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A Note on Translation

When quoting individual words, brief phrases, or short passages from
Josephus, I have either given my own translation, quoted the translation
of the Loeb Classical Library (LCL) edition, or given a slightly modified
version of the LCL translation. Longer passages are quoted from the I.CL
translation unless otherwise noted. The Loeb text and translation are
reprinted by permission of the publishers and the Loeb Classical Library
from Josephus, in ten volumes, translated by H. St. J. Thackeray, R. Mar-
cus, A. Wikgren, and L. H. Feldman (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1926-65). Passages from the Hebrew Bible and the New
Testament are ordinarily quoted from the Revised Standard Version.
When citing texts from the Dead Sea Scrolls, I have selected from and
occasionally amalgamated the transiations of G. Vermes, M. Knibb, and
A. Dupont-Sommer. For passages from the Mishnah and the Babylonian
Talmud, I have used the translations of H. Danby and the Soncino edi-
tion (ed. I. Epstein), respectively. See the bibliography for details of all
these works.
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Introduction

In recent years there has been renewed interest in the question of how
Jesus of Nazareth should be classified in terms of religious or social type.
Should he be described primarily as a teacher, prophet, miracle worker,
magician, Galilean charismatic, or militant revolutionary? The list of
possibilities could be extended. These types are not mutually exclusive,
and it is possible—indeed likely—that a given individual would have
combined different roles. But it is still worth asking which single type best
describes Jesus.

There is no real consensus among New Testament scholars on this
question, but many would agree that the best single category in which to
place Jesus is that of prophet. Most studies of Jesus’ role as prophet, how-
ever, have relied on models based on the classical prophets of the Hebrew
Bible—figures like Amos, Isaiah, and Jeremiah—as these figures have
been understood by modern critical scholars. Only recently have
attempts been made to compare Jesus with contemporary Jewish proph-
ets, and to determine what prophecy might have meant in a specifically
first-century context.'

The present work is intended as a contribution toward a better under-
standing of Jewish prophecy around the time of Jesus. It examines the
evidence from Josephus for prophetic figures in Jewish Palestine in the
late Second Temple period. There are good reasons for beginning a study
of early Jewish prophecy with Josephus. His works are, without question,
the richest and most important source of information about events in Pal-
estine during this period. They contain a great deal of material about
prophets and prophecy, much of which has gone unnoticed by scholars.
Also, in comparison with the other literary sources for the study of early
Jewish prophecy—sources that include apocalyptic texts and other apoc-
ryphal and pseudepigraphical works, rabbinic literature, the Dead Sea
Scrolls, and the gospels—Josephus’ works present relatively few prob-
lems of interpretation. We at least know when they were written, where,
and by whom; we also know quite a lot about the career and interests of
their author. The interpretation of this material remains a complicated
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4 Prophetic Figures

matter, but it is made easier by general agreement on the most important
introductory questions.

Biographical Sketch

Josephus was born in Jerusalem in 37 C.E. to aristocratic parents of
priestly and royal pedigree: on his father’s side, the family traced its
descent back to the daughter of the Hasmonean high priest Jonathan
(161-143/2 B.C.E.).? At the age of nineteen, after a trial investigation of
all three major Jewish religious parties—Pharisees, Sadducees, and
Essenes—and a period spent in the wilderness with an ascetic teacher,
Josephus entered public life and decided to “follow the party of the Phar-
isees.”* When the revolt against Rome broke out in 66 C.E., he was sent
to Galilee by the revolutionary government to organize the Jewish war
effort in the region. Less than a year later, in the spring of 67, he and his
troops were besieged by the Romans in the Galilean city of Jotapata. The
city fell after forty-seven days, and Josephus himself surrendered to the
enemy. He was brought before the Roman general Vespasian, where he
made a bold prediction: Vespasian was destined to become emperor.
Though he had originally planned to send Josephus to Nero in Rome,
Vespasian decided, after the prediction, to keep the Jewish general as a
prisoner in his own camp. Two years later, in the summer of 69, Jose-
phus’ prediction was fulfilled when Vespasian was proclaimed emperor
by the Roman legions in Alexandria. He was released from his chains and
spent the remainder of the war in the Roman camp, performing various
services for Vespasian’s son Titus, who took over command of the
Roman forces in Palestine after his father’s elevation to the imperial
throne. Josephus was present at the final siege of Jerusalem and witnessed
the destruction of the temple and the fall of the city in 70 c.E.

After the war, Josephus accompanied Titus to Rome, where he was
made a Roman citizen, given a residence in the former house of the
emperor, and assigned a pension. It was in Rome that Josephus com-
posed all four of his literary works: the Jewish War, a history of the revolt
and the events leading up to it (completed in the late seventies); the Jew-
ish Antiquities, a longer work recounting the history of the Jews from cre-
ation to the outbreak of the revolt (completed in 93 or 94 c.E.); the Life,
primarily an account of his activities as general in Galilee (probably pub-
lished in the late nineties); and an apologetic tract known as Against
Apion (probably also dating from the late nineties).*

The Plan of the Present Work

While isolated passages from Josephus are routinely cited in survey works
on early Jewish prophecy, no full-scale study of this material has so far
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been undertaken.® In the present work the evidence from Josephus is
interpreted in relation to his personal career and his thought and writings
as a whole. The study begins with a general topic. Scholars usually sup-
pose that Jews in the late Second Temple period believed that prophecy
had ceased at some point in the past. Chapter 1 examines the evidence
from Josephus on this matter and outlines a general theory about the
nature and status of prophecy in this period. Chapter 2 considers the pro-
phetic claims that Josephus makes for himself and argues that these
claims are both more substantial and more important for a proper under-
standing of Josephus than is usually thought. These first two chapters
introduce some of the most significant features of Josephus’ general con-
ception of prophecy and provide the framework for interpreting the evi-
dence considered in the remaining chapters of the book. Chapters 3, 4,
and 5 examine the most important passages from Josephus concerning
prophetic figures from this period and describe the prophetic types that
these individuals represent. It will become apparent that the division into
types on the basis of characteristic message and behavior corresponds, in
part, to a difference in the social position of these figures: some types of
prophecy are represented only by individuals who come from the ordi-
nary people (the sign prophets and Jesus son of Ananias), while others are
represented only by figures from the more literate strata of Palestinian
society (Josephus and the Essenes).® One unfortunate effect of the domi-
nance of the model of the prophetic office based on the classical prophets
of the Hebrew Bible is that the literate figures are often ignored in, or dis-
missed from, discussions of early Jewish prophecy.” They receive full
treatment here.

It will be important throughout this study to consider the literary con-
text of Josephus’ reports, both their immediate context and the more gen-
eral setting provided by the works in which these reports occur. In partic-
ular, the purposes and character of Josephus’ individual works and the
differences among them should be borne in mind. The question of
whether Josephus’ treatment of a given prophet reflects the influence of
a literary source will occasionally have to be raised.

Though my interest in early Jewish prophecy began with Jesus of Naz-
areth, I shall refer to him only tangentially in this study. The one sub-
stantial reference to Jesus in Josephus’ works, the so-called Testimonium
Flavianum (Ant. 18.63-64), is notoriously problematic. There is wide
agreement that the passage as it now stands has been altered by Christian
interpolators, but no agreement on what Josephus originally wrote about
Jesus.® The interpretation of the evidence from the gospels is even more
controversial and would require a full-length study of its own. I have also
excluded John the Baptist from consideration here primarily because
there is already a sizable body of secondary literature on him which
includes discussion of the account in Josephus (Ant. 18.116-19). There
is an additional reason for excluding both of these figures from the present
study: many investigations of early Jewish prophecy are, in my view, too
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narrowly determined by the writer’s interest in illuminating the material
about Jesus and John. It is easier to consider the topic in its own right,
and in the proper dimensions, if these two figures are omitted from con-
sideration.

The terms “prophet” and “prophecy” are here used in a very broad
way. I began my research by adopting the standard definitions of these
terms in use among biblical scholars. As I noted earlier, these definitions
are based almost exclusively on the classical prophets of the Hebrew
Bible. They also reflect the important and relatively recent critical insight
that these great prophets were not primarily predictors of the future but
rather social, moral, and religious critics and reformers. In the course of
my work I have found it necessary to expand, refine, and correct the stan-
dard definitions in light of Josephus’ use of prophetic terminology. I shail
repeatedly draw attention to the differences between the modern-critical
understanding of prophecy and the early Jewish view; a great deal is to be
gained by temporarily suspending our current assumptions and looking
at things through Josephus’ eyes. His treatment of the ancient prophets is
especially instructive. He does not share the bias of most modern biblical
scholars toward the classical prophets of the pre-exilic and exilic periods
and so rescues some of the other ancient prophets from obscurity. He also
frequently fails to distinguish figures whom we would call “prophets™
from others who might be classified as “prognosticators,” “apocalyp-
tists,” or “mantic wise men.” His failure to make these distinctions can
help us to see that some of the distinctions we routinely make are really
rather artificial. One aim, then, of the present work is to broaden our con-
ception of prophecy beyond the narrow understanding current among
biblical scholars.

This study is restricted almost exclusively to the works of Josephus,
though other sources are considered at appropriate points (especially in
chapter 3). The results of my investigation might serve as a framework for
interpreting the other sources of information about early Jewish proph-
ecy. They could provide no more than a framework, since it is impossible
to know in advance how representative Josephus’ evidence and his views
on prophecy are; but at least they could suggest some possible starting
points for further investigation and for comparative study of all the
sources.



1

Josephus and the Belief
that Prophecy Had Ceased

The interpretation of the evidence concerning individual prophetic fig-
ures in Jewish Palestine in the late Second Temple period has, to a very
large degree, been determined by more general convictions about the
nature and status of prophecy in this period. For that reason, this inves-
tigation begins with a discussion of these larger issues.

It is often argued or assumed that Jews in this period believed that
prophecy had ceased at some point in the past. The text most frequently
cited as evidence for such a view is Tosefta Sotah 13.2: “From the death
of Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi, the latter prophets, the Holy Spirit
ceased from Israel. But in spite of that it was allowed them to hear mes-
sages from God by a Bath Qol [lit. “daughter of a voice”].”! Other texts
from the late Hebrew Bible materials, the apocrypha and pseudepigra-
pha, Josephus, and the rabbinic literature have been adduced as evidence
for the view that prophecy had come to an end.”

These passages have been sysiematically discussed by others, and it is
not my intention to review their results here.> Most previous discussions
of the topic have been concerned chiefly with the question of how wide-
spread belief in the cessation of prophecy was, that is, with the question
of which segments of the Jewish community shared this belief. It is nor-
mally assumed that, for those who accepted it, the belief that prophecy
had ended had the status of an absolute dogma.

I wish to challenge this last assumption. The question raised in this
chapter may be put as follows: How was the view that prophecy had
ceased actually understood by those who held it? That is, what were the
practical implications of such a belief? How did it affect the assessment
of contemporary figures who claimed prophetic powers? In particular,
did the view that prophecy had ceased entail the belief that there was no
longer anything at all like prophecy and no one at all like the prophets?

The passage from the Tosefta quoted above already suggests that this

7
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last question ought to be answered in the negative: prophecy had ceased,
but God still communicated by means of a Bath Qol, that is, in a way
apparently different from, yet analogous to, the way he had communi-
cated in the past through prophets. The evidence from Josephus points in
the same direction. In two passages, Josephus indicates that he believed
that prophecy of a particular sort had ceased at some point in the past.
The first of these passages, Against Apion 1.41, is regularly discussed in
the secondary literature on this topic; the second, Antiquities 3.218, has
received less attention. The present chapter begins with an examination
of these passages (pp. 8-23). There is, in addition, persuasive evidence
that Josephus thought that the whole variegated phenomenon of proph-
ecy had come to an end; this evidence is considered in the next section
(pp. 23-26).

In spite of the fact that Josephus seems to have believed that prophecy
belonged, in some sense, to the past, it can be demonstrated that he
thought that there were still, in his own day, individuals who said and did
very much the same sorts of things as the ancient prophets had said and
done. In the second part of the chapter this point is illustrated in relation
to the important topics of prophetic inspiration (pp. 27-30) and predic-
tion of the future (pp. 30-34).

Finally, if Josephus did believe both that prophecy had ended some-
time in the past and that certain of his contemporaries were very much
like the ancient prophets, then this fact will affect our general understand-
ing of the belief that prophecy had ceased. The argument made here takes
up and develops the suggestion of John Barton that this belief should be
understood not as a rigid dogma about the end of prophecy but rather as
one expression of a wider nostalgia for the distant past.

Evidence that Josephus Believed that
Prophecy Had Ceased

Against Apion 1.41: Prophecy and
the Writing of History

In Against Apion 1.39-40 Josephus gives a brief description of the
twenty-two “justly accredited” books of the Jews:

Of these, five are the books of Moses, comprising the laws and the tradi-
tional history from the birth of humanity down to his [Moses’] death. This
period falls only a little short of three thousand years. From the death of
Moses until Artaxerxes, who succeeded Xerxes as king of Persia, the proph-
ets subsequent to Moses wrote the history of the events of their own times
in thirteen books. The remaining four books contain hymns to God and
precepts for the conduct of human life.*
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He adds a further commentin 1.41:

From Artaxerxes to our own time the complete history has been written,
but has not been deemed worthy of equal credit with the earlier records,
because of the failure of the exact succession of the prophets,

This last passage is regularly cited as evidence that Josephus believed that
prophecy had ceased in Israel sometime during the Persian period.” We
shall see that this claim needs to be very substantially qualified. Consid-
eration of the context of the passage will show that it concerns only one
very limited type of prophecy, namely, the type that resulted in the com-
position of historical narrative. In addition, we shall see that Josephus’
theory that “the exact succession of the prophets” had come to an end
after the reign of Artaxerxes is not, in the first instance, a theory about the
disappearance of individuals called “prophets,” but rather a reflection of
a particular view about the limits of the age in which authoritative writ-
ings were produced.

Against Apion 1.6-56 is the first of a series of arguments that Josephus
makes in response to critics of his account of the origin of the Jews in his
earlier work, the Antiguities. These critics disputed Josephus® claims
about the extreme antiquity of the Jewish people and pointed out in sup-
port of their position that the Jews are not mentioned in the works of the
best-known Greek historians of antiquity (Against Apion 1.2). In
response, Josephus argues that the Greeks—in contrast to the Egyptians,
Babylonians, Phoenicians, and especially the Jews-—are not reliable his-
torians of the most ancient period, and thus that their failure to mention
the Jews is not really significant. According to him, “the proof of histor-
ical veracity is universal agreement in the description, oral or written, of
the same events” (1.26). Greek historians of antiquity fail precisely when
measured by this most important standard: “More often than not they
confute each other in their works, not hesitating to give the most contra-
dictory accounts of the same events™ (1.15). Examples of such contradic-
tions are provided in 1.16-18.

In Josephus’ view, the primary cause of the inconsistencies and con-
tradictions in the works of the Greek historians of antiquity is the lack of
reliable sources for the earliest period of Greek history (1.6-14, 20, 23).
The most ancient Greek records, the poems of Homer, were originally
transmitted orally and only later collected and committed to writing; as
a result, Josephus complains, they contain “numerous inconsistencies”
(1.12). The earliest written Greek histories are from a relatively late date
(1.13), and the first philosophers who wrote did not produce much mate-
rial and were in any case dependent on the works of Egyptians and Chal-
deans (1.14). Because they are in possession of so few reliable sources for
the early period, Josephus considers it “‘absurd that the Greeks should be
so conceited as to think themselves the sole possessors of a knowledge of
antiquity and the only accurate reporters of its history” (1.15).
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Itisin relation to these observations about the sources available to the
historians of Greek origins that Josephus’ comments about the author-
ship, preservation, and reliability of Jewish texts in Against Apion 1.28-
41 must be understood. In defending his own account of Jewish origins
in the Antiquities, Josephus claims that he has had access to more reliable
sources than his Greek counterparts. As he indicates more than once, his
sources for the early period were the “sacred books” of the Jews, identical
with the twenty-two “justly accredited” books described in Against Apion
1.39-40.° It should be noted that he regards these books here as historical
sources. Also, because the dispute in Against Apion concerns the origin
and earliest history of the Jews, Josephus’ attention is focused on his
sources for that period, the five books of Moses; his comments in 1.40
about the works of the successors to Moses and in 1.41 about more recent
histories are not fully developed, and their meaning is not entirely clear.
In the main argument of Against Apion 1.6-56, then, Josephus is com-
paring his own account of the origin and earliest history of the Jews in the
Antiquities with the Greek histories referred to in 1.16-18, and the sacred
books of the Jews—especially the books of Moses—with the poetry of
Homer and the other Greek sources mentioned in 1.12-14.

Josephus’ constructive argument about the reliability of the ancient
Jewish historical records concerns both the composition of these works
and their preservation. He assigns these two tasks, respectively, to proph-
ets and priests. It would be fair to say that Josephus could have indicated
this division of labor more clearly. He nowhere says, in so many words,
that the prophets wrote the records and then the priests were given charge
over them, and he further confuses the issue by lumping prophets and
priests together in one passage (1.29) and assigning to them, collectively,
the task of preserving the records. Butin 1.37 Josephus says explicitly that
the prophets alone (LovOV T@OV TPOoENTOV) wrote the records, and when
he describes these records in summary form in 1.39-40, they are all
attributed to prophetic authors.’

The role of the priests in relation to the sacred books and the prophets
who wrote them is more difficult to establish. Commentators are often
puzzled by Josephus’ inclusion, in 1.30-36, of an argument concerning
the keeping of priestly genealogies.® He introduces this section by saying
that he intends to demonstrate that the ancient Jewish historical records
had been preserved down to his own time, and would continue to be pre-
served in the future, “with scrupulous accuracy” (1.29). The argument he
makes is twofold. First, he claims that the ancient records of the Jews were
entrusted in the beginning to “men of the highest character, devoted to
the service of God™ (1.30). The continuation of the passage suggests that
he is referring to the priests. This is confirmed by Antiquities 4.304, where
Josephus reports that Moses, author of the most ancient records, handed
over all the books he had written “to the priests” shortly before his death
(cf. Deut. 31.9). Chapter 2 will consider further evidence that Josephus
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assumed that priests were the proper physical guardians of sacred texts;
we shall see there that he also believed that priests were specially qualified
to interpret the meaning of such texts. Josephus nowhere explains why he
supposed that the care and preservation of sacred books should be a spe-
cifically priestly responsibility or why priests could be relied upon to pre-
serve such texts “with scrupulous accuracy”; apparently he felt these
things were so obvious that they required no explanation.’

Josephus, then, assumed that the ancient Jewish historical records
would be accurately preserved as long as they remained in the care of
legitimate priests. The discussion of priestly genealogies that forms the
second part of his argument in Against Apion 1.30-36 is intended to
assure the reader that the purity of the priestly line had been scrupulously
maintained from the beginning down to his own day, and therefore that
all those who had been entrusted with the care of the historical records
through the ages had been duly qualified for the task.

It is only in 1.37, and there only parenthetically, that Josephus indi-
cates why he thought that the original records concerning the history of
the Jews could be relied upon to be completely consistent and accurate:
these records had all been written by prophets, “obtaining their knowl-
edge of the most remote and ancient history through the inspiration
which they owed to God, and committing to writing a clear account of
the events of their own time just as they occurred.” Josephus here distin-
guishes between the writing of “the most remote and ancient history” (td
.. . Gvotdto kol todotdtata), and the writing of the history of the events
of one’s own day (74 . . . ka®’ avT00g)."? This distinction corresponds to
the one he draws between Moses and his successors in 1.39-40: Moses
wrote “the traditional history” (mapédooig) from the creation down to
the time of his own death, while the prophets after Moses wrote “‘the his-
tory of the events of their own times” (14 kot avTovg npoayOévia). In
1.37 Josephus states explicitly that the composition of the history of the
very earliest period, undertaken by Moses, required divine inspiration (1)
gninvolo 1) and 100 Beov), and it is easy to see why he might have thought
that this was so: if Moses knew exactly what had happened at the creation
of the world and in the earliest period of Israel’s history (and Josephus, of
course, assumed that he did), this could not be because he had been there
to observe and record events, but only because he was granted this knowl-
edge by God. Josephus says nothing at all, in the present passage, about
how the successors to Moses obtained their knowledge of the events of
their own day, but I think we must suppose that he believed that they,
too, were inspired; this much seems to be implied by the fact that he
thought of them as prophets.'! Still, Josephus does make a distinction of
sorts between Moses and his successors: while the writing of the history
of the events of one’s own day was a prophetic task, requiring inspiration,
the writing of ancient history required a special, more extraordinary sort
of inspiration, which had been enjoyed only by Moses.'?
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In 1.41 Josephus goes on to make a further distinction, this time
between all the historical books of ancient origin (those written by Moses
and his successors) and more recent works, including, presumably, his
own history of the Jewish revolt against Rome. He acknowledges that the
more recent works have not been as highly regarded as the ancient ones,
and he explains this fact as a result of “the failure of the exact succession
of the prophets” (0 p} yevéoat iy 1®v npoen @V dxppf Stadoyhv).
In the remainder of this section I shall try to determine what Josephus
meant, in this context, when he spoke of “the exact succession of the
prophets,” and why he thought that this succession had come to an end
after the reign of the Persian ruler Artaxerxes I (fifth century B.C.E.).

Apart from the passage in Against Apion which we have been consid-
ering, there is no evidence that Josephus had a well-developed notion of
a continuous prophetic “succession” (dwadoy™) stretching from the time
of Moses into the Persian period. He knew from scripture that Joshua had
been the successor to Moses and that Elisha had succeeded Elijah, but he
does not emphasize or elaborate on these relationships in the Antiquities,
and he does not develop a general theory of the succession of the prophets
in that work.”® The idea of a continuous prophetic succession, as
expressed in Against Apion 1.37-41, appears to be directly related to the
existence of a set of writings which were believed to record, with complete
accuracy, the history of the entire period from Moses to Artaxerxes. In
fact, the theory of a continuous prophetic succession seems to be derived
fromthe existence of such a set of writings, in something like the following
way: Josephus believed that only prophets, inspired by God, were capable
of writing perfectly accurate history; there existed what he regarded as
perfectly accurate histories for each successive period from Moses to
Artaxerxes; therefore, he concluded, there must have been a prophet in
each successive generation throughout this period who recorded the his-
tory of his own day.

This way of putting things is, of course, rather artificial. I do not sup-
pose that Josephus’ thought consciously followed the steps just outlined,
or that he would have stated his view in this way if he had been asked
about it directly. Nevertheless, I believe that the summary given here cor-
rectly describes the actual direction of the logic underlying his position.
Josephus’ theory that a continuous prophetic succession had existed in
the period from Moses to Artaxerxes is, in my view, inferred from the
existence of a set of writings, regarded as authoritative, which chronicled
the history of the Jews throughout this same period.

Similarly, I would argue that Josephus’ conviction that “the exact suc-
cession of the prophets™ had come to an end after the reign of Artaxerxes
is primarily a reflection of certain facts about the written sources that were
available to him when he was composing the Antiquities and not, in the
first instance at least, a theory about the disappearance of individuals
called “prophets.” Two things seem to have shaped his view. First, there
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was the simple fact that the historical sources for the period after Arta-
xerxes were not very abundant; and second, even the sources that did
exist for this period were not as highly regarded as the sources for the ear-
lier period: as Josephus writes in dgainst Apion 1.41, the histories written
after Artaxerxes had ““not been deemed worthy of equal credit with the
earlier records.” These two points require further consideration.

It can be seen from the Antiquities that Josephus arranged the five
books of Moses and the thirteen books written by the prophets after
Moses in what he thought was their chronological order, beginning with
Genesis and ending with the book of Esther, which he believed had been
written during the reign of Artaxerxes I.' For the entire period between
Esther (and Artaxerxes) and the outbreak of the Maccabean revolt, Jose-
phus had as source material mainly some popular legends about Alex-
ander the Great, the story of the Tobiads, and the Letter of Aristeas. He
follows 1 Maccabees for the early Maccabean period, but then runs out
of written Jewish sources completely.’® I suggest that, by the kind of log-
ical process described above, the discontinuous nature of his sources for
the period after Artaxerxes led Josephus to conclude that there had no
longer been, in this period, a continuous succession of prophets of the
history-writing sort.

It might be objected that Josephus does not actually say, in Against
Apion 1.41, that historical sources were lacking for the period from Arta-
xerxes 1o his own day; on the contrary, he says that “the complete his-
tory” of this period had been written. Two points can be made in
response. First, the Loeb Classical Library (LCL) translation, quoted
here, may be misleading. The phrase ye€ypanton ... €kacta may not
mean ‘“‘the complete history has been written” in the sense that every sin-
gle event had been recorded, but rather in the sense that every single
period of history had been recorded.'® That is, the phrase may describe
the actual state of Josephus’ sources for the later period: there was enough
material to string together a story, but not enough to write a completely
comprehensive history of the period. It must be admitted, however, that
the LCL translation is the more natural of the two. But—and this is my
second point—even if Josephus does claim in this passage that a complete
account existed of all the events from the time of Artaxerxes down to his
own day, examination of the Antiquities shows that this was not the case.
I have suggested that it was partly the scarcity of sources for this period
that led him to conclude that the exact succession of the prophets had
come to an end.

The second factor that seems to have shaped Josephus’ view has to do
with the relative status of ancient and modern histories in his day. In
Against Apion 1.41 Josephus says that it was becatuise of the failure of the
exact succession of the prophets that historical works from the period
after Artaxerxes were not as highly regarded as earlier histories, but 1
would suggest, once again, that the logic underlying his position may
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actually have run in the opposite direction. That is, it may be that the
ancient historical works Josephus describes in Against Apion 1.39-40 had
in fact come to be more highly regarded in his day than more recent his-
tories,!” and that he concluded from this that there were no longer proph-
ets of the sort who produced historical works worthy of the highest regard.

In reality, the relationship between the idea that prophecy of the his-
tory-writing sort had ceased at some time in the past and the idea that
ancient historical works were more reliable than modern ones was more
complicated than this description suggests. I have argued that the convic-
tion that there were no longer completely reliable history books, as there
had been in the past, led Josephus to the conclusion that there were no
longer prophets of the sort who wrote completely reliable history; but it
is clear that this conclusion, once arrived at, would itself have served to
reinforce the original conviction that modern history books were not as
reliable as ancient ones—how could they be, if there were no more proph-
ets to write them? The reasoning is thus slightly circular, but [ would still
maintain that Josephus’ theory that the exact succession of the prophets
had ceased after the reign of Artaxerxes is primarily a reflection of prior
convictions about the relative status of the twenty-two “‘justly accredited”
books described in Against Apion 1.39-40, on the one hand, and more
modern writings on the other.

Before leaving this topic, I must correct a mistaken impression that
my argument so far may have created. I have written in some instances
as if Josephus’ views about the authority and reliability of the twenty-two
books described in Against Apion 1.39-40 were his own private opinions,
but it is clear that he believed that these views were commonly held by
Jews. The twenty-two books are, he says, “justly accredited,” that is, by
Jews as a whole. Similarly, in 1.41 he reports it as a matter of general con-
sensus that more recent works are not as reliable as the histories written
by Moses and his successors.'® In 1.42-43 he claims that all Jews regarded
these latter books as the decrees of God and were even willing to die for
them. There is no reason to doubt that most Jews of Josephus’ day did
share his views about the authority and reliability of the twenty-two
books described in Against Apion 1.39-40, though a lengthy argument
would probably be required to prove the point. Similarly, the beliefs that
I have described as being derived from these views—namely, that these
books had been written by prophets and that the exact succession of such
prophets had ceased in the distant past—appear to have been wide-
spread.”®

One final question needs to be raised. Granted that Josephus believed
that the exact succession of the prophets had come to an end after the
reign of Artaxerxes, does this mean that he thought there were no more
prophets at all who were capable of writing reliable history, and that it
was impossible that such a prophet should appear, or only that there was
no longer an exact succession of such prophets??
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One passage in the Antiquiiies might suggest that the latter interpre-
tation is correct, and that Josephus did think that the occasional prophet-
historian might still appear in the period after Artaxerxes. In Antiquities
1.240-41 Josephus quotes the first-century B.C.E. Greek historian Alex-
ander Polyhistor, who, in turn, refers to a history of the Jews written by
“Cleodemus the prophet [6 npoenitig], also called Malchus” (1.240).
Very little is known about this Cleodemus.?’ The passage that refers to
him is quoted by Josephus in support of an anonymous tradition accord-
ing to which the land of Africa was named after a descendant of Abraham
who had shared in the conquest of Libva.” The designation of Cleodemus
as “the prophet” is part of the quotation from his source, however, and
for that reason it is difficult to know whether Josephus himself attached
any real significance to the term in this instance.

We might get a better idea of precisely how Josephus understood the
“failure of the exact succession of the prophets” if we could establish how
he saw his own role as a historian in relation to the ancient prophet-
historians, Moses and his successors. Did he think that in writing the his-
tory of the events of his own day he was performing a prophetic task?

It is quite difficult to answer this question satisfactorily. In the intro-
duction to the War, Josephus explains that he does not intend to describe
events from the earliest period of Jewish history, since these events had
already been recorded by prophets in scripture and translated into Greek
by earlier historians (War 1.17).2 He will begin his own work “where the
historians of these events and our prophets conclude” (1.18).2* This state-
ment can be (and has been) interpreted in two opposing ways: either Jose-
phus is claiming to continue the work of the prophets who wrote scrip-
ture, or he is implicitly acknowledging that his own work does nor
continue theirs. It is impossible, on the basis of this passage alone, to
decide between the two alternaiives. We must look for other evidence of
how Josephus understood his role as a historian.

In this connection, it is significant that Josephus never defends the
accuracy of his history of the Jewish revolt by referring to his credentials
as a prophet. His most spirited defense of the War occurs in Against
Apion 1.47-56, at the close of the argument about Jewish and non-Jewish
historical works that has been considered in this section. In this passage,
Josephus defends the accuracy of his history of the revolt in a perfectly
ordinary way by reminding his readers that he was an eyewitness to most
of the events he describes, kept careful notes, and had access to infor-
mation that was inaccessible to other historians of the war. He makes no
suggestion that he was inspired by God or that his account of events was
in any way supernaturally guaranteed. His failure to make such claims is
all the more significant since he did not hesitate to make prophetic claims
for himself in other contexts, as we shall see in chapter 2.

It therefore seems that Josephus did not claim to be a prophet-histo-
rian of the same stature as Moses or even of the same stature as the suc-
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cessors to Moses who wrote before the time of Artaxerxes. This, in turn,
would suggest that he understood ““the failure of the exact succession of
the prophets” in the stronger of the two senses defined above. Josephus
seems to have believed that there were no more prophets at all of the sort
who could write absolutely authoritative history and that it was impos-
sible that such a prophet should appear in his own day.

Antiquities 3.218: John Hyrcanus and
the End of Priestly Divination

In a little-noticed passage in Antigudities 3, Josephus states that one par-
ticular sort of divination, which involved the use of some of the vestments
worn by the high priest, had ceased to be practiced at a definite point in
the past. We shall see that Josephus considered such divination a form of
prophecy and believed that its last practitioner had been the Hasmonean
high priest John Hyrcanus. 1 shall suggest several reasons why Josephus
might have associated this kind of prophecy with Hyrcanus. Finally, I
shall ask whether anything can be learned about Josephus’ more general
views on the cessation of prophecy from his convictions about the end of
priestly divination.

In Antiquities 3.102-87 Josephus describes the construction and pro-
visioning of the original Mosaic tabernacle. The passage includes a
description of the vestments worn by the ordinary priests (3.151-58), as
well as a description of the four items of apparel peculiar to the high
priest: the blue tunic (3.159-61), the ephod (3.162), the breastplate or
goohv® (3.163-71), and the headdress (3.172~78). After a brief expla-
nation of the symbolic significance of the tabernacle, its furnishings, and
the priestly vestments (3.179-87), Josephus resumes the main narrative
in 3.188. He soon digresses again, however, in order to provide some
additional information about the ephod and breastplate worn by the high
priest. I quote the relevant passage in full:

However, I would here record a detail which I omitted concerning the vest-
ments of the high-priest. For Moses left no possible opening for the mal-
practices of prophets, should there in fact be any capable of abusing the
divine prerogative, but left to God supreme authority whether to attend the
sacred rites, when it so pleased Him, or to absent himself; and this he wished
to be made manifest not to Hebrews only but also to any strangers who
chanced to be present. Well, of those stones which, as I said before, the high-
priest wore upon his shoulders—they were sardonyxes, and I deem it super-
fluous to indicate the nature of jewels familiar to all—it came about, when-
ever God assisted at the sacred ceremonies, that the one that was buckled
on the right shoulder began to shine, a light glancing from it, visible to the
most distant, of which the stone had before betrayed no trace. That alone
should be marvel enough for such as have not cultivated a superior wisdom
to disparage all religious things; but I have yet a greater marvel to record.
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By means of the twelve stones, which the high-priest wore upon his breast
stitched into the breastplate, God foreshowed victory to those on the eve of
battle. For so brilliant a light flashed out from them, ere the army was yet
in motion, that it was evident to the whole host that God had come to their
aid. Hence it is that those Greeks who revere our practices, because they can
in no way gainsay them, call the breastplate logion [oracle]. Howbeit,
breastplate and sardonyx alike ceased to shine two hundred years before I
composed this work, because of God’s displeasure at the transgression of
the laws. (4nt. 3.214~18)%

This passage requires some explanation. In ancient Israel, priests
practiced various sorts of divination, the most important being divina-
tion by means of the Urim and Thummim. The precise nature of these
objects and the method of their operation are unknown, but it is generally
agreed that they were sacred lots of some sort that were used to obtain
oracular responses from God. They were stored in a pocket in the breast-
plate worn by the high priest, which was attached to the ephod, a kind of
overgarment worn by the high priest on the upper body.”” Apparently
because of their association with the Urim and Thummim, the ephod and
breastplate eventually came to be regarded as divinatory instruments
themselves.?

Josephus never mentions the Urim and Thummim, probably because
he himself did not know what these objects were or how they had been
used to secure oracular responses. He does, however, attribute oracular
powers to both the ephod and the breastplate. In the passage just quoted,
he provides an explanation of how these two oracles worked. Both func-
tioned by the flashing of lights: the sardonyx on the right side of the ephod
would shine whenever God was in attendance at the temple, and the
stones on the breastplate would light up before battle if victory were
assured. This explanation may still reflect the early association of the
ephod and breastplate with the Urim and Thummim, for it appears to be
related to a traditional etymology according to which the word “Urim”
signified “light” or “enlightenment.” The same etymology associated
“Thummim” with the notion of “perfection” or “fulfillment,” and it
may be that there was some connection between this second half of the
etymology and Josephus’ view that divination performed with the aid of
the ephod and breastplate was superior to advice given by prophets. More
on this later.”

Judging from the terminology that he uses to describe it, Josephus
believed that priestly divination of the sort being considered here was a
form of prophecy. There are cight accounts in the Antiguities that
describe oracular consultation with the high priest.*® Only two of these
specify the use of the priestly vestments (6.115, 359-60), but all eight
accounts are so similar in terms of the situation and procedure they
describe that it is reasonable to conclude that it was assumed that the vest-
ments were used even where they are not explicitly mentioned. Josephus
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regularly uses the verb npopntedm in these passages to describe the giving
of oracular responses by the high priest.*! In addition, he once refers to
the sort of oracle that could be obtained through the high priest as a
“prophecy” (npoopnteia, 7.72). Finally, in one passage (6.271) it would
seem that Josephus actually refers to the reigning high priest as “the
prophet” (& mpoefTne), though this is not certain.®

Although Josephus’ use of mpoentedo and related terms in this con-
text is sometimes dismissed as insignificant,® it seems to me to be very
significant indeed. There is only one account of oracular consultation
with the high priest in the Antiquities in which there is no prophetic ter-
minology at all (6.122-23), and the absence of such terminology in this
passage is easily explained: in this case, no response was given to the ques-
tion put to the high priest—that is, no prophecy was made—Dbecause of
some sin on the part of the Israelites. Josephus himself seems to be
responsible for the introduction of prophetic terminology into the other
seven accounts: there is nothing corresponding to this terminology in the
biblical passages on which the accounts are based, at least not in the
Hebrew or LXX texts known to us. Josephus’ use of mpopntedeo and
related terms in this context is thus both consistent and, it appears, delib-
erate, and his usage indicates that he considered divination performed by
the high priest with the aid of the priestly vestments to be a form of proph-
ecy.

There are no reports in scripture of the practice of divination by the
high priest after the time of David. The role of giving oracles seems to
have been taken over by prophets in the later period: in narratives
describing events in the time after David, prophets are often sought out
for an oracle in situations in which the high priest would once have been
consulted.*

There was speculation in later periods about precisely when divina-
tion by the high priest had come to an end. A range of opinions is
expressed in bSotah 48b, where the topic of debate is the date at which
the Urim and Thummim had ceased to give oracular responses.”* One
view was that the use of the Urim and Thummim had ended after the
time of Samuel, David, and Solomon.*® Another was that their use had
continued at least until the days of King Uzziah of Judah and the priest
Zechariah (2 Chron. 26.5) in the eighth century B.c.E.”” A passage from
the anonymous work, the Lives of the Prophets, associates the end of
priestly divination with the murder of a different Zechariah, a priest who
was active during the ninth-century B.C.E. reign of Joash, king of Judah
(2 Chron. 24.20-22): “From that time visible portents occurred in the
Temple, and the priests were not able to see a vision of angels of God or
to give oracles from the Holy of Holies, or to inquire by the Ephod, or to
answer the people through Urim as formerly” (Lives of the Prophets
23.2).%% A third view recorded in bSotah 48b is that the Urim and Thum-
mim had ceased when the first temple was destroyed.* Tosefta Sotah 13.2
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expresses the same opinion, and bYoma 21b includes the Urim and
Thummim in a list of five things that were in the first temple but not in
the second. Finally, bSotah 48b attributes {0 R. Nahman the view that
the Urim and Thummim had ceased before the days of Haggai, Zecha-
riah, and Malachi, but after all the other prophets—that is, sometime
after the destruction of the first temple, but before the return under Cyrus.
In bShebuoth 16a, R. Nahman, R. Huna, and Abba Saul are all credited
with the assumption that there were no longer Urim and Thummim
when the exiles returned to Jerusalem under Ezra.® In summary, later
opinions ranged from the view that high-priestly divination by means of
the Urim and Thummim had ended after Solomon, that is, while the first
temple was still standing, to the view that it had ceased with the destruc-
tion of the first temple or shortly afterward, in any case, by the time of the
return from exile under Ezra.

There is nothing in the narrative portions of the Antiguities to lead
one to believe that Josephus’ views about the relative merits of priestly
divination and propbetic oracles, or his views on the question of when
priestly divination had ceased, were in any way remarkable. He dupli-
cates without comment and without significant alteration the scriptural
pattern described above: he does not record any instances of divination
by the high priest after the time of David, and he portrays later prophets
acting in situations in which the high priest would once have been con-
sulted.*’ In the editorial passage from Antiguities 3 quoted at the begin-
ning of this section, however, Josephus expresses what seems 1o be his
own view on these matters: he indicates clearly that he believed that high-
priestly divination was superior to consultation with a prophet, and that
such divination had ceased not at the time of the return from exile or ear-
lier, but after the reign of John Hyrcanus in the second century B.C.E. Let
us consider each of these points in turn.

In Antiquities 3.214 Josephus writes that Moses, by designing the
ephod and breasiplate of the high priest in such a way that they could be
used for the purpose of divination, had “left no possible opening for the
malpractices of prophets, should there in fact be any capable of abusing
the divine prerogative.” This statement suggests that Josephus believed
that the sort of divination practiced by the high priest with the aid of the
ephod and breastplate was superior to consultation with a prophet:
whereas prophets could deceive and “abuse the divine prerogative,” the
responses provided by the high priest were completely reliable.*? A similar
conviction about the superiority of priestly divination to the oracular
responses of prophets is expressed in bYoma 73b: “Although the decree
of a prophet could be revoked, the decree of the Urim and Thummim
could not be revoked, as it is said: ‘By the judgment of the Urim’ [Num.
27:211.* As I noted earlier, the view that priestly divination was superior
to the oracles of prophets may be related to a traditional etymology which
connected the word “Thummim” with the notions of “perfection” and
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“fulfillment.” It is possible that Josephus was familiar with, and influ-
enced by, such etymological speculation. Even if this was the case, how-
ever, it is likely that he himself held the view expressed in Antiquities
3.214. As we shall see at numerous points in later chapters, Josephus had
an extraordinarily high estimation of the priestly office and of priestly
varieties of prophecy.*

In Antiquities 3.218 Josephus explains that the stones on the breast-
plate and the sardonyx on the right side of the ephod had both “ceased to
shine two hundred years before I composed this work.” The Antiquities
was completed in 93 or 94 c.E.* The figure of two hundred years, then,
if interpreted precisely, would suggest a date sometime during the reign
of John Hyrcanus.* It is likely, however, that Josephus used two hundred
as a round number, and that he believed that priestly divination of the
sort he describes in Antiquities 3.214-18 had ceased at the conclusion of
John’s reign.

The end of this sort of prophecy is nowhere else connected with John
Hyrcanus. The traditions surveyed above all propose a much earlier date
for its demise—at the very latest, the time of the return from exile. Appar-
ently, then, the statement in Anfiquities 3.218 represents Josephus’ own
view on the matter. It is worth asking why he associated this form of
prophecy with John Hyrcanus and why he thought it had ended after
John’s reign.

As we have seen, Josephus highly esteemed the sort of divination that
was practiced with the aid of the high-priestly ephod and breastplate and
valued it as a superior form of prophecy. He knew that such divination
had ceased at some point in the past, and that it was not known precisely
when this had happened. I believe that Josephus associated this kind of
divination with John Hyrcanus because he idealized John as the last great
military leader, high priest, and prophet in Israel.

Josephus knew, of course, that Hyrcanus had been a successful mili-
tary leader who had been able to expand considerably the territory ruled
by the Jews in Palestine. It is worth noting, in this connection, that
priestly divination of the kind considered here was closely associated with
the conduct of war in ancient Israel.*’ Before taking the field against an
enemy, the leader of the Israelites would consult Yahweh through the
high priest to determine whether or not the proposed battle should be
fought, and sometimes to obtain instructions on when and how it should
be fought.”® Josephus also associated high-priestly divination with the
conduct of war. In the passage from Antiquities 3 quoted at the beginning
of this section, he states that, through the stones on the high priest’s
breastplate, “God foreshowed victory to those on the eve of battle”
(3.216). Elsewhere Josephus writes that Moses taught the people “how
the troops when taking the field should consult the oracular stones™ (4nz.
4.311).* Moreover, all eight passages in the Antiguities that describe orac-
ular consultation with the high priest concern the conduct of war.® While
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he never actually describes John Hyrcanus using the breastplate to con-
sult God before embarking on a military campaign, Josephus may have
made some sort of connection between John’s military success and his
own preferred method of obtaining military advice, namely consultation
with the high priest.”!

Along with a preference for priestly forms of prophecy, Josephus also
had a preference for priestly forms of government. In Against Apion
2.185 he asks rhetorically: “Could there be a finer or more equitable pol-
ity than one which sets God at the head of the universe, which assigns the
administration of its highest affairs to the whole body of priests, and
entrusts to the supreme high-priest the direction of the other priests?” In
an earlier passage in the same work, he coins a word to describe this form
of government, calling it a “theocracy” (Oeokpatia) in order to empha-
size the fact that, under such a constitution, “all sovereignty and author-
ity” were “in the hands of God” (2.165). What this meant in practical
terms, as the passage quoted above suggests, was that the nation was to be
ruled by priests, under the direction of the high priest. Josephus claimed
that this theocratic constitution had been ordained by God through
Moses, and he himself seems to have preferred it, in particular, to the rule
of kings.**

In Antiquities 11.111-13 Josephus offers a brief survey of the various
political constitutions under which the Jews had lived from the time of
Moses through the Hasmonean period. A similar review is outlined and
extended into the Roman period as part of the history of the high priest-
hood recorded in Antiquities 20.224-51. John Hyrcanus occupies a very
important place in this schematization of Jewish political history.
According to Josephus, John was the most illustrious and also the last of
a long line of theocratic rulers stretching back to the time of the return
from exile. Immediately after his death, the fortunes of the Hasmoneans
and of the Jews in Palestine began to decline. His son, Aristobulus I,
seized power unlawfully and assumed the title of king in addition to that
of high priest, thereby bringing theocratic rule, as Josephus understood
it, to an end.” Aristobulus was guilty of other crimes as well: he put his
mother in prison, where she starved to death; he also imprisoned his
brothers, except for Antigonus, whom he later murdered. Aristobulus
was succeeded in office by his brother, Alexander Jannaeus, whose long
reign (103-76 B.C.E.) was marked by almost continual war, including a
bloody civil war. Josephus relates with horror how, at the conclusion of
the civil war, Jannaeus had eight hundred of his Jewish opponents cru-
cified and their wives and children slaughtered, “while he looked on,
drinking, with his concubines reclining beside him” (War 1.97; cf. Ant.
13.380). The reign of Salome Alexandra (76-67 B.C.E.), who succeeded
her husband as head of state, was relatively peaceful, but it was followed
by the bitter and protracted civil war between Aristobulus IT and Hyr-
canus Il which finally led to the intervention of Rome. Josephus is prob-
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ably referring to this entire period of decline when he writes, in Antiqui-
ties 3.218, that the high-priestly ephod and breastplate had ceased to
function after the reign of John Hyrcanus “because of God’s displeasure
at the transgression of the laws.”

There was a brief revival of theocratic government when Pompey
conquered Palestine and appointed Hyrcanus II high priest in 63 B.C.E.
and again when the Romans took over direct control of Judaea in the year
6 ¢.E. But Hyrcanus II and the high priests who served under the prefects
and procurators were theocratic leaders of the nation in a very limited
sense, since their powers were restricted by the Roman administrators
and officials to whom they were responsible; certainly their achievements
could in no way compare with the fabulous successes of John Hyrcanus.
John thus looms large in Josephus’ overall interpretation of Jewish his-
tory as the last great, independent high priest to preside over a theocratic
government of the sort ordained by God.

Finally, Josephus was familiar with traditions that attributed pro-
phetic powers to John Hyrcanus. In Antiquities 13.322-23 he describes a
dream by means of which John discovered which of his two elder sons
would succeed him. We shall see later that Josephus often associated such
revelatory dreams with prophecy. Another story about John’s prophetic
experiences is related in conjunction with the account of a war involving
the forces of Antiochus Cyzicenus:

Now about the high priest Hyrcanus an extraordinary story is told how the
Deity communicated with him, for they say that on the very day on which
his sons fought with Cyzicenus, Hyrcanus, who was alone in the temple,
burning incense as high priest, heard a voice saying that his sons had just
defeated Antiochus. And on coming out of the temple he revealed this to
the entire multitude, and so it actually happened. (4nz. 13.282-83)

Josephus concludes his account of John’s reign with the following
remark:

Now he [Hyrcanus] was accounted by God worthy of three of the greatest
privileges, the rule of the nation, the office of high-priest, and the gift of
prophecy [rpognreia]; for the Deity was with him and enabled him to fore-
see and foretell the future; so, for example, he foretold of his two ¢lder sons
that they would not remain masters of the state. (4nr. 13.299-300; cf. War
1.68-69)

Most of this material about John’s prophetic abilities and experiences
appearsto be traditional.* There are rabbinic parallels to the story of Hyr-
canus and the voice in the temple,” and, while there are no paraliels else-
where in Jewish literature to the story of Hyrcanus’ dream in Antiquities
13.322--23, Josephus introduces the account with the word Aéyetan (*“it
is said,” 13.321), which he often uses to introduce anonymous
traditions.*® The association of John Hyrcanus with the threefold office
of prophet, priest, and ruler may also be traditional, though this is less
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certain.”” Even if all this material is traditional, it is nevertheless signifi-
cant that Josephus takes it up and incorporates it into his account of
John’s reign. He evidently accepted the stories about John’s prophetic
experiences and idealized John as a great leader who combined in his per-
son the three authoritative types of Israelite history: prophet, priest, and
ruler.®

None of the traditions surveyed here connects John Hyrcanus specif-
ically with the high-priestly breastplate; I am suggesting a more indirect
association. Josephus admired John as the last great military leader of
Israel, the last larger-than-life high priest, and a renowned prophet; he
highly esteemed the sort of divination that was practiced with the aid of
the high-priestly breastplate and considered it a superior form of proph-
ecy; he knew of the tradition that it had ended at some point in the past,
and he attached this tradition {o John. I shall return to consider the impli-
cations of all of this for Josephus’ general views about the cessation of
prophecy.

Josephus’ Use of Ipogntns
and Related Terms

We have so far considered evidence that Josephus believed that two par-
ticular types of prophecy had ceased at some point in the past. This does
not yet prove that he believed that prophecy of every sort had come to an
end. There is, however, one reliable indication that this was his view: he
uses the word npogpfitng and related terms almost exclusively in connec-
tion with figures from the past and does not ordinarily apply this language
to himself or to others of his own day.

It is important to be precise in describing Josephus’ usage. It is not
strictly correct, for example, to say that he applies the word npogiying
exclusively to figures from the distant past. On one occasion, Josephus
refers to certain of his own contemporaries as ntpoofitar. In War 6.283~
84 he describes the fate of six thousand Jews who perished in the final
battle for Jerusalem when the Romans set fire to the portico of the temple
on which they had taken refuge. According to Josephus, “they owed their
destruction to a false prophet [yevdonpoennc], who had on that day
proclaimed to the people in the city that God commanded them to go up
to the temple, to receive there the signs of deliverance™ (6.285).% He adds
the following comment: “At that time, many prophets [npogfjton] were
planted among the people by the tyrants to announce that they should
wait for help from God, in order that desertions might be lessened and
hope might encourage those who were beyond fear and precaution”
(6.286).°

It 1s not clear to whom the word npoefitat refers 1n this last passage.
It is probably a collective reference to figures Josephus mentions else-
where, who, like the yevdonpoentng of War 6.285, are said to have



24 Prophetic Figures

promised their followers deliverance or freedom and a display of signs
and wonders. We know that some of these figures explicitly claimed to be
prophets. According to Josephus, Theudas, who appeared during the pro-
curatorship of Fadus (44-?46 c.E.), “stated that he was a prophet”
(mpoenng. . . EAeyev elvan, Ant. 20.97); a few years later an Egyptian Jew
likewise ““declared that he was a prophet” (Tpoefng eivar Aéyov, Ant.
20.169). As we shall see in chapter 4, Josephus rejects the prophetic
claims of Theudas, the Egyptian, and others like them, cailing them “false
prophets,” “impostors,” and “deceivers.” It is clear that he also con-
demns the actions of the npogfiror mentioned in War 6.286: he associ-
ates them with the “false prophet” responsible for the deaths of the six
thousand and suggests that they acted in concert with the “tyrants,” that
is, with the leaders of what was left of the armed resistance to Rome; in
War 6.288 he evidently includes them among the “deceivers and those
who misrepresented God” by whom the Jews were misled. Yet, strangely,
he does call them npoepfTon in War 6.286.%

Josephus’ usage in this passage is exceptional, and apart from this one
instance it is perfectly correct to say that he restricts the application of
nwpotng and related terms to figures from the distant past. Even here,
however, we must be careful about the language we use. It is often said
that Josephus uses npogfitns-terminology only of “biblical,” “canoni-
cal,” or even “Old Testament” figures, but the use of such canon-related
terms is inaccurate and should be avoided.®* As we have seen, Josephus
uses explicitly prophetic language of two postbiblical figures from the
past, Cleodemus the historian and the Hasmonean high priest John Hyr-
canus. We saw that it was possible that Josephus had taken over the des-
ignation of Cleodemus as “‘the prophet™ from his source, Alexander Poly-
histor, and for that reason not much weight can be placed on the passage.
The fact that Josephus ascribes prophetic powers to John Hyrcanus is
much more significant. We have seen that he believed that John had been
a prophet, indeed a prophet of some distinction. Terms related to the
canon are thus, strictly speaking, inaccurate if employed to describe Jose-
phus’ use of prophetic language; for the period in which prophets were
still active included, according to him, the time of John Hyrcanus, and
hence does not coincide exactly with any period that might be labeled
“biblical” or “canonical.”

There is another reason for objecting to the use of canon-related terms
in this context: this usage often derives from and reinforces the view that
the belief that prophecy had ceased arose in the first place because of, or
as a result of, the canonization of scripture. Though this view is wide-
spread, 1 believe it to be mistaken. The problem is a large and difficult one
that cannot be explored in detail here; but I have already touched on the
question in the discussion of Against Apion 1.41 at the beginning of this
chapter, and shall comment here at somewhat greater length on the evi-
dence from Josephus.

It is not clear that Against Apion 1.37-41 constitutes evidence for the
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existence of a canon of scripture, if by “canon” we mean a closed set of
books, officially regarded as authoritative. The passage is usually read in
this way, but a convincing argument against this interpretation has been
made by Barton.®® For the moment, however, let us assume that there
was, already in Josephus’ day, a canon of scripture in the strict sense, and
that the passage from Against Apiorn describes its contents. Did the exis-
tence of this canon of scripture lead Josephus (and other Jews of his day)
1o the conclusion that prophecy had ceased?

It may seem that I have already suggested that it did. I argued above
that Josephus’ view that the exact succession of the prophets had come to
an end after the reign of Artaxerxes should be understood primarily as a
reflection of prior convictions about the status of the ancient books writ-
ten by Moses and his successors in comparison with more recent works.
It must be emphasized again, however, that Against Apion 1.37-41 con-
cerns only the type of prophecy that resulted in the composition of his-
torical narrative. This category might be expanded to “‘the type of proph-
ecy that resulted in the composition of authoritative (or canonical) books
of various sorts,” since it seems likely that Josephus regarded the twenty-
two books described in the passage as especially authoritative in other
respects as well.* Even so defined, however, this category does not begin
to exhaust the meaning of prophecy. Although Josephus’ views about the
authority and scope of the justly accredited books of the Jews may have
led him to conclude that there were no more prophets of the sort who
wrote canonical books, there is no reason to believe that the same views
led him to conclude that there were no more prophets of any sort what-
soever. We shall see that his belief that prophecy of the canonical book-
writing sort had ceased was stronger and more dogmatic than were his
views about the cessation of other types of prophecy.

I shall not argue the point here, but it seems to me unlikely that there
was any direct causal connection between the canonization of scripture
and the rise of the general view that prophecy of every sort had ceased.
This latter view, as I shall suggest in the conclusion to this chapter, is best
regarded as an expression of a rather vague nostalgia that conceived of
the distant past as a golden age in which there had been truly great proph-
ets, and in which people in general had been holier and closer to God. The
canonization of scripture, far from producing the belief that prophecy had
ceased, was itself most likely a result of the same kind of nostalgic view of
the past. Ancient books, that is, were probably considered more author-
itative than modern ones for exactly the same reason that ancient proph-
ets were believed to be superior to their modern counterparts: because
they were ancient.®

For several reasons, then, canon-related terms should not be used to
delimit the period in the past in which Josephus believed that there had
been individuals truly worthy of being called prophets. There is really no
reason to suppose that he defined the limits of this golden prophetic age
very precisely. He gives a definite cutoff point in Against Apion 1.41, but
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that is because his theory that the exact succession of the prophets had
ended after the reign of Artaxerxes is closely connected with his views
about the twenty-two justly accredited books of the Jews; he can thus say,
precisely, that the sort of prophecy he has in mind ended after the pro-
duction of the last of these writings, the book of Esther. His treatment of
John Hyrcanus shows more clearly that the limits of the prophetic age
were flexible. The rabbis disagreed about precisely when high-priestly div-
ination had ceased: was it during the First Temple period, or when the
temple was destroyed, or at the time of the return from exile? Josephus
was able to extend the golden age of the great prophets to include his own
personal hero, John Hyrcanus.

The Continuation of Prophecy After
Its Supposed Cessation

The fact that Josephus applies the word npogpntng and related terms
almost exclusively to figures from the past does seem to be significant. He
evidently intends by this usage to make some sort of distinction between
his own age and the age when the great prophets had lived, but the precise
nature and significance of this distinction need to be established. Let us
return to the question raised in the introduction to this chapter: did Jose-
phus believe that there was no longer anything at all like prophecy and
no one at all like the prophets?

Although he does not call them npoefiton, Josephus mentions with
approval a number of contemporary figures whom he depicts as saying
and doing the very sorts of things that, in his view, the ancient prophets
had said and done. Even those individuals whose prophetic claims he
rejects are sometimes depicted in terms reminiscent of the ancient proph-
ets. Perhaps most significantly, Josephus portrays his own role in the
events of his day fairly comprehensively in prophetic terms.

The extent of the similarity between the ancient prophets and more
recent figures, as Josephus depicts them, has not generally been appreci-
ated by commentators. This has been due primarily to a failure to rec-
ognize that there are vast differences between Josephus’ understanding of
the ancient prophets and modern-critical perceptions of these figures.
The fact that such differences exist can be seen most readily in connection
with the terminology we use to classify various religious types. Barton has
shown that Josephus and other Jews of his day generally fail to distinguish
clearly between figures whom we would call “prophets,” on the one hand,
and others whom we might classify as “seers,” “apocalyptists,” or “prac-
titioners of mantic wisdom.”* For certain purposes, of course, it is nec-
essary and desirable to make the kinds of distinctions that our modern
categories allow. But in order to evaluate the evidence from Josephus cor-
rectly, it is essential to begin by asking what sort of distinctions 4e makes
between various sorts of figures, and by trying to adopt his mentality as
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completely as possible. We are greatly aided in this task by the existence
of a collection of material from which Josephus’ views on prophets and
prophecy may be reliably inferred, namely his version of the ancient his-
tory of the Jews in the early books of the Anfiquities.

In the two sections that follow, I shall consider Josephus’ understand-
ing of prophetic inspiration and predictive prophecy. It can be shown in
relation to these important topics that, often when we suppose that Jose-
phus means to distinguish figures of his own day from the ancient proph-
ets, his intention is in fact precisely the opposite. The treatment of Jose-
phus and other figures from his time will necessarily be anticipatory and
somewhat sketchy here, and will have to be confirmed and filled in by the
more detailed discussion of these figures in later chapters.

Dreams and Prophetic Inspiration

In Life 208~10 Josephus describes “a marvelous dream” that served to
encourage him early in the revolt, when his opponents in Jerusalem were
seeking to oust him from his position as general in Galilee. He also claims
that it was on the basis of certain dreams, interpreted in relation to “the
prophecies of the sacred books,” that he later made his famous prediction
that Vespasian would become emperor (War 3.351-54, 399-408).%7
Apparently other Jews of Josephus’ day could interpret dreams; for
example, he records that an Essene named Simon correctly interpreted a
dream for Archelaus, the ethnarch of Judaea, shortly before the latter was
banished to Gaul by Augustusin 6 C.e. (War2.112-13; Ant. 17.345-48).

Modern students of late Second Temple Judaism usually consider
dreams to be a less direct means of revelation than the visions and audi-
tions traditionally associated with the ancient Israelite prophets.®® The
increased frequency with which dreams are mentioned in postbiblical lit-
erature is generally thought to be one of the features that distinguish this
literature from earlier, genuinely prophetic texts. Because we think in
these terms, we do not suppose that Josephus’ remarks about revelatory
dreams and their interpretation in his own day have anything to do with
prophecy.

When we review his reports in the Antiguities, however, it becomes
clear that Josephus believed that the ancient prophets had received many
of their revelations in dreams. He sometimes adds a reference to a dream
where there is none in his scriptural source,” and it is likely that his
extraordinarily high estimation of Daniel is based in large part on that
prophet’s ability to interpret dreams. Josephus writes of this ability as if
it were something marvelous and God-given. As an interpreter of dreams,
Daniel was “fully able to discover things which were not within the
understanding of others™ (Anz. 10.239); he was ““a wise man and skilful
in discovering things beyond human power and known only to God”
(10.237); because of his abilities, it was believed that “the divine spirit . . .
attended him” (16 delov avtd nvedpa cvprnapeot, 10.239).
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The fact that Josephus supposed that the ancient prophets had
received so many of their revelations in dreams requires explanation.
There are, of course, reports of revelatory dreams in scripture, and there
was the outstanding example of Daniel. But dreams are not frequently
mentioned in scripture in connection with the ancient prophets, and
there was an established tradition, which must have been known to Jose-
phus, that was critical of dreams as a means of revelation.” It seems that
Josephus has read his own experience of revelation back into ancient
times: convinced that he himself had received messages from God in the
form of dreams, he naturally supposed that God had communicated with
the ancients in the same way.”

If this analysis is correct, it suggests that Josephus and others of his
day experienced what they believed were genuine divine revelations in
the form of dreams. It also suggests that when they claimed to have had
such dreams, or claimed to be able to interpret them, they did not intend
thereby to distinguish themselves from the ancient prophets, but on the
contrary to suggest that they were, in these respects, like the ancient
prophets.”

If we consider some of the other evidence concerning prophetic inspi-
ration from Josephus’ works, it becomes even clearer that he believed that
individuals in his own day could have very much the same kinds of expe-
riences as the ancient prophets had had. It is sometimes thought to be
significant that Josephus never speaks of the “spirit of God” in relation
to contemporary figures.” It is true that he uses this phrase almost exclu-
sively in relation to prophecy,™ and also that he uses it only with reference
to figures from the past. But he very rarely uses the expression at all, and
most of the time he writes about prophets, prophecy, and prophesying
without any reference to the spirit of God.”™

Indeed, Josephus uses a variety of expressions to describe prophetic
inspiration and its effects on the ancient prophets, and he does not seem
1o use these expressions in a very systematic way or to attach particular
significance to any one of them. Most importantly from our point of view,
he also uses some of the same expressions to describe his own experiences
and those of his contemporaries.

Let us consider an example. In Antiquities 6.56 Josephus uses the
phrase yevopevog Evleog to describe what happened to Saul when he
encountered an assembly of prophets at Gibeath-elohim. Samuel predicts
to Saul: “On coming thence to Gabatha, you will meet an assembly of
prophets and, divinely inspired [yevouevog Evieog], you will prophesy
[rpogntedoeic] with them.”” From the report of a second, similar
encounter in Antiquities 6.221-23, we can infer that the inspiration men-
tioned in this passage produced very extraordinary, irrational behavior.
Josephus describes its effects on Saul; “Saul, losing his reason under the
impulse of that mighty spirit, stripped off his clothes and lay prostrate on
the ground for a whole day and night in the sight of Samuel and David”
(6.223).”7 This second account, incidentally, does speak of the “spirit of
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God” as the means of inspiration (10 Oglov nvedua, 6.222; cf. 6.223), and
it is very unlikely that Josephus intended to distinguish the kind of inspi-
ration described in this passage from that described in the earlier account
by the phrase yevouevog Evieog.

The sort of inspiration that enabled the ancient prophets to perform
superhuman deeds is sometimes described by this same phrase. Saul was
“divinely inspired” (£vdeog yevouevog, Ant. 6.76) when he dismembered
a team of oxen in order to rally the Israelites to war against the Ammon-
ites,”® and it was because he was “divinely inspired” (Evieog yevopevoc,
8.346) that Elijah was able to outrun Ahab’s chariot from Mount Carmel
to Jezreel.”

The same phrase is also used once of a type of inspiration that
involved some sort of trance that issued in the giving of an intelligible
oracle. When the kings of Israel, Judah, and Edom came to consult Eli-
sha, Josephus reports, the prophet called for a musician, and upon hear-
ing the music became “divinely inspired” (§vidsog yevouevog, Ant. 9.35)
and was able to give the kings the advice they sought.®

Josephus thus uses the phrase 8veog yevouevog in connection with
a number of ancient prophets, but he does not use it consistently of a sin-
gle type of inspired behavior, and he sometimes uses other phrases to
describe what appear to be similar sorts of experiences—we saw, for
example, that he speaks of the “spirit of God” (16 Oelov nvebua) in Antig-
uities 6.222-23. It remains only to be pointed out that Josephus also uses
the expression &vdeog yevouevog with reference to himself on one very
important occasion. Describing the experience that led him to predict
that Vespasian would become emperor, Josephus states that he was
“divinely inspired” (£vOoug yevouevog) to understand the meaning of his
recent dreams ( War 3.353). The implication of this usage is that Josephus
believed himself to be inspired by God in the same way that he imagined
Saul, Elijah, and Elisha had been.

Even where there are no precise terminological parallels, Josephus’
descriptions of the behavior of his contemporaries sometimes suggest that
he thought they were inspired in much the same way that the ancient
prophets had been. Again, let us consider an example, this time Josephus’
report concerning Jesus son of Ananias (War 6.300-309). According to
this report, Jesus appeared in Jerusalem four years before the beginning
of the war against Rome, proclaiming a message of doom against Jeru-
salem and the temple:

A voice from the cast,
a voice from the west,
a voice from the four winds;

a voice against Jerusalem and the sanctuary,
a voice against the bridegroom and the bride,
a voice against all the people. (6.301)
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He repeated this warning day and night without ceasing, and was arrested
and punished by “some of the leading citizens” (6.302) as a result. When
this did not silence him, he was sent to the Roman governor:

There, although flayed to the bone with scourges, he neither sued for mercy
nor shed a tear, but, merely introducing the most mournful of variations
into his ejaculation, responded to each stroke with “Woe to Jerusalem!”
When Albinus, the governor, asked him who and whence he was and why
he uttered these cries, he answered him never a word, but unceasingly reit-
erated his dirge over the city, until Albinus pronounced him a maniac
[katayvoug paviav] and let him go. (6.304-5)

Upon his release, Jesus took up his message again, ““his voice never flag-
ging nor his strength exhausted” (6.308), and repeated it until he was
struck and killed by a Roman missile.

What stands out in Josephus’ account is the compulsive way in which
Jesus repeated his message of doom, even in the face of punishment. It
was apparently this compulsive behavior that led Albinus to conclude
that he was insane. Behavior of a similar sort—though less intensely com-
pulsive—is attributed by Josephus to the prophet Jeremiah.®' Like Jesus,
Jeremiah predicted that Jerusalem would be captured and the temple
destroyed,® and his fixation on these predictions caused many to con-
clude that he was “out of his mind” (é€gotndg 1OV Ppevirv, Ant.
10.114). He was also punished by the magistrates and imprisoned: “The
prophet Jeremiah, however, who was in prison, did not remain quiet but
cried his message aloud and urged the people to open the gates and admit
the Babylonian king; for, he said, if they did so, they would be saved
together with their families, but if not, they would be destroyed™ (10.117).
This behavior prompted the Jewish leaders to ask the king to put Jere-
miah to death “as a madman” (&G peunvora, 10.119).

I shall return to Josephus’ account of Jesus son of Ananias in chapter
5. For the present, my point is that the similarities between his portrayal
of Jesus and his portrayal of Jeremiah suggest that Josephus thought that
the two men were similarly inspired by God.

Fortunately we know, even apart from the parallels with Jeremiah,
that Josephus believed that Jesus was inspired. In War 6.303 he writes
that Jesus’ failure to respond to punishment led the Jewish magistrates to
conclude that “the man was under some supernatural impulse” (Sayovi-
wrepov 10 xivnua tavdpodc); Josephus adds his own opinion that this
“was indeed the case” (6mep 1).%

Prophecy as Prediction

Josephus claims to have made other predictions in addition to thc one
concerning Vespasian. According to War 3.405-7, he predicted that the
city of Jotapata would fall to the Romans after forty-seven days and that
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he himself would be taken prisoner. After his prophecy to Vespasian was
fulfilled, he says, his “power of insight into the future was no longer dis-
credited” (War 4.629).

In addition, Josephus narrates stories about three Essenes, each of
whom made a prediction concerning a prominent public figure. I have
already mentioned Simon, who interpreted the dream of Archelaus and
predicted that his reign was about to end (War 2.112-13; 4nt. 17.345~
48). Josephus claims that Herod the Great was favorably disposed to the
Essenes because one of their number, Menahem, had predicted to him,
when he was still a boy, that he would become king of the Jews (4nz.
15.373-79). According to Josephus, Menahem possessed “foreknowl-
edge of the future from God” (mpdyvwoig €k Veod @V peAldviov,
15.373). The murder of Antigonus, the son of John Hyrcanus, was pre-
dicted by another Essene, Judas (War 1.78-80; Ant. 13.311~13). Jose-~
phus writes of Judas that “his predictions had never once proved erro-
neous or false” (War 1.78; cf. 4nt. 13.311). He is pictured surrounded by
companions who were with him “for the purpose of receiving instruction
in foretelling the future” (Swbackariog Eveka T00 TPOAEYELY TO HEA~
Aovtoa, Ant. 13.311). Finally, in one of his discusstons of the Jewish “phi-
losophies,” Josephus makes the following general comment about the
Essenes: “There are some among them who profess to foreknow the
future, being educated in sacred books and various purifications and say-
ings of prophets; and seldom, if ever, do they err in their predictions”
(War 2.159).%

Modern scholars regularly distinguish the prediction of specific events
in the public-political sphere from genuine prophecy. Crone, for exam-
ple, labels Josephus himself and the Essenes mentioned above “‘seers”
and “prognosticators’ and concludes: “In neither case [Josephus or the
Essenes], however, was this prediction considered prophecy in the literal
sense. It was much more in the strict apocalyptic tradition.”*

Though we might want to distinguish between prophets and apoca-
lyptists and place predictors of the future in the second category, it is
essential to realize that Josephus did not do so. Like most of his contem-
poraries, he realized that the ancient prophets had done many different
sorts of things, but he very much emphasizes their role as predictors of
the future.® In the Antiquities, Josephus mentions a number of predic-
tions made by the great prophets of the past. Just before dying, Moses
“prophesied to each of the tribes the things that in fact were to come to
pass” (4.320). The prophet Nahum predicted the downfall of Nineveh
“and many more things beside,” and “all the things that had been fore-
told concerning Nineveh came to pass after a hundred and fifteen years”
(9.242). Both Ezekiel and Jeremiah predicted Zedekiah’s capture and
exile, but the king refused to believe them because their predictions
appeared to contradict one another (10.104-7); Josephus is careful to
point out that events proved that both predictions were in fact correct
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(10.107, 141). This account is very similar to his version of 1 Kings 22
(Ant. 8.400-410), according to which Micaiah’s prediction that Ahab
would die in three days’ time was rejected because it appeared to conflict
with the prediction of Elijah, “who was better able than Micaiah to fore-
see the future” (8.407). Once again, Josephus shows that the discrepancy
between the two predictions was only apparent (8.417-20). Isaiah pre-
dicted the rise of Cyrus (11.5-6), Daniel the rise of Alexander the Great
(11.337). John Hyrcanus foretold that his two elder sons would not
remain in power (13.300; cf. War 1.69). The list could go on.

Josephus believed that the ancient prophets had predicted many of
the events of his own day. Jeremiah (4nt. 10.79), Ezekiel (10.79), Daniel
(10.276), and others had predicted the destruction of the temple and the
capture of Jerusalem in 70 c.E. In the course of his narrative concerning
the Jewish revolt against Rome, Josephus refers several times to ancient
prophecies which he believed were being fulfilled in the events of the time
(War 4.386-88; 6.108-10, 311-13).

Josephus even believed that the ancient prophets had predicted things
that would occur in what was still the future from his own perspective.
He declines to explain the significance of the stone “cut out by no human
hand” mentioned in Daniel 2.34-35, evidently because he interpreted it
as an indication that the Roman empire would one day be overthrown
by the God of the Jews:

And Daniel also revealed to the king the meaning of the stone, but I have
not thought it proper to relate this, since I am expected to write of what is
past and done and not of what is to be; if, however, there is anyone who has
s0 keen a desire for exact information that he will not stop short of inquiring
more closely but wishes to learn about the hidden things that are to come,
let him take the trouble to read the Book of Daniel, which he will find
among the sacred writings. (4nt. 10.210)

Josephus was extraordinarily impressed by this sort of long-range predic-
tion and-—in another affront to our modern sensibilities—thought that
such predictions were especially impressive if they were detailed and spe-
cific. It is once again with reference to Daniel that he writes:

Now it is fitting to relate certain things about this man which one may
greatly wonder at hearing, namely that all things happened to him in a mar-
vellously fortunate way as to one of the greatest prophets, and during his
lifetime he received honour and esteem from kings and people, and, since
his death, his memory lives on eternally. For the books which he wrote and
left behind are still read by us even now, and we are convinced by them that
Daniel spoke with God, for he was not only wont to prophesy future things,
as did the other prophets, but he also fixed the time at which these would
come to pass. (Ant. 10.266-67)

We may associate detailed prediction of the distant future with apocalyp-
tists, seers, and prognosticators; but for Josephus it was characteristic of
“one of the greatest prophets.””®’
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The fact that God made predictions through his spokesmen, the
prophets, was evidence, in Josephus’ view, of God’s providential care for
his people, and the fulfiliment of such predictions in the past provided a
basis for continued trust in God. The following passage is an elaboration
of the scriptural account of Solomon’s dedication of the temple in
1 Kings 8:

[Solomon] turned to address the multitude and made clear to them the
power and providence of God in that most of the future events which He
had revealed to David, his father, had actually come to pass, and the rest
would also come about, and how God Himself had given him his name
even before he was born, and had foretold what he was to be called and that
none but he should build Him a temple, on becoming king after his father’s
death. And now that they saw the fulfilment of these things in accordance
with David’s prophecies, he asked them to praise God and not despair of
anything He had promised for their happiness, as if it were not to be, but to
have faith because of what they had already seen. (4nt. 8.109-110)

Josephus’ concluding comments on the predictions of Daniel express the
same point of view:

All these things, as God revealed them to him, he left behind in his writings,
so that those who read them and observe how they have come to pass must
wonder at Daniel’s having been so honoured by God, and learn from these
facts how mistaken are the Epicureans, who exclude Providence from
human life and refuse to believe that God governs its affairs. . . . It therefore
seems to me, in view of the things foretold by Daniel, that they are very far
from holding a true opinion who declare that God takes no thought for
human affairs. For if it were the case that the world goes on by some autom-
atism, we should not have seen all these things happen in accordance with
his prophecy. (4nt. 10.277-80}

Josephus knew that it was possible to ignore the predictions made by
the ancient prophets and so to thwart God’s intention to bless his people.
In War 6.288-315 he lists a whole series of portents that should have
alerted the Jews of his own day to the impending destruction of Jerusalem
by the Romans. The list includes two oracles from the “sacred scriptures”
of the Jews (6.311-13). Josephus makes the following comment on his
generation’s response o these warnings from God:

Reflecting on these things, one will find that God cares for human beings,
and in all kinds of ways shows His people the way of salvation. . . . For all
that, it is impossible for human beings to escape their fate, even though they
foresee it. Some of these portents, then, the Jews interpreted to please them-
selves, others they treated with contempt, until the ruin of their country and
their own destruction convinced them of their folly. (War 6.310, 314-15)%

Included in the list of warnings sent by God in War 6.288-315 is Jesus
son of Ananias (6.300--309). Apparently, then, Josephus did not believe
that 1t was only through the ancient prophets and the oracles they left
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behind that God warned his people. The activity of his contemporary,
Jesus, is also interpreted as evidence that God “cares for human beings.”

Conclusion

With respect to both inspiration and prediction, Josephus seems to have
perceived some sort of distinction between the ancient prophets, on the
one hand, and himself and other recent figures on the other. He writes of
Moses that “in all his utterances one seemed to hear the speech of God
Himself™ (4nt. 4.329); he is convinced that Daniel “spoke with God”
(Ant. 10.267), and he says of John Hyrcanus that “so closely was he in
touch with the Deity, that he was never ignorant of the future” (War
1.69). Josephus is not willing to say these sorts of things about Jews in his
own generation, nor does he attribute to any of them the kind of long-
range predictions that he admires so in the ancient prophets. He evidently
thought that these things belonged to an age in the past when the great
prophets had lived, and he accordingly restricts the use of the word
npoonitrg almost exclusively to figures from this golden age.

But Josephus believed that there were still individuals in his own day
who did the same sorts of things that the ancient prophets had done, and
who were inspired in the same sort of way. He and Simon the Essene
could interpret dreams and make predictions; other Essenes made pre-
dictions, too. Jesus son of Ananias was “under some supernatural
impulse,” and those who ignored his message of doom were fools who
“disregarded the proclamations of God” (War 6.288). Josephus writes of
himself that God had “made choice of my spirit to announce the things
that are to come” (War 3.354); he refers to himself as God’s “minister”
(6iixovog, War 3.354), and even as “a minister of the voice of God”
(8uaovog tiig 100 Veod paviig, War 4.626). The inspiration and abilities
that Josephus claims for himself and for others of his day are not incon-
siderable, and they are not different in kind from those he believed had
been possessed by the ancient prophets.

The evidence from Josephus thus suggests that Barton is correct when
he argues that the belief that prophecy had ceased was not an absolute
dogma, but rather one expression of a vague nostalgia that idealized the
past as a time when people were, in some indescribable way, closer to God
and holier than in the present.®?® We saw from Josephus’ treatment of
John Hyrcanus that the limits of this golden age were not very clearly
defined: it was simply that period in the distant past when the truly great
prophets had lived. These giants from the past were thought to have been
superior in every way to their modern counterparts; but it was generally
believed that modern counterparts did exist. We now proceed to consider
the evidence for these latter-day prophets, beginning with Josephus him-
self.
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Josephus as Prophet

We have seen that Josephus did not make a claim to prophetic authority
in connection with his account of the Jewish revolt against Rome and the
events leading up to it. He seems to have been firmly convinced that the
sort of prophets who wrote books that contained completely reliable his-
tory belonged to the distant past; they were part of a succession that began
with Moses and ended, definitively, after the reign of Artaxerxes. In other
contexts, however, Josephus was less hesitant about making prophetic
claims for himself. This chapter considers the evidence suggesting that he
understood himself, and intended to present himself, as a prophet.

The best way to begin the inquiry is by examining Josephus’ self-por-
trayal in those narratives in the War in which he reports his surrender to
the Romans (3.340-91), his appearance in the Roman camp and inter-
view with Vespasian (3.392-408), and his eventual release after his pre-
diction that Vespasian would become emperor had come true (4.622-
29). I shall attempt to show that Josephus presents himself in these nar-
ratives as a prophetic servant and messenger of God. Careful attention to
the particular language he employs will help to define more precisely how
he understood this role. Having considered these accounts in some detail,
I shall then examine other evidence that Josephus understood himself as
a figure very much like the prophets of old.

The Revelation at Jotapata

The events under consideration here are well known and can be briefly
summarized. After a siege of forty-seven days, the Galilean city of Jota-
pata, where Josephus was commander of the Jewish forces, was captured
by the Romans. A general massacre ensued. Josephus himself, however,
managed to hide in a cave just before the entry of the Romans; in thus
escaping with his life he was, he says, blessed with “some divine assis-
tance” (War 3.341). Forty other Jews, described as “persons of distinc-
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tion” (3.342), hid with him. One member of the party was captured after
two days and, when interrogated, told the Romans where they could find
Josephus. Vespasian, the commander of the Roman forces, sent two
envoys with orders to try to persuade Josephus to give himself up; they
were later joined by a third messenger, an old friend of Josephus, a
Roman tribune named Nicanor.

Josephus claims to have had a divine revelation while he was trying
to decide whether or not to surrender. At that crucial moment, he says,
he was reminded of certain dreams he had had, which concerned “the
coming misfortunes of the Jews” and “the future events relating to the
Roman rulers™ (3.351). He was able to understand the meaning of these
dreams with the aid of certain “prophecies of the sacred books” (3.352).
Josephus’ account of this experience of revelation will be examined from
several points of view and in considerable detail in a subsequent section
of this chapter. For now, it is sufficient to note that it was as a result of
this experience that he decided to surrender to the Romans. At least that
is how he presents the episode.

Josephus’ intention to surrender was opposed by the other Jews hid-
ing with him in the cave. They urged him to commit suicide, and so to
die honorably and in accordance with Jewish law (3.355-60). Josephus
was not very enthusiastic about this proposal. He tried to persuade his
Jewish companions with a speech on the evils of suicide (3.361-82), and
when this failed to convince them, he made a proposal that they accepted:
they would draw lots, then kill one another in sequence, and the last per-
son would kill himself. Josephus drew the next to the last lot, a fortunate
result that he, however, attributed to the providence of God (3.391).
Everything proceeded according to plan until it was Josephus’ turn to die;
he then persuaded the other remaining Jew not to kill him and surren-
dered to the enemy.

Josephus was conducted to the Roman camp. When he learned that
Vespasian intended to send him to Nero, he requested, and was granted,
an interview with the Roman general. His report of their meeting
includes a short speech in which he predicts to Vespasian that he would
become emperor (3.400-402). Vespasian put no store in this prediction
at first, suspecting that it was merely ““a trick of Josephus to save his life”
(3.403). But he became more interested when he discovered that Jose-
phus had made accurate predictions about other matters, including the
precise date of the fall of Jotapata and his own capture (3.405~7). In addi-
tion, Josephus explains, “God was already rousing in him [Vespasian]
thoughts of empire and by other tokens foreshadowing the throne”
(3.404). This is a reference to the so-called omina imperii, to which I shall
return. Vespasian decided not to send Josephus to Nero after all, and kept
him instead as a prisoner in his own camp.

Josephus was released from captivity after his prediction to Vespasian
had come true (4.622--29). The new emperor was forced to concede that
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Josephus’ predictions, which he had initially “suspected of being fabri-
cations prompted by fear,” had in fact proved to be “divine” (Vsiag,
4.625). As a result of his fabulous success in this one instance, Josephus’
“power of insight into the future was no longer discredited” (4.629).

Josephus does not label himself a npogfitng anywhere in this narra-
tive, probably for reasons of the sort considered in chapter 1. He does,
however, present himself very much in prophetic terms. He claims that
he was “chosen” (§mA&yopan, 3.354) and “sent” (mponsunougvog, 3.400)
by God to act as his “messenger” (fyyeAog, 3.400) and “minister”
(ddkovog, 3.354). In a speech attributed to Vespasian, Josephus
describes himself as “‘a minister of the voice of God” (Sidxovog 1g 10D
Veod pwviig, 4.626). Throughout the narrative, as I shall seek to dem-
onstrate, he portrays himself as one who was called to God’s service in a
dramatic moment of revelation, who acted in obedience to God’s com-
mand, and who was saved from danger by God’s providence.

The Content of the Revelation

The immediate result of the revelatory experience that Josephus claims
to have had in the cave at Jotapata was the prediction to Vespasian that
he would become emperor. As we shall see below, Josephus himself, in
the narrative describing his surrender to the Romans, emphasizes the
importance of delivering this particular message. It is not surprising, then,
that most commentators have focused exclusively on this prediction
when discussing the Jotapata episode.

From the description that Josephus gives of the experience in War
3.351-54, however, it is clear that the revelation at Jotapata involved
more than this single prediction. He describes the content of the divine
message in quite general terms. In War 3.351 he says that his dreams had
concerned “‘the coming misfortunes of the Jews” (1a¢ 1€ peAiodoag . . .
GUUEOPAS . . . Tovdaimv) and “the future events relating to the Roman
rulers” (ta mepl tov¢ Popciov Boaocidelc éooueva). In the prayer
recorded in War 3.354, he provides another, slightly fuller, description of
the content of the revelation. There, he implies that he learned three
things: that God, who had created the Jewish people, had decided to
“punish” them;' that “fortune” (t0yxn) had passed to the Romans; and
that God had chosen him, Josephus, “to announce the things that are to
come” (10 pEAAovTa gineiv).

Josephus evidently intended that the prediction to Vespasian should
be understood as part of this more comprehensive revelation. For that
reason, and because the larger dimension of the revelation is so often
overlooked by commentators, it deserves a brief examination. In partic-
ular, it must be determined what Josephus meant when he wrote that
God had decided to punish the Jews, and that fortune had passed to the
Romans. As we shall see, both of these ideas, as Josephus develops them,
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are distinctively Jewish, although the use of the term ““fortune” might at
first glance suggest otherwise. The two ideas are central to the War, for it
is primarily with their aid that Josephus seeks in that work to provide an
explanation, at the religious level, for the defeat of the Jews and the
destruction of Jerusalem and the temple by the Romans.?

Sin and Punishment

Throughout the War, Josephus frequently expresses the conviction that
the disasters suffered by the Jews during the revolt were divine punish-
ment for the sins committed by the rebels. He is not always clear about
precisely what these sins were.® He accuses the rebels of transgressions of
practically every kind, but emphasizes the charge that they polluted and
profaned the temple: they abandoned the proper sacrifices, plundered the
sacred treasures, appointed an illegitimate high priest, converted the tem-
ple into a fortress and a sepulcher, and stained the holy precincts with
their own blood and that of their countrymen.* By contrast, he portrays
the Romans and the moderates among the Jews as defenders of the tem-
ple and its sanctity.” Because of the sins of the rebels, Josephus suggests,
God abandoned his temple and went over to the side of the Romans; he
was fighting on behalf of the Romans, using them to punish his own peo-
ple for their sins and to purify his temple.® Josephus insists, however, that
the rebels could have repented at any time, up to the very end, and that
God would have forgiven them and abandoned his intention to punish
them.”

This interpretive scheme, according to which national disasters were
viewed as divine punishment for sins, has a long history in Israelite reli-
gion, reaching back to the deuteronomic historian and the great classical
prophets of the Hebrew Bible;® it was also used by other Jewish writers
attempting to come to terms with the events of 70 ¢.e.” Josephus deviates
from the traditional scheme in emphasizing the sins committed during
the war rather than those committed beforehand;'® also, he focuses on the
sins of a particular group (the rebels) and does not speak of the sins of the
Jewish people as a whole. But apart from these differences, his thought
corresponds to the traditional view.

Tbyn and the Rise of Rome

Alongside this sin-and-punishment scheme, Josephus uses a second idea
to explain the disasters of 70 C.E., the notion that “fortune” (tOyn) had
passed over to the Romans. Josephus attaches a number of different
meanings to the word tiyn, which need not be surveyed here." In the
prayer recorded in 3.354, and in several other passages in the War, Jose-
phus attributes the rise of Rome as a world power to the influence of Ty,
and it is this particular use of the term that is of interest to us.'?
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The notion that toyv was responsible for the rise of Rome would have
been familiar to Josephus’ Roman readers from the works of Polybius,
and that is probably why he chose to use this terminology in his own
work. "> But Josephus uses the Polybian language of 1oy to express a dis-
tinctively Jewish understanding of history and of the rise and fall of
empires. According to this view, it is the God of the Jews who establishes
and deposes the great rulers of the world in sequence, decreeing the length
of time that each shall rule. Such a view is expressed or assumed at several
places in the Hebrew Bible and in Jewish works from the postbiblical
period." It can be seen especially clearly in Daniel 2.31-45, which records
Daniel’s interpretation of Nebuchadnezzar's dream about an image
made of four metals. In the biblical account, the four metals are said to
signify four successive kingdoms, identifiable as the Babylonian, Median,
Persian, and Hellenistic empires. It is assumed that these empires and
their emperors had been (or, from the point of view of the putative
author, would be) established and removed by God, that is, by the God
of the Jews (Dan. 2.37~-38; see also 2.21). Furthermore, it is asserted that
this same God or his agent, represented by the stone “cut out by no
human hand,” would one day destroy the fourth kingdom and establish
his own eternal kingdom on behalf of his chosen people (Dan. 2.34-35,
44-45).

Josephus shared the understanding of the rise and fall of kingdoms
expressed in Daniel 2.31-45. He was interested in this passage and inter-
preted it in relation to the situation in his own day. According to him, the
four metals of Nebuchadnezzar’s vision represented, respectively, the
Babylonian, the Median-Persian, the Hellenistic, and the Roman
empires.”> Thus, in Antiquities 10.208, Josephus® Daniel identifies the
head of gold with Nebuchadnezzar and the Babylonian kings before him.
According to the same passage, the silver hands and shouiders of the
image represent two kings who would bring the Babylonian empire to an
end; these kings are elsewhere identified as “Cyrus, king of Persia, and
Darius, king of Media” (10.232; see also 10.113, 244, 248, 272). The ruler
of the third kingdom, represented by the bronze belly and thighs of the
image, would come “from the west” (10.209); he is later identified as “a
certain king of the Greeks™ (10.273). The reference is almost certainly to
Alexander the Great.'® Also included in the third kingdom are the Seleu-
cid rulers who followed Alexander (10.274-76).

Josephus does not explicitly identify the fourth kingdom, but there
are several indications that he thought of it as Rome. Without indicating
precisely which passage he has in mind, he notes that “Daniel also wrote
about the empire of the Romans” (4#nt. 10.276). In his account of Nebu-
chadnezzar’s dream, he omits the detail that the feet of the image were
made of a mixture of iron and clay and, correspondingly, eliminates the
scriptural references to the weakness and instability of the fourth king-
dom in his version of Daniel’s interpretation.” Presumably these
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omissions were made in deference to his Roman readers. Most signifi-
eantly, Josephus declines to comment on the meaning of the stone “cut
out by no human hand” that was expected to crush the fourth kingdom,
stating that it was not his business as a historian to speculate on “what is
to be” (ta péArovta, 10.210). The excuse is not convincing, and Jose-
phus’ reluctance to explain the meaning of the stone is understandable
only if he identified the fourth kingdom with Rome. In that case, the
stone would signify that Roman hegemony was only temporary, and that
the God of the Jews would eventually act to reestablish his people—con-
victions that Josephus would not want to express unambiguously to his
Roman readers.'®

When Josephus explains the rise of Rome by referring to the influence
of TOym, he is expressing essentially the same understanding of the rise
and fall of kingdoms as the one expressed in Daniel 2. TOy, in this con-
text, is not an autonomous power, as in Polybius, but is under the control
of the God of the Jews; indeed, t0oyn almost signifies God in his role as
establisher of empires.'” In several passages that concern the rise of Rome
or the Roman emperors, Josephus refers to God and 10yn almost inter-
changeably. In Agrippa’s speech in War 2.345-401, for example, it is
implied three times that the rise of Rome was due to 10ym (2.360, 373,
387); but later in the same speech it is said that God was responsible for
the building up of the Roman empire (2.390). In War 4.622 Vespasian’s
rise to power is attributed to Ty (along with npdvora [“providence’]
and sipappévn [“destiny”]); but in 3.6 and 5.2 it is attributed to God. In
War 6.399-400 a dramatic Roman military victory is attributed both to
toxn and to God. The near equivalence of the two terms in this context
can be seen especially clearly in War 5.367: “Fortune [t0yn], indeed, had
from all quarters passed over to them [the Romans], and God who went
the round of the nations, bringing to each in turn the rod of empire, now
rested over Italy.” As in Daniel 2, it is the God of the Jews who decides
who will rule the world and for how long.

The temporal indication “now” (vOv) in the passage just quoted is of
some significance. It suggests that Josephus did not believe that Roman
domination would last forever; his remarks about the stone in Daniel 2
suggest the same. Throughout the War, however, Josephus consistently
maintains that the God of the Jews had determined that the Romans
should rule the world for the present time, and that it was sinful to resist
the divine purpose in this as in all other matters.”

Conclusion

These two explanations—that God was punishing the Jews for the sins of
the rebels and that fortune had passed to the Romans—are independent
of one another and can be employed independently. Commentators
sometimes point out that there is a certain degree of tension between
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them, in that fortune functions in an inexorable way, whereas the sin-
and-punishment scheme presupposes that repentance i1s possible and
would change God’s plans.”! Josephus, however, does not seem to have
perceived any tension between the two ideas.”? Qccasionally he connects
them, usually by suggesting that God or t0yn promoted the Romans as
world rulers because of the sins of the rebels, or in order to punish the
Jews,?

As I noted earlier, Josephus evidently intended that his prediction to
Vespasian should be understood as part of this larger revelation concern-
ing God’s purposes. He does not explain precisely where the prediction
fits in, but it can be understood perfectly well in relation to both the sin-
and-punishment scheme and the tOyn theme. When God punishes his
people, he sometimes uses particular individuals to do so; and, as Cohen
has written, “the divine authorization of a pagan empire involves the
divine authorization of a particular monarch.”?

The Apologetic Purpose of the Narrative

The purpose of the extended narrative under consideration here is apol-
ogetic, in a personal sense. Josephus’ account of the revelation in the cave
at Jotapata, his surrender to the Romans, his prediction to Vespasian,
and his later release is designed to counter accusations of cowardice and
treachery that were leveled against him at the time of the events he is
depicting, and that were apparently still being made when the War was
written.? These accusations seem to have arisen, in the first instance, as
a result of the surrender itself; but they probably also reflect Josephus’
later activities and circumstances, as we shall see.

There are clear indications in the War that Josephus’ decision to sur-
render gave rise to charges of cowardice and treachery. In War 3.432-42
Josephus describes the reaction of the inhabitants of Jerusalem to the
news of the fall of Jotapata and his own fate. At first, it was reported that
he had been killed—news that, he says, “filled Jerusalem with the pro-
foundest grief”” (3.435). But when it was discovered that he was alive and
well and living comfortably in the Roman camp, “profoundest grief
turned to outrage:

But when time revealed the truth and all that had really happened at Jota-
pata, when the death of Josephus was found to be a fiction, and it became
known that he was alive and in Roman hands and being treated by the com-
manding officers with a respect beyond the common lot of a prisoner, the
demonstrations of wrath at his being still alive were as loud as the former
expressions of affection when he was believed to be dead. By some he was
reproached for cowardice [avavdpia], by others for treason [npodocial,
and throughout the city there was general indignation, and curses were
heaped upon his devoted head. (War 3.438-39)%
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There are several echoes of this dual accusation of cowardice and treach-
ery in the narrative under consideration. In the prayer that concludes his
account of the revelation at Jotapata, Josephus calls upon God to witness
that he is surrendering to the Romans “not as a traitor [rpodong], but
as your minister [Suakovog]” (War 3.354). When the other Jews hiding
with him realize that he had decided to surrender, they threaten to kill
him; their interpretation of the situation is expressed in the following
way: “If you meet death willingly, you will have died as general of the
Jews; if unwillingly, as a traitor [rpodotg]” (3.359). They also accuse
him of “‘cowardice” (avavdpia, 3.384). Finally, Josephus himself reports
that, when he first made his prediction to Vespasian, the Roman general
believed that he was acting deceitfully out of fear (4.625), and to save him-
self (3.403).

Later accusations of this sort were almost certainly based on more
than the simple fact that Josephus had surrendered. Much of what fol-
lowed the surrender would have increased suspicion against him: Jose-
phus was treated rather well by the Romans, even while he was still a pris-
oner; during the final siege of Jerusalem, he served as Titus’ translator and
tried repeatedly to persuade the Jews in the city to surrender; he helped
with the interrogation of Jewish deserters and may have performed other
services in the Roman camp; after the war, in Rome, he lived comfortably
at the expense of the Flavians.?” All of this would have reinforced the
impression that he had betrayed his people and acted in a cowardly way
in order to preserve his own life.

It is necessary, then, to consider the apologetic function of the Jota-
pata narrative on two levels, though these levels overlap to some extent.
Most immediately, Josephus is attempting to explain why he decided to
surrender to the Romans rather than kill himself as some Jews believed
he should have done. In the narrative describing the events in the cave
immediately after his moment of inspired insight (War 3.355-61), this
seems to be his main concern, and here he focuses quite narrowly on the
prediction to Vespasian. The narrative is difficult to interpret, and I shall
examine it in detail in the next section. I shall argue there that Josephus
claims that he only agreed to surrender because he had been commis-
sioned by God with an important prophetic task that required his sur-
vival: to inform Vespasian that he was about to become emperor.

At a more general ievel, however, Josephus is attempting to explain
not only his decision to surrender, but also his later circumstances and
efforts on behalf of the Romans. He does this by presenting the revelation
at Jotapata as the decisive turning point in his life, as the moment in
which he first came to understand God’s plans for his people and the true
significance of the events unfolding around him. We have already seen
what Josephus claims to have learned in this moment: that God was pun-
ishing the Jews for the sins of the rebels; that God himself had decreed
that the Romans should, for the present time, be rulers of the world, with
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Vespasian as their emperor; and that he (Josephus) had a special role to
play in these events as God’s messenger. I believe that Josephus intended
that the more controversial aspects of his later career should be under-
stood with reference to this one dramatic moment of revelation: as a
result of this experience, he knew that he must surrender to the Romans
and make his prediction to Vespasian; that he must try to communicate
to the Jews what had been revealed to him by God, and persuade them to
repent of their sins and submit to Roman rule; that he must do whatever
he could to assist the Romans, who had been chosen by God to rule over
the Jews and the rest of the world.?®

Josephus does not explicitly connect any of these later activities with
the revelation at Jotapata. He himself appears to have made such a con-
nection, however, and he intended the reader of the War to make the con-
nection as well. This can be seen most clearly in the way he presents him-
self as a preacher of repentance to the rebels in Jerusalem in the final
stages of the war. He portrays himself, in this role, as a second Jeremiah,
a prophet of God who was called to preach an unpopular message to his
people and who was abused and rejected as a result (War 5.391-93). In
the long speech in which he makes this comparison (5.362-419), he
develops precisely those ideas that he claims first came to him in the cave
at Jotapata: God was punishing the rebels for their sins (5.392-93); God,
or fortune, had gone over to the Romans, and the Jews should therefore
submit to their rule (see esp. 5.366-68). The long recital of examples of
God’s aid in the past (5.375-412) combines these two themes, and is
designed to convince the Jews that God had forsaken them because of
their sins and had gone over to the Romans (see esp. 5.412). Thus, even
though Josephus does not explicitly refer back to the revelation at Jota-
pata in this speech, the connection is there,”

By suggesting that Josephus’ account of his revelation, surrender, and
prediction to Vespasian should be understood primarily as a defense of
his own conduct, I intend to oppose what is still a common interpretation
of this important narrative. Josephus’ War is often understood as a piece
of Flavian propaganda. When this view is taken of the work as a whole,
it is natural to suppose that Josephus recorded his prediction to Vespasian
primarily in order to flatter or glorify the emperor, and at the same time
to emphasize the importance of his own prediction in relation to the other
omina imperii recorded in the iradition.

Tessa Rajak has convincingly argued against this inferpretation of the
Jotapata narrative, and it is worth reviewing her arguments briefly before
examining the passage in greater detail,* Josephus’ prediction was one of
many prophecies and omens recorded by Tacitus, Suetonius, and Cassius
Dio, which were believed to have foretold Vespasian’s rise to power.*' As
Rajak notes, it is generally advantageous for aspiring rulers to be seen to
be marked out by destiny,* and it was probably especially important for
Vespasian to be so regarded, since he was not a man of distinguished
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birth. Vespasian seems to have actively encouraged some of the omens
and predictions recorded in the tradition in order to boost his claim to the
throne. It is possible, then, that Josephus made his prediction knowing
that it would be welcomed by Vespasian and hoping that it would save
his own life. But by the time the War was written, Vespasian was firmly
established as emperor; there would have been no reason for him to cul-
tivate the memory of the omina any longer, and consequently little to be
gained by Josephus from retelling the story of his prophecy.* It is impor-
tant, then, to distinguish between Josephus’ motives in making the pre-
diction in the first place and his motives in recording it in the way that he
doesin the War. At the time he made the prediction, he may have wanted
to flatter Vespasian in order to save his own skin; but his account of the
prediction in the War has an apologetic purpose.®

In any case, as Rajak has pointed out, Josephus’ account of the pre-
diction does not read like a piece of Flavian propaganda.® In the preface
to the War (1.23-24), Josephus promises that the omina imperii will be
one of the subjects of his history. This might lead the reader to expect a
full and independent account of them, but no such account is given.
Although Josephus refers to the omina twice in the narrative concerning
his prediction to Vespasian (3.404 and 4.623), he does so virtually in pass-
ing and does not give them separate or sustained attention. Some would
see this as evidence that he was trying to play down the importance of the
other omina in comparison to his own prophecy.’’” There may be some-
thing in this, but Josephus does not press the narrative in this direction—
certainly this supposed motive does not explain the passage as a whole.
Finally, there is nothing in the account to suggest that Josephus’ main
purpose in composing it was to flatter or glorify Vespasian. The speech in
which the prediction is made (3.400--402) includes some praise of Ves-
pasian’s might and majesty, but this theme is not emphasized or elabo-
rated upon, either in the speech itself or in the rest of the narrative.

I suggested earlier that the apologetic purpose of the Jotapata narra-
tive needs to be considered on two levels. In the preceding pages, I have
examined the more general of these two levels. We have seen how Jose-
phus seeks to justify his surrender and his later circumstances and activ-
ities by presenting the revelation in the cave as a dramatic turning point
at which he first came to understand God’s purposes in the great events
unfolding around him. I now turn to the narrower aspect of his apology.

Josephus’ Defense of His Decision
to Surrender

How does Josephus defend his decision to surrender? This question is
more difficult to answer than one might expect. The difficulty is knowing
how to interpret the extraordinary account that Josephus gives of events
between the moment of revelation and his arrival in the Roman camp,
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that is, his account of what happened between himself and the other Jews
in the cave just before his surrender (War 3.355-91).% Let us review these
events very briefly. When they realized that Josephus intended to surren-
der, his Jewish comrades, who believed that it was his duty to commit
suicide, threatened to kill him (3.355--60). It is at this juncture that Jose-
phus claims to have delivered his speech against suicide (3.361-82). This
infuriated the others and they prepared to assault him (3.383-86). Jose-
phus then proposed the lot-drawing scheme, only to renege on the pact
when it was his turn to die (3.387-91).

I have described Josephus’ account of these events as extraordinary,
and I must explain what I mean by that description. The narrative seems
to present Josephus himself in an extremely bad light. The speech against
suicide and the lot-drawing incident are especially problematic. For rea-
sons that we shall consider more fully below, Josephus’ speech against
suicide impresses most modern readers as unconvincing and deeply
hypocritical.** The lot-drawing episode, probably more than anything
else, has contributed to Josephus’ reputation as a coward and a scoundrel,
and this is certainly understandable: his conduct, as he presents it, is
deplorable by any standard.

The phrase “as he presents it” is significant. We must remember that
itis only from Josephus’ account in the War that we know anything at all
about what went on in the cave at Jotapata. Why does he present the story
in a way that reflects so badly on himself ? Most commentators seem to
believe that Josephus was such a morally bankrupt person that he did not
even realize that his conduct was less than completely admirable. While
I would not want to defend Josephus’ personal character unreservedly or
in every instance, I believe that this negative and somewhat cynical eval-
uation of him is based largely on a misreading of the Jotapata narrative.
In what follows, I shall describe the usual interpretation of this passage
and then suggest an alternative.

Interpretive difficulties are posed especially by the speech against sui-
cide and the account of the lot-drawing episode. How should these pas-
sages be understood? They are usually interpreted in a fairly straightfor-
ward way: the speech against suicide is read as a genuine attempt at
persuasion, and, similarly, the account of the lot-drawing episode is taken
to be Josephus’ innocent report of an incident in which he thought he had
acted with admirable resourcefulness.

Rajak’s interpretation of the Jotapata narrative may be considered as
an example of this type of reading, although she is more generous to Jose-
phus than are many commentators. As I have already noted, Rajak
argues (correctly, in my view) that the purpose of this narrative is pri-
marily apologetic: Josephus is attempting to defend himself against
charges of cowardice and treachery that arose as a result of his decision to
surrender rather than commit suicide. Rajak distinguishes three sorts of
explanations that Josephus provides for his decision in this narrative.*
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The first of these explanations she describes as “practical,” though “ratio-
nal” might be a better term. Josephus begins the speech to his compatriots
in the cave by arguing that suicide is not the appropriate or most honor-
able course of action in the circumstances in which he finds himself: while
acknowledging that it is honorable to die in war at the hands of the
enemy, he argues that it is foolish to kill oneself if the enemy is inclined
to spare one ( War 3.363~64); he agrees that it is honorable to die for lib-
erty, but only if one dies while fighting (3.365); he contends that it is
“equally cowardly not to wish to die when one ought to do so, and to wish
to die when one ought not” (3.365). He goes on to make other appeals to
reason: if it is death that one fears in surrendering to the enemy, then it
makes no sense to kill oneself to avoid surrendering (3.366-67); com-
mitting suicide to avoid slavery is equally foolish (3.367). Finally, he
argues that suicide is not a noble act, as the others contend, but an act of
cowardice (3.368).

This last point leads on to the second type of argument Josephus
makes against suicide, which Rajak describes as a “moral” argument. In
the second part of his speech ( War 3.369-78), Josephus attempts to prove
that suicide is an offense against nature and against God: the will to live
is a natural law (3.370), life is a gift from God, not to be spurned (3.371);
the soul is *““a portion of the Deity” entrusted to human beings (3.372);
those whose souls are reclaimed by God enjoy some sort of eternal life,
while the souls of those who commit suicide go down into “the darker
regions of the nether world” (3.374-75); moreover, their descendants are
made to suffer as a result of their impiety (3.375); not only the laws of the
Jews, but also the laws of other nations, punish the one who kills himself
(3.376-78).

The third explanation Josephus offers for his conduct “relies on
supernatural sanction.”*' According to this last explanation, Josephus
refused to commit suicide because he had been commanded by God to
predict to Vespasian that he would become emperor.

Rajak argues that all three of the explanations Josephus provides for
his conduct were aimed at moderate Jews and were intended to be per-
suasive. In discussing his moral argument against suicide, for example,
she notes that, while suicide is not discussed in the Pentateuch, it was later
explicitly forbidden by Jews. She suggests, quite reasonably, that the topic
was debated in Josephus’ day, and that the moral argument he makes in
his speech should be understood in relation to this ongoing debate: “‘Jose-
phus’ [moral] argument against suicide is, then, one which could have
found a real response in an audience of moderate Jews. It is rhetorical,
but not solely rhetoric.”* Similarly, she regards Josephus’ rational and
supernatural arguments against suicide as carefully considered argu-
ments intended to be persuasive; together with his moral argument they
form “‘a series of justifications designed to appeal to Jews who were not
fanatics.”* Rajak gives no indication that she regards any one of Jose-
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phus’ arguments as more significant, or more central to his presentation,
than the others, though she expresses some doubt about the sincerity of
what she terms his supernatural explanation,*

As I noted, Rajak’s interpretation of this narrative is fairly represen-
tative of the majority view. In what follows, I shall argue for a different
interpretation that makes better sense of the narrative as a whole and that
takes into account evidence that most interpreters have either overlooked
or discounted. I shall argue that Josephus presents his prophetic com-
missioning (the supernatural explanation, in Rajak’s terms) as his pri-
mary motivation for not committing suicide, and that the rational and
moral arguments he makes in his speech are subsidiary and in some sense
not really intended to be persuasive. I shall argue, in addition, that Jose-
phus presents the lot-drawing episode as a deliberate ruse on his part,
which would have been inexcusable if he had not had an overwhelming
justification for acting in the way that he did. The justification he provides
for his conduct is that he had been commissioned by God to perform a
prophetic task that required his survival at all costs.

It is important to note that, as Josephus presents the story, the super-
natural explanation of his conduct is not revealed to those who are with
him in the cave at Jotapata. The speech against suicide employs only the
rational and moral arguments summarized above. The fact that he had
been called by God to act as his prophetic messenger, and the significance
of'this fact in determining his behavior in relation to his Jewish comrades,
are revealed only to the reader. It is only when Josephus appears before
Vespasian that his real motivation is made clear to those around him.

At several points in the narrative recording the dispute with his Jewish
companions about whether he should consent to die or surrender, Jose-
phus indicates to the reader the real reason that he refused to commit sui-
cide: he had been called by God to perform an important prophetic task
and so had to remain alive. At the beginning of the narrative stands the
account of his moment of inspired insight (War 3.351-54). It is impor-
tant to note, once again, that this experience is related only to the reader.
The Jews with Josephus perceive that he is wavering and is on the verge
of surrendering (3.355), but they do not know that he has had a prophetic
revelation, and they do not hear the prayer recorded in 3.354: Josephus
expressly says that it “escaped notice” (AgAnOviav, 3.353). But to the
reader Josephus presents the incident as the key to all that follows. The
reader now knows (or is supposed to know) that Josephus has been com-
missioned with a prophetic task and is acting not as a traitor, but as God’s
minister (3.354).

In another important passage, Josephus in effect distinguishes
between the real reason he refused to commit suicide and the reasons he
supplied to those who were with him at the time. As 1 have already
observed, no mention is made of his prophetic call in the speech in which
he marshals his rational and moral arguments against suicide, but the
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speech is introduced, significantly, in the following way: “Josephus, fear-
ing an assault, and holding that it would be a betrayal of God’s com-
mands, should he die before delivering his message, proceeded, in this
emergency, to reason philosophically with them™ (3.361). Josephus thus
presents the speech to the reader as a somewhat desperate (“in this emer-
gency”’) attempt to save himself. AsI noted above, the speech strikes most
modern readers as just such a desperate attempt to persuade. Rajak has
tried to make Josephus’ arguments seem more plausible (and hence less
desperate) by placing them in the context of a larger first-century debate
concerning the moral and legal status of suicide. But the problem with
Josephus’ speech is not that the views he expresses in it are implausible in
their wider historical context, but rather that they are inconsistent with
the views he expresses or implies at other places in the War, and that they
are explicitly contradicted by a statement he makes later in the Jotapata
narrative itself. These two points require some discussion.

As we have seen, Josephus argues in his speech that suicide is not
appropriate in his particular situation, and more generally that it is cow-
ardly, unnatural, impious, and against the Jewish law. Other Jews did not
share these views. Josephus implies that his companions in the cave
believed that suicide was enjoined by the Jewish law (ol nétprol vouor,
3.356) for someone in his situation; they were incensed by his speech
(3.384). Elsewhere in the War, Josephus records several instances in
which Jews chose to commit suicide rather than surrender to their ene-
mies or die at their hands.* In no case does he explicitly condemn the act
of suicide, and most of the reports seem generally approving.*

Josephus’ account of the collective suicide of the defenders of Masada
(War7.275-406) is a special case that requires separate discussion. As has
often been noted, Josephus’ attitude toward the Sicarii who occupied the
fortress and who decided to commit suicide rather than fall into Roman
hands is curiously mixed.’” On the one hand, he condemns and attacks
the Sicarii in this report as he does throughout the War. He prefaces his
account of the events at Masada with a review of the crimes of the various
rebel factions who played a part in the war (7.254-74) and there accuses
the Sicarii of cruelty, avarice, and lawlessness (7.256, 262). When describ-
ing the siege of the fortress, he suggests that God himself assisted the
Romans in battle by changing the direction of the wind at a crucial
moment, thereby ensuring that the defensive wall constructed by the
Sicarii was burnt down.*® In the two speeches attributed to him by Jose-
phus, the leader of the Sicarii, Fleazar, is made to acknowledge that God
was punishing the Sicarii for their sins, and had himself deprived them of
every hope for deliverance (7.329-33, 358, 387).

On the other hand, Josephus presents the suicide itself as an act of
astonishing courage and boldness. In the two speeches attributed to him,
Eleazar describes the collective suicide he has proposed as a ““noble” and
“honorable” deed (xaAd¢, 7.325, 380; kaiodg, 7.337, 386; yevvaiog,
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7.326), which requires “courage” (svtoApia, 7.342), “manliness”
(avdpeia, 7.383), “valor” (apeth), 7.342), and a “stout heart” (edxapdimg,
7.358). He promises his listeners that the Romans will feel “astonish-
ment” (ExknAnéig) at the manner of their death and “amazement”
(Dodua) at their “daring” (toAua, 7.388) if they carry out the plan.®

Such language might be (and occasionally is) dismissed as ironic,
since it is placed in the mouth of a hated enemy. But similar language is
used by Josephus himself in his description of the execution of the suicide
plan by the Sicarii (7.389-401), and in his description of the response of
the Romans (7.402-6). He reports that the Sicarii were eager to prove
their “manliness” (&vdpeia, 7.389) by committing suicide without delay;
in the end, “not one was found a truant in so daring a deed [téAunual”
{7.393). When the Romans discovered what had happened, they were
“incredulous of such an amazing act of daring” (1@ peyéder 100
ToApfuoatog amiotodvteg, 7.405); they admired the “nobility”
(yevvondtng) of the resolve of the Sicarii, and were “astonished” (§9a0-
paoav) by their contempt of death (7.406).

A similar mixture of condemnation and admiration characterizes
Josephus’ account of the activities of a group of Sicarii refugees in Alex-
andria after the fall of Masada (War 7.409-19). He accuses them of pro-
moting “‘revolutionary schemes” (koavotépols . . . npéypnoot, 7.410) and
“revolt” (dndotaoig, 7.411), and of murdering a number of prominent
Jews (7.411). He refers three times to their “madness” or “desperation”
(armdvoro, 7.412, 417). Yet, at the same time, he gives an admiring
account of their resistance under torture:

Nor was there a person who was not amazed at the endurance and—call it
which you will-—desperation [drtdovora] or strength of purpose [tfig yvaung
ioyic], displayed by these victims. For under every form of torture and lac-
eration of body, devised for the sole object of making them acknowledge
Caesar as lord, not one submitted nor was brought to the verge of utterance;
but all kept their resolve, triumphant over constraint, meeting the tortures
and the fire with bodies that seemed insensible of pain and souls that well-
nigh exulted in it. But most of all were the spectators struck by the children
of tender age, not one of whom could be prevailed upon to call Caesar lord.
So far did the strength of courage [ tiig toAuNG io(O¢] rise superior to the
weakness of their frames. (7.417-19)

At the beginning of this passage, Josephus indicates that the endurance of
the Sicarii might be attributable either to “desperation” or “strength of
purpose”; but in the concluding sentence he speaks less ambivalently
of “strength of courage.”*®

The views Josephus expresses in his Jotapata speech are not only
inconsistent with the views implied by passages like these. A further, and
more significant, problem is posed by a passage that occurs within the
Jotapata narrative itself. According to War 3.400, when Josephus
appeared before Vespasian he proclaimed himself “a messenger of
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greater things” and said, “‘had I not been sent on this errand by God, I
knew the law of the Jews [tov "lovdaimv vopov] and how it is fitting for
soldiers to die.” Josephus here admits that he in fact knew that it was his
duty, according to Jewish law, to commit suicide rather than surrender to
his enemies, an admission that directly contradicts the arguments made
in his speech.

The modern reader, then, is fully justified in viewing Josephus’ speech
against suicide as hypocritical and unconvincing. My point is that Jose-
phus intends the speech to be read in this way. The impression that is
deliberately created by the introduction to the speech, quoted above, is
that he was willing to make whatever arguments were required to con-
vince his opponents. This impression is reinforced by the notice at the
conclusion of the speech which suggests that he has recorded only a sam-
ple of the arguments he made at the time: “By these and many similar
arguments Josephus sought to deter his companions from suicide.”!
Moreover, he presents to the reader the real reason that he was not willing
to commit suicide: he believed that “it would be a betrayal of God’s com-
mands, should he die before delivering his message” (3.361). The message
that he had been commanded to deliver, as the sequel reveals, was that
God was about to make Vespasian emperor.*

If, as I have argued, Josephus presents his speech against suicide as a
rather desperate attempt to save himself, the same must be said of his pre-
sentation of the lot-drawing episode. There are several indications that he
intends it to be understood as a deliberate ruse on his part. In proposing
the scheme, he claims to have said to his comrades that it would be
unjust that, when the rest were gone, any should repent and escape”
(3.389). This is, of course, precisely what Josephus himself then does. He
even heightens the grossness of his deception by reporting how compliant
the others were, and how devoted to him: “Each man thus selected pre-
sented his throat to his neighbour, in the assurance that his general was
forthwith to share his fate; for sweeter to them than life was the thought
of death with Josephus™ (3.390).>* An additional point concerns Jose-
phus’ use of the language of chance and providence in his account of this
episode. It is clear that Josephus viewed his own preservation in this des-
perate situation as a result of God’s providential intervention on his
behalf. I noted above that he says, at the beginning of the entire Jotapata
narrative, that he found his way safely to the cave “with some divine assis-
tance” (Saupovie Tvi cuvepyig xpnoduevog, 3.341). Similarly, he tells
the reader that he proposed the lot-drawing scheme “trusting in God’s
protection” (motevmV 1O kNndepnov Be@®, 3.387). When he recommends
the procedure to his Jewish comrades, however, he suggests that the lot
operates by fortune (tOyn), understood in this instance as blind chance:

Since we are resolved to die, come, let us leave the lot to decide the order in
which we are to kill ourselves; let him who draws the first lot fall by the hand
of him who comes next; fortune [t0yn] will thus take her course through
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the whole number, and we shall be spared from taking our lives with our
own hands. (3.388--89)

Josephus thus suggests to the other Jews that the outcome of the proce-
dure he has proposed depends on toyr alone. When he himself draws so
as to come next to the last in the succession, he speculates (again, pri-
vately to the reader) on whether this was “by fortune” (6n6 TOyng) or “by
the providence of God” (01 ¥e00 npovoleg, 3.391). There is uncertainty
about the text of this passage. In three important manuscripts (P, A, and
L) the phrase “should one say by fortune or” {gite H10 TOYNC xp1) AbYELy,
£ite) is omitted, so that the passage reads, “He [Josephus], however, was,
by the providence of God, left alone with one other.” Even if we allow the
expanded text to stand, there is no doubt about which of the alternative
explanations is being commended to the reader: as we have seen, the way
in which Josephus introduces the entire Jotapata narrative (3.341) and
this particular episode (3.387) makes it clear that he believed that his pres-
ervation was providential, and not the result of chance.®

Josephus thus admits that he deliberately misled his companions by
suggesting that the lot operated by blind chance, when he himself felt con-
fident that God would save him. The whole episode is presented as a
deliberate ruse, deplorable by ordinary standards of morality. Again, we
must bear in mind that it is Josephus himself who presents the incident
in this way. As Daube has commented, “No one would report such an
action of his, and in such a way, unless he were sure that he had an over-
whelming justification.” The justification that Josephus believed he
had, and that he has already presented to the reader, was that he had been
called by God to announce to Vespasian that he was about to become
emperor.

One point made above is worth emphasizing again. When Josephus
appears before Vespasian, he acknowledges that he in fact knew that it
was his duty to die rather than surrender, and he explains why he did not
do so: “Had I not been sent on this errand by God, I knew the law of the
Jews and how it is fitting for soldiers to die” (3.400). This I take to be
conclusive proof that the usual reading of the narrative is mistaken. Jose-
phus wishes the reader to recognize that the real reason he did not commit
suicide was that he had been called by God to deliver a prophetic message,
and that the speech against suicide and the lot-drawing scheme were just
desperate attempts to survive.

One final note. We do not know who might still have been accusing
Josephus of cowardice and treachery at the time the War was written.
There are no clearly identifiable opponents, as there are in the later Life.
But presumably those who made accusations against him in connection
with his surrender to the Romans and his later activities on their behalf
were Jews and not Romans. If it is correct that Josephus is writing with
Jewish accusers in mind, and if it is also correct that he defends himself
by claiming that he had been called as God’s prophet, then it follows that
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his portrayal of himself as a prophet in this narrative is one that he
thought would appeal to Jewish readers. Let us consider that self-por-
trayal from a slightly different point of view.

The Revelatory Experience Described
in War 3.351-54

We have seen that Josephus defends his conduct at Jotapata and after-
ward by pointing to a dramatic experience in which he suddenly came to
understand God’s purposes for his people and the true meaning of the
events unfolding around him. In what follows, I shall consider more
closely the nature and significance of this experience. I begin by giving my
own fairly literal translation of Josephus’ description of the moment of
revelation:

As Nicanor was urgently pressing his proposals, and Josephus heard the
threats of the hostile crowd, there came to him remembrance of the noc-
turnal dreams through which God forecast to him the coming misfortunes
of the Jews and the future events relating to the Roman rulers. With regard
to interpretations of dreams, he was able to understand correctly the ambig-
uous utterances of the Deity; in addition, he was not ignorant of the proph-
ecies of the sacred books, since he himself was a priest and a descendant of
priests. At that hour, being divinely inspired by them, and drawing out of
himself the horrible images of his recent dreams, he offered to God a silent
prayer: “Since,” he said, “it seems good to you, the creator, to punish®® the
nation of the Jews, and all fortune has passed to the Romans, and you have
chosen my soul to announce the things that are to come, I willingly give my
hands to the Romans and live, but I call you to witness that I go not as a
traitor, but as your minister.” (War 3.351-54)

Careful translation does not solve all the problems in this passage, as we
shall see, but it does help to clarify a few things:

1. The passage refers to the inspired interpretation of dreams with the
aid of scripture, and not to the inspired interpretation of scripture,
as is often supposed.”” In War 3.353 Josephus says that he was
divinely inspired “by” the prophecies of the sacred books, not that
he was inspired *‘to read their meaning,” as the LCL edition trans-
lates.”® The latter translation is not only inaccurate from a gram-
matical point of view;> it also conflicts with what is said in 3.352.
There, Josephus claims that he was able to understand the proph-
ecies of the sacred books not because he was inspired but because
he was a priest. Since this claim is frequently regarded as strange
or even incredible by scholars, I shall devote the next section (pp.
53-58) to the topic of priestly expertise in the interpretation of
scripture.
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2. Josephus provides the following information about his dreams in
the passage [ am considering:

a. There were more than one of them.

b. They were sent by God.

¢. They occurred sometime in the recent past. Apparently Jose-
phus had forgotten them until the moment when he had to
decide whether to kill himself or surrender. Probably he attrib-
uted their timely recollection to God; at least, this seems to be
implied by the passive way in which he describes the experience
of remembering them.*

d. The dreams that Josephus recalled consisted of “horrible
images” (16 @pw®moN . . . paviaopota, 3.353) whose signifi-
cance was unclear; the message that God was trying to com-
municate through these images was “ambiguous” (GpeBoOAQG,
3.352) and required interpretation.

e. The dreams concerned events in the future.

In a later section (see pp. 58-69) I shall consider other reports of

revelatory dreams and their interpretation in Josephus with the

aim of clarifying the nature and significance of the experience he
describes in this passage.

3. Ijust argued that War 3.351-54 refers to the inspired interpreta-
tion of dreams with the aid of scripture and not the inspired inter-
pretation of scripture, but the precise role of scripture and inspi-
ration in the dream-interpretive process is unclear. I shall return
to the topic (see pp. 69-70).

Priestly Expertise in the Interpretation
of Scripture

In the Hebrew Bible the tasks of interpreting, teaching, and applying the
law are consistently assigned to the priests.®! It is widely believed, how-
ever, that these tasks were gradually taken over, from the second century
B.C.E. on, by lay scribes and Pharisees, who eventually became the rec-
ognized experts in the interpretation of scripture.®® Part of the evidence
for the “pharisaic revolution,” as this supposed transition from priestly
to pharisaic authority is sometimes termed, is taken from the works of
Josephus. In several passages, Josephus acknowledges that the Pharisees
were regarded as expert interpreters of the law; occasionally, in his later
works, he goes even further and suggests that civil and religious institu-
tions in Jewish Palestine in his own day were run in accordance with the
pharisaic interpretation of the law.%

I shall not discuss these passages here. I wish, instead, to draw atten-
tion to a different set of passages which show that Josephus ordinarily
assumed that priests were the authorized guardians and interpreters of
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scripture and that public institutions were run in accordance with their
rulings. I make no attempt in what follows to determine which of these
two groups of passages-—pharisaic or priestly—reflects “what really hap-
pened.” The question of the role and influence of the Pharisees in relation
to the priesthood in this period is a large and fundamental one, which
would require detailed discussion of a wide range of evidence. My own
view is that the Pharisees probably were widely respected as expert inter-
preters of the law by Josephus’ day, but that this role was still regarded
largely as a priestly one; I also think it is unlikely that the Pharisees con-
trolled pubilic life in this period in the way that Josephus sometimes sug-
gests they did.* But, to repeat, the present discussion does not directly
address these larger historical issues, being restricted for the most part to
the question of Josephus’ views about the role of priests in relation to
scripture.

We have already seen evidence that Josephus thought that the physi-
cal care and transmission of sacred texts was a specifically priestly respon-
sibility. In Against Apion 1.28-36 he argues that the twenty-two “justly
accredited” books of the Jews, originally written by prophets, had been
entrusted to priests who had preserved them (the verb used is pvAdoo®)
down through the ages “with scrupulous accuracy” (uetd mwoAAfg
axpeiog, 1.29). To the evidence from this passage should be added the
many references in Josephus’ works to sacred texts that were handed over
to priests or deposited in the temple for safekeeping.®

There is evidence from the whole range of Josephus’ works that he
also regarded priests as expert interpreters of scripture. One passage from
the War is of special interest because it is part of the report of a particular
incident and not an editorial comment of Josephus. In the summer of 66
C.E., Eleazar, the captain of the temple and a proponent of revolt against
Rome, persuaded the priests then serving in the temple to refuse all sac-
rifices offered by foreigners, including those traditionally offered on
behalf of Rome and the emperor (War 2.409). The “chief priests”™ and
“notables™ tried to persuade Eleazar and the others to lift the ban, but
without success (2.410). The same group—now described as “the pow-
erful,” ““the chief priests,” and ‘“the most notable Pharisees” (2.411)—
made a second attempt at persuasion, this time bringing in “priestly
experts on the traditions” (tovg éuneipovg 1@V natpiwyv iepeic), who con-
firmed that the action taken by Eleazar represented an innovation that
did not conform to ancestral practice (2.417). Josephus thus thought
there were priests who were “experts on the traditions,” whose authority
was such that they might have been able to persuade the rebels where the
other leaders of the people (including ““the most notable Pharisees”) had
failed.

The legal point at issue in this case concerned the proper conduct of
worship in the temple. In other passages, however, Josephus makes it
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clear that he thought that the legal expertise and responsibilities of priests
extended beyond the cultic realm into the whole of Jewish life. In Against
Apion 2.185-87 he provides a summary of the duties of priests according
to the theocratic constitution ordained by Moses. First and foremost, the
priests were entrusted with the ordering and conduct of “the divine wor-
ship” (1) mepi tov Veov . . . Bepuneio, 2.186); but they also had more gen-
eral responsibilities: “But this charge further embraced a strict superin-
tendence of the Law [tob vopov ... axpipng émpuéieie] and of the
pursuits of everyday life; for the appointed duties of the priests included
general supervision, the trial of cases of litigation, and the punishment of
condemned persons” (2.187). A similar summary description of the
duties of priests in a theocratic society is given a few paragraphs later:
“The priests are continually engaged in His worship, under the leadership
of him who for the time is head of the line. With his colleagues he will
sacrifice to God, safeguard the laws [puA&&etl Tovg vOpoug], adjudicate in
cases of dispute, punish those convicted of crime” (2.193-94). According
to these passages, the priests were responsible for interpreting and apply-
ing the law not only as it pertained to the conduct of worship, but over
the whole range of the law’s jurisdiction, that is to say, over the whole of
life.

It might be objected that Josephus is here expressing not his views
about the realities of first-century Jewish Palestine, but rather his concep-
tion of the ideal polity. But it is important to remember, as we saw in
chapter 1, that Josephus believed that the Jews had actually lived under
a theocratic constitution at various stages of their history. Moreover, he
believed that the Jewish constitution had been a theccracy during the
period of direct Roman rule—not a perfect theocracy, since the powers
of the ruling high priests had been restricted by the Romans, but a the-
ocracy nonetheless. Thus, the passages just quoted refer to the situation
that, according to Josephus, actually obtained in Jewish Palestine before
the war.

Another passage needs to be considered here. Early in the war, when
Josephus was general in Galilee, a delegation was sent out by the provi-
sional government in Jerusalem to remove him from his post (Life 189
98). The delegation comprised four persons “of different classes of society
but of equal standing in education” (&vdpag katd yévog udv
Swaptpovrag, T Tadeiq 8’ dpoiovg, 196). Two of them were “from the
ordinary people” (dnpotwkot) and were Pharisees; another was also a
Pharisee, but was from a priestly family; the fourth was from a high-
priestly family and was not a Pharisee (197). They were “of equal stand-
ingin education” in the sense that all of them, like Josephus himself, were
experts in the law (198). This passage certainly suggests that Josephus
believed that Pharisees were ¢xpert interpreters of the law. But it also
shows that he thought that such expertise could be routinely expected of
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aristocratic priests.* In spite of their lowly social status, Josephus is say-
ing, the Pharisees on the committee (surprisingly) knew just as much
about the law as the upper-class priests (of course) did.

Most of the passages considered so far concern the legal, or halakic,
interpretation of scripture. Josephus speaks of his own interpretive exper-
tise in a different context, and here, too, he connects this expertise with
priestly status and credentials. In two passages, he claims that his training
as a priest specially qualified him to compose the Antiquities. In Against
Apion 1.54 he writes: “In my Antiquities, as I said, I have translated the
sacred writings, being a priest by descent and having some knowledge of
the philosophy which is in those writings.”®” In this passage, being a priest
by descent is connected (though there is no explicit causal connection in
the Greek) with having a knowledge of the “philosophy” of scripture,
which, in turn, is thought to qualify one as a “translator” of scripture.®

Closely related to this text is the following passage from the conclu-
sion to the Antiquities, which carries on into the Life. I quote the passage
in full:

And now [ take heart from the consummation of my proposed work to
assert that no one else, either Jew or Gentile, would have been equal to the
task, however willing to undertake it, of issuing so accurate a treatise as this
for the Greek world. For my compatriots admit that in our native learning
I far excel them. I have also laboured strenuously to partake of the realm of
Greek prose and poetry, after having gained a knowledge of Greek gram-
mar, although the habitual use of my native tongue has prevented my
attaining precision in the pronunciation. For our people do not favor those
persons who have mastered the speech of many nations, or who adorn their
style with smoothness of diction, because they consider that not only is such
skill common to ordinary freemen but that even slaves who so choose may
acquire it. But they give credit for wisdom to those alone who have a clear
knowledge of the laws [1oig ta vopwa caedg éntcrapévorg} and who are
capable of interpreting the meaning of the sacred writings [t0ig. . . T1|v TV
igpdV ypoppatov Sdvouy Epunvedcar Svvapévolg]. Consequently,
though many have laboriously undertaken this training, scarcely two or
three have succeeded, and have forthwith reaped the fruit of their labors.
(Ant. 20.262-65)%

In this passage, Josephus emphasizes that the most important qualifica-
tion for composing a work like the Antiquities is expertise in the “native
learning” of the Jews. He goes on to specify more closely what such exper-
tise entailed: a clear knowledge of the laws and the ability to interpret the
meaning of the sacred writings (20.264). He does not refer to his priestly
qualifications in that portion of the text just quoted, but the passage con-
tinues: “Perhaps it will not seem to the public invidious or awkward for
me to recount briefly my lineage and the events of my life” (20.266). This
sentence leads to the opening paragraphs of the Life, in which Josephus
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emphasizes his priestly and royal background and describes his early edu-
cation:

Having been educated along with my brother Matthias (for he was my legit-
imate brother, from both parents), I made great progress in my education,
gaining a reputation for an excellent memory and understanding. While
still a mere boy, about fourteen years old, I won universal applause for my
love of letters; insomuch that the chief priests and the leading men of the
city used constantly to come to me for precise information on some partic-
ular in our ordinances [repl 1®v vopipwv axpiéotepdv T yvavar]. (Life
8___9)70

Here, the education that Josephus received as the son of an aristocratic
priest is said to have resulted in expertise in the precise interpretation of
the law, which in turn (remembering the connection with Ant. 20.262-
66) qualified him to write the Antiquities.”

None of these passages concerns the sort of esoteric interpretation of
scripture that is referred to in War 3.351-54. Did Josephus think that
priests were also experts in this kind of interpretation? In chapter 1, I
briefly referred to evidence that Josephus believed that certain ancient
scriptural prophecies were being fulfilled in the events of his own day.
This evidence is of two sorts. First, there are passages in the Antiquitiesin
which Josephus notes that particular events from this period had been
predicted by ancient prophets in the writings they left behind. He
believed, for example, that Moses, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Daniel had pre-
dicted the destruction of the temple and the capture of Jerusalem in 70
c.e.”? In other passages in the Antiquities he expresses the more general
view that everything happens in accordance with the predictions of the
ancient prophets.”® Second, Josephus refers several times in the War to
ancient prophecies that he believed were being fulfilled in events that took
place during the revolt.™

In all these cases, Josephus himself is claiming (implicitly or explic-
itly) to be able to interpret scripture in its predictive dimension, that is,
to know which of the passages in the books written by the ancient proph-
ets refer to events in his own day and what their meaning is. He never
directly connects his expertise in this sort of esoteric interpretation with
his status or training as a priest, but in one or two passages he gives some
indication of the sort of people who engaged in such interpretation, and
of the qualities required for success. In War 6.312-13 he mentions an
“ambiguous oracle” from the sacred scriptures that indicated that some-
one from Judaea was about to become ruler of the world. According to
Josephus, “many wise men” {(roAAol TV cop®dv) misunderstood the
oracle, believing that it referred to a Jew; in fact, he explains, it pointed
toward Vespasian. This oracle and another one mentioned in War 6.311
are both included in the list of portents that preceded and pointed to the
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destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans (War 6.288-315). There was
disagreement, at the time, about how these portents should be under-
stood. A mysterious light seen in the temple, for example, was interpreted
by “the inexperienced” (1oig . . . dneipoig) as a good omen, but was cor-
rectly regarded by “the sacred scribes” (10ig . . . iepoypoppatedor) as a
portent of evil (6.291). Similarly, when the temple gate opened of its own
accord, “the unskilled” (1oig . . . ididtaug) thought this was “the best of
omens,” but “the learned” (ol Ad6ylov) correctly understood it as a sign
of coming destruction (6.295). Apparently, then, the interpretation of
omens and portents, which in this case included two oracles from scrip-
ture, was the province of “sacred scribes” and “the learned.”

These last passages underline an important point that is also illus-
trated by some of the other material considered in this section: in Jose-
phus’ view, it was not priestly status or descent as such that made one an
expert in the interpretation of scripture, but rather the kind of training
and education that were common among priests, at least among priests
of his social standing. This kind of education was not restricted exclu-
sively to such persons, and Josephus was fully prepared to acknowledge
the existence of nonpriestly experts on scripture. We saw, for example,
that he granted that the Pharisees in the delegation sent to recall him from
Galilee were as well educated as their high-priestly colleague and himself.
We shall see in chapter 3 that he thought that the Essenes—most of whom
were not priests—could predict the future partly because they were edu-
cated in “sacred books” and “sayings of prophets” (War 2.159). Josephus
also knew that not all priests were well trained: he condemns Phanni son
of Samuel, who was appointed high priest by the Zealots, not only
because he was not of high-priestly descent, but also because of his “boor-
ishness” (dypowcia, War 4.155); he complains that Phanni did not even
know what the high priesthood meant, and had to be instructed “how to
act in keeping with the occasion” (4.155-56). There is nothing magical,
then, about being a priest; Josephus is drawing a more general connection
between education and the ability to interpret scripture. He assumes,
however, that most priests are well educated, and they provide for him
the standard by which others are measured.

Revelatory Dreams and Visions and
Their Interpretation in Josephus

The following discussion of revelatory dreams and visions and their inter-
pretation in Josephus is based primarily on his accounts of his own dream
experiences (War 3.351-54; Life 208-10), his description of Simon the
Essene’s interpretation of the dream of Archelaus (War 2.112-13; Ant.
17.345-48), and his version of the biblical narratives concerning Joseph
(Ant. 2.9-200) and Daniel (Ant. 10.186-281). The focus on a few selected
passages is intended simply to bring some order into a discussion that
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might otherwise become chaotic. I shall occasionally refer to other
accounts and I shall try to indicate any respects in which my choice of
dreams and visions is unrepresentative.

Terminology for Dreams and Visions

The terms for dreams and visions used most frequently by Josephus are
bvap/bverpog and dyng. In the principal passages just listed dvop/Sveipog
occurs forty-three times” and Oyig twenty-one times.”® In addition,
£vOmViov occurs six times and @avtacpa three times.” These terms are
fairly evenly distributed throughout the major passages; that is, it is not
the case that one term is concentrated in one or two narratives and
another term in another narrative.

On the whole, Josephus does not make precise distinctions among the
various terms that he uses for dreams and dreamlike experiences. He fre-
quently uses dvap/Oveypog and Sy interchangeably to denote the same
experience.”® His usage of &vinviov and ¢avtaouo is similarly impre-
cise.” A good illustration of the near equivalence of all these terms in
Josephus is provided by his account of Pharaoh’s dream and its interpre-
tation in Antiquities 2.75~86. At the beginning of this passage, he reports
that Pharaoh “saw in his dreams two visions” (dyelg évumviov
Beaocduevog 800) along with their explanations; upon awakening, he
remembered the “dreams” (Ovewpdtov), but forgot the explanations
(2.75). In 2.80 the expression Ovelpdtav dyeig is used with reference to
the same experience. Up to this point, Josephus is at least consistent in
using &yeig to designate the two dream episodes that together constituted
the dream experience as a whole; but in 2.82, these two episodes are indi-
vidually termed dyng, pavraoua, and dvap. 1 repeat the point: Josephus
does not, on the whole, make precise distinctions among the various
terms for dreams.

Two features of his usage require further comment. First, as the
account of Pharaoh’s dream illustrates, Josephus sometimes uses com-
pound phrases that combine two different terms for dreams—we encoun-
tered Oyewg Evonviwy in Antiquities 2.75 and dveparov dyeg in 2.80.
In War 3.353, describing his own experience at Jotapata, he speaks of
“the horrible images of his recent dreams” (1a QPIKGST TV TPOCEATMY
oveipwv . . . paviaouata). When he uses compound phrases of this sort,
Josephus seems to be making a distinction between the individual epi-
sodes of a dream or the particular images seen in a dream, on the one
hand, and the dream experience as a whole on the other.

Second, it may be worth noting that Josephus does not use Gvap/
bveipog, his preferred term for dreams, to describe waking visions. He
seems to have assumed that revelatory visions ordinarily occurred in
sleep, that is, that they took the form of dreams. Most of his accounts of
such visions include the observation that the experience occurred while



60 Prophetic Figures

the visionary was sleeping.®® His biblical source, however, and perhaps
some of the other sources he used, preserved accounts of visions that were
in many respects like dreams, but were experienced while awake.
Accounts of two such waking visions are taken over by Josephus, for
example, from the biblical narrative about Daniel: Belshazzar’s vision of
the hand writing on the wall (Dan. 5 = Awnt. 10.232-47) and Daniel’s
vision at Susa (Dan. 8 = Ant. 10.269-76). Josephus does not use the term
Svap/Ovepog to describe visions of this sort, and it may be that he
reserved this term specifically for dreams, that is, for revelatory visions
experienced while sleeping.

In spite of the fact that Josephus makes this slight terminological dis-
tinction between dreams and waking visions, he does not seem to have
distinguished the two phenomena more generally. Apart from the obvi-
ous difference that one occurred when asleep and the other when awake,
he describes the two types of experiences in very much the same way, as
we shall see from numerous examples below. According to him, dreams
and waking visions have the same general significance and purpose (they
are sent by God, they predict the future, etc.) and work in the same way
(the dream or vision as a whole, or the images within it, signify certain
things); the process of interpretation is the same in both cases, and the
same professional interpreters are consulted. Since Josephus did not dis-
tinguish carefully between them, experiences of both sorts will be
included in the following survey.

General Characteristics of Revelatory Dreams
and Visions

First, Josephus distinguishes between ordinary dreams and significant,
revelatory dreams. This distinction is assumed throughout his works, but
is made explicit, for example, in Antiquities 2.11, in which Joseph’s first
dream is described as “a vision very different from the dreams that ordi-
narily visit us in sleep.” The phrase is an addition to the scriptural
account (Gen. 37.5) and emphasizes that revelatory dreams are somehow
different from ordinary ones.

Second, Josephus assumes that revelatory dreams and visions come
from God and are one means by which he communicates his will and
intentions to humans; this is true even when the recipients of dreams are
non-Jews. A few examples will suffice. In Antiquities 2.13 it is said that
“the Deity [t0 Osiov] ... sent Joseph a second vision.”® When the
prophet Daniel was called upon to interpret the dream of Nebuchadnez-
zar, he began by saying that “God wished to reveal to you in your sleep
all those who are to reign and sent you the following dream” (Ant.
10.205). Similarly, when asked to interpret the meaning of Belshazzar’s
vision of the hand writing on the wall, Daniel explained that “God had
become wrathful with him and was making known beforehand through
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this writing to what an end he must come™ (10.243). Josephus describes
the dreams that he himself recalled in the cave at Jotapata as those
“through which God had foretold to him the coming misfortunes of the
Jews and the future events relating to the Roman rulers” (War 3.351).
Later in the same passage, referring to his ability to interpret dreams, he
boasts that he was able to understand the meaning of “the ambiguous
utterances of the Deity” (td dpioiformg v7td 1o Yeiov Aeyoueva, 3.352),
the assumption being that the contents of revelatory dreams were, in
some sense, “utterances of the Deity.”

Third, it is possible to distinguish two basic types of revelatory
dreams, message dreams and symbolic dreams.® Message dreams are
those in which the Deity or some other heavenly figure or, less frequently,
a person appears and speaks to the dreamer. Symbolic dreams, on the
other hand, consist of a series of visual images that may be more or less
complex. I shall return to the question of how symbolic dreams were
thought to work and how they were interpreted.

Most of the symbolic dreams recorded by Josephus are entirely visual
experiences, though one or two include an auditory element. He regularly
begins the account of a symbolic dream with phrases such as “‘he saw in
his sleep” or “he thought he saw.””®® It accords with this emphasis on the
visual character of symbolic dreams that their contents, or the individual
elements of such dreams, are sometimes described as “what was seen” or
“the things that were seen.”® The images that appear in such dreams are
often derived from ordinary daily life, though they may appear in strange
combinations or sequences; sometimes, however, these images are more
fantastic and bizarre. The dreams from the Joseph narrative are of the
first sort, while the dreams and visions recorded in the book of Daniel are
of the second type. We shall see below that Josephus attached some
importance to this distinction,

Message dreams are primarily auditory experiences, though they also
include a visual element. In these dreams, a figure appears and speaks to
the dreamer. The dream that Josephus himself claims to have experi-
enced in Galilee, early in the war, is of this type (Life 208-10). He had
decided, under pressure from opponents, to resign his post as commander
of the Jewish forces in Galilee, but changed his mind partly as a result of
“‘a marvelous dream.” In this dream, a figure appeared to him—whether
human or angelic we are not told—and exhorted him to take heart and
not to be afraid: he would be promoted to greatness and would enjoy good
fortune, and would lead his troops against the Romans.®® The dream of
Glaphyra, the wife of Archelaus, recorded in War 2.114-16 and in Antig-
uities 17.349-53 is also a message dream. In this case, the figure who
appears in the dream and speaks is a recognizable human figure, Gla-
phyra’s first husband, Alexander, now dead. He reproaches her for taking
a third husband and warns that he is going to reclaim her for himself.
According to Josephus, she died a few days later.
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The selection of dreams on which I have based this study is misleading
in that it suggests that accounts of symbolic dreams are more frequent in
Josephus than reports of message dreams. Apart from the main passages
surveyed here, there is only one other account of a symbolic dream in
Josephus (Ant. 5.218-22 = Jgs. 7.9-15). Most of the dreams he records
are message dreams, while a few are mixed in form %

Fourth, both message dreams and symbolic dreams are described by
Josephus as strange and extraordinary experiences. I have already men-
tioned Antiquities 2.11, which distinguishes revelatory dreams from “the
dreams that ordinarily visit us in sieep.” In other passages, revelatory
dreams are described as “‘wonderful” or “‘marvelous.” The adjective most
frequently employed in this context is Savpdotog or Yavpootoc. We
have already seen that Josephus describes his own dream of reassurance
in Galilee as “a marvelous dream” (Savpdoiov otov dveipov, Life 208).
In Antiquities 2.13 Joseph’s second dream is described as “far more mar-
velous [Qavpocimtépav] than the first.” Similarly, Pharaoh’s second
dream is said to have been “more wondrous” (Savpacudtepov) than the
first (2.82). In 10.195 Nebuchadnezzar's first dream is described as “won-
derful” (Sovpactov). Belshazzar’s vision of the hand writing on the wall
is described as “wonderful” (Javpdoiov) and “portentous” (tephotiov,
10.232). Many other examples could be given.

Related to the strange quality of revelatory dreams and visions is the
fact that the dreamer or visionary is frequently said to be disturbed or
agitated in some way by the dream or vision. Upon awakening from his
dreams, Pharaoh felt “oppressed” (dy36uevog) by what he had seen (A4nt.
2.75).*” Belshazzar was “troubled” (tapaydeic) by his vision (10.234).%
Daniel’s reaction to the vision at Susa is described in the same way
(10.269).%¥ Josephus speaks of the “dreadful” (ppixdn) images of his
own dreams ( War 3.353).

In the case of complex symbolic dreams, much of the unsettling effect
of the experience results from the highly symbolic and obscure character
of the dreams and from the fact that they often seem to bode ill, though
the dreamer does not understand their precise meaning. Relatively sim-
ple symbolic dreams do not cause the same sort of anxiety.”® Message
dreams, as we have seen, consist of clear and intelligible speech and not
a series of images; they cause either joy or distress, depending on the mes-
sage they communicate. Before his dream in Galilee, Josephus had
decided in despair to quit his post as general; afterward, he says, he was
eager to carry on with his mission. Presumably Glaphyra was less cheered
by the tidings brought by her dead husband.

Fifth, As many of the examples already considered illustrate, sym-
bolic dreams serve primarily to predict the future. This is true of the
dreams that Josephus claims to have remembered in the cave at Jotapata
as well as the other symbolic dreams he records. He describes his own
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dreams as those “through which God forecast [tpogonpavev] to him the
coming misfortunes of the Jews [td4¢ . . . peAhodoog . . . copuEopds . . .
"lovdaiowv] and the future events relating to the Roman rulers [td nepi
toug Pouaionv Baciieic sodueva]” (War 3.351). As a result of this expe-
rience, he realized that God had chosen him “to announce the things that
are to come” [td pEAAovTa ginsiv, 3.354). Immediately after his surren-
der, as we have seen, he predicted to Vespasian that he would become
emperor. The content of message dreams is more variable, but all of them
include an element of prediction.

Though these dreams and visions all concern events in the future,
there is considerable variation both in the timescale involved and in the
scope of the events predicted. Some dreams predict events for the imme-
diate future, some for the more distant future, and some for the very dis-
tant future. The dream of Pharaoh’s butler indicated that he would be
released from prison “within three days” (4nt. 2.65). Events under Anti-
ochus Epiphanes, on the other hand, had been predicted “many years”
in advance by Daniel, on the basis of his visions (10.276). As we saw in
chapter 1, Josephus believed that Daniel had predicted events that
occurred in the Roman period, and even events that were still to come
from his own (Josephus’) point of view.

There is also considerable diversity in the scope of the events pre-
dicted in dreams. Some concern the personal destinies of individuals,
while others relate to the events of history on the grandest scale. The
dreams of Josephus himself offer a contrast in this respect. The message
dream recorded in Life 20810 concerns his personal fortunes quite nar-
rowly. The dreams that he recalls in the cave at Jotapata, on the other
hand, have to do with God’s purposes on a vast scale.

Sixth, we saw in chapter | that Josephus believed that the fact that
God made predictions through his spokesmen, the prophets, was evi-
dence of his providential care for his people. This was also the case when
these predictions were believed to have come in the form of dreams. 1
quoted Josephus’ concluding comments on the predictions of Daniel
(Ant. 10.277-80) near the end of chapter 1, but one or two further exam-
ples may be given here. At the conclusion of his account in the Antiquities
of the dreams of Archelaus and Glaphyra, Josephus makes the following
editorial comment:

1 do not consider such stories extraneous to my history, since they concern
these royal persons and, in addition, they provide instances of something
bearing on the immortality of the soul and of the way in which God’s prov-
idence [rpopfideln] embraces human affairs; therefore I have thought it
well to speak of this. (17.354)"

The “immortality of the soul” is demonstrated, 1t seems, by the fact that
a dead person, in this case Alexander, the husband of Glaphyra, can
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appear in a dream and speak, and God’s providential care is shown by the
fact that he warns individuals of their fate through dreams.*

A passage from the Joseph narrative reveals a similar understanding.
After interpreting Pharaoh’s dreams to mean that there would be seven
years of plenty in Egypt followed by seven years of famine, Joseph
encourages Pharaoh to take the practical measures necessary to prevent
devastation by famine. He tells the king, “it is not to distress human
beings that God foreshows to them that which is to come, but that fore-
warned they may use their sagacity to alleviate the trials announced when
they befall” (Ant. 2.86).

Seventh, and finally, many dreams that concern events in the future
also serve to clarify both the past and the present; for that reason, they
should not be considered exclusively predictive. The dreams that Jose-
phus remembered at Jotapata concerned future events—disasters for the
Jews, world rule for the Romans. But, as we saw above, he claims that
they also led him to interpret the events of his own day in a new way and
to adopt a new role for himself.

As has become evident from the preceding discussion, the dreams that
Josephus describes in War 3.351-54 fall into the category of symbolic
dreams: his report suggests that they consisted of a series of “horrible”
images whose meaning was unclear; they had to be interpreted before
their significance could be understood. In what follows I shall consider
more closely the question of how such dreams were thought to work and
how they were interpreted.

How Symbolic Dreams Work

Symbolic dreams as a whole or the individual images within them were
believed to signify certain things or events in the real world. The two
terms most frequently used by Josephus in this connection are onuaive
and dnAdw.” A review of one or two passages from the Antiquities will
illustrate the use of these terms and will provide some examples of sym-
bolic dreams and their interpretations.

While in prison, Pharaoh’s baker had a dream that he reported to
Joseph in the following way:

“I thought,” he said, “that I was carrying three baskets on my head, two
filled with loaves, and the third with dainties and various meats of the sort
that are prepared for kings, when birds flew down and devoured them all,
heedless of my efforts to scare them away.” (4nt. 2.71)*

He asked Joseph to explain to him “what the things he had seen might
mean” (ti. . . dnrodv fodAetar td . . . 6@BEVTa, 2.70). Joseph informed
him that the baskets “signified” (omuaivewy) that he had only two days to
live, ““and that on the third day he would be crucified and become food
for the fowls, utterly powerless to defend himself” (2.72-73).
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Nebuchadnezzar’s dream is described by Josephus’ Daniel in the fol-
lowing way:

You seemed to see a great image standing up, of which the head was of gold,
the shoulders and arms of silver, the belly and thighs of bronze and the legs
and feet of iron. Then you saw a stone break off from a mountain and fall
upon the image and overthrow it, breaking it to pieces and leaving not one
part of it whole, so that the gold and silver and bronze and iron were made
finer than flour, and, when the wind blew strongly, they were caught up by
its force and scattered abroad; but the stone grew so much larger that the
whole earth seemed to be filled with it. (4nz. 10.206-7)

The interpretation of the dream reads:

“This, then, is the dream which you saw; as for its interpretation, it is as
follows. The head of gold represents [£8AAov] you and the Babylonian kings
who were before you. The two hands and shoulders signify [onpaivovoiv]
that your empire will be brought to an end by two kings. But their empire
will be destroyed by another king from the west, clad in bronze, and this
power will be ended by still another, like iron, that will have dominion for
ever through its iron nature,” which, he said, is harder than that of gold or
silver or bronze. And Daniel also revealed to the king the meaning of the
stone, but I have not thought it proper to relate this. (4nt. 10.208-10)

In both of these cases, the individual images seen in the dream are under-
stood to point to or signify certain events in the real world. These real
events are sometimes referred to as “the things that are signified” by the
dream.®” The task of the dream interpreter is to translate or decode the
images presented in the dream, that is, to make the correct correlation
between the dream images and the real events that they signify,

The Interpretation of Symbolic Dreams

Josephus does not seem to have taken much of a speculative interest in
the question of how symbolic dreams were interpreted, which is rather
surprising given his general interest in dreams and their interpretation.
He does not expound a theory on the topic, and the terminology he uses
to describe dream interpretation is varied and does not point toward any
one method or set of methods.”® Examination of his accounts of the inter-
pretation of symbolic dreams does, however, yield some information that
may help us to understand the report of his experience at Jotapata more
fully.

The first point to be made is a negative one: apart from the account
in War 3.351-54, Josephus nowhere refers to the use of scripture to inter-
pret symbolic dreams. It is sometimes suggested that his reports about the
Essenes show that he believed that they practiced this sort of dream inter-
pretation. The connection is almost there, but not quite. In War 2.159
Josephus says that the Essene¢s were able to predict the future in part
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because of their knowledge of “sacred books” and “‘sayings of prophets™;
in another passage, he tells the story of the interpretation of a symbolic
dream by Simon the Essene (War 2.112-13; Ant. 17.345-48); but he does
not directly connect scripture and the interpretation of dreams in these
passages in the way that he does in War 3.351-54. It is sometimes argued
that the account concerning Simon itself—that is, even apart from War
2.159—describes the interpretation of dreams with the aid of scripture,
but this argument cannot be sustained. I shall consider the problem in
detail in chapter 3.

A second point arising from a reading of Josephus’ accounts of sym-
bolic dreams and their interpretation concerns the role of inspiration in
the process of interpreting dreams. Josephus seems to have graded sym-
bolic dreams in terms of their complexity and, correspondingly, to have
distinguished the sort of gifts that were required for their interpretation.
Even here, he does not systematize, but makes what seem to be intuitive
distinctions. In some cases, the meaning of a symbolic dream is self-evi-
dent and requires no interpretation. The two dreams of the young Joseph
fall into this category (4nt. 2.11-16).” The correspondence between the
images of these dreams and the real events that they signify is so obvious
that those to whom Joseph reports the dreams are said to understand their
meaning immediately.

Most of the symbolic dreams recorded by Josephus are more complex
than this and require expert interpretation before their meaning can be
understood. Even within this category, Josephus seems to have distin-
guished between relatively simple and relatively complex dreams. In
more simple symbolic dreams, the images seen by the dreamer are drawn
from ordinary life and are relatively easy to understand, at least relatively
easy for the expert interpreter to understand. The dreams of Pharaoh’s
butler (4nt. 2.63-69) and baker (2.70-73) and of Pharaoh himself (2.74-
86) belong to this category.

Dreams of this sort were interpreted in a fairly straightforward way
through what might be described as a process of analogical reasoning. The
interpreter considered the sequence of events depicted in the dream, the
characteristic properties or associations of the images that were seen, and
any information that was known about the character and circumstances
of the dreamer; taking all of this into account, he offered an interpretation
of the dream. Let us consider an example. In Antiquities 2.64 Pharaoh’s
butler describes a dream in which he saw a vine with three branches full
of ripe grapes; he pressed the grapes into a cup and offered the cup to
Pharaoh, who received it graciously. Joseph concludes that the dream is
a favorable one, since

the fruit of the vine was given by God to human beings as a blessing, seeing
that it is offered in libation to Himself and serves humans as a pledge of
fidelity and friendship, terminating feuds, banishing the sufferings and sor-
rows of those who take it to their lips, and wafting them down into delight.
(Ant. 2.66)%
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The fact that Pharaoh accepted the cup graciously is taken to mean that
the butler would be released from prison and would return to Pharaoh’s
service (2.76). The three branches indicate that this would happen within
three days (2.76). Josephus has given a fuller account of the interpretation
of the dream than is given in the Bible, but the process of interpretation
he describes is essentially the same as that suggested by the biblical
account (Gen. 40.9-13). Symbolic dreams of this relatively simple type,
then, were interpreted in a fairly straightforward, analogical way: the
meaning assigned to the persons, objects, or events seen in such a dream
was largely determined by the meaning these persons or things had in
ordinary life.

Another type of symbolic dream, represented by the dreams and
visions of the Daniel narrative, is more complex. In these dreams, the
images seen by the dreamer are more fantastic and bizarre, and the cor-
relation between dream-image and real event more obscure. In the case
of these more complex dreams, analogical interpretation, as just
described, was not possible, since the strange images seen in such dreams
had no obvious analogues in the real, everyday world. Some other
method of interpretation was required for dreams of this sort. Josephus
gives no indication of the precise method or methods that were used in
such cases.

According to Josephus, the interpretation of both types of symbolic
dreams-—relatively simple and complex-—required knowledge or wis-
dom of an esoteric sort. When he introduces the story of Joseph, he says
that Jacob favored him above all his other sons partly because he was
superior to them in “understanding” (ppovnoig, Ant. 2.9).* In the rest of
the narrative, “understanding,” “intelligence” (cOveoig), and “wisdom™
(copin) are all connected with the interpretation of dreams.!® A similar
connection is made in the Daniel narrative, though cogia-terminology
predominates there,'!

It is important to notice that dream interpretation belongs to the
sphere of esoteric wisdom rather than practical wisdom. Practical wisdom
concerns the conduct and understanding of ordinary human affairs; eso-
teric wisdom deals with secrets and mysteries, with things that are hidden
from view and incomprehensible by normal rational means. ! According
to Josephus, both Joseph and Daniel were experts in this sort of esoteric
wisdom. He explains that the name given to Joseph by Pharaoh meant
“discoverer of secrets” (kpuntdv evpeTnc) and was given to him in view
of his “amazing intelligence” (16 napuddéov 1fig ovvéoewg, Ant. 2.91).'"
In the narrative about Daniel in the Antiquities there is a strong and
repeated insistence on the fact that the wisdom possessed by Daniel was
the sort that enabled him to understand mysteries that were beyond the
comprehension of others. To consider just one example, when the pro-
fessional wise men of the Babylonian court were unable to interpret the
vision seen by Belshazzar, the king was urged to summon Daniel, who is
described in this context as “a wise man and skilful in discovering things
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beyond human power and known only to God” (10.237).' Of course,
practical and esoteric wisdom are not entirely unrelated. Both Joseph and
Daniel excelled as practical men of affairs, just as they surpassed their
contemporaries in the esoteric arts. Probably anyone who possessed eso-
teric wisdom would also be expected to be able to advise on practical mat-
ters, but the reverse is not the case: esoteric wisdom is more than an abun-
dance of practical wisdom.

As is the case everywhere in Jewish tradition, this kind of esoteric wis-
dom is regarded by Josephus partly as an acquired skill and partly as a gift
from God. On the one hand, it requires special training or education.
Daniel and his companions received such an education at the court of
Nebuchadnezzar (Ant. 10.186-89, 194). According to Josephus, Joseph,
too, was educated in Egypt (4nt. 2.39), though the Bible (Gen. 39.1-6)
says nothing of this. On the other hand, however, esoteric wisdom is not
regarded purely or solely as an acquired skill. Especially in Josephus’ nar-
rative about Daniel, there is a strong emphasis on the fact that the kind
of wisdom required to interpret dreams comes from God.'%

In general, Josephus’ understanding of these matters is close to the
views expressed or presupposed in the Bible. On this last point, however,
he diverges from scripture in a significant way. In the Bible, both Joseph
and Daniel are presented as inspired figures, and it is stressed that their
ability to interpret dreams is a gift that comes from God.' Josephus has
retained this emphasis in the case of Daniel, but not in the case of
Joseph.'”” In Genesis 40.8 Pharaoh’s butler and baker explain to Joseph
why they are so downcast: “We have had dreams, and there is no one to
interpret them.” Joseph invites them to tell him their dreams, adding,
“Do not interpretations belong to God?” Similarly, when Pharaoh sum-
mons Joseph to interpret his dream, the latter replies, “It is not in me;
God will give Pharaoh a favorable answer” (Gen. 41.16). When Joseph
successfully interprets the dream and offers practical advice, Pharaoh
concludes that God had revealed these things to him (41.39), and that he
has the spirit of God in him (41.38).

Josephus has omitted all these statements.'”® The omissions occur in
sections of the narrative where he otherwise follows the Bible quite closely
and can hardly be accidental.'® I suggest that he has eliminated the ref-
erence to the spirit of God in Genesis 41.38 and the other passages that
imply that Joseph’s ability to interpret dreams came from God because
he believed that the interpretation of relatively simple symbolic dreams
like those described in the Joseph narrative required only a low-grade
type of esoteric wisdom. Even this, to be sure, was still esoteric wisdom,
and as such was considered at least partly a gift from God. But it could
not compare with the higher gift required to interpret more complex and
fantastic dreams like those described in the book of Daniel. Only when
the spiritual gift involved is of this higher order does Josephus speak of
inspiration.'"’
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This still does not tell us precisely how Josephus thought that complex
symbolic dreams were interpreted, but it does have implications for our
understanding of the Jotapata narrative. It is often said that Josephus pre-
sents himself in this narrative as a second Joseph, but in light of the pres-
ent discussion, it might be more accurate to say that he presents himself
as a second Daniel, for, as we have seen, he claims to have been “divinely
inspired” (Evdovg yevouevog) to understand the meaning of his dreams
(War 3.353). We can now see more clearly that this is a substantial claim.
Josephus is not claiming to possess the kind of esoteric wisdom possessed
by Joseph (though that, in itself, would not have been an insubstantial
claim), but rather the superior kind of esoteric wisdom possessed by
Daniel, a man whom Josephus rated as “one of the greatest prophets™
(Ant. 10.266).

The Mechanics of Interpretation
in War 3.351-54

The preceding review of Josephus® other accounts of revelatory dreams
and their interpretation has not provided much information about the
role of scripture and inspiration in the interpretation of the dreams
referred to in War 3.351-54. Let us return to consider more closely what
Josephus says in that passage.

In War 3.352 Josephus claims that he was able to “interpret,” or
“understand correctly,” the ambiguous messages sent by God in the form
of dreams, It seems to be a general claim, which suggests that he had inter-
preted other dreams before the Jotapata incident. The verb he uses for
“interpret” here, cupBaiim, tells us nothing in itself about which partic-
ular method or methods of interpretation he employed.'"! In 3.353 Jose-
phus comes closer to giving a description of the interpretive process, but
even this does not take us very far: he was divinely inspired by the proph-
ecies of the sacred books, and “drew out of himself” (ondooag) the images
of his dreams, and (he implies) suddenly understood what God was trying
to tell him. This sounds like the kind of decoding process that was nec-
essary before the meaning of a symbolic dream could be determined. In
this case, it appears that the individual images of Josephus’ dreams
(remembering the significance of the compound phrase ¢ td®v dveipov
oavtaouota) were decoded with the aid of certain prophecies from scrip-
ture.

More than this cannot be said with certainty. The precise role of inspi-
ration, in particular, remains unclear. We saw earlier that the passage
refers to the inspired interpretation of dreams with the aid of scripture,
and not the inspired interpretation of scripture: Josephus says that he was
inspired “‘by” the prophecies of the sacred books, not that he was inspired
“to read their meaning,” as the LCL translates.''? He was able to under-
stand the meaning of scripture, he claims, because of his status and train-
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ing as a priest. It remains unclear, however, what Josephus means, posi-
tively, when he says that he was divinely inspired “by” the prophecies in
scripture to understand the meaning of his dreams. Otto Betz has sug-
gested that he may have believed that God had directed him, in his hour
of need, to just the right texts that would enable him to decipher his
dreams.''® That is as good a suggestion as any and better than most.

More could probably be said if Josephus had reported the contents of
his dreams or indicated which prophecies he used to interpret them, but
he did neither. The scholarly literature abounds in speculation about the
identity of the prophecies referred to in War 3.352-53, but no agreement
has been reached on the question. It is often suggested or assumed that
the text Josephus had in mind was the “ambiguous oracle” mentioned in
War 6.312-13, according to which someone from Judaea was to become
ruler of the world.!'* There is, however, no reason to suppose this was the
case.''> In War 3.351-54 Josephus speaks of prophecies in the plural, and
he nowhere draws any connection between his experience at Jotapata and
the oracle referred to in War 6.312-13. It must be remembered that the
content of the revelation at Jotapata was extremely broad. The message
that came to Josephus in the cave concerned not only Vespasian’s rise to
power (the subject, according to Josephus, of the oracle in War 6.312-
13), but also God’s plans for the Romans and the Jews on a grand scale.
We do not know how these various elements fit together in Josephus’
mind. Did he come to believe that God was about to make Vespasian
emperor and conclude from this that he was promoting the Romans to
world dominance and punishing his own people, the Jews? Or did he
begin from the insight that God was punishing the Jews for their sins and
infer from this that the Romans and Vespasian were his chosen instru-
ments? Other combinations can be imagined. If we consider the com-
plexity and very general character of the revelation, and remember that
Josephus included a wide range of texts under the heading of “prophecy”
(recall Against Apion 1.37-41), then it will be apparent that a large num-
ber of passages from scripture might have served to interpret the dreams
he describesin War 3.351-54. Itis impossible to identify the ones he actu-
ally used without knowing a great deal more than we do about the expe-
rience,

Typological Correspondences Between Josephus
and the Ancient Prophets

There is evidence of a rather different sort that suggests that Josephus
thought of himself as a figure very much like the prophets of old. In an
article published in 1980, David Daube describes a kind of typological
thinking that plays an important role in human understanding generally
and that has been especially prominent in parts of the Jewish and Chris-
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tian religious traditions.''* He points out that the way in which we under-
stand and respond to a given person, place, thing, or event is always to
sor-.e extent determined by previous experiences of a similar sort. He pro-
vides illustrations of this phenomenon from many different realms of
human experience, among them: a man may marry a particular woman
because she reminds him of his mother; a historian might describe Stalin
as a modern Ivan the Terrible or compare modern Munich with ancient
Athens; the parting of the Jordan at the time of the entry into the prom-
ised land may be understood as a repetition of the parting of the Red Sea
at the time of the exodus from Egypt. The influence of past exemplars
may be very great or relatively small in any given case; the comparison
may be conscious or completely unconscious; but in every case there is
some transfer from the past that affects the interpretation of the present.

The process, moreover, is a circular one, because the transfer from the
earlier experience to the later in turn affects the way in which the earlier,
model experience is understood: having married a woman who reminds
him of his mother, our man will no doubt find that his mother begins to
remind him more and more of his wife; once the historian begins to think
of Stalin as a modern Ivan, then features of Stalin’s personality and career
may be retrojected back onto Ivan; and so on. This retroeffect of the orig-
inal comparison serves to strengthen the link between the two experi-
ences.

Daube cites one relatively trivial example from the religious realm
that illustrates the circular nature of this kind of typological thought and
the sort of anachronism it sometimes produces.''” In Matthew 23.2 there
is a reference to “the chair of Moses.” The rabbis of the tannaitic period
(roughly from 20-200 c.E.) thought of themselves as Moses-like figures;
he was for them the ideal teacher, and they self-consciously modeled
themselves on him. But the influence ran in the opposite direction as well.
By the time Matthew 23.2 was written, the most revered teachers of the
law evidently sat on a special chair, and, as a result of the kind of retro-
effect described above, it was supposed that Moses, too, had had such a
chair. The retrofigurement reinforces the original link.

As Daube notes, there is no evidence that Josephus was, in general,
any more typological in his thinking than other Jews or other historians
of his day. His treatment of his own role, however, forms something of
an exception.''® Daube has noted dozens of typological correspondences
between Josephus’ description of himself and his description of certain
ancient Israelite prophets, in particular Jeremiah, Daniel, Joseph, and
Esther-Mordecai.!’? These parallels suggest that Josephus understood
himself, or at least wished to present himself, as a figure very much like
these ancient heroes. I shall not review all of Daube’s evidence here.
Instead, I want to focus on the two figures who were the most important
models for Josephus, Jeremiah and Daniel. In each case, I shall take up
one point that Daube mentions in passing and develop it more fully.
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Finally, I shall say a word about Joseph, since it is so often thought that
he served as a model for Josephus.

Jeremiah

In the speech that he claims to have delivered to the rebels in Jerusalem
late in the revolt (War 5.362-419), Josephus cites a series of positive and
negative examples from the history of Israel to illustrate the principle that
military success does not depend on strength of arms, but on God’s bless-
ing and assistance.'® The first of the negative examples comes from the
period shortly before the destruction of the first temple:

When the king of Babylon besieged this city, our king Zedekiah having,
contrary to the prophetic warnings of Jeremiah, given him battle, was him-
self taken prisoner and saw the town and the temple levelled to the ground.
(5.391)

Josephus goes on to argue that the rebels of his own generation have even
less reason to hope for success in war than the Jews of Jeremiah’s day. His
argument implies a comparison between the situation in his own day and
that in the time of Jeremiah, and a comparison between himself and the
ancient prophet:

Yet, how much more moderate was that monarch [Zedekiah] than your
leaders, and his subjects than you! For, though Jeremiah loudly proclaimed
that they were hateful to God for their transgressions against Him, and
would be taken captive unless they surrendered the city, neither the king
nor the people put him to death. But you—to pass over those scenes within,
for it would be beyond me adequately to portray your enormities—you, I
say, assail with abuse and missiles me who exhort you to save yourselves,
exasperated at being reminded of your sins and intolerant of any mention
of those crimes which you actually perpetrate every day. (5.391-93)

The comparison with Jeremiah is not completely ridiculous. There
are important biographical parallels between the ancient prophet and
Josephus.'?' Both men were priests.'” Both interpreted the war in which
their people were involved as divine punishment for sins; both predicted
victory for the foreign enemy and urged their compatriots to surrender.'?
Both were accused of deserting to the enemy, an accusation that was true
in Josephus’ case, though not in Jeremiah’s.'* Both suffered abuse at the
hands of their own people. In the passage just quoted, Josephus says that
he was “assailed with abuse and missiles™ by the rebels in Jerusalem, and
reports elsewhere in the War provide examples of such treatment.'* Jere-
miah was accused of breaking down the spirit of the people with his pre-
dictions of defeat.'?® He was also imprisoned by his own people more than
once, in rather more difficult conditions than those endured by Jose-
phus.'?” Both Josephus and Jeremiah, moreover, had to contend with
prophets who promised the people deliverance. As we shall see in chapter
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4, Josephus describes the so-called sign prophets of his own day in a way
reminiscent of his description of the prophetic opponents of Jeremiah,
calling them ““false prophets” and “deceivers.” Finally, as I noted in chap-
ter 1, Josephus believed that Jeremiah had predicted the destruction of
Jerusalem by the Romans (4nt. 10.79); this was, then, one more thing
that, from Josephus’ point of view, united them.'*

In what follows, I wish to draw attention to one way in which Jose-
phus has strengthened the parallels between his own preaching and the
message of Jeremiah. This particular case furnishes a good example of
what Daube describes as retrofigurement, whereby features of one’s own
life or activity are transposed back onto an eartier individual.

I have already considered evidence from the War that suggests that
Josephus had a special concern for the temple and its sanctity: when
describing the sins of the rebels, he concentrates especially on their
alleged sins against the temple and he portrays the Romans, particularly
Titus, as protectors of the temple. This concern for the temple is espe-
cially evident in the speech in War 5 from which I quoted earlier; that is,
precisely in the speech in which Josephus compares himself with Jere-
miah.'?

There is no evidence that the prophet Jeremiah displayed a similarly
exaggerated concern for the temple, though the temple does figure in
some of his recorded pronouncements.'* Josephus, however, has intro-
duced specific references to the temple in several places in his account
concerning Jeremiah in the Antiguities. In Jeremiah 36.2, for example,
the scroll written by Baruch at Jeremiah’s dictation is said to contain “all
the words that I [Jeremiah] have spoken to you against Israel and Judah
and all the nations™; according to Josephus, it concerned “the things
which were to befall the city and the temple and the people” (4nt. 10.93).
As we shall see, the collocation of city and temple occurs frequently in the
Jeremiah narrative in the Antiquities. In Jeremiah 38.17-18, the
prophet’s advice to Zedekiah is recorded as follows:

Thus says the Lord, the God of hosts, the God of Israel, if you will surrender
to the princes of the king of Babylon, then your life shall be spared, and this
city shall not be burned with fire, and you and your house shall live. But if
you do not surrender to the princes of the king of Babylon, then this city
shall be given into the hand of the Chaldeans, and they shall burn it with
fire, and you shall not escape from their hand.

The oracle includes a warning against the city and the royal house, but
does not specifically mention the temple. In his version of this passage,
Josephus notes that Jeremiah advised Zedekiah to surrender the city, and
continues:

This, he [Jeremiah] said, God prophesied to the king through him, if,
indeed, he wished to be saved and to escape the impending danger and not
have the city brought down to the ground and the temple burned, for, if he
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disobeyed this warning he would be the cause of these calamities to the
inhabitants of the city and of the disaster to himself and all his house. (4#¢.
10.126; emphasis mine)

In Antiquities 10.128 Josephus summarizes Jeremiah 38.20-23, and
once again adds a specific reference to the temple where none exists in
scripture:

The prophet, however, bade him [Zedekiah] take courage, and said that his
apprehension of punishment was groundless, for he should suffer no harm
by surrendering to the Babylonians, neither he himself nor his children nor
his wives, and that the temple, moreover, should remain unharmed.'*

In another passage, Josephus adds a reference to the temple to one of Jere-
miah’s predictions of future restoration. The biblical promise reads:

For thus says the Lord: When seventy years are completed for Babylon, [
will visit you, and I will fulfil to you my promise and bring you back to this
place. . . . I will restore your fortunes and gather you from all the nations
and all the places where I have driven you, says the Lord, and I will bring
you back to the place from which I sent you into exile. (Jer. 29.10, 14)

In Antiquities 10.113 Josephus gives his version of this promise:

At that time, by overthrowing the Babylonians, the Persians and Medes will
free us from servitude to them, and, when we have been sent back by them
to this land, we shall once more build the temple and restore Jerusalem.'*

Further examples of this phenomenon could be cited,'>* but the point is
already clear: Josephus has strengthened the parallels between himself
and Jeremiah by attributing to the ancient prophet his own special con-
cern for the temple and its preservation.

Daniel

We have already seen that Josephus greatly admired the prophet Daniel.
A lengthy account of his career is given in Antiguities 10.186-281."* As
with Jeremiah, there are certain biographical parallels between Daniel
and Josephus. Both were of royal descent.'>® Both showed early prom-
ise.'*® Both were dreamers and interpreters of dreams, who rose to a posi-
tion of honor under a foreign ruler as a result of their skills. Both predicted
the defeat of the Jews by the Romans.'*’

In what follows, I wish to draw attention to a certain pattern that is
common to Josephus’ portrayal of himself in the Life and his portrayal
of Daniel in the Antiquities. According to this pattern, an innocent and
pious hero falls into danger as a result of the calumnies of envious oppo-
nents, but is rescued by the providence of God. The pattern is already
present to some extent in the book of Daniel, but Josephus has made it
clearer by explicitly identifying the motives of Daniel’s opponents and by
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emphasizing Daniel’s innocence. As we shall see, he has done this in a
way that reinforces the parallels between himself and the ancient prophet.

According to Daniel 6, when Darius conquered Babylon, he
appointed Daniel to one of the most important administrative posts in
the land and later decided to increase his authority (Dan. 6.1-3). As a
result, the other officials of the realm plotted to get rid of Daniel. Failing
to find any grounds for complaint as far as his administrative practices
were concerned, they concocted a scheme of a different sort for entrap-
ping him (6.4-9). They convinced Darius to pass a decree prohibiting the
offering of prayers to any god or man except the king, knowing that
Daniel, a pious Jew, would not cease his practice of praying to God three
times a day. When Daniel was caught praying in violation of the decree,
he was turned in to the king, who reluctantly cast him into the lions” den
(6.10-24).

Nothing is said in scripture about the motives of Daniel’s opponents,
though it is fairly evident that they were envious of his success, power,
and favor with the king. Josephus makes this explicit:

And so Daniel, being held in such great honour and such dazzling favour
by Darius and being the only one associated with him in all matters because
he was believed to have the divine in him, became a prey to envy [s¢Oo-
v}, for people are jealous [fuockaivovot] when they see others held by
kings in greater honour than themselves. (Anz. 10.250)"*

The same motives are attributed to Daniel’s enemies in Antiquities
10.256-57."%°

It is possible that the attribution of motives of envy and jealousy to
Daniel’s opponents is simply one example of a general tendency on the
part of Josephus to fill in and heighten the psychological aspects of the
stories he relates in the Antiquities."® As I noted above, though nothing
is said about the motives of Daniel’s opponents in scripture, it is reason-
ably clear that they acted out of jealousy and envy. It may be that Jose-
phus is simply making explicit what is already implicit in the biblical text,
and that no further explanation is required. But I think it is significant
that Josephus claims that many of his own personal enemies were moti-
vated by envy and jealousy. As we shall see, the parallels between himself
and the Daniel of the Antiquities in this respect extend beyond the
description of the motives of their enemies into a more general pattern of
description.

Josephus frequently claims that his archenemy, John of Gischala,
acted against him because he was envious or jealous of his good fortune.
According to Life 84--85, for example, John tried to persuade the inhab-
itants of Tiberias to abandon Josephus and ally themselves with him
because he was envious of the affection and loyalty that the Galilean pop-
ulation demonstrated for Josephus. '

The passage that immediately precedes the account of this particular
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episode of conflict between Josephus and John is of special interest in this
connection. In Life 77-79 Josephus describes the measures he took to
stabilize the situation in Galilee after the two priests who had been
appointed to serve as generals along with him had returned to Jerusalem.
Having made it clear that he had the situation well in hand, he remarks:
“I was now about thirty years old, at a time of life when, even if one
restrains his lawless passions, it is hard, especially in a position of high
authority, to escape the calumnies of envy [@006vog]” (80). He denies,
however, that there was any substance to the charges made against him
by envious opponents, and claims that he conducted himself in a per-
fectly upright way (except in one case, as we shall see). He “preserved
every woman’s honour” (80) and refrained from punishing John and his
Galilean supporters, even though (he says) he had many opportunities to
do so (82). The bulk of his denial, however, concerns charges of financial
improprieties:

I scorned all presents offered to me as having no use for them; I even
declined to accept from those who brought them the tithes which were due
to me as a priest. On the other hand, I did take a portion of the spoils after
defeating the Syrian inhabitants of the surrounding cities, and admit to hav-
ing sent these to my kinsfolk in Jerusalem. (80-81)

This protestation of innocence should be compared with the following
passage from Josephus’ Daniel narrative. It comes immediately after the
passage (Ant. 10.250) in which Josephus claims that Daniel’s enemies
were envious of his privileged relationship with the king;

But, although those who were resentful of the esteem in which he [Daniel]
was held by Darius sought some pretext for slander and accusation against
him, he never gave them a single cause, for, being superior to considerations
of money and scorning any kind of gain and thinking it most disgraceful to
accept anything even if it were given for a proper cause, he did not let those
who were envious of him find a single ground for complaint. (4az. 10.251)

The parallel passage in the book of Daniel (6.4) reads as follows:

Then the presidents and the satraps sought to find a ground for complaint
against Daniel with regard to the kingdom; but they could find no ground
for complaint or any fault, because he was faithful, and no error or fault was
found in him.

Josephus has expanded this passage by adding references to alleged finan-
cial improprieties, exactly the sort of charges against which he defends
himself in Life 80-82. He has also made it explicit, once again, that
Daniel’s enemies were “resentful of the esteem in which he was held by
Darius.”

The parallels go on. Josephus claims that, because he conducted him-
self in the honorable way described in Life 80-82, God preserved him
through the “numerous perils” that he faced in Galilee (83). Prominent
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among these perils were those posed by his envious friend, John of Gis-
chala.'* Daniel, too, was preserved by God when the accusations of his
enemies endangered him: he was saved from the lions “through the Deity
and His providence” (4nt. 10.260).'4

In another passage in the Life, Josephus describes his own situation
in a way that parallels his description of Daniel even more closely. In Life
422-23 he describes his treatment after the war:

When Titus had quelled the disturbances in Judaea, conjecturing that the
lands which I held at Jerusalem would be unprofitable to me, because a
Roman garrison was to be quartered there, he gave me another parcel of
ground in the plain. On his departure for Rome, he took me with him on
board, treating me with every mark of respect. On our arrival in Rome [
met with great consideration from Vespasian. He gave me a lodging in the
house which he had occupied before he became Emperor; he honoured me
with the privilege of Roman citizenship; and he assigned me a pension. He
continued to honour me up to the time of his departure from this life, with-
out any abatement in his kindness towards me.

He continues: “My privileged position excited envy and thereby exposed
me to danger” (423). He refers to a particular case, in which he was
accused by a certain Jew, Jonathan, of providing arms and money in sup-
port of an insurrection in Cyrene.'* But he indicates that this was not the
only case in which accusations were brought against him by envious
opponents; “Subsequently, numerous accusations against me were fab-
ricated by persons who envied me my good fortune; but, by the provi-
dence of God, I came safe through all” (425).

The parallel with Daniel in this instance is very marked: Josephus’
privileged position in relation to a foreign ruler—a position that he owed,
ultimately, to his ability to interpret dreams—Ieads to envy; envy leads
to accusations and danger; but God protects him through it all.

Joseph

It is often suggested that Josephus understood himself as a Joseph-like
figure, but the evidence in this case is not as convincing as in the cases of
Jeremiah and Daniel.'* There are biographical parallels, most of which
also connect Joseph and Daniel. Both Josephus and Joseph were dream-
ers and interpreters of dreams; both were promoted from the status of
prisoner to a position of honor as a result of successful dream interpre-
tations; both served foreign rulers; both were providentially protected by
God and promoted to greatness by him.

Josephus does not, however, elaborate on these themes in his treat-
ment of the biblical account in the Antiquities. He does make a few edi-
torial adjustments to the story that have the effect of strengthening the
connection between Joseph and himself. For example, as we saw above,
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he claims that Joseph was given “a liberal education” by Potiphar, his
Egyptian master, though nothing is said of this in scripture.'*® He also
emphasizes that Joseph’s brothers acted against him out of envy. Accord-
ing to scripture, his brothers hated him because their father loved him
more than any of them and because of his dreams, which portended
future greatness for him (Gen. 37.4-5, 8); in one passage, it is said that
they were jealous of him (37.11). Josephus explicitly states several times
that the brothers were envious or jealous of Joseph, and that it was for
this reason that they sought to kill him.'¥” But the theme of envy is entirely
restricted to the story of Joseph’s early relations with his brothers and
does not recur in the account of his later political career. It is not nearly
as central as in the Daniel narrative. All of this adds support to the sug-
gestion made above that Daniel was a more important model for Jose-
phus than was Joseph.

Conclusion

Josephus presents himself in two different, but overlapping, prophetic
roles. He appears, first, as a Jeremiah-like figure, a priest who denounces
sin and preaches repentance, whose message is that submission to foreign
rule is God’s will, who stands fast against the delusions of the false proph-
ets and rebels, and who is concerned, above all, with preserving God’s
holy temple. He claims to have been called to perform this role in a dra-
matic moment of revelation in which he appears, secondly, as a Daniel-
type figure, an esoteric wise man who can interpret the meaning of even
the most difficult dreams and omens, who understands the prophecies of
the sacred books, and who knows God’s plans for kings and kingdoms;
in this portrait, too, I noted a certain priestly element. Like Daniel, Jose-
phus was to rise to a position of prominence under a foreign ruler as a
result of his prophetic gifts and would be subject to accusations from envi-
ous opponents and rivals.

One question remains: how much of this self-portrait is true? That is,
how much of Josephus’ portrayal of himself as a prophet reflects what he
actually said and did and thought at the time of the events he is depicting,
and how much of it is a result of later reflection and literary elaboration?

This is, of course, an extraordinarily difficult question to answer.
There is no denying that the picture we now possess of Josephus as a
prophet has been refined and developed in various ways. For example,
the ideas that he claims first came to him in a moment of prophetic rev-
elation at Jotapata—that God was punishing the Jews for their sins and
that fortune had gone over to the Romans—have become major inter-
pretive themes in the War as a whole. Josephus also sometimes reinforces
the prophetic claims that he makes for himself by subtle changes in his
presentation of the ancient prophets. And it is probable that, with the pas-
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sage of time, Josephus’ image of himself as a prophet became clearer in
his own mind.

In my view, however, it is extremely unlikely that Josephus created
this image out of nothing. It is virtually certain, for one thing, that he
actually did predict to Vespasian that he would become emperor. The his-
toricity and the timing of the prediction have been questioned, but as
Daube has observed, the rewritings of the incident proposed by critics are
less plausible than Josephus’ own account.!*® Even if we grant that he
could not possibly have foreseen, in the summer of 67 C.E., the political
upheavals that would bring Vespasian to power two years later, he clearly
had nothing to lose and everything to gain by making the prediction when
he did. Coming as it did in a moment of crisis for him personally, this
insight may well have been experienced by him as prophetic.

We also know that Josephus joined the revolutionary cause after the
defeat of Cestius (if not before) and served as commander of the Jewish
forces in Galilee, but that he eventually came to the conclusion that the
war was not only hopeless but also against God’s will. It is perfectly rea-
sonable to suppose that this insight first came to him when he says it did,
after the fall of the city that he and his troops were defending and the col-
lapse of the whole Jewish war effort in Galilee, and at the moment when
he himself was faced with the prospect of death or imprisonment at the
hands of the enemy. Certainly he has elaborated the account of this
moment of insight and strengthened its prophetic character, but the basic
account he gives is completely plausible from a psychological point of
view.

Finally, we must bear in mind a point that Daube makes in connec-
tion with typology. There was a limit to the extent to which Josephus
could distort the portrayal of his own role in these events for the simple
reason that there were still people around who remembered what he had
actually done.'”” This means, for example, that although Josephus may
have elaborated the portrait of himself as a Jeremiah-like prophet of
repentance, it is very unlikely that he created it out of nothing. He prob-
ably really did walk around the walls of Jerusalem trying to persuade the
Jews inside that it was God’s will that they should surrender. And if he
really did this, then I see no reason to doubt his claim that he consciously
conceived of himself and presented himself, at the time, as a second Jere-
miah; the same comparison might, after all, occur to a Jew or a Christian
today who found himself or herself in a similar situation.
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The Essenes

In War 2.159 Josephus makes a general statement about the ability of
some of the Essenes to predict the future. Elsewhere in his works, he pro-
vides accounts of the activities of three individual Essene prophets: Judas
(War 1.78-80; Ant. 13.311-13), Menahem (A4nt. 15.373-79), and Simon
(War 2.112-13; Ant. 17.345-48). In this chapter, I shall examine these
passages in some detail and outline the general features of the type of
prophecy represented by the Essenes, which is similar in many ways to
that described in chapter 2 and represented by Josephus himself.

Two preliminary topics require discussion: first, the relationship
between the Essenes described by Josephus, Philo, and other classical
authors, and the community at Qumran known to us through the Dead
Sea Scrolls; and second, the question of the sources of Josephus’ reports
about the Essenes.

On the first point, I share the view of the majority of commentators
that the community at Qumran is to be identified as a branch of the wider
Essene movement. The evidence for this view has been described many
times and will not be repeated here.! Both the Scrolls and the classical
sources suggest that there were two basic types of Essenes, a celibate
group, whose members lived a separate existence, and another variety,
whose representatives married and had children and settled in towns and
villages. It is sometimes argued that these two types represent different
stages in the development of a unified Essene movement; that is, that the
entire party moved, over a period of time, from marrying and having chil-
dren to practicing celibacy, or vice versa. The evidence is better
explained, however, if we suppose that the two types of Essene commu-
nities existed at the same time: a celibate group at Qumran and various
noncelibate groups dispersed throughout the towns and villages of Jewish
Palestine.? The archaeological evidence suggests that no more than a few
hundred people ever occupied the site at Qumran at any one time.* Both
Josephus and Philo estimate the total number of Essenes at more than
four thousand.* If this last figure is even approximately correct, then the
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vast majority of Essenes lived outside of Qumran in the ordinary settled
areas of the country. We do not know precisely what the practical rela-
tionship was between the two basic types of communities, but that is not
very important for the purposes of this discussion.

In one passage (War 2.160) Josephus suggests that the two types of
Essenes differed only in their views on marriage, but we know from the
wider evidence that they were distinguished by other differences in prac-
tice, organization, and belief.’ In what follows, I shall try to keep the dif-
ferences between the celibate community at Qumran and other Essenes
clearly in mind; this is especially important since the individual Essene
prophets mentioned by Josephus were apparently not from Qumran.
Among the Scrolls, I shall refer to the Community Rule (1QS) as the chief
witness to the practices of the sectarians at Qumran, and to portions of
the Damascus Rule (CD) as the main evidence for the practices of Essenes
away from Qumran.®

Josephus knew that there were both celibate Essenes (4#nt. 18.21; War
2.120-21) and “another order” who married and had children (War
2.160-61), but he does not describe the two groups separately, and he
does not mention the settlement at Qumran; according to him, Essenes
settled “in every city” (War 2.124). Some of the statements he makes
about the Essenes are paralleled in the Community Rule, some in the
Damascus Rule; others have no parallel at all in the Scrolls. Sometimes
the practices Josephus describes combine elements that are separately
attested by the two major Rules.” He states, for example, that the Essenes
practiced both community of goods and hospitality: new members were
required to turn over all their property to the order (War 2.122; cf. Ant.
18.20), and in every city one person was appointed to provide visiting
members with clothing “and other necessaries” out of a common fund
(War 2.124-25). From the Scrolls, however, we learn that community of
goods was practiced by the sectarians at Qumran and not by those Essenes
represented by the Damascus Rule.® The latter were required to give at
least two days’ wages each month to the local overseer and judges, who
used this money to assist orphans, the poor, and other needy members of
the community (CD 14.12-16). Presumably members visiting from else-
where were provided for out of the same charitable fund. In this instance,
then, the Scrolls allow us to make a distinction that Josephus does not
make.

It is not my intention to provide a full discussion of the evidence from
the Scrolls in relation to the topics considered here, but rather to use this
material to check and supplement the evidence from Josephus in a fairly
general way. We have just seen that the Scrolls sometimes enable us to
distinguish those statements in Josephus that refer to the celibate branch
of the Essenes from those that refer to the marrying group. In other ways,
too, the evidence from the Scrolls can be used to clarify and fill in the
statements that Josephus makes about the Essenes. I shall occasionally



82 Prophetic Figures

refer to the other classical accounts of the Essenes, but I have made no
attempt to integrate these fully into the present discussion.’

It is important to bear in mind that there were probably more sub-
groups among the Essenes than are represented by the Community Rule
and the Damascus Rule. I have already mentioned that some of Josephus’
statements about the Essenes are not paralleled in either of these docu-
ments. In some or all of these cases, Josephus’ information may simply
be mistaken; but it is also possible that the unparalleled statements in his
accounts describe the practices of a group or groups not represented by
any of the Scrolls.'” For example, the Essenes represented by the Com-
munity Rule probably rejected the Jerusalem temple completely and did
not participate in any way in the worship conducted there; the Damascus
Rule, on the other hand, appears to presuppose more or less normal par-
ticipation in the temple cult. In Antiquities 18.19 Josephus describes a
third practice, which falls between these two: he claims that the Essenes
sent votive offerings to the temple, but did not sacrifice there because of
a disagreement about the purification rites required for entry.'! It may be
that Josephus is simply in error on this point; but it is also possible that
he is describing the practice of a group of Essenes otherwise unknown to
us. Similarly, neither the Damascus Rule nor any of the other Scrolls
speaks for a Jerusalem group; but the evidence from Josephus suggests
that there were Essenes who lived in Jerusalem. Finally, the three indi-
vidual Essene prophets mentioned by Josephus appear to belong neither
to the community at Qumran, nor to the type of community represented
by the Damascus Rule. This means that the two principal Rules cannot
tell us everything we should like to know about these figures; but it also
means that the present study may be expected to contribute to our general
knowledge of diversity within the Essene movement.

The second preliminary topic that has to be considered is the question
of the sources of Josephus’ reports about the Essenes, both his general
reports and his accounts concerning individual prophets. Josephus
claims to have “‘gone through” (sifjAdov) the sect of the Essenes, as well
as the Pharisees and Sadducees, sometime between the ages of sixteen and
nineteen (Life 10-12). Precisely what this means is unclear, but it seems
to imply that he received some kind of training in the central teachings
of each of the three parties. Even if we grant some credence to this claim,
rather than dismissing it as simply a literary topos, it is difficult to see how
such a basic training course could have provided Josephus with the kind
of detailed knowledge of Essene practices and beliefs displayed, for exam-
ple, in War 2.119-61; this is especially true when we consider the secrecy
surrounding the celibate branch of the sect and the long period of appren-
ticeship required for full entry. On other grounds, too, I consider it likely
that the general account in War 2.119-61 is from a literary source: it is
replaced in the Antiquities by a much shorter account (18.18-22), which
was almost certainly taken over from Philo (Every Good Man Is Free 75—
91) or from a common source.'*
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All three of Josephus’ reporis concerning individual Essene prophets
are well-defined literary units that stand out from their contexts. The
source of this material is uncertain. It is often assumed that the accounts
were taken over from the work of Nicolaus of Damascus, but the last of
them, concerning Simon, occurs after the point at which Nicolaus’ nar-
rative is generally thought to have ended (the accession of Archelaus).'* [
consider it most likely that these reports came from Jewish tradition, per-
haps even from Essene circles. This is impossible to prove, but it is worth
noting that one of the accounts is introduced in the War with the expres-
sion “they say” (paoiv, 2.112), one of several phrases that Josephus and
other historians sometimes used to introduce anonymous traditions.'

It is difficult to assess the historical reliability of Josephus’ reports
about these Essene prophets. The events they describe are less public than
those surrounding the sign prophets, for example, whom I shall consider
in chapter 4; these events also lay well in the past at the time Josephus was
writing. In addition, the reports have been shaped to reflect Josephus’
own interests and perceptions. On the other hand, there is nothing out-
rageously implausible about any of the accounts, and they may very well
preserve reminiscences of actual events.

The General Statement in War 2.159

Near the end of his longest description of the beliefs and practices of the
Essenes {War 2.119-61), Josephus writes that “there are some among
them who profess to foreknow the future, being educated in sacred books
and various purifications and sayings of prophets; and seldom, if ever, do
they err in their predictions” (2.159)." The passage is placed immediately
before the reference to the other order of Essenes who married and had
children {2.160-61), and thus seems to refer to the stricter, celibate group.
1 shall return to the question of the extent to which it might also describe
other Essenes.

The Study of “Sacred Books”

According to Josephus, when new recruits were formally admitted to the
Essene community, they were required to swear, among other things, “to
preserve the books of the sect” (War 2.142).'° The scrolls found at Qum-
ran and excavations of the site have confirmed that the production and
study of books were of central importance to the sectaries who lived there.
A passage from the Community Rule describing the origins of the group
defines it as a community dedicated to the study of the law of Moses,
which is understood as the “way” in the wilderness (Isa. 40.3) that the
sectarians went out to prepare (1QS 8.12-16). Prospective members were
given an initial period of instruction in the correct interpretation of the
law, after which they were evaluated on the basis of their understanding
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and practice (1QS 5.21; 6.18); apparently a similar review of all the sec-
taries was conducted annually (5.23-24). Every group of ten fully initi-
ated members was to include at least one person who studied the law con-
tinually, day and night (6.6-7); moreover, all the members of the
community were to meet for a third of every night of the year “to read
the book and to study law and to pray together” (6.7-8). In addition to
evidence of this sort from the Community Rule, there is also a large num-
ber of writings from Qumran that fall into the category of interpretation
of sacred books, not only the pesharim (biblical commentaries; sing.,
pesher) but other works as well.'” Archaeologists working at the site have
unearthed writing tables, inkwells, and ink.'3 All this evidence testifies to
the great importance attached to the study of sacred books in the life of
the community at Qumran.

Books may be studied for a variety of reasons. The passages from the
Community Rule cited above emphasize the halakic, or legal, study of
sacred writings. The pesharim and some of the other interpretive works
found at Qumran show that the sectaries also studied these writings for
other sorts of information; for example, for information about the history
of the sect and its future, about the great events expected at the End, and
about the identity and mission of the Messiah(s).

Though Josephus presents the Essenes as a scrupulously observant
group, he does not mention their practice of studying scripture for guid-
ance on halakic matters. The two passages in which he refers explicitly to
the Essenes’ preoccupation with books (War 2.136 and the passage under
examination, 2.159) suggest that their interests were rather more esoteric.
In War 2.136 Josephus writes of the Essenes:

They are extraordinarily zealous in the study of the writings of the ancients
[ta 1@V roAoa®dv ovvidypata], choosing especially those which benefit
soul and body; with the help of these, and with a view to the healing of dis-
eases, they investigate medicinal roots and the properties of stones.'®

Josephus gives an indication of the sort of books that might have been
studied for such information in Antiquities 8.42-49.% In 8.44, following
his scriptural source (1 Kgs. 4.32-33), Josephus refers to the vast number
of odes, songs, parables, and similitudes composed by King Solomon.
The remarks that follow this description have no parallel in scripture:

There was no form of nature with which he [Solomon] was not acquainted
or which he passed over without examining, but he studied them all phil-
osophically and revealed the most complete knowledge of their several
properties. And God granted him knowledge of the art used against demons
for the benefit and healing of men. He also composed incantations by which
illnesses are relieved, and left behind forms of exorcisms with which those
possessed by demons drive them out, never to return. (Ant. 8.44-45)

All this information, it is implied, was preserved in written form.*'
Josephus claims that this material was still being studied and used in
his own day. He describes an exorcism, which he himself witnessed, that
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followed the procedures recommended by Solomon. The exorcist, a Jew
named Eleazar, performed the cure in the following way:

He put to the nose of the possessed man a ring which had under its seal one
of the roots prescribed by Sclomon, and then, as the man smelled it, drew
out the demon through his nostrils, and, when the man at once fell down,
adjured the demon never to come back into him, speaking Solomon’s name
and reciting the incantations which he had composed. (4nt. 8.47)

The parallels between these passages from Antiquities 8 and Josephus’
statement about the Essenes in War 2.136 should be apparent. In War
2.136 Josephus says that the Essenes studied ancient books in order to
learn how to use roots and stones to heal diseases; in Antiquities 8.44-45
he states that some of the books composed by Solomon concerned the
properties of various forms of nature and the way in which they could be
used to benefit and heal people; the particular example of healing he pro-
vides is an exorcism involving the use of a root (8.47).2

No Solomonic books of the sort described in Antiquities 8.44—45 have
been found at Qumran; I mention them only to illustrate the type of book
to which Josephus seems to be referring in War 2.136. Several of the
works that were included in the library at Qumran confirm that the
Essenes who lived there were interested in healing.® In this connection,
it should be recalled that one of the etymologies proposed for the name
“Essenes” connects this term with the Aramaic word for “healers,” x"ox.2

In War 2.159 Josephus connects the study of “‘sacred books” (BifAor
igpai) with prediction of the future. There is no reason to restrict the
meaning of the phrase ““sacred books”™ in this passage to those works now
included in the canon of the Hebrew Bible, though this is often done.?®
Most of the biblical books are represented at Qumran (all of them except
Esther), but the library there also included other works attributed to
ancient authors. There is evidence that at least some of these works were
regarded by the Essenes as sacred and equal in authority to those books
that were eventually to become canonical. In CD 16.2-4, for example,
the new convert who has committed himself to keeping the law of Moses
as interpreted by the sect is referred to the book of Jubilees for an account
of ““the exact determination of their times,” that is, for information about
the liturgical calendar followed by the community.?® One work found at
Qumran makes an extraordinary claim to authority: the Temple Scroll
(11QTemple) is written in the first person as a direct revelation from God
and contains new laws in addition to biblical laws. It was almost certainly
regarded as a sacred and authoritative work by the community at Qum-
ran.”

Josephus does not say precisely how sacred books were used by the
Essenes to predict the future. It is often suggested that pesher exegesis, as
practiced at Qumran, provides the key to understanding the process. An
evaluation of this suggestion will follow a consideration of Josephus’
three accounts concerning individual Essene prophets.



86 Prophetic Figures

The Meaning of the Phrase “Various Purifications”

The text of War 2.159 is sometimes emended by scholars so that the
phrase dlapopoig ayveilawg, “various purifications,” becomes dtopdpolg
Gywung, which is then translated “holy writings.”?® But, as Beall has
pointed out, this emendation is both problematic and unnecessary.”
There is no textual evidence for the proposed reading and no reason to
believe that the text of the passage has been corrupted.® Moreover, the
word dulpopog occurs sixty-two times in Josephus, but never with the
meaning “writing.” Finally, as I shall attempt to show in what follows,
the “various purifications” practiced by the stricter group of Essenes were
a reflection of the especially holy character of their community, which
was, in turn, connected (by Josephus, at least) with their ability to predict
the future.

According to Josephus, the Essenes observed a number of special
purity regulations.’' They did not use oil to soften their skin, and even
washed if they accidentally came into contact with it, considering it “a
defilement” (knAic, War 2.123).* They wore linen loincloths for bathing
and put on special white clothing for meals and perhaps for other cere-
monial occasions.*® They bathed before meals (2.129), after defecation
(2.149), and after contact with an outsider or even a member of the com-
munity of inferior rank (2.150).> It is likely that the sect’s practice of celi-
bacy and their opposition to slavery were also based in part on consider-
ations of purity.*

The Community Rule does not mention the avoidance of oil or the
wearing of linen loincloths and special white clothing, but it does provide
evidence for the practice of ritual bathing by the sectaries at Qumran.
There are general references to purificatory baths (1QS 3.4-5, 9), and one
passage (5.13) refers specifically to the bath that preceded the Pure Meal
of the community.* The language of ritual bathing is also used in a fig-
urative way to describe God’s cleansing of his people at the final judgment
(4.20-21). The literary evidence for bathing at Qumran is supported by
archaeological evidence as well. Several large cisterns and two or three
smaller pools have been found at the site, and it is generally agreed that
at least some of these were used for bathing.*

The Essenes’ concern for purity and holiness is especially apparent in
Josephus’ description of their common meal (War 2.129-33), which is
paralleled at several points by references to the Pure Meal in the Com-
munity Rule.*® This meal was restricted to fully initiated members of the
community in good standing.*® As we have seen, it was preceded by a
purificatory bath and the donning of white robes. The diners then assem-
bled in a room and processed to the refectory “as to some sacred shrine”
(xadanep eig Gyov T tépevog, War 2.129). Before the meal began, the
priest who was presiding said a prayer (War2.131; 1QS 6.4-5). According
to Antiquities 18.22, the food that was served was prepared by priests as
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well. During the meal, silence was maintained (War 2.130, 133). After-
ward, the priest said another prayer (War 2.131). Before returning to their
work, those present removed their robes, laying them aside “as sacred
vestments” (¢ iepbg, War 2.131).%°

Josephus’ description of this common meal suggests an analogy with
the priesthood, and several of the purity practices that he attributes to the
Essenes are priestly in character. We shall see that some of these rites
would have been observed only by priests officiating in the temple. Others
were performed routinely by priests, but were also observed on special
occasions by ordinary Jews. Finally, we shall see that one or two of the
purity practices mentioned by Josephus were observed by priests and lay-
persons alike; even these practices, however, suggest that the stricter
group of Essenes treated their community, in some respects, as if it were
the temple.

Priests on duty in the Jerusalem temple wore linen breeches and, on
special occasions, white vestments, also made of linen.*' The linen loin-
cloths worn by the Essenes may not have been exactly like the breeches
worn by priests, but they are similar enough, and unusual enough, to sug-
gest that the Essenes were imitating priestly dress in this respect.*? It is
more difficult to know whether the white garments worn by the Essenes
on ceremontial occasions should also be considered priestly. As just noted,
priests wore white vestments some of the time, but ordinary Jews appar-
ently also dressed in white on especially sacred or solemn occasions.* It
is thus possible that the white robes of the Essenes were not specifically
priestly, but rather symbolized purity and holiness more generally.

Immersing before meals may be described as a priestly practice,
though ordinary people werc occasionally required to observe the rite.
According to biblical law, purification was required only for the con-
sumption of holy food.* This category included the first fruits, tithes, and
peace offerings that were eaten at home by priests and their families, as
well as the sacrifices that were consumed by priests in the temple. Ordi-
nary people, like priests, had to be pure when they ate holy food, but such
occasions were rare.”’ In bathing before meals, then, the Essenes were
adopting what was ordinarily a priestly rite, and the practice shows that
they regarded the food served at these meals as holy food.

Some of the other purity practices attributed to the Essenes by Jose-
phus may also be described as priestly. Priests on duty in the temple prob-
ably immersed immediately after defecation and after contact with
semen or any other impure thing or person.* We do not know what prac-
tices they followed in regard to these matters when away from the temple.
It is safe to assume that even off-duty priests were more careful than ordi-
nary Jews, and even Pharisees, about avoiding contact with persons or
objects from which secondary impurity could be contracted.*” There is no
evidence, however, that they immersed immediately after such contact
when they were not officiating in the temple. It is also unlikely that they
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immersed immediately after defecation or the emission of semen when
they were outside the temple. In these circumstances, they probably relied
on a daily immersion before the evening meal to remove all these minor
impurities.* If the Essenes really did immerse immediately. after defeca-
tion and immediately after contact with an outsider or an inferior mem-
ber of the sect, as Josephus implies, then they were adhering to a standard
of purity normally kept only by priests in the temple.

Finally, anyone entering the temple was required to abstain from sex-
ual intercourse for a period beforehand, since intercourse rendered both
Jartners unclean until immersion and the setting of the sun.* The prac-
tice of celibacy by the Essenes at Qumran may reflect this restriction on
entry into the temple.* If so, the practice is not specifically priestly—even
ordinary laypersons had to be free of semen-impurity when entering the
temple—but it does suggest that the group at Qumran treated their com-
munity, in this respect, as if it were the temple.

The practices attributed to the Essenes by Josephus mark them out as
a sect specially concerned with purity and holiness. We have been able to
find parallels in the Community Rule for many of these practices, but it
is possible that Josephus (or his source) has exaggerated the distinctively
priestly character of the Essene rites. Only an independent analysis of the
evidence from the Scrolls could decide the matter. It should be noted that
Josephus does not actually say that the Essenes were priests. As is well
known, the Community Rule sharply distinguishes lay members of the
group from the priests and Levites. Holiness and purity, not priestliness,
are central.

We saw earlier that Josephus connected the ability of some of the
Essenes to predict the future with their training in “sacred books.” His
mention of “various purifications” in this context shows that he thought
that the Essenes’ prophetic ability derived not only from their study of
scripture but also in part from their practice of special purity rites. Jose-
phus does not directly explain how, in his view, purity and prediction of
the future were related; I shall return to the question in the conclusion to
this chapter.

In light of the connection drawn by Josephus between the Essenes’
ability to predict the future and their practice of special purifications,
some of them priestly, it is worth noting that another etymology proposed
for the name “Essenes” connects the term with the breastplate of the high
priest, the divinatory functions of which were described in chapter 1.
Josephus transcribes the Hebrew word for “breastplate,” 1on, as éoomjv,
and it has been suggested that one of the two words he uses for “Essenes,”
"Eoconvol,is related to this term. But Josephus never mentions the breast-
plate in connection with the Essenes, or vice versa, and this fact does seem
significant: in view of his extraordinarily high opinion of both high-
priestly divination and Essene prediction, it seems likely that he would
have made the connection between the two explicit if he thought that
such a connection existed.”!
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The Study of “Sayings of Prophets”

It is not clear precisely what Josephus is referring to when he states, in
War 2.159, that the Essenes studied “‘sayings” or “apophthegms of
prophets” (nmpoentdv dnopdEyuara). The phrase may refer to written
sayings attributed to ancient prophets and included among the “sacred
books,” though it is difficult to see why Josephus would have mentioned
them separately in that case.’® Another possibility is that the phrase refers
to a collection or collections of oracles taken from different works attrib-
uted to ancient prophets. We know that such collections existed at Qum-
ran: the Florilegium (4Q174) and Testimonia (4Q175) are examples. We
should remember, in this connection, that the category of prophetic
books was broader for a first-century Jew than it is for us—the texts
excerpted in the Florilegium and the Testimonia are not all from the pro-
phetic section of the present Hebrew canon. Finally, I see no reason to
rule out the possibility that the phrase “sayings of prophets” refers to oral
material of some sort, perhaps even to the sayings or teachings of past or
present members of the sect.

Conclusion

We have seen that Josephus connects the ability of some of the Essenes
to predict the future with their study of sacred books, their practice of
various purifications, and their knowledge of sayings of prophets, the pre-
cise identity of which is uncertain. He does not explain how these three
things came together to issue in prediction of the future. I have promised
to return to the question later in this chapter.

I noted earlier that the placement of War 2.159—just before Jose-
phus’ reference to the other order of Essenes who married and lived in the
towns and cities of Jewish Palestine——suggests that the passage refers pri-
marily to the stricter, celibate variety of Essenes. The comparative evi-
dence already discussed, most of it from the Community Rule, also con-
cerns this group. I now consider the question of whether and to what
extent War 2.159 might also describe the practice of other Essenes. 1
begin by asking whether there were significant differences between the
Qumran community and those Essenes represented by the Damascus
Rule as far as the study of sacred books and the practice of purity are con-
cerned.

First, with regard to purity, we have seen that some of the purity prac-
tices attributed to the Essenes by Josephus are also attested in the Com-
munity Rule. The general concern for purity was evidently shared by
members of the wider Essene movement. The Damascus Rule admon-
ishes its readers to “distinguish between clean and unclean” and to “pro-
claim the difference between holy and profane” (CD 6.17-18; 12.19-20).
Its statutes include food laws,> rules about purificatory baths 3 and other
purity regulations.*
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There is, however, evidence that the Essene communities whose prac-
tice is reflected in the Damascus Rule did not observe the same strict
purity laws as did the community at Qumran; more precisely, there is evi-
dence that they did not attempt to keep themselves in a (more or less)
constant state of purity in the way that the Qumran sectaries did. The
differences between these two types of Essenes can be illustrated with ref-
erence to two important purity issues: sexual relations and contact with
outsiders.

The Essenes who lived in the towns and villages of Jewish Palestine,
unlike their counterparts at Qumran, married and had sexual inter-
course. It is clear from the sources that they regulated their sexual lives
carefully. Josephus emphasizes that “their motive in marrying is not self-
indulgence but the procreation of children”: only those women who had
given proof of their fertility were selected for marriage, and couples
abstained from intercourse whenever the .woman was pregnant (War
2.161). The Damascus Rule prohibits sexual intercourse in Jerusalem
(CD 12.1-2), thereby treating the entire city as if it were the temple.
Though there is no direct evidence, we may assume that married Essenes
observed at least the usual purity regimes associated with semen-, men-
strual-, and childbirth-impurity. Even if they did so scrupulously, how-
ever, they could not have been pure as continuously as the celibates who
lived at Qumran. Women were impure when menstruating and after
childbirth, and could communicate their impurity to others; couples were
impure after intercourse until the next sunset. The Essenes represented
by the Damascus Rule were probably stricter with regard to all these mat-
ters than were most Jews, but they did not conduct themselves as if their
homes or community were the temple.

On the question of relations with outsiders, Josephus states that the
Essenes bathed after contact with outsiders (War 2.150). The Commu-
nity Rule does not mention bathing in this connection, but it does include
a number of regulations concerning relations with those outside the com-
munity. Especially important are the rules laid down in 1QS 5.10-20.
According to this passage, the newly admitted member of the community
was to undertake “‘to separate from all the men of falsehood who walk in
the way of wickedness” (5.10-11). The rest of the passage spells out in
greater detail what this separation entailed. Members were not to consort
with outsiders with regard to work or property (5.14-15); they were not
to follow them in matters of law or justice (5.15-16); and they were not
to eat or drink anything of theirs (5.16). They were to separate themselves
from outsiders and all that belonged to them, for “all their deeds are
defilement before Him, and all their possessions unclean” (5.19-20).
Apparently some commercial contact was permitted, and was probably
unavoidable: 1QS 5.16-17 states that members had to pay for anything
received from an outsider. But the overall attitude of the sect toward out-
siders is well expressed in the many injunctions to hate the sons of dark-
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ness or the sons of the Pit, and to separate oneself and all of one’s belong-
ings from them.*

The situation reflected by the Damascus Rule is rather different.
There is one general injunction to the members of the group to separate
themselves from the sons of the Pit (6.14-15), and CD 13.14-15, like 1 QS
5.16—17, specifies that commercial transactions with outsiders should be
conducted on a strictly cash basis. But the only other rules laid down on
the subject suggest that contact with outsiders——even with Gentiles—was
not as restricted among the Essenes represented by the Damascus Rule as
it was at Qumran. In CD 11.14-15 members of the group are com-
manded not to spend the Sabbath in the vicinity of Gentiles. The impli-
cation is that at least some other days could be and were spent in their
vicinity. Similarly, 12.8-11, which prohibits the sale of clean animals,
grain, wine, and slaves to Gentiles, implies that other items could be and
were sold to them. The relatively lenient attitude is what one would
expect of a group that, among other things, lived and worked among out-
siders, conducted business with them, and visited the temple.

It can be said, then, on the basis of the two examples considered here,
that those Essenes whose practice is reflected in the Damascus Rule, while
greatly concerned about purity, did not aspire to be continuously in a
state of purity such as was demanded for entrance into the temple, as did
the Essenes at Qumran.

With regard to the second topic, the study of sacred books, I have
already considered the evidence that shows that great importance was
attached to the study of sacred books at Qumran. Essene attitudes and
practices outside of Qumran are rather difficult to determine. According
to the Damascus Rule, the leaders of town-dwelling communities were
expected to be well educated: judges were to be learned in the Book of
Meditation and in “the constitutions of the Covenant” (CD 10.6); the
priest or Levite who presided over a group of ten was to be learned in the
Book of Meditation, which here appears to include the law of leprosy
(13.2-7); the priest who was the overseer of the many was supposed to be
expert in the Book of Meditation and in the interpretation of the law, so
that he could pronounce judgments correctly (14.6-8).5” None of these
passages, however, refers to the instruction of ordinary members of the
community.

In CD 13.7-8 it 1s said that the overseer of the camp “shall instruct
the congregation in the works of God” and “cause them to consider his
mighty deeds,” and “shall recount all the happenings of eternity to
them.” It is unclear whether this instruction was based on sacred books,
but it seems likely that it was. A little further along, it is said that the over-
seer “shall examine every man entering his congregation with regard to
his deeds, understanding, strength, ability and possessions, and shall
inscribe him in his place according to his rank in the lot of Light” (13.11—
12). This sounds like the kind of examination that was made of new
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members at Qumran, and presumably implies a similar preparatory
period of study.*®

The literary evidence thus suggests that the Essenes represented by the
Damascus Rule were given some instruction by their local leaders in the
correct interpretation of the law and in the special rules governing com-
munity life. There is no evidence, however, for the kind of intensive study
of sacred books that produced the pesharim and the other interpretive
works found at Qumran, and nothing corresponding to the Qumran
requirements that one in every group of ten should study the law contin-
uously, and that the entire membership should devote a third of every
evening to study of the law.”® This, again, is what might be expected on
general grounds. The Essenes whose practice is reflected in the Damascus
Rule evidently had their own homes, went out to work in the world,
raised families, and were generally involved in the duties and pressures of
everyday life to a much greater extent than their Qumran counterparts.
Presumably they had less time to devote to study.

In conclusion, then, it can be said that the practice of purity and the
study of sacred books were important both at Qumran and among those
Essenes represented by the Damascus Rule, but that both were given
greater emphasis at Qumran. This supports the tentative conclusion I
drew from the placement of War 2.159 in Josephus’ larger account: the
passage seems to refer, in the first instance, to the stricter group of Essenes
who lived at Qumran. It must be emphasized again, however, that there
were probably more subgroups among the Essenes than are represented
by the Community Rule and the Damascus Rule. There may have been
some groups outside of Qumran that were closer to the sectarians in their
purity practices and study habits than were the Essenes represented by the
Damascus Rule. We shall see that the individual Essene prophets men-
tioned by Josephus may represent such a group.

Josephus’ Reports Concerning Individual
Essene Prophets

In addition to the general statement about the predictive powers of some
of the Essenes in War 2.159, Josephus provides accounts of three inci-
dents involving individual Essene prophets. The first is set during the
brief reign of Aristobulus 1 (104-103 B.C.E.), eldest son of John Hyrcanus,
and concerns an Essene prophet named Judas.

Judas (War 1.78-80; Antiquities 13.311-13)

According to Josephus, Judas predicted that Antigonus, the brother of
Aristobulus, would be murdered on a certain day at a place called Strato’s
Tower, which he (Judas) evidently understood to mean the coastal town
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then called by that name.*® On the day predicted for the murder, however,
Judas saw Antigonus in Jerusalem, approximately sixty-five miles away
from the town of Strato’s Tower.%' Knowing that Antigonus could not
possibly travel so great a distance in what remained of the day, Judas
feared that his prediction would be proven false. Later the same day, how-
ever, he learned that Antigonus had been murdered in an underground
passage in Jerusalem that was also called Strato’s Tower. It was the iden-
tity of the names, Josephus explains, that confused the seer (War 1.80;
Ant. 13.313), Judas’ prediction was thus fulfilled, though not precisely in
the way that he himself had anticipated.5

Several features of Josephus’ brief account are of interest. It is worth
noting, first, that the episode involving Judas is set in Jerusalem. The evi-
dence for the presence of Essenes in Jerusalem is rather sparse. The
Damascus Rule, which [ have been treating as the major witness among
the Scrolls for the practice of non-Qumran Essenes, probably was not
written for a community resident in Jerusalem since it includes a rule pro-
hibiting sexual intercourse in the city (CD 12.1-2).% In fact, none of the
documents known to us from Qumran can be said with certainty to rep-
resent the point of view of a Jerusalem group.

What little evidence we possess for the presence of Essenes in Jeru-
salem comes from Josephus. The story about Judas itself constitutes part
of the evidence, though it is possible that he and his companions were not
resident in the city, but were there as visitors. We shall see that the other
two incidents recorded by Josephus in which individual Essene prophets
play a role may also be set in Jerusalem, though this is uncertain. Finally,
Josephus reports that one of the gates of the city was called “the gate of
the Essenes” (War 5.145). Thisgate is not mentioned in any other source,
and it is not clear why it was named after the Essenes. It may be that the
Essenes in Jerusalem lived near the gate.% Yadin has suggested a reason
why they might have done so. Judging from Josephus’ description, the
Essene gate was near a latrine situated outside the city walls.®® Yadin has
proposed that Essenes who lived in Jerusalem or who were visiting the
city used this latrine in order to avoid defiling the holy city with their
excrement; those who resided permanently in the city would have settled
near the gate in order to have ready access to the latrine. In any case, the
existence of an Essene gate indicates at the very least that members of the
party visited Jerusalem on occasion.

It is somewhat more surprising to find Judas and his companions
inside the temple.”” It is generally agreed that the Essene community at
Qumran boycotted the temple completely.*® Their attitude can be briefly
summarized:* the temple in Jerusalem was thought to be defiled, its
priests wicked, and its liturgical calendar illegitimate; members of the
community were not permitted to visit the temple or sacrifice there; they
may have continued to send offerings, though this seems unlikely;” they
looked forward to the day when temple worship would be reorganized in
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accordance with their own beliefs; in the meantime, they regarded their
community as a substitute for the temple, and considered prayer and
righteous conduct to be substitutes for the sacrifices that, according to the
law, ought to be offered in the temple.

There is, however, reason to believe that other Essenes did not reject
the temple cult in the same way, and even some evidence that they con-
tinued to participate in sacrificial worship there. The statutes of the
Damascus Rule include regulations about gifts and sacrifices to the tem-
ple, and appear to assume fairly normal participation in the temple cult.
CD 11.17-21, for example, legislates that no sacrifice should be offered
on the Sabbath except for the Sabbath burnt offering, and stipulates that
anyone taking a burnt offering, cereal offering, incense, or wood to the
temple must be ritually clean.” We do not know the views of Essenes res-
ident in Jerusalem on the subject, but it is safe to assume that they were
at least as liberal as those held by the group represented by the Damascus
Rule.

Judas is said to have possessed the ability to predict future events
accurately. In the introduction to the account in the War, Josephus writes
that “[Judas’] predictions had never once proved erroneous or false”
(1.78); the parallel in the Antiquities states that he “had never been
known to speak falsely in his predictions” (13.311).” In the particular
case that Josephus goes on to describe, the prediction made by Judas con-
cerned a specific event in the public-political sphere: the murder, on a
particular day, of the brother of the Hasmonean ruler. It should be noted
that Judas himself appears to have had no connection with these public
figures—he is not said to have made his prediction to Antigonus, for
example. He appears, rather, as an outsider politically.

The narrowness and precision of Judas’ prediction distinguish it from
the predictions made by the other Essene prophets described by Josephus,
as we shall see, and still further from the promises of deliverance made by
the sign prophets (to be considered in chapter 4) and the prediction of
destruction made by Jesus son of Ananias (chapter 5). All these figures—
Judas, the other Essenes, the sign prophets, and Jesus—may be described
as “predictors of the future,” but it is important to note the differences in
the sorts of predictions they made.

Josephus evidently regards Judas’ ability to predict the future as
something extraordinary. He introduces the account in both the Warand
the Antiquities by remarking that the reader may well be “astonished”
(Qavualw, War 1.78; Ant. 13.311) by the story he is about to tell. We shall
see that he makes similar comments in connection with the other Essene
prophets, Menahem and Simon.

In both of Josephus’ accounts, Judas is said to be accompanied by oth-
ers, who are described as yvbpipon, gtaipot, and pavdavovreg.” The first
of these terms, yvdpuiot, can mean simply “acquaintances” or it can
mean “pupils”; similarly, €taipot can mean either “companions” or
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“pupils” or “disciples.”’ It is clear from the context that both terms have
the more specialized meaning “pupils” or “disciples” in the present pas-
sages. In War 1.78 yvopipot is equivalent to pavdavovteg, and in Antig-
uities 13.311 it is expressly stated that the yvopiynot and graipor of Judas
were “with him for the purpose of receiving instruction in foretelling the
future” (Sidooxoiiag Eveka 100 TpoAtysty Td pEAAOVIA nopépevoy). It
is difficult to say with any more precision what the relationship between
Judas and the others was. Descriptions that suggest that Judas was the
head of a formal school are probably overdone,” but he is clearly depicted
as giving some form of instruction in prediction of the future. According
to the War, “many” students were present (ovk 6Aiyot, 1.78), but no pre-
cise number is given. In light of Essene injunctions against revealing
secrets to outsiders, it may be assumed that the students were also
Essenes, or at least potential converts.

Prediction of the future is here regarded as a skill that can be taught
and learned. Similarly, in War 2.159, as we have seen, Josephus connects
the Essenes’ ability to predict the future with their education in sacred
books, purifications, and sayings of prophets. It is difficult to know
whether we should go further and conclude that the instruction offered
by Judas was of the sort described in War 2.159. We saw in the preceding
section that that passage refers, in the first instance, to the stricter group
of Essenes who lived at Qumran. The married and town-dwelling Essenes
represented by the Damascus Rule did not observe the same strict purity
regulations that were in force at Qumran, and it is unlikely that they stud-
ied sacred books as intensively, The present passage, however, shows that
there were those outside of Qumran who devoted at least some of their
time to learning the esoteric craft of predicting the future. Perhaps such
Essenes represent a separate group whose practices differed both from
those of the Qumran sectarians and from those of the communities that
followed the Damascus Rule. In any case, we need to be cautious about
using the general statement in War2.159 in a direct way to interpret Jose-
phus’ statements about Judas and his pupils.

Finally, in both the War and the Antiquities Judas’ prediction of the
murder of Antigonus is referred to as 10 pavtevpa, and Judas himself is
called a pévtig.” Similar terminology recurs in Josephus® account con-
cerning Simon the Essene. 1 shall consider the possible significance of
Josephus’ use of pévrtic-terminology in connection with the Essene
prophets later in this chapter.

Menahem (Antiquities 15.373-79)

The second of Josephus’ narratives concerning individual Essene proph-
ets is set during the lifetime of Herod the Great and is appended 1o an
account of the measures taken by Herod around the year 20 B.C.E. to pre-
vent his Jewish subjects from revolting against him (4nt. 15.365-72).”
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According to Josephus, Herod reduced the usual taxes by one-third, hop-
ing by this gesture to appease “those who were disaffected” (15.365). He
also prohibited meetings of any sort, even “walking together or being
together” (15.366). An army of spies was dispatched to inform against
those who violated these prohibitions and offenders were severely dealt
with. Finally, Herod required his subjects to swear an oath of loyalty, “a
sworn declaration that they would maintain a friendly attitude to his
rule” (15.368).

Josephus reports that two groups of Jews were exempted by Herod
from the requirement to swear the oath of loyalty: “Pollion the Pharisee
and Samaias and most of their disciples” (15.370) and ‘““those who are
called by us Essenes” (15.371). He explains that the former were “shown
consideration on Pollion’s account™ (15.370). Pollion was a Pharisee who
had predicted to the members of the Sanhedrin convened by Hyrcanus I1
that Herod would one day persecute them all if they failed to punish him
for his offenses in Galilee; later, when Herod and Sossius were besieging
Jerusalem, he urged the inhabitants of the city to open the gates and
admit them.” The Essenes, according to Josephus, were excused from
taking the oath because Herod held them in honor, having “a higher
opinion of them than was to be expected given their mortal nature”
(15.372). He tells the story of Herod’s encounter with the Essene prophet
Menahem in order to explain why the king regarded the Essenes so highly
(15.372, 378); he notes, incidentally, that the account will also serve to
illustrate “what the general opinion of these men was™ (15.372).

The story can be briefly summarized. According to Josephus, Mena-
hem once approached Herod when the latter was still a schoolboy and
predicted to him that he would become king of the Jews (15.373).5 When
the boy responded in disbelief, Menahem elaborated on the prediction in
a speech which, as reported by Josephus, was a mixture of good and bad
tidings for the young Herod (15.374-76): he assured him that he had been
chosen by God to become king, and that he would be “singled out for
such good fortune as no other man has had,” and would “‘enjoy eternal
glory”; but he also predicted that Herod would “forget piety and justice,”
and that God would punish him for this at the end of his life (15.376). He
slapped the boy gently on the backside and urged him to remember the
blows as a “symbol [cOufolov] of how one’s fortune can change”
(15.374).%

At the time, Josephus reports, Herod took no notice of Menahem’s
words, but when he had become king as predicted and was “‘at the height
of his power™ (15.377), he sent for Menahem and asked him how long his
reign would last. The prophet did not at first reply. When Herod pressed
him, he predicted that he would reign for another twenty or thirty years,
but refused to specify the number precisely. This rather vague answer sat-
isfied Herod, however, and Josephus reports that he dismissed Menahem
“with a friendly gesture,” and notes further that “from that time on he
[Herod] continued to hold all Essenes in honour™ (15.378).
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The story cannot, of course, be accepted as an adequate explanation
of why Herod decided to excuse the Essenes from the obligation to swear
the oath of loyalty to him, if in fact he did excuse them—and it is difficult
to see why Josephus would have tried to explain the decision if it had
never been made. Josephus (or his source) is here “anecdotalizing” and
personalizing what were evidently much more complex historical forces
and developments.

We might speculate on the real reasons for Herod’s decision. Accord-
ing to Josephus, the Essenes avoided swearing oaths of any kind (War
2.135), except for the “awesome oaths” that new members were required
to take at the time of their full entry into the community (2.139-42).%
The Community Rule mentions only the entry oath (1QS 5.8) and thus
seems to support Josephus’ report. The Damascus Rule permits certain
oaths in addition to the oath of entry, but the use of these oaths is signif-
icantly restricted in comparison to biblical law.* Thus, though there may
have been some differences of opinion and practice between the group at
Qumran and those Essenes represented by the Damascus Rule, it appears
that both groups tried to avoid oaths, and had strict rules about those that
were permitted. Herod may have regarded the Essenes as a special case
because of their views.*

Also, strange as the suggestion may seem at first glance, it is conceiv-
able that Herod and the Essenes were political allies of sorts. They shared
a bitter enemy, the Hasmoneans. At least this is the case if we accept the
most widely held view of Essene origins.* According to this view, the
community at Qumran was founded by the Teacher of Righteousness in
response to the appointment of the Hasmonean (and non-Zadokite) Jona-
than to the office of high priest in 152 B.C.E. It is sometimes suggested that
the Teacher himself served as high priest in Jerusalem between the death
of Alcimus in 159 B.C.E. and the appointment of Jonathan, but this is
uncertain. It is certain, however, that the sect at Qumran was and
remained bitterly opposed to the Hasmoneans, whom they regarded as
illegitimate usurpers of the high-priestly office. It may be assumed that
even those Essenes who did not withdraw to Qumran with the Teacher
shared this basic antipathy.

Herod also hated and, more importantly, feared the Hasmoneans. He
probably hoped that his marriage in 37 B.C.E. to0 Mariamme, the grand-
daughter of both Hyrcanus I and Aristobulus IT, would help to associate
him, in the eyes of the people, with the illustrious family. But the marriage
quite obviously did not calm his fears. When he and Sossius captured
Jerusalem later the same year, Antigonus, the reigning Hasmonean king
and high priest, was sent to be executed, and Herod then proceeded to
eliminate all the remaining Hasmoneans one after the other: first the pop-
ular young high priest Aristobulus I1I; then the aged Hyrcanus II, who was
not even eligible to be high priest because of a physical deformity; then
Mariamme; her mother, Alexandra; some distant relatives of the Has-
moneans known as the sons of Babas; and, finaily, his own two sons by
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Mariamme, Alexander and Aristobulus.®®* Herod’s obsession with the
Hasmoneans continued throughout the whole of his reign: Mariamme’s
sons were probably executed in 7 B.C.E., just three years before his own
death. The Essenes’ opposition to the Hasmoneans, combined with their
general objections to swearing oaths, probably accounts for Herod’s deci-
sion to exempt them from the oath of loyalty mentioned above. He evi-
dently regarded them as reliable allies against the Hasmoneans and, for
that reason, was willing to make this concession to them. The Essenes, for
their part, must have offered him some real support.?’

It is worth noting, in any case, that the picture Josephus presents of
the political relationship between the Herods and the Essene prophets is
a mixed one. In the cases of both Menahem and Simon (who is portrayed
as a member of the court of Herod’s son, Archelaus), cooperation with
and approval of the Herods is combined with an element of criticism.
This is a perfectly plausible picture.

Once again, several features of Josephus’ account deserve comment.
Like Judas, Menahem evidently was not a member of the Essene com-
munity resident at Qumran. It is impossible to say with certainty where
he was from, however, or even where the two encounters with Herod took
place. The first of these encounters, as we have seen, is said to have
occurred when Herod was still a schoolboy, probably sometime in the six-
ties B.C.E.*® There is no indication of where Herod’s family lived during
this period. His father, Antipater, was an Idumaean by descent and prob-
ably governor of Idumaea, but he became involved in Judaean politics at
the beginning of the civil war between Hyrcanus 1l and Aristobulus I in
67 B.C.E.* The second meeting between Herod and Menahem is said to
have taken place after Herod had been appointed king, when he was “at
the height of his power” (Ant. 15.377), probably sometime between 23
and 20 B.c.E.* Though it is likely that this second meeting took place in
Jerusalem, this is not certain: the location is not specified in the text, and
Herod had official residences in several different places.’!

Unlike Judas, who is pictured surrounded by pupils, Menahem is por-
trayed as a solitary figure. His initial prediction was unsolicited and he
appears to have been unknown to Herod at the time he made it. When
summoned by Herod years later to a second interview, he was reluctant
to answer the king’s questions. All of this suggests that Menahem was not
an official adviser to Herod or a court figure of any sort.”” In this respect,
there is a contrast between him and the Essene prophet Simon, as we shall
see below.

The gift possessed by Menahem is described as *‘foreknowledge of the
future” (mpdyvoLS . . . 1OV ueAAdVIOV); it is a gift that, according to
Josephus, came “from God” (8x 9eo6v, Ant. 15.373). As was the case with
Judas, Menahem’s recorded predictions concern events in the public-
political realm, in this case the political fortunes of Herod on a fairly
broad scale. Once again, nothing is said about the methods by which these
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predictions were made, and the reservations I have expressed about draw-
ing conclusions about these matters on the basis of the general statement
in War 2.159 apply in this instance as well. As he did in his account of
Judas, Josephus indicates that he considers Menahem’s ability to predict
the future to be an extraordinary gift. In an editorial comment at the con-
clusion of the account, he says that he decided to tell the story even
though he realized that some would find it “incredible” (ropadofa, 4nt.
15.379).

In the speech attributed to Menahem by Josephus, prediction of the
future is combined with a certain element of moral exhortation, with spe-
cial emphasis on “justice” and “piety.” This pair of terms is typically
used by Josephus to summarize the whole range of religious and moral
obligations enjoined by Jewish law, the word “justice” referring to one’s
obligations to one’s fellow human beings, and “piety” to one’s obligations
toward God.** He especially emphasizes that the fate of kings depended
on whether they practiced justice and piety, that is, on whether they kept
the commandments of the law.” One passage from the Anriguities, which
concerns the Israelite king Baasha and the prophet Jehu, is especially
close to the report of Menahem’s encounter with Herod, except that
Jehu’s message contains only bad news for the king, whereas Menahem’s
speech combines good and bad tidings. According to Josephus, when
King Baasha proved to be even more wicked and impious than his pre-
decessor Jeroboam,

God ... sent to him the prophet Jehu and warned him that He would
destroy all his line and would utterly crush them under the same calamities
as He had brought upon the house of Jeroboam, because, after having been
made king by Him, he had not requited His kindness by justly [Sukaiong)
and piously [e0oeBdg] governing the people—a course which would, in the
first place, be of benefit to those who followed it, and then pleasing to God
as well—but had imitated Jeroboam, the vilest of men. . . . Therefore, He
said, Baasha should justly experience a like ill fate since he had acted in a
like manner. (Ant. 8.299-300)"°

As the note to the LCL translation indicates, Josephus has amplified his
scriptural source in this passage.” In 1 Kings 16.1-4 Baasha is accused by
Jehu of “walking in the ways of Jeroboam™ and of causing the people to
sin, but nothing is said about justice and piety and their benefits to king
and people. The latter seem to have been themes of special interest to
Josephus.

Josephus also connected justice and piety, in the sense defined above,
with “virtue.” In Antiquities 9.236 he states that King Jotham of Judah
“lacked no single virtue [apethi], but was pious toward God [edoefng usv
6 mpdg TOv Vedv] and just toward men [Sikaog 8¢ td mpdg aviph-
novg].” Once again, this is Josephus’ own formulation: 2 Kings 15.34 says
simply that Jotham “did what was right in the eyes of the Lord.” Virtue
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is also equated with the practice of justice and piety in Josephus’ account
of King Josiah (A4nt. 10.49-77; see esp. 10.49-51). To return to the
Essenes, Josephus says that every new member, on admission to the com-
munity, was required to swear a twofold oath, “first that he will practise
piety towards the Deity [eboeBfioelv 10 Ogiov], next that he will observe
justice towards men [td wpog avOphrovg dikaia euAdtew]” (War
2.139). His description of the group shows that he admired them as espe-
cially virtuous Jews.”

There is one final link in this chain. In his account of Menahem’s
encounter with Herod, Josephus claims that the ability of some of the
Essenes to predict the future was related to their character as virtuous
men. He introduces the figure of Menahem with the remark that his “vir-
tue was attested in his whole conduct of life and especially in his having
from God a foreknowledge of the future” (4nt. 15.373); he closes the
account with the comment that “‘many of these men {the Essenes] have
indeed been vouchsafed a knowledge of divine things because of their vir-
tue” (15.379).” It is safe to assume that virtue is here equated, as in the
passages already cited, with the practice of justice and piety, which in turn
is understood as obedience to the law of Moses.

Finally, two phrases in Josephus’ report concerning Menahem sug-
gest that foreknowledge of the future was only part of a wider esoteric
knowledge that the Essenes were believed to possess. As we have seen, in
the speech attributed to him by Josephus, Menahem urges Herod to be
just and pious, but also predicts that he will not do so. He knows this, he
says, because he “understands everything” or “the totality” (td ndv
émathpevog, Ant. 15.375). Van Unnik has shown that this phrase, ©0
Ty émotapevog, is one form of an expression that is frequently used in
material from widely different ages and circles to describe individuals
who enjoyed a special relationship with God or the gods and, as a result,
possessed knowledge of ““all things.”' “All things,” in this context, refers
both to ordinary things and to extraordinary, secret things, but empha-
sizes the latter: the one who “knows all things” knows especially those
things that are unknowable by ordinary means.

Van Unnik cites a passage from Dio Chrysostom that illustrates the
range of subjects encompassed by this esoteric knowledge. The text refers
to “divine men” (¥elot &vBpwmor) who

claim to know all things [réivra eidévar paci], and concerning all things to
be able to tell how they have been appointed and what their nature is, their
repertoire including not only human things and demi-gods, but gods, ves,
and even the earth, the sky, the sea, the sun, the moon and the other stars—
in fact the entire universe—and also the processes of corruption and gen-
eration and ten thousand other things.'"!

In other texts, the meaning of “all things” is specified with the aid of a
threefold formula referring to past, present, and future.'” In the Pseudo-
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Clementine Homilies 2.6.1, for example, the true prophet (rpogpHitng. . .
aAndelag) is defined as “the one who at all times knows everything” (6
rnhvtote navra eidGc). The passage goes on to explain what is meant by
mavro: “things past as they were, things present as they are, things future
as they shall be” (1a p&v yeyovota ig £yéveto, 1a 6€ yvopeva Og yive-
tau, 10 88 Eodueva i¢ Eotar).'” In these texts, then, the one who “knows
everything” knows the secrets of human hearts and of the cosmos—past,
present, and future.

At the conclusion of the report about Menahem, Josephus claims that
many of the Essenes had been granted “the knowledge of divine things”
(1 1oV Veiov gunepia, Ant. 15.379). This phrase, too, I would suggest,
points to esoteric knowledge of an all-encompassing sort.'%

In his general accounts of the Essenes, Josephus hints at their interest
in various esoteric subjects. I have already considered War 2.136 and the
Qumran evidence for Essene interest in healing. According to War 2.142,
the Essenes knew the names of the angels and took an oath at the time of
their entry into the sect not to reveal them. They also speculated about
the nature and ultimate fate of the human soul (War 2.154-58; Ant.
18.18). The Scrolls reveal that the Essenes at Qumran were interested in
the secrets of the heavenly world—in the angels, the divine court, and the
movements of sun and stars; in the nature of sin and the secrets of the
human heart; in the mysteries of creation and of God’s plans for his-
tory.'® The phrases in Josephus’ account of Menahem to which I have
drawn attention show that there were Essenes outside of Qumran who
shared these esoteric interests; they also indicate that, in Josephus’ view
at least, knowledge of the future was simply one part of the all-encom-
passing wisdom or knowledge in which the Essenes were proficient.

Simon (War 2.112-13; Antiquities 17.345-48)

The last of Josephus’ narratives concerning individual Essene prophets is
set shortly before the deposition and banishment of Archelaus, son of
Herod the Great and ethnarch of Judaea, by the emperor Augustus in 6
C.E. (War2.111; Ant. 17.342-44). According to Josephus, Archelaus was
warned of his impending fall from power in a dream that was correctly
interpreted for him by an Essene named Simon. There are a few discrep-
ancies between the account of the incident in the War and the report in
the Antiquities, but these are minor and can be readily explained; the two
accounts agree in substance.

According to the War, a few days before he was summoned to trial in
Rome, Archelaus had a dream in which he saw nine full-grown ears of
corn being eaten by oxen (2.112); according to the Antiguities, there were
ten ears of corn (17.345). The discrepancy seems to be the result of some
confusion on Josephus’ part about the length of Archelaus’ reign as eth-
narch. In War2.111 he says that Archelaus was deposed in the ninth year
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of his reign, and the details of the dream reflect this chronology. By the
time he wrote the Antiquities, however, Josephus evidently believed (cor-
rectly) that Archelaus had reigned for ten years, and the figures in the
account of the dream and its interpretation have been adjusted accord-
ingly. A reign of ten years is also presupposed in Antiquities 17.342 and
Lifes.

Upon awakening from his dreams, Archelaus sent for “the mantics
and some of the Chaldaeans” (tovg pavielg kai tdv XaAdaimv Tvac,
War 2.112), also described as “those mantics who were concerned with
dreams” (tovg pévtelg oic mepl Oveipata Hoav ai dvactpoai, Ant.
17.345). Apparently among them was “a certain Simon, an Essene by
race” (War 2.113; Ant. 17.346). Josephus does not describe the interpre-
tations offered by the others, saying only that they conflicted with one
another and “did not come to the same result” (Ant. 17.346). The two
accounts of Simon’s interpretation once again disagree in a few details,
but agree in substance: the ears of corn signified years and the oxen a rev-
olution or change in Archelaus’ situation; the dream as a whole meant
that Archelaus’ reign would soon come to an end. Just five days later,
Josephus reports, Archelaus was summoned to Rome, and the truth and
accuracy of Simon’s interpretation were thus confirmed (War 2.113; Ant.
17.348).

The dream described in these accounts is a relatively simple symbolic
dream of the sort considered in chapter 2.'% It is said to have consisted of
a series of visual images,'%” each of which signified something in the real
world;'®® taken altogether, these images pointed to a particular event
expected in the future. In terms of complexity, the dream belongs to the
same category as the dreams of the butler and baker and the two dreams
of Pharaoh from the Joseph narrative: the images are not fantastic or
bizarre, but are drawn from ordinary life; the symbolism is relatively sim-
ple, but not so simple that the meaning of the dream is apparent to the
dreamer; expert interpretation is required.

Commentators often draw attention to the similarities between
Archelaus’ dream and the two dreams of Pharaoh recorded in Genesis 41
(= Ant. 2.75-86).'” In both cases, the dreams feature images of corn and
oxen, and the ears of corn are understood to signify years. Two quite dif-
ferent conclusions have been drawn from these similarities. First, it is
sometimes concluded that the story about Simon and his interpretation
of the dream of Archelaus represents a kind of haggadic development of
the Joseph narrative.''® The implications of this proposal, at the historical
level, are seldom spelled out. Sometimes it seems to be assumed that the
account is pure literary invention; sometimes that a historically reliable
kernel has been elaborated with the help of themes and images from the
Joseph narrative.

The second conclusion sometimes drawn from the similarities
between the two accounts is that Archelaus actually presented Simon
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with a dream that was reminiscent of Pharaoh’s dreams, and that Simon
used the scriptural account of these dreams and their interpretation by
Joseph to guide him in his interpretation of the dream of Archelaus.'"!
Support for this suggestion is thought to be found in the general statement
of War 2.159, which connects the ability of the Essenes to predict the
future with their knowledge of sacred books, and in Josephus’ account of
his own experience at Jotapata, in which he claims that he was able to
understand the meaning of the dreams that God had sent him because of
his knowledge of “the prophecies of the sacred books.”

It is not impossible that Simon interpreted Archelaus’ dream by refer-
ring to Genesis 4 1, but several considerations count against the proposal.
First, the similarities between Archelaus’ dream and the two dreams of
Pharaoh are not actually very extensive. In Pharaoh’s case, there are two
dreams with the same message; the oxen and corn appear in separate
dreams and have precisely the same significance (both represent years);
the repetition of the dream serves simply to emphasize that God really
does intend to bring about what the two dreams, identically, signify. In
the case of Archelaus, on the other hand, oxen and corn appear in one
dream and signify different things (oxen portend a change in Archelaus’
situation; corn represents years). Moreover, the overall meanings
assigned to the dreams are compiletely different: Pharaoh’s dreams mean
that seven years of plenty will be followed by seven years of famine;
Archelaus’ dream that his reign as ethnarch will soon come to an end. 1
suspect that the similarities between the general frameworks of the two
accounts (ruler has symbolic dream and calls upon court wise men to
interpret it) and the recurrence of the images of oxen and corn have led
commentators to see more correspondences between the dreams of Pha-
rach and the dream of Archelaus than actually exist.

These observations also count against the first theory mentioned pre-
viously, that the story of Simon’s interpretation of the dream of Arche-
laus should be understood as a haggadic development of the Joseph tra-
dition. Anyone (whether Josephus or his source) who wanted to present
Archelaus as a second Pharaoh and Simon as a second Joseph could have
done a better job. We have seen evidence that Josephus, in particular, was
quite adept at fashioning parallels between ancient and modern figures
when he wanted to do so.

To return to the proposal that Simon used Genesis 41 to interpret the
dream of Archelaus, 1t must be emphasized again (the point was made in
chapter 2) that War 2.159 does not mention dreams. Ifit could be shown,
on other grounds, that Simon’s interpretation was based on scripture,
then a link might be established between Essene prediction of the future,
the interpretation of scripture, and the interpretation of dreams; but this
three-way connection is not made in War 2.159 itself.

Finally, the significance of the example of Josephus’ own practice is
difficult to determine. He does claim to have used scripture to interpret
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the dreams that he remembered at Jotapata, but evidently he did not
believe that all symbolic dreams had to be or could be interpreted in this
way—none of the others we considered in chapter 2 were. It should be
remembered that Josephus distinguished the kind of dreams that he
describes in War 3.351-54 from relatively simple symbolic dreams of the
sort attributed to Archelaus: his own dreams, he implies, were more com-
plex and bizarre; they were the sort of difficult dreams whose interpreta-
tion required inspiration. It may be that Josephus thought that scripture,
like inspiration, was necessary only for the interpretation of these more
complex dreams.

More important than any of these considerations, however, is the fact
that Josephus’ two accounts of the episode suggest that Simon did not
interpret the dream of Archelaus with the aid of scripture, but by another
method altogether. According to Josephus, Simon explained why he
interpreted the dream in the way he did: the ten ears of corn denoted ten
years “‘since there is a harvest in the course of each year” (4nt. 17.347);
the oxen signified a revolution or a change in Archelaus’ situation “since
the earth, when ploughed by their labour, cannot remain in the same state
as before” (17.347) or “because in ploughing they turn over the soil”
(War2.113); the change would be for the worse “since this animal is sub-
ject to painful labour” (Ant. 17.347).

This account describes the same general type of interpretation that we
considered in chapter 2 in connection with the dreams of Pharaoh and
his butler and baker. Thus, rather than using Genesis 41 to interpret the
dream of Archelaus, Simon appears to have proceeded in exactly the
same way that Joseph did. In both cases the method of interpretation
employed was basically rational and analogical, taking into account the
sequence of events depicted in the dream, the natural properties or cul-
tural associations of the images that were seen, previous interpretations
of similar images and dreams, and a whole range of facts about the situ-
ation of the dreamer: age, sex, social status, and any recent events affect-
ing him or her significantly.''” This is a rather analytical description of
what was probably, even in Josephus’ day, a more or less intuitive process
of interpretation. Morcover, it is important to remember that Josephus,
along with most Jews, believed such interpretation was not purely a mat-
ter of rational calculation but required esoteric wisdom, which came from
God.

A few other points require comment. Simon is portrayed by Josephus
as a member of a class of professionals who were experts in the interpre-
tation of dreams. These figures are referred to collectively as “mantics”
(navreic) and “Chaldaeans” (XaAdaiot) and as “those mantics who were
concerned with dreams” (oi pavtelg oig mepi Oveipota fioav ai
avootpoal, Ant. 17.345). I shall shortly return to the question of the sig-
nificance of this terminology; here, I note only that the individuals so des-
ignated are members of a class of experts. Moreover, they belong to the
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royal court. Simon’s inclusion in this group once again raises the question
of the relationship between the Essenes and the Herods. Here, as in the
Menahem narrative, the picture is a mixed one: a large measure of agree-
ment is indicated by Simon’s presence in the court; on the other hand,
his actual role in events is as a bearer of bad news for Archelaus.

In both the War and the Antiguities the report concerning Archelaus’
dream is followed by an account of a dream experienced by his wife, Gla-
phyra. At the end of the double account in the Antiguities, Josephus
inserts an editorial comment (17.354). 1 have already considered (in
chapter 2) the remarks that he makes in this passage about dreams and
divine providence. Here I wish to make two comments on the second half
of the passage: ‘““‘Anyone to whor such things seem incredible is welcome
to his own opinion but should not interfere with one who adds them to
the evidence for virtue.” First, Josephus here acknowledges that the
account he has given of the dreams of Archelaus and Glaphyra may seem
“incredible” (dmoteitor) to some. We noted the use of similar expres-
sions in the reports concerning Judas and Menahem. Here, as there, the
remarks indicate that Josephus realized that the experiences he describes
and the gifis that he attributes to the Essenes were extraordinary. Second,
he adds a note on virtue. The precise meaning of the text is difficult to
determine, but it may support the evidence already considered that sug-
gests that Josephus connected the Essenes’ “knowledge of divine things”
with their practice of virtue.

Josephus’ Essene Prophets and
Pesher Interpretation at Qumran

When discussing the evidence from Josephus for prophetic activity
among the Essenes, most scholars combine the accounts of the predic-
tions made by Judas, Menahem, and Simon with the general statement
about prediction of the future in War 2.159 and conclude that, in all these
cases, the predictions that Josephus reports were made on the basis of the
interpretation of scripture. A second step is usually taken: War2.159 and,
by association, the other three passages are connected with biblical exe-
gesis at Qumran, more specifically, with the composition of pesher com-
mentaries on prophetic books.'"’

I have already expressed doubts about the legitimacy of using the gen-
eral statement in War 2.159 to interpret Josephus’ accounts of individual
Essene prophets. We saw that the statement is best understood as apply-
ing, in the first instance, to the community at Qumran. Those Essenes
represented by the Damascus Rule, for example, apparently did not study
scripture as intensively as the group at Qumran. The individual Essene
prophets mentioned by Josephus may represent a third type, somewhere
between the other two, in terms of their devotion to study, but their pre-
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cise position is unclear; we cannot assume that War 2.159 applies to
them. Nothing in Josephus’ reports concerning Judas and Menahem
requires us to conclude that their predictions were based on the interpre-
tation of scripture, and in the case of Simon, I have argued directly against
the view.

The second association—between Josephus® reports concerning
Essene prediction and pesher exegesis at Qumran—is even more prob-
lematic. In the interest of clarity, let me state again what the suggestion
is: War2.159 and, by extension, the three accounts concerning individual
Essene prophets describe a type of prophetic activity that is essentially the
same as that lying behind the Qumran pesharim; the passages from Jose-
phus and the pesharim both illustrate what might be characterized as pre-
diction of the future by means of the (charismatic) interpretation of scrip-
ture.

At this level of generalization, that last statement may be true enough.
Butoncloserexamination, two problemsemerge. First, the Qumran pesha-
rim are not actually very predictive. A large proportion of the interpre-
tations given in the commentaries are explanations of events in the past.
Many commentators seem to make a mistake in perspective here. It is
perfectly true that the Qumran sectaries who composed the pesharim
believed that the prophetic books they were interpreting referred exclu-
sively to the future, that is, to the future from the point of view of the pro-
phetic author of the texts. The ancient prophet Habakkuk, they thought,
had delivered a number of oracles that he received from God, all of which
concerned what was the distant future from his point of view. The true
meaning of the oracles was not known even to Habakkuk himself, but
was first revealed to the authoritative interpreter, the Teacher of Righ-
teousness. It was he who revealed that all Habakkuk’s oracles concerned
the last days, that is, the days in which the Qumran community believed
it was living, immediately before the End. The pesher commentaries
themselves, however, do not refer only, or even primarily, to the future
Jfrom the point of view of the Qumran community, but rather mostly to the
past. Indeed, the pesharim, along with the preface to the Damascus Rule,
are among the most important sources for the history of the Essenes and
the Qumran community. In these texts the Wicked Priest, the Liar, and
other past opponents of the party make their appearance; past disputes
and divisions are described; and hints are given about the origin of the
group. My first point, then, is that the pesharim are not actually very pre-
dictive. They are to some extent prediction of the future through the
(charismatic) interpretation of scripture, but they are to a much greater
extent interpretation of the past through the (charismatic) interpretation
of scripture.

Second, most of the predictions that are contained in the pesharim
concern the great events predicted for the End: God’s judgment of the
Wicked Priest, the last judgment, the triumph of the righteous over the
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wicked, and so on. The following are examples of the type of predictions
found in one of the most important of the pesharim, the Commentary on
Habakkuk (1QpHab): the nations will not destroy God’s people, but
rather God’s people will judge the nations and the wicked in Israel at the
last judgment (5.3-7); the “last time” will be prolonged, but the “men of
truth” will not slacken in the service of truth (7.7-14); the wicked will be
found guilty at the last judgment (7.15-16); the idols of the nations will
not save them on the day of judgment (12.14); the idolatrous and the
wicked will be destroyed by God on the day of judgment (13.2-4), There
is a vast difference between predictions of this sort and the predictions
attributed to Essene prophets by Josephus. “God will destroy the wicked
on the day of judgment” is simply not the same kind of statement as
“Antigonus will be murdered next Thursday at Strato’s Tower.” Both are
predictions of the future, but the differences between them are enor-
mous.'"* The predictions attributed to Judas, Menahem, and Simon are
more precise and restricted, less eschatological in character, than those of
the Qumran pesharim. Similarly, it seems to me that Josephus could not
possibly be referring to anything like the pesharim in War 2.159. What,
in that case, could he possibly have meant by saying “seldom, if ever, do
they err in their predictions™? Did the sectaries at Qumran actually rise
up and judge the nations of the earth? Had God come and judged the
wicked and the idolatrous? This second point is thus part of my general
campaign to make more precise distinctions between various sorts of pre-
dictions. I also believe that we should resist the temptation to use what
little we do know about the Essenes to explain everything we do not.

In the passages considered in this chapter, Josephus seems to be
describing a type of prophecy that is not precisely the same as that attested
by the Qumran pesharim. It is similar in many ways to the sort of proph-
ecy that he himself represents: it is focused on the prediction of events in
the public-political sphere; the predictions are relatively narrow and pre-
cise; dreams and scripture play a part. This is not to say that this kind of
prophecy and pesher interpretation are completely unrelated. Presum-
ably it was thought that anyone who could make the kind of large-scale
predictions found in the pesharim would also be able to predict particular
events in the way that the Essene prophets are supposed to have done. But
the two phenomena should not be identified.

Josephus’ Use of Mavng-Terminology
in Connection with the Essenes

I have previously drawn attention to Josephus’ use of the word péavric
and related terms in connection with the Essenes. Judas is called a pévtig
in War 1.80 and Antiquities 13.313, and his prediction of the murder of
Antigonus is described as a pdvrevpo in War 1.79 and Antiquities
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13.312. Simon is not directly labeled a pévtig, but he is portrayed as a
member of a group of court professionals who are collectively referred to
as pavrelg and XaAdaiol (War 2.112; Ant. 17.345).

Commentators often attach special significance to the fact that Jose-
phus uses pavrtic-terminology rather than mpoeTftng-terminology to
describe the Essenes. Usually it is thought that he intended by this usage
to distinguish the sort of predictions the Essenes made from genuine Jew-
ish prophecy. Crone, for example, in his discussion of War 2.159, pro-
poses that Josephus did not use mpogfitng-terminology in connection
with the Essenes because their “ability to foretell the future is not proph-
ecy in the classical O.T. sense”; it is, rather, “‘presented in Greek fashion
as a skill which can be learned.”'"> A few pages later, Crone concludes
from Josephus’ application of péavtic-terminology to the Essenes that
“mere prediction was not considered prophecy in the strict sense.”!'
Horsley and Hanson do not discuss Josephus’ use of pavtig-terminology,
but they characterize the kind of prophecy represented by the Essenes as
“Hellenistic” in contrast to “classical biblical prophecy.”!"” The basic dif-
ference between these two types of prophecy is that “the Essene seers’ pre-
dictions focused narrowly on the fortunes of individual rulers, whereas
the classical oracular prophets addressed broad social relationships and
placed judgment on royal behavior in an all-inclusive covenantal con-
text.”!"® Blenkinsopp acknowledges that the Essenes were essentially pre-
dictors of the future, but-—in contrast to Crone, Horsley, and Hanson—
considers this a fully Jewish and fully prophetic phenomenon. He fails,
however, to note the prominence of pévtic-terminology in Josephus’
accounts of the Essenes and other Jewish figures and accepts the general
view that this terminology serves as a marker for non-Jewish varieties of
prophecy.!"*

I argued in chapter 1 (pages 30--34) that Josephus (along with most
Jews of his day) did not distinguish prediction of the future from genuine
Jewish prophecy in the way that Crone, Horsley, and Hanson propose
that he did—here Blenkinsopp is correct. A brief review of Josephus’ use
of névtig and related terms will reinforce the point. Josephus uses this
terminology in connection with several Jewish figures, and there is a pat-
tern to his usage: pavtig and related terms occur mostly in connection
with one general type of prophecy. We shall see that the type was one he
regarded very highly.

Josephus uses pavtig-terminology with reference to three Jewish fig-
ures in addition to Judas and Simon: Jotham, the son of Gideon; Daniel;
and himself. The first of these cases falls outside the general pattern of his
usage, and so I mention it only briefly: in Antiquities 5.253 the word
uavteio is used to designate Jotham’s prediction that the people of
Shechem would perish by fire at the hands of Abimelech.'? The other
occurrences of pévrig-terminology with reference to Jews are more sig-
nificant. Daniel, like Simon the Essene, is never directly called a pavric,
but he is associated with a group of figures in the Babylonian court who
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are collectively referred to as ““the mantics” (ol péview, Ant. 10.195);
other phrases used to designate the same group include “the Chaldaeans”
(oi XaAdaiou), “the Magi” (ol péryor), and “the wise” (oi sogoi).'*! There
is no doubt that Daniel and his companions are included in this group. '
These figures, like the pévteig and XaAdaiot in the court of Archelaus,
were specially trained professionals whose duty it was to interpret dreams
and omens and to advise on other matters.'” Finally, Josephus uses
uavtic-terminology on two occasions to refer to his own predictions. In
War 3.405 the verb mpopavtedopar is used to refer to his prediction of
the fall of Jotapata and his own capture, and in War 4.625 pavreiois used
of his prediction that Vespasian would become emperor.

Apart from the case of Jotham, Josephus’ use of pavuig-terminology
links together a group of figures whom I have already associated with one
another on other grounds: the Essenes, Daniel, and Josephus himself.
There are differences among these figures, and they do not all represent
exactly the same prophetic type. For example, whereas Daniel, Simon,
and, to some extent, Josepnus are court figures, we saw that Judas appears
as a political outsider. But they were all practitioners of types of prophecy
that had a certain technical dimension-—they required special training
and skills.

Josephus uses pdvtig-terminology with some consistency to refer to
prophecy of this more technical sort, whether practiced by Jews or by
non-Jews. Apart from Jotham, Daniel, and the other wise men in the
Babylonian court, the only biblical figures who are described by Josephus
as mantics are Balaam (Ant. 4.102-30, 157-58) and the so-called witch
of Endor (Ant. 6.327-42).'** The case of the witch of Endor is especially
interesting. Josephus describes her as a ““ventriloquist” (¢yyaotpipvdoc)
who calls up spirits from the dead (6.329-30); but he also describes prac-
titioners of this “art” (téyvn, 6.327, 340) as a special “class of mantics”
(tob10 10 YEVOg TdV pavtewy, 6.331) and as members of a “profession”
(¢mothun, 6.340).'»

My own theory about Josephus’ use of pévtig-terminology in con-
nection with the Essenes, then, is as follows. Josephus does not call the
Essenes mpoefitat for the same reason that he does not call himself or
others from his own day npogfjtai, namely, because he believed that the
really great prophets had lived in the past and that he and his contem-
poraries were, by comparison, unworthy of the title; that is, for reasons of
the sort considered in chapter 1. The fact that he calls the Essenes pavieig
does not mean that he thought that they were not prophets. Daniel, after
all, was one of a group of pavteig and, at the same time, “one of the great-
est prophets™ (4n¢. 10.266). In his introduction to the story of Saul and
the witch of Endor, Josephus reports that Saul had banished from the
land “the mantics ol pdvreic], the ventriloquists [oi &yyactpiddor],
and all practitioners of such arts, except the propheis [EEw TdV
npoeNTdV]” (Ant. 6.327, emphasis mine). The mention of the prophets
is an addition to scripture (cf. I Sam. 28.3) and shows that Josephus con-
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sidered the kind of skills possessed by the witch to be prophetic. He uses
the word pévtig and related terms, then, not to distinguish certain figures
from genuine prophets, but rather to point to types of prophecy that
required a certain degree of technical expertise. The terminology is not
an infallible guide to prophets of this sort: it is sometimes used of indi-
viduals who do not fit the type (Jotham), and is not always used of those
who do fit the type (e.g., Solomon); but it is used with some consistency
by Josephus to refer to more technical varieties of prophecy.

Some of these types of prophecy were international phenomena and
not distinctively Jewish; hence the instinctive feeling on the part of many
scholars that they were somehow “un-Jewish” or “Hellenistic.” On the
other hand, they also had a long history within Israelite and Jewish reli-
gion by Josephus’ day. Josephus does not seem to have been very anxious
to distinguish between Jewish and non-Jewish expressions of this general
sort of prophecy. Perhaps this is another instance in which the modern
scholar has something to learn from him.

Conclusion

1 began this chapter by considering Josephus’ general comment about the
Essenes in War 2.159. This passage relates the ability of some of the
Essenes to predict the future to their training in “sacred books,” “sayings
of prophets,” and “various purifications.” Josephus does not explain pre-
cisely how the Essenes used sacred books and sayings of prophets to pre-
dict the future—I considered, but rejected, the proposal that he had
something like pesher interpretation in mind. Nor does he say just how
the Essenes’ ability to predict the future was related to their practice of
special purity rites.

Though the details of these matters remain unclear, a reasonable
guess can be made about how prediction, scripture, and purity were
related at a general level. Josephus, like other Jews of his day, believed
that God controlled history in a direct and comprehensive way and that
events on earth unfolded in accordance with the divine plan. Predicting
the future, then, depended on gaining insight into God’s character, pur-
poses, and intentions. Scripture, it was believed, had been written by God
or (recalling Against Apion 1.37) by prophets inspired by God and con-
tained a record of God’s actions in the past and his plans for the future.
The practice of purifications brought one closer to God by eliminating the
impurities that made contact between the human and the divine impos-
sible. Those who studied scripture and practiced special purity rites, then,
were in a better position than the ordinary person to perceive and under-
stand God’s plans for the future.

Comparison of the general statement in War 2,159 with the Com-
munity Rule and the Damascus Rule established that the passage prob-
ably refers, in the first instance, to the celibate community at Qumran.
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For that reason, I cautioned against using War 2.159 in a direct way to
interpret Josephus’ accounts concerning Judas, Menahem, and Simon,
all of whom appear to have been from Essene communities outside of
Qumran. I suggested that these figures might represent a branch of the
Essene movement that falls somewhere between the Qumran sectarians
and the group represented by the Damascus Rule in terms of their devo-
tion to study and their practice of purity.

All three of the individual Essene prophets mentioned by Josephus
made predictions about events in the public-political realm. In the case
of Menahem, prediction of the future was combined with a certain ele-
ment of moral exhortation, with special emphasis on “justice” and
“piety,” two terms used by Josephus to summarize the obligations
enjoined by the Jewish law. Josephus also believed that the Essenes’ abil-
ity to predict the future derived, in part, from their character as especially
virtuous individuals, where “virtue” is defined as the practice of justice
and piety, that is, as obedience to the law. The precise relationship
between strict observance of the law and the ability to predict the future
is unclear.

We have seen that foreknowledge of the future was only one part of a
more comprehensive esoteric knowledge possessed by the Essenes. This
wider esoteric knowledge included, among other things, understanding
of the art of dream interpretation, and was believed by Josephus and
other Jews to be partly a gift from God and partly the result of special
technical training. Josephus’ use of pavrig-terminology in connection
with the Essene prophets emphasizes the element of technical expertise
in their activity.

In terms of their social location and role, there is some variation
among the individual Essene prophets. All of them make predictions con-
cerning prominent public figures, but they occupy different positions in
relation to these figures. Judas appears as a political outsider: he makes a
prediction about a member of the ruling Hasmonean family, but has no
real connection with this figure or with the court. Menahem is more of a
borderline figure: he acclaims Herod king, and thus is more directly
involved in political affairs than was Judas; but he probably was not an
official adviser or court figure. Finally, Simon is portrayed as an official
member of the court, one of a group of professional dream interpreters
and advisers, like Daniel before him.

These variations probably reflect the actual political interests and for-
tunes of the Essenes: as a group, they opposed the Hasmoneans and, at
least initially, supported Herod the Great. In relation to the Herodian
family, however, the position of these prophets was mixed: Menahem
predicted that Herod would be king, but also lectured him on justice and
piety and predicted his fall; Simon was a trusted adviser in the court of
Archelaus, but announced the end of the Herodian dynasty. After the
reign of Archelaus, these figures disappear from public life and from our
VIEW.
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The Sign Prophets

Josephus’ account of the revolt against Rome and the events leading up
to it includes reports of the activities of several figures who are usually
described as sign prophets by scholars.' There is some dispute about pre-
cisely which figures should be included in this category. My own list of
Jewish sign prophets includes the following six individuals or groups:

1. Theudas (Ant. 20.97-99)

2. a group of unnamed figures active during the procuratorship of
Felix (War 2.258-60; Ant. 20.167-68)

3. the Egyptian (War 2.261-63; Ant. 20.169-72)

4. an unnamed figure under Festus (Anz. 20.188)

5. another unnamed figure who ied his followers to the temple just
before it was destroyed in 70 C.E. (War 6.283-87)

6. Jonathan, a Sicarius refugee from Palestine who was active in
Cyrene after the war (War 7.437-50; Life 424-25).

In this chapter, I shall review Josephus’ accounts concerning these fig-
ures and sketch the most important features of the prophetic type they
represent. I shall concentrate, in the first instance, on simply describing
their actions and behavior, as reported by Josephus, but I shall also
attempt to give an account of the intentions and expectations of the sign
prophets, insofar as this is possible. That last qualification is a significant
one. In order to understand fully what the sign prophets intended by their
actions and what they expected to happen, we would need to know a great
deal more than we do about what they said and did, about the precise
historical circumstances that gave rise to the movements they led, and
about the religious beliefs and expectations current among Jews of their
day. In what follows, I shall indicate the points at which my own views
about the intentions and expectations of the sign prophets differ signifi-
cantly from the current scholarly consensus and I shall state as clearly as
possible what I think we can and cannot say with confidence.

There is some variety among the sign prophets, both in their reported
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activities and also in their apparent intentions and expectations, but nev-
ertheless enough in the way of common features to justify categorizing
them together as representatives of a single prophetic type. Although a
full description of these common features will be provided later in this
chapter (see pp. 133-43), the following summary may be offered in antic-
ipation:

1. The sign prophets were all leaders of sizable movements.

2. The movements they led were popular movements; that is, their
followers were drawn mostly from the common people.

3. These figures presented themselves as prophets. In some cases at
least, they appear to have modeled their behavior on certain pro-
phetic figures from the ancient past.

4. These prophets are all reported to have led their followers from one
place to another. In several accounts, their destination is described
simply as the wilderness or desert; in some cases, specific sites are
mentioned, including the Jordan River, the Mount of Olives, and
the Temple Mount in Jerusalem.

5. The sign prophets announced to their followers that God himself
was about to act in a dramatic way to deliver them. We shall see
that it is in most cases extremely difficult to determine precisely
how they envisaged this deliverance or what they thought its con-
sequences would be.

6. Finally, in connection with their announcement of imminent
divine deliverance, these prophets reportedly promised their fol-
lowers that God, or they themselves, would perform some sort of
miracle. It is from this aspect of their activity, and from the partic-
ular terminology that Josephus uses to describe it, that these figures
have acquired the name “‘sign prophets.” The nature and purpose
of the miracles they promised must be clarified.

Josephus denounces Theudas and the others as “false prophets,”
“impostors,” “deceivers,” and “those who misrepresented God.” He
accuses them of leading the people astray and of contributing to the
downfall of Jerusalem and the Jewish nation. In addition to reviewing
Josephus’ reports about the sign prophets and describing their prophetic
type in general terms, I shalil also consider the question of why he char-
acterizes them in this way.

One methodological problem will be immediately apparent. I have
been writing as if there were some independent source of information
about the sign prophets with which we could compare Josephus’
accounts, but that is not the case. Theudas and the Egyptian are both
mentioned in the book of Acts, but we shall see that these references are
confused and of limited historical value. The few other texts sometimes
cited by scholars in connection with the sign prophets are difficult to
interpret and of doubtful significance.?
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Thus we are, for all practical purposes, dependent on Josephus alone
for information about these prophets. We must assume that there is some
correlation between the way he describes them and what they actually
said and did. But, as I have noted, Josephus is a hostile witness; his assess-
ment of these figures and even his description of their activities cannot be
accepted at face value. Also, he does not tell us all that we should like to
know: most of his reports are brief and some of them appear to be rather
stylized in form. We must therefore proceed cautiously, paying careful
attention to the terminology that Josephus uses to describe these figures
and taking into account the ways in which his own convictions may have
affected his presentation of them. Finally, we must interpret the scant evi-
dence provided by Josephus against the background of all that is known
about circumstances in Palestine in this period and about the beliefs and
hopes of those Jews to whom the sign prophets made their appeal.

Josephus’ Reports Concerning the Sign Prophets

I shall review Josephus’ accounts of the activities of the sign prophets in
an order slightly different from their chronological order, beginning with
the reports concerning Theudas and the Egyptian. I treat these two
accounts together because in both cases the miracle that was promised by
the prophet is described by Josephus. In three of the remaining accounts,
Josephus uses what appear to be formulaic phrases to refer to the miracles
promised by prophets: he speaks of “signs of freedom” (onusia
Edevdepiog, War 2.259) and “the signs of deliverance” (10 onusgia tiig
complag, War 6.285); he also uses the compound expressions “‘signs and
apparitions” (onpela xail odouata, War 7.438) and “marvels and signs”
(tépata xal onuela, Ant. 20.168). It must be determined, if possible,
what Josephus meant by these phrases. One last account (the unnamed
figure under Festus, Ant. 20.188) does not explicitly mention miracles or
signs, but I shall argue that it should be classified with the other passages
on the basis of more general considerations.

Theudas (Antiquities 20.97-99)

When Agrippa I died in 44 c.E., he had ruled for three years over an area
nearly equal in extent to the kingdom of Herod the Great. At his death,
this entire territory was made a Roman province, and Cuspius Fadus was
sent out as procurator. In the War Josephus passes over the tenure of
Fadus (44-746 c.E.) and his successor, Tiberius Alexander (?46-48 C.E.),
with only a summarizing comment: “by abstaining from all interference
with the customs of the country {they] kept the nation at peace” (2.220).
When he reports events under Fadus in the Antiquities, Josephus once
again offers a basically positive assessment, but this time there are some
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hints of friction between the procurator and his subjects. The dispute
about who should have control of the high priest’s vestments was renewed
under Fadus (4nt. 20.6-16), and it was also at this time that Theudas
made his appearance.*

Josephus calls Theudas an “impostor”—the Greek term is yong, and
we shall return to the question of its precise meaning in Josephus. Theu-
das himself, however, “stated that he was a prophet” (tpoenftng . . . £Ae-
vev givay, Ant. 20.97). He persuaded his followers to take up their pos-
sessions and go with him to the Jordan River, where he promised a
miracle: at his command, the river would part, allowing them to cross.
Fadus sent out a squadron of cavalry and they took the group by surprise.
Many of Theudas’ followers were killed or taken prisoner, and Theudas
himself was captured and beheaded on the spot. His severed head was
displayed in Jerusalem, presumably to discourage other would-be proph-
ets.

It is impossible to determine from Josephus® brief report precisely
what Theudas intended or what he and his followers expected. It would
appear that the group modeled their actions either on the crossing of the
Red Sea at the time of the exodus from Egypt (Exod. 12.29-14.30), or on
the miraculous crossing of the Jordan River at the time of the entry into
the promised land under the leadership of Joshua (Josh. 3-4).° It is difh-
cult to say which of these two models they had in view. The promise to
divide the Jordan most naturally suggests the earlier parting of the same
river by Joshua, but it may also have been intended as a dramatic re-
enactment of the parting of the sea at the time of the exodus. We do not
know in which direction the group were traveling, and the fact that they
had their possessions with them fits both models equally well.

It may not, in fact, be necessary to decide between the two proposed
models. In the biblical version of these events, the crossing of the Jordan
under Joshua is explicitly presented as a repetition of the crossing of the
sea under Moses, and it is possible that the two events had become fused
in popular memory and expectation by the first century ¢.t.° That is to
say, the actions of Theudas and his followers may not have been modeled
on the crossing of the Red Sea under Moses or the crossing of the Jordan
under Joshua, but on both, or rather on a complex combination of the
two.’

One further point requires discussion. Martin Hengel has suggested,
on the basis of the analogy with the biblical account of the exodus, that
Theudas and his followers were armed.? In this connection, it is impor-
tant to note a slight difference between the biblical account of the exodus
and Josephus’ version of the same events. According to the Bible, the Isra-
elites were armed both at the time of the crossing of the Red Sea and at
the time of the crossing of the Jordan under Joshua.? According to Jose-
phus, however, they were unarmed at the time of the exodus from Egypt
and were providentially provided with arms after the crossing of the sea.'?



116 Prophetic Figures

There is some evidence that Josephus is here reflecting a wider interpre-
tive tradition.'! If that is the case, then it would seem unwise to conclude
on the basis of the reminiscences of the exodus in Josephus’ account of
Theudas that he and his followers were armed.

The passage as a whole suggests the opposite. Josephus does not
explicitly state that the group were armed, and they appear to have been
overcome with ease by a relatively small military force.'” It is impossible,
however, to decide the issue with certainty.

Theudas is mentioned in Acts 5.36, in a speech attributed to
Gamaliel I. According to this passage, Theudas “claimed to be some-
body” (A&ywv eivar tiva £ovtov) and collected around four hundred fol-
lowers. Nothing is said about the precise nature of his activities, but it is
reported that “he was slain and all who followed him were dispersed and
came to nothing.” This conforms fairly closely to Josephus’ description,
but adds little that is new. As is well known, the chronology of Luke’s
account is confused: the speech of Gamaliel is set some ten years before
Theudas’ appearance (according to Josephus’ chronology), and yet
speaks of him as a figure from the past; indeed, the speech dates Theudas
to the period before Judas the Galilean (6 c.E.)."

The Egyptian (War 2.261-63; Antiquities 20.169-72)

Josephus’ account of the Egyptian is part of a longer narrative summa-
rizing events in Jewish Palestine under Felix, who was procurator from
52 to about 60 c.B. (War 2.252-65; Ant. 20.160-72). These events
included actions taken against certain “brigands” in the countryside, the
rise of the Sicarii in Jerusalem, and the appearance there of a group of
figures whom Josephus calls “impostors and deceivers.” I shall return to
this latter group presently. Josephus introduces the Egyptian without
indicating his relationship, if any, to these other figures. In the Antiquities
he states that the Egyptian, like Theudas, “declared that he was a
prophet” (mpoeftng eival Aéyov, 20.169); in the War it is reported that
he had “gained for himself the reputation of a prophet” (npogntov nictiv
Emvdelc Savt®, 2.261). Josephus, however, calls him a “false prophet”
(yevdompoentng) and an “impostor” (&v¥pwnrog yong, both War2.261).

There are substantial differences between the two accounts of the
activities of the Egyptian and his followers. In the Antiguities he first
comes to Jerusalem and raises a following there; in the War he appears
in the countryside (gig v yopav, 2.261) and draws his followers from
the population there.'* Correspondingly, the Antiquities pictures a march
from Jerusalem to the Mount of Olives, outside the city walls, while the
War states that the group traveled from the desert (ék g épnuiag, 2.262)
10 the Mount of Olives. According to the Antiquities, the Egyptian
claimed that the walls of Jerusalem would fall down at his command,
allowing him and his followers to enter; the account in the War mentions
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no such miracle and reports, insiead, preparations for a military assault
against the city. There is also disagreement about the number of people
involved in the incident. The War credits the Egyptian with thirty thou-
sand followers (2.261) and states that most of them were killed or taken
prisoner in the military engagement with the Romans (2.263). The Antig-
uities describes the Egyptian’s following as “the masses of the common
people” (1 dnpotikdv mAfBocg, 20.169), but estimates at only six hun-
dred the number who were killed or taken prisoner by the Romans
(20.171).

It is difficult to account for these discrepancies and to know how sig-
nificant they are. We shall see that Josephus generally tends to “milita-
rize” the sign prophets in the War-—that is, to assimilate them to, or asso-
ciate them with, the armed rebels. This is probably part of his more
general tendency, in that work, to shift most of the blame for the revolt
onto a few individuals or parties on both sides.”” Among the Jews, those
held to be responsible are the armed revolutionaries, who are portrayed
as mad and bloodthirsty fanatics, in no way representative of official
Judaism or of the Jewish people as a whole. On the Roman side, it is
emphasized that it was largely the actions of a few corrupt and unrepre-
sentative procurators (notably Albinus and Florus) that led to war. Apart
from these extremists on both sides, Josephus suggests, the revolt could
have been avoided. The portrayal of the sign prophets as armed and dan-
gerous revolutionaries fits into this general picture and serves to justify
the Romans’ brutal response to them. In the case of the Egyptian, this
militarization is probably only slightly misleading, since even the account
in the Antiquities suggests that he and his followers were armed.'® In the
case of the other prophets who were active around the same time, the mili-
tarizing account of the War is probably more seriously distorting, as we
shall see.

In the Antiquities Josephus apportions biame for the revolt somewhat
more evenly. He is prepared to acknowledge (at least implicitly) that dif-
ferent groups of Jews opposed the Romans for different reasons and in
different ways, and no longer secks to place all of the blame on the rebels
or to assimilate all of the opponents of Rome to them. As a result, I sug-
gest, he presents the sign prophets more accurately in the later work as
figures of a distinct type.

This explanation may account for some of the discrepancies between
the two versions of the Egyptian’s activities, but it does not explain the
disagreements about his movements from place to place. On this score, it
is possible to reconcile the two accounts at least partially by combining
them and supposing that the Egyptian showed up in Jerusalem, gathered
a crowd there, led them out into the wilderness, where he gathered still
more followers, and proceeded to the Mount of Olives. There he prom-
ised that the walls of Jerusalem would fall down at his command and pre-
pared to follow up this miraculous event with an armed invasion of the
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city. The combination of the miraculous toppling of city walls followed
by an armed invasion is strongly reminiscent of the story of the conquest
of Jericho under Joshua (Josh. 6; cf. Ant. 5.22-32), and was almost cer-
tainly modeled on that incident. Before the Egyptian’s plan could be exe-
cuted, the Romans moved against him and his followers. Many in the
group were killed or imprisoned, but the Egyptian himself escaped.

The Egyptian is mentioned in the book of Acts, but, as in the case of
Theudas, Luke’s account presents a rather confused picture of events.
According to Acts 21.38, when the apostle Paul was arrested in the tem-
ple, a Roman tribune mistook him for the Egyptian: “Are you not the
Egyptian, then, who recently stirred up a revolt and led four thousand
men of the Sicarii out into the wilderness?”” The chronology is right this
time and other details of the account agree with Josephus’ portrayal of
the Egyptian: he “stirred up a revolt” (dvactardoag) and led his follow-
ers into the wilderness. But Luke has misidentified the Egyptian’s follow-
ers as Sicarii: there is no independent evidence linking the two move-
ments, and we may be sure that Josephus would have made it clear if
there were any connection between them. The statement that the Egyp-
tian had four thousand followers disagrees with the figures given both in
the War (thirty thousand) and the Antiquities (six hundred).

I now proceed to those accounts in which Josephus uses sign termi-
nology to describe the miracles promised by prophets. I shall review the
accounts first and then return to consider the question of the meaning of
the particular terminology he uses.

Unnamed Figures Under Felix
(War 2.258-60; Antiquities 20.167-68)

In his account of events under Felix, Josephus includes a brief notice
about the activities of a group of unnamed figures whom he denounces
as “impostors” and “deceivers.”'” The notice is placed immediately
before the report on the Egyptian prophet and immediately after a
description of the chaos created in Jerusalem by the first round of assas-
sinations by the Sicarii. Josephus introduces the unnamed figures in the
War as “another body of villains, with purer hands but more impious
intentions” than the Sicarii (2.258). It is not clear whether he is summa-
rizing the activities of a series of such figures or relating a single incident;
but the fact that, in the War at least, he records a single military response
on the part of the Romans suggests that the latter is the case.

Josephus reports that these unnamed figures appeared in Jerusalem
and led their followers out into the desert. According to the War, they
promised that “God would there show them signs of liberation” or “free-
dom” (¢xel 100 Veod Seifovtog avtoig onueia Eievdepiag, 2.259); the
Antiquities reports that they promised “unmistakable marvels and signs
that would be wrought in accordance with God’s plan” or “providence”
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(&vapyt) tépata kol onuela katd v tod Yeod nmpdvolav yvoueva,
20.168). Josephus gives no indication of what these signs and marvels
were; I shall return to the question below.

The impression created by the account in the War is that the freedom
promised by these prophets was primarily political freedom, that is, free-
dom from Roman rule. Josephus accuses them of promoting
vewtepiopol and peroforai (2.259). The first of these terms,
vewteplopde, can mean “change” or “innovation” of almost any sort,
but Josephus normally uses the word in a more precise way to describe
political revolt or political innovation of a revolutionary kind.*® Thus, it
sometimes appears alongside such terms as otdowg (“civil strife”),
TOAENOG EUEOALOG (“civil war’), and andotaots (“insurrection”).' The
second of the two terms from War2.259, uetoffohn, is an even more gen-
eral word for “change,” but it, too, sometimes has specifically political
connotations in Josephus. In the report about John the Baptist, for exam-
ple, petafoAn occurs together with otdoic and ved@repov in a context
where all three terms have political overtones.” In addition to accusing
the unnamed figures under Felix of promoting vewtepiopoi and
petapolai, the account in the War states that the procurator regarded
their activities as the preliminary to “insurrection” (dndotaoig, 2.260)
and, accordingly, sent out a military force against them. As in the case of
the Egyptian, this military force is explicitly said to have been “heavily
armed” (omiiton, 2.260), and this reinforces the impression that the
group were armed revolutionaries intent on ousting the Romans by force.

The account in the Antiquities does not create the same impression.
There is no mention there of éAgvdepia or of vewtepiopot, petaforai,
or andaTaolg, no suggestion that the group were armed, and no report of
the use of heavily armed troops against them. I suspect that Josephus has
militarized these figures in the War for apologetic reasons of the sort
described in the preceding section, and that the account in the Antiquities
presents a more reliable picture of them on the whole. It should be noted
that, even in the War, Josephus introduces these figures with the remark
that they had “purer hands” than the Sicarii (2.258), a description which
suggests that they were unarmed and nonviolent, thereby contradicting
the general impression created by the rest of the account.

One other feature of Josephus’ report deserves comment. In War
2.259 he states that these unnamed figures acted “under the pretense of
divine inspiration” (mpocyfuart Bswaopnod). Itis Josephus’ own opinion,
of course, that the claim to divine inspiration made by these individuals
was only a “pretense.” We may assume that they genuinely believed
themselves to be inspired, and that those who followed them accepted the
claims they made. In the same passage (War 2.259), Josephus writes that
these prophets “persuaded the multitude to act as if possessed” or “mad”
(Sopoviv 10 mAfdog Enerdov). The reference to the divine inspiration
claimed by these figures and the use of the word daipovam to describe the
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behavior of their followers are sometimes taken to indicate that the group
was characterized by some sort cf ecstatic behavior.?! As we saw in chap-
ter 1, however, Josephus did not have a clear theory about the mechanics
of prophetic inspiration and he does not use technical terms for inspira-
tion or inspired behavior in a precise or consistent way. Also, he fre-
quently uses the language of madness or possession to describe the behav-
ior of Jews who opposed Roman rule in one way or another.?? In such
instances, he uses this terminology in a metaphorical way to explain
behavior that he regards as incomprehensible—“mad” in the sense of not
conforming to what a sensible person like himself would do in a similar
situation. I suggest that he is using daytovaw in this metaphorical sense
in the present passage. What he regards as evidence of madness or pos-
session in this case is not any prophetic-ecstatic behavior, but rather the
willingness on the part of the people involved to follow the unnamed
prophets out into the desert in the expectation that they would there wit-
ness miracles pointing forward to God’s deliverance.”® The word
aepoodvn (“folly”) is used in a similar way in connection with these same
figures in Antiquities 20.168 and in the account concerning Theudas
(Ant. 20.98).

Unnamed Prophet of 70 C.E. (War 6.283-87)

In the course of his narrative describing the destruction of the temple and
adjoining buildings in 70 c.E., Josephus recounts the fate of six thousand
Jews, “women and children of the populace and a mixed multitude” (&md
700 dfpov yovara kol radio katl odppikrog dyrog, War 6.283), who
died when the temple portico on which they had taken refuge was set on
fire by Roman soldiers. Josephus blames their death on a ““false prophet”
{(yevdonpoenng, 6.285), who had announced to the people in Jerusalem
that God commanded them to go up to the temple to receive there “the
signs of deliverance™ (10 onueia tfig cwpiag, 6.285). Once again, no
indication is given of what these signs were.?*

The story of this one prophet and his fate prompts Josephus to make
a general comment about the activity of other prophets like him:

At that time, many prophets [npoefjtai] were planted among the people by
the tyrants to announce that they should wait for help from God, in order
that desertions might be lessened and hope might encourage those who
were beyond fear and precaution. When suffering misfortunes, one is
quickly persuaded; but when the deceiver actually pictures release from pre-
vailing horrors, then the sufferer wholly abandons himself to hope. (War
6.286-87)"

I shall return to the question of whether the picture Josephus paints here
of some sort of formal cooperation between sign prophets and those
involved in the armed resistance—here branded “tyrants”—is accurate.
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The passage gives us some idea of what these prophets said and did, if only
a general idea. Josephus says that they encouraged the people to “wait for
help from God,” and he implies that they described to their followers, in
vivid terms, the form that this divine assistance would take; at least I sup-
pose this is what he means when he says that such prophets “actually pic-
ture{d] [Onoypbon] release from prevailing horrors” (6.287). It is difficult
to imagine what sort of “deliverance” (cwpia) or “release” (dmaAiayf)
was expected by the prophet who led six thousand apparently defenseless
people into the temple precincts in the middle of a fierce battle. It would
seem that he expected an act of divine intervention of a very dramatic
sort.?

Jonathan the Sicarius
(War 7.437-50; Life 424-25)

The last figure who is said to have promised his followers a display of signs
and wonders is a certain Jonathan, a Sicarius refugee from Palestine who
was active in Cyrene, in North Africa, sometime in the seventies. The
account in the War is one of two notices that Josephus provides about the
activities of the Sicarii after the end of the revolt in Palestine. The first
concerns an uprising in Alexandria that was started by a group of Sicarii
refugees and that resulted in the demolition, by the Romans, of the Jewish
temple at Leontopolis (War 7.409-36). The second recounts the activi-
ties of Jonathan and his followers in Cyrene (7.437-50).

Josephus introduces Jonathan as “a most villainous man”
(movnpodtatog Gvipwnog), whose following consisted of “many of the
poor” (ovk dAlyor Tdv drdpwv, 7.438). He is reported to have led his fol-
lowers from Cyrene into the desert, promising to show them “signs and
apparitions” (onpeilo kol edopata, 7.438). No description of these mir-
aclesis provided. The group’s activities went unnoticed by most, but were
reported to the Roman governor, Catullus, by “the men of rank” among
the Jews (7.439). Catullus dispatched a force of cavalry and infantry, and
most of Jonathan’s followers were killed or taken prisoner. Jonathan
himself escaped from the battle, but was later captured.

Further intrigues followed Jonathan’s arrest. According to Josephus,
he tried to escape punishment by claiming that he had acted on the
instructions of “the wealthiest of the Jews” (7.442). Catullus apparently
had his own reasons for wanting to move against this group, and he
prompted Jonathan to further accusations. Together they contrived the
execution of “all the well-to-do [Jews]” in Cyrene, three thousand in
number (7.445). Jonathan went too far, however, when he charged “the
most reputable Jews both in Alexandria and Rome” with “sedition”
(veotepropde, 7.447). Among those so accused was Josephus himself. He
and the others were acquitted when the case was heard by Vespasian, and
Jonathan was tortured and burned alive (7.450).
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Josephus mentions Jonathan again near the end of the Lijfe (424--25),
and the account he gives there in some ways supplements, and in other
ways contradicts, the report in the War, In Life 424 Josephus states that
the number of Jonathan’s followers who were killed when the Romans
attacked the group was two thousand. There is no mention, in the Life,
of a flight into the desert or the promise of signs and apparitions. Jona-
than is introduced, instead, as “a certain Jew . . . who had promoted civil
strife [otdo1g] in Cyrene” (Life 424). In the War Jonathan’s followers are
explicitly said to have been unarmed (&voniol, 7.440), but Life 424
reports that Jonathan accused Josephus of supplying him with arms
(dbmAa) and money. It is unclear how these discrepancies should be
explained or what their significance is.

Unnamed Figure Under Festus
(Antiquities 20.188)

Before discussing the significance of the sign terminology used in the
three accounts just reviewed, it is necessary to consider one other passage,
which concerns an unnamed figure active during the procuratorship of
Festus (760-62 c.E.). Josephus does not provide much information about
events in this period. In War 2.271 he reports only that Festus captured
many “brigands” and put them to death. In the parallel account in the
Antiquities (20.185-87), he identifies the “brigands” as Sicarii. He also
adds this brief notice:

Festus also sent a force of cavalry and infantry against the dupes of a certain
impostor who had promised them salvation and rest from troubles, if they
chose to follow him into the wilderness. The force which Festus dispatched
destroyed both the deceiver himself and those who had followed him. (4w,
20.188)

There is no mention of a sign in this account and no description of a mir-
acle, and it is possible that this figure should not be classified as a sign
prophet. The language of the passage is in some respects reminiscent of
Matthew 11.28-30 and of earlier traditions reflected, for example, in
Sirach 6.23-31 and 51.23-30.7 These passages speak of the “rest”
(dvanavoig) that comes from study, instruction, and wisdom. If the
phrase mtadAa kax®v (“rest from troubles’) is used in a similar way in the
above passage, then the unnamed figure under Festus might be better
described as a teacher than as a sign prophet. It might be difficult to see
why the Roman procurator would suppress a religious teacher violently,
but the case of John the Baptist is instructive in this respect. Josephus
reports that Herod Antipas was afraid that John’s teaching would lead to
a revolt: “Eloquence that had so great an effect on people might lead to
some form of civil strife [otdo1c], for it looked as if they would be guided
by John in everything that they did” (4nt. 18.118). A religious teacher
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could be viewed as a potential political threat, or at least as a threat to
public order.

The response of the Romans to the unnamed figure under Festus was
not, however, exactly the same as their response to John. John himself
was arrested and killed, but no action was taken against those who lis-
tened to him and were persuaded by what he taught. In the case under
Festus, a military force was sent out against the unnamed figure and his
followers. The same response is recorded in the case of the sign prophets
(except the one who perished with his followers in the fire that destroyed
the temple). In addition, much of the vocabulary of the above passage
links the unnamed figure under Festus with the prophets I have been con-
sidering: Josephus calls him an “impostor” (dvdpomog yong) and a
“deceiver” (amatfoac); he is said to have promised “salvation”
(compia), and to have led his followers out into the “wilderness”
(¢pnuia). On the basis of these similarities, this figure may also be classi-
fied as a sign prophet.

The Meaning of Josephus’ Sign Terminology

Let us return to the particular phrases that Josephus uses to describe the
miracles promised by the sign prophets and see whether it is possible to
determine the meaning of these phrases more precisely. In the War Jose-
phus states that the unnamed figures under Felix promised their followers
that God would show them “signs of liberation™ or “freedom” (onusia
ghevdeplog, 2.259). These same miracles are described in the Antiquities
as “unmistakable marvels and signs [tépata kol onueia] that would be
wrought in accordance with God’s plan” or “providence” (20.168). The
prophet who led six thousand Jews to the Temple Mount in 70 c.E. is said
to have promised them that they would see ““the signs of salvation” or
“deliverance” (td onpeia g complog, War 6.285). Finally, Jonathan
reportedly promised his followers “signs and apparitions” (onueia kol
paopata, War 7.438). The one term common to all of these reports is
onueia. It is necessary first to establish the meaning of this term in the
passages under consideration. The question of the meaning of the words
tépata and paopota, which are also used to describe the miracles prom-
ised by these prophets, will be taken up later.

Xnueia as Omens or Portents

The word onpelov has a fairly broad range of meanings, most of them
attested in Josephus.” For the purposes of this discussion, two uses of the
term are of interest. First, Josephus sometimes uses onueia to refer to
omens or porients: strange phenomena of various sorts that were believed
to foreshadow future events and to reveal the will and intentions of the
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Deity. Thus, for example, he refers to the omens that predicted Vespa-
sian’s rise to power as onueio.” He also uses the term, along with tépag
and @dopa, to describe the omens and portents that preceded and
pointed toward the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 c.E. These omens are
listed in War 6.288-315; they included a star and a comet, a strange light
in the temple, a cow that gave birth to a lamb, and other weird and won-
derful things.*

There are two other passages, both probably from Nicolaus of Damas-
cus, in which onueiov and tépag are used interchangeably of portents or
omens of the sort we are discussing. The first is War 1.331-32, which
recounts Herod’s narrow escape on one occasion when a building in
which he and his guests had been dining collapsed immediately after their
departure. The incident is described as a “miraculous portent” (doupd-
viov L . . . 1€pag, 1.331), and Herod is said to have interpreted it as an
“omen” (onueiov) both of the dangers awaiting him in the military cam-
paign on which he was about to embark and of the certainty of his pres-
ervation through these dangers (1.332). The second passage, War 1.370-
79, concerns an earthquake that occurred in 31 B.C.E. while Herod was
waging war against the Arabs. The disaster and the Arab attack that fol-
lowed it demoralized Herod’s troops. According to Josephus, Herod
attempted to raise their spirits with a speech (1.373-79) in which he
argued, among other things, that the earthquake should not be inter-
preted as a “portent” (tépag) of another disaster (1.377); sometimes, he
continued, a “sign” (onueiov) precedes a natural disaster of this sort, but
the disaster itself should not be regarded as portentous (1.377). Herod
then referred by way of contrast to the murder, by the Arabs, of the
envoys he had sent to them, and suggested that this evil and unnatural act
was a “grave portent” (tépoag ... uéyiotov) of disaster for the Arabs
(1.378).%

Finally, there are two passages, certainly composed by Josephus, in
which tépag alone is used to refer to omens. The first is War 4.286-87,
which describes a violent thunderstorm that occurred while the Idu-
maeans were camped outside Jerusalem, waiting to be admitted to join
the rebel forces. In 4.287 Josephus notes that the storm and its accom-
panying phenomena (winds like a hurricane, rain in torrents, continuous
lightning, fearful thunder, and rumblings of earthquake) were clearly
“portents” (1a t€para) of some great calamity. He goes on to say that
both the Idumaeans and their moderate opponents in Jerusalem misin-
terpreted these omens, thinking that they foreshadowed defeat for the
rebel cause, whereas in reality (Josephus implies) they signaled doom for
the moderate faction and for Jerusalem itself. The second passage is War
5.409-12, which forms part of Josephus’ long speech to the rebels late in
the revolt (5.362-419). Josephus reminds the rebels that the springs in
and around Jerusalem, which had been nearly dry before Titus’ arrival,
flowed copiously as he and his army approached. Josephus refers to this
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as a “portent” (1épog, 5.411) and implies that the proper conclusion to
be drawn from it was that God had gone over to the side of the Romans
(5.412).%

Josephus’ understanding of the nature and purpose of the omens he
designates as omnpela, tépata, and, on one occasion (War 6.297), ¢ao-
pato can now be summarized. First, it is worth noting the wide variety
of things that could be considered ominous. The passages discussed above
include the collapse of a building, an act that violates widely accepted
standards of morality (the murder of Herod’s envoys), a sudden and
unusually violent thunderstorm, the welling up of springs, strange phe-
nomena in the heavens, voices in the temple, predictive prophecies
(including written ones, War 6.311--13), and unnatural births, among
other things. Most of these are strange occurrences, thought to be inex-
plicable on the basis of natural causes alone. They occur unexpectedly
and without warning. Josephus, like most of his contemporaries,
assumed that such omens were sent by God (or the gods) and were
intended to communicate his (or their) will and intentions. This assump-
tion is made explicit in the editorial remarks included in his description
of the omens that preceded the destruction of Jerusalem. In War 6.288
Josephus characterizes these omens as “the proclamations of God” (ta
100 ¥e00 xnpiynatae). Near the close of the list of omens, he comments:
“Reflecting on these things, one will find that God cares for human
beings, and in ail kinds of ways shows His people the way of salvation,
while they owe their destruction to folly and calamities of their own
choosing” (6.310).** This passage points to another important character-
istic of omens and portents, as Josephus understood them: the meaning
of such signs was frequently ambiguous. More than once Josephus notes
that an omen was misinterpreted or interpreted in different ways by dif-
ferent people. Again, this is most clearly illustrated in War 6.288-315,
but we also saw that the ominous thunderstorm described in War 4.286-
87 was misinterpreted by both the Idumaeans and the moderates in Jeru-
salem. The prophetic miracles designated onpeia by Josephus are ambig-
uous in a similar way.

Xnueio as Authenticating Miracles

One other use of the term onpeiov in Josephus needs to be considered
and is particularly important for understanding the sign prophets. In the
Antiquities Josephus uses omnugiov to refer to a certain type of miracle
performed by prophets or performed by God through prophets. The fig-
ure of Moses is usually thought to be of special significance in this con-
nection. Commentators often point to the similarities between the lan-
guage Josephus uses to describe the miracles promised by the sign
prophets and the language he uses to describe the miracles performed by
Moses at the time of the exodus from Egypt.** These similarities extend
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beyond the use of the term onuegiov and include the use of the language
of freedom or liberation, as well as references to God’s providence. In
War 2.259, for example, Josephus writes that the unnamed figures who
were active during the procuratorship of Felix promised their followers
that God would show them “‘signs of liberation” or “freedom” (onueia
gAevdepiac); similarly, in Antiquities 2.327 he says that the Israelites at
the Red Sea turned against Moses in their despair, “forgetful of all those
signs wrought by God in token of their liberation” (mévtov EmAsAnoué-
vol 1@V &€k Veob mpdg v EAgvdepiav avtolc onueiov yeyovotmv).
According to Antiquities 2.286, Moses claimed that the miracles (onueia)
he performed before Pharaoh and the Egyptian magicians proceeded
“from God’s providence and power” (xatd ... Ugod npdévolay kol
Svvapy); similarly, the miracles promised by the unnamed figures under
Felix are described in the Antiquities as “marvels and signs that would be
wrought in accordance with God’s plan™ or “providence” (tépato xal
onueia katd Ty Tod Yeod npovolay yvopeva, 20.168).

The conclusion usually drawn from these terminological parallels is
that the sign prophets described by Josephus promised miracles like those
performed by Moses at the time of the exodus. But caution is needed here.
While it is entirely reasonable to suppose that the term onueia has the
same basic meaning in Josephus’ reports concerning the sign prophets as
it does in his account of the exodus, it is important to note precisely which
miracles from the exodus tradition Josephus designates as onieia, for his
usage in this respect differs significantly from that of the LXX and much
of Jewish and Christian tradition.

This fact has not generally been noticed.”> When scholars say that the
sign prophets promised to perform miracles like the ones that Moses had
performed, they usually have in mind the great miracles of the exodus
and the period in the wilderness—miracles like the plagues, the parting
of the sea, and the provision of food and water in the wilderness.* This
identification reflects the biblical use of the language of “‘signs and won-
ders.” In the LXX version of Exodus 3-14 (which, in this respect, closely
mirrors the MT), the word onueia is used of the three miracles that were
taught to Moses on Mount Sinai and also of the Egyptian plagues;*” in
addition, the compound phrase onugia kai tépata is sometimes used to
refer to the plagues.” In the rest of the LXX, onpeio and the conjunction
onueio kal 1épata are frequently used to describe the plagues or the
whole complex of miracles associated with the exodus and the wandering
in the desert;* once again, this corresponds closely to the usage of the
Hebrew Bible.*

It may be that some of the sign prophets did promise miracles that
recalled the great miracles of the exodus and the wilderness period—
Theudas apparently did—but it is important to note that this is not pre-
cisely what is suggested by the terminological parallels described above
between Josephus’ accounts of the sign prophets and his account of the
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exodus under Moses. Josephus’ use of the word onpeio in connection
with the events of the exodus is much more restricted and precise than
the usage of the LXX.*' In Antiquities 2.327, already mentioned, the Isra-
elites at the sea are accused of forgetting “all those signs [omela] wrought
by God in token of their liberation.” It is not clear from the context
whether the signs referred to in this passage are the three miracles taught
to Moses on Mount Sinai or the Egyptian plagues or both. Apart from
this passage, however, Josephus never refers to the plagues as “signs”
(onueia) or as “signs and wonders” (onueia kai tépata).”? Nor does he
refer to the great miracle of the parting of the sea as a “sign” (onpeiov),
describing it instead as a “miraculous deliverance”™ (rapaAoyog cotnpia,
Ant. 2.339; napadolog cotnpia, 2.345; 3.1) and a “divine epiphany”
(Emoeaveio, 100 Veod, 2.339). Moreover, Josephus never uses the word
onueia or the compound phrase onuela kol tépata to refer to the whole
complex of miracles associated with the exodus.” This last fact is espe-
cially significant, since he does occasionally treat these miracles as a single
complex.* He does not, however, refer to them in a shorthand way as
“signs” or “signs and wonders” in the way characteristic of much of the
LXX.

Apart from the possible exception of Antiquities 2.327, Josephus uses
the word omnueia in his account of the exodus exclusively in connection
with the three miracles taught to Moses at the burning bush on Mount
Sinai, when he was first commissioned by God to return to Egypt and
deliver the Hebrews from slavery.* According to Josephus, when Moses
expressed uncertainty about how he could possibly persuade the Hebrews
to follow him, or convince Pharaoh to permit them to leave, he was
equipped by God with three miracles that were supposed to achieve the
desired effects: he was taught how to turn his staff into a serpent, how to
cause his hand to turn white and then return to normal,* and how to turn
water into blood (A4nt. 2.270--73). It is Josephus’ more restricted use of
onueia to refer to these three miracles that must be considered as a pos-
sible parallel to his use of the term in the reports concerning the sign
prophets.

According to Josephus, the three signs performed by Moses served
several different but related purposes. They were intended, in part, to
encourage and strengthen Moses himself. In Antiquities 2.276 Josephus
writes:

Moses found those miracles [td onuelo tadta] at his service not on that
occasion only but at all times, whenever there was need of them; because of
this he came to trust more firmly in the oracle from the fire, to believe that
God would be his gracious protector, and to hope to be able to deliver his
people and to bring disaster upon the Egyptians.¥

The miracles were also intended to convince those who witnessed them
that Moses was God’s chosen agent, and thus that they should believe
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what he said and do what he commanded; thus in Awntiquities 2.274
Moses is instructed by God to use the three miracles to convince all peo-
ple “that you are sent by me and do everything at my command.” In prac-
tice, this meant that the miracles were also intended to persuade the
Hebrews that God was about to act to deliver them, since that was the
message that Moses, as God’s agent, had been sent to proclaim. When
Moses performed the three miracles in the presence of the leaders of the
Hebrews, they “took courage and were in hopes that all would go well,
since God was caring for their safety” (2.280).

The three miracles were, of course, supposed to convince Pharaoh as
well as the Hebrews. In this last connection, an important feature of pro-
phetic signs, as Josephus understood them, becomes apparent: such signs
are ambiguous and not self-authenticating; they may be accepted as gen-
uine signs or rejected as deceptive tricks.®* When Moses performed the
three signs in the Egyptian court, Pharaoh dismissed them as “juggleries
and magic” (tepatovpyion xoi payeio, 2.284). Moses retorted by claim-
ing that the miracles did not proceed “from . . . witchcraft or deception
of true judgment” (katd yonteiav kol TAGVNY Tiig dAnVoig 80ENC), as
Pharaoh alleged, but “from God’s providence and power” (xazo 8 Oeod
npovolay kol dovapry, 2.286). But this protest, and the further miracu-
lous demonstration that followed it, still did not persuade Pharaoh of the
truth of Moses’ claims. The meaning of prophetic signs, we might say, is
in the eye of the beholder.*

Before proceeding any further, let us pause to summarize Josephus’
understanding of prophetic signs, as revealed by his account of the mir-
acles performed by Moses in Egypt. I began by observing that Josephus,
in contrast to the LXX, restricts the use of the word onugio in his exodus
account to the three miracles taught to Moses at the time of his commis-
sioning on Mount Sinai. He does not use the term to describe the plagues,
the parting of the sea, or the other great miracles of the exodus and the
wilderness period. The three miracles that Moses learned at Sinai were
intended partly to encourage him in the performance of the task to which
God had called him. Their primary purpose, however, was to convince
others that he was God’s agent, as he claimed to be, and thus that they
should believe what he told them of God’s intentions and do what he
commanded. The signs, that is, were designed to create faith in the one
who performed them and in the message he brought from God. I also
observed that prophetic signs of this sort are ambiguous in meaning and
open to various interpretations. They may be accepted as genuine signs
that verify the claims of the one who performs them or be dismissed as
deceptive tricks. Finally, Josephus suggests that genuine prophetic signs
proceed from, or are in some way related to, God’s “providence” (np6-
vow) and “power” (dOvaug).

There are other passages in the Antiquities that reveal the same basic
understanding of prophetic signs. One of these is Antiquities 10.25-29,
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which records an encounter between King Hezekiah and the prophet Isa-
iah.® As the story opens, Hezekiah has fallen gravely ill. He prays to God,
asking that he might be allowed to live long enough to beget an heir to the
throne. In response to this prayer, God sends the prophet Isaiah to inform
the king that he would recover from his illness within three days, and
would live for another fifteen years, and that sons would be born to him.
Josephus records what followed this announcement:

When the prophet at God’s command told him these things, he would not
believe him because of the severity of his illness and because the news
brought to him surpassed belief, and so he asked Isaiah to perform some
miraculous sign [onugidv 11 kol tepdortiov] in order that he might believe
in him when he said these things, as in one who came from God. For, he
said, things that are beyond belief and surpass our hopes are made credible
by acts of a like nature. (4nt. 10.28)*

The primary purpose of the prophetic sign here, as in the exodus narra-
tive, is to convince the one who witnesses it that the prophet really is
God’s agent and, thus, that what he says is true (“in order that he might
believe in him when he said these things, asin one who came from God™).
The observation that such a sign is especially necessary when the message
delivered by a prophet is contrary to what one might expect or beyond
what one can believe is an editorial insertion into the scriptural text, and
presumably reflects Josephus® own view. When Isaiah asked Hezekiah
what sign he wished him to perform, the king chalienged him to make the
sun go backwards. Josephus reports that “when the prophet exhorted
God to show this sign to the king, he saw what he wished and was at once
freed from his iliness” (10.29).%

Another passage illustrates especially well how Josephus understood
authenticating prophetic signs: Antiquities 8.230-435, his version of the
story of the man of God from Judah and the prophet of Bethel in | Kings
13. Josephus’ narrative is interesting for a variety of reasons, but I shall
concentrate here on what it reveals of his understanding of prophetic
signs.

The story is familiar from the biblical account, Once when Jeroboam
was preparing to offer sacrifices on the altar at Bethel, a prophet from
Judah, whom Josephus identified with the prophet Iddo mentioned in
2 Chronicles 9.29,** appeared and predicted that the priests who minis-
tered at the altar would themselves one day be sacrificed upon it by the
righteous King Josiah. The prophet offered a sign (onueiov) to confirm
that what he said was true: he predicted that the altar would be broken,
and that all that was on it would be spilled on the ground (A4nz. 8.232).
When Jeroboam, angered by this prediction, stretched out his hand to
order the arrest of the prophet, it was paralyzed and became “numb and
lifeless™ (8.233); this, too, is regarded as a sign.** When the altar collapsed
as the prophet had predicted, a repentant Jeroboam begged him to restore



130 Prophetic Figures

his hand, which he consented to do. Refusing an invitation to stay to din-
ner, the prophet set out for home. He was detained, however, by a local
“false prophet” (as Josephus calls him). The extraordinary account of the
encounter between these two men is recorded in Antiquities 8.236-45.%

Josephus makes several editorial additions to the biblical account of
these events that indicate how he understood prophetic signs of the type
described in the narrative. In Antiquities 8.232 he explains that the
prophet gave a sign “so that these people may believe that it will be so0.”
He also notes that when the altar collapsed as the prophet had said it
would—that is, when the sign occurred as predicted—Jeroboam con-
cluded that “the man was telling the truth and possessed divine fore-
knowledge” (8.234). Similarly, in another editorial addition, Josephus
writes that what happened to the altar and to his hand convinced Jero-
boam that the man from Judah was “a truly divine and excellent
prophet” (8.243). Finally, Josephus adds to the biblical narrative a speech
delivered to Jeroboam by the false prophet of Bethel (8.243-44). In this
speech, the false prophet tries to discredit the miraculous signs performed
by the visiting prophet. He argues that they were not genuine prophetic
signs, but events which could be fully explained on the basis of natural
causes: the numbing of the king’s hand had been due to fatigue, and the
altar, which was new and untried, had simply collapsed from the weight
of the sacrificial offerings heaped upon it. He concludes from these things,
concerning the man from Judah, that “there was nothing of a prophet
either in his person or in what he had spoken” (8.244).%

Finally, it should be noted that Josephus has inserted a demand for
an authenticating sign of the sort I have been discussing into his version
of 1 Kings 22, a text that is, along with 1 Kings 13, one of the most impor-
tant biblical passages dealing with the problem of distinguishing between
true and false prophets.”’ Indeed, not only does he add a demand for an
authenticating miracle where none existed in scripture, he also refers back
to the incident just discussed. After Micaiah had predicted that the Isra-
elites would be defeated by the Syrians and that King Ahab himself would
fall in battle, his prophetic opponent, Zedekiah, tried to reassure the king,
According to Josephus, he issued the following challenge in Ahab’s pres-
ence:

You shall know whether he [Micaiah] is really true and has the power of
the divine spirit; let him right now, when I strike him, disable my hand as
Iddo caused the right hand of King Jeroboam to wither when he wished to
arrest him. For I suppose you must have heard that this thing happened.
(Ant. 8.408)%®

Evidently Josephus assumed that a true prophet, one who “has the power
of the divine spirit,” should be able to perform a miracle in support of his
prophetic claims.”
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Xnueio. in Josephus’ Accounts of
the Sign Prophets

Let us return, finally, to Josephus’ accounts of the sign prophets. If he is
using the term ompeia in these accounts in a way that is consistent with
his usage elsewhere, then the signs promised by the first-century prophets
were authenticating miracles of the sort I have been discussing. Their pri-
mary purpose was to convince people that those who performed them
were God’s agents and messengers, and that the messages they pro-
claimed were true and should be accepted and acted upon.®® When Jose-
phus writes that some of these prophets promised “signs of freedom™
(War 2.259) or “signs of deliverance” ( War 6.285), this suggests that they
proclaimed a message of freedom or deliverance and promised to per-
form miracles that would confirm that this message came from God.

A few points require further discussion.

1. We saw earlier that Josephus makes a terminological and concep-
tual distinction between authenticating miracles and the great liberating
acts of God, such as the parting of the sea and the other miracles of the
exodus and conquest periods. The former he calls “signs,” the latter he
calls (among other things) “epiphanies.” The differences between these
two types of miracles have been summanized very clearly by Otto Betz:

The epiphany is a marvelous intervention of God which brings liberation
to His people in a desperate situation. The sign identifies the liberator and
man of God to whom authority has been given as the chosen instrument of
God. It lends credit to his commission and creates faith in God, who has
sent and authorized him. . . . The epiphany as an act of liberation done by
God is evident in an objective, overwhelming way through its great power
and effect. The sign (sémeion) takes place on a more modest level and can
be met with unbelief. Its truth can be contested; it is open to criticism. The
epiphany should be followed by hymns of praise and thanksgiving, sung by
those who were saved by it. . . . The adequate response to a sémeion is faith
and hope.®

This raises the question of whether there are important differences
between Theudas and the Egyptian, whose promised miracles clearly fall
into the category of epiphanies, and those prophets who are reported to
have promised to perform authenticating signs.

This question has not been answered or even very clearly posed in the
secondary literature on the sign prophets. Betz’s treatment is an especially
good example of the confusion surrounding the issue. He is clearly aware
that the distinction he makes between epiphanies and signs raises the
question of how Theudas and the Egyptian are related to the others. His
response, however, is to interpret the signs promised by the other proph-
ets in such a way that they begin to seem like epiphanies and, similarly,
to interpret the epiphany-like miracles promised by Theudas and the
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Egyptian in such a way that they begin to seem like signs. Thus, for exam-
ple, he suggests that the phrase “signs of freedom” in War 2.259 means
“miracles indicating the liberation and even bringing it about.”** Again,
explaining the expressions “signs of freedom” and *‘signs of salvation,”
he writes: ““The marvelous deeds point to the salvation of God’s people,
which is at hand. To the Jewish prophets of the first century A.D., they
were even more than signs. We have to ask whether they understood them
to be the first step toward a revolutionary event and freedom.”® Similarly,
he argues that the miracles promised by Theudas and the Egyptian were
both signs pointing forward to liberation and acts of liberation them-
selves.®

Betz is here blurring the distinction between signs and epiphanies to
which he himself has drawn attention, but the distinction is a real and
important one and should be preserved. It seems that, in Josephus’ own
terms, there was an important difference between Theudas and the Egyp-
tian, on the one hand, and the others: the prophets who promised signs
announced the coming liberation and performed miracles to confirm the
truth of their message; Theudas and the Egyptian promised to bring the
liberation itself. It is of some interest to note, in this connection, that it is
only in the case of Theudas and the Egyptian that Josephus reports a
direct claim to be a prophet. In addition, only these two, of all the proph-
ets considered in this chapter, indisputably modeled themselves on heroic
figures from the past.

2. In the account in the War of the unnamed figures under Felix, it is
said that they promised their followers that God would show them signs
of deliverance (2.259), while the Antiquities reports that they promised
that they themselves would perform marvels and signs. It would appear
that Josephus considered it one and the same thing for a prophet to per-
form an authenticating miracle and for God to perform such a miracle
through the prophet.®® A clear illustration of this is to be found in the nar-
rative about Isaiah and King Hezekiah considered above: Hezekiah asks
Isaiah to perform a miracle to confirm the truth of his message, but the
prophet “exhorted God to show this sign to the king” (4nt. 10.28-29,
emphasis mine).

3. A problem may be posed by the use of the compound phrases té-
pota xoi onueia in the account in the Antiguities of the unnamed figures
under Felix (20.168), and onueio kol dopata in the account concern-
ing Jonathan the Sicarius ( War 7.438). Josephus does not elsewhere use
the words tépog and @aoua to refer to authenticating signs of the sort 1
have been discussing. I am not sure how significant this is. He does not
use either term very frequently: apart from the above passages, eacjo
occurs just once in the whole of Josephus’ writings (War 6.297), and
1Epag only eleven times. With one exception (tépag in Ant. 4.291), all
these occurrences refer to omens or portents of the sort considered on
pages 123-25. It may be worth pointing out that omens and authenticat-
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ing signs, as Josephus understood them, are in many ways similar to one
another, the main difference being that signs are produced or predicted
by someone, whereas omens occur spontaneously and without warning.
Still, it must be admitted that it is unusual for Josephus to use the terms
1épog and edopa to designate authenticating signs, as he apparently does
in War 7.438 and Antiquities 20.168.

4. I noted above that the miracles promised by the unnamed figures
under Felix are described by Josephus as marvels and signs that would be
wrought in accordance with God’s “plan” or “providence” (mpbvora,
Ant. 20.168). Authenticating signs are also connected with mpdvoua in
Antiquities 2.286, in the scene describing Moses’ conflict with the Egyp-
tian magicians. Josephus evidently believed that authenticating miracles
performed by prophets were expressions of God’s providence in much the
same way that omeéns and portents were: through such signs, omens, and
portents, God revealed his will and intentions to his faithful people.

Characteristic Features of the Sign Prophet as a Type

Let us return to the list of features common to all the sign prophets (given
in an abbreviated form in the introduction to this chapter) and consider
each item in greater detail.

1. The sign prophets were all leaders of sizable popular movements.
The word ““sizable” is deliberately vague. Josephus ordinarily describes
these groups using general terms for “crowd” (notably mifidog, &yiog,
and dfjpog) that do not indicate numbers very precisely. Occasionally, he
gives figures: in Life 424 he says that two thousand of Jonathan’s follow-
ers were killed by the Romans, and he states that the prophet of 70 c.E.
had a following of six thousand ( War 6.283). It is hard to know how accu-
rate these numbers are. In the case of the Egyptian, Josephus gives con-
tradictory figures: according to the War, he had thirty thousand followers
(2.261), while the Antiquities suggests a figure around six hundred
(20.171). No direct indication is given of the size of the other movements.
The book of Acts, as noted, states that Theudas had a following of around
four hundred (5.36) and that the Egyptian led four thousand people into
the desert (21.38).

It might be possible to compare the size of the Roman forces sent out
against the various groups and thus arrive at an estimate of their relative
size, but there are difficulties here as well. The terminology that Josephus
uses to describe Roman military contingents, like his terminology for
crowds, is usually quite vague as far as numbers are concerned. He
reports, for example, that Jonathan and his followers were suppressed by
“cavalry and infantry” (innei 1€ xoi nelol, War 7.440). Similarly, the
account of the unnamed figure under Festus records the dispatching of
“a force of cavalry and infantry” (8Ovapig inmkf 1e kol nelikty, Ant.
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20.188) against the prophet and his followers. In neither case is there any
indication of the actual size of the force involved. Josephus is somewhat
more precise in his account of Theudas. He states that Theudas and his
followers were attacked by ““a squadron of cavalry” (IAn innéwv, Ant.
20.98). The Greek word {An, here translated “squadron,” was used by
Josephus as an equivalent of the Latin a/a, which denoted a military divi-
sion of five hundred men.* Finally, according to the Antiquities, ““a large
force of cavalry and infantry” (moAloi inneis 1 kol wefoi) was required
to suppress the Egyptian and his followers (20.171).

It is unclear, in this last instance, whether a larger Roman force was
necessary because of the sheer number of the Egyptian’s followers or
because of their military strength. The force sent out against them was not
only large in comparison with those dispatched to deal with the other
groups, it was also more heavily armed, at least according to the account
in the War. There it is stated that Felix sent out “the Roman heavily
armed infantry” (1®v ‘Popaix®v onittdv, War 2.263) against the Egyp-
tian.®® This may be an example of the militarization described earlier in
this chapter, or it may be an accurate report: we recall that the Egyptian
and his followers were armed. The use of heavily armed troops against
sign prophets and their followers is recorded in only one other instance,
in the account in the War of the unnamed figures under Felix (2.260).
This is almost certainly a case of militarization: we saw that this group
probably was not armed.

Josephus’ descriptions of the military forces sent out against the sign
prophets by the Romans thus permit only a very rough ranking of the
various movements in terms of the threat they posed, or were believed to
pose, to public order and to the ruling authorities. The Egyptian and his
followers, it seems, presented the most serious threat. Compared with this
group, the other movements appear to have been considered less danger-
ous. Even a more precise ranking of this sort would not entirely settle the
question of numbers, for it is not clear how degree of threat or perceived
degree of threat and size should be correlated. A small but well-armed
group might have been thought more dangerous than a large, unarmed
one.

Even though it is impossible to be certain about the precise size of the
movements they led, it is clear that the sign prophets should be distin-
guished from solitary prophetic figures like Jesus son of Ananias and from
popular prophets like John the Baptist and Jesus of Nazareth.® Large
numbers of people apparently came to hear John preach and to be bap-
tized by him, and Jesus of Nazareth also seems to have attracted large
crowds with his healing and teaching; but both men had a relatively small
band of actual disciples and followers. The sign prophets, in contrast, led
sizable groups of people from one place to another in anticipation of
some dramatic act of deliverance.”

2. The followers of the sign prophets seem to have come mostly from
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the common people. I mentioned above that Josephus uses the words
nAfdog, &yrog, and dfipog to describe these groups in a general way;
Snuotikdg also occurs.”' Josephus regularly uses all these terms to refer
to the common people. In the passages under consideration here, they
have the pejorative connotation of “crowd” or “mob,” but still indicate
that the followers of the sign prophets were drawn from the common peo-
ple.”

Some of the movements I have been considering seem to have arisen
in Jerusalem (unnamed figures under Felix; the Egyptian, according to
the Antiquities, the prophet of 70 ¢.E.) or in other towns (Jonathan); the
rest may have formed in the countryside. There is little evidence that ani-
mosity between the rural population and town-dwellers played a signifi-
cant role in the formation of these groups. It is only in the account of the
Egyptian in the War that there is even a hint of such animosity. It is
explicitly stated there that the Egyptian recruited his followers “in the
countryside” (gi¢ tv yopav, War 2.261), and that “the whole popula-
tion” of Jerusalem (ndig & dfuog) fought alongside the Romans against
him (2.263). The Antiquities, as we have seen, states that the Fgyptian
appeared in Jerusalem and gathered his followers there; nothing is said in
this account about any opposition to the group on the part of the Jeru-
salem &fjpoc.”

The followers of the sign prophets, then, were mostly ordinary people
from the towns and countryside of Jewish Palestine. It is impossible to be
much more precise about the social and economic location of these
groups. It is also difficult to know what role social and economic factors
played in their formation. It is reasonable to suppose that any social or
economic pressures bearing on the common people in this period would
have contributed to the rise of movements, like those led by the sign
prophets, which sought liberation or deliverance from the existing struc-
tures of society. But scholars have so far been unable to trace any specific
connections between the origin of these movements and particular events
or forces in the social-economic realm.”™ In any case, the movements
described by Josephus do not seem to have been primarily social-revo-
lutionary movements: they do not appear to have directly attacked those
more privileged than themselves, or to have had a practical strategy for
effecting a social-economic revolution. It may be, of course, that Josephus
has suppressed the social-revolutionary character of these movements,
but there is little evidence for this.

There are some indications that there was a more significant element
of class conflict in the disturbances created by Jonathan the Sicarius and
his followers in Cyrene than in the other cases. As I noted earlier, Jose-
phus specifically states that Jonathan’s followers were drawn from the
poor (War 7.438). They were opposed, in the first instance, not by the
Roman authorities, but by the “men of rank” among the Jews (7.439).
After his arrest, Jonathan conspired with the Roman governor Catullus



136 Prophetic Figures

against “the wealthiest of the Jews” (Tovg TAovoiwtdtoug tdv Tovdaimv,
7.442), also described as “the well-to-do” (tov¢ edmopig ¥pnuaTOV
Swapépoviag, 7.445). The fact that Jonathan was a weaver (bQaving,
7.438) by trade may indicate that he himself was from the lower ranks of
society, though this is unclear.” Without discussing the matter in detail
here, I would suggest that the pronounced social-revolutionary character
of Jonathan’s activities should be connected with his identity as a Sicar-
ius.” We should not generalize from his case to the rest of the sign proph-
ets.

3. Josephus describes these figures in negative terms as impostors and
deceivers and so forth, but it is clear that they presented themselves as
prophets and were regarded as prophets by their followers. Josephus says
explicitly that both Theudas and the Egyptian claimed to be prophets.
Even where such a positive claim is not reported, the negative terminol-
ogy Josephus uses in connection with these figures sometimes suggests,
indirectly, that they claimed to be prophets. This is obviously true of the
term ““false prophet,” which Josephus uses to describe the Egyptian (War
2.261) and the man who led six thousand people into the temple (6.285).
Similarly, the allegation that the anonymous figures under Felix acted
“under the pretense of divine inspiration” ( War 2.259) suggests that they
claimed to be inspired by God. On one occasion, Josephus slips and actu-
ally refers to figures of this type as npo@fitar—this is in War 6.286, in the
general comment that he appends to his account of the prophet in the
temple in 70 C.E.

Movements led by prophetic figures of this sort should be distin-
guished from other types of popular movements known to us from this
period, particularly from those led by figures who claimed to be kings.”’
The distinction between these two quite different types of movements is
blurred when the sign prophets are described as “messianic prophets,” as
they often are.”® The term “messianic” is better reserved for those indi-
viduals who claimed to be kings or were acclaimed as kings by their fol-
lowers.” Josephus mentions three such individuals from the period
immediately following the death of Herod the Great in 4 B.C.E. and two
more from the period of the revolt.® The leaders of these messianic move-
ments appear to have had a better understanding of the concrete military
and political situation in Palestine than most of the sign prophets did and,
correspondingly, a more realistic strategy for achieving their aims. They
and their followers were armed and organized, and in some cases exer-
cised effective political control over parts of the country for a period of
time.¥!

Though the sign prophet and the popular king, or messiah, thus rep-
resent distinct types, they overlap to some extent in the person of the
Egyptian.®? He claimed to be a prophet and promised a miracle as did the
other sign prophets; unlike the others, however, he also commanded an
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armed band of followers and declared his intention to “set himself up as
ruler of the people” (100 dfpov topavvelv, War 2.262).%

At least some of the sign prophets appear to have modeled themselves
on ancient prophetic figures. This is most obviously true in the cases of
Theudas and the Egyptian. I shall return to the question of whether the
other sign prophets also modeled themselves on figures from the past and
to the question of how such imitation of ancient figures should be under-
stood.

4. The sign prophets are all reported to have called upon their follow-
ers to go with them to a particular place. The “wilderness” or “desert”
(Epmuia or Epnuog) is usually thought to have special significance in this
connection. In three accounts (unnamed figures under Felix, unnamed
figure under Festus, and Jonathan), the destination of sign prophets and
their followers is described as the wilderness or desert without gualifica-
tion. In addition, Theudas led his followers to the Jordan River, which is
partly in the desert, and the Egyptian apparently led his followers on a
march through the wilderness before assembling them on the Mount of
Olives.

Many scholars have argued that the fact that these prophets led their
followers into the wilderness suggests that they were expecting a miracu-
lous new exodus or conquest and saw themselves as prophetic figures like
Moses or Joshua.® I am not sure that this is correct as a generalization.
In the case of Theudas and the Egyptian, the influence of the exodus and
conquest traditions is clear. But the other cases featuring a flight into the
wilderness are more difficult to interpret. As a religious motif, the wilder-
ness had wider associations than the exodus and conquest events alone.
Also, there were apparently many different reasons for making an exodus
into the real wilderness: it was the home of bandits, some members of the
armed resistance, and quietistic religious ascetics, among others.® In any
case, not all the sign prophets were active in the wilderness: one, we recall,
led his followers to the Temple Mount in Jerusalem.

5.1t may be said with a fair degree of confidence that the sign prophets
announced to their followers that God was about to act to deliver them.
It is extremely difficult, however, to fill in this general statement with any
particular content. What did the sign prophets actually expect was going
to happen? How did they visualize the event or ¢vents that would lead to
the freedom or deliverance they promised their followers?

Some cases are clearer than others. The Egyptian, it seems, believed
that God would cause the walis of Jerusalem to fall down and expected
that he and his followers would then storm the city and drive out the
occupying forces; a new regime would be installed, and the Egyptian him-
self would be ruler. I suggested above that the prophet who led six thou-
sand unarmed people into the temple in the midst of a raging battle must
have expected some very dramatic sort of divine intervention, but it is
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impossible now to determine what form this was expected to take.®
Theudas promised a new exodus, or perhaps a new conquest, but how,
precisely, was this envisaged? Where it is recorded only that sign prophets
promised freedom or salvation or rest from troubles, it is virtually impos-
sible to know what they actually expected.

One thing, however, is reasonably certain: the sign prophets believed
that the deliverance they expected and announced would be wrought
miraculously by God; it would not be achieved through their own efforts
alone. On this point, as on others, there are differences of emphasis
among the various sign prophets, differences in the relative importance
attached to divine intervention and human effort. The Egyptian thought
that God would cause the walls of Jerusalem to fall down, but expected
that he and his army would take over from there; the account in the War
(which, again, may be militarizing) suggests that he even had a practical
plan about how to proceed (he would use those who rushed in with him
as his bodyguard, and so on). The prophet who led the six thousand peo-
ple into the temple, on the other hand, seems to have expected a more
wholly miraculous act of deliverance. The rest of the sign prophets prob-
ably fall somewhere in between these two. As far as we can tell, none of
them, apart from the Egyptian and possibly Jonathan, was equipped with
weapons or with a practical strategy for effecting the deliverance he
announced.

This last fact is of fundamental importance, for it indicates that the
sign prophets were not political revolutionaries or insurrectionists in the
ordinary sense. This is not to say that the movements they led were in no
sense political. On the contrary, it is likely that these movements arose at
least partly in response to the experience of foreign domination and that
all of them, in one way or another, expected and looked forward to the
end of Roman rule. In this sense, they were most definitely political
movements. By saying that the sign prophets were not political revolu-
tionaries in the ordinary sense, [ mean that they did not have a practical
plan for ousting the Romans by force; they were “apolitical” in the sense
in which Sanders has defined that term to mean “not involving a plan to
liberate and restore Israel by defeating the Romans and establishing an
autonomous government.”® To the extent that their vision of the future
included an end to Roman rule, they expected that God himself would
bring this about.

The distinction between sign prophets and political revolutionaries,
then, does not concern their attitude to Roman rule, but rather their prac-
tical tactics and degree of realism, that is, the extent to which they thought
it necessary to take into account the realities of the political and military
situation in Palestine in their day. It should be emphasized that the dis-
tinction between the two types of figures in this respect is not an absolute
one: the armed revolutionaries believed that God would fight on their
behalf and that victory was impossible without his assistance.®® But unlike



The Sign Prophets 139

the sign prophets, they also believed that a full and considered military
effort was necessary on their part. By the standards of the modern world,
which does not put much stock in miraculous divine intervention, the
rebels were more realistic in their strategy of opposition to Roman rule
than were the sign prophets.

It is sometimes difficult to know where to draw the line between these
two types of figures. The Egyptian clearly represents a borderline case in
which sign prophet is beginning to merge into political revolutionary.
Jonathan the Sicarius might also be considered a practical strategist,
depending on whether we follow the account in the War (miracles and no
arms) or in the Life (arms and no miracles). It should be noted, however,
that Jonathan’s actions were directed not against the Romans, but rather
against members of the Jewish aristocracy. If he was a practical revolu-
tionary at all, he might be better described as a social revolutionary than
as a political revolutionary.

Josephus cannot always be trusted to distinguish sign prophets from
insurrectionists. I pointed out earlier that he implies, in the War, that the
unnamed prophets who were active during the procuratorship of Felix
were political revolutionaries; yet I noted that it is implied in the intro-
duction to that account and in the Antiquities that they and their follow-
ers were unarmed; from this I concluded that they could not have had a
practical strategy for effecting a political revolution. Josephus more than
once suggests that sign prophets cooperated in a formal way with the
armed rebels in pursuit of a common goal. In War 6.286 he claims that
prophets like the one who led six thousand women and children into the
temple were planted among the people by members of the armed resist-
ance in order to slow the rate of desertions. In other passages, he suggests
that the sign prophets cooperated with “brigands” in their expeditions. In
War 2.264-65, for example, immediately following his account of the
unnamed figures under Felix and the Egyptian, Josephus writes that the
“impostors” (yonteg),” acting together with the “brigands” (Anotpixoi),

incited numbers to revolt, exhorting them to assert their independence, and
threatening to kill any who submitted to Roman domination and forcibly
to suppress those who voluntarily accepted servitude. Distributing them-
selves in companies throughout the country, they looted the houses of the
wealthy, murdered their owners, and set the villages on fire.

At the beginning of his account of events under Felix in the Antiquities,
Josephus again associates impostors and brigands:

For the country was again infested with bands of brigands [Anotmpiwv] and
impostors [yofirwv aviponwv] who deceived the mob. Not a day passed,
however, but that Felix captured and put to death many of these impostors
and brigands. (Ant. 20.160-61)

I consider it extremely unlikely that there was cooperation of the sort
described in these last two passages between sign prophets and “‘brig-
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ands.” Both passages are editorial summaries of events during the reign
of Felix; as with all of Josephus’ editorial summaries, they need to be
checked for accuracy against his actual description of events.”® When
Josephus describes the activities of the sign prophets elsewhere in the War
and the Antiquities, there is not a hint of any cooperation of this sort.
Moreover, there are disagreements between the editorial summaries in
the War and the Antiquities. The parallel to War 2.264-65 in the Antig-
uities eliminates the reference to impostors and speaks only of brigands
(Ant. 20.172); similarly, the parallel to Antiquities 20.160-61 in the War
speaks only of brigands and does not mention impostors (War 2.253).
Josephus has evidently confused various sorts of figures—genuine brig-
ands, Sicarii, and sign prophets—who were, in reality, quite distinct. All
three types are discussed in his two accounts of events under Felix, and
he has lumped them together in the editorial passages he uses to introduce
and conclude those accounts.

The claim made in War 6.286—that the armed rebels used sign
prophets to boost morale among the populace—is more difficult to assess.
I suspect that no such formal cooperation existed, and that Josephus is
simply trying to discredit these prophets by suggesting that they were the
stooges of the rebels. On the other hand, the message announced by these
prophets—that God was about to come to the aid of his people-——might
have encouraged those active in the armed resistance, and it is not impos-
sible that there was some cooperation between the two groups.

One problem remains. If the movements led by the sign prophets
(with the partial exception of the Egyptian) were apolitical in the sense
defined earlier, then how can the Roman response to them be explained?
In most cases the Romans sent out troops against these prophets and their
followers. There is a contrast here between the sign prophets, on the one
hand, and John the Baptist and Jesus of Nazareth on the other. In the
latter cases, it was thought sufficient simply to arrest and execute the
leader of the movement; no large troops were employed and no effort was
made to round up and kill all the followers.

John and Jesus, I hope it will be agreed, were definitely apolitical by
my definition. The Roman response to the sign prophets might be taken
to indicate that these figures, in contrast to Jesus and John, were genuine
revolutionaries or at least were perceived as such by the Romans. But it
is possible that the Romans responded differently to the sign prophets not
because they believed that they were any more political than John or
Jesus, but because their followers were much more numerous than in the
cases of John and Jesus, and were all gathered together in one spot, mak-
ing them, at one and the same time, a more obvious threat to public order
and an easier target for military action.

6. In connection with their announcement of imminent divine deliv-
erance, the sign prophets promised their followers that God, or they
themselves, would perform some sort of miracie. We saw above that a
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distinction should be made between the kind of miracles promised by
Theudas and the Egyptian and the authenticating signs promised by the
others. I suggested that this distinction might point to a difference in the
kind of claims these prophets made for themselves.

7. There is one further issue [ wish to consider before concluding. In
the scholarly literature devoted to them, the sign prophets are almost uni-
versally described as “eschatological” prophets. I am not sure this is very
helpful, or even accurate, as a general description. When scholars say that
the sign prophets were eschatological prophets, they usually mean one or
both of two things. Sometimes they mean that the sign prophets con-
formed, or aimed to conform, to a well-defined expectation of an escha-
tological prophet that, on this view, was held by many Jews in the first
century; usually the expectation of a “prophet like Moses” is in mind.”!
Sometimes scholars mean, more generally, that the sign prophets
expected the End, or the inauguration of the eschatological age, or the
coming of God’s kingdom, or some such thing-—in any case, some dra-
matic event or series of events that would result in the radical transfor-
mation of current conditions. The first of these views implies the second,
but the second can be maintained without the first; that is, it is possible
to think that the sign prophets were eschatological prophets in the general
sense without thinking that they were acting out the role of a particular
End-time prophet.

1 shall not discuss the question of whether there was, in the first cen-
tury C.E., a well-defined expectation of an eschatological prophet like
Moses; it is a large and complicated question that would require a full-
length study of its own.”? For the present, I would only emphasize that
some of the arguments made in the preceding pages raise doubts about
whether all the sign prophets should be connected with the figure of
Moses. There is good reason to believe that Theudas modeled his actions
on those of Moses. The Egyptian almost certainly modeled himself on
Joshua, who was himself understood as a Mosaic figure. The grounds on
which scholars connect the other sign prophets with Moses are twofold:
first, the flight into the wilderness that features in many of Josephus’
reports is generally thought to be modeled on the exodus from Egypt and
the wandering in the wilderness; and, second, the signs and wonders
promised by the sign prophets are usually associated with the miracles
attributed to Moses in the Bible.

I warned earlier, however, against associating the wilderness too nar-
rowly with the exodus and conquest events, since the term had wider
symbolic and historical associations. I also demonstrated at some length
that Josephus’ use of the language of signs and wonders differs in signifi-
cant ways from the usage of the Bible. He does not use this language to
refer to the great miracles of the exodus, but rather to refer to the more
modest sort of miracles that were used to authenticate prophetic claims.
Moses was believed to have performed such miracles, and so might have
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served as a model for the sign prophets; but other prophets performed
such signs as well (I considered several examples above); there is no rea-
son to connect them exclusively with Moses. Finally, it should be pointed
out that at least one of these prophets cannot reasonably be understood
as a Moses-type figure: there is no evidence that the prophet who led the
six thousand women and children into the temple was imitating Moses.

On the question of whether the sign prophets should be considered
eschatological prophets in the more general sense defined above, I shall
make two comments. First, the view that the sign prophets were escha-
tological prophets is sometimes linked with the view that prophecy had
ceased in Israel. The argument runs as follows: most Jews in Josephus’
day believed that prophecy had ceased absolutely at some time in the past
and would only reappear at the End; thus, when Theudas, the Egyptian,
and the others claimed to be prophets, they must have been claiming to
be eschatological prophets; they were claiming, in effect, that the spirit of
prophecy had returned in them.*

In chapter 1, I argued that the belief that prophecy had ceased should
not be understood as an absolute dogma, but rather as an expression of a
vague nostalgia. Most Jews in this period did not think that prophecy had
ceased absolutely: there might no longer be anyone as holy or as great as
the prophets of the past, but there were still individuals who had the same
sorts of experiences and who said and did the same sorts of things. The
idea that prophecy would return at the End is also, it seems to me, an
expression of nostalgia: when the End comes and God truly reigns over
his people, then great prophets like the ones who lived in the past will
once again appear, or, alternatively, we shall all be like the great prophets
of old. This does not imply that it was impossible that any prophets would
appear in the meantime.

If all of this is correct, then there is no reason to conclude automati-
cally from the fact that a person in this period claimed to be a prophet
that he was claiming to be an, or the, eschatological prophet. We may, of
course, conclude on other grounds that the sign prophets should be
understood as eschatological figures, but the fact that they claimed to be
prophets is not, in itself, sufficient proof of this.

Second, before we can confidently label the sign prophets “eschato-
logical,” we need to know much more than we do about how they envis-
aged the event or events that would lead to the freedom or deliverance
they promised their followers, and, most importantly, what they thought
things would be like afterward. The term “eschatological” is used by
scholars in a very imprecise way to describe a whole range of hopes for
the future. It seems to me, however, that it is best reserved for events that
were expected to result in the radical transformation of conditions as they
existed. I realize that this still leaves the problem of defining what “radical
transformation” means; it may be preferable to do away with the term
“eschatological” altogether and try to define the whole range of future
expectations in all their complexity.
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In most cases, we know almost nothing about exactly what the sign
prophets thought was going to happen when God acted to deliver them,
and even less about what they thought things would be like afterward.*
In the one case where we can make a good guess—that of the Egyptian—
the transformation that was expected as a result of God’s intervention
does not seem very radical: instead of the Romans ruling in Jerusalem,
the Egyptian would rule there; there is no indication that anything else
was expected to change. I do not think that it is very helpful to label such
an expectation “eschatological.”

As we have seen, the Egyptian is in some ways an unrepresentative
sign prophet. I am prepared, indeed eager, to believe that the other sign
prophets had more radical expectations, but there is no conclusive evi-
dence that they did. For this reason, I am hesitant to describe them as
eschatological prophets as others have done in the past.

Conclusion: Josephus and the Sign Prophets

Finally, let us consider the question of why Josephus characterizes the
sign prophets in the particular way that he does. In addition to calling
them “false prophets,” he also describes them as “impostors” and
“deceivers.”” The Greek word I have been translating as “impostor” is
v6mc; the English word “deceiver” usually corresponds to some form of
the Greek verb dnatdm.”® The meaning of dratdw is fairly clear, but
yevdonpoetjtng and yong require some comment.

As is well known, there is no noun for “false prophet” in the Hebrew
Bible. The Greek word yevdonpogmfitng appears for the first time in the
LXX, where it is used almost exclusively to refer to the prophetic oppo-
nents of Jeremiah.” Josephus uses yeudonpoeitng in the Antiquities to
refer to the prophets of Baal,” and similarly to describe a group of figures
associated with the illegitimate cult center at Bethel.® He also calls the
old prophet from Bethel mentioned in | Kings 13 a false prophet, as we
saw earlier.'” Two other uses of yevdonpoefytng in the Antiquities come
closer to the meaning of the term in Josephus’ reports concerning the sign
prophets: Zedekiah and the four hundred other prophets who promised
victory to King Ahab (1 Kgs. 22) are called ywevSonpoefital (4nt. 8.402,
406, 409), as are the opponents of the prophet Jeremiah (10.104, 111).In
these passages, the label “false prophet” is applied to those who predicted
victory in war when in fact, as events confirmed, God had decided to
hand his people over to their enemies.

I'omeg can mean “magician™ or, more generally, “impostor” or
“deceiver.”'” These meanings coalesce when the term is used to describe
figures like the sign prophets, who announced what God was intending to
do and promised to perform miracles to verify their claim to speak for
God. We have seen that it is a characteristic feature of such miracles that
they are ambiguous and not self-authenticating. They may be accepted as
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confirmation that the person who performs them is God’s agent or be
rejected as the sort of tricks that a magician could perform. In Josephus’
version of the confrontation between Moses and the Egyptian magicians,
Moses protests that his miracles do not proceed from “witchcraft”
(yomrteia) or “deception” (mAdvn), but rather from God’s “providence”
(npdvowy) and “power” (dOvapuig, Ant. 2.286). Prophetic signs could be
interpreted in either way.'%

When Josephus calls the sign prophets yonteg, he is implying that
they were not really God’s messengers, but impostors in the role: the mes-
sage they proclaimed was of their own devising and did not come from
God; the miracles they performed or promised to perform were not gen-
uine prophetic signs, but magical tricks intended to deceive.' The mes-
sage that these prophets proclaimed, we recall, was that God was about
to act to deliver his people in some miraculous way. One aspect, at least,
of this deliverance would be liberation from Roman rule.

Josephus’ rejection of the sign prophets as false prophets, impostors,
and deceivers must be understood in connection with his own theological
interpretation of the defeat of the Jews by the Romans and the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem and the temple. As we saw in chapter 2, he seeks to
explain these events, at the religious level, by asserting that God himself,
the God of the Jews, had decreed that the Romans should rule the world;
God had gone over to the Roman side and was using the Romans to pun-
ish his sinful people. On this view, it was not God’s intention to deliver
the Jews from Roman rule, as the sign prophets believed, but rather that
Roman rule should continue, and that the Jews should submit to it. From
Josephus’ point of view, the sign prophets had misunderstood and mis-
represented the purposes and intentions of God and thus had deceived
their followers and hastened the destruction of Jerusalem.

Josephus portrays himself, in contrast to the sign prophets, as a true
prophetic messenger and servant of God. He claims that the understand-
ing of God’s purposes that has just been described was divulged to him in
a moment of inspired insight in the cave at Jotapata, when he was trying
to decide whether to commit suicide or surrender to the Romans. Later,
while walking around the walls of Jerusalem, attempting to persuade the
Jews inside to surrender, he expressly compares himself with the prophet
Jeremiah. Like Jeremiah, Josephus is implying, he preached an unpop-
ular message of submission to foreign rule and was abused and maligned
by his own people. And like Jeremiah, he too had to contend with deceiv-
ers and false prophets who promised the people that God would deliver
them.
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Other Prophetic Figures

This chapter examines the remaining accounts in Josephus’ writings con-
cerning prophetic figures from the late Second Temple period. In addi-
tion to Jesus son of Ananias, whom I considered briefly in chapter 1, these
figures include Onias, who was renowned for the effectiveness of his
prayers; the Pharisees Pollion and Samaias; and some unnamed pharisaic
prophets from the time of Herod the Great. For the most part, Josephus’
reports provide only sparse information about the prophetic activities of
these individuals, and they are surveyed here largely for the sake of com-
pleteness.

Onias (Antigquities 14.22-24)

In Antiquities 14.22-24 Josephus describes an incident involving a Jew
named Onias, known from rabbinic literature as Honi. The earliest rab-
binic traditions about Honi describe how he once ended a serious drought
by praying to God in a distinctive and insistent manner.' Josephus was
evidently familiar with these or similar traditions, for he reports that
Onias “had once in a rainless period prayed to God to end the drought,
and God had heard his prayer and sent rain” (4nt. 14.22). He says no
more about this feat, however, and the remainder of his account concerns
another incident, which took place in Jerusalem sometime close to Pass-
over in the year 65 B.C.E.2

The Hasmonean brothers Hyrcanus Il and Aristobulus IT were, at that
time, at war with one another. Hyrcanus had allied himself (through the
agency of Antipater, father of Herod the Great) with the Arab king Aretas;
their combined troops, along with the citizens of Jerusalem (6 8fjpog, Ant.
14.20), were besieging Aristobulus, who had sought refuge with the priests
inside the temple. According to Josephus, Onias “hid himself when he
saw that the civil war continued to rage” (14.22). But Hyrcanus’ men
sought him out and brought him to their camp, where he was asked to
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place a curse on Aristobulus and his supporters. Onias made excuses and
refused to grant their request, but was eventually “forced to speak by the
mob” (14.23). He stood up and offered the following prayer: “O God,
king of the universe, since these men standing beside me are your people,
and those who are besieged are your priests, I beseech you not to hearken
to them against these men nor to bring to pass what these men ask you to
do to those others” (14.24).> Outraged, “the villains among the Jews”
stoned Onias to death (14.24).*

It is not clear that Onias is best described as a prophetic figure, but he
is included here because Josephus’ description of him is in some respects
reminiscent of his reports concerning the ancient prophets Balaam and
Elijah.’ Like the foreign pévtig Balaam, who was hired by the Midianites
to curse the Israelites (4nt. 4.104-30), Onias was recruited by Hyrcanus’
supporters to curse the enemy before an important battle. Balaam,
instead of cursing the Israelites, blessed them and, in addition (according
to Josephus), made some significant long-range predictions.® Onias
refused to curse Aristobulus and his supporters and prayed instead that
God might not hearken to the prayers of either side in the civil war. The
report that Onias had once prayed to end a drought (14.22) is reminiscent
of the prophet Elijah, though neither the Bible nor Josephus’ account of
Elijah’s rain-making activities mentions prayer.’

Josephus introduces Onias as “‘a righteous man and loved by God”
(dtxarog avip kol BeogiAng, 14.22). We saw in chapter 3 that Josephus
frequently uses dixatog and related terms to refer specifically to those pro-
visions of the Jewish law that govern relations between humans, with
evoeffic and cognates referring to laws governing relations between
humans and God. Aixoloc-terminology is also sometimes used by Jose-
phus in a more general sense to indicate obedience to the Mosaic law in
both its aspects.® It is uncertain which sense is intended here.

The description of Onias as “loved” or “favored by God” (deopiific)
is of somewhat greater interest.’” This term is used by Josephus in con-
nection with several figures, some of them prophetic, whose status as indi-
viduals loved or favored by God was manifested in some objective way,
either actively by their ability to perform miracles of some sort or pas-
sively by the fact that they enjoyed God’s special protection. A few exam-
ples will illustrate the point. For Josephus, the fact that Solomon’s incan-
tations for exorcising demons were still so powerfully effective in his own
day was evidence of the king’s understanding, wisdom, and virtue, and
also proof of “how God loved him” (10 Sco@irég, Ant. 8.49)." Similarly,
Elisha’s ability to perform miracles is cited by Josephus as the basis of his
reputation as one “loved by God.” Josephus’ eulogy of Elisha reads:

Not long afterward the prophet died; he was a man renowned for righteous-
ness [Sukarootvyy] and one manifestly held in honour by God [pavepdg
onovdaodeig Uro 1) Beob]; for through his prophetic power he performed
astounding and marvellous deeds [Savpaota . . . xal tapddota . . . Epyal,
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which were held as a glorious memory by the Hebrews. He was then given
a magnificent burial, such as it was fitting for one so dear to God [S=0o@iAf]]
to receive. (Ant. 9.182)"

On the more passive side, God’s miraculous deliverance of Daniel’s com-
panions from the fiery furnace is said to have persuaded Nebuchadnezzar
that they were “righteous and loved by God” (dikaiovg kai Beopirgic,
Ant. 10.215)."? Similarly, it was probably Daniel’s miraculous deliverance
from the lions’ den that provided the basis for his reputation as a man
“loved by God” (Oso@idfig, Ant. 10.264)."

In the passages cited here, Elisha and the companions of Daniel, like
Onias, are described as both “righteous” and “loved by God.” In both
cases, the description is Josephus’ own, unparalleled in scripture. It is not
clear just how Josephus understood the relationship between being righ-
teous—that is, obeying the law-—and being loved or specially favored by
God. The most natural assumption is that he thought that certain indi-
viduals were loved by God because they were righteous. This is sup-
ported, for example, by Antiquities 6.294, which states that the prophet
Samuel was “a just man [avnp dixarog] and of a kindly nature and for
that reason [dic tobto] very dear to God [péiiota gidog 1) 3e@].””'* The
relationship between the two attributes is, however, more complicated
than this, for not every righteous person in Josephus is also said to be
loved by God. It is also clear that being loved or specially favored by God
did not ensure that one would behave righteously: Josephus notes that
Solomon “abandoned the observance of his fathers’ customs” even
though he had been “the most illustrious of all kings and most beloved
by God [Seogpiiéatatog]” (4nt. 8.190).

In the case of Onias, his status as one loved by God was apparently
manifested in an active way by the nearly automatic efficacy of his
pravers: when he prayed, God listened and responded. This had been true
in the case of his prayers for rain, and Hyrcanus® supporters evidently
supposed that it would be equally true if he were to curse their enemies:
they asked Onias to curse Aristobulus and his supporters “just as he had,
by his prayers, put an end to the rainless period” (4nt. 14.22). The fact
that Hyrcanus’ men sought out Onias suggests that he had a well-estab-
lished reputation as an individual whose prayers were particularly effec-
tive. As we have seen, Onias was reportedly unwilling to cooperate in this
instance: he hid himself at first and, when he was forcibly brought to Hyr-
canus’ camp, he refused to curse Aristobulus. He seems to have objected
especially to civil war, a sentiment shared by Josephus.

We learn nothing else of importance about Onias from Josephus’
brief account. There is no indication of what his social position was or
even where he was from. The incident recorded in Antiquities 14.22-24
took place in Jerusalem, but Onias may have come to the city from else-
where as a pilgrim to the Passover festival.'
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Prophetic Figures Among the Pharisees

These figures include Pollion and Samaias and some unnamed Pharisees
active in the court of Herod the Great.

Pollion and Samaias
(Antiquities 14.172-76; 15.3-4, 370)

The Pharisees Pollion and Samaias are mentioned by Josephus in con-
nection with three events during the final years of Hasmonean rule and
the reign of Herod the Great: the so-called trial of Herod before Hyrcanus
11 in 47 or 46 B.C.E.; the capture of Jerusalem by Herod and Sossius in 37
B.C.E.; and the oath of loyalty administered by Herod around the year 20
B.C.E. There is some confusion in the texts about the identity of the main
actor in the first two of these events. It appears that both Pollion and
Samaias supported Herod during the final siege of Jerusalem in 37 B.C.E.,
and that Pollion was the more important of the two figures. Antiquities
14.176 mentions only Samaias in connection with the siege, but 15.3
states that both Pollion and Samaias were involved and, furthermore,
identifies Samaias as a “disciple” (uadnthc) of Pollion. That Pollion
played the leading role during the siege would seem to be confirmed by
Antiquities 15.370, which explains that Pollion and Samaias and their
disciples were excused from taking the oath of loyalty in 20 B.C.E. “on
Pollion’s account.” There is less certainty about which of the two figures
was involved in Herod’s trial. According to Antiquities 14.172-76, it was
Samaias; according to 15.4, Pollion.'® I see no way to decide the question
of identity in this case, and so I shall refer to the Pharisee who played a
part in the trial of Herod as Pollion/Samaias. The prediction reportedly
made by this figure during the trial is the only prophetic element in Jose-
phus’ accounts concerning Pollion and Samaias, but it is worth surveying
all the narratives briefly.

There are two accounts of the trial of Herod in Josephus, one in War
1.208-15 and the other in Antiquities 14.163-84. They agree, in general
terms, on the events that prompted Hyrcanus to summon Herod to trial.
In the summer of 47 B.C.E., Hyrcanus and Antipater, Herod’s father, were
rewarded by Caesar for their assistance in a military campaign in Egypt
earlier that year. Among other benefits, Hyrcanus was confirmed as high
priest and ethnarch of the Jews, while Antipater was appointed procura-
tor (¢mitponog) of Judaea.!” Antipater, in turn, nominated his sons Phas-
ael and Herod as governors (otpatnyol) of Jerusalem and Galilee, respec-
tively. Soon after taking up office, Herod captured and executed the
“brigand-chief” (apyiinotic) Ezekias and many of his followers (War
1.204; Ant. 14.158-59). This greatly increased Herod’s popularity among
the Syrian inhabitants of the region (War 1.205; Ant. 14.160). At the same
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time, Antipater and Phasael were also growing in power and influence
(War 1.206-7; Ant. 14.161-62).

Hyrcanus became alarmed, fearing that Antipater and his sons would
make a bid for power.'® His fears were heightened by a group of advisers'’
who urged him, in particular, to call Herod to account for his actions,
arguing that his execution of Ezekias and the other “‘brigands” had been
in violation of Jewish law.?’ Hyrcanus was persuaded and ordered Herod
to appear before him. He came, accompanied by a military escort (War
1.210; Ant. 14.169).

Josephus’ two accounts diverge at this point.?' According to the War,
Sextus Caesar, the legate of Syria, ordered Hyrcanus to clear Herod of the
charges brought against him, and Hyrcanus complied. Josephus explains
that Hyrcanus was “inclined to take that course on other grounds, for he
loved Herod” (1.211). The Arntiquities also mentions the order from the
Syrian legate and states that Hyrcanus wanted to acquit Herod (14.170).
But, according to this account, Herod was required to appear before the
Sanhedrin. When he arrived, arrayed like a king and surrounded by his
armed men, his would-be accusers were overwhelmed: “When Herod
stood in the Sanhedrin with his troops, he overawed them all, and no one
of those who had denounced him before his arrival dared to accuse him
thereafter; instead there was silence and doubt about what was to be
done” (14.171).%

At this point Pollion/Samaias stood up and addressed the assembly.
He criticized Herod for appearing “clothed in purple, with the hair of his
head carefully arranged” rather than “letting his hair grow long and wear-
ing a black garment,” as was appropriate to a suppliant for mercy
(14.172-73). He accused Herod of “putting his own interests above the
law,” and of being prepared to “outrage justice” by ordering his troops to
kill the members of the Sanhedrin if they condemned him “as the law
prescribes” (14.173-74). Pollion/Samaias then turned to upbraid Hyr-
canus and the other members of the Sanhedrin for tolerating Herod’s
behavior. Finally, he predicted that Herod, whom they were prepared to
release, would one day punish them all (14.174).

Pollion/Samaias’ speech apparently convinced some, for Hyrcanus
realized that the other members of the Sanhedrin were “bent on putting
Herod to death” and “postponed the trial to another day” (14.177). He
then secretly advised Herod to flee the city. Herod escaped to Damascus,
apparently before a formal verdict was reached by the Sanhedrin. A later
passage, however, states that when Herod was contemplating a war of
revenge against Hyrcanus, his father urged him to remember with grati-
tude his “acquittal” (Gopeoig, 14.182 = War 1.214).

This is all rather confusing, and it is very difficult to know what really
happened. The account in the Antiquities seems to combine two versions
of the story, possibly from different sources.”® The first agrees with the
War: the legate of Syria ordered Hyrcanus to acquit Herod; Hyrcanus was
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inclined to do so on other grounds and complied; later, when Herod was
contemplating revenge, his father urged him to remember his acquittal
through Hyrcanus’ intervention. According to the second version of
events, Herod appeared before the Sanhedrin, where Pollion/Samaias
spoke against him; when it looked like Herod would be convicted, Hyr-
canus postponed the proceedings and advised Herod to flee the city; no
formal verdict was reached. Both accounts are plausible, and there is no
easy way to decide between them. It must therefore remain uncertain
whether Pollion/Samaias ever really made the prediction attributed to
him in Antiquities 14.174 and 15.4. But even if these passages do not
describe a historical event, they may still tell us something about proph-
ecy among the Pharisees, or at the very least about Josephus’ (or his
source’s) views on the subject. I shall return to the topic shortly.

The prediction attributed to Pollion/Samaias was fulfilled after Herod
and his Roman ally Sossius captured Jerusalem in 37 B.C.E. At that time,
Herod rewarded those who had supported his cause and began to track
down and execute all those who had opposed him. Included among the
latter group were Hyrcanus II and the other members of the Sanhedrin
who had (according to the account in Ant. 14) brought him to trial some
ten years earlier. According to Antiquities 14.175-76, Herod decided to
spare Pollion/Samaias for two reasons: first, “because of his righteous-
ness” (814 T1)v dikaroovvnv); and, second, “because when the city was. . .
besieged by Herod and Sossius, he advised the people to admit Herod.”
Antiquities 15.3 confirms that Pollion and Samaias had urged the Jeru-
salemites to open the gates to Herod during the siege. It is in this passage,
incidentaily, that we first learn that Pollion and Samaias were Pharisees.

As I noted briefly in chapter 3, Pollion and Samaias are mentioned
again in connection with the oath of loyalty administered by Herod
around the year 20 B.C.E. According to Antiquities 15.370, Herod tried to
persuade these two Pharisees and their disciples to take the oath, but they
refused. They were not punished, however, but were “shown considera-
tion on Pollion’s account.” This appears to be a reference to the support
given to Herod by Pollion at the time of the siege.

It is worth commenting on the shifting relationship between Pollion
and Samaias and their followers, on the one hand, and Herod the Great.
At the trial in 47/46 B.C.E., Pollion/Samaias opposed Herod: he con-
demned Herod as a lawbreaker and upbraided the other members of the
Sanhedrin for not standing up to him and condemning him ““as the law
prescribes” (14.173). Rather curiously, however, Pollion/Samaias seems
to have been remembered chiefly for having predicted that Herod would
exact revenge against Hyrcanus and the others, At the time of the final
siege of Jerusalem in 37 B.C.E., Pollion and Samaias were on Herod’s side.
In Antiquities 14.176 Josephus suggests that they supported Herod only
because they believed that his rule was to be endured as a punishment for
sin. This sounds like grudging support at best until we remember that it
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was also Josephus’ attitude to Roman rule, though he also believed, more
positively, that God or t0yn had brought the Romans to power.* We may
take it that Pollion and Samaias actively supported Herod at the time of
the siege: they urged the inhabitants of Jerusalem to admit him to the city
and were “especially honoured” by Herod in return (15.3).

This shift in attitude on the part of Pollion and Samaias and their fol-
lowers, from a position critical of Herod to one supportive of him, may
at first seem surprising, but can easily be explained if events on the larger
political stage are taken into account. Throughout the long civil war
between Hyrcanus II, on the one hand, and Anstobulus II and his sons,
the Pharisees appear to have sided with Hyrcanus.> Antipater and his
sons Phasael and Herod also supported Hyrcanus in the beginning. There
was, however, a period of rivairy between Hyrcanus and the Herodian
family beginning in the summer of 47 B.C.E., after Antipater’s position
was strengthened by the honors paid him by Caesar. As we have seen,
Herod’s trial fits precisely into this period. It is perfectly understandable
why a pharisaic supporter of Hyrcanus would have opposed Herod and
the rest of his family at this juncture: it looked as though they were about
to take power. The situation changed dramatically in 40 B.C.E., when
Antigonus, the son of Aristobulus I, allied himself with the Parthians and
attacked Jerusalem. Hyrcanus and Herod’s brother Phasael were taken
prisoner. Hyrcanus was mutilated to disqualify him from the office of
high priest, and Phasael committed suicide. Herod, who had fled to Rome
to ask for support against Antigonus, was appointed king of Judaea and
returned to claim his kingdom. At the time of the siege of Jerusalem in
37 B.C.E., then, Herod was fighting on Hyrcanus’ side, against their
mutual enemy Antigonus. It is easy to see why Pollion and Samaias and
the other Pharisees would have supported Herod in these changed cir-
cumstances.

In later years, the relationship between Herod and the Pharisees once
again became strained. As the king consolidated his power and gradually
eliminated his real and imagined opponents (including, in 30 B.C.E., Hyr-
canus 1), the Pharisees seem to have become increasingly disenchanted
with him. By the time of the cath of loyalty in 20 B.C.E., they were critical
enough of Herod to refuse to take the oath, but still highly enough
regarded to be excused. We shall see in the next section that at least some
Pharisees were more actively opposed to Herod by 7 B.C.E.

The only prophetic element in all of this is the prediction to the San-
hedrin attributed to Pollion/Samaias: “Be assured, however, that God is
great, and this man [Herod], whom you now wish to release for Hyr-
canus’ sake, will one day punish you and the king as well” (4nz. 14.174).
Josephus remarks that Pollion/Samaias “was not mistaken in anything
that he said. For when Herod assumed royal power, he killed Hyrcanus
and all the other members of the Sanhedrnin with the exception of [Pol-
lion/]Samaias™ (14.175). The account in 4dntiquities 15.4 also refers to
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this prediction and makes it clear that it was, in Josephus’ view, more
than just a politically astute observation: “This same Pollion][/Samaias]
had once, when Herod was on trial for his life, reproachfully foretold to
Hyrcanus and the judges that if Herod’s life were spared, he would one
day persecute them all. And in time this turned out to be so, for God ful-
filled his words [to0 ¥e0b Tovg AdYOLG aDTOD TEAELDGUVTOC].”

Josephus provides no more information about this prophecy. In light
of the connection he draws, when writing about the Essenes, between
strict observance of the law and the ability to predict the future, it is worth
noting the prevalence of dixaiog-terminology in the accounts concerning
Pollion/Samaias. In the trial scene, he is introduced as “an upright man
[dixarog avip] and for that reason superior to fear” (14.172). In his
speech to the Sanhedrin, he criticizes Herod for breaking the law and out-
raging justice. According to Antiquities 14.176, Herod refrained from
punishing Pollion/Samaias after the siege partly “because of his righ-
teousness” (81 tv dSikaroctvnv). There is no explicit indication of this,
but Josephus may have thought there was some connection between Pol-
lion/Samaias’ devotion to the law and his ability to predict the future.

Nothing is said directly about the social position of Pollion and
Samaias, but they appear to be residents of Jerusalem and fairly promi-
nent members of the community. Pollion/Samaias is depicted as a mem-
ber of the Sanhedrin convened by Hyrcanus, and both Pharisees were in
a position to influence the Jerusalemites to open the gates to Herod at the
time of the siege. Many attempts have been made to identify Pollion and
Samaias with figures mentioned in rabbinic literature, but no agreement
has been reached on the matter,

Phavisaic Intrigues in the Court of
Herod the Great (Antiquities 17.41-45)

War 1.567-~70 and the parallel in Antiquities 17.32-45 describe a secret
plot against Herod the Great from the period near the end of his life, prob-
ably 7 or 6 B.c.E.”” The plot involved Herod’s eldest son Antipater, Her-
od’s brother Pheroras, and a group of four women: Pheroras’ wife (whose
own name is never given), her mother and sister, and Antipater’s mother.
According to the account in the Antiguities, the Pharisees were also
involved:?

There was also a certain group of Jews priding itself on its strict observance
of ancestral custom and claiming to observe laws in which the Deity takes
pleasure; by these men the women of the court were ruled. Called Pharisees,
they were capable of helping the king greatly because of their foresight
[BaotAel duvapevor pdiiota nphooey tpoundeic], and yet they were

obviously prepared to combat and injure him. (17.41)®

As examples of the Pharisees’ tendency to combat and injure Herod,
Josephus (or his source) refers to several separate, but apparently related,
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incidents (17.42-45). The account he provides is slightly confusing, and
I shall begin by trying simply to unravel the course of events, I shall then
ask what the present account contributes to our knowledge of prophecy
among the Pharisees.

According to Antiquities 17.42, on one occasion when the Jews were
required to swear an oath of loyalty to Caesar and to Herod, the Pharisees
refused to do so. Herod punished them with a fine, which was paid on
their behalf by his brother Pheroras’ wife. It is uncertain whether the oath
of loyalty mentioned here should be identified with the one referred to in
Antiquities 15.368~71, which I considered briefly in the preceding section
and in chapter 3. That oath was administered around the year 20 B.C.E.
Because the oath referred to in Antiquities 17.42 is closely connected by
the author of the passage with the court intrigues of 7/6 B.C.E., it is most
natural (though not necessary) to suppose that it occurred around the
same time. There are further discrepancies between the two accounts:
Antiquities 15.368 does not mention a pledge of loyalty to Caesar, while
17.42 does; 15.370 refers specifically to “Pollion the Pharisee and
Samaias and most of their disciples,” while 17.42 refers to the Pharisees
as a whole (“over six thousand in number”); and, finally, 15.370-71 sug-
gests that Pollion and Samaias and their disciples were excused from tak-
ing the oath, while 17.42 states that the Pharisees refused to swear the oath
and were punished with a fine.® In spite of these discrepancies, I am
inclined to think that Antiquities 17.42 is a flashback to the earlier oath
referred to in 15.368--71, perhaps from a different source.? It is possible,
however, that the two accounts refer to two different oaths, one imposed
around 20 B.c.E. and the other closer to 7/6 B.C.E.

Fortunately, we do not need to decide the matter one way or the other.
Though the account of the Pharisees’ refusal to swear the oath of loyalty
in Antiquities 17.42 provides an example of their tendency to combat and
injure Herod, it serves chiefly to introduce the report of a second incident,
which is of greater interest to us and which was almost certainly con-
nected with the intrigues of 7/6 B.C.E. According to Antiquities 17.43, the
Pharisees repaid Pheroras’ wife for her (past or recent) support by making
a prediction:

In return for her friendliness they foretold [mpodAreyovl—for they were
believed to have foreknowledge of things through God’s appearances to
them [npoyveooiy 88 énenictevvro émporthost tod ¥eod]-—that by God’s
decree Herod’s throne would be taken from him, both from himself and his
descendants, and the royal power would fall to her and Pheroras and to any
children that they might have.

This appears to be a straightforward prediction that political power would
be transferred from Herod and his descendants to Pheroras and his
descendants, that is, from one¢ branch of the Herodian family to another.
The implication of the passage, in its present narrative context, is that it
was at least partly because of this prediction that Pheroras and his wife
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became involved in the plot against Herod. The remark that the royal
power would be transferred to Pheroras and his descendants “by God’s
decree” (V1o Seob gunerouévig) recalls the view that it was the God of
the Jews who determined who would rule the world and for how long.?
shall return below to the general statement that the Pharisees possessed
“foreknowledge” through “God’s appearances to them.”

Herod’s sister Salome learned of the Pharisees’ prediction to Phero-
ras’ wife and reported it to her brother. She also informed him “that the
Pharisees had corrupted some of the people at court” (17.44). Among
those corrupted by the Pharisees, apparently, were a eunuch named
Bagoas, another individual named Karos, and some unnamed members
of Herod’s household. Herod reacted swiftly:

And the king put to death those of the Pharisees who were most to blame
and the eunuch Bagoas and a certain Karos, who was outstanding among
his contemporaries for his surpassing beauty and was loved by the king. He
also killed all those of his [own] household who approved of what the Phari-
see [0 Dapioaiog] said. (17.44)

The reference to “the Pharisee” in the singular in the last line is puzzling:
it appears to be either a collective reference to the whole group of Phari-
sees involved in the plot or a reference to an otherwise unmentioned
leader.® Nothing more is said about Karos and his role in the events of
7/6 B.C.E., but the following information is given about the eunuch
Bagoas:

Now Bagoas had been carried away by them [the Pharisees], being led to
believe that he would be named father and benefactor of him who, accord-
ing to a prediction [rpoppficet], would be appointed king. For all things [ta.
wnévto] would be in the hands of that one, and he would grant Bagoas the
ability to marry and beget children of his own. (17.45)*

Wikgren understates the case when he writes, in the note to the LCL
translation, that the meaning of this passage is “uncertain.” In contrast
to the prediction to Pheroras’ wife, this does not appear to be an ordinary
political prediction. It is not ciear just what Bagoas was expecting: he is
said, rather confusingly, to have believed that he would be named the
father of a king who would then (after the fact, as it were) give him the
power to conceive children of his own; perhaps the emphasis should be
placed on “would be named father.” 1t is clear, however, that the king
expected by Bagoas was no ordinary king: he would have “all things” in
his power and would be able to restore the procreative power of a eunuch.
This seems to imply a radical transformation of reality, and thus qualifies
as an eschatological prediction on the basis of the criterion proposed in
chapter 4. We know nothing, however, of the details of what was
expected. Some commentators have seen a connection between the pre-
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diction to Bagoas and Isaiah 56.3-5, but that passage does not seem par-
ticularly relevant: it does not promise that the procreative powers of eu-
nuchs will be restored, but rather that God will provide eunuchs with an
“everlasting name” that is “better than sons and daughters™ (Isa. 56.5). 1
shall return below to the question of whether Josephus may have some
other scriptural passage in mind.

What, if anything, does this tell us about prophecy among the Phari-
sees? It should be noted, first, that the extended narrative just surveyed is,
on the whole, sympathetic to Herod and hostile to the Pharisees. This is
one of several features of the passage that have led most commentators
to assign it to Herod’s courtier and historian, Nicolaus of Damascus.*
The Pharisees are introduced in Antiquities 17.41 as a group of Jews who
prided themselves on their strict observance of ancestral custom and
“claimed” to observe laws that please God; but the verb in this last expres-
sion, Tpocnotodua, is probably intended in the negative sense of “falsely
claim” or “pretend”.*” The statement that the Pharisees influenced events
by controlling “the women of the court” (17.41) is doubtless aiso meant
as an insult. As we saw earlier, the author complains that the Pharisees
could have helped Herod but chose instead to combat and injure him
(17.41). While Antiquities 17.43 states that the Pharisees were believed to
possess foreknowledge of the future, the subsequent narrative shows that
their predictions to Pheroras’ wife and to Bagoas were not in fact fulfilled,
thereby implying that their reputation as predictors of the future was
undeserved.*® At the most obvious level, the two predictions appear to be
contradictory, the first promising royal power to Pheroras and his descen-
dants, and the second predicting the advent of an eschatological king.
This reinforces the impression that the Pharisees were simply interested
in stirring up trouble against Herod and were willing to say anything to
anybody to achieve this end.

Whatever their motives, it is clear that the Pharisees referred to in this
passage claimed to be able to predict the future. We have seen that one of
the predictions attributed to them had to do with ordinary political
affairs, while the other concerned eschatological events. Nothing is said
directly about how the Pharisees claimed to obtain their information
about the future, but two possible clues are provided. First, in connection
with their prediction to Pheroras’ wife, Josephus (or his source) makes the
general remark that the Pharisees were believed to have “foreknowledge
of things through God’s appearances to them” (RpOYVOOLY . . . ERIYOLT-
fiogt tob g0, Ant. 17.43, emphasis mine).* It is not immediately clear
what this means. Josephus speaks most directly of God “appearing” to
humans in dreams.® The closest single parallel to the language used of
the Pharisees in the passage just quoted is from Josephus’ account con-
cerning John Hyrcanus. In Antiquities 13.299, a passage considered in
chapter 1, Josephus states that Hyrcanus had been deemed worthy of
“three of the greatest privileges, the rule of the nation, the office of high-
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priest, and the gift of prophecy [npoonrteia].”*' He goes on to explain
what he means by “the gift of prophecy™:

[Flor the Deity was with him [cuvfjv yap avt® 16 Osciov], and gave him
foreknowledge of the future [tv 1@V peAddviav apdyvwowv], both the
ability to foresee the future and to foretell it; so, for example, he foretold of
his two elder sons that they would not remain masters of the state. (13.300)*

We later learn that John’s prediction about his two elder sons was based
on a dream:

Of all his sons Hyrcanus loved best the two elder ones, Antigonus and Aris-
tobulus; and once when God appeared to him in his sleep [pavévto Kot
10U¢ Brevoug atd tov Beodv], he asked Him which of his sons was destined
to be his successor. And when God showed him the features of Alexander,
he was grieved that this one should be the heir of all his possessions.
(13.322)®

In this case, “foreknowledge [npoyvwoig] of the future” (13.299) is said
1o have been communicated through a dream in which God “appeared”
(pavévra, 13.322) to the dreamer. This language is quite close to that
used in Antiquities 17.43, which states that the Pharisees were believed to
have “foreknowledge of things through God’s appearances to them”
(mpoyvoowy ... émeorthoel Tod Ueov). It is possible, then, that the
appearances of God through which the Pharisees claimed to obtain infor-
mation about the future occurred in dreams.

There is one possible objection to this proposal: Josephus does not
describe any dreams in which God appears to the dreamer from the
period after Hyrcanus, and it might be suggested that he believed that
dreams of this sort belonged to the golden prophetic age in the past and
were no longer experienced by people in his own day.* But one passage
from the War suggests that this was not the case. According to War 7.349,
when Eleazar, the leader of the Sicarii at Masada, was trying to persuade
his followers to commit suicide, he compared death to sleep, “in which
the soul, undistracted by the body, while enjoying in perfect indepen-
dence the most delightful repose, holds converse with God [Ved &
optiodoat] by right of kinship, ranges the universe and foretells many
things that are to come.” This passage suggests that at least some Jews in
Josephus’ day believed that it was still possible to “hold converse with
God” and learn of the future through dreams.

The second clue provided about the methods used by the Pharisees
comes from the account of the prediction to Bagoas. According to Jose-
phus, the Pharisees encouraged Bagoas to believe that he would be named
the father and benefactor of the one who would be appointed king
“according to a prediction” (npoppfioel, Ant. 17.45).% Tt is unclear
whether the Pharisees themselves made the prediction about the king or
only persuaded Bagoas that it had some significance for him. The word
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npodppnoLg used here occurs eighteen times in Josephus, sixteen times
with the meaning “prediction.”® A review of some of these passages
serves as a reminder that information about the future could, in Josephus’
view, be obtained in a variety of ways.*’ In one instance a npoppncig is
said to have been communicated through a direct oracle from God.
According to Antiguities 1.257, when Isaac saw that Rebecca, his wife,
was “inordinately big with child,” he anxiously “consuited God”
(&vhpeto 1OV Bebv). In response, God “told him” (@paler) that Rebecca
would deliver twins (1.257). Not long after, the twins were born “in accor-
dance with God’s prediction” (xoté mpopprowy tod Beot, 1.258).% King
Saul, wishing to learn “how matters might turn out for him” (4nt. 6.329),
sought a “prediction” (npoppnoig) through prophets and dreams before
resorting to the witch of Endor (6.327-36). In the majority of cases,
dreams are the source of the predictions that Josephus calls Tpoppficeic:
sometimes these predictions come through symbolic dreams, and some-
times through message dreams in which God is the messenger.* Finally,
in two passages npdppnoi; refers to a written prediction contained in
scripture. In War 7.432 Josephus claims that the building of the Jewish
temple at Leontopolis fulfilled the prediction (zpoppnoig) recorded in
Isatah 19.19-22. According to Antiquities 4.303, shortly before his death,
Moses deposited in the temple “a poem in hexameter verse . . . contain-
ing a prediction [rpbppnoig] of future events, in accordance with which
all has come and is coming to pass.”™ It is noteworthy that Josephus
believed that events in his own day were still unfolding in accordance
with Moses’ “prediction of future events.”

If we can take Josephus’ use of tpdppnoig in these passages as a guide
(which is not certain because of the source problem in 4nz. 17.41-45),
then the prediction of an eschatological king referred to in Antiguities
17.45 may have been made on the basis of a direct divine oracle, a pro-
phetic oracle, a dream, or a prophecy from scripture. It is impossible,
without more information, to decide among these alternatives, though
my earlier discussion of the mode of God’s “appearances” to the Phari-
sees might incline the choice toward dreams.

If the prediction mentioned in Antiquities 17.45 was based on a
dream, then it may be significant that the Pharisees are said by Josephus
to have a reputation as expert interpreters of the law-—in one case (his
own), Josephus connects the ability to interpret dreams with knowledge
of scripture. If the prediction was based on a scriptural passage, then the
Pharisees’ interpretive expertise would obviously be relevant. We have
also noted that Josephus sometimes relates the ability to predict the
future to careful observance of the law. In this connection, it is worth not-
ing that the Pharisees are said by Josephus to have a reputation as both
strict interpreters and strict observers of the law.’!

It is unclear from Josephus’ account whether the Pharisees involved
in the intrigues of 7/6 B.C.E. were official court figures or not. Sometimes
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the entire pharisaic party is referred to (for example, in 17.41-42), but the
detailed narrative seems to describe the intrigues of a small group of
Pharisees with influence in court circles.

Jesus Son of Ananias
(War 6.300-309)

Josephus’ report concerning Jesus son of Ananias forms part of a list of
omens, portents, and prophecies that were believed to have foreshadowed
the defeat of the Jews and the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple by
the Romans in 70 c.E. (War 6.288-315). I have referred to these omens
several times in the preceding pages, and it is worth reviewing them now
in full: a star resembling a sword appeared over Jerusalem, and a comet
was visible for an entire year (6.289); a bright light shone in the temple
for half an hour one night during Passover (6.290-91); at the same festi-
val, a cow brought as a sacrifice gave birth to a lamb in the temple court,
and the eastern gate of the temple opened of its own accord (6.292-96);
a few days later, chariots and armed battalions were seen in the sky
(6.296-99), and, at Pentecost, the priests ministering in the temple at
night heard a voice say, “We are departing hence” (6.299-300). The
report concerning Jesus follows the description of these omens (6.300-
309). His appearance and activity are described by Josephus as a portent
“even more alarming” than the others (10 8¢ To0tV @oPepdTepov,
6.300). The list of omens concludes with the mention of two prophecies,
both from “the sacred books” of the Jews.>* The first predicted that Jeru-
salem and the sanctuary would be captured whenever the temple should
become “four-square”™ (tetpdywvov); according to Josephus, the rebels
fulfilled this condition when they destroyed the Antonia fortress adjacent
to the temple (6.311). The second prophecy referred to here is the
“ambiguous oracle” predicting that someone from Judaea was about to
become ruler of the world (6.312-13); we saw in chapter 2 that Josephus
applied this prediction to Vespasian.

A similar, though not identical, list of omens associated with the fall
of Jerusalem appears in Tacitus, Histories 5.13.>* The relationship
between the two accounts is unclear.®® The report concerning Jesus is not,
however, included in Tacitus’ list, and was almost certainly composed by
Josephus. He may well have had firsthand knowledge of Jesus and his
activities in Jerusalem.

It is important to note the literary context of Josephus’ list of omens
and portents. In War 6.283-84 Josephus reports the death of six thou-
sand Jews who perished in the fire that destroyed the temple in 70 C.E. As
we saw In chapter 4, he blames their death on a “false prophet”
(wevdompognng) who led them into the temple in the expectation that
God would there show them “the signs of deliverance” (6.285). Josephus
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goes on to speak, in more general terms, of the “many prophets”
(moArot. . . mpogfitar) who misled the people at this time by encouraging
them *‘to wait for help from God” (6.286--87). The willingness on the part
of so many Jews to trust in the promises of these prophets is contrasted
by Josephus with their failure to understand the significance of the omens
recorded in 6.288-315:

Thus it was that the wretched people were deluded at that time by deceivers
and those who misrepresented GGod, while they neither heeded nor believed
in the manifest portents that foretold the coming desolation, but, as if thun-
derstruck and bereft of eyes and mind, disregarded the proclamations of
God. (6.288)

He makes a similar comment in 6.310, immediately after his account of
Jesus son of Ananias:

Reflecting on these things, one will find that God cares for human beings,
and in all kinds of ways shows His people the way of salvation, while they
owe their destruction to folly and calamities of their own choosing.*

God, in his providence, had sent the Jews omens and portents warning
them of “the coming desolation” (6.288), but they preferred to follow
false prophets and deceivers. The omens and portents sent by God, we
have seen, included Jesus son of Ananias, who is thus contrasted with the
““false prophet” of War 6.285 and others like him who, according to Jose-
phus, misrepresented (God and misled the people with their promises of
deliverance.

Since I reviewed Josephus’ report concerning Jesus in chapter 1, only
a brief reminder of the course of his prophetic career is necessary here.
According to Josephus, Jesus was ““an unskilled” or “unlearned peasant”
(t@v bwtdv dypoikog, War 6.300). He came to Jerusalem for the
autumn festival of Tabernacles (Sukkoth), probably in the year 62
C.E.’At one point during the festival he stood up in the temple and cried
out:

A voice from the east,
a voice from the west,
a voice from the four winds;

a voice against Jerusalem and the sanctuary,
a voice against the bridegroom and the bride,
a voice against all the people. (6.301)

He repeated his message throughout the festival, and was eventually
arrested and punished by the Jewish magistrates of Jerusalem. When
their measures had no effect, the magistrates sent him to the procurator
Albinus (6.303). There, Jesus was flogged, but still refused to answer ques-
tions; instead, he “unceasingly reiterated his dirge over the city” (6.304-
5). Albinus concluded from his behavior that Jesus was suffering from
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“insanity” (navia) and released him (6.305). From that time on, for seven
years and five months, Jesus repeated his lament, until he was struck and
killed by a Roman mussile during the siege of Jerusalem (6.308-9).

I drew attention in chapter 1 to the compulsive nature of Jesus’ behav-
ior. His initial oracle was delivered “suddenly” (¢€amivng, 6.301), and,
from that moment on, his concentration on his message was continuous
and absolute: he wandered the streets day and night, crying out his oracle
of doom; even when severely punished, he did not weep or speak on his
own behalf;, when released, he repeated his cries for more than seven
years, “his voice never flagging nor his strength exhausted” (6.308). Dur-
ing this entire period, according to Josephus,

he neither approached nor was seen talking to any of the citizens, but daily,
like a prayer that he had conned, repeated his lament, “Woe to Jerusalem!”
He neither cursed any of those who beat him from day to day, nor blessed
those who offered him food: to all men that melancholy presage was his one
reply. (6.306-7)

So he continued until the moment of his death.

In my earlier discussion, I compared Jesus’ behavior with that of the
prophet Jeremiah, but it is evident that there was a difference of degree
between the two. Jeremiah repeated his warnings compulsively and was
not deterred by punishment or imprisonment; he, too, was deemed
insane because of his behavior. But Jeremiah continued to lead a rela-
tively normal life, even functioning as a kind of court adviser to the king,.
For Jesus, on the other hand, normal life was completely suspended: he
lived in the streets, eating whatever was brought to him by sympathizers;
he wandered the city day and night, crying out his message of doom, and
spoke of nothing else. His obsession was complete.*®

Jesus’ first reported utterance (War 6.301, already quoted) takes the
form of a prolonged woe or oracle of doom.” It is generally thought that
Josephus’ report preserves the original form of this oracle. It consists of
two strophes, each with three lines. The third line of each strophe sum-
marizes and develops the content of the first two lines—a feature usually
described as Semitic parallelism.

In the first strophe of the oracle, the origin of the message is described:
the voice to which Jesus draws attention comes from the east, from the
west, from all four corners of the world. The voice referred to here is
sometimes identified with the Bath Qol mentioned in rabbinic litera-
ture.®® In most cases, this “daughter of a voice” functioned as a kind of
substitute for the divine voice in a period in which God no longer com-
municated directly with his people.® But, as Aune has shown, in Jewish
works from the late Second Temple period, the term “voice” usually
refers to direct divine speech—it means “the voice of God.” In the
Hebrew Bible, this usage is especially common in oracles that announce
divine judgment.®? Aune concludes: “When [Jesus son of Ananias]
repeatedly refers to the “voice” coming from all directions (cf. Ps. 29)
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with negative implications, he is using a well-known, recognizable idiom
which refers to the voice of God pronouncing judgment.”® The voice that
Jesus announced was thus not a Bath Qol, but rather the voice of God
himself.

The second strophe of the oracle indicates the direction or target of
the message: it was directed against Jerusalem and the temple, against the
bridegroom and the bride, against all the people. The mention of bride-
groom and bride recalls Jeremiah 7.34; 16.9; 25.10; and 33.11. The bride-
groom and bride were apparently singled out, in the case of both Jeremiah
and Jesus, as those who had most reason to rejoice and be glad. Even the
happiest of people, it is implied, will suffer in the coming catastrophe. At
other places in Josephus’ narrative, Jesus is credited with an abbreviated
version of the oracle recorded in War 6.301: “Woe to Jerusalem!” (6.304,
306). His last reported utterance parallels his first oracle more closely in
terms of content: “Woe once more to the city and to the people and to
the temple” (6.309). Though Jesus’ oracles warn of a grave threat to Jeru-
salem, the temple, and the Jews, they do not specify the nature of this
threat.® Josephus obviously believed that Jesus’ ominous predictions had
been fulfilled by the events of 70 C.E.

Josephus records a wide range of responses to Jesus. The Jewish mag-
istrates of Jerusalem (ot &pyovreg, 6.303), also described as “some of the
leading citizens” (1dv . . . &MooV TwvEg dnuotdv, 6.302), arrested and
punished Jesus. They did so, according to Josephus, because they were
“vexed by” or “angry about” (dyavaxtioavteg) his predictions (6.302).
A more complex rationale for their actions suggests itself when we con-
sider the circumstances in which Jesus first appeared and the political
position and role of the Jewish officials.

Jesus came to Jerusalem during the festival of Tabernacles, and it was
apparently also during this festival that he was arrested. Near the end of
his report about Jesus, Josephus remarks that, throughout his career, “his
cries were loudest at the festivals” (6.308). In the politically tense period
leading up to the revolt, the great pilgrim festivals in Jerusalem were espe-
cially volatile occasions, as numerous reports in Josephus confirm. Hos-
tilities that were normally suppressed were likely to break out at such
times, and the smallest incident could quickly escalate into a major disas-
ter. Under Cumanus (procurator from 48 to 52 c.g.), for example, a riot
broke out in the temple during the feast of Passover.®® The disturbance
began when a Roman soldier on duty in the temple made an obscene ges-
ture at the crowd. “The whole multitude” (War 2.225) called upon
Cumanus to punish the offender, and some of the Jews threw stones at
the Roman soldiers. Unable to calm the crowd and fearing the outbreak
of a serious revolt, Cumanus ordered in reinforcements. When they
stormed the temple, the Jews inside panicked, and thousands were killed
in the resulting stampede.% “Such,” Josephus remarks, “were the calam-
ities produced by the indecent behavior of a single soldier” (4nt. 20.112).
In connection with this incident, he explains that it was standard proce-



162 Prophetic Figures

dure for the Romans to lay on extra troops during the festivals to prevent
a disturbance: “a body of men in arms invariably mounts guard at the
feasts, to prevent disorders arising from such a concourse of people.”®

Though Josephus states in War 6.300 that Jesus son of Ananias
appeared at a time “when the city was enjoying profound peace and pros-
perity,” we know from his own reports that the procuratorship of Albinus
was a period of near anarchy in Jerusalem, when tensions between
Romans and Jews, and between pro- and anti-Roman factions among the
Jews, were running extremely high.® In such circumstances, no one could
predict the effect that a prophet of doom might have on the huge crowds
that flooded into the city for the festival of Tabernacles. From the point
of view of the Jewish magistrates, who were in the difficult position of
having to mediate between the Jews and the Romans, it was better to
move quickly to eliminate the source of the problem than to risk the out-
break of a serious disturbance.®

The procurator Albinus, after questioning Jesus and observing his
behavior, concluded that he was harmlessly insane and released him. The
Jewish officials were apparently reassured by this decision; they did not
attempt to arrest Jesus again. The contrast between Albinus’ verdict on
Jesus son of Ananias and the verdict of Pontius Pilate on Jesus of Naza-
reth is worth noting. Jesus of Nazareth was also arrested during a religious
festival, and he too had predicted (among other things) the destruction of
the temple.” But there are three points of contrast to Jesus son of Ana-
nias; Jesus of Nazareth evidently spoke of his own role in the events that
he predicted; he had a group of followers; and he performed an action
against the temple, albeit a symbolic one. All of this apparently made him
more of a threat in the eyes of the Romans. The response of the Romans
to Jesus son of Ananias was also markedly different from their response
to the sign prophets, who were thought to constitute a genuine threat to
public order. Jesus, by contrast, was deemed harmless; he was a nuisance,
but nothing more.

The ordinary citizens of Jerusalem were apparently divided in their
response to Jesus. War 6.307, quoted above, implies that some of them
beat him, while others supplied him with food. Horsley has described
Jesus as a kind of champion of the cause of the ordinary people against
the interests of the ruling classes; he appears to take Jesus’ pronounce-
ment against the temple, in particular, as an indication that he opposed
the aristocratic leaders of the Jews.”' But the temple was not—or at least
was not only-—the symbol of the power of the ruling classes; it was the
very center and symbol of Jewish religious life. The prediction of the
destruction of the temple implicit in Jesus’ oracle of woe would have been
resented not only by the members of the Jerusalem aristocracy, but by
most Jews.”? It is also worth noting that Jesus’ initial oracle included a
pronouncement of doom against ‘“all the people” (tov Acodv mavra,
6.301). Nothing in the reported utterances of Jesus marks him out as a
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spokesman for the ordinary people, and Josephus’ report shows that reac-
tions to him did not divide along class lines.

The range of responses described by Josephus illustrates what must
have been genuine difficulties in assessing the claims of a figure like Jesus.
When describing the verdict of the Jewish magistrates on Jesus, Josephus
uses the word dayroviog (6.303). It is a nicely ambiguous term: it could
be used in connection with spirits of the dead and evil spirits, or in con-
nection with the spirit of God.”” When Josephus writes that the magis-
trates concluded that Jesus was “under some supernatural impulse”
(Sayovidtepov 10 xivnua tavdpoc), he evidently means that they
believed that Jesus was possessed. But when he adds his own opinion that
this “was indeed the case” (6mep fv), he is affirming that Jesus was
inspired by God. Albinus, we recall, thought that Jesus was simply insane.

Difficulties of a similar sort are illustrated by the speech of Gamaliel
in Acts 5.33-39, though its account of events is confused, as we have seen.
Gamaliel advises the members of the Jerusalem council not to act precip-
itously against Peter and the other Christian apostles. He points to the
cases of Theudas and Judas the Galilean as examples. Theudas “claimed
to be somebody” and succeeded in gathering a group of followers; “but
he was slain and all who followed him were dispersed and came to noth-
ing” (Acts 5.36). Similarly, Judas “also perished, and all who followed
him were scattered” (5.37). Gamaliel advises the councilors to wait and
see what happens with the Christians: “if this plan or this undertaking is
of men, it will fail; but if it is of God, you will not be able to overthrow
them” (5.38-39).

It was impossible to determine whether someone who claimed to
speak for God really was God’s messenger until it was known how things
turned out. When composing his report about Jesus son of Ananias, Jose-
phus had the benefit of hindsight. In the year 62 ¢.E., when Jesus first
appeared, Josephus might well have concurred with the Jewish magis-
trates who judged that Jesus was possessed and sent him to the procurator
as a potential troublemaker. But after the defeat of the Jews and the
destruction of Jerusalem and the temple, things looked different. Jesus’
message of doom,; and his claim to speak for God, had, in Josephus’ view,
been confirmed by the course of events.



Conclusion

The study of Jewish prophecy in the late Second Temple period has been
dominated in the past by a particular model of the prophetic office. This
model 1s based on the great classical prophets of the Hebrew Bible and
reflects the modern, critical insight that these figures were not primarily
predictors of the future, but rather social, moral, and religious reformers,
who addressed the situation in their own day and called for radical
change.

Some of the figures considered in this study represent, or at least
approximate, this model of prophecy. There is, above all, Josephus’ por-
trayal of himself as a new Jeremiah, a prophet-priest who condemned the
sins of the rebels, urged them to repent, preached that submission to for-
eign rule was God’s will, and battled against false prophets whose message
opposed his own. Jesus son of Ananias may also be viewed as a Jeremiah-
type figure in some respects, though I noted some important differences
between him and the ancient prophet. Jesus, unlike Jeremiah, was an
unskilled peasant with no official role in the political establishment of his
day, and his recorded behavior is considerably more compulsive than
that attributed to Jeremiah; but the unrelenting message of doom against
Jerusalem unites the two figures. The Essene prophet Menahem is also
reminiscent of the classical prophets in certain respects. He was remem-
bered, above all, for his prediction that Herod the Great would become
king of the Jews; but, according to Josephus, Menahem transcended the
role of mere predictor: he also exhorted Herod to practice justice and
piety, code words, as we have seen, for the Jewish law in its two aspects.

Theudas and the Egyptian may also be viewed as prophets of a biblical
sort, though in their case the model of the prophetic office was provided
not by the great classical prophets, but by Moses and Joshua, the leaders
at the time of the exodus from Egypt and the entry into the promised
land. From Josephus’ spare and hostile accounts, we can determine that
Theudas, the Egyptian, and the other sign prophets were leaders of large
popular movements; that they claimed to be prophets; that they
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announced to their followers that God was about to act to deliver them
in some dramatic way; and that they promised to perform miracles that
would either constitute that deliverance itself (in the case of Theudas and
the Egyptian) or confirm that they were God’s messengers and that what
they said was true.

All these figures—Josephus, Jesus son of Ananias, Menahem, and the
sign prophets—are recognizably prophetic from the modern-critical
point of view. This study of the evidence from Josephus has shown, how-
ever, that his definition of prophecy was considerably broader than the
modern one. In closing, I want to reemphasize three important features
of Josephus’ understanding of prophecy that distinguish it from the mod-
ern conception: his emphasis on the predictive aspect of prophecy; his
special interest in types of prophecy that required technical expertise of
one sort or another; and his interest in the connections between prophecy
and priesthood.

There is a tendency on the part of modern scholars to distinguish
“mere prediction” from “genuine prophecy,” but Josephus did not share
this view. For him, prophets were, above all, individuals with special
insight into the future. The predictions recorded by Josephus vary quite
widely in terms of the time-span involved and the scope of the events pre-
dicted. At one end of the spectrum are predictions like those attributed
to the prophet Daniel, which (according to Josephus) concerned events
on the grandest scale (the rise and fall of empires) and in the distant
future—some of them still in the future from Josephus’ own point of
view. At the opposite end of the spectrum are predictions of relatively
small-scale events expected in the very near future, like Judas the Essene’s
prediction of the murder of Antigonus. Predictors of the future in Jose-
phus thus run the gamut from those we would describe as “‘apocalyptists™
to those we might call “seers” or simple “forecasters,” but for Josephus,
they were all “prophets.” He does, to be sure, make some distinctions
among these figures. The most important of these derive from his view
that the prophets of the past were more glorious than similar figures in his
own day. Josephus did not think, for example, that he or other prophets
of his day were capable of the kind of grand, distant, and precise predic-
tions made by Daniel. Their abilities were more modest.

When prophecy is so closely identified with prediction of the future,
then the criterion for distinguishing between the true and false prophet is
a relatively simple one: the true prophet is the one whose predictions
come true. It would seem to be primarily on this basis that Josephus
makes distinctions among the various popular prophets whose activities
he describes: the sign prophets are judged to be false prophets and deceiv-
ers because the deliverance they promised their followers did not mate-
rialize; Jesus son of Ananias, on the other hand, is considered a true mes-
senger of God because his prediction of destruction was fulfilled when the
Romans destroyed Jerusalem and the temple. Similarly, Josephus’ high
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opinion of the Essene prophets Judas, Menahem, and Simon seems to
have been based chiefly on their record as accurate predictors. The cri-
terion employed in these cases—the true prophet is the one whose pre-
dictions come true—is, of course, especially easy to apply in retrospect,
as it usually was by Josephus.

We have seen at several points that predictive prophecy was closely
associated by Josephus with God’s providential care for his people. Jose-
phus, along with most Jews of his day, believed that God controlled the
events of human history in a direct and immediate way, so that every-
thing on earth unfolded in accordance with the divine plan. By revealing
his intentions through the prophets, God sought to lead and warn his peo-
ple and encourage them to follow the path he had chosen for them. The
people were, of course, always free to respond as they pleased to God’s
promptings, and Josephus more than once laments the fact that the Jews
failed to respond appropriately.

Josephus was especially interested in varieties of prophecy that
required a certain technical expertise. Dream-interpretation was one such
enterprise, and one in which Josephus himself claimed extraordinary
gifts. We saw in chapter 2 that the claims he makes for himself as an inter-
preter of dreams put him in a class with Daniel, who was able, through
inspiration, to decipher even the most difficult sort of symbolic dreams.
Josephus connects his own ability to interpret dreams, in one instance at
least, with his knowledge of the prophecies of the sacred books; this
knowledge is, in turn, attributed to the special training he received as a
priest. Similarly, he claims that it was partly their study of sacred books
and sayings of prophets that made the Essenes such successful predictors
of the future. Josephus also attributes their success partly to their practice
of special purifications and their virtuous mode of life. “Virtue™ is defined
in this context as the practice of justice and piety, that is, as careful obser-
vance of the Jewish law. Josephus’ accounts of prophecy among the Phari-
sees may also hint at a connection between close observance of the law
and the ability to predict the future. Finally, according to Josephus,
knowledge of the future was, at least in the case of the Essenes, only one
part of a wider esoteric knowledge that encompassed everything past,
present, and future.

Prophecy and priesthood are linked at numerous points and in vari-
ous ways by Josephus. We saw, for example, that he was extraordinarily
interested in the kind of divination that was performed with the aid of the
high-priestly breastplate and regarded such divination as a superior form
of prophecy. As I just noted, he connected his own ability to interpret
dreams, in one important instance, with his priestly training in scripture.
Similarly, he claims that the Essenes’ ability to predict the future derived
in part from their practice of special purity rites, some of which were dis-
tinctively priestly. In the Jeremiah-like speeches he attributes to himself,
Josephus emphasizes the importance of the temple and decries its pro-
fanation by the rebels.
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In addition to being dominated by a particular model of the prophetic
office, the study of Jewish prophecy in the late Second Temple period has
also been governed by a particular understanding of the status of proph-
ecy in this period. It has usually been thought that most Jews of this time
believed that prophecy had ceased completely at some point in the past.
In chapter I, I argued that the belief that prophecy had ceased should not
be understood as a hard-and-fast dogma, but rather as one expression of
a wider nostalgia for the distant past. As such, it did not rule out the pos-
sibility that individuals might still appear who said and did very much the
same kinds of things that the ancient prophets had said and done. The
differences between ancient and modern prophetic figures were differ-
ences of degree, not of kind.

In the introduction I expressed the hope that the results of this inves-
tigation might provide a framework for a more comprehensive study of
prophecy in the late Second Temple period. The other literary sources for
such a study have already been mentioned: they include apocryphal and
pseudepigraphical works, rabbinic literature, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and
the New Testament, especially the gospels. These sources must be studied
individually and on their own terms before a synthesis can be attempted,
but this study of the evidence from Josephus provides several starting
points for comparative study.

1. Barton’s work on postexilic perceptions of prophecy suggests that
most Jews in this period shared Josephus’ relatively broad understanding
of prophecy and his views about the cessation of prophecy. These points
must, however, be confirmed and investigated in greater detail. It must
be determined, for example, whether Josephus’ emphasis on predictive
prophecy and his interest in technical varieties of prophecy are truly rep-
resentative of Jewish views in his day. Similarly, it must be established
whether other Jews shared Josephus’ interest in priestly varieties of
prophecy. If it should turn out that the definition of prophecy varies
widely from group to group or source to source, then that phenomenon
will have to be explained.

2. We have seen that Josephus was especially interested in prophetic
figures from the more literate strata of Palestinian society. The informa-
tion he provides about prophecy among the Essenes and Pharisees needs
to be confirmed and expanded by independent study of the evidence from
the Dead Sea Scrolls and rabbinic literature. Josephus’ reports about pop-
ular prophets are usually (though not always) both brief and hostile.
Other sources may provide more information about prophecy among the
ordinary people. The gospels may be especially valuable here.

3. Finally, I noted at several points that Josephus does not provide
detailed information about the mechanics of prophecy—how prophets
were thought to be inspired, how symbolic dreams were interpreted, how
sacred books were used to predict the future, and so on. It is to be hoped
that other sources might shed greater light on these matters.
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historians Josephus has in mind here probably include those referred to by name
in Against Apion 1.218.

25. "Ecofy, the word used by Josephus, is the transliteration of the Hebrew
1wn, which is used in the Hebrew Bible to designate the breastplate of the high
priest. According to Josephus, the Greck equivalent is Abytov (Ant. 3.163, 217,
8.93). The LXX normally uses Adyiov to transltate 1.

26. LCL translation, substituting “breastplate” for “essén.”

27. See Exod. 28.5-30; Lev. 8.7--8. Josephus describes the ephod and breast-
plate in Ant. 3.162-71 and War 5.233--34.

28. Much about the history and practice of priestly divination in ancient
Israel remains unclear, and the preceding paragraph represents a summary and
simplification of the evidence. For more detailed discussion of the topic, see
Roland de Vaux, Ancient Israel: Its Life and Institutions, trans. John McHugh,
2d ed. (London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1965), pp. 349-53; J. Lindblom,
“Lot-Casting in the Old Testament,” VT 12 (1962). 164-78; J. R. Porter,
“Ancient Israel,” in Divination and Oracles, ed. Michael Loewe and Carmen
Blacker (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1981), pp. 205-8; Burke O. Long,
“The Effect of Divination upon Israelite Literature,” JBL 92 (1973): 489-97;
Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity, pp. 82-83, 138; Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy
and Priesthood,” pp. 252-54; Edward Robertson, “The *Urim and Tummim;
What Were They?,” VT 14 (1964): 67-74; T. C. Foote, “The Ephod,” JBL 21
(1902): 1-47; W. Muss-Arnolt and Ludwig Blau, “Urim and Thummim,” JE,
vol. 12, pp. 384-86; and the following articles from the Encyclopaedia Judaica:
“Divination,” by Shmuel Ahituv and Louis Isaac Rabinowitz, vol. 6, cols. 111~
20; “Ephod,” by Yehoshua M. Grintz, vol. 6, cols. 804--6; “Priestly Vestments,”
by Menahem Haran, vol. 13, cols. 1063-69; and “Urim and Thummim,” by
Moshe Greenberg, vol. 16, cols. 8-9.

29. The traditional etymology referred to here is reflected in the LX X version
of Ezra 2.63 and Neh. 7.65, and in bYoma 73b. The “Urim and Thummim”
(oM o) of Ezra 2.63 is translated in the LXX as [£w¢ dvaortfi iepeig] roig
potifovory kai toig tereiowg; the same phrase from Neh. 7.65 becomes [Ewg
avaoT] O lepevc] pwtiowv. The relevant passage in bYoma 73b reads as follows:
“Why were they called ‘Urim and Thummim’? ‘Urim’ because they made their
words enlightening. “Thummim’ because they fulfil their words.” Another group
of LXX passages reflects a different etymology that connected “Urim” with “rev-
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elation” or “explanation,” and “Thummim” with “truth” or “holiness”; see
Exod. 28.30 and Lev. 8.8: dfAwoig, GAf¥eia; Num. 27.21 and 1 Sam. 28.6: Aot
(for X alone); Deut. 33.8: 6fjAor, aifdeia; and 1 Sam. 14.41: 3o, do1dTHG,.
In Sir. 45.10 the Urim and Thummim are apparently referred to as “revealers of
truth,” dMror dAndeiac.

The texts from the Hebrew Bible cited here comprise all the passages in which
the terms B*IR and ©°0 appear. The use of abstract terms for the translation of
these words in the LX X suggests that the identity of the Urim and Thummim had
already been forgotten at the time the LXX translation was made. On the LXX
translations and the etymologies they reflect, see Robertson, “’Urim and Tum-
mim,” pp. 68-69; and Greenberg, “Urim and Thummim,” cols. 8-9.

30. Ant.5.120 = Jgs. 1.1-2; Ant. 5.159 = Jgs. 20.26-28; Ant. 6.115 = | Sam.
14.16-20; Ant. 6.122-23 = | Sam. 14.36-37; Ant. 6.254-58 = 1 Sam. 22.9-15;
Ant. 6.271-74 = 1 Sam. 23.1-13; Ant. 6.359-60 = 1 Sam. 30.7-8; Ant. 7.72-76
= 2 Sam. 5.19-24.

31. Ant. 5.120, 159; 6.115, 254, 257, 359, 7.73, 76.

32. Ant. 6.271-74 is Josephus’ version of 1 Sam. 23.1-13. Three different
oracular inquiries are described in the biblical passage, in vv. 2, 4, and 9-12. The
third of these is explicitly said to have been made through Abiathar the high priest
with the aid of the ephod (vv. 6, 9). The two inquiries described in vv. 2 and 4
were probably also made through Abiathar, though this is not explicitly stated:
the account of these inquiries is immediately preceded by a report of Abiathar’s
appearance in David’s camp (1 Sam. 22.20-23), and both reports use the word
“Xw, which is usually taken to indicate oracular consultation with a priest. Jose-
phus abbreviates the biblical narrative considerably. He eliminates the descrip-
tion of the third inquiry altogether and says simply that David “learned from
God” what was to happen (Ant. 6.274). In place of the two consultations described
in 1 Sam. 23.2, 4, Josephus reports a single inquiry, and he says that this was made
“through the prophet” (81d 100 Tpogfitov, Ant. 6.271). It is possible that Josephus
is here substituting an anonymous prophet for the high priest Abiathar, but more
likely that he is referring to the high priest as “the prophet.” It should be noted
that, in the Antiquities, as in 1 Samuel, the report of the inquiries made by David
is immediately preceded by an account of Abiathar’s arrival in David’s camp (A4nz.
6.269-70).

33. See, e.g., Feldman, “Prophets and Prophecy in Josephus,” p. 403.

34, The best examples of this substitution of prophets for the high priest in
the period after David are 1 Kgs. 22.5-28 and 2 Kgs. 3.11-20. There is evidence
that prophets occasionally played a similar role already in the earlier period. The
prophetess Deborah was consulted during the war against the Canaanites (Jgs. 4),
and when Saul was faced with the threat of war against the Philistines, he report-
edly sought advice unsuccessfully from dreams, Urim and Thummim, and
prophets before resorting to the “witch” of Endor (1 Sam. 28.6, cf. v. 15).

35. In Sotah 9.12 it is stated that, “when the former prophets died, Urim and
Thummim ceased.” The discussion in bSotah 48b concerns the question of the
precise identity of “the former prophets.”

36. Attributed to R. Huna. R. Nahman points out that the Urim and Thum-
mim were sometimes ineffectual during the time of David.

37. Attributed to Rabbah b. Samuel.

38. Translation by D. R. A. Hare, from Charlesworth, Pseudepigrapha, vol.
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2, p. 398, substituting ‘“Holy of Holies” for Dabeir. The date of the Lives of the
Prophets is uncertain; Hare, along with many others, assigns it to the first century
C.E. (pp. 380-81). The passage quoted here associates several different prophetic
phenomena with the high priest. Josephus describes the murder of this Zechariah
in Ant. 9.168-69; note the use of prophetic language in his account.

39. Unattributed.

40. See Ezra 2.63; Neh. 7.65.

41. See, e.g., Ant. 8.400-410; 9.33-36.

42. See Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy and Priesthood,” pp. 252-53, in agreement.

43. John Strugnell has recently published the text of two fragments from
Qumran (4Q375 and 4Q376) that, together with a previously published fragment
(1Q29), appear to describe a rite or ordeal for distinguishing between the true and
the false prophet. The rite was conducted by the high priest and relied in some
way on the flashing of the two sardonyxes on the right and left side of the high-
priestly ephod. The original text may also have referred to the oracular use of the
breastplate in time of war, though this is less certain. On the fragments and their
relation to Ant. 3.214-18, see John Strugnell, “Moses-Pseudepigrapha at Qum-
ran: 4Q375, 4Q376, and Similar Works,” in Archaeology and History in the Dead
Sea Scrolls: The New York University Conference in Memory of Yigael Yadin, ed.
Lawrence H. Schiffman, JSPS 8 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), pp. 221-56.

44. There is a variant to the text of Ant. 3.214 that reads “sycophants”
(ovkogavtdv) instead of “prophets” (npoont@v). Feldman has suggested that
ovkopavtdv, as the more difficult reading, should be accepted; see his “Prophets
and Prophecy in Josephus,” p. 403. Zukoeavtdv occurs in three manuscripts, S,
P, and L. Opinions vary as to the general reliability of these manuscripts. In the
introduction to the LCL translation of the Antiquities, Thackeray states that the
manuscript group R, O, and M, preferred by Niese, is generally superior; he con-
trasts this group, in particular, with the manuscript pair consisting of S and P,
which he considers “seldom trustworthy” when not supported by other witnesses
(vol. 4, p. xvii). On this view, npoent®v would clearly be the preferable reading,
and it is the reading adopted by Niese and by Thackeray. Feldman, on the other
hand, in Josephus and Modern Scholarship (1937~ 1980) (Berlin: Walter de Gruy-
ter, 1984), praises Niese’s text generally, but complains that he “overestimated the
value of one group of manuscripts, for example RO in Antiquities 1-10, and fre-
quently failed to consider the quality of individual readings case by case” (p. 20).
Presumably this is one case where Feldman believes that the reading in S, P, and
L is to be preferred.

I find it difficult to know how to assess the manuscript evidence. On more gen-
eral grounds, the reading npogpnt®v is preferable. Priests and prophets were com-
petitors in the sense that both could be consulted for information about God’s will
and intentions; thus it would be reasonable to compare and contrast them with
one another. The tradition in bYoma 73b, quoted previously, and the Qumran
fragments referred to in the preceding note both contrast priestly and prophetic
oracles, and thereby lend further support to the reading npoentdv. One may
doubt that the principle lectio difficilior should always be preferred to intrinsic
plausibility.

45. In the thirteenth year of Domitian, and the fifty-sixth year of Josephus’
life, Ant. 20.267.

46. Thisis the case whether we use Josephus’ chronology or our modern chro-
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nology as the basis of our calculations. Josephus knew that John had reigned for
thirty-one years (War 1.68; Ant. 13.299; 20.240). In War 6.270 he reckons 639
years (plus a few days) for the period from the second year of Cyrus until the fall
of Jerusalem in 70 c.E., and in Ant. 13.301, 481 years (plus a few months) from
the first year of Cyrus until the accession of Aristobulus I, successor to Hyrcanus.
A little simple arithmetic yields the figure of 159 years for the period from the end
of John’s reign to the destruction of Jerusalem, and 182/3 from the end of John’s
reign to the completion of the Antiquities in 93/4 c.E. Thus, on Josephus’ chro-
nology, the two-hundred-year interval mentioned in Anz. 3.218, if interpreted pre-
cisely, would put the end of priestly divination sometime near the end of the first
half of Hyrcanus’ reign. On the modern chronology, a precise interval of two hun-
dred years yields the date 107/6 B.C.E. for the end of priestly divination, that is,
sometime toward the end of John’s reign.

47. See de Vaux, Ancient Israel, pp. 258-59.

48. See Jgs. 1.1-2; 18.5-6; 20.18, 23, 26-28; | Sam. 14.18-19, 36-37; 22.9-
15;23.2, 4,9-12; 30.7-8; 2 Sam. 5.19, 23-24.

49. This statement is an addition to scripture.

50. See the passages listed in n. 30. Feldman points out that Greek and
Roman histories portray military leaders consulting oracles before engaging in
battle; see his “Prophets and Prophecy in Josephus,” p. 392. Josephus seems to
have this pagan tradition in mind in Ant. 3.217: having described the use of the
breastplate before a battle, he writes, “Hence [60ev] it is that those Greeks who
revere our practices . . . call the breastplate logion,” i.e., “oracle.”

51. The traditional association of the high-priestly vestments with the con-
duct of war may partly explain the intensity of the debate, which ran throughout
the Roman period, about who should have possession of the vestments, the
Romans or the Jews. On this debate, see Ant. 15.403-408; 18.90-95; 20.6-14. See
also Paul Winter, On the Trial of Jesus, 2d ed., rev. and ed. T. A. Burkill and Geza
Vermes, Studia Judaica, vol. 1 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1974), pp. 21-26. Itis
worth noting that the Temple Scroli from Qumran requires the king, before battle,
to present himself to the high priest, who would consult God through the Urim
and Thummim on the king’s behalf; see 11QTemple 58.18-21.

52. Compare Josephus’ version of the “law of the king” in Ant. 4.223-24 with
the original in Deut. 17.14-20. See also Ant. 6.36; 8.131; 14.41.

53. There is some evidence that it was not Aristobulus, but his successor,
Alexander Jannaeus, who was the first of the Hasmoneans to adopt the title of
king. Strabo, 16.2.40 (762), identifies Alexander as the first. Furthermore, on
coins which may date from his reign, Aristobulus is designated high priest, but
not king, while Alexander Jannaeus is specifically called king. On both points, see
Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 1, pp. 216-17, 227. Josephus, however,
believed that Aristobulus had been the first Hasmonean king; see War 1.70; Ant.
13.301;20.241.

54. It is generally agreed that Josephus had no written Jewish sources for the
period 134-37 B.c.E. For external political affairs, he relied upon Greek sources,
including Strabo and Nicolaus of Damascus; for internal affairs, he appears to
have depended mostly on Jewish oral tradition, though he may have taken some
material from Nicolaus; see Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 1, pp. 50-51;
vol. 3, p. 185.
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55. Tosefta Sotah 13.5; bSotah 33a; and ySotah 24b; see Schiirer-Vermes-
Millar, History, vol. 1, p. 210, n. 23.

56. See n. 22. Josephus also introduces the story of Hyrcanus and the voice
in the temple with A&yeton (4ne. 13.282).

57. Meyer, following Charles, has argued that the descriptions of a future
ruler who would combine the three roles of prophet, priest, and king in Test. Levi
8.11-17 and 17.11-18.14 are based on the figure of John Hyrcanus; see Rudolf
Meyer, Der Prophet aus Galida: Studie zum Jesusbild der drei ersten Evangelien,
2d ed. (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1970), pp. 60-70; and
Meyer, “npoofitne,” pp. 825-26; cf. R. H. Charles, The Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1908), pp. li, 44-46, 62-67. The
interpretation of these passages is extremely difficult, however, and the arguments
of Charles and Meyer have not won general acceptance.

58. Josephus was proud of his own Hasmonean ancestry; see Life 1-6 and
Ant. 16.187. He also named his first son Hyrcanus (Life 5, 426). On Josephus’
view of John Hyrcanus, see now also Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees,
p. 225.

59. I have altered the LCL translation slightly.

60. My translation.

61. Aune also cites this passage as evidence that Josephus did not restrict the
use of the word npoentng exclusively to figures from the past; see “Use of
ITPO®HTH,” p. 419.

62. Several examples of the use of canon-related terminology in this connec-
tion are provided in the introductory paragraph of Aune, “Use of [IPO®HTHZ,”
p. 419. Many more examples could be given. Aune himself is not sensitive to the
particular points that I make here about the use of canon-related terms and con-
tinues to use them in his own work to delimit the period in which prophets were
thought to be active. To consider one example, in a discussion of the cessation of
prophecy and the use of the word mpo@fytng in his Prophecy in Early Christianity,
he refers to the “hiatus between canonical and eschatological prophecy” (p. 81).

63. See the discussion of the canon in Barton, Oracles of God, pp. 13-95; the
passage from Against Apion is discussed on pp. 25-27, 3334, 37-39, 48-49, 58—
60. See also Barton, “‘The Law and the Prophets,”” pp. 4-7. In the remainder of
this work, I shall use the word “scripture” and its cognates to refer to “those books
regarded as authoritative by the person or persons in question” without meaning
to imply anything at all about the official canonical status of such books.

64. This is suggested by the fact that he includes the four books of “hymns to
God and precepts for the conduct of human life” in the list, even though the dis-
cussion concerns historical sources, and also by the comments he makesin 1.42-
43, which indicate that the twenty-two books were regarded as authoritative legal
documents.

65. See Barton, Oracles of God, p. 140, and p. 1135, which forms the conclu-
sion of a discussion of whether the increasing authority of the law caused the ces-
sation of prophecy. In “‘The Law and the Prophets,”” Barton argues that the idea
that prophecy belonged to a golden age in the past was an early one that itself
played a role in the process leading to the formation of a canon of scripture (see
especially pp. 6-7, 15); on this, see also Oracles of God, pp. 59-63.

66. Insome ways, the whole of the last six chapters of Barton, Oracles of God,
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is a discussion of the differences between modern-critical and early Jewish per-
ceptions of prophecy, but see especially pp. 131-32.

67. The precise relationship between the interpretation of dreams and the
interpretation of scripture is unclear from this passage and will be investigated in
chapter 2.

68. See, e.g., Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity, pp. 143-44; and Crone,
Early Christian Prophecy, p. 92.

69. Barton, Oracles of God, pp. 117-18; and Feldman, “Prophets and Proph-
ecy in Josephus,” pp. 407-8. Examples of places where Josephus adds references
to dreams in narratives concerning prophets include the following: Ant. 6.37-40
= | Sam. 8.6~10; Ant. 7.147 = 2 Sam. 12.1; Ant. 8.125 = 1 Kgs. 9.2.

70. On this critical tradition, see J. Lindblom, Prophecy in Ancient Israel
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1962), p. 201; Barton, Oracles of God, p. 127; and Ernst
Ludwig Ehrlich, Der Traum im Alten Testament, BZAW 73 (Berlin: Alfred
Topelmann, 1953), pp. 155-70.

71. See Barton, Oracles of God, pp. 125-28. D. S. Russell, The Method and
Message of Jewish Apocalyptic: 200 Bc-ap 100 (London: SCM, 1964), has pro-
posed a similar explanation for the frequent mention of dreams in apocalypses
attributed to ancient heroes: “He [the author of the apocalypse] ascribes to the
one in whose name he writes such experiences as he would expect to have in a
message to himself, and some of these may well have been genuine experiences in

which he believed himself to be divinely inspired. . . . His frequent use of dreams,
for example, suggests that a good deal of his own message came through dreams”
(pp. 158-59).

72. Barton, Oracles of God, p. 122.

73. This fact is often cited as evidence that Josephus believed that prophecy
had ceased; see, e.g., Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy and Priesthood,” pp. 261-62;
Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, p. 143; and Ernest Best, “The Use and Non-
Use of Pneuma by Josephus,” NovT 3 (1959): 224,

74. The only exceptions are Ant. 1.27 (= Gen. 1.1) and Ant. 8.114. Out of
deference to his non-Jewish readers, Josephus ordinarily uses the phrase S€iov
nvedpa rather than nvedua Jeob; see Best, “Use and Non-Use,” p. 222; and
Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, p. 142. Both phrases are here translated “spirit
of God.”

75. The only occurrences of the phrase “spirit of God” in Josephus with ref-
erence to prophecy are the following: Ant. 4.108, 118, 119 (Balaam); 6.166
(David); 6.222--23 (Saul and his messengers); 8.408 (Micaiah); 10.239 (Daniel).
Josephus has added references to the spirit in his account of Balaam. The spirit is
mentioned in the Bible only in Num. 23.7 (LXX only) and 24.2 (MT and LXX).
Ant. 4.118 may correspond to the LXX of Num. 23.7, but the references to the
spirit in Ant. 4.108, 119 have no parallel in scripture. The Balaam account is the
only place in Josephus’ entire works where he expresses a view about the nature
of prophetic inspiration: in 4nt. 4.119-22 he gives a description of possession by
the spirit of God. The passage is an elaboration of Num. 23.12, which does not
mention the spirit. It should also be noted that 4nz. 4.119 is the only place where
Josephus uses 10 100 ¥e00 nvedua rather than 10 Velov nvedpa; see Best, “Use
and Non-Use,” p. 222. Commentators often take this passage (4ns. 4.119-22) to
be representative of Josephus’ views on prophetic inspiration; see, e.g., Crone,
FEarly Christian Prophecy, pp. 142-43; and Gerhard Delling, “Die biblische Pro-
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phetie bei Josephus,” in Josephus-Studien: Untersuchungen zu Josephus, dem
antiken Judentum und dem Neuen Testament, ed. Otto Betz, Klaus Haacker, and
Martin Hengel (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1974), pp. 118-19.1tis
doubtful, however, that the passage should be understood in this way. A large
body of extrascriptural traditions grew up around the figure of Balaam, and it is
possible that Josephus was influenced by such traditions at this point. He does not
assume or elaborate on the theory of prophetic inspiration expressed in Ant.
4.119-22 elsewhere in his works.

Apart from the Balaam passages, all Josephus’ references to the spirit of God
in connection with prophecy are taken over from scripture. There is no real pat-
tern to his retention or elimination of such language as far as I can discern. It is
sometimes suggested that he retained nvedpa-language only where oracular
speech was involved; Best, “Use and Non-Use,” p. 223, points out that such a
usage would have been familiar to non-Jewish readers. But not all of the passages
that mention the spirit of God involve oracular speech: see, e.g., Ant. 6.222--23 =
1 Sam. 19.18-24; Ant. 10.239 = Dan. 5.14; Ant. 6.166 = | Sam. 16.13. More-
over, Josephus sometimes eliminates references to the spirit of God from passages
that do involve oracular speech; see, e.g., Ant. 8.295 = 2 Chron. 15.1; 4nt. 9.10
= 2 Chron. 20.14; Ant. 9.169 = 2 Chron. 24.20. It may be of some interest to
note that Josephus consistently eliminates references to the spirit in connection
with the performance of superhuman deeds; see, e.g., Ant. 6.76 = | Sam. 11.6;
Ant. 5.287 = Jgs. 14.6; Ant. 8.333 = 1 Kgs. 18.12; on these passages, sce Best,
“Use and Non-Use,” pp. 224-25.

76. 1have altered the LCL translation slightly. For the whole account, see Ant.
6.54--57. The biblical parallel is I Sam. 10.1-13. Both the MT and the LX X speak
of the “spirit of God” in this passage (% N1, wvedpo kvpiov, 1 Sam. 10.6;
M BTy, nvedua Seod, 10.10).

77. The biblical parallel is I Sam. 19.18-24. Again, the biblical accounts
speak of the “spirit of God” (o°»k 1M, tvedua deod, 1 Sam. 19.20, 23).

78. Ant. 6.73-80 = { Sam. {1.1-11. The MT and LXX both have “spirit of
God” (@& mM, vedpe xopiov, | Sam. 11.6). Josephus has confused the order
of the narrative with the result that the connection between the inspiration and
the dismembering of the oxen is not as clear as in the biblical account.

79. Ant. 8.346 = 1 Kgs. 18.46. The biblical texis speak of the “hand of the
Lord™ (M 7, xeip kupiov, 1 Kgs. 18.46).

80. Ant.9.31-37 = 2 Kgs. 3.9-20. Once again, the MT and LXX have “hand
of the Lord” (M ", x&lp xupiov, 2 Kgs. 3.15).

81. Seeespecially Ans. 10.112-19; see also 10.89, which reports that Jeremiah
repeated his predictions “day after day” (xatd ndoov fluEpav).

82. Aswe shall see in chapter 2, Josephus has added explicit references to the
destruction of the temple to the biblical account concerning Jeremiah.

83. The adjective dapdviog, which is used to describe Jesus in War 6.303,
could be used in connection with evil spirits as well as the spirit of God. The gen-
eral context of Josephus’ report about Jesus—a list of omens and portents which
were sent by God to warn the Jews of the impending destruction of Jerusalem—
suggests that Josephus believed that Jesus was inspired by God, and not by an evil
spirit. More on this in chapter 5.

84. I have altered the LCL translation.

85. Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, p. 146.
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86. See Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy and Priesthood,” pp. 242-45; and Christo-
pher T. Begg, “The ‘Classical Prophets’ in Josephus’ Antiguities,” Louvain Stud-
ies 13 (1988): 341-57.

87. The text of Ant. 10.266 is slightly uncertain, and the word npoont®v is
omitted by the manuscripts R and O. It occurs, however, in the majority of manu-
scripts, and is also attested by the Latin translation. We know, in any case, that
Josephus considered Daniel a prophet, and that he had a high opinion of his gifts.

88. 1 have altered the LCL translation.

89. See Barton, Oracles of God, pp. 5-6, 115-16, 125.

Chapter 2

1. There is uncertainty about the text here. The translation “punish,”
adopted here, is based on the reading xoAdoai (MSS. P, A, M, and L), from the
verb koAGLw, meaning “to punish” or “chastise.” Also attested (in a Leyden MS.
quoted by Naber) is the reading xAdoat, from the verb xAdw, meaning ““to break™
or “break off.” This is the reading adopted in the LCL text. A third reading,
adopted by Niese and by Naber, is oxAdoat (MSS. V, R, and C), from éxAdaCw,
meaning “to crouch down,” “sink,” “slacken,” “‘abate.” The meaning of the pas-
sage is essentially the same, whichever reading is adopted.

2. On the importance of these two ideas in the War, see Helgo Lindner, Die
Geschichtsauffassung des Flavius Josephus im Bellum Judaicum: Gleichzeitig ein
Beitrag zur Quellenfrage, Arbeiten zur Geschichte des antiken Judentums und
des Urchristentums, vol. 12 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1972); Shaye J. D. Cohen, “Jose-
phus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” History and Theory 21 (1982): 366-81; and chap-
ter 4 of Rajak, Josephus, especially pp. 78-79 and 94-103. In the War itself, spe-
cial attention should be given to the major speeches, in which these two themes
recur and are developed.

3. See Rajak, Josephus, p. 81, where Josephus’ accusations against the rebels
are described as “wide-ranging and unspecific.” Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and
Polybius,” p. 371, has suggested that the sins of which Josephus accuses the rebels
correspond closely to those cataloged in Jer. 7, but in both cases the accusations
are so general that it is difficult to know how significant the similarities are.

4. For general accusations against the rebels, see especially War 4.386-88;
5.401-2; and 7.259-74. On the pollution of the temple by the rebels, see War
2.409-17;4.147-57, 163, 171-72, 201, 242, 261-62, 313; 5.7-10, 15-20, 36-38,
98104, 562-66; 6.93-102, 118-30, 259. The speech of Josephus in 5.362-419
also emphasizes sins against the temple. Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polyb-
ius,” pp. 377-78, suggests that Josephus’ “‘obsession with the temple and the tem-
ple cult” in this context may be due to the influence of Polybius, but it may simply
reflect Josephus® own sensibilities as a priest.

5. Jewish moderates: War 2.400;4.205, 215. Passages where the Romans are
said to be more concerned about the temple and its sanctity than the rebels:
4.181-84; 5.19, 362-63, 397, 402, 563-65; 6.101-2, 118-30. As is well known,
Josephus maintains that Titus was reluctant to destroy the temple and gave the
rebels every opportunity to repent; see, e.g., his remarks in the preface to the War
(1.10, 27-28).

6. See War 5.412. God has abandoned the temple: 2.539; 5.19;6.127, 299
300. He is fighting on the side of the Romans: 3.293, 484, 494; 4.368; 6.38-41,

3% <
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411. God is using the Romans to purge the temple of its pollutions: 4.323;
6.110.

7. See War 5.19,415-19; 6.103-7.

8. See Rajak, Josephus, pp. 94--98. She cites Jer. 4--6; 21.11ff.; 26; Ezek. 12—
18; Hos. 4-13; and Mic. 3 as examples of this sort of sin-and-punishment scheme
{(p. 95, n. 26). Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” pp. 370-71, refers to
Ezek. 33 and the book of Jeremiah.

9. Rajak, Josephus, pp. 96-97, discusses 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra.

10. Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” pp. 371--72, ascribes this
modification of the traditional scheme to the influence of Polybius.

11. The most important discussion of tiyn in Josephus is Lindner,
Geschichtsauffassung, pp. 42-48, 85-94, 14344, 148-49. Lindner’s work is dis-
tinguished from other treatments of the question by the fact that he connects his
discussion of the use of 10y in Josephus with an analysis of the sources of the
War.

12. In addition to 3.354, the most important passages are: War 2.360, 373,
387;4.178-79; 5.366-67; 7.203. In War 4.622 the rise of Vespasian is attributed
to ToyM, Tpovoly, and eipappév.

13. Lindner, Geschichtsauffassung, pp. 47-48, 143-44; Rajak, Josephus, p.
101. On toyn in Polybius, see F. W. Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on
Polybius (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1957-79), vol. 1, pp. 16-26; Kurt von
Fritz, The Theory of the Mixed Constitution in Antiquity: A Critical Analysis of
Polybius’ Political Ideas (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1954), pp. 388~
97, W. Warde Fowler, “Polybius’ Conception of TOyn,” Classical Review 17
(1903): 44549,

14. Rajak, Josephus, p. 99, cites Dan. 7-11 and 4 Ezra 10-13; Cohen, “Jose-
phus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” pp. 372-73, refers to Jer. 27, Job 12.23, Dan.
2.21, and “contemporary apocatyptic literature.”

15. On Josephus’ interpretation of Dan. 2.31-43, see Lindner, Geschichts-
auffassung, pp. 43-44; F. F. Bruce, “Josephus and Daniel,” ASTT 4 (1965): 148-
49; and Ulrich Fischer, Eschatologie und Jenseitserwartung im hellenistischen
Diasporajudentum, BZNW 44 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1978), pp. 177-80.

16. See Ant. 11.336-37, where Josephus reports that Alexander, when paying
a visit to Jerusalem, was taken to the temple and shown a copy of the book of
Daniel, which stated that “one of the Greeks would destroy the empire of the Per-
sians.” According to Josephus, Alexander “believed himself to be the one indi-
cated.”

17. Compare Ant. 10.206-7 with Dan. 2.33--35 and Ant. 10.209 with Dan.
2.40-43.

18. Josephus was not the only Jew of his day to identify the fourth kingdom
mentioned in Daniel with Rome. Fischer, Fschatologie, p. 179, n. 66, cites 4 Ezra
12.10ff. and 2 Baruch 39.5ff. as examples of the same interpretation. From a later
period, see the rabbinic material surveyed in Hermann L. Strack and Paul Biller-
beck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch (Munich:
Oskar Beck, 1922-28), vol. 4, pp. 1004-6.

19. Lindner, Geschichtsauffassung, p. 45. Lindner discusses the differences
between Josephus’ conception of 10y and that of Polybius on p. 144. On the lat-
ter topic, see also Rajak, Josephus, p. 101; and Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and
Polybius,” pp. 374, 377, 380-81.

20. Related to the idea that tiy1) was temporarily on the side of the Romans,
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and that God had decreed that they should rule the world for the present time, is
the idea, expressed several times in the speeches in the War, that the revolt was
“untimely”; see, e.g., War 2.355-61; 5.365.

21. See, e.g., Rajak, Josephus, pp. 99-100, 102.

22. See especially War 6.399, where he states that a particular event demon-
strated both “the power of God over unholy men and the fortune of the Romans.”

23. See, e.g., War 5.39,412.

24. Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” p. 374.

25. See Rajak, Josephus, p. 171. She notes the dual accusation of cowardice
and treachery in War 3.432-42 and remarks, “The War apologia is designed to
counter these two charges.”

26. 1have altered the LCL translation slightly.

27. For glimpses of Josephus’ activities in the Roman camp, see War 5.114,
261, 325, 360-419, 541-47; 6.93-129, 365; Against Apion 1.49; on his situation
in Rome, see Life 422-23.

28. My claim that the Jotapata narrative is especially important for under-
standing Josephus’ self-presentation in the War is a variation on Cohen’s argu-
ment that it represents the turning point in his assessment of the rebels’ guilt; see
his “Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” pp. 374-77; and his Josephus in Galilee
and Rome: His Vita and Development as a Historian, Columbia Studies in the
Classical Tradition, vol. 8 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1979), pp. 98-100. It is sometimes
objected that Josephus, by his own account, already knew most of the things he
claims to have learned in the moment of revelation at Jotapata, and thus that the
incident should not be understood as a dramatic turning point; so, e.g., Lindner,
Geschichtsauffassung, pp. 57-59; Per Bilde, Flavius Josephus Between Jerusalem
and Rome: His Life, His Works, and Their Importance, JSPS 2 (Sheffield: JSOT
Press, 1988), p. 51; and Reinhold Mayer and Christa Maller, “Josephus—Poli-
tiker und Prophet,” in Josephus-Studien, ed. O. Betz et al., pp. 283-84. Josephus
does say, in War 3.136, that he foresaw that the Jews would be defeated even
before Jotapata, but this was purely a judgment about military resources and prac-
ticalities, and not a perception about the will and purposes of God. Other char-
acters (chiefly those for whom he composed speeches) are credited at an earlier
point in the revolt with the insights that Josephus claims to have achieved at Jota-
pata, namely that God was punishing the rebels for their sins, and that he had
decreed that the Romans should rule the world; but Josephus the author of the
War never attributes these views to Josephus the historical actor before the scene
in the cave at Jotapata. Even Life 17-19, frequently cited in this connection, con-
cerns practical matters primarily, though it does mention the “good fortune”
(evtuyia) of Rome. In any case, this passage should be considered in the context
of the Life as a whole, and should not be conflated with the War; so also Cohen,
“Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” p. 376, n. 31.

29. Otto Betz has also connected the speech in War 5 with the revelation at
Jotapata; see his Offenbarung und Schriftforschung in der Qumransekte, WUNT
6 (Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1960), pp. 107-8. Lindner denies that
any such connection exists. He argues that the speech cannot be understood as
the communication of a message received through revelation; it is, rather,
“Mahn-und Anklagerede, durchauslehrhaft und keineswegsdas Wort eines charis-
matischen Kiinders” (Geschichtsauffassung, p. 57). Van Unnik similarly
describes the speech as unprophetic; see his “Die Prophetie bei Josephus,” p. 46.
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I find these remarks extremely puzzling. The speech in War 5 isin fact very similar
to many of the oracles of the classical prophets—Lindner himself acknowledges
the parallels between Josephus’ speech and the book of Jeremiah (p. 33). In any
case, the fact that Josephus compares himself with Jeremiah shows that he
thought that the speech was a prophetic one; moreover, the parallels in content
between the speech and the revelation at Jotapata suggest a connection between
the two.

30. On what follows, see Rajak, Josephus, pp. 185-91. See also Kenneth
Scott, The Imperial Cult Under the Flavians (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1936),
pp. 1-19; and Richmond Lattimore, “Portents and Prophecies in Connection
with the Emperor Vespasian,” Classical Journal 29 (1933-34): 441-49.

31. Tacitus, Hist. 1.10;2.4, 78; 4.81-82; 5.13; Suetonius, Vesp. 4; 5; 7; Titus
5: Dio, Epit. 66.1. These omens and prophecies are the omina imperii referred to
above. Josephus’ prediction is mentioned by Suetonius (Vesp. 5) and by Dio
(Epit. 66.1).

32. Rajak, Josephus, p. 187.

33. Rajak, Josephus, pp. 189-90; Scott, Imperial Cult, pp. 1-2, 8-9, 19; and
Lattimore, “Portents and Prophecies,” pp. 44647,

34. See Rajak, Josephus, pp. 190-91; and Scott, Imperial Cult, p. 17.

35. Rajak, Josephus, p. 191.

36. Rajak, Josephus, p. 188.

37. See, e.g., Lindner, Geschichtsaffassung, pp. 63-65; and Fischer, Escha-
tologie, p. 171.

38. In War 3.392 Josephus refers to the entire episode as “the war . . . with
his own friends.”

39. Thackeray’s comment on the speech is revealing. In a note to the LCL
translation of the lot-drawing episode (vol. 2, p. 687, n. a), he cautions the reader
against accepting Josephus’ autobiographical notices uncritically as accurate rem-
iniscences. He refers back to the speech as an example of Josephus’ unreliability:
“That his companions would have tolerated the rhetorical speech on suicide is
incredible.”

40. On what follows, see Rajak, Josephus, pp. 168-73.

41. Rajak, Josephus, p. 168.

42. Rajak, Josephus, p. 169.

43. Rajak, Josephus,p. 172.

44, Rajak, Josephus, pp. 170-71.

45. In addition to the collective suicide at Masada, discussed later, see, e.g.,
the case of the cave-dwelling “bandits” who refused to surrender to Herod (War
1.311-13; cf. Ant. 14.429-30); the suicide of Simon, a Jew who fought on the side
of the Scythopolitans in their conflict against the Jews (War 2.469--76); the suicide
of some of Josephus’ own picked men at Jotapata (War 3.331); the collective sui~
cide of five thousand Jews at Gamala (War 4.79-81); and the case of two distin-
guished Jews (priests?), Meirus son of Belgas and Josephus son of Dalaeus, who
threw themselves into the flames when the temple was set on fire (War 6.280). On
these passages, see Louis H. Feldman, “Masada: A Critique of Recent Scholar-
ship,” in Christianity, Judaism and Other Greco-Roman Cults, ed. Jacob Neus-
ner, SJLA 12.3 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1973), pp. 241-42; Martin Hengel, The Zeal-
ots: Investigations into the Jewish Freedom Movement in the Period from
Herod I Until 70 A.p., trans. David Smith (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1989), pp.



182 Notes

262-65; and Arthur J. Droge and James D. Tabor, 4 Noble Death: Suicide and
Martyrdom Among Christians and Jews in Antiquity (San Francisco: Harper,
1992), pp. 89-92.

46. The use of the word drdvore in War 4.80 may imply disapproval, but the
rest of the accounts seem generally admiring.

47. The following works are in general agreement with the interpretation of
the Masada narrative given here: Shaye J. D. Cohen, “Masada: Literary Tradi-
tion, Archaeological Remains, and the Credibility of Josephus,” JJS 33 (1982):
385--405; Feldman, “Masada”; Rajak, Josephus, pp. 219-22; and Droge and
Tabor, Noble Death, pp. 92-96. A different interpretation is proposed by David
J. Ladouceur in two (closely similar) articles: “Masada: A Consideration of the
Literary Evidence,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 21 (1980): 245-60;
and “Josephus and Masada,” in Josephus, Judaism, and Christianity, ed. Louis
H. Feldman and Gohei Hata (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), pp.
95-113.

48. See War 7.315-19. In 7.318 Josephus says that the wind changed direc-
tion “as if by divine providence” (xadanep £k Sorpoviov mpovoiag), and in 7.319
that the Romans were thus blessed “by God’s aid” (1§} rapd 100 Y00 coppayie).
In the first speech of Eleazar, this incident is referred to as evidence of divine dis-
favor (7.331-32).

49. Cohen has shown that similar terminology occurs in accounts of collec-
tive suicides in other ancient historians, where a generally positive view of the phe-
nomenon is taken; see his “Masada,” pp. 391-92.

50. The account of the suicide of Simon the Jew in War 2.469-76 presents a
similarly mixed view; see especially the concluding remark in 2.476: “So perished
a youth who, in virtue of his strength of body and fortitude of soul, deserves com-
miseration, but who by reason of his trust in aliens met the consequent fate.”

531. War 3.383, emphasis mine.

52. Rajak mistakenly supposes that the message that Josephus felt he had to
survive to deliver concerned the “correct view of the ethics of suicide” (Josephus,
p. 169). David Daube suggests that Josephus believed he had to instruct the world
about “the meaning of Judaism”; see his “Typology in Josephus,” JJS 31 (1980):
19. It is, however, the prediction to Vespasian that is intended.

53. Daube, “Typology,” p. 19, also draws attention to this passage.

54. On the expansion of the text, see Daube, “Typology,” pp. 30~-31. As is
well known, the Slavonic version of the War suggests that Josephus manipulated
the lots in such a way as to ensure a favorable result for himself.

55. Daube, “Typology,” p. 19.

56. On the text here, see n. 1.

57. See, in agreement, Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” pp. 369-
70; Fischer, Eschatologie, p. 169; Lindner, Geschichtsauffassung, pp. 53-54; and
O. Betz, Offenbarung, pp. 105-7. For the view that the passage concerns the
inspired interpretation of scripture, see, €.g., Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy and Priest-
hood,” p. 247; and Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity, p. 139.

58. The Greek is ®v . . . vouvg yevopuevog. There is general agreement that
the antecedent of ®vis T@v . . . iepdv PiBAv. . . T1ig mpognteiag, “the prophecies
of the sacred books.” Note the chiastic structure of 3.352~33: dreams / prophecies
/ prophecies / dreams.

59. The construction £v8gog plus the genitive does not occur elsewhere in
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Josephus. In Anr. 9.35 it is said that Elisha “became divinely inspired at the play-
ing of the harp” (npd¢ 1ov yaApdv Evieog yevouevog). Apart from this passage,
Josephus always uses £v0g0¢ in an absolute sense; see War 4.33, 388; Ant. 6.56,
76; 8.346. Liddell and Scott, p. 566, do not give an English equivalent for £vdsog
plus the genitive, but cite Aeschylus, Fumenides 17, where the phrase means
“inspired by” or “with.” David Levene of Brasenose College, Oxford, has con-
firmed for me that EvOgog plus the genitive normally means “inspired by” or
“with” or “from,” and that the L.CL translation (“inspired to read their mean-
ing™) is inaccurate.

60. Avapvnoig abtov T@v d16 voktog oveipwv eloépyetar, 3.351. So also
O. Betz, Offenbarung, p. 106.

61. See de Vaux, Ancient Israel, pp. 353-55; and Steve Mason, *“Priesthood
in Josephus and the *Pharisaic Revolution,”” JBL 107 (1988): 657. Mason cites
Lev. 10.8-11; Deut. 31.9-13; 2 Chron. 15.3; 19.8-11; Ezra 7.1-6, 21; Ezek. 7.26;
and Hag. 2.1t (n. 3).

62. See, e.g., de Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 355; and Rajak, Josephus, p. 19.
Mason, “‘Pharisaic Revolution,”” p. 657, attributes this view to Lauterbach, Oes-
terley, Zeitlin, and Rivkin. Mason himself thinks that such a pharisaic revolution
occurred and, in fact, proposes an earlier date for it than is usually accepted.

63. For Pharisees as expert interpreters of the law, see War 1.110; 2.162; Life
191. It is likely that Judas and Matthias, the two oogiotai who were involved in
the golden eagle incident (War 1.648-55; Ant. 17.149--67), were also Pharisees;
they are described as experts in the interpretation of the law in War 1.648 and
Ant. 17.149. For the claim that the pharisaic interpretation of the law actually
constituted the law of the land in Josephus’ day, see especially 4az. 18.15~17. In
this passage, Josephus suggests that, at the time of the revolt of Judas the Galilean
(6 c.E.), all public worship was conducted according to the pharisaic interpreta-
tion of the law. Even the Sadducees, he says, were obliged to submit to the rulings
of the Pharisees, “since otherwise the masses would not tolerate them™ (18.17).

64. For a full discussion of the role and influence of the Pharisees in this
period, see E. P. Sanders, Judaism: Practice and Belief 63 BcE~cE 66 (London:
SCM; Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1992), especially chaps. 18 and
21. For a brief summary of the arguments against the view that the Pharisees gov-
erned Palestine at this time, see Sanders, Jewish Law from Jesus to the Mishnah:
Five Studies (London: SCM; Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1990), pp.
101-2.

65. See War 7.150; Ant. 3.38; 4.302-4; 5.61; 11.336-37. On the practice of
storing sacred books in the temple, see Beckwith, Old Testament Canon, pp. 80~
86.

66. So also Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, pp. 337-38.

67. 1have altered the LCL translation.

68. Onthe Antiquitiesasa “translation” of the sacred books, see also Ant. 1.5.

69. T have altered the LCL translation slightly.

70. 1 have altered the LCL translation slightly.

71. Rajak describes Josephus’ education as pharisaic and suggests that it pro-
ceeded along the lines later outlined in the Mishnah and the Talmud; see the dis-
cussion in her Josephus, pp. 26--34. But quite apart from the very substantial
question of whether the pattern of education outlined in these later rabbinic works
reflects conditions 1n Palestine in the period before 70 c¢.k., Josephus’ own
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account in the Life suggests that his education was priestly and aristocratic, and
not pharisaic. He begins the Life with a discussion of his priestly and royal pedi-
gree (1-6) and points out that his father was “distinguished . . . by his noble birth”
and was “among the most notable men in Jerusalem” (7). He next describes his
education (8-9) and goes on to explain that he explored the teachings of the prin-
cipal Jewish “sects”—including the “sect” of the Pharisees—between the ages of
sixteen and nineteen, i.e., after his primary education was completed. So also
Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, pp. 336-38.

72. Ant. 4.312-14 (Moses); 10.79 (Jeremiah and Ezekiel); 10.276 (Daniel).
See also Ant. 4.125, where Josephus says that Balaam predicted events “down to
times within my memory.”

73. Ant. 4.303; 10.35.

74. War 4.386-88; 6.108-10, 311-13.

75. War 2.112; 3.351, 352, 353; Ant. 2.10, 11, 12, 15, 17, 63 (twice), 69, 70,
72 (twice), 75 (twice), 76,77, 78, 80, 82, 84, 89, 93; 10.194, 195 (three times), 196,
200, 203 (twice), 205, 208, 211, 216, 234; 17.345 (twice), 348; Life 208, 210.

76. Ant.2.10, 11,12, 13, 14, 17, 65, 67, 70, 75, 77, 80, 82; 10.196, 199, 216,
234, 272; 17.345, 346, 348.

77. "Evinviov: Ant. 2.75; 10.196, 198 (twice), 202, 217; pavtooua: Ant. 2.82;
10.272; War 3.353.

78. See, e.g., Ant. 2.10-11, 63-69; 10.216-17; 17.345-46.

79. In Ant. 2.82, e.g., he equates Oyng and ¢dvracuo, and in 10.216-17 he
uses £vOmviov as a synonym for dvap and oy,

80. Sometimes it is said only that the vision occurred at night, in which case
it is only implied (but surely strongly implied) that the visionary was sleeping;
sometimes it is said explicitly that a vision was seen in sleep or recalled after wak-
ing. A few examples from the main narratives: Ant. 2.10, 11, 64, 70, 80, 82;
10.195, 199, 216; 17.345; War 3.351; Life 208.

81. In the texts cited here, as in his works as a whole, Josephus alternates
between 16 Delov and 6 ¥edg as designations for God. I can detect no significant
pattern to these variations.

82. For a discussion of these two types of dreams, see A. Leo Oppenheim,
The Interpretation of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, Transactions of the Amer-
ican Philosophical Society, new ser., vol. 46 (Philadelphia: American Philosoph-
ical Society, 1956), pp. 186-217.

83. A few examples from the main passages considered here: Ant. 2.10, 64;
10.206; 17.345; War 2.112.

84. See, e.g., Ant. 2.65, 70.

85. On this dream, see Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity, pp. 143-44.
Aune classifies the dream oracle, formally, as an “oracle of assurance.” The phrase
used to describe the appearance of the figure in the dream is émothvta pot (Life
208), which Aune identifies as a technical phrase (p. 386, n. 274). The expression
(or some variant of it) occurs in some of Josephus’ other accounts of message
dreams; see, e.g., Ant. 1.313;2.170-75,210-16;5.215-16; War2.114-16 = Ant.
17.349-53.

86. For examples of message dreams, see the passages cited in the preceding
note and also War 5.381; Ant. 1.208; 8.125-29; 11.327-28, 333-35; 12.112. For
an example of a dream of mixed form, see Ant. 1.278-83.

87. See Ant. 2.82-83 for further expressions of Pharaoh’s anxiety.
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88. See also Ant. 10.235, where it is said that the vision caused him to feel
“anxiety” (dywvia) and “distress’ (AOmN).

89. See the description of Daniel’s reaction in the biblical account: “And I,
Daniel, was overcome and lay sick for some days; then I rose and went about the
king’s business; but I was appalled by the vision and did not understand it” (Dan.
8.27).

90. Consider, e.g., the first two dreams of Joseph, Ant. 2.11-16.

91. T have altered the LCL translation slightly.

92. So also S. Zeitlin, “Dreams and Their Interpretation from the Biblical
Period to the Tannaitic Time: An Historical Study,” JOR 66 (1975-76): 12.

93. In addition to the examples discussed here, see, from the main passages,
Ant. 2.14,63; 10.216, 239, 241, 243-45, 272-74; War 2.112.

94. I have altered the LCL translation slightly.

95. Using the passive forms of snpaive and dnAdw; see, e.g., Anf. 2.11, 15,
17,69, 78; 10.200, 238, 245.

96. Verbs commonly used by Josephus to describe the interpretation of
dreams include xpivew (4nt. 2.11; 10.217, 234, 272), ppélw (Ant. 2.14, 65,70, 77,
80; 10.196, 239, 245), and éEnyyéopon (War 2.113 = Ant. 17.347).

97. The one symbolic dream not included in my selection of passages is also
of this type; see Ant. 5.218-22 = Jgs. 7.9-15.

98. I'have altered the LCL translation slightly.

99. According to Gen. 37.3, Jacob loved Joseph more than the others
“because he was the son of his old age.”

100. See Ant. 2.63, 65, 76, 80, 87, 91.

101. See Ant. 10.194, 237, 239, 240, 241. The court professionals who are
called upon to interpret dreams are called “wise men” (to@ot) in 10.197-98.

102. On esoteric wisdom, see Hans-Peter Miiller, “Mantische Weisheit und
Apokalyptik,” VTS 22 (1972): 268-93; Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism:
Studies in Their Encounter in Palestine During the Early Hellenistic Period, trans.
John Bowden (London: SCM, 1974), vol. 1, pp. 202-18; and Barton, Oracles of
God, pp. 128-30. All three authors point to the similarities between prophecy,
mantic wisdom, and apocalyptic.

103. Gen. 41.45 simply gives the Egyptian name without explaining its mean-
ing. According to Philo, the name that Pharaoh gave Joseph was “based on his art
of dream interpretation” (On Joseph 121).

104. For similar expressions, sce Ant. 10.196, 204, 239. In 10.210 Josephus
refers the reader who wants to know more about “the hidden things that are to
come” to the book of Daniel.

105. See especially Ant. 10.203; also 10.198-202. According to Josephus,
Daniel’s own vision at Susa was interpreted directly by God; see 10.271-72.

106. On Joseph, see Gen. 40.8; 41.16, 38-39; these passages are discussed
immediately below. On Daniel, see the following passages, where it is said that he
had “‘the spirit of the holy god(s)”: Dan. 4. 5 (= MT;ET v. 8); 4.6 (ET v. 9);4.15
(ET v. 18); 5.11, 14; according to Dan. 5.12 and 6.4 (ET v. 3), Daniel possessed
“an excellent spirit.” That the ability to interpret dreams comes from God is
emphasized especially in Dan. 2.27-30; see also 2.17-23 and 2.47, where God is
praised as a “revealer of mysteries.”” Daniel’s own visions (chaps. 7-12) are inter-
preted by angels.

107. On Daniel, see the passages listed in n. 105 and Anz. 10.194 (the Deity
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manifests himself to Daniel); 10.239 (“the divine spirit” attends him); 10.250
(Daniel is believed to have “the divine” in him); and 10.267 (Daniel “‘spoke with
God”).

108. Compare Gen. 40.1-8 and 4nt. 2.62-63; Gen. 41.14-24 and Ant. 2.79~-
83; Gen. 41.25-44 and Ant. 2.84-90.

109. To my knowledge, the only scholar who has noticed Josephus’ omission
of these passages is Ehrlich; see his Traum im Alten Testament, pp. 72, 84. He
speculates (p. 72) that Josephus omitted Gen. 40.8 because he realized that his
Hellenistic readers would find the notion that dream interpretations came from
God laughable, since they were accustomed (according to Ehrlich) to interpret
dreams with the aid of dream books. He also suggests that Josephus may have
omitted Gen. 40.8 and 41.16 as part of a general tendency to empbhasize the abil-
ities of Joseph himself (pp. 72, 84). No explanation is offered for the omission of
Gen. 41.38-39, though it is noted on p. 84. Ehrlich remarks that the omission of
these passages distinguishes Josephus from “the Midrash” and Philo (p. 84).

110. This might be compared to the distinction that Josephus makes in
Against Apion 1.37-41 between Moses and the successors to Moses: all were
inspired, but Moses was especially inspired.

111. Otto Betz has suggested that the word cupBddAw points toward a partic-
ular type of interpretation-through-comparison; see his Offenbarung, pp. 106,
108. This suggestion is not, however, supported by the careful analysis of W. C.
van Unnik, “Die rechte Bedeutung des Wortes treffen, Lukas 2, 19,” in Verbum:
Essays on Some Aspects of the Religious Function of Words, ed. H. W. Obbink,
A. A. van Ruler, and W. C. van Unnik, Studia Theologica Rheno-Traiectina, vol.
6 (Utrecht: Kemink and Zoon, 1964), pp. 129-47.

112. See p. 52 and n. 59.

113. O. Betz, Offenbarung, p. 106.

114. See, e.g., Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity, p. 140; Meyer, Prophet
aus Galilida, p. 55; Lindner, Geschichtsauffassung, pp. 69-70; and Marianus de
Jonge, “Josephus und die Zukunftserwartungen seines Volkes,” in Josephus-Stu-
dien, ed. O. Betz et al., p. 210.

115. See, in agreement, Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” p. 370;
Rajak, Josephus, p. 191; and Fischer, Eschatologie, pp. 168-74.

116. “Typology in Josephus,” JJS 31 (1980): 18-36. For the general descrip-
tion of typological thinking that follows here, see pp. 21-25.

117. Daube, “Typology,” p. 25.

118. Daube, “Typology,” p. 26.

119. Daube, “Typology,” pp. 26~-36; see also his ‘I Believe’ in Jewish Antig-
uities x1.237,” JJIS 27 (1976). 142-46.

120. War 5.376-400.

121. On these parallels, see Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius™;
Daube, “Typology,” pp. 26-27, 33; and de Jonge, “Zunkunftserwartungen,” p.
207.

122. On Jeremiah as a priest, see Jer. 1.1 and Ant. 10.80. Josephus states only
that Jeremiah was a priest “by descent” (1@ y£ver), but probably also implies that
he actually served as a priest; see Daniel R. Schwartz, “Priesthood and Priestly
Descent: Josephus, Antiquities 10.80,” JTS 32 (1981): 129-35.

123. OnJeremiah, see War5.392; Ant. 10.89, 104, 112, 11718, 125--28. Jere-
miah also predicted that Israet would be restored after an exile of seventy years;
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see Ant. 10.113; 11.1-2. These passages provide a fair summary of the preaching
of Jeremiah as it is recorded in scripture. For general discussions of the relation-
ship between the book of Jeremiah and Josephus® account in the Anriguities, see
Christian Wolff, Jeremic im Friihjudentum und Urchristentum, TU 118 (Berlin:
Akademie, 1976), pp. 10-15; Delling, “Biblische Prophetie,” pp. 116-17; and
Begg, “The ‘Classical Prophets’ in Josephus’ Antiguities,” pp. 351-55. For Jose-
phus’ message, see War 5.114, 261, 362-419; 6.93-110, 365.

124. See Jer. 37.11-15 and Anr. 10.114-15 on the accusations against Jere-
miah. .

125. See War 5.375, 541-47; 6.98, 108, 365.

126. See Jer. 38.1-4 and Ant. 10.119.

127. See Jer. 26; 37.11-21; 38.1-13 and 4rnt. 10.90-93, 114-15, 117-23.
Though he was technically a prisoner in the Roman camp, Josephus acknowl-
edges that he was “treated . . . with a respect beyond the common lot of a pris-
oner” (War 3.438). He was never imprisoned by the Jews, though his parents were
(War 5.533, 544-47), a point noted by Daube, “Typology,” p. 26.

128. Daube suggests that it was because Josephus saw himself as a new Jere-
miah that he believed that the old Jeremiah had predicted the destruction of Jeru-
salem by the Romans; see his “Typology,” p. 27. This is, however, unlikely. After
the destruction of the temple in 70 C.E., many Jews identified the Babylonians of
the book of Jeremiah with the Romans and believed that the second destruction,
as well as the first, had been predicted by Jeremiah; see Cohen, “Josephus, Jere-
miah, and Polybius,” p. 371; and Wolff, Jeremia im Friihjudentum und Urchris-
tentum, pp. 11-12.

129. There are references to the temple or the temple service or the holy
things or the holy precincts in the following passages in the speech: 5.362-63, 377,
380-81, 383, 384 (ark), 389, 391, 394, 397, 400, 402, 405, 406, 411, 412, 416.
Daube also notes the prominence of the temple in this speech; see his “Typology,”
pp. 26-27.

130. See Cohen, “Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius,” p. 378, in agreement.
The temple is mentioned in Jer. 7, as Cohen notes; see also Jer. 26. Cohen attri-
butes the prominence of the temple in Josephus’ works to the influence of Polyb-
ius (pp. 377-78).

131. Emphasis mine. Daube notes the addition of references to the temple in
Ant. 10.126, 128; see his “Typology,” p. 26. Ralph Marcus also observes that the
temple is not mentioned in Jer. 38; see his note to the LCL translation, vol. 6, p.
228, n. a.

132. Emphasis mine. The reference to the Persians and Medes is also unscrip-
tural, and reflects Josephus’ interpretation of Dan. 2, which I considered above.

133. See, e.g., Ant. 10.112 = Jer. 37.8; and War 5.391, quoted earlier. See
also War 5.411 and 6.103-4, which do not refer to Jeremiah, but which concern
events in his day.

134. On Josephus’ handling of the book of Daniel in general, see Bruce,
“Josephus and Daniel,” pp. 148-51; and Geza Vermes, “Josephus’ Treatment of
the Book of Daniel,” JJS 42 (1991): 149-66.

135. On Josephus’ royal pedigree, see Life 2. Accordingto Dan. 1.3, the exiles
brought to Nebuchadnezzar’s court were “of the royal family and of the nobility™;
Dan. 1.6 states that Daniel and his companions were “of the tribe of Judah.” Jose-
phus describes them as relatives of king Zedekiah, see Anr. 10.186, 188.
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136. On Daniel, see Dan. 1.3-4, 17-20; Ant. 10.187, 189, 194; on Josephus,
see Life 8-9.

137. On Daniel, see Ant. 10.276. See the note on the text in the LCL edition.
Even if the longer text is rejected, it is clear (e.g., from his interpretation of the
statue made of four metals) that Josephus believed that Daniel had predicted the
destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans.

138. I have altered the LCL translation slightly.

139. There is a lacuna in the text of 10.256, so it is unclear precisely what
Josephus said about Daniel’s enemies there, but the word @96vog does appear.

140. This is a possibility also noted by Daube in connection with the Joseph
narrative; see his “Typology,” p. 27; and his “‘I Believe,”” p. 145. On the theme
of envy in Josephus, see Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, pp. 225-27.

141. On the entire incident, see Life 84-103 and the parallel in War 2.614-
25.

142. Tt should be remembered that the passage [ am considering immediately
precedes the account of the particular plot mentioned earlier (Life 84-85).

143. See also 10.258, 262. Daniel’s escape from the lions’ den is also viewed
as providential in scripture; see Dan. 6.16, 20, 22, 27.

144. More on this episode in chapter 4.

145. See de Jonge, “Zunkunftserwartungen,” pp. 206-7, in agreement.

146. Gen. 39.1-6 = Ant. 2.39-40.

147. See Ant. 2.10, 13, 27.

148. Daube, “Typology,” pp. 20-21. As Daube notes, the reliability of Jose-
phus’ account has been questioned both on general grounds and because of the
existence of other Jewish traditions attributing a similar prediction to Johanan
ben Zakkai. On these traditions, see Rajak, Josephus, pp. 188-89; Abraham
Schalit, “Die Erhebung Vespasians nach Flavius Josephus, Talmud und Mid-
rasch: Zur Geschichte einer messianischen Prophetie,” ANRW I1.2 (1975): 208-
327; and Horst R. Moehring, “Joseph ben Matthia and Flavius Josephus: The
Jewish Prophet and Roman Historian,” ANRW 11.21.2 (1984): 864-944.

149. Daube, “Typology,” p. 32.

Chapter 3

1. For a summary of the evidence, see Geza Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls:
Qumpran in Perspective, 2d ed. (London: SCM, 1982), pp. 126-30 (cited as Per-
spective), and Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 2, pp. 583-85. On the paral-
lels between Josephus and the Scrolls, see Todd S. Beall, Josephus’ Description of
the Essenes llustrated by the Dead Sea Scrolls, SNTSMS 58 (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1988) (cited as Description); but note the critical com-
ments made by Philip Davies in his review of Beall’s work in JT'S 41 (1990): 164—
69. There is still a great deal of debate about the origins and early development of
the Essene movement, including the question of the historical relationship
between the Qumran sect and other Essene groups, but these topics do not directly
concern us here. I summarize the dominant hypothesis about Qumran origins on
p. 97; I provide references there to recent scholarly works that are critical of this
hypothesis.

2. Thediscovery of the bones of a few women and children in the graves near
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Qumran has led some scholars to question whether the sectaries who lived there
were in fact celibate. On the debate, see Sanders, Practice and Belief, p. 344 and
p. 529, n. 6, and the works referred to there. I remain convinced (and this is still
the scholarly consensus) that the group represented by the Community Rule
(1QS) was celibate, since the work contains many special purity laws, but none
relating to women.

3. Vermes, following de Vaux, estimates the population of Qumran at 150
10 200 people at a time; see his Perspective, p. 88. E. M. Laperrousaz has proposed
a figure of 300 to 400; see the detailed discussion in his Qoumrdn, ['élablissement
essénien des bords de la Mer Morte (Paris: A. & J. Picard, 1976), pp. 99-109.

4. Josephus, Ant. 18.20; Philo, Every Good Man Is Free 75.

5. For a good discussion of the two basic types of Essenes, including a sum-
mary of the differences between them, see Vermes, Perspective, pp. 87-109.

6. The Damascus Rule is traditionally divided into the statutes (pages 9-16)
and the exhortation (pages 1-8, 19--20). The statutes legislate for married Essenes
who lived away from Qumran; the exhortation includes material that refers to
both celibate and noncelibate members; see Vermes, Perspective, pp. 87, 107-8;
and Michael A. Knibb, The Qumran Community, Cambridge Commentaries on
Writings of the Jewish and Christian World, 200 Bc to AD 200, vol. 2 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1987), pp. 14-15, 17,

7. The general point and the specific example considered here are discussed
in Sanders, Practice and Belief, p. 348.

8. For community of goods at Qumran, see 1QS 1.11-13; 5.1-3; 6.17-22,
24-25. Vermes also remarks on the different practices of the two communities;
see his Perspective, p. 105. Beall proposes that 1QS and CD, on this point as on
others, represent different stages in the development of the Essene movement; see
his Description, pp. 44-45,

9. On these accounts, see Geza Vermes and Martin D. Goodman, eds., The
Essenes According to the Classical Sources, Oxford Centre Textbooks, vol. 1 (Shef-
field: JSOT Press, 1989),

10. See Sanders, Practice and Belief, p. 345.

11. The passage is difficult to interpret for a number of reasons, but this seems
to be its meaning. On the textual problems and the translation of the passage, see
Feldman’s note to the LCL translation, vol. 9, pp. 16~17, n. a.

12. On the sources for Josephus’ general accounts of the Essenes, see Morton
Smith, “The Description of the Fssenes in Josephus and the Philosophumena,”
HUCA 29 (1958): 273-313, and the works referred to there. A different case is
argued by S. Zeitlin in “The Account of the Essenes in Josephus and the Philo-
sophumena,” JOR 49 (1958--59): 292-300.

13. There is disagreement about precisely where Nicolaus’ narrative broke
off. Most commentators think that it ended at War 2.111, i.e., before the account
of Simon’s interpretation of Archelaus’ dream; see, ¢.g., Thackeray’s note to the
LCL translation, vol. 2, p. 364, a. a; and Vermes and Goodman, The Essenes
According to the Classical Sources, p. 37. Gustav Holscher argued that Nicolaus’
narrative extended through Wear 2.116 and included the report concerning
Simon,; see his article on “Josephus,” RE, vol. 9 (1916), col. 1944,

14. See chapter 1, n. 22.

15. I have aitered the LCL translation. The Greek is: Elolv 8’ v avtoig of
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kol 18 péAAdovia mTpoywvdokely vmoyvodvtal, BifAolg iepaig xal Siapdpoig
ayvelog xai mpognTdv drnoedéynacty unmdotptfoduevol - orbviov 8’ el tote
£V 1aG TPOUyopedGETTY AGTOYODTLY.

16. The Greek is: cuvinpfiosiv. . . 16 . . . Tfg aiptoewg avtdv Piffiia. “Pre-
serve,” in this context, may mean “preserve as a secret.”

17. See the works discussed in section C (“Bible Interpretation”) of Geza
Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English, 3d ed. (Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1987), pp. 249-302.

18. See Roland de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls, The
Schweich Lectures of the British Academy, 1959, rev. English ed. (London:
Oxford University Press, 1973), pp. 29-33.

19. I have altered the LCL translation.

20. The passage from An¢. 8 is mentioned in this connection by Thackeray in
the note to the LCL translation, vol. 2, pp. 374-75, n. ¢; see also Beall, Descrip-
tion, pp. 153-54, n. 175; Vermes, Jesus the Jew, pp. 62-63; Hengel, Judaism and
Hellenism, pp. 240-41; and O. Betz, Offenbarung, p. 69.

21. This is suggested by the use of cuvtdcoouar in Ant. 8.45 and cuvtionut
in 8.47, and by the fact that the passage as a whole is appended to a summary
description of Solomon’s (other) writings.

22. Vermes, Jesus the Jew, p. 239, n. 23; and Morton Smith, “The Occult in
Josephus,” in Josephus, Judaism, and Christianity, ed. Feldman and Hata, p.
241, have both suggested that the root used on this occasion was that of the baaras
plant; see War 7.180-85, where Josephus says that this root was used to expel
demons. The parallels between War 2.136 and Ant. 8.42-49 have led many com-
mentators to speculate that Eleazar, the exorcist named in the passage from the
Antiquities, was an Essene, but this is not certain. The interest in magic and medi-
cine that the two passages attest was not restricted to Essene circles. For a general
discussion of the passage from Ant. 8 and related traditions about Solomon, see
Dennis C. Duling, “The Eleazar Miracle and Solomon’s Magical Wisdom in Flav-
ius Josephus’s Antiquitates Judaicae 8.42-49,” HTR 78 (1985): 1-25.

23. See, e.g., Tobit 6.13-17;8.1-3; 1 Enoch 7.1; 8.3; 10.4-8; Jubilees 10.10-
14; Genesis Apocryphon (1QapGen) 20.16-29; and the Prayer of Nabonidus
(4QprNab). For a discussion of these passages and others like them, see Vermes,
Jesus the Jew, pp. 61-62, 65-68; and Beall, Description, pp. 72-73.

24. This proposal was originally made by Vermes; see ‘“The Etymology of
‘Essenes,”” in his Post-Biblical Jewish Studies, SJLA 8 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975),
pp- 8-29 (= RQ2[1960]: 427-43). See also Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol.
2, pp. 559-60; and John Kampen, “A Reconsideration of the Name ‘Essene’ in
Greco-Jewish Literature in Light of Recent Perceptions of the Qumran Sect,”
HUCA 57 (1986): 63-64.

25. Identity with the canon is argued or assumed, e.g., by Crone, Early Chris-
tian Prophecy, p. 120; Beall, Description, p. 153, n. 165; and A. Dupont-Sommer,
The Essene Writings from Qumran, trans. Geza Vermes (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1961), pp. 34-35, n. 3. In agreement with the position taken here, see Hengel,
Judaism and Hellenism, p. 240: “the ‘holy books’ cannot have been limited to the
Torah and the prophets, but must also have included apocalyptic and astrological-
mantic writings.”

26. This seems to be the meaning of the passage; see Vermes, Perspective, p.
104,
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27. The same conclusion is reached in Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol.
3, pp. 411-12. There is some disagreement about whether the Temple Scroll
should be classified as a sectarian document; various opinions are expressed in the
essays published in George J. Brooke, ed., Temple Scroll Studies: Papers Pre-
sented at the International Symposium on the Temple Scroll, Manchester, Decem-
ber 1987, JSPS 7 (Shefhield: JSOT Press, 1989). For an argument in favor of the
sectarian classification, see Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 3, pp. 412-14,

28. See Dupont-Sommer, Essene Writings, pp. 34-35, n. 3; Blenkinsopp,
“Prophecy and Priesthood,” p. 247 and n. 30; and Horsley, “Two Types,” p. 447
and n. 25 (following Blenkinsopp).

29. On what follows, see Beall, Description, pp. 109-10. Crone has also
argued against the emendation in Early Christian Prophecy, p. 120.

30. Blenkinsopp’s note (“Prophecy and Priesthood,” p. 247, n. 30), which
suggests that he is simply adopting one reading as opposed to another, is mislead-
ing.
31. it is certainly to these purity practices that Josephus refers in War 2.159
and not to the practice of ascetical exercises of a more general sort (especially fast-
ing), which were thought by some Jews to prepare one for receiving divine reve-
lations. The latter suggestion is made by Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, p. 120;
and Meyer, Prophet aus Galilda, pp. 43-45.

32. Itisvirtually certain that the Essenes’ avoidance of oil was based on purity
concerns, as Josephus implies, and was not simply part of their more general
asceticism and rejection of luxury, as has sometimes been thought. The most
likely explanation of the practice is the one proposed by Joseph Baumgarten in
“The Essene Avoidance of Oil and the Laws of Purity,” in his Studies in Qumran
Law, SJLA 24 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1977), pp. 88-97 (= RQ 6 [1967]: 183-93):
oil, as a liquid, was an especially powerful conveyor of impurity; those who wished
to avoid contracting impurity through contact with unclean persons or things
would thus avoid using oil on the skin. For similar reasons (because liquids con-
vey uncleanness more easily than solid food) initiates at Qumran were allowed to
share in the community’s Pure Meal one year before they were allowed to share
in its Pure Drink (1QS 6.16-21; cf. 7.18-20). Yigael Yadin has suggested another
possible explanation of the avoidance of oil that also has to do with purity: the
Essenes at Qumran may have avoided oil because, in their view, it was supposed
to be purified in an annual first-fruits festival, part of which was to take place in
the temple; as long as the sectaries boycotted the temple (more on this below), the
oil could not be purified; see Yadin, The Temple Scroll (Jerusalem: Israel Explo-
ration Society, 1977-83), vol. 1, pp. 111-14,

33. War 2.123, 129, 131, 137, 161. In War 2.123 Josephus says that the
Essenes “always” (ianavtog) dressed in white, but probably only the ceremonial
robes—and not the loincloths—were white; see War 2.137, where he distin-
guishes between the loincloth and the white garment. On this point, see Schiirer-
Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 2, p. 564, n. 10, in agreement.

34. Itis clear that these were purificatory baths that involved immersion. In
all three cases, the verb used by Josephus is aroAodopar, which means “bathe.”
In first-century Palestine, “bathing” was generally taken to mean immersion; see
Sanders, Jewish Law, pp. 214-15. In War 2.129 the premeal bath is described as
a “purification” (&yveia) that makes one “clean” or “pure” (xod0pog). Similarly,
Josephus says that the Essenes bathed after defecation ““as if defiled” (xa3énep
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yepopévorg, 2.149). Contact with a junior member of the community is com-
pared to “contact with an alien” (2.150).

35. This is true in spite of the fact that Josephus provides other explanations
for these practices: see War 2.120-21 on celibacy; Ant. 18.21 on celibacy and
opposition to slavery. For the argument that these practices were related to purity
concerns, see George Wesley Buchanan, “The Role of Purity in the Structure of
the Essene Sect,” RQ 4 (1963): 399-406. On celibacy, see also Vermes, Perspec-
tive, pp. 181-82; and Jesus the Jew, pp. 99-102. Vermes notes the existence of
scattered traditions that connect celibacy (but not purity more generally) with
prophecy. Beall, Description, pp. 41-42, mentions other factors in addition to
purity that might have played a role as far as celibacy was concerned.

36. T here use “Pure Meal” for the terms that are usually translated literally
as “the Purity” (various forms of 7771), since it is generally agreed that they refer
primarily to the food of the community; see Vermes, Perspective, pp. 95-96.
“Pure Drink” is 82771 pen (1QS 6.20; 7.20).

37. See Beall, Description, pp. 56-57, and the works referred to there.

38. The meal referred to in 1QS 6.4-5 should probably be considered a Pure
Meal, even though it is not explicitly designated as such. I leave out of consider-
ation a passage from the Messianic Rule (1QSa 2.17-21) that describes a similar
meal to be held in the presence of the Messiah of Israel. It is unclear precisely how
this meal was related to the everyday meals of the community represented by
1QSa.

39. War2.129, 139. According to 1QS 5.13, those who were not members of
the covenant could not share in the Pure Meal or the bath that preceded it. New
members were barred from the Pure Meal for a full year after their admission to
the sect (1QS 6.16-17), and were prevented from sharing the Pure Drink for
another year beyond that (6.20-21). A number of offenses were punished by tem-
porary exclusion from the Pure Meal; see 1QS 6.24-25; 7.2-3, 15-16, 18-20;
8.16-18, 24.

40. It is unclear whether these procedures were followed at every meal, which
is what Josephus implies, or only on special occasions. Sanders has recently
argued that the meal described by Josephus and referred to as the Pure Meal in
1QS was not the twice-daily common meal of the community, but rather a special
type of meal held to celebrate the annual first-fruit festival(s) and perhaps other
religious festivals and solemn gatherings of the community. Such meals might
have occurred reasonably frequently, but not daily; Josephus is exaggerating when
he suggests that the Essenes ate all their meals in this fashion. For a detailed dis-
cussion of the problem, see Sanders, Practice and Belief, pp. 353-56.

41. See Ant. 3.102-87 and War 5.229-36 for Josephus’ description of the
priestly vestments. The everyday vestments of the priests and the high priest were
made of fine linen, which was apparently unbleached and not considered perfectly
white. According to the rabbis, white priestly vestments were reserved for very
special occasions: they were worn by the high priest during part of the service on
the Day of Atonement (Yoma 3.6; 7.1, 4) and by an ordinary priest when prepar-
ing the ashes of the red heifer, which removed corpse-impurity (Parah 4.1).
According to the War Rule (1QM), the seven priests who were to lead the final
eschatological battle would be clothed in “garments of fine white linen” (7.10).
For a detailed discussion of these matters, see “The Priestly Vestments” in
Sanders, Practice and Belief, pp. 92-102.



Notes 193

42. Sanders suggests that the wearing of linen loincloths by the Essenes may
have been “a priestly gesture” (Practice and Belief, p. 98).

43, According to Josephus, when King David learned that Bathsheba’s child
had died, he changed into “a white garment” (§597jta. Aevkfv) and went up to
the tabernacle (4nt. 7.156); scripture says merely that he “changed his clothes”
(2 Sam. 12.20). Similarly, Archelaus, after mourning his father for seven days, put
on “a white garment” (£éo0fjTa Agvkfiv) before going up to the temple to address
the people (War 2.1). Anticipating the arrival of Alexander the Great, the high
priest Jadduas instructed the Jews of Jerusalem to put on their “white garments”
(Aevkaig Eo9fiowv) to go out to meet him (Ant. 11.327, 331). Finally, according
to Ta‘anith 4.8, on 15 Ab and the Day of Atonement, the daughters of Jerusalem
“used to go forth in white raiments.” These passages are discussed in Sanders,
Practice and Belief, pp. 96-98.

44, On what follows, see Sanders, Jewish Law, pp. 134-35.

45. A portion of the peace offering was returned to the person who had
brought it and was taken away and shared among his family and friends, all of
whom were required to be pure when they ate it. The deuteronomic or second
tithe was also consumed by laypeople in a state of purity. When eating Passover,
Jews were required to be free of corpse-impurity, which in practice meant the
removal of other types of impurity as well. On these topics, see Sanders, Jewish
Law, pp. 135, 148, 193,

46. Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, Fistory, vol. 2, p. 295, n. 10, cites Yoma 3.2 in
connection with defecation. Danby’s translation of the passage reads as follows:
“This was the rule in the Temple: whosoever covered his feet must immerse him-
self, and whosoever made water must sanctify his hands and his feet.”” That is,
immersion was required after defecation, and the washing of hands and feet after
urination. Tamid 1.1 mentions toilets in the temple that were used by the priests.
The same passage presupposes the existence of an immersion pool in the temple
and requires any priest who had an involuntary emission of semen while sleeping
over in the temple to immerse himself, wait until the gates were opened in the
morning, and then leave the temple. If priests on duty in the temple immersed
after defecation and emission of semen, it is likely that they did so also in the case
of other minor impurities.

47. This is implied by Hagigah 2.7, which concerns midras-impurity; see the
discussion in Sanders, Jewish Law, pp. 205-7.

48. On the general point that priests outside the temple did not maintain the
same degree of purity as when they were serving in the temple, see Sanders, Jewish
Law, p. 206, again commenting on Hagigah 2.7. On reliance on a once-a-day pre-
meal immersion, see Sanders, Practice and Belief, pp. 228, 358.

49. Lev. 15.18.

50. See Vermes, Perspective, p. 181.

51. On the proposed etymology and the problems with it, see Vermes, “Ety-
mology of ‘Essenes,”” pp. 11-12; and Kampen, “Reconsideration of the Name
‘Essene,”” pp. 67-68.

52. This is the view taken by O. Betz, Offenbarung, pp. 69-70, 136, and by
most commentators.

53. See CD 12.11-15. The command to “be separated from uncleanness™ in
CD 7.3 is usually taken as a reference to these laws. In CD 9.20-23, reference is
made to the Pure Meal.
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54. See CD 10.10-13. According to 11.21-22, anyone entering the temple (?)
had to wash himself first. Josephus also mentions that the “other order of Essenes”
bathed, War 2.161.

55. See, e.g., CD 11.18-21; 12.15-18. Rules governing sex and contact with
outsiders will be considered shortly.

56. See 1QS 1.10; 5.1-2; 8.12-14; 9.8-9, 16-17. See also War 2.139, where
Josephus indicates that the oath of entry into the Essene community included the
promise “to hate the unjust forever.”

57. The “Book of Meditation” was probably the five books of Moses; see
Vermes, Perspective, p. 113. For a survey of some other possibilities, see Beall,
Description, pp. 71-72.

58. The Messianic Rule seems to refer to the same type of community as the
Damascus Rule and provides a more detailed description of the kind of instruc-
tion given to members of this community. According to 1QSa 1.4-5, all the mem-
bers, including women and children, were to be instructed in “the precepts of the
Covenant” and “all their statutes.” Male children were to be instructed for ten
years in the Book of Meditation, the precepts of the Covenant, and “their stat-
utes™ (1.6-8). The significance of these passages is unclear, however, because of
the fact that the document as a whole concerns events in the messianic age; see
Vermes, Dead Sea Scrolls in English, p. 100; and Knibb, Qumran Community,
p. 145. It is difficult to know to what extent the work reflects contemporary prac-
tice within the community, if at all,

59. See Vermes, Perspective, p. 97, in agreement.

60. Strato’s Tower was rebuilt by Herod the Great and renamed Caesarea; see
War 1.408-15; Ant. 14.76; 15.331-41; and Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol.
2,pp. 115-18.

61. Six hundred otadion, War 1.79 and Ant. 13.312.

62. Aune classifies this report as an oracle story, “a particular type of Greco-
Roman anecdote in which an oracular utterance which appears in danger of prov-
ing untrue is fulfilled in an unexpected way through the recognition that the oracle
had a double meaning” (Prophecy in Early Christianity, p. 145).

63. See Philip R. Davies, The Damascus Covenant: An Interpretation of the
“Damascus Document,” JSOTS 25 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1983), pp. 135-36.
Sanders, while agreeing with the position accepted here, points out that it is at least
conceivable that the rule in CD 12.1-2 was observed by a Jerusalem group: “If
married Essenes had sex only for the sake of procreation, they could have lived in
Jerusalem and spent only enough time outside it for the woman to conceive each
year” (Practice and Belief, p. 347).

64. Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 2, p. 563, n. 5.

65. Yadin identifies “the place called Bethso” (War 5.145) as a latrine, taking
the name “Bethso” (Bndo®) to be a transliteration of the two Hebrew words "2,
“house,” and 7R, “excrement”; see his Temple Scroll, vol. 1, pp. 302-3.

66. Yadin, Temple Scroll, vol. 1, pp. 303-4. See the discussion of the related
material from the Scrolls in vol. 1, pp. 294-301.

67. According to the War, from where Judas was sitting he could see Antig-
onus “passing through the temple” (roprovTa St o0 iepod, 1.78); the Antiquities
has “‘passing by” or “entering the temple” (napidovto 10 1gpdv, 13.311).

68. For a dissenting view, see Beall, Description, pp. 115-19. Beall’s argu-
ment (that the Qumran community did participate to some extent in the temple
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cult) is weakened by his indiscriminate use of material from 1QS, CD (exhorta-
tion and statutes), 1QM, Josephus, and Philo as evidence for the views of the
Qumran community.

69. See Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 2, p. 582, and the works referred
to there.

70. Ant. 18.19, which I considered briefly above, is sometimes thought to
describe the practice of the Qumran community: they did not sacrifice in the tem-
ple because of a disagreement about the purification rites required for admission,
but they continued to send votive offerings to the temple. In view of the sect’s
extreme antipathy toward the priestly leaders of the temple, however, even this
seems unlikely.

71. On the evidence from CD for the practice of non-Qumran Essenes, see
Philip R. Davies, “The Ideology of the Temple in the Damascus Document,” JJS
33 (1982): 287-301; and his Damascus Covenant, pp. 134-40.

72. Recall Josephus’ comments about the accuracy of Essene predictions in
War 2.159: “seldom, if ever, do they err in their predictions.”

73. I'vopyior: War 1.78; Ant. 13.311; &raipou Ant. 13.311; pavdavovies:
War 1.78.

74. Liddell and Scott, pp. 355, 700.

75. See, e.g., Blenkinsopp, ‘“‘Prophecy and Priesthood,” p. 258; Crone, Early
Christian Prophecy, p. 121; Meyer, Prophet aus Galilda, p. 42; Meyer,
“npoefitng,” p. 823; and Otto Michel, “Spitjlidisches Prophetentum,” in Neu-
testamentliche Studien fiir Rudolf Bultmann, ed. W. Eltester, BZNW 21 (Berlin:
Alfred Topelmann, 1954), p. 60.

76. To pbvrevpa: War 1.79 = Ant. 13.312; 6 pbvug War 1.80 = Ant.
13.313.

77. There is no parallel to this material in the War.

78. On Herod’s “trial” before the Sanhedrin, which took place in 47 or 46
B.C.E., see War 1.208-15; Ant. 14.163-84; 15.4; and pp. 148-50. On the later epi-
sode, see Ant. 14.176; 15.3; and p. 150. In both cases, there is evident confusion
about whether Pollion or Samaias was the principal actor, as we shall see in chap-
ter 5.

79. There has been speculation about the identity of this Menahem; see the
note to the LCL translation, vol. 8, pp. 180-81, n. d; and Meyer, Prophet aus Gali-
lia, pp. 44 and n. 14. Meyer identifies Menahem with a one-time colleague of
Hillel.

80. Aune classifies this prediction, formally, as a recognition oracle and con-
nects it with Josephus’ and Johanan ben Zakkai’s predictions to Vespasian,
Akiba’s acclamation of Bar Kochba as Messiah, and Samuel’s prediction of
David’s kingship; see his Prophecy in Early Christianity, p. 146.

81. This pat on the backside is sometimes described as a prophetic symbolic
action; see, e.g., Meyer, Prophet aus Galida, p. 143, n. 16; Meyer, “npoefng,”
p. 823; and O. Betz, Offenbarung, p. 104. This seems a little extreme to me.

82. Philo also states that the Essenes rejected oaths; see Every Good Man Is
Free 84.

83. The entry oath is mentioned in CD 15.5~10, other oaths in 9.8-12;
15.1-5; 16.6-8, 10--12. On these passages, see Beall, Description, pp. 68-70.

84. See A. 1. Baumgarten, “Korban and the Pharisaic Paradosis,” Journal
of the Ancient Near Eastern Society 1617 (1984-85): 9.
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85. For the summary of Essene history that follows, see Knibb, Qumran
Community, pp. 6-10; and Vermes, Perspective, pp. 137-62. The prevailing con-
sensus about the origins of the Qumran community has recently been challenged
by, e.g., P. R. Davies, Damascus Covenant; and Phillip R. Callaway, The History
of the Qumran Community: An Investigation, JSPS 3 (Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1988).

86. On these events, see the section on Herod the Great in Schiirer-Vermes-
Millar, History, vol. 1, pp. 287-329.

87. The site at Qumran was extensively damaged by an earthquake that is
usually dated to the year 31 B.C.E., six years into the reign of Herod; it was not
rebuilt until shortly after Herod’s death, sometime between 4 B.C.E. and 1 C.E.
There is some disagreement about whether the site was totally abandoned during
this period (for contrasting views, see de Vaux, Archaeology, pp. 20-24; and
Vermes, Perspective, pp. 33-34), but general agreement that community life was
not revived until the period of rebuilding after Herod’s death. We do not know
where the members of the Qumran community went during this period, but the
fact that they did not immediately rebuild their isolated desert settlement may be
a further indication of good relations between Herod and the Essenes: even the
strictest members of the party, it seems, felt comfortable living in Herod’s terri-
tory.
88. According to Josephus, Herod was nearly seventy years old when he died
in 4 B.C.E. (War 1.647; Ant. 17.148), and so was born in 74/73 B.C.E. I am not
certain at what age children would have attended school, though the upper age
limits are suggested by Josephus: he says that he himself was already an expert at
fourteen, and that he sought some practical experience (outside school) of the var-
ious Jewish sects at age sixteen (Life 9-10).

89. Antipater’s father was appointed