and the second year of
Cyrus, thus matching 1.154 (see previous note). If the
text is read as “seventh,” the figure is reduced to 40
years and 3 months. We have noted a similar slipperi-
ness with numbers at 1.103, though here it represents
Josephus’ inability to make the figures match.

321 Eusebius, Chronicon here reads “fourth,” but all
editors consider that mistaken (Gutschmid 555;
Miinster ad loc.).

322 1t is not clear whence Josephus derived this as-
sertion that Cyrus’ rise to power was in Hiram III’s four-
teenth year. He certainly needs a figure to relate the
Tyrian to the Babylonian and the Judean chronologies.
As noted above, the Babylonian reckoning would have
50 years and 9 months between the eighteenth year of
Nebuchadnezzar and the second year of Cyrus (see note
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agreement with our writings on the subject of the sanctuary,’?®* and my evidence from
these statements for the antiquity of our people is consistent and incontestable.’?*
Thus I think that what I have now said is sufficient for any who are not excessively
contentious.>?>

Greek Evidence (1.161-218): Reading Options

The final, Greek, segment in the collection of “witnesses” is both the longest of the four and in
many respects the most important. Although Josephus’ initial tactic was to place greater weight
on non-Greek evidence about antiquity (1.6-26), he is aware that material from Greek authors
must be supplied as well (1.2-5, 58-59, 72): he cannot discount altogether the cultural prejudice
in favor of Greek historiography. Josephus thus gathers 7 sources (he emphasizes how numerous
they are, 1.161, 215), of unequal length and significance. While this segment concludes the Part
on “antiquity,” only some of the authors cited are themselves “ancient” and none of the testi-
mony stretches as far back in history as the non-Greek material. Josephus subtly alters his criteria
to permit any mention of Judeans, and widens the literary net to include “writers” of all sorts
(including a poet, 1.172).

Two of Josephus’ sources had been used in his Antiquities (Herodotus and Agatharchides), but
the other five are new. A quotation concerning Pythagoras forms a strong opening (1.162-65),
but Josephus then groups three citations (from Theophrastus, Herodotus, and Choerilus) which
make at most indirect reference to Judean people or customs (1.166-75). Thereafter, at the centre
of the segment, and cited at greatest length, are the key witnesses: Clearchus (quoting Aristotle,
1.175-82) and Hecataeus (1.183-204). The positive tone established by these hefty quotations
enables Josephus to finish his collection with one further author, Agatharchides (1.205-12), even

to “years” at 1.154). The Tyrian reckoning would have
40 years and 3 months between the same two points:
55 years and 3 months (the total from the beginning of
the siege to the end of Hiram III), minus 11 years (the
difference between the seventh and the eighteenth
years of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign), minus 6 years
(Cyrus’ accession to power, before the end of Hiram III),
plus 2 years (Cyrus’ second year). Both calculations
depend on the adoption of the (approximately) biblical
figure of the eighteenth year as the point when
Nebuchadnezzar destroyed the temple (see note to
“reign” at 1.154), but neither support the otherwise bib-
lical figure of a 70-year interval (see note to “Persians”
at 1.132). Josephus utilizes his Judean sources when
convenient, and quietly ignores them when they im-
pede his apologetic purpose.

323 Although the text is slightly corrupt (missing the
verb), the sense is clear enough (see Gutschmid 555-
56). Josephus’ concluding statement first emphasizes
the agreement between the sources (cf. 1.128), now a
three-way co-ordination between Chaldean, Tyrian, and
Judean traditions. Inasmuch as they do agree (on the
names of Naboukodrosoros [Nebuchadnezzar] and
Cyrus), they certainly reflect historical truth. But they
hardly agree “on the subject of the temple” as it is only
the Judean sources which refer to that. Once again (as

in 1.132, 145), Josephus inserts the crucial datum.

324 “Consistent” (cdpohoynuévn) is from the same root
as the noun translated “agreement” (opohoyio) in 1.128:
the terms thus form an inclusio. “Evidence” (uoptupio)
is a reprise of the legal terminology that suffuses this
whole Part. “Antiquity” has not been a significant
theme in this Chaldean segment, as the destruction of
the temple was not particularly ancient history (and it
is doubtful whether critics of Josephus would have
bothered to deny its historicity). But the reappearance
of the word helps to bind all three non-Greek segments
together. With “incontestable” (avavtippnTos; hapax in
Josephus), Josephus raises the rhetorical pitch, in a
statement of confidence that pre-empts further ques-
tions.

325 For claims to “sufficiency” cf. 1.1, 58, 182. The
tone throughout this Part has been moderate, relying on
historical reasoning rather than invective (the strategy
of Adyos rather than mafos or fos). But just as the in-
troduction suggests that behind historical doubts may
lie malice (1.72), so this conclusion hints that anyone
unpersuaded by reason must have ulterior motives. The
placement of such a comment at the end of the non-
Greek material adds spice to what has otherwise been a
bland, and somewhat laborious, argument.
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though his stance is expressly critical. The segment is rounded off with an explanation and illus-
tration of others’ malicious silence about Judeans (1.213-14), before the conclusion to the whole
Part lists a plethora of additional witnesses who might have been called (1.215-18).

Although the topic of the whole Part is “antiquity” (1.215), that theme is rarely mentioned in
this segment. The emphasis shifts to Greek “admiration” of Judeans and their culture: the theme
is signalled immediately in 1.162, and recurs throughout, especially in the two central witnesses,
Clearchus and Hecataeus. This compensates for the lack of evidence for antiquity in this seg-
ment, and prepares the way for the encomium on the Judean constitution in 2.145-286.
Agatharchides’ evidence is the exception to this rule, but Josephus takes care to turn his criti-
cism into praise (1.212), highlighting themes of law-observance and piety that are central to his
presentation of Judean culture.

This miscellany of material was liable to create a mixed impression on Josephus’ Roman or
Romanized readers. Most of the sources used derive from or concern famous figures: Pythagoras,
Herodotus, and Aristotle were universally familiar names, and those with an advanced education
would know of Theophrastus and Hecataeus. Although it might have been tempting for Josephus
to cite Greek authors who supposedly wrote about Abraham and other Judean patriarchs (cf. Ant.
1.159), or who “referred” to Noah under other names (4nt. 1.94; see 1.216), these would perhaps
have stretched the credulity of his readers too far. Josephus knew of several authors who made
extensive reference to Moses as a figure of great antiquity (cf. 2.156), but these were either (by
his categorization) Egyptian, or hostile, or both. He thus makes do with lesser scraps of evidence,
or witnesses to more recent Judean history.

Many Roman readers could have shared Josephus’ assumption that Herodotus’ circumcised
“Syrians” were Judeans (see note to “this” at 1.171), and Josephus makes use of his contemporar-
ies’ understanding of “Solyma” and their knowledge of the “Bituminous Lake” to support his
daring association between Judeans and Choerilus’ exotic warriors (1.172-75). But some of
Josephus’ claims require a highly sympathetic reading: a sceptic might wonder why Hermippus
links Pythagoras’ obscure taboos with Judeans (1.165) and might interpret the Tyrians’ ban on
the Korban oath as a sign of its depravity, not its excellence (1.166-67). Doubts could also arise
over the authorship of Josephus’ citations from “Hecataeus” (cf. Herennius Philo, as reported in
Origen, Cels. 1.15). More generally, however, Roman criticisms of Greek historiography, ex-
ploited and developed by Josephus in 1.6-27, might make a critical reader wonder why Josephus
now sets such store by the class of historian he had earlier discredited (e.g., on Herodotus, cf.
1.16, 66, 73). That is an internal tension that Josephus makes no attempt to resolve.

The presentation of Judeans in this segment bears many features that resonate well with the
Roman tradition, but also some that could have caused offense or ridicule. The depiction of
Judean culture as philosophical (Pythagoras; Clearchus/Aristotle), and tenacious in the face of
danger (Ps.-Hecatacus) might impress; further, Ps.-Hecataeus’ description of the Judean temple-
cult (1.195-99) could appeal to a Roman ideal of simplicity and solemnity (see Appendix 6). On
the other hand, to cite Ps.-Hecataeus’ account of the destruction of pagan altars (1.193) and to
celebrate Mosollamus’ ridicule of augury (1.200-204) would be well received only among those
already sympathetic to Judean religious peculiarities. Might this not confirm a negative image
current in Rome, that Judeans practiced a contrary and scandalous religion (e.g., Juvenal, Sat.
14.96-106; Tacitus, Hist. 5.5)? On the topic of augury, Josephus could perhaps exploit the philo-
sophical doubts of the educated, who considered it irrational to trust birds to bring messages
from the gods (e.g., Cicero, Div. 2.76-83); but augury retained a significant place in Roman prac-
tice, at least for military affairs (cf. Cicero, Div. 1.105-8; for the ambiguities in Cicero’s tractate
see Schofield 1986; Beard 1986). Potentially most damaging is Agatharchides’ criticism of
Judean sabbath “superstition”. Since Roman authors regularly considered Judeans “lazy” in this
regard, and recounted occasions when Jerusalem had been captured by Rome on the sabbath (see
note to “day” at 1.209 and note to “custom” at 1.210), the recycling of this story threatened to
damage Judean honor in Rome. Josephus’ attempt to overturn this criticism (1.212) might repair
some of that damage, but it might also shock those who presumed that patriotism should never
be compromised (cf. Josephus’ efforts in War 1.146-48).
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Judean readers might be surprised by certain features of this segment, for instance the identi-
fication of their ancestors as members of Xerxes’ army (1.172-75). They might also resent
Herodotus’ claim, unchallenged by Josephus, that Judeans had learned the practice of circumci-
sion from the Egyptians (1.169-70). On the other hand, this accumulation of evidence that Greek
authors not only knew about, but also admired, Judeans and their culture, could only boost
Judean pride. Educated Judean readers might be familiar with a long-established tradition in
hellenistic Judaism connecting Judean and Greek culture, and according Judeans priority in age
and superiority in virtue. This tradition was at least as old as Aristobulus (2™ century BCE),
whom Josephus appears to have known and used in his statement on Pythagoras (1.166); 1.218
suggests that Josephus knew (at least parts of) other Judean authors with similar interests. By
Josephus’ day, it had become common to assert that Moses’ ideas were copied by Pythagoras and
Plato (see note to “expression” at 2.168). It was also common to relate “Greek” admiration of
Judeans, a theme as old as Letter of Aristeas (2" century BCE). Josephus had used this text in
Antiquities 12 and might have deployed it further here, but prefers a parallel pseudepigraph, by
Ps.-Hecataeus (see Appendix 2). Josephus’ heavy use of this Judean precursor, and his own care-
ful editing of other material, leaves little that a Judean reader would not endorse.

Early Christian readers made rather less use of this segment than of the other witnesses to
Judean antiquity, since its evidence was nothing like as old as that provided by Egyptian or
Phoenician sources. Clement of Alexandria constructs a partially parallel argument that Greek
philosophy is comparatively recent and draws from non-Greek sources (Strom. 1.14-20). In the
course of this Clement alludes to the Clearchus story (Strom. 1.15.70.2) and includes a passage
from Megasthenes which would have been useful to Josephus (1.15.72.5), but the argument is
differently focused and far richer in detail. When it comes to Greek philosophy’s debt to Judeans,
Clement cites Aristobulus, not Josephus (1.22). Eusebius, however, does make use of this seg-
ment in book 9 of Praeparatio Evangelica. He clearly found little of value here on Judean antig-
uity: when he treats this theme in 9.11ff. he cites Greek references to patriarchal figures and
primeval history (including the Greek authors in Josephus’ Antiquities 1), but uses nothing from
our segment, except its generalized conclusion and impressive list of names (1.215-18, in Praep.
ev. 9.42). In the first part of book 9, however, Eusebius illustrates how Greek philosophers ad-
mired Judean culture. This echoes a prominent theme in our segment, and Eusebius chooses
passages from Josephus’ strong examples (Clearchus and Hecataeus), together (oddly) with
Choerilus, to illustrate his point (Praep. ev. 9.4, 5, 9). However, he interweaves these with other
material drawn from Porphyry and Clement. While Josephus’ segment has inspired him to gather
evidence on Greek philosophical admiration of Judeans, Eusebius has a fuller range of resources
at his disposal and can leave aside the material in Josephus that is either weak or irrelevant to
this theme. Eusebius, for instance, knows a more helpful passage from Theophrastus than that
cited by Josephus (Praep. ev. 9.2), and in any case, as a Christian, would not rate the Corban
oath as highly as Josephus (cf. Mark 7:10-13).

In the history of scholarship, this segment of Apion has fascinated those tracing the relation-
ship between “Hellenism” and “Judaism,” and inspired a whole industry of reference-collections.
Given the West’s preoccupation with its “classical” roots, this segment of witnesses was bound
to elicit greater attention than the others, and the symbolic weight attached to the relationship
between the Greek and Judean traditions ensured that Greek references to Judeans, and Josephus’
references to Greeks, would intrigue post-Enlightenment scholars (see Shavit 1997; Martin 2002).
Two products of this cultural interest follow a strategy similar to that of Josephus: Reinach’s
Texts d’Auteurs Grecs et Romains relatifs au Juifs et Judaisme (1895), followed and expanded
by Stern’s 3-volume Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism (1974-84). These highly
influential collections gather fragments with explicit or implicit relevance to Judaism, and are
inclined to follow Josephus’ judgment on questionable cases. Stern, for instance, while consider-
ing Choerilus irrelevant, believes that Herodotus was referring to circumcised Judeans and that
Josephus’ citations from “Hecataeus” are authentic. The sources cited here continue to be the
subject of intense analysis regarding Greek attitudes to Judeans. In some cases Josephus has pro-
vided rare evidence for otherwise little-known authors (e.g., Agatharchides); in others, his claims
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have spawned huge debates on authorship, notably with regard to “Hecatacus” (see Appendix 2).
Once again, scholars have generally read through Josephus to the authors and sources lying
behind his text. Remarkably little attention has been paid to his own rhetorical and cultural strat-
egies.

My own reading interests focus on Josephus’ cultural politics in relation to his sources. Some
of Josephus’ tactics here are by now familiar from the preceding segments. Josephus is to a large
degree dependent on the choices and judgments of his sources—and, despite his earlier dismissal
of Greek historiography, admits “it is necessary” (8¢1) to include this long Greek segment (1.161).
He has, in fact, remarkably little to go on: most of his authors are barely interested in Judeans, if
they even knew about them. The rhetorical strategy of this Part requires the full trustworthiness
of his “witnesses”, and Josephus cannot contradict his sources in this context. He has to cite
without comment Herodotus’ claim that Egyptians taught their neighbors the custom of circum-
cision (1.169-70), together with Clearchus’ assertion that Judeans were descended from Indian
philosophers (1.179). Such are the limits of the material at his disposal that he even takes
Choerilus’ description of the tonsured speakers of the Phoenician language as a reference to
Judeans (1.173-74). But he is skillful in interpreting, curtailing, and editing these sources, exag-
gerating or even inventing their reference to Judeans. Following his Judean precursor who wrote
a whole book on Judeans in the name of Hecataeus, Josephus thus channels the prestige of Greek
culture into affirmation of his own tradition. His absorption with his own ethnic interests gives
him the confidence to make Greek authors his tools.

But there is a further aspect of this complex phenomenon that is illuminated by sensitivity to
postcolonial thematics. The Greek authors whom Josephus cites (i.e., all except “Hecataeus”™)
display classic features of an “Orientalism” that fixes “the other” in a fascinated gaze largely
shaped by its own cultural prejudices. Bickerman (innocent of postcolonial theory) noted how,
when they encountered barbarian self-perceptions, Greek historians felt it their duty “to rectify
the barbarian account or to substitute a scientific account for it ... A Greek enquirer in a foreign
land did not feel himself bound by the question of what his informant actually meant. The con-
struction he put upon the barbarian account was rather faithful to the historical reality of his own
system” (1952: 71). This is a key insight in the analysis of “Orientalism,” which traces how reac-
tions to the exotic “other” can be either negative or effusively positive, but in both cases are
over-determined by the needs and neuroses of the hegemonic culture. Herodotus’ explanation of
the diffusion of circumcision and Clearchus’ false genealogy exemplify the imposition of Greek
models on cultures little studied and barely understood. Clearchus’ delight in the exotic foreigner
and Hieronymus’ failure to notice the local Judeans are equal, if opposite, samples of the implied
superiority of those who write “universal” history on their own terms. Clearchus’ admiration of a
Judean because he was “Greek” in language and “soul” perfectly illustrates Greek cultural con-
descension, while Agatharchides’ critique of Judean “superstition” measures the value of a “bar-
barian” culture by a specifically Greek criterion of rationality. In this form of analysis it makes
little sense to divide these sources into “pro-” and “anti-Jewish” camps: they are all interpreting
Judeans (or other “barbarians”) with crude categories derived from their own cultural system (see
Barclay forthcoming c).

Josephus’ response is a complex mixture of acquiescence and protest, displaying both mim-
icry and subaltern self-determination. On the one hand, he fawns over the cultural “sophistica-
tion” of his sources (e.g., 1.175), proud to have Judeans accepted in the elite circles of
philosophical debate. He is delighted to cite “Hecataeus,” whose narrative of Mosollamus de-
ploys exactly the virtues that Agatharchides extols—the “strength of soul” to ridicule “supersti-
tion.” On the other hand, Josephus vigorously defends his own tradition against this standard of
rationality, when the clash becomes unavoidable: Agatharchides’ judgment is simply wrong and
his contrary opinion is nothing but malice (1.212). Likewise, Josephus cannot accept
Hieronymus’ silence as evidence of Judean insignificance: it must be assumed that they were
worth mentioning, and “unhealthy causes” alone have prevented the historian from giving them
the honor they deserve (1.213-14). Moreover, in the conclusion it emerges that Josephus’ cita-
tion of Greek sources has by no means compromised his irrefragable conviction that Judean scrip-
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tures remain the ultimate standard of truth (1.216-18). This intriguing duality in Josephus’ cul-
tural reaction is a fine sample of that “hybridity” detected in the postcolonial condition: both
absorbing and resisting the cultural co-ordinates of the “Greek” tradition, Josephus partly refash-
ions both “Greek” and “Judean” identity. His Greek authors (apart from Agatharchides) become
admirers of all things Judean, while his Judeans become philosophers on a level with Greek in-
tellectuals. His own position, building on centuries of cultural interaction with the “Greek” tra-
dition, can hardly represent some essentialized version of “authentic” Judeanness, but it is in
that hybrid and ambivalent condition that he both distinguishes Judean from Greek and matches
the one with the other (see further, Introduction, § 13).

(1.22) 161 However, it is necessary to satisfy also the inquiry of those who disbe-
lieve the records among the barbarians®?® and see fit to believe only Greeks,’?’ and
to supply many examples also of these who knew about our nation, and to present
them>?® where they made reference to it, as they had occasion to do, in their own
compositions.’?* 162 Pythagoras the Samian,>3° then—an ancient figure3*! and one
reckoned to surpass all those who philosophized in wisdom and in piety with regard
to the deity>*?>—clearly not only knew about our customs®3? but was also especially

Greek evidence
necessary

Pythagoras

326 Reading, with Reinach and Miinster, Tals &v Tols
BapRapols avaypadais. “Records” reinforces Josephus’
emphasis on accurate historical sources (see note to
“laws” at 1.7). On the translation of BapBapos, see note
to “Greeks” at 1.58.

327 Josephus echoes and now fulfils his earlier prom-
ises in 1.5, 59, 72. The question of belief or disbelief,
first raised in 1.2, 6, is clearly a matter not merely of
historical evidence but also of cultural inclination.
Despite providing what he considered “proofs” (mi-
otTets, 1.72) in the previous segments, Josephus knows
that he is contending with a cultural prejudice that will
“see fit” (aki6w, cf. 1.2) to credit some sources rather
than others. As elsewhere, Josephus portrays this as
“Greek” arrogance in relation to all things “barbarian”
(RapPapos), rather than as incredulity aimed specifi-
cally at his Judean claims. Nonetheless, he maintains a
cool tone: he is answering an “inquiry” (em{ntnois),
not countering “malice” (cf. 1.2-5).

528 For the verb (mapatibnu) cf. 1.74, 93, 112, 116,
etc. Niese considered its presence here (in the form
mapabéoBai) grammatically awkward and textually sus-
pect.

29 The issue as stated in 1.2 was whether any fa-
mous Greek historians made reference to Judeans, and
thus proved their antiquity. The criteria have now been
diluted. While it is necessary to be “Greek” (in a broad
sense, including lonian), not all of the authors to be
cited are famous, and several would not fit the category
of “historian.” Although Josephus had specified “his-
torian” in 1.2, 5, his search for “witnesses” was less spe-
cific (1.4) and had broadened in 1.58, 72 to ouyypadeis,
“writers.” In this segment, Josephus is careful to begin
(1.163) and end (1.213-14) with explicit reference to
“history” (verbs and nouns from the ‘oTop-root; also at

1.168, 176). But otherwise he uses the more general
root cuyypop- (e.g., 1.183, 213; here ouyypoupata), un-
der which label he can include even a poet (1.172). It is
now necessary only to “refer” to Judeans: the proof of
their “antiquity” may be hinted at in 1.162, but is not
made explicit in this segment until the conclusion
(1.217).

330 Josephus’ first example would be recognized as
chronologically anterior to the others, and also could
claim wide cultural recognition. In fact, the reference
to Judeans comes not from Pythagoras, but from his
interpreter, Hermippus: by this elision Josephus takes a
questionable cultural explanation of some of Pytha-
goras’ “symbols” as proof of very ancient knowledge
of Judeans. Introduced, without hesitation, as a
“Samian,” Pythagoras appears incontestably Greek. But
his ethnicity and birth-place were actually matters of
controversy in antiquity (see, e.g., Diogenes Laertius
8.1; Clement, Strom. 1.14.62; Porphyry, Vit. Pyth. 1,
5)—a fact that Josephus acknowledges later in this work
(2.14).

31 In 1.14 he is included among the oldest Greek
philosophers, and some considered him the first to
merit that title (Iamblichus, Vit, Pyth. 58). Josephus
seems unwilling or unable to give a precise date (he is
designated comparatively recent in 2.14), but the ad-
jective hints at his ability to prove the “antiquity” of
Judeans; he probably lived in the 6™ century BCE.
Hermippus, who alone is responsible for the reference
to Judeans, is left undated (1.163).

332 Pythagoras was famed for an eclectic range of
“wisdom,” as his much-recycled stories, anecdotes and
sayings reveal. But a constant theme is his regard for
the Gods and concern for proper rites in worship (e.g.,
Iamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 134-56); cf. in this work, at 1.14.



96

BOOK ONE

keen in his emulation of them.>3* 163 There is no composition acknowledged as
authentically his,’*> but many people have written historical accounts of him, and
the most distinguished of these is Hermippus,®*® a man scrupulous in all his histori-
cal work.’3” 164 In the first book On Pythagoras>3® he states that Pythagoras often
said, when one of his companions had died (a man called Kalliphon, a Krotonian
by descent),>3? that this man’s soul accompanied him night and day;’*’ and that

Pythagoras used to give instructions

Josephus elsewhere makes use of this reputation to
claim a general congruence between Pythagorean and
Judean theology (see 2.168), building on the connec-
tion suggested by Aristobulus (see below, note to
“philosophy” at 1.165). The notion of Pythagorean pre-
eminence is this matter is purely Josephan.

333 The Greek is more vague (ta mop’ Nyiv), but an-
ticipates the fuller statement in 1.165. The “clearly”
(8nhos) pre-empts any doubts that might arise from the
details to follow (1.164)—a rhetorical tactic common in
this segment (the same term is used in 1.166, 174, 185).

334 “Egspecially” is a necessary, but unusual, render-
ing of the Greek ek mAsioTou (see Gutschmid 557); 1
dissent here from Thackeray’s translation, “in those dis-
tant ages,” although it has that sense in Ant. 15.223.
Josephus immediately foregrounds the theme of emula-
tion, which will become increasingly dominant in this
segment of his work, and which anticipates a key topic
in book 2 (see note to “degree” at 2.280). The vocabu-
lary he uses (here: {nAwTns) suggests both admiration
(even envy) and imitation. It seems that Josephus can
make little sense of the supposed connection between
Pythagoras’ obscure taboos and Judean customs; all
that is important is that (according to Hermippus) there
was a connection by derivation from Judean “beliefs”
(1.165). That is the point that Josephus will reiterate in
in 1.165, giving his own interpretation of what
Hermippus may have intended as ridicule.

335 This was, in fact, a disputed subject: some in-
sisted that Pythagoras left no writings (Porphyry, Vit.
Pyth. 57), others listed his works (Diogenes Laertius
8.6-7; cf. lamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 146). In 1.14 Josephus
had numbered Pythagoras among the oldest Greek writ-
ers, while noting skepticism on this topic. Here he
needs to be dogmatic in denying the existence of au-
thentic works, so that Hermippus can appear not a sec-
ondary source but the best available representative of
Pythagoras’ views.

336 Hermippus was not well-known to educated Ro-
mans (among the very scanty references, Pliny, Nat.
30.4, refers to him as a writer on magic), and has to be
given special praise here as the only source on Pytha-
goras whom Josephus can use. Josephus does not date
or place him, perhaps from ignorance; his date (second
half of the 3" century BCE) would indicate how large

541

not to walk over a spot where a donkey sank

a gap stood between him and Pythagoras. The frag-
ments of his work are collected in FGH IVA (=
Bollansée 1999). A disciple of Callimachus in Alexan-
dria, he wrote biographies of philosophers and legisla-
tors, and not always in flattering terms. The detailed
information in the next section may suggest, but does
not prove, that Josephus draws directly from Her-
mippus.

337 Cf. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Is. 1.2 (describ-
ing Hermippus as “accurate”). Josephus needs this com-
mendation to secure the authority of what follows, but
the contrast with his critique of Greek historiography
in 1.15-27 is startling: there “scrupulous” (emipeAns) is
the last adjective one would apply to an historian in
the Greek tradition (cf. 1.7). Josephus’ evaluation is
clearly dependent on rhetorical contingency.

338 Diogenes Laertius 8.10 refers to the 2™ book of
this work. The remaining fragments, collected in Bol-
lansée 1999: 32-37, indicate a highly skeptical, even
cynical, treatment of the revered philosopher, explain-
ing his supposed descent to Hades, for instance, as a
clever trick (frag. 24). This suggests that the material to
follow might be intended by Hermippus not to bolster,
but to diminish, Pythagoras’ reputation. Although
Pythagoras was famed for his travels in the east, learn-
ing from Egyptian and Chaldean wise men (Diogenes
Laertius 8.3; Porphyry, Vit. Pyth. 6, 11-12), the notion
that he borrowed customs from Thracians and Judeans
is almost unique, and may have been intended to deni-
grate, even ridicule, his famous taboos. The fact that
Josephus cites verbatim only one sentence from
Hermippus (1.165) and paraphrases the rest reduces us
to speculation on this matter, but also arouses our sus-
picion.

339 Probably the same Kalliphon as mentioned in
Herodotus 3.125, though he is there said to be from
Cnidus (Bollansée 1999: 233-34). Kroton is the town
in southern Italy where Pythagoras settled after leaving
Samos.

340 The anecdote illustrates not the famous Pytha-
gorean doctrine of the transmigration of souls, but be-
lief in the continuing presence of the dead as daimones
(Diogenes Laertius 8.32; lamblichus, Vit, Pyth. 139,
148; Bollansée 1999: 234).

341 Bollansée (1999: 235-36) rightly insists that the
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to its knees,>* to refrain from waters that make one thirsty

543 and from all slander.5#*

165 Then, after this, he adds the following:>* “He used to practice and say these
things, imitating the beliefs of Judeans and Thracians, and adopting them for him-
self’346 For that man is correctly said to have adopted many of the Judeans’ rules

for his philosophy.’*

Greek be construed such; the one issuing these instruc-
tions is Pythagoras, not the soul of Kalliphon (pace
Thackeray, Blum et al.). Pythagoras was the source for
heterogeneous and famously cryptic instructions or pro-
hibitions, termed ouuPola. Their interpretation was the
topic of much debate, reverent or otherwise (e.g., Por-
phyry, Vit. Pyth. 41-44; Plutarch, Mor. 727b-730f).

342 This is probably the right translation of un
Siepxeodan ToTov, e’ ov av ovos okAaor. The taboo is
otherwise unattested and very obscure. It is likely that
Josephus and his biblically literate Judean readers
would hear an echo of the Balaam story (Num 22:22-
35), in which the ass collapses in the presence of an
angel (Josephus, in retelling this story at Ant. 4.109,
uses the same verb, okhalw; cf. Gutschmid 559, Troiani
111). But this resonance could not have been heard, or
intended, by Pythagoreans, or by Hermippus (there is
no evidence that Alexandrian scholars of his day read
the LXX). For the former, there is a possible but remote
link to Pythagoras’ famous saying about helping a man
not to take off his burden, but to shoulder it (Plutarch,
Mor. 728c¢), or to Pythagorean disgust for the donkey’s
habit of defecating towards the east (Aelian, Nat. an.
10.28). Labow suggests some connection to the
Pythagorean doctrine of the transmigration of souls,
with the donkey inhabited by the soul of a man who
was wicked in his previous life (2005: 183, n.60).

343 The cryptic phrase Ta Sty USata can only in-
vite speculation. It should be translated as here (“thirst-
making,” not “stagnant” water; see Gutschmid 559; cf.
John 4:13-15). It may be associated with the Pytha-
gorean concern for pure water (and simple food,
Diogenes Laertius 8.13; Tamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 69), or
related to taboos concerning salt, the sea, or sea-food
(Plutarch, Mor. 364a; 729a; Porphyry, Vit. Pyth. 41, 45;
so Gutschmid 559-60). What Hermippus or Josephus
made of this is anyone’s guess.

344 This mixture of moral rules with ritual taboos is
typical of the Pythagorean tradition, which emphasized
respect for the Gods and for one’s parents (Porphyry,
Vit. Pyth. 38; lamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 125, 195, 257). One
may presume that Josephus would hear an echo of
Judean traditions, such as Deut 5:11 and LXX Exod
22:27 (alluded to in 2.237).

345 Josephus cites only one sentence from Hermip-
pus, and the vague connection (“after this”) leaves un-
clear how Hermippus connected the 4 disparate items
just listed with Judeans and Thracians. One may sus-

pect that, if he knew his source first-hand, Josephus has
carefully selected (and censored) what Hermippus said.
Origen (Cels. 1.15) reports at second-hand a statement
from Hermippus’ On Lawgivers that Pythagoras bor-
rowed his philosophy from Judeans. It is not clear
whether this is indeed a second, parallel, comment by
Hermippus, or an inaccurate allusion by Origen to our
passage (see Gutschmid 557-58; Bollansée 1999: 108-
13).

346 It was common to trace Pythagorean tenets to
eastern nations, among whom he was said to have trav-
elled (see above, note to “Pythagoras” at 1.164): the
most common sources of inspiration were Egyptian
priests, and Chaldeans or Magi. Pythagoras’ connec-
tions with Thrace usually indicated his influence on
them (e.g., through his slave Zamolxis, Porphyry, Vit.
Pyth. 14-15; cf. Strabo, Geogr. 7.3.5), but lamblichus
reports that he was instructed in theology by an Orphic
initiation in Thrace (Vit. Pyth. 146). Porphyry cites
Antonius Diogenes as listing Hebrews alongside Arabs,
Egyptians, and Chaldeans as an influence on Pytha-
goras (Vit. Pyth. 11), and Hermippus’ comment here
may be parallel to that (or its root).

But what connected the 4 items of 1.164 to the “be-
liefs” (86Eon) of Judeans and Thracians? Josephus’ (tac-
tical?) paraphrase makes that question largely
unanswerable, but there is no reason to think that all 4
were associated with Judeans (or with both nations).
Unfortunately, we know almost nothing about Thracian
beliefs and customs, and so cannot detect the connec-
tions Hermippus may have drawn in that direction.
Jacobson’s speculative connections (1976) between the
last 3 items and the Jewish scriptures are followed too
uncritically by Bollansée (1999: 236-48); they depend
on Hermippus knowing an Alexandrian proto-rabbinic
commentary on the Pentateuch (indicating, e.g., that
“thirst-making water” refers to falsehood). Of the 4 top-
ics in 1.164, it is hard to imagine how the accompani-
ment of a dead man’s soul, the avoidance of
“thirst-making” water and the ban on slander could
have been linked by Hermippus to distinctively Judean
concerns; the last may be supported by Judeans, but was
hardly unique to them. The second, concerning the
donkey, might fit the association of Judeans with
Typhon (whose animal was the ass), such as we find in
another 3" century BCE Alexandrian, Manetho (1.237;
see van Henten and Abusch 1996; Appendix 3). This
tradition is strongly pejorative, and it is possible that
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Theophrastus

166°*% Also among the city-states our nation was not unknown long ago,’*° and

many of our customs have by now permeated some and been deemed worthy of

emulation by some people.>>° Theophrastus makes this clear in the work On Laws:

551

167 he says that the laws of the Tyrians forbid the swearing of foreign oaths, among
which he numbers, alongside some others, the oath called “Korban.”>? This is to be

Hermippus’ comment simultaneously ridiculed both
Pythagoras and Judeans. This must remain speculative,
but ridicule of Pythagoras’ taboos would match the
generally negative evaluation that we find elsewhere in
Hermippus’ work. If Josephus knew Hermippus only at
second-hand he may have missed his negative tone. If
he drew directly from Hermippus, his achievement is
remarkable: he has so selected and shortened Her-
mippus’ snide remark as to make it sound like a com-
pliment to Judeans. Once again, his introduction
(1.162) and conclusion (next sentence) so condition
the hearing of his citation as to lead readers, even to-
day, to assume that Hermippus treated both Pythagoras
and Judeans with respect.

347 Pace Niese, this final sentence should be read
(with Thackeray, Reinach, and Miinster) as Josephus’
own comment, not a continuation of the citation from
Hermippus: it reinforces, narrows, and exaggerates what
Hermippus has just said and gives Josephus, as always,
the last word. By removing reference to Thracians, it
focuses only on Pythagoras’ debt to Judeans and estab-
lishes the positive tone in which Josephus wishes the
previous comment to be heard. The slightly strange
phrasing of the sentence (“it is said ...”) is easily ex-
plained: Josephus knows, but does not attribute, the
nearly identical comment of Aristobulus on this topic.
Josephus’ Greek runs: AéyeTal ... ToAAG TV Topc
" louSaticov vopilcv €IS TV GUTOU METEVEYKEIV GrAocodi-
ov; Aristobulus, apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 13.12.1
reads: TTuBaydpas mToAAa T3V Toap’ MUV HETEVE-
yKos €ls TNV eauTol SoypaToToliav kaTexwploev.) The
congruence of vocabulary is too close to be accidental
(so also Gorman 1983: 32-33) and we must conclude
that Aristobulus is a hidden influence on Josephus’
thinking here, as elsewhere (cf. 2.168, 190; see Appen-
dix 5). If so, it is intriguing that Josephus does not cite
Aristobulus in this connection as a “Greek” proving
Pythagoras’ emulation of Judeans (cf. 2.218 on other
Judean authors named within this category). Perhaps he
reckoned that his name would gain no recognition out-
side Judean circles.

348 After Hermippus® direct reference to “Judeans,”
Josephus moves to 3 sources whose “references” are at
best indirect: Theophrastus, Herodotus, and Choerilus
(1.166-74). In each case he has to argue that the author
really meant to speak of “Judeans” although he never
used the term.

>4 In contrast to the individual Pythagoras, Jose-
phus stresses the knowledge of Judeans among whole
“city-states” (moAels); the term sounds Greek enough,
although the only example to be cited will be the
Phoenician city, Tyre (whose knowledge of Judeans has
already been demonstrated in 1.106-27). The vague
“long ago” (maAat) leaves unclear how old is the tradi-
tion that Theophrastus records. The claim that “our na-
tion” was known masks the fact that Theophrastus’
tradition apparently did not identify the “Korban” oath
as specifically “Judean.”

350 Josephus reinforces the sub-theme of this seg-
ment, introduced in 1.162, 165 ({nAos [“emulation”]
here echoes {nAwns in 1.162). The language of “per-
meation” (Siapoitaw) will be repeated in 2.282-84.
Since what Theophrastus records is the banning of the
Korban oath, Josephus’ reasoning requires a triple in-
ference: that the Korban oath is specifically “Judean,”
that its ban indicates its popularity, and that this beto-
kens the emulation of Judean customs in general. Only
the first inference is supported in what follows. The
second and third are hardly self-evident; cf. Josephus’
use of the Greek oath vn Ao (1.255).

331 Josephus assumes that Theophrastus, the pupil
and successor of Aristotle, is well-known; he could
hardly be claimed to be “ancient” (372—288/7 BCE).
Little of his enormous output of works has survived, but
he was famous enough in the Roman world to justify a
biography by Diogenes Laertius (5.36-57). His work of
comparative constitutional law, originally in 24 books,
is extant only in fragments (see Szegedy-Maszak 1981;
our material is frag. 22); it was known to Roman experts
such as Cicero (Fin. 5.4). Josephus’ knowledge of
Theophrastus is clearly limited: had it been broader, he
could have used an explicit reference to “Judeans” in
the work On Piety (preserved in Porphyry, Abst. 2.26).

332 The banning of foreign customs is expressly
praised in 2.255-70, but is here taken to signal not the
danger but the popularity of the Korban oath (“deemed
worthy of emulation,” 1.166): Josephus is operating
with a hidden value code that presupposes the worth of
this “Judean” custom. By paraphrasing Theophrastus,
Josephus can omit all other oaths listed, which might
indicate the equally strong “emulation” of other na-
tions’ customs. If Theophrastus had labelled this oath
“Judean,” Josephus would surely have said so.
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found nowhere except among Judeans alone and signifies, as one might translate

from the Hebrews’ language, “gift for God.”>>3

168 Besides, not even Herodotus the Halicarnassian was ignorant about our na-

Herodotus

tion,>>* but evidently refers to it in a certain way.’>> For, while recounting the history

of the Colchians in the second book, he says as follows:

556

169 The Colchians, Egyptians and Ethiopians—he says—are the only people who, from the

beginning, circumcise the genitals.>’

333 Greek: 8c3pov Beol (interpreted as an objective
genitive). Josephus’ assertion was bound to carry
weight in Rome, where very few of his readers would
know Hebrew (or Aramaic). His tactic, to insist on only
one possible referent (cf. 1.171), is aided by the refer-
ence to the language of the “Hebrews,” a term he em-
ploys for the Judeans of antiquity or those who speak
their ancient language (Antiquities 1-8 passim; 10.8;
14.255; 18.228). In fact “Korban” (J27D) is an Ara-
maic, as well as a Hebrew, term. We have no evidence
for its use outside Judean culture, but Aramaic was com-
monly used in the region and it is possible that the oath
was of wider currency. Josephus’ interpretation of the
term as “gift for God” makes explicit what is implied
by its religious use (cf. the translations in LXX Lev
1:10; 2:4, etc.; Ant. 4.73; Mark 7:11). The term was first
used to indicate (even label) materials dedicated to the
temple, and could subsequently be employed in vows,
devoting the relevant goods, and thus making them
inaccessible to others; see Fitzmyer 1971: 93-100;
Rengstorf in TDNT 3.860-66. The procedure would be
familiar, perhaps, to Josephus’ Judean and Christian
readers (cf. Ps.-Philo, Hypoth. 7.3-5; Mark 7:6-13).
However, Theophrastus here describes the word as an
oath, as if in some self-imprecation, such as “may I (or
some benefit belonging to me) be Korban, if ... ” (see
Gutschmid 561; for such vows of abstinence, see the
Mishnaic tractate m. Nedarim; Derrett 1970: 364-65;
Baumgarten 1984-89: 5-8). This seems to have been an
oath used by Judeans, but Josephus does not explain
how it functions.

354 The “not even” suggests that Herodotus (5th
century BCE) is a prize exhibit. He would have been
recognized as a “famous Greek historian” (1.2), but the
passage to be cited here was apparently not widely ac-
cepted as a reference to Judeans. Josephus can do no
more here to prove his case than what he had already
offered in Ant. 8.262: once again he does not acknowl-
edge the repetition from his earlier work. In parading
Herodotus as a truthful witness to Judean antiquity,
Josephus cuts against his earlier dismissal of him as a
purveyor of lies (1.16, 73). While he had corrected
Herodotus’ “errors” on several occasions in Antiquities
(8.253, 260; 10.19), he cannot afford to raise doubts on

The Phoenicians and the Syrians in Palestine them-

his veracity in this context. He thus lets pass even
Herodotus’ claim that “the Syrians in Palestine” had
learned circumcision from the Egyptians, although that
threatens to subvert the sub-theme of this segment, that
other nations had learned their customs from Judeans
(1.162, 166).

355 “Evidently” translates Josephus’ ¢aivetal, which
cannot here mean the hesitant “appears to”; cf.
Herodotus’ use of the verb in 1.170 and Josephus’
dovepov in the parallel Ant. 8.261. As elsewhere,
Josephus’ introduction and conclusion (1.171) clear up
the ambiguity of the citation itself. “In a certain way”
half-acknowledges that the reference is indirect.

3% Josephus clearly knew well the section on Egyp-
tian history in Herodotus 2.99-182: he alludes to 2.99-
100 in Ant. 8.157, cites parts of 2.102-4 in Ant.
8.253-62 (as again here), and alludes to 2.141 in Ant.
10.17-20. He here quotes far more of the text than he
had paraphrased (very loosely) in Ant. 8.262, but his
presentation of the passage as concerning the
Colchians masks the fact that the larger context is the
history of Egypt, and the immediate theme the reign of
Sesostris. Since he had cited Manetho’s criticism of
Herodotus on Egyptian history (1.73), and given an al-
ternative account of the reign of “Sethos” (1.98-102), it
was convenient to suggest that this passage concerned
a different matter.

337 For once we can check Josephus’ citation
against the original (Herodotus 2.104). He has cut into
Herodotus’ text mid-sentence, and slightly alters the
wording at the beginning (hence, perhaps, the oddly
inserted “he says”; cf. 1.187, 189, etc.); otherwise, how-
ever, he is almost entirely faithful to Herodotus, even
keeping some of his lonic forms (in contrast to the para-
phrase in Ant. 8.262; see Inowlocki 2005: 384-86). In
context, Herodotus is trying to prove that the Colchians
(in the Pontus region) are of Egyptian descent, a resi-
due of Sesostris’ conquering army. The clinching proof
is their practice of circumcision, which he thinks must
have been derived from Egypt. The argument is typical
of his diffusionist theory of culture, and his
“Orientalist” attitude to the Near East: immensely im-
pressed by Egypt, he is almost totally ignorant of
Semitic cultures, and imposes on his observations a dis-
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selves acknowledge that they learned it from the Egyptians.>*® 170 The Syrians who live
beside Thermodon and the river Parthenios, and the Macronians, their neighbors, say that
they learned it recently from the Colchians.®® These are the only people who are circum-
cised and they evidently take their lead from the Egyptians.’®® As for the Egyptians and
Ethiopians, I am unable to say which learned it from the other.¢!

171 He said, then, that the Syrians in Palestine were circumcised.’®> But among those
who inhabit Palestine only the Judeans do this;*®* knowing this, then, it was about

them that he spoke.’%*

tinctly Greek theory of cultural influence. He regards
circumcision as an exotic and unattractive practice (cf.
2.37, 105), but is satisfied with this superficial expla-
nation of its currency in disparate nations. Josephus
cannot correct the “facts” that his Greek witnesses pro-
vide, and lets Herodotus’ statements stand, although his
own sacred texts directly contradict this account of the
origin of Judean circumcision. For Egyptian circumci-
sion, see note to “circumcised” at 2.141 and Labow
2005: 186, n.72,

358 This is the crucial statement, to which Josephus
will return in 1.171, and which he had already cited in
Ant. 8.262. For Josephus everything hinges on the iden-
tity of those whom Herodotus refers to as “Syrians in
Palestine.” Herodotus says he had visited “Palestine”
(2.44, 106) and in 7.89 indicates that he means by this
the coastal strip which runs between Phoenicia and
Egypt (cf. “Palestinian Syria”: 1.105; 2.106; 3.91; 4.39;
“Palestinian Syrians™: 3.5). Since the term’louSoios was
not used by Greek-speakers before the hellenistic age,
it is possible that Herodotus could refer to Judeans un-
der some other label, but one might expect that to be
simply “Syrians” (cf. Gutschmid 566). It is unlikely that
Herodotus had any contact with Judeans, who lived
inland and would hardly feed him the information
Herodotus here claims. (Gutschmid [565-67] plausibly
conjectures that Herodotus draws on an Egyptian claim
that Syrians copied circumcision from them, and, find-
ing a relic of Sesostris’ campaign in “Palestinian Syria,”
concocts this spurious connection.) Thus, although
Josephus may be right that in Ais day the only people
in this region who practiced circumcision were Judeans
(1.171), it is uncertain whether this was also the case in
Herodotus’ time, and unlikely that Herodotus is refer-
ring to them specifically here (pace Stern 1.3-4; Lloyd
1988: 23, et al.). One can understand why Josephus’
critics might fail to recognize any reference to Judeans
here (cf. 1.2), but also why, when the Judean practice
was widely known, other authors would build on this
notice in Herodotus to advance the claim that the
Judeans were Egyptian colonists (Diodorus 1.28.2-3;
55.4-5).

339 This whole section is superfluous for Josephus’
argument: his comment in 1.171 focuses entirely on the
last sentence in 1.169. It reinforces the point, with

which Josephus could hardly agree, that all practice of
circumcision derives from Egypt (or Ethiopia). One
might suspect that he wished to “pad out” the otherwise
meager citation of 1.169. On the rivers here named, and
the Macronians, all in modern north-east Turkey, see
Troiani 113 and Lloyd 1988: 23-25. Herodotus assumes
that a “recent” practice must be derived from some
other, and older, tradition (on his fallacious reasoning,
see Lloyd 1975: 147-49).

360 In his limited knowledge of the practice of cir-
cumcision, Herodotus omits Arabs and other Semitic
groups. His crude cultural map is hardly acceptable
from a Judean perspective, but Josephus lets it pass
without comment. In fact, Josephus later uses Herodotus
to taunt Apion (2.142), and it is notable that circumci-
sion is not mentioned among the Judean laws and cus-
toms discussed in 2.145-286.

61 This characteristic Herodotean gesture to the
limits of his knowledge does nothing to dilute the con-
fident identification of Egypt as fons et origo of “Syr-
ian” circumcision. The following sentence, which
Josephus omits, suggests that this diffusion came about
by a “mixing” of the peoples—clearly a step too far for
Josephus who strenuously denies any “mixing” of
Judeans and Egyptians (1.229, 252-53, 278).

362 This restatement of 1.169b ignores Herodotus’
further claim that such people acknowledged their cul-
tural dependency on Egypt. For Josephus, the only
question is whom Herodotus is talking about.

363 Josephus simply asserts this as a fact (cf. Ant.
8.262, whose final sentence seems to add uncertainty).
He can draw on the Roman perception that circumci-
sion is not a “Syrian” custom, but is distinctly and
strongly associated with Judeans (e.g., Petronius, Sat.
102.14; Tacitus, Hist. 5.5.2; Suetonius, Dom. 12.2).
Whether, in fact, other inhabitants of Palestine prac-
ticed circumcision is not clear. Some evidence for its
widespread practice is not reliable (Philo, Spec. 1.2;
Barnabas 9.6; Jerome’s commentary on Jer 9:25-26),
and much depends on what is meant by “Palestine” and
whether we are speaking of Herodotus’ or Josephus’ era
(they are more than 500 years apart); see Stern 1.3-4;
Cohen 1999: 45.

364 The confident conclusion wraps up the discus-
sion. The “this” he knew was that Judeans alone prac-
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172 Also Choerilus, an older poet,’® refers to our nation, as joining the expedi-

Choerilus

tion of Xerxes, king of the Persians, against Greece.’*® After listing all the nations, at

the end he included ours as well, in these words

.567

173 Behind them crossed a people, remarkable to see,>%%

Releasing from their mouths Phoenician speech,’®
They lived in Solyman hills beside a broad lake,’”°

With dishevelled topknots, round-shaven,’’! but above

tice circumcision (pace Gutschmid 567); it is crucial for
Josephus that Herodotus consciously referred to
Judeans, otherwise the reference can hardly be inten-
tional. Why Herodotus should refer to Judeans under
the name of “Syrians in Palestine” is not, however, ex-
plained. A few decades later, Celsus used this Herodo-
tean tradition to argue that Judeans were nothing
special: their customs were derived from others (apud
Origen, Cels. 5.41; cf. 1.22). Origen’s reply, that Judean
circumcision is very different from that employed by
others (5.47-48), reflects a Judean sense of cultural dis-
tinction. But Josephus is debarred from that objection
by his decision to leave his positive witnesses unques-
tioned.

365 Choerilus is the third in the trio of “indirect”
witnesses. Josephus makes clear that his poetry con-
cerns an historical event, but a skeptic could object
that the genre lends itself to “myth” more than “his-
tory.” A younger contemporary of Herodotus, who
flourished at the end of the 5™ century BCE, Choerilus
of Samos pioneered the presentation of recent history
(the Persian invasion of Greece) in epic verse. He was
famous in his own day and in the immediately succeed-
ing generations, but his works have since been lost,
and in the Roman world he gained only sporadic men-
tion in recherché circles (see Huxley 1969). Josephus is
thus dredging up a somewhat obscure witness, whom he
may know either via Ephorus (so Gutschmid 577-78) or
through some earlier Judean researcher. His description
as “older” (apyxoioTepos is the more secure text) gives a
vague sense of antiquity to his witness (cf. 1.162, 166):
it is not clear whether Josephus thought he was older
than Herodotus, or, more likely, older than most other
poets.

366 Choerilus’ poem (which attracted various titles,
Huxley 1969: 14) apparently recounted the crossing of
the Hellespont by Xerxes’ army (480 BCE), and was
heavily influenced by Herodotus’ catalogue of nations
(7.59-100; cf. Momigliano 1975a: 77). This provides an
occasion for a display of the hostile and exotic “bar-
barian,” whose “otherness” helps define the civilized
“Greek” (see Hall 1989). Josephus accepts the categori-
zation of his nation in these terms, although participa-
tion in this expedition accords with nothing in the
Judean tradition and somewhat contradicts his own as-

sertion of Judean isolation (1.60-68).

367 Their position at the end might suggest that this
is the climactic example of the distant, and “freakish”
barbarian. Although Eusebius (Praep. ev. 9.9) accepted
this passage as a reference to Judeans, modern editors
are rightly skeptical: see Gutschmid 571-75 and Stern
3.5-7 (relegated to the Appendix).

368 There are minor textual variants in these 5 lines
between L and the version in Eusebius: Choerilus’ ar-
chaic Greek was naturally modified in transmission.
Choerilus’ introduction alerts the reader to the outland-
ish spectacle to follow. The adjective “remarkable”
(BoupooTtov) encodes a cultural distance, though Jose-
phus might hear it in a positive sense (“admirable”); cf.
1.175 (Bavpalew); 2.179, 233.

3% Language played a crucial role, for Greeks, in
determining cultural location. “Phoenician speech”
places this nation on a known linguistic map (cf. 1.10),
but classifies them as descendants of a far-flung “bar-
barian” nation. As Josephus has just made clear (1.167),
the Judeans’ language was Hebrew, not “Phoenician,”
but he will not correct this depiction of “our nation.”

570 This is the only line of value for Josephus’ argu-
ment, on which alone he comments in 1.174. “Solyman
hills” is an intertextual echo of Homer, Od. 5.283, plac-
ing this exotic people on terrain familiar to a Greek
audience, even if arguments would arise about its exact
location (Strabo, Geogr. 1.2.10). The “broad lake” is
non-specific and open to multiple identifications. Al-
though the adjective here used (mhotis) could also, in
relation to water, develop the special sense of “salty”
(Collace 1976), it appears that neither Choerilus nor
Josephus understood it in that sense (Gutschmid 568-
69). Josephus uses the comparative mAaTuTeépa in its
normal sense in 1.174, and it is the noun, rather than
the adjective, that makes him think of the Dead Sea.

71 Choerilus shows his penchant for obscure vo-
cabulary (“round-shaven” translates Tpoyxoxoupades, ha-
pax in all Greek literature from antiquity), the language
as exotic as the habit it describes. The “dishevelled” (or
“squalid,” ouxuoaAéor) hair connotes the wild character
of this people, while the head-shaving (derived from the
depiction of Arabs in Herodotus 3.8) suggests an “un-
natural” configuration of human identity. Josephus
leaves unmentioned the fact that this style of hair is
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They wore the skins of horses’ faces, dried with smoke.

572

174 1t is clear to everyone, I think, that he is referring to us,’”® since the Solyman

hills are in our country, and we inhabit them,

574 and there is the so-called Bitumi-

nous Lake; for this is broader and bigger than all the lakes in Syria.’”> 175 So

Choerilus makes reference to us in this way.
That they not only knew about the Judeans but also admired any they encoun-

Clearchus

576

tered>’’—I1 am not talking about the most worthless Greeks but those who are espe-
cially admired for their wisdom>’®—is easy to determine.”’”® 176 For Clearchus, a

specifically forbidden to Judeans (Lev 19:27; cf. Jer
9:26).

372 This climactic visual peculiarity suggests a “sav-
age” affinity to the animal world (cf. the wearing of
animal skins by Bacchants). The detail is drawn from
Herodotus 7.70, where it applies to the Asiatic “Ethio-
pians.” That Josephus takes the whole description,
loaded with cultural disdain and utterly inappropriate,
as a reference to the Judean nation, indicates what hu-
miliations he is prepared to undergo for the sake of
being mentioned by ancient Greek sources.

373 The use of “clear” (Snlov) appears to settle doubt
(cf. 1.161, 166, 174, 185), though the “I think” might
be heard to shake the confidence that everyone will
interpret Choerilus in the required fashion. Josephus’
proof depends on ignoring every detail except the geo-
graphical reference. Since the “Solyman hills” are men-
tioned by Homer in proximity to a reference to
Ethiopia, and since his last line echoes the Herodotean
depiction of Ethiopians, most commentators conclude
that Choerilus’ literary invention would evoke for his
first hearers an “Ethiopian” people; in this case, the
“lake” could refer to the Red Sea or even the Persian
Gulf (cf. Herodotus 7.89; Gutschmid 575-77; Huxley
1969: 18-20). An alternative is possible: following
Homer, 1. 6.184, 204, a people called the “Solymi”
were often placed in the region of Lycia or Pisidia (e.g.,
Herodotus 1.173.2; Strabo, Geogr. 1.2.10, 28; 13.4.16;
cf. Labow 2005: 188, n.82). But it is unlikely that these
would be placed last in Choerilus’ list.

574 On Josephus® geographical identification with
Judea and the present tense, see note to “possess” at 1.1.
Josephus exploits a literary custom in his contemporary
Rome, which would make this argument more persua-
sive for his Roman readers than for us. There is abun-
dant evidence that after the Judean War Flavian authors
(and their immediate successors) referred to Jerusalem
as “Solyma”: see, e.g., Flaccus, Argon. 1.13; Martial
7.55.7; 11.94; Statius, Silv. 5.2.138; Pausanias, Descr.
8.16.4-5. Tacitus even connects this name with the
Homeric “Solymi” in proferring one theory for the ori-
gin of Judeans (Hist. 5.2.3; see Gutschmid 572; Lévy
1946: 334-39). Thus the reference to “Solyman hills”

might well evoke “Jerusalem” in the minds of Roman
readers. Elsewhere, Josephus says that the city was first
known as “Solyma” (War 6.438; Ant. 1.180) and he
may connect this to Homer (4nt. 7.67, if the text is se-
cure). But the reference here to the “Solyman hills” is
unique and clearly created by the need to match
Choerilus’ description.

375 Josephus takes the reference to Phoenician lan-
guage and Solyman hills to justify comparing lakes
specifically in “Syria.” He frequently refers to the Dead
Sea as the “Bituminous Lake” (e.g., War 1.657; 3.515;
4.476-85), the name by which it was also known in
Rome (Diodorus 19.98; Pliny, Nat. 2.226; 5.71-73;
Galen, Simpl. 4.20; Tacitus, Hist. 5.6.2-4). He thus ap-
peals to a geographical landmark familiar to his Roman
readers and strongly associated with Judeans. Few
would know enough to contest his assertion about its
comparative size, in which he makes a verbal connec-
tion (“broad—broader”) with the citation from Choe-
rilus.

576 The conclusion returns to the opening assertion
(1.172), which was reinforced in the opening comment
of 1.174: repetition helps support the dubious evidence.

77 The last two authors have, on a generous esti-
mate, done no more than allude to Judeans. But
Josephus can now cite an explicit reference to a
Judean, and can also repeat the sub-theme of this seg-
ment, the admiration of Judeans (cf. 1.162, 166, 173).
The story he will cite concerns only a single Judean,
but by trimming the citation to focus on his people and
its philosophical reputation, Josephus makes the story
appear applicable to any Judaean Aristotle could have
encountered. The “admiration” is clear in the story it-
self (the Baupaoc-root will recur in 1.177, 182), though
Josephus leaves somewhat vague what was so admired.

378 Josephus refers primarily to Aristotle, the speaker
in the story to follow, and perhaps secondarily to
Clearchus, handsomely praised in the next section.
That Josephus should add this comment is extremely
revealing of his cultural strategy. He seeks mention (and
preferably praise) from, above all, the very noblest of
Greeks (see at 1.2)—their nobility being measured on a
scale devised by Greek intellectuals themselves. The
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pupil of Aristotle and second to none among peripatetic philosophers,®®® says in the
first book On Sleep’8! that his teacher Aristotle recounted the following about a cer-
tain Judean man®*? (he attributes the words to Aristotle himself).’®3 The text goes like

this:

177 “Yet, it would take a long time to recount the full details,’®* but it would not be amiss
to describe those aspects of the man which indicate something extraordinary, and likewise

Aristotle and a
Judean

philosophical.®®> Be fully aware, Hyperochides,” he said, “that I will give you the impres-
sion of saying something equivalent to dreams.”% Hyperochides>®’ replied modestly, “It is

social snobbery in the adjective “the most worthless”
(o1 pauhoTaTor; ef. 1.53, 210; 2.3, 236, 278; where it has
a moral tone | translate “despicable”) reflects the stance
of an educated elite, whose “wisdom” (codia) or “edu-
cation” (moudeia, 1.181) is defined by their own cultur-
ally specific standards. In this context (contrast Ant.
20.262-65), Josephus is required to adopt this status-
evaluation, even though this means that such Greeks’
admiration of Judeans will amount to little more than
admiration of themselves (for being “like us”; see
1.180-81). His strategic admiration of “Greek” philoso-
phy is also evident elsewhere (2.168, 239, 281).

379 This constitutes another claim that what follows
is completely unambiguous (cf. the use of “clear” and
“evident” in 1.162, 166, 168, 174, etc.).

380 Although what follows is cited from Clearchus,
he is merely the medium (cf. 1.182) for the words of
Aristotle, who is mentioned no less than 5 times in this
passage (Clearchus only twice); since he is only the
“pupil” of Aristotle, it is the teacher’s words, and the
teacher’s opinions, that count. Aristotle was universally
known, Clearchus only in scholarly circles, and Jose-
phus neither dates nor locates him. Born in the 340s
BCE in Soli (Cyprus), he was a pupil of Aristotle,
but attempted to reconcile Aristotelian and Platonic
thought on many issues. The meager fragments from his
many works are collected by Wehrli (1948). Josephus’
high evaluation of his intellectual ability is not shared
by scholars, but seems to have been adopted by some
dilletanti in antiquity (cf. Athenaeus, Deipn. 701c).
Although he may have travelled as far as Bactriana (Af-
ghanistan), his knowledge of “eastern” philosophy was
extremely limited (1.179).

381 Josephus may have known this at first hand (he
certainly wishes to convey this impression), and later
extends an invitation to readers to consult the work
themselves (1.182). If this is not an empty gesture, it
suggests some confidence that he knew what it con-
tained. If so, his peculiar truncation of the tale raises all
the more suspicion (see note to “endurance” at 1.182).
The topic of sleep interested philosophers as it sug-
gested that the soul had a life separate from the body,
and if separable, arguably immortal. On Clearchus’ in-

clination to the Platonic (and early Aristotelian) view-
point on this subject, see Wehrli 1948: 47.

382 Josephus foregrounds the one thing important
for his argument: the ethnicity of the character con-
cerned. It accords with this that he cites only the intro-
duction (1.177-81) to what was clearly a longer story,
since this was where the man’s ethnicity was made ex-
plicit. Clearchus’ story concerned a remarkable man
who was also a Judean (cf. 1.183); Josephus presents it
as a tale of a Judean man who was also remarkable.

383 L’s Greek (TapaTiBels, “citing”) should here be
emended (with Gutschmid 579 and most modern edi-
tors, except Miinster) to mep1Tibnot (“he attributes”; cf.
Latin: ascribit). This indicates that the voice immedi-
ately to be encountered is that not of Clearchus (as nar-
rator) but of Aristotle. The text seems to have had the
form of a dialogue between Aristotle and his pupils.
Aristotle, rather than Clearchus, is cited directly, as he
carries the greater authority (see Inowlocki 2005: 384).

384 The citation begins in medias res. Pace Lewy
1938: 223-24, it is not clear that a summary of the
man’s extraordinary powers had already been given.

385 The two characteristics are not a hendiadys (pace
Gutschmid 579), but their juxtaposition, which might
appear odd, will be justified in what follows. “Some-
thing extraordinary” translates foupociotTnTa Tiva, the
Baupoo- root (see at 1.175) suggesting admiration or
amazement at something marvellous or even “miracu-
lous.” No single English term can cover the semantic
range of this word, but “extraordinary” conveys the
sense of something abnormal or prodigious. Lewy’s
“certain gifts of magic” (1938: 206) presses the sense
too far in one direction.

386 Miinster follows Eusebius codex B in omitting
BaupooTov (read in L E and emended by Gutschmid 580-
81). In what follows, the fact that the Judean encoun-
tered by Aristotle was thoroughly hellenized does not
constitute something “extraordinary,” and Josephus’
summary of the main story applies the adjective
vaguely to his “endurance” (1.182). But this compari-
son with dreams suggests something distinctly “para-
normal”; see note to “endurance” at 1.182.
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for this very reason that we all want to hear it.” 178 “Well then,” said Aristotle, “in accor-
dance with the rules of rhetoric, let us first describe his ancestry,®® so we don’t disobey the
teachers of narrative-technique.”® “Tell us,” said Hyperochides, “if you wish.”>*° 179 “This
man, then,”! was a Judean by descent from Coele-Syria.>*> These people are descendants of
the philosophers in India.>®> Among the Indians, they say, the philosophers are called
Calanoi,>®* and among the Syrians, Judeans, taking their name from the place; for the place
they inhabit is called Judea.>® The name of their city is extremely contorted:3% they call it

87 An Athenian pupil of Aristotle. The dialogue
was perhaps set in Athens (and thus in the years 335-
323 BCE); see Gutschmid 581.

388 Greek: 10 yévos auTtou. I translate yévos nor-
mally as “people” (see note to “people” at 1.1) and, in
the phrase’ louSaios [or equivalent] To yévos as “Judean
[or equivalent] by descent” (as just below, at 1.179). In
both cases genealogy and ancestry are in view
(“people” in the sense of “descent-group”), and “ances-
try” may be the best translation here.

389 Translating amoayyshicsv (Eusebius’  superior
reading of the text, followed by all editors): the term
covers many kinds of narrative report (cf. War 1.14; Ant.
4.122, etc.). Since Aristotle himself set the ground-rules
of much of rhetoric, his “compliance” is somewhat
ironic, and it self-consiously draws attention to elite
codes of discourse (cf. Isocrates, Evag. 12). The state-
ment shows that the following sentences on the origin
of the Judean are purely introductory: the main point
of the story is what follows, and what Josephus omits.

3% This rather elaborate introduction is unnecessary
for Josephus’ argument and suggests that his citation is
complete as far as he chooses to quote. But it also indi-
cates the social and cultural ethos in which Clearchus
will introduce the Judean: here “gentlemanly” manners
and suave “sophistication” set the elite framework into
which his “oriental” wisdom will have to fit.

391 Niese minor and Miinster add £¢n (“he said”), but
the change in speaker from the end of 1.177 is clear
enough. The limited interest in this Judean is suggested
by the fact that he remains anonymous throughout: his
importance for Clearchus lies only in what his behav-
ior (or powers) can illustrate for philosophy.

392 “Judean by descent” translates To yévos louScios
(see above note to “ancestry” and Cohen 1994); cf.
parallel phrases in 1.73, 129, 164, etc. On what was
then understood by the geographical term “Coele-
Syria” see Stern 1.14. What follows indicates that
Judeans are only interesting for Clearchus inasmuch as
they can be depicted as “philosophers,” that is, within
a Greek framework of cultural analysis.

393 Hellenistic admiration for the ancient traditions
of oriental sages (Egyptian priests, Persian “Magi,”
Babylonian “Chaldeans,” and Indian “Brachmans”)
depended on remarkably little knowledge about these

cultures. Following slight encounters with Judean reli-
gion, it was relatively easy to place them in the same
category of philosophical easterner (so Theophrastus
apud Porphyry, Abst. 2.26; cf. Hecataeus apud Dio-
dorus Siculus 40.3), and to consider them a special
class of Syrian, parallel to the Brahmins among Indians
(Megasthenes apud Clement, Strom. 1.15.72.5).
Clearchus here follows this trend, but goes one step
further in positing a genealogical descent from Indian
philosophers, a crass simplification of cultural terrain
that he shows little interest in exploring. Elsewhere
(apud Diogenes Laertius 1.9; Wehrli 1948: frag. 13) he
made the Indian philosophers descendants of the Magi,
positing a single genealogical tree conveniently join-
ing the whole “Orient” in terms that Greeks could com-
prehend (see Jaeger 1938: 138-42; Hengel 1974:
256-58). Josephus reports this absurd explanation of
Judean origins, despite his insistence elsewhere on a
very different account (1.1, 71; cf. his variable sensitiv-
ity to alternative versions in 1.82, 104). Once again, he
lets erroneous comments pass without criticism, submit-
ting himself to the ignorant viewpoint of this “wisest”
of Greeks (1.175).

394 In Hellenistic accounts of the “gymnosophists”
or “Brachmans” (Brahmins) of India, a special place is
often accorded to Calanus, in tales of Alexander: see
the accounts in Arrian, Anab. 7.2-3; Strabo, Geogr.
15.1.61-68; Plutarch, Alex. 65, 69. Calanus is usually
depicted as one of the Brahmins, but Clearchus here
invents a label “Calanoi” for this class of Indian phi-
losopher, an alteration of the tradition that suggests
ignorance rather than purposeful manipulation.

395 Clearchus’ comment suggests that “Syria” is
well-known to his readers, but “Judea” less so. His un-
derstanding of the label “Judean” seems to be prima-
rily geographical and ethnic: they are natives of a land
called “Judea” (cf. Introduction, § 9 on Josephus’ un-
derstanding of the label). But at the same time, in a
confusion of categories, the label depicts a class of
philosophers among the Syrians: cf. Theophrastus’ de-
piction of Judeans as ¢p1A\dcodot To yévos (apud Por-
phyry, Abst. 2.26).

3% srohidv means “crooked,” “bent,” or “contorted.”
The sentence serves to distance and demean Judeans as
an alien, somewhat barbaric, people with strange place-
names. It is an ancient precursor to numerous colonial
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Hierousaleme.>” 180 Now this man, both because he was welcomed as a guest by many

598

and because he was in the habit of coming down from the highlands to the coast,® was
Greek®? not only in his speech but also in his soul.®°! 181 At that time we were staying in
Asia,®%? and this man visited the same places and encountered us and some other scholars,
testing our wisdom;%? but as he had been in the company of many educated people,®* it

was he, rather, who conveyed some of what he had.

22605

182 Such were Aristotle’s words, as found in Clearchus,®®® and he further relates in

occasions for laughter or pretended alarm at the “weird”
names of native people and places.

397 Greek: ‘lepoucoAnun. As Gutschmid rightly in-
sists (584) the text should not be emended to bring it
into line with the more usual hellenistic name ‘lepocd-
Aupa (e.g., Hecataeus apud Diodorus Siculus 40.3.3).
Clearchus deliberately conveys, or invents, a linguisti-
cally ugly version of the name (cf. Lysimachus’ ploy in
1.311).

%8 This and the next clause seem designed to ex-
plain how this Judean attained the cultural level neces-
sary to participate in philosophical discourse as an
equal (cf. 1.181). His native philosophical wisdom
alone did not qualify him: he needed the socialization
provided by the hospitality of the elite, whose edu-
cated company could mold both his speech and his
soul (see Bar-Kochva 1999: 242-43).

399 The present participle suggests this was a “habit”
(so translated here; see Bar-Kochva 1999: 242-43; for
questions on the text, see Gutschmid 585). The coast is
presumed to be the normal location for Greek civiliza-
tion, where the Judean could truly learn to be “Greek.”
It is normally assumed that the highlands in question
are those of Asia (see 1.181; so Gutschmid 585-86;
Troiani 116), but it is just possible that Clearchus is
speaking of descent from the Judean hills to the
Phoenician coast (Lewy 1938: 207, n.11, following
Nock). In either case, this account stands in some ten-
sion with Josephus’ claim that Judeans kept to them-
selves, remote from the sea (1.60).

600 Latin gratissimus, apparently a corruption of
graecissimus, makes it possible that the original was a
superlative, “extremely/perfectly Greek” (" H\Anvikea-
Totos); see Gutschmid 585.

01 This is apparently the highest possible accolade
from a Greek philosopher, that a man be Greek in his
“soul” (Yuxn, the site of his beliefs, morals, and reason-
ing capacity). In this perspective, the best “barbarian”
is one who has become a “Greek.” Josephus rightly re-
gards this comment as praise, but thereby colludes with
its massive cultural condescension. One is reminded of
Macaulay’s famous minute setting out British policy in
India, which was designed to produce natives who are
“Indian in blood and colour” but “English in taste, in
opinions, in morals and in intellect” (Macaulay 1835/

1972: 249). Clearchus’ comment represents not so
much hellenistic “policy” as hellenistic prejudice. It is
ironic that contemporary Jewish scholars hail this sort
of praise as “pro-Jewish” (Feldman 1993: 201-7).

602 Aristotle stayed in Assos (in Mysia) in 348-345
BCE. This story has been taken as evidence for the early
residence of Judeans in Asia, but it may be entirely fic-
tional, or the Judean a visitor rather than a resident (see
Barclay 1996a: 260-62).

603 Translating alTc3v Ths codias as “our wisdom”
(with Bar-Kochva 1999: 243), since the context sug-
gests an inclusive reference to the two groups just men-
tioned. The story is told so much from Aristotle’s
perspective that the Judean is said to encounter “us”
not “we” him. The description evokes a “gentlemanly”
environment of leisured travel and debate, according
the Judean the right to probe “our” wisdom.

604 Following Eusebius’ text, universally agreed to
be superior. “Educated” (ev monSeiq) once again privi-
leges a specifically Greek understanding of culture.
This clause precedes and thus modifies the appreciation
for what the Judean contributed of “what he had.”
While allowing for this contribution from a different
cultural tradition, Clearchus insists that its necessary
condition was his socialization in the company of edu-
cated Greeks. His wisdom is not accepted as a fully in-
dependent entity—only as he has become “Greek” in
his soul.

605 On the translation (the paAov does not mean he
had “more” to offer), see Bar-Kochva 1999: 243-47 (in
agreement with Thackeray and Blum). As noted above,
the previous clause sets the context in which his par-
ticular cultural contribution can be made. Clearchus
shows interest in, even respect for, the Judean’s ideas—
so long as he speaks in terms Greeks can recognize.
Such ambiguity is common in the Greek (and
“Orientalist”) fascination with “the east” (see Reading
Options, above). The narrative probably continued by
showing what particular contribution this Judean had
to bring; for Josephus’ reasons to cut it short, see com-
mentary on the next section.

606 Clearchus is purely the channel for the praise of
this Judean, which sounds more impressive coming
from Aristotle himself.
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detail the immense and extraordinary endurance®’ of the Judean man in his mode
of life,%%® and his moderation.®”® Those who wish may find out more from the book
itself; I am guarding myself against citing more than is sufficient.®!?

Hecataeus

607 “Extraordinary” translates another word from the
Baupao-root (here Boupaciov), echoing 1.177 to give the
impression that the whole story concerned this moral
characteristic. “Endurance” (kapTepia) was widely asso-
ciated with Calanus and Indian philosophers (e.g.,
Arrian, Anab. 7.2-3; Philo, Prob. 93-96; Josephus, War
7.351-57), and may have been transferred to Judeans by
Clearchus, following the association suggested in
1.179. (On Clearchus’ possible polemical strategy here,
see Bar-Kochva 1997; 1999: 247-49, rightly stressing
that this Judean is incidental to Clearchus’ philosophi-
cal interests.) In any case, Josephus will list it as one of
the key characteristics of Judean culture (2.146, 170;
see note to “labors” at 2.146). It is intriguing that
Josephus did not include some account, even in para-
phrase, of the Judean’s endurance (and moderation), but
truncates the tale at this point. It is possible that he
knew no more of Clearchus’ text than this (drawing off
someone else’s excerpts), but it is also possible that he
knew what followed and disliked it. Following Havet
and Gutschmid 587-88, Lewy (1938) presented an in-
triguing hypothesis, identifying this Judean with the
hypnotist described by Clearchus in another fragment
from this work (Wehrli 1948: frag. 7). This figure is re-
lated to have drawn the soul out from a sleeping (and
senseless) child, thereby demonstrating the indepen-
dence of soul and body. Lewy’s argument is not wholly
convincing: the hypnotist is not identified as a Judean,
and the story does not correlate to Josephus’ “endur-
ance” and “moderation”—which may, however, relate
to another anecdote, as Lewy suggests (concerning a
man who never slept and lived on “ether” alone). But
something is needed to justify the mysterious language
of 1.177 (especially the “dream-like” characterization),
and it is possible that Josephus has invented these gen-
eral moral virtues to substitute for the depiction of a
Judean magician of some kind. For an alternative ac-
count (the Judean as a type of Indian ascetic) see Bar-
Kochva 1997.

08 Sioita has a semantic range wider than food/diet,
even if this latter is sometimes foregrounded; cf.
Josephus’ later uses of the term in 2.173-74, 235, 240
(plural).

09 geadpoouvn is a preeminent philosophical virtue,
listed by Josephus in 2.170 (with kaptepia) as one of
the four cardinal virtues of Judeans. The neatness of fit

183 Clearchus, saying these things in passing—he was dealing with a different
subject—made reference to us in this way.%!! By contrast, Hecataeus the Abderite,
a man who was both a philosopher and extremely able in practical affairs,

612

13 who

with his own depiction of Judean culture is suspicious.
In such a drastic paraphrase of Clearchus he can choose
the terms he wants.

610 Josephus often appeals to the criterion of “suffi-
ciency” when he wishes to close a discussion (cf. the
matching vocabulary, from the ‘kov-root, in, e.g., 1.58,
287; 2.288). He has done enough to fulfil the limited
(but main) aim of citing another Greek reference to
Judeans. But this may also provide a convenient excuse
to avoid citing more of Clearchus. His suggestion that
the interested could look it up themselves once again
constructs his audience as an educated and leisured
elite (cf. 1.16). The gesture may be purely rhetorical,
given the practical difficulties (for other than full-time
scholars) in locating hellenistic philosophical literature.

611 The stress on Clearchus’ minimalism is designed
to contrast with the following statement on Hecataeus,
but threatens to undercut the claim that Clearchus had
spoken on this topic “in detail” (1.182). The “different
subject” is never clarified (see at 1.176, 182).

612 Although Abdera is in Thrace, Hecataeus is suf-
ficiently “Greek” to be included in this segment. On the
real Hecataeus, whose work on Egypt was the basis for
Diodorus’ account of that land, see Jacoby 1943: 29-
34. Through Diodorus his name became known in late
Republican Rome and in literary circles thereafter (e.g.,
Diogenes Laertius 9.69; Plutarch, Mor. 354d). Josephus
had referred to him in 4nt. 1.159 (cf. 1.108; 12.38), as
the author of a book on Abraham, which would have
been a spectacular proof of antiquity had it been
proffered here. Josephus now ignores the Abraham book
(sensing it was inauthentic?) and refers here only to one
on the Judeans, perhaps unaware that this, also, was a
Judean pseudepigraph (see Appendix 2).

613 Hecataeus was known also in Suda as a philoso-
pher and here joins the company of other “philoso-
phers” (1.162, 176; the label is always a compliment in
this treatise). That he “composed a book” (cuyyéypade
BiBAiov) is sufficient to qualify him for inclusion (the
verb echoes ouyypappata in 1.161), though Josephus
also uses the more technical verb 1oTopéco at 1.195. The
combination of philosophical intellect with practical
activity (illustrated in 1.189, 200) mirrors the compli-
ments to be paid to the Judeans Ezekias (1.187) and
Mosollamos (1.201), and anticipates the Judean valida-
tion of both word and deed at 2.170-74.
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flourished at the same time as Alexander the King and was associated with Ptolemy,
son of Lagus,®* did not refer to us in passing but composed a book on the Judeans
themselves,®'> from which I wish to touch on a few passages, in summary form.6!¢

184 First I shall determine the date.®'” He makes reference to the battle of Ptolemy

Fixing the date

against Demetrius near Gaza, and this took place in the eleventh year after the death
of Alexander, in the 117th Olympiad,%'® as Castor recounts.’'® 185 For, under the
heading of®?° this Olympiad, he says: “In this period Ptolemy son of Lagus defeated

614 That both L and Latin refer here (and at 1.185)
to “Ptolemy Lagus” (corrected by all editors, following
ed. pr.) indicates the early corruption of the text.
Alexander (d. 323 BCE) and Ptolemy I Soter (satrap,
then king of Egypt, 323-283 BCE) feature in the ex-
cerpts at 1.184-87, 192, 200. Josephus’ vague connec-
tion of author with rulers suggests he knew little more
than this, and other sources are equally unhelpful on
Hecataeus’ dates and roles (Bar-Kochva 1996a: 7-18).
For Josephus it is important to be able to present
Hecatacus as an eye-witness of events (cf. 1.47-55);
Greek carelessness in recording contemporary history
(1.45-46) is now conveniently forgotten.

615 Despite some textual uncertainties (see Niese
and Reinach), the main point is clear (cf. Ant. 1.159).
Josephus reminds his readers of this fact again at 1.205,
214. If the book had a title it was perhaps On the
Judeans (mepl louSaicov); see Bar-Kochva 1996a: 182-
91. Josephus’ delight that a Greek should be so im-
pressed as to write a whole book on the Judeans is
mirrored in the space accorded to Hecataeus (over one
third of the Greek segment). Although Josephus prob-
ably believed it authentic, and a number of scholars
have followed him, it is almost certain that the work
here cited was written by a Judean (see Appendix 2). It
appears to have taken up and corrected many of the
observations on the Judeans in the digression on the
topic by the real Hecataeus (known to us in the excerpt
of Diodorus 40.3). It may have been structured as an
ethnography (Jacoby 1943: 66-74; Bar-Kochva 1996a:
187-219), although Josephus’ selections hardly allow
us to trace its shape and purpose. Its form (a first-hand
account by a figure in the Ptolemaic court), its adula-
tory tone, and many of its topics (e.g., the magnificence
of the temple) parallel Letter of Aristeas.

616 edohanSc3s suggests summary in contrast to
full detail (2.164; War 4.496; Ant. 12.245), and gives
the impression of picking out all the important points
(cf. the adjective in 2.150: Bar-Kochva 1996a: 47 trans-
lates “the highlights”). The individual excerpts some-
times appear to be paraphrased (see below), but are
otherwise cited in full, rather than summarized.
Josephus has the license to select as he will and to ar-
range his selections in his own order. His eye is caught
by passages which illustrate key themes in this treatise

concerning the Judean priestly constitution. The
Mosollamos episode (1.200-204) forms the climax, as
the cleverest and most vivid affirmation of Judean cul-
ture, and an effective counter-weight to Agatharchides’
criticism, which follows immediately (1.205-12). We
should not presume that Josephus follows the order, or
represents the emphases, of his source.

617 The purpose here is to fix not the author’s date
(already established in 1.183) but the date of the earli-
est recorded events relevant to the Judean people (see
end of 1.185). The real Hecatacus had made reference
to Moses and the exodus (apud Diodorus 40.3), but
Josephus appears to know only this (pseudepi-
graphical) work which recorded history no earlier than
Alexander. This testimony provides weak evidence for
Judean antiquity compared to other witnesses in this
Greek segment (e.g., Pythagoras and Herodotus), let
alone in the non-Greek segments. Josephus’ vague
claim at the end of 1.185 and his reference to the occu-
pation of Jerusalem “from the remote past” (1.196) are
the best he can do to press this narrative for evidence
of a more ancient past.

618 The exactitude is impressive, and Josephus pa-
rades it with detail and cross-reference (contrast the
vagueness of 1.166, 172). The eleventh year after
Alexander’s death is 312 BCE, the first year in the
117" Olympiad (312-309 BCE). Olympiads were a
“universal” (i.e., Greek) framework for chronology, and
Josephus’ willingness to adopt this (cf. 2.17; War
1.415; on several occasions in Antiquities 12-16) indi-
cates his adaptation to a non-Judean historical frame-
work. However, it was useless for very early dates (the
scheme starts in 776 BCE) and Josephus’ use is haphaz-
ard. As we have noted (1.126, 159-60), the history of
the temple provides his chief chronological markers,
and it is only occasionally that he brings the two
schemes into alignment (e.g., Ant. 12.248, 321; 14.66,
487).

619 Castor of Rhodes composed a 6-book chronol-
ogy of world history in the 1% century BCE (FGH 250);
Josephus refers to him later (2.84) as temporum
conscriptor, and on both occasions assumes he is well-
known. The cross-reference indicates agreement among
Greek historians (despite 1.15-27).

620 Reading mpobeis with Cobet, Naber, Reinach,
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Demetrius son of Antigonus, called Poliorketes, in a battle at Gaza.”®?! All agree that
Alexander died in the 114th Olympiad.5?? It is clear, then, that our nation was flour-

Ptolemy and
Ezekias

Syria®?

benevolence, wanted to go with him to Egyp
187 One of these, he says, was Ezekias, “a high-priest of the Judeans,

and Miinster (rather than mpoaoBeis in L, Niese): literally,
“after putting this Olympiad forward” as a heading.

021 Demetrius, son of Antigonus I, enjoyed mixed
success in the struggle to control Alexander’s vast
legacy (336-283 BCE); his epithet (“The Besieger”)
derives from famous sieges, such as that of Rhodes in
305 BCE. This battle was part of a series of wars
through which Ptolemy I eventually took control of
Syria-Palestine (Tcherikover 1959: 50-55). Josephus’
account of this period in Antiquities 12 is sketchy; see
Diodorus 19.80-110.

622 The death of Alexander (323 BCE) in the 114
Olympiad (324-321 BCE) was indeed one of the fixed
points in Greek historiography; for universal agreement
as a sign of truth, see 1.26.

623 The conclusion (for “it is clear,” cf. 1.162, 166,
174) seems premature, since the Judean nation has not
yet been mentioned. When it is (1.187ff.), it appears
that Hecataeus referred to a well-established state with
a system of government and temple. Josephus’ claim
concerning the flourishing of the nation is thus justi-
fied but notably vague as an attempt to establish its an-
tiquity. It seems that Ps.-Hecataeus did not share
Josephus’ concern to prove the antiquity of the nation.
But Josephus does the best he can with this example of
“Greek” interest in the Judean nation, selecting pas-
sages where his source admired the features that he
wanted to highlight.

624 We strike here a recurrent problem: when is
Josephus paraphrasing his source and when is he citing
(more or less) verbatim? Texts in accusative and infini-
tive (e.g., 1.192) are clearly paraphrase, while those with
full introduction (e.g., Aéyel 8 oUTws) and vivid detail
are almost certainly verbatim citations (e.g., 1.201-4).
In between stand many examples of ¢notv (“he says™)
followed by indicative verbs, which could represent
either. Editors differ in the application of quotation
marks, and I am less certain than most in attributing
statements fully to Josephus’ source. The effort to re-
construct Ps.-Hecataeus is crucially determined by such
judgments; see especially at 1.191.

025 In fact, Syria was regained by Demetrius/
Antigonus from 311-302 BCE, but then reconquered by
Ptolemy in 302 BCE (Diodorus 20.113.1). Josephus
(and perhaps Ps.-Hecataeus) omits reference to Pto-

ishing at the time of both Ptolemy and Alexander.®>> 186 Now, Hecataeus further
says this,%?* that after the battle at Gaza, Ptolemy became master of the territories of
and many of the people, when they heard about Ptolemy’s kindness and

1626 627

and to share in the political affairs.
628 a man about

lemy’s capture of Jerusalem, which took place in 312/
11 or 302/1 BCE (see note to “city” at 1.210). Even a
less hostile account of the event than that given by
Agatharchides (1.209-11) might have marred the im-
pression of friendship between the Judeans and the
Ptolemaic regime that Josephus (and Ps.-Hecataeus?)
wished to evoke.

626 Cf. the more neutral statement about this migra-
tion in 1.194, which stands between this positive por-
trayal and the brutal picture of enslavement and
enforced removal in Let. Aris. 12-13. Ps.-Aristeas at-
tempted to salvage the image of Ptolemy I (Let. Aris.
14: the enslavement was against his wishes), and in Ant.
12.1-11 Josephus vacillated between the image of a
cruel conqueror (derived from Agatharchides; cf. Apion
1.210) and that of a humane and hospitable king. The
focus here only on the latter image may be related, via
intermediate sources, to aspects of the mixed portrayal
in Diodorus (see Diodorus 19.55.5; 86.2-4; Bar-Kochva
1996a: 72-74), but it is also crucial for Josephus’ larger
strategy in this treatise, which will portray, against
Apion, notably warm relations between Judeans in
Egypt and the Ptolemaic dynasty (2.42-60). This state-
ment on Ptolemy’s “kindness” (nmotns) and “human-
ity” (dthavBpeotia; on these as Judean virtues see 2.146,
213) echoes common themes in the eulogies of hel-
lenistic kings (Bar-Kochva 1996a: 74, n.65; Berthelot
2003: 17-57), though the former noun is very rare (ha-
pax in Josephus; cf. LXX Esth 3: 13b).

27 For this translation of kolVcoVelv Ta TPAyUaTa,
cf. Xenophon, Hell. 2.3.17. On foreigners, including
Judeans, in Ptolemaic civic administration see Barclay
1996a: 21-22. Josephus refers to a military role for
Judeans in 2.44 but oddly fails to clarify what role, if
any, Ezekias had in Ptolemaic government according to
Ps.-Hecataeus (1.189).

628 The level of detail, some irrelevant to Josephus,
suggests a citation, though I consider the opening
words of the section to be Josephus’ own (thus leaving
obscure how, in Ps.-Hecataeus’ account, Ezekias related
to the Judean migration to Egypt). The brief and rather
cryptic excerpts on Ezekias here and at 1.189 suggest
that Josephus’ interest was caught less by this indi-
vidual (whom he could not harmonize with his other
knowledge of the period) than by his dual role as a
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sixty-six years old, of high standing among his fellow countrymen and no fool intel-
lectually, and moreover an able speaker, and as experienced as anyone in political
affairs.”®?° 188 Indeed, he says,®** “the total number of the Judeans’ priests who re-

ceive a tenth of the produce®?!

and who administer public affairs is about 1500.”%32

189 Referring again to the man mentioned above, he says:®3® “This man, when he

priestly governor of the Judean constitution (cf. 2.185-
87, 193-94) and an eminent figure held in honor by
Greeks (cf. 1.175; 2.421f.). The latter was apparently
important for Ps.-Hecataeus as well; cf. the high-priest
Eleazar in Let. Aris. 28-172. Ezekias’ role in the narra-
tive is unclear (given the obscurities of 1.189): was he
a source of information on the Judean nation or the
leader of the Judean settlement in Egypt (or both)? The
fact that Ezekias is absent from the authoritative lists
of high-priests preserved elsewhere by Josephus (4nt.
10.151-53; 20.224-51; for this period cf. Ant. 11.297,
302-3, 347) suggests that Ps.-Hecataeus’ depiction of
him as “a high-priest” is unhistorical (only much later
can this indefinite designation refer to members of a
high-priestly family; Bar-Kochva 1996a: 84-85, contra
Stern 1.40). However, the discovery of Hezekiah coins,
referring to a governor of Judah in the late Persian and
early Hellenistic period, has intrigued scholars (see the
full description in Bar-Kochva 1996a: 255-70). This
does not prove that this narrative is historically accu-
rate (nor help settle its authorship; pace Gager 1969:
138-39); indeed it is implausible that the same figure
could have been both governor and high-priest (Bar-
Kochva 1996a: 85-88). But Ps.-Hecatacus may have
used the memory of an important historical figure and
transformed his role into that of high-priest.

629 The text is slightly insecure (some editors sus-
pect a lacuna) but the sense generally clear. Ps.-
Hecataeus may have drawn inspiration from the real
Hecataeus, who highlighted the virtues of the high-
priest (apud Diodorus 40.3.4-6). The combination of
intellectual and practical skills (cf. 1.183) appears to
justify whatever “honor” is alluded to in 1.189. The
description emphasizes the bicultural credentials of this
paradigmatic figure: highly regarded by the Judean
nation, he has the “soul” (tnv Yuxnv ouk avonTos; cf.
1.180, 201), the rhetorical skills, and the practical abili-
ties to excel in Greek virtues.

630 At first sight, this section appears to interrupt the
description of Ezekias (1.187, 189). However, Jose-
phus’ link (kaitoi—best translated, as here, “indeed”)
suggests he saw an integral connection. As high-priest,
Ezekias presumably supervized this very large body of
people who “administer public affairs”—proof of the
final statement of 1.187. Ps.-Hecataeus’ portrayal of a
priestly politeia, centred on the temple and adminis-
tered by priests, exactly fits Josephus’ depiction of
Judean politics (2.185-88); Josephus excerpts the

scraps of narrative which suit this larger picture.

631 This statement probably concluded a description
of the means of economic support for the priesthood,
correcting that offered by the real Hecataeus (apud
Diodorus 40.3.7), while agreeing with his general point
that the priests remain “undistracted” (cf. 1.199).
Josephus elsewhere refers to priests receiving tithes
(Ant. 4.68, 205, 240-43 [along with Levites]; 20.181,
206-7; Life 63, 80), and he would not have been
purturbed by the technicality that, in the biblical legis-
lation, the tithes went to the Levites (Num 18:20-32;
Neh 10:37-39 etc.). At some point the Levite tithe be-
came known as, or transmuted into, a tithe to the priests,
but it is unclear when this happened (Bar-Kochva
1996a: 159-60) and it is unsafe to make this point a
criterion for judging the authorship of Josephus’ source
(Schaller 1963, answered by Gager 1969). Josephus’
Judean readership would find nothing strange here (cf.
Jdt 11.13; Jub. 32.15; Philo, Virt. 95), and Roman read-
ers would be unsurprised to find the rulers of a nation
extracting a tithe (cf. Diodorus 5.42.1, on the mythical
land of Panchaea).

32 The figure is large, round, and thereby impres-
sive; on Josephus’ alternative reckoning, see note to
“priests” at 2.108. While comparisons can be made to
biblical calculations, whose totals vary (e.g., Ezra 2:36-
39; Neh 11:10-14; 1 Chr 9:10-13), the source and
meaning of all such figures is obscure. In this case, we
cannot tell what Ps.-Hecatacus means by “administer-
ing public affairs” and how that relates to service in the
temple, and scholarly guesses on numbers of priests in
various capacities at various epochs are of limited com-
parative value; see Jeremias 1969: 199-206; Bar-
Kochva 1996a: 160.

633 The following excerpt from Ps.-Hecataeus is so
truncated as to be obscure: What honor? Who are “us”
within whom he was acquainted? Who are “those in his
company”? What is “the difference” (if that is the right
translation)? And what does the final clause mean? It
appears that Josephus is less interested in the narrative
context and in the figure of Ezekias himself than in
some element in this citation, and that his eye is drawn
in particular by the reference to a “constitution”
(ToMiTela), a term of great significance to him in 2.145-
286, as in Antiquities (see Mason in Feldmann 2000:
xxiv-xxix). The impression of a priestly, written consti-
tution exactly fits the image he projects in book 2, and
the allusion to this by a “Greek” author is a gift too
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had acquired this honor and had become our acquaintance,®** gathered some of
those in his company and read to them the complete difference;** for he had their

Judean

suffering for
the laws

settlement and the constitution written.”6*¢ 190 Then Hecataeus indicates in turn our
attitude toward the laws,%’ that we choose to suffer anything rather than transgress

them,®® and consider this to be noble.®*® 191 For this reason, he says,** though they

valuable to ignore, even if accompanied by obscurities.

634 “This honor” is unexplained. If it is not that of
high-priest (1.187), it may be some post in the Ptole-
maic administration; but, given Josephus’ interest in
listing Jewish privileges in Egypt (2.42-64), one might
expect him to clarify this further here, or refer back to it
later. “Our acquaintance” suggests an authorial voice
from the standpoint of a Greek observer, even courtier,
as in Letter of Aristeas; cf. 1.181 for the theme of admi-
ration by Greeks acquainted with Judeans.

035 Greek: v Te Siadopav AvEyvw TAGOV GUTOIS.
The presence of Te without matching kol suggests there
is a lacuna in the text, while Siadopav ... wdoav is ob-
scure. Taking Siadopa in the sense of “difference” (so
Latin, Blum, Walter 1980: 155), this could refer to the
range of differences distinguishing Judean from Greek
ways of life (cf. the explanation of the food-laws in Let.
Aris.  128-71); with the meaning “advantage”
(Thackeray, Bar-Kochva 1996a: 221-25), it could refer
to the benefits of emigration to Egypt (see next note).
A conjectural emendation (made independently by
Lewy 1932 and Cataudella 1933) suggests reading
Sipbepav (“scroll”; cf. Ant. 12.89) and has Ezekias gath-
ering fellow-Judeans to read the Torah (Lewy 1932:
123; Stern 1.42; Doran 1985: 917, n. ). Both the scene
and the purpose of this reading are unclear and the tex-
tual problems render the difficulty insoluble.

636 The Greek is as awkward as this translation. In-
terpreters divide into two camps. Some understand the
“settlement” (kaToiknots) as that in Judea (as described
in the Torah?) and regard the scene as Ezekias’ pro-
nouncement of the Judean way of life, as high-priest to
his own people (Lewy 1932; Blum; Jacoby 1943: 67,
who takes this as the source of the subsequent descrip-
tion of the temple, the land, and Judean customs in
1.190-99); cf. the pronouncements of the high-priest in
the real Hecataeus (apud Diodorus 40.3.5-6). Others
take the scene to be in Egypt, where Ezekias has led an
emigration of Judeans and, honored by Ptolemy I, is
describing the constitution of the Egyptian diaspora
(Thackeray; Troiani; Bar-Kochva 1996a: 221-31). This
may be the image suggested by 1.186-87, but the con-
nections are uncertain, and the following excerpts are
about Judea, not Judeans in Egypt (despite Josephus’
interest in the latter, 2.33-64).

637 Josephus’ mind moves swiftly from “constitu-

tion” (1.189) to “laws.” and he now paraphrases a sec-
tion of Ps.-Hecataeus on a theme dear to his heart: the
Judeans’ utter loyalty to the law. Since he will soon cite
Agatharchides’ snide comments on this topic (1.209-
12), it is valuable to undercut those in advance with
Ps.-Hecataeus’ admiration.

638 The theme of willing suffering for the law had
been introduced in 1.42-43, is illustrated here (1.191-
93), and will be a major theme of book 2 (2.219-35; see
note to “law” at 2.219). Suffering anything (movTto mai-
oxetv, cf. 1.219) will be spelled out further in 1.191 (cf.
1.43; 2.232-33, 272). The concern not to transgress (un
mapoPnvat) is a motif Josephus will reiterate frequently
(e.g., 2.174, 178, 182-83, 204, 276-77, 293).

639 Cf. 2.233 on the Judean value system where
transgression of the law is the only disgrace, not suffer-
ing for it. A possible contrary opinion—that Judean
“fanaticism” was naive, superstitious and reckless (cf.
1.205-12; 2.145-48)—is here countered in advance by
labelling it “noble” (koAov), a judgment supported by
the “admiration” of Ps.-Hecataeus (1.193).

640 Although Josephus again uses ¢énoi and the
third-person indicative (as in 1.187-89), there are good
reasons to suspect that this section constitutes para-
phrase of his source, rather than direct citation. The
content of this section goes much further than the ex-
amples cited in 1.192-93: the reference here to deaths
is not matched by the examples to follow, where the
pardons and exemptions seem to portray a more lenient
atmosphere. Given his investment in this theme, it
seems unlikely that Josephus would choose weak ex-
amples from his source; the generalizing comment in
this section must represent either Ps.-Hecataeus’ exag-
geration or that of Josephus. In this treatise Josephus
makes much of Judean willingness to undergo torture
and even death (1.42-43; 2.232-34, 272), with vocabu-
lary closely parallel to that employed here (see below),
so the exaggeration makes excellent sense as his own.
It would not be the only time he claims his sources say
more than they do (cf. 1.108, 132, etc.). Further, the
unexplained “these” (see below) makes no sense in a
citation, but refers to Josephus’ own comment on the
laws in 1.190. Thus, against other editors, I decline to
use quotation marks in this section and treat it as
largely Josephan. It therefore cannot be used to recon-
struct the opinion or date of his source.
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are verbally abused by their neighbors and by all those who arrive from abroad,®*!
as well as being insolently treated on a regular basis by the Persian kings and sa-
traps,®4? they cannot be shifted from their conviction;*3 on the contrary,
defenseless®* they face on behalf of these both tortures and the most terrible of all

deaths® rather than deny their ancestral ways.%*¢ 192 He also provides several evi-
dences of this strong-mindedness in relation to the laws.

Examples of
Judean
defiance

647 He says that when

Alexander was on one occasion in Babylon and had decided to clear the temple of
Bel which had collapsed,®*® he ordered all his soldiers alike to transport the soil; only
the Judeans did not comply,®* but endured severe beating and paid heavy fines, until

641 Reading movtwv (with Tdv gloadikvoupéveov;
so S, Naber, Reinach, and Miinster), rather than
movtes (as the subject, “all,” governing the verb
“abused”; so L E, Niese et al.). The verbal abuse by
neighbors is not exemplified by the following sections,
but arises from Josephus’ knowledge of historical rela-
tions with Syrians, the Greek coastal cities, and others.
“Those who arrive from abroad” anticipates the com-
ment of 1.193 where it seems to refer euphemistically
to conquerors, rather than casual visitors.

642 Taking this as derived from Josephus’ source,
scholars have expended much effort in tracing histori-
cal evidence regarding this claim, thus affirming, or
denying, its Hecatacan authorship (Bar-Kochva 1996a:
91-97). Our poor knowledge of the Persian period im-
pedes this inquiry, and Josephus’ stories elsewhere
(Ant. 11.184-301; 12.45) are of limited help. The com-
ment looks like an exaggeration by Josephus himself
based on the reference to satraps in 1.193. In this trea-
tise “Persians” are portrayed negatively (cf. 2.269-70),
so frequent persecution from that source is not a matter
of shame.

643 The real Hecataeus apparently claimed that
many Judean customs were changed under Persian and
Macedonian rule (apud Diodorus 40.3.8), and this state-
ment may derive from Ps.-Hecataeus’ attempt to “cor-
rect” his alter ego. For the nobility in strength of
conviction (Sicvora)—in contrast to claims of folly
(1.210: avora)—compare the affirmation of strong-
mindedness in 1.192, 201. Josephus frequently empha-
sizes the unalterability of Judean convictions (e.g.,
2.153, 169, 182-84, 234, 254).

644 yeyupveopéves, an unusual adverb derived from
a perfect passive participle, could be taken literally
(stripped naked) or metaphorically (defenseless), or in
both ways.

645 “These” are presumably “the laws™ of 1.190, but
the lack of noun suggests that this is not a verbal cita-
tion from Ps.-Hecataeus. The most suffering suggested
in the following stories is severe beating and fines, but
the exaggeration here mirrors Josephus’ other references
to “tortures” (1.43; 2.232) and “terrible” deaths (here
BovaTols SelvoTaTols; cf. v Tols EOXATOlS TV SV,

2.228; War 2.151; for death in general see 1.42-43;
2.218-19, 234, 272, etc.). The Maccabean theme here
has rightly led most scholars to conclude that the sen-
timent is post-Maccabean (Bar-Kochva 1996a: 91-97;
cf. Holladay 1983: 328); but if it is Josephan in origin,
that tells us nothing concerning the authenticity of his
source.

646 For the laws as “ancestral customs” cf. 1.269;
2.73, 182; Schroder 1996. Josephus elsewhere insists
that Judeans never betray (2.228, 232) but keep their
laws (2.156, 184, 254, etc.).

%47\ gxupoyvepoouivn is resoluteness of mind (cf.
1.191, 201) and certainly has no negative connocations
(pace Thackeray’s “obstinacy”); cf. Philo, Somn. 1.218.
The first story here offered is clearly paraphrased (accu-
sative and infinitive); the second (1.193) is probably
also condensed and paraphrased. It is not clear that Ps.-
Hecataeus related them as “evidences” (texunpia; cf.
1.69) of Josephus’ point. The conclusion in each case
is pardon or exemption, vindicating the Judeans’ right
to maintain their own customs; loyalty to the law is a
necessary ingredient of each story, but hardly its main
point.

4% The story presupposes the presence of Judeans
among Alexander’s troops (cf. 1.200; Ant. 11.339) and
fits alongside other tales that emphasize the cordial,
even generous, recognition of Judean rights by the
founder of the hellenistic era (see Gruen 1998: 189-
202); cf. in this treatise, 2.35-37, 42-43. On Alexander
in Babylon and the temple of Bel (or tomb of Belus) cf.
Arrian, Anab. 7.17.1-2 and Strabo, Geogr. 16.1.5 (it
took 10,000 men 2 months to do the job; further detail
in Labow 2005: 201, n.136). Alexander’s decision is
described as dvokabapat the fallen temple: the verb in-
dicates clearing material away, in order to rebuild
(Strabo, Geogr. 16.1.5 uses the cognate noun in relation
to this episode; cf. Josephus, 4Ant. 13.67, 70). The
Judean soldiers presumably object to the reconstruc-
tion.

649 Translating (with Niese and Miinster, following
Bekker) mpoooxeiv. Josephus’ paraphrase provides no
explanation for this refusal to obey orders. Given his
sensitivity to accusations of incivility towards others’
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the king pardoned them and granted them an amnesty.®® 193 Again, he says,®!
when others arrived in their country and built temples and altars, they knocked them
all down;%? in some cases they paid a fine to the satraps, in others they obtained

The Judean
population

pardon. He adds that it is right to admire them in such matters.®>> 194 He also speaks
about how extremely populous our nation has become.®* For of us he says, “the Per-
sians earlier deported many tens of thousands of them to Babylon,

655 and equally

large numbers moved to Egypt and Phoenicia also after the death of Alexander be-

religious practices (2.258), he perhaps did not wish to
elaborate. If the tone of 1.200-204 is any guide, Ps.-
Hecataeus may have been more forthright.

650 The punishment of soldiers who disobey orders
seems unnaturally light. It appears that Ps.-Hecataeus’
chief interest was in this pardon and exemption (surely
further explained).

651 “Again” translates §T1 (the text conjectured by
Niese, and followed by Miinster and others). Although
Josephus uses ¢not and indicative (rather than the indi-
rect construction of 1.192), there are good reasons to
regard this section as his own précis (though perhaps
less distorted than 1.191): the story here is summarized,
lacks narrative detail, and uses euphemism (“arrived in
their country”). Thackeray and Doran 1985 also decline
to use quotation marks. The era of the (Persian) satraps
was before Alexander, and the similar ending of this
tale to that just cited (fines, then pardon) suggests that
it could have functioned for Ps.-Hecataeus as a prece-
dent for Alexander (perhaps one cited in his hearing in
relation to the incident of the temple of Bel). For
Josephus it is useful as a second proof, even though the
merely monetary punishment here is less congruent
with his claim in 1.191 than the previous tale.

652 If they had the power and desire to build temples
and altars, these “arrivals” were presumably the Persian
conquerors themselves or settlers encouraged by the
Persians. The biblical intolerance of alien altars in the
land of Israel (e.g., Exod 34:11-16) was probably not
practiced in the Persian period, but became important
to the Maccabeans and their successors (e.g., 1 Macc
2.25, 45; 5.44, 68; 13.47-48; on Hasmonean policy see
Bar-Kochva 1996a: 128-34). Josephus is highly sensi-
tive to the charge of sacrilege levelled against Moses
and his followers in Egypt (1.269-70, 311, 318-9) and
the general accusation of atheism and hostility to oth-
ers’ religious practices (2.258); a large section of book
2 will be devoted to the treatment of this theme (2.236-
86). It is thus somewhat surprising that he includes this
second “evidence,” with its aggressive implications,
but the concluding sentence of this section helps to
neutralize its potentially negative impact on readers.

653 The reaction (Bouualelv) represents moral admi-
ration, not just amazement. The comment is unlikely to

have emanated from the genuine Hecataeus (rightly
Bar-Kochva 1996a: 97-99), and those who defend the
authenticity of these fragments are generally forced to
posit a Judean editor at this point (e.g., Stern 1.24).
Josephus is glad to find the comment in Ps.-Hecataeus
since it removes the potential danger from this particu-
lar story and further confirms his general thesis about
Greek admiration of Judean culture (the same verb is
used in 1.175; cf. 1.162, 166).

654 The authentic Hecataeus had noted the “popu-
lousness” of the Judeans (apud Diodorus 40.3.8) and,
as this was generally regarded as praiseworthy (e.g.,
Diodorus 1.29.5; 31.6 on Egypt), Ps.-Hecatacus repeats
the point and deploys it to soften the information about
deportation and emigration. Comments on people, land,
temples, and customs were standard features of ethnog-
raphy, and Ps.-Hecataeus may be following aspects of
that template in the material excerpted in 1.194-99.
Like Philo (e.g., Legat. 214, 226, 281-84; Flacc. 45-47),
Josephus is proud of the size and spread of the Judean
population (War 2.398-99; 3.43 [on Galilee]; Ant.
4.115-16; 14.114-18) and elsewhere in this treatise
highlights Judean commitment to child-rearing (1.60;
2.202).

655 The Greek of L oddly include both “us” (qucv)
and oUTwv (“them”), as if Josephus were undecided
whether to record Ps.-Hecataeus indirectly or verbatim.
Niese and Reinach omit the first and retain the second;
Latin, Thackeray, and Miinster do the reverse; Naber,
Bar-Kochva (1996a: 48), and Walter (1980: 155) follow
L in retaining both. As a result opinions differ as to
whether this section (or parts of it) are citation. My
translation represents a judgment that the section
moves awkwardly from Josephan to Ps.-Hecataean
speech (so also Walter). The deportation by Persians
may refer to the Babylonian exile, by elision of
Babylonians with Persians (cf. 2 Macc 1.19), or a pos-
sible later deportation ordered by Artaxerxes III, to
which some early Christian texts bear uncertain witness
(see Lewy 1932: 126; Stern 1.43; Bar-Kochva 1996a:
143-44; Labow 2005: 202-3, n.140). The point is pre-
sumably that the population recovered so well from so
huge a loss that it still spilled over during the Syrian
Wars.
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cause of the conflict in Syria.”®>® 195 The same person has recounted both the size
of the country we inhabit and its beauty:%7 “they occupy nearly 3,000,000 arourae
of the best and most comprehensively fertile land,” he says.®>® “This is how exten-
sive Judea is.”%° 196 Indeed, that we inhabit from the remote past the city itself—

Judea and
Jerusalem

Hierosolyma, which is both very beautiful and very large
abundance of men and the design of the temple, the same author

follows:

197 For although there are many fortresses and villages of the Judeans around the country,
with a circumference of roughly 50 stadia;*®* about 120,000

there is one fortified city,%?

656 The surplus population moved because of con-
flict (cf. 1.184), but the migration was voluntary and
therefore honorable, not forced. Both this and the pre-
vious statement regarding the Persians have been much
used in the debate on the authenticity of these frag-
ments, but on both sides and with uncertain results (see
Appendix 2). Does the apparent “mistake” regarding
the Persians require a non-Judean (genuinely Heca-
taean) author (Miiller 175)? Or does the migration to
Phoenicia reflect only Hasmonean (post-Hecataean)
realities (Bar-Kochva 1996a: 101-5)? Since each might
represent fictionalized accounts of history, both judg-
ments remain uncertain.

957 In the ethnographic tradition, a description of
the people is traditionally matched by depictions of the
land, and the fertility of both (Bar-Kochva 1996a: 192-
207). Josephus makes a point of emphasizing both size
and beauty, although the latter has no basis in his
source (cf. 1.196 on Jerusalem). On his continuing iden-
tification with the land as homeland see note to “pos-
sess” at 1.1.

658 Cf. Let. Aris. 107, 112-16, claiming the land was
originally 60,000,000 arourae. An aroura is here rightly
understood as a measure of area, not length (contrast
1.86): the figure here represents 825,000 hectares (=
1,500,000 acres; 2,400 square miles; 8,250 square
kilometres). Bar-Kochva 1996a: 108 reckons the actual
size of Judea at the time of Ps.-Hecataeus (end of 1% cen-
tury BCE) as about one fifth of this, 1,600 square
kilometres. Both Judean and Roman readers might be
prepared to believe the general fertility of the land (cf.
Josephus, War 3.35-58 for a survey of its fertility;
Tacitus, Hist. 5.6.1: uber solum); the latter had heard
mostly of its balsam and palm products from the Jordan
valley. For a negative assessment of the rocky Judean
hills, see Strabo. Geogr. 16.2.36 (cf. Bar-Kochva 1996a:
108-10).

659 Reading mAnbos, with L, Niese, and Miinster,
against the emendation mAatos (“breadth”) suggested
by Hudson and followed by Thackeray, Naber, and
Reinach.

660 After a depiction of the land in general, readers

660__and concerning its
061 discourses as

Hecataeus on
Jerusalem and
the temple

of ethnographies would expect a description of the
principal city, its temples, and their adornment (cf.
Diodorus 5.44-46 on the fictional Panchaea). Josephus
now quotes at length since this excerpt fully confirms
his own portrayal of a temple-centred and priest-gov-
erned constitution, distinguished by the absence of
cultic images (cf. 2.184-98). At the same time, in this
introduction, he can insert two additions: i) that the
Jerusalem that “we inhabit” (see 1.195 on the land) has
been inhabited “from the remote past” (ek moAoiota-
Tou)—a vague attempt to connect with the theme of an-
tiquity (see note to “date” at 1.184); ii) that Jerusalem
is “very beautiful and very large”—thus supplementing
and interpreting the mathematical information to be
provided in 1.197.

661 Reading 0 oUTs, as reconstructed from Latin in
Niese minor, Bekker, and Miinster. The following sec-
tions are undoubtedly a quotation, though Josephus
may have selected the sentences he wanted. A number
of terms are hapax legomena in the Josephan cor-
pus (e.g., duteupa, 1.199; &howdns, 1.199; aqvamo-
ofeotov, 1.199; atunta, 1.197). The closest parallel,
from an admiring “Greek,” is the long description of
Jerusalem and the temple in Let. Aris. 83-106.

662 ps.-Hecataeus makes Jerusalem the focal point
(cf. Hecataeus apud Diodorus 40.3.3) and Josephus does
not demur, though in his day and with a different defi-
nition of “city” he would have put it otherwise (e.g., on
Galilee, Life 188, 204). The reference to “many for-
tresses” (or “strongholds,” axupwpata) probably fits
the post-Maccabean era only (Bar-Kochva 1996a:105-
7; 1 Macc 4.61; 9.50-53). The fortification of the city
(cf. 1.209) is a matter of national and military pride.

663 Since a stadion is about 200 yards, or 186.5
metres, this computes as ca. 5.7 miles, or 9.3 kilometres.
Josephus puts the figure rather lower at the beginning
of the siege (War 5.159: 33 stadia) and the figure here
is clearly exaggerated. Let. Aris. 105 gives 40 stadia (so
also Timochares in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.35; cf. 9.36).
See Bar-Kochva 1996a: 110-11, with comparative data.
Size betokens significance.
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people inhabit this city,°* and they call it Hierosolyma. 198 There, roughly in the middle

of the city,®% is a stone enclosure, about 5 plethra in length and 100 cubits in breadth, with
double gates,®® within which stands a square altar, constructed of uncut stones, heaped up
and undressed, 20 cubits long on each side and 10 cubits high.%%” Beside it there is a large
building,%® where there is an altar and a lampstand, both made of gold, two talents in
weight;%® 199 on these is a light that is never extinguished, night or day.®’® There is no

statue and no votive offering whatsoever,

664 Population figures in ancient texts are regularly

inflated; Josephus reckons the population of Jerusalem,
swollen by pilgrims, at the outbreak of hostilities as
2,700,000 (War 6.423-27). Modern figures are calcu-
lated by multiplying the area of the city by plausible
population density. Both contain elements of guess-
work, but Bar-Kochva 1996a: 112-13 estimates the Has-
monean city contained ca. 40,000 inhabitants, and at
the time of the Revolt ca. 100,000. For Ps.-Hecataeus,
the size of the population was a sign of its prosperity
(1.194).

665 The following description of the temple is hardly
complete, and Josephus may be citing only excerpts
from Ps.-Hecatacus. But that he quotes at such length
indicates the value of this “Greek” witness to the struc-
ture and institution which lies at the centre of his sym-
bolic world, and at the heart of the Judean constitution
(2.190-98). The partial descriptions of the temple here
and at 2.102-9 provide a visual focus for that constitu-
tion, and emphasize its lack of normal cultic accoutre-
ments. “Roughly in the middle” may be a symbolic,
rather than a geographical, placement (and can hardly
help settle questions of authorship; cf. Lewy 1932:
128-29).

066 Let. Aris. 84-85 also begins with a description of
walls and gates, but gives the height of the walls (as one
would expect, if they are defensive) and hints at the
splendor of the gates. Five plethra is about 166 yards,
or 150 metres; 100 cubits is about 50 yards, or 45
metres. The dimensions suggest the importance of this
sacred space for the identity of the city.

667 The altar is accorded central significance, but no
description is given of the sacrifices conducted on it
(contrast Let. Aris. 92-95). Ps.-Hecataeus uses Bwuos,
the normal Greek term for an altar, rather than the spe-
cial Buciaotrpiov coined by the LXX, but that does not
imply he was unaware of the LXX. Although its stones
are neither cut to size nor finished by a stonemason, the
altar is “constructed,” not a loose pile of rocks (cf.
Josephus in Ant. 4.200). The unusual design follows the
biblical prescription (Exod 20:25; Deut 27:5-6; cf. 1
Macc 4.47; m. Mid. 3.4), but is here given no explana-
tion; Philo uses the contrast with the golden altar of
incense indoors to suggest the greater value of inner

71 nor any trace of a plant, whether some kind of

purity (Spec. 1.273-79). The dimensions of the altar
given here (equivalent to 9 metres square and 4.5
metres high) curiously match Solomon’s altar of bronze
(2 Chr 4:1), but are smaller than those given by
Josephus in War 5.225.

68 Oddly this is given no further description and
only the plainest of labels (oiknuo, where one might
expect vaos); again the emphasis falls on cultic equip-
ment rather than architectural splendor.

69 Of the major items regularly mentioned in this
connection, one misses reference to the table (for
shewbread); cf. 2.106 and the inventories at 1 Kgs 7:48-
50; 2 Chr 4:19-22; 1 Macc 1.21-23 (items stolen by
Antiochus IV). The golden altar is for the offering of
incense (Exod 30:1-5; 37:25-28; War 5.218), the gold
lampstand/menorah (Exod 25:31-40; 37:17-24; War
5.217) a feature of the temple familiar in Rome from its
display in Titus’ triumphal procession (War 7.148-49)
and the sculpture on his Arch. The two talents (one tal-
ent is ca. 34 kg) may be the sum of them both (cf. Exod
25:39). Eupolemus (apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.34.7)
has Solomon make 10 lampstands weighing 10 talents
each.

670 The plural “these” should be retained (pace Bar-
Kochva 1996a: 163), since the day-and-night offering
of incense on the table (Exod 30:7-8) seems to parallel
the never-extinguished light on the lampstand (Exod
27:20-21; Lev 24:1-4; Ant. 3.199; cf. Hayward 1996:
23 with rabbinic references). The perpetual light
(avamooBeoTos could mean “unextinguished” or “inex-
tinguishable”) matches the continuous activity of the
priests (below) and suggests an insurpassable piety.

671 The extraordinary collection of negatives in this
sentence emphatically underlines the simplicity (and
purity?) of the cult, and stresses its difference from all
others (where statues, votives, and sacred groves were
all standard). Ps.-Hecataeus builds on comments by the
authentic Hecataeus, that the Judeans had no images of
the gods whatsoever, and different sacrificial practices
(apud Diodorus 40.3.4). For Josephus, this testimony
from a “Greek” helps prepare for his delicately worded
comments on this peculiarity in 2.73-78, 190-92. One
might have expected some explanation for this Judean
idiosyncrisy (Hecataeus had offered one) but, if this was
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grove, or anything else of that sort.®”> The priests spend their time in it night and day,
performing certain purification rites; and they drink no wine whatsoever in the temple.

200 Further, he has testified®”> that they campaigned with Alexander the King and
later with his Successors.’ He says that he himself was present at an incident dur-

673
674

Mosollamus the
Judean archer

ing the campaign involving a Judean man, which I shall cite.®’”’ 201 He says as fol-

lows:®78

included in his source, Josephus omits it and confines
comment to the passages in book 2. On whether the
Herodian temple was truly free of “votive offerings” see
Bar-Kochva 1996a: 164-66.

672 Biblical texts associate trees and groves with
“idolatry” (Deut 16:21; 2 Kgs 16:4; Jer 3:6, 13, etc.),
but neither Josephus nor his source offers any explana-
tion for this ban. The absence of trees, and therefore
shade, may connote the austerity and single-minded-
ness of the Judeans’ piety, parallel to the ban on priest-
ly consumption of alcohol (below; cf. Philo, Spec.
1.74-75; Leg. 1.48-52). Contrast Josephus’ report on
Onias’ temple, Ant. 13.66.

673 “It” has no clear antecedent, a possible indica-
tion that Josephus has included only excerpts from his
source. The continuous devotion of the priests is also
emphasized by Hecatacus (apud Diodorus 40.3.7) and
Let. Aris. 92-95; cf. the “perpetual” (i.e., daily) sacri-
fices of Exod 28:39-42; Num 28:3-8. There is some ten-
sion between this statement and Josephus’ image of
priests arriving in the morning at 2.105.

674 The “purification rites” (Gryveias TIvds) are pre-
sumably the sacrifices, which are otherwise not de-
scribed. The terminology suits Josephus’ stress on
purity as the hallmark of the temple and its activities
(cf. 2.104, 198, 203). The abstention from wine (Lev
10:9; Ezek 44:21; War 5.229; Ant. 3.279 [see Feldman
2000: 316, n.847]; Philo, Spec. 1.98-100, 249; 4.191)
suggests a sobriety and reverence (cf. Let. Aris. 92-95)
matching Josephus’ later comments on sacrifices and
festivities (2.195, 204). The motif supports Josephus’
later denial of the presence of food or drink in the
temple (2.108). Ps.-Hecatacus may have been aware of
Egyptian parallels as cited by Hecataeus (apud
Plutarch, Mor. 353a-c).

675 This is the first use of the papTup- root in the
segment of Greek witnesses (1.161-214); it will be rein-
forced at the conclusion to the Hecataean material
(1.204). Since Josephus has already shown from his
source that Judeans are at least as old as Alexander
(1.183-86) and that they were part of his army (1.192),
the story to follow, cited in full, clearly serves other
functions.

676 T, (followed by Miinster) reads “we” rather than
“they”; 1 here follow Eusebius, Latin, Niese, and
Thackeray. This vague introduction is never given

greater specificity (as to ruler, date, or purpose of the
campaign), since, despite this statement, Josephus is
interested in the content of the story, not its historical
context. On Judeans in Seleucid and Ptolemaic armies,
see Stern 1.43 with literature; CPJ 1.18-32. It is less
certain that they ever served in Alexander’s army.

677 The eye-witness account gives the episode an
apparent authenticity, but is fictional (see Bar-Kochva
1996a: 57-71; pace Kasher 1996a). The foregrounding
of ethnicity mirrors the stress in the narrative at 1.201,
204, and enables the figure of Mosollamus to stand for
all Judeans. Josephus’ inclusion of this tale, the most
vivid and most humorous in the treatise, serves his pur-
poses in several respects. It provides a fine climax to
the evidence from “Hecataeus” and, in its placement
immediately before the citation from Agatharchides,
undercuts the latter’s representation of Judeans as
laughably “superstitious.” More generally, it hints at
the Judeans’ “philosophical” ability to rise above the
follies of others’ religious practices, thus paralleling the
polemic against mythology to be launched in 2.236-54.
This intellectually robust and practical archer is thus a
model Judean in the mold in which Josephus here pre-
sents his culture. For Roman readers, the story is posi-
tioned in the tension in Roman culture between respect
for augury and critical doubts about its rationale and
mechanics; see further “Reading Options,” above.

678 The story seems to be cited verbatim and, per-
haps, entire, thus forming our best evidence for Ps-
Hecataeus’ style (Bar-Kochva 1996a: 156-59). As a
well-shaped chreia, it offers a setting, a problem, a
striking resolution, and a pithy concluding statement,
which sums up the force of the story. Ps.-Hecataeus is
particularly skillful in deploying Greek cultural tropes
for the benefit of Judean culture. The hero is emphati-
cally a Judean, as is clear from his foreign-sounding
name, and is stressed in the first and final clauses of the
narrative (1.201, 204). But he is decked in virtues cen-
tral to the Greek intellectual tradition, notably a
strength of “soul” (xota Yuxmv elpwoTos, 1.201) which
equips him to scorn the false opinions of the majority
(1.204). Both as archer and as thinker he surpasses the
Greeks even as a non-Greek; far from being “misan-
thropic,” his intervention benefits the whole army. This
is the skill of the subaltern in adopting and relocating
the virtues of the colonial power, claiming an equal if
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Anyway, while 1 was marching towards the Red Sea,’”® there accompanied us, among the
cavalry who were our escort, a Judean man®? called Mosollamos,®®! a person of consider-
able intellectual strength®? and, by common consent, the best archer of all, both Greeks and
barbarians.®®3 202 When many people were milling about on the road,’®* and a certain di-
viner, who was observing a bird for omens,®®> was telling everyone to halt, this fellow asked
why they were waiting.®®® 203 The diviner pointed out the bird to him and said that, if it
stayed there, it was expedient for everyone to wait; if it flew off and went forwards, to march
on; and if it went backwards, to retreat.®®” Mosollamos said nothing but drew his bow, fired,
hit the bird, and killed it.%®® 204 When the diviner and some others got angry and cursed
him, he replied, “Why are you losing your wits, you poor devils?”%° Then, taking the bird
in his hands, he said, “How could this thing give us any sound information about our jour-

not superior worth to the dominant culture within its
terms and without explicit assault on its central convic-
tions. Here, for instance, the Greek (and Roman) tradi-
tion of augury is implicitly ridiculed, but the details are
kept vague to avoid specific offense (see below), and
no attack is made on the divine powers supposed to
communicate by this means. What is more, this flatter-
ing portrait of Judean rationality is painted by an ad-
miring “Greek,” thus deflecting cultural antagonism.
Josephus’ reuse of this story, two centuries after its com-
position, illustrates the continuing value of this subtle
self-insertion into the dominant cultural discourse.

679 Perhaps Ps.-Hecataeus gave further details, in
advance of this story, which did not interest Josephus.
The eye-witness pose and the vivid details give an im-
pression of historical precision; cf. the use of “us” in
1.189.

680 Reading ~louSaios (conjectured by Niese, fol-
lowed by Miinster), in place of louSaicov (L E S), which
would define the cavalry as Judean.

81 This is probably to be preferred to the “Moso-
mamos” found in the texts of Eusebius. This hellenized
version of the Hebrew Meshullam (cf. Ant. 13.75 for a
more hellenized form) represents the cultural hybridity
of this figure: alien to Greeks in name and origin, but
displaying attributes both familiar and admirable.

682 Reading the adverb ‘kavcds with Niese, Reinach,
and Miinster (against L and Latin). “Intellectual
strength” translates kato Yuxnv eUpwotos (literally:
“strong in relation to his soul”), a phrase that both ech-
oes Greek anthropology (cf. yuxn in 1.180, 188) and
suggests the standard antithesis between “strong” rea-
son and “weak” (or womanish) superstition or error (cf.
Cicero, Div. 1.7); cf. Josephus’ 1oxupoyvewpooivn in
1.192. This character depiction predisposes the reader
to judge Mosollamos’ subsequent intervention favor-
ably.

683 In the Greek, &pioTos (“best”) is emphasized by
standing last: Greeks are not necessarily the best in
every sphere of life, and if not in archery, perhaps also
not in their beliefs about birds. His skill as an archer
anticipates the narrative to follow, and the combination

of intellectual and practical virtues mirrors the de-
piction of Ezekias at 1.187. On the translation of
BapPopos, see note to “Greeks™ at 1.58. The context
lends its use here a certain irony.

84 The probable sense of S10BaSIfovVTwV KaTa TNV
o8ov: the image is of interruption to the march and in-
convenience to the whole army caused by a single di-
viner.

985 The seer is given neither name nor ethnicity and
thus could stand for the whole profession of povteia.
However, the narrative does not use technical language
for bird-augury, never specifices the kind of bird in-
volved (see below), and gives no hint at the theologi-
cal underpinning of divination. This may be because
Ps.-Hecatacus was ignorant of the technicalities and
rationale of the practice (Bar-Kochva 1996a: 62-69),
but it may also serve to deflect the narrative from a
comprehensive confrontation with augury, leaving
open the possibility that the diviner was poor at his
trade or unaware of the divine dimension of his work.

986 The question looks innocent, but constitutes a
challenge to the power of the diviner and brings Judean
and diviner into direct personal confrontation. With the
army, the narrative movement comes to a halt to allow
the ensuing dialogue.

%87 The bird is not identified, as one would expect
in an act of divination. The birds that gave omens by
their flight (as opposed to their song) were chiefly
eagles, hawks, and ospreys; the appearance of an owl
could also be taken as an omen of death (see Bar-
Kochba 1996a: 66-69). The bird’s movement was nor-
mally observed for its appearance on the right or left
(respectively positive or negative), and the oddity of
this diviner’s technique may help to soften the other-
wise devastating mockery of divination. No rationale is
here offered for the expedition’s dependence on the
movements of this bird, and there is no reference to the
Gods.

688 That the action comes before the words (1.204)
makes the latter more effective and emphasizes the “em-
pirical” tone of the incident.
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ney, when it couldn’t foresee its own safety?%”" For if it had been able to know the future, it
would not have come to this spot for fear that it be shot and killed by Mosollamos the

Judean.”6°!

205 That is ample evidence from Hecataeus;%? those who want to learn more can
easily read his book.6”3 I shall not hesitate®®* to name also—though he makes refer-

ence to us in ridiculing our naivety, as he regards it®>—Agatharchides.®®® 206 He is

89 The adjective kakoSaipoves suggests that they
are ill-fated losers, and contains both scorn and conde-
scension. The verb poivesBe suggests a kind of “mad-
ness,” connected by some with the word “diviner”
(uovtis; Plato, Phaedr. 244c-d). Where others lose con-
trol, the Judean remains rational; since neither side
makes explicit reference to the Gods, he cannot be ac-
cused of “impiety” or “atheism” (cf. 2.148, 236-70).

690 Mosollamos could be accused of jeopardizing
the safety of the entire army, and his question indicates
that the bird was incapable of meeting false expecta-
tions (cf. 1.259, of a seer). The adjective uyiés
(“sound,” literally “healthy”) strengthens the contrast
between “madness” and well-functioning reason, which
is here demonstrated by an argument a minori ad
maius.

91 The placement of name and ethnicity at the cli-
max of the story throws the emphasis onto Judean cul-
ture in its capacity to stand above “superstition”
(contrast 1.205). The statement of the problem—that the
bird had been unable to know the future—bypasses the
function of birds as messengers of the Gods, and thus
suggests that the diviner puts his trust in a mere bird,
rather than the reasoning capacity of a human mind.
The polemic thus suggests the diviner’s inversion of the
hierarchy of humanity over the animal realm, a tactic
reused in Josephus’ attack in Egyptian religion (1.223-
26); cf. Origen’s reply to Celsus with reference to divi-
nation (Cels. 4.88-97). The humor thus exploits the
supposed stupidity of a mere bird, and resonates with
the critical objections to divination raised in Cicero,
Div. 2.80-81.

992 For the language of “evidence” or “testimony”
in this segment, cf. 1.200, 217; it is not made clear at
this point what “Hecataeus” testifies to. The claim to
sufficiency (here oAis, “ample”) mirrors similar formu-
lae for closure (e.g., 1.58, 160, 182; 2.287). In fact,
Josephus will refer to Hecataeus later (2.43), but in a
different context.

93 Cf. the similar appeal in 1.182. The availability
of the text is indicated by Herennius Philo’s doubts on
its authorship (apud Origen, Cels. 1.15). Josephus’ in-
vitation strengthens his air of confidence and the im-
pression that much more could be added. On the

Agatharchides

monograph and its purpose, see Bar-Kochva 1996a,
though his hypotheses at several points exceed our lim-
ited evidence.

694 The formula signals a potential problem over-
come or bravely met (cf. 2.219; War 7.455). In this
case, Josephus indicates that the source he is about to
cite threatens Judean honor, and thus places himself at
a distance from it. Apart from the immediate contextual
difficulty, that it contradicts Ps.-Hecataeus’ glowing
portrait of Ptolemy I, this source is hardly an example
of Greek admiration of Judean customs (cf. 1.162, 165);
it also blurs the emphasis on the uniquely Egyptian
origin of hostility to Judeans (1.223). More danger-
ously, Agatharchides’ comments echo some contempo-
rary Roman criticisms of sabbath-observance, and
current hostile tales about the ease with which Jerusa-
lem may be captured on a sabbath (see note to “day” at
1.209; note to “custom” at 1.210). Since Agathar-
chides’ evidence adds nothing to the case about the
antiquity of Judeans, going back no further than
Ptolemy I (cf. already 1.185-89), one may wonder why
Josephus bothers to include it at all. Perhaps he simply
wanted to accumulate another Greek source (making
the total 7), one he already had to hand (cf. Ant. 12.5-
6). The backhanded compliment on Jerusalem (1.209)
is hardly enough to balance out Agatharchides’ cri-
tique, but Josephus perhaps reckoned he could do
enough to neutralize that criticism and turn it to his
advantage as an illustration of fidelity to the law
(1.212). Perhaps only sympathetic readers could read
this section without being affected by Agatharchides’
tone.

695 The translation reflects the unusual word-order
of the Greek, which foregrounds the problematic stance
of the source, and Josephus’ refusal to accept its evalu-
ation (he cannot afford to doubt its historical veracity).
Three times Josephus accuses Agatharchides of employ-
ing ridicule (cf. 1.208, 212; the vocabulary varies)—a
powerful rhetorical weapon he himself will deploy
against his critics, but which can backfire if it can be
shown that the mocker scorns something honorable (as
here, 1.212). Naivety (eUnfeia) is Josephus’ term:
Agatharchides is cited as referring to Jewish “madness”
(&voia, 1.210) and “fancy” (Umdvora, 1.211). Notably
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Superstition of
Stratonice

telling the story of Stratonice,’”’ how she came to Syria from Macedonia having
deserted her husband Demetrius, and when Seleucus did not want to marry her, as

she had expected, while he was launching the campaign®® from Babylon, she staged
a revolution in Antioch.®® 207 Then, when the king returned, and while Antioch was

being captured, she fled to Seleucia

700 and, although she could have sailed swiftly

away, she paid heed to a dream which stopped her from going, was captured and
died.”®! 208 After telling this story and mocking Stratonice for her superstition,’?
Agatharchides uses as an example a story about us,’?® and writes as follows:%

lacking here is the term “superstition” (Seic18aipovic),
despite its presence in relation to Judeans both inside
and outside the “citation” in Ant. 12.5-6; the highly
charged word is used here in connection with
Stratonice, and only indirectly with Judeans (1.208).
On Agatharchides’ ideology, see note to “loss” at
2.211.

096 Agatharchides is given no further introduction
and no reference is made to his works (contrast Ant.
12.5); it is not in Josephus’ interests to bolster the au-
thority of this source. As with other cases of overlap in
source-reference, Josephus does not indicate that he
had earlier cited (a version of) this same fragment (A4nf.
12.6). Agatharchides of Cnidus was a historian and eth-
nographer who flourished in Alexandria in the first half
of the second century BCE (see FGH 86 with commen-
tary; Fraser 1972: 516-17, 539-53; Burstein 1989: 12-
21). His hostility to the Ptolemaic regime (evidenced
here at 1.210) caused him to flee Alexandria in 145
BCE.

97 The material cited here may come from either of
his two great works, On Asian Affairs or On European
Affairs (see Stern 1.107; Jacoby in FGH 2C: 154). This
Stratonice was the daughter of Antiochus I and married
Demetrius II of Macedon in about 255 BCE. The
Stratonice story represents, it appears, the chief story-
line for Agatharchides, the Judean incident an anec-
dotal parallel (1.208, 211). In Ant. 12.5-7 Josephus had
omitted all reference to the Stratonice context. Here its
inclusion softens the critique of Judeans by showing
that Agatharchides was scornful of others also.

098 Reading otpateiav, with Bekker and all subse-
quent editors (not otpaTiav, in the textual traditions).
The campaign by Seleucus II (her nephew) was perhaps
eastwards, into Iran.

999 The episode is somewhat obscure, with uncertain
light shed by Pompeius Trogus (apud Justin, Epitome
28.1; see Will 1966: 212, 269-70); the date is probably
around 235 BCE. Justin suggests that Demetrius took a
second wife (Phthia), but Agatharchides (or at least this
précis of him) casts the blame on Stratonice for initiat-
ing divorce, entertaining false hopes, and instigating a
political revolt. She fits the stereotype of the head-
strong, disloyal, and vengeful wife, and can then be

ridiculed for her political miscalculation and feminine
inclination to “superstition” (1.208).

700 Seleucia Pieria, the port of Antioch on the mouth
of the Orontes.

701 «paid heed” (literally “was persuaded,” ei-
obeloa) indicates her (feminine) intellectual weakness;
cf. 1.211. Dreams were considered media of instruction
from the Gods, but Agatharchides (or Josephus) omits
mention of the divine, so the dream is only a dream (cf.
Ps.-Hecataeus and augury, 1.203-4). Her fate is impor-
tant: her “superstition” (1.208) led to her self-destruc-
tion, a sure sign that she did not follow “reasonable”
religion, since philosophy could not attribute to the
Gods other than beneficent intentions. The narrative
allows no sympathy for Stratonice at all.

702 Se1018apoviar (“superstition”) is an elastic term
which, when used negatively, suggests something both
excessive and “irrational” (see Martin 2004). The
criteria for judgment depend, of course, on cultural con-
structions of “rationality”; for Agatharchides’ under-
standing of reason, see note to “loss” at 1.211. That
Stratonice was a woman and caused her own death
made the label easy to apply in this case. For Roman
readers the story could evoke mixed opinions on the
validity of dreams as means of telling the future. A
stout philosophical defense could be made, on the
grounds that the soul in sleep is more receptive to the
divine. But hefty criticisms could also be made, and
Cicero suggests that many people considered the notion
of dream-messages a superstition entertained only by
weak minds and old women (Div. 2.125, 141, 148; for
the defense, see Div. 1.39-71; for critique, Div. 2.122-
47). Josephus can afford to be non-commital in this
context, but it would suit him if some Roman readers
took exception to Agatharchides’ mocking tone.

703 Although Josephus gives greater prominence to
the Judean material, it appears that it was little more
than an aside for Agatharchides, used exempli gratia.
The conclusion in 1.211 weaves the two stories to-
gether.

704 The citation that follows is much fuller than that
in Ant. 12.6 and probably closer to the original. But the
comparison indicates that even material introduced
with “as follows” (oUTws) cannot be relied upon to be
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209 Those called Judeans inhabit the best fortified city of all,’® which, it happens, the

Agatharchides

natives call Hierosolyma,’® and it is their custom to do no work every seventh day’’—  on the stupidity

neither to carry weapons on the occasions mentioned, nor to put their hands to any agricul-

of Judeans

ture, nor to attend to any public service’”®—but to pray in the temples until evening, with

hands outstretched.”® 210 When Ptolemy, son of Lagus, entered the city

719 with his army,

the people, instead of defending the city, continued in their stupidity;’!! so their homeland

acquired a cruel master,’!?

accurate: both “citations” use the formula (Aéycwv ouU
Tws in Ant. 12.6; yéypoadev outws here), while offering
almost no overlap in vocabulary. It is possible that
Josephus omits terms here (such as “freedom” and “su-
perstition,” Ant. 12.5-6) that he would not wish to men-
tion in this sensitive context.

705 This large compliment more than confirms Ps.-
Hecataeus’ description in 1.197. Agatharchides presum-
ably made this comment in order to emphasize the
stupidity of the Judeans: they could easily have de-
fended the city but for their “stupidity” (1.210).

706 As often, the Greek writer is struck by the oddity
of the name “Hierosolyma” (cf. 1.179); the comment
suggests the foreignness of Judeans.

707 To “do no work” (&pyeiv) can carry positive con-
notations of rest (cf. 2.234, 282; Ant. 12.274; see note
to “work™ at 2.234) or a negative nuance of sloth (cf.
2.228, 291). While Agatharchides probably meant it in
the negative sense, Josephus may have heard it in the
positive (cf. War 1.60; 2.392). The seventh-day rest was
familiar in Ptolemaic Egypt also under its Hebrew name
“sabbath” (cf. CPJ 10), and was one of the most widely
known features of Judean culture in the Diaspora
(Barclay 1996a: 440-42). Josephus’ Roman readers
would instantly recognize the phenomenon (cf. Barclay
1996b: 296-98). To hostile Roman observers it signi-
fied Judean laziness (e.g., Seneca apud Augustine, Civ.
6.11; Juvenal, Sat. 14.105-6; Tacitus, Hist. 5.4.3), an as-
sociation that Agatharchides’ comments could rein-
force.

708 Of the 3 forbidden activities, only the first is rel-
evant to the story. The others show how comprehensive
and damaging the custom was, since it prevented
Judeans from earning a livelihood or fulfilling social
responsibilities. AeiToupyla (“public service”) represents
the civic duty of the rich; cf. Philo, Somn. 1.123-26 for
Roman exasperation with Alexandrian Judeans on this
point. The scriptural injunctions against work on the
sabbath (e.g. Exod 20:8-11; Num 15:32-36) were diffi-
cult to apply in time of war. There is evidence that the
issue became contested among Judeans at the time of
the Maccabean revolt (Jub. 50.12; 1 Macc 2.32-41; cf.
Bar-Kochva 1989: 474-93). Josephus elsewhere uses
this point to criticise parties in the Revolt (War 2.312-

and the law was convicted of containing a despicable custom.

713

14, 456, 517) but otherwise shows sympathy with the
Mattathias-compromise, that one may bear arms on the
sabbath, but only in self-defense under attack (War
1.146; Ant. 12.277; 14.63; cf. Ant. 18.319-23). There is
no opportunity here to qualify Agatharchides’ com-
ment. The ban was apparently known to Romans (A4nt.
14.226; cf. note to “custom” at 1.210).

709 The gesture of supplication hints at vulnerabil-
ity and uselessness. Agatharchides imagines a multi-
tude of temples to accommodate the whole population,
whose practice of prayer every seventh day, all day,
suggests their excessive piety.

710 Reinach suggests emending moAv to xwpav
(“land”), but without sufficient reason. Ptolemy I en-
tered the region on a number of occasions; his capture
of Jerusalem may have taken place in 312/11 or 302/1,
more likely the latter (see Tcherikover 1959: 57-58;
Stern 1.108; Bar-Kochva 1996a: 76-77).

711 Agatharchides’ term (&vola) matches his empha-
sis on “reason” as the necessary antidote to religious
excess (see at 1.211). That they continued in this, de-
spite its obviously disastrous effects, is further proof of
their folly. In Ant. 12.4 Josephus suggested that
Ptolemy entered the city by trickery, pretending that he
wished to sacrifice. That may be Josephus’ own attempt
to shift blame from the Judeans, but he cannot here al-
ter the story-line and does not wish further harm to the
reputation of Ptolemy I (cf. 1.186; 2.42-44). Bar-
Kochva’s reconstruction of the incident (1989: 477-81)
posits an independent Judean version lying behind A4nt.
12.4, and suggests that Judeans did fight, but too late.
But Agatharchides’ account suggests total passivity
and the historical facts can hardly be recovered from
these partial accounts.

712 Agatharchides’ swipe at the Ptolemaic regime is
also a devastating criticism of Judeans for unnecessar-
ily forfeiting their freedom (cf. Ant. 12.5; Apion 2.125-
34). Josephus was unable to reconcile this image of
Ptolemy I with that offered by Ps.-Hecataeus in 1.186
(the two are awkwardly juxtaposed in Ant. 12.1-9). He
needs both citations.

713 If his purpose had been strictly confined to his-
torical evidence for Judean antiquity, Josephus could
have omitted this final clause and the next section (cf.
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211 The event has taught everyone, except them,’'* against running away to dreams’!> and

the traditional fancy about the law,

716

on occasions when they are impotent in human rea-

soning concerning matters in which they are at a loss.”!”

Josephus’

response 718

without malice

Ant. 12.6). But it may assist his cause to cite an obvi-
ously hostile witness on his side (cf. 1.70), and the
challenge gives him the opportunity to rise to the de-
fense of the law (1.212) in terms that foreshadow the
encomium in 2.145-286. Agatharchides suggests that
reason and experience are enough to convict the Judean
law as self-evidently at fault. aOlos (“despicable”)
here includes both moral and intellectual deficiency
(see note to “wisdom” at 1.175), according to a value
code to be revealed in the next section. This single case
had such enormous consequences as to discredit Judean
law/custom (the two seem synonymous) in general. The
incident, and this judgment, would resonate with
Josephus’ Roman readers, since it became a trope that
Jerusalem could be captured on a sabbath when the
Judeans would not fight. Despite its capacity to dimin-
ish the bravery of Roman troops, the motif was associ-
ated with the capture of the city by Pompey (Strabo,
Geogr. 16.2.40; Dio 37.16.2-4), Sossius (Dio 49.22.4-
5), Vespasian (Frontinus, Str. 2.1.17; cf. Dio 66.7.2), and
in a non-specific anecdote (Plutarch, Mor. 169c).
Appian, Hist. rom. 11.50 suggests that Ptolemy I’s cap-
ture of the city was known as a precedent to that by
Pompey.

714 The phrase suggests that the event was widely-
known, but that Judeans had still not learned their les-
son: experience is a better teacher than irrational
custom.

715 The Greek is slightly awkward: 8e8iSaxe Tnvi-
KaUTO GUYELY €IS EVUTTVLL ... Tvika av ... Thackeray and
Blum appear to interpret this as “taught them to resort
to dreams ... when,” that is, “taught the lesson not to
resort to dreams ... until” (Thackeray). But Aga-
tharchides can hardly legitimate a resort to dreams and
fancies when at a loss. His point seems to be to ridicule
those who take such desparate expedients out of weak-
ness, and his language for this option is consistently
derogatory (puyeiv = “to run away” or “to flee,” not “to
resort”; umovola = “fancy” or “speculation,” not “no-
tion”; eEacBevewd = “to be weak/impotent™). Thus al-
though the negative is missing after “taught,” it must
be implied (Josephus may be paraphrasing poorly): the
incident teaches everyone not to run away to dreams
etc. The inclusion of “dreams” here indicates that
Agatharchides paired the stories of Stratonice and the
Judeans; he may have cited additional examples of “su-
perstition” as well.

212 To Agatharchides this appears worthy of ridicule, but to those who investigate it
it is evidently significant and worthy of much praise

719 if some

716 There is no need to emend vdpou here to fsiou
(“the divine”), pace Reinach, following Herwerden.
umovota (“fancy”) is the opposite of careful thought: it
connotes speculation and guesswork, here associated
with tradition (TapadeSopévn, “handed-down™), which is
negatively valued, since it is presumed to be untested
by reason. This “fancy about the law” is perhaps its
divine origin and authorization. There is a hint of criti-
cism regarding Judean gullibility on this matter in
Hecataeus, apud Diodorus 40.5-6. Agatharchides may
have developed this point in a form Josephus omits.

717" Agatharchides’ ideology now becomes clear.
Human reasoning (Aoyiopot) is what gives people the
strength to solve conundra and resist folly: where
people allow tradition or beliefs to cause themselves
harm, they are “impotent” intellectually (sEacBevn-
owotv; cf. the ideology of “strength” in 1.192, 201). It
is assumed that women (Stratonice) and non-Greeks
(Judeans) will be particularly liable to such weakness.
Elsewhere Agatharchides recounted that the kings of
Ethiopia used to submit to an ancient and irrational
custom whereby priests told them when it was the Gods’
will for them to die, um’ aThs Ths Se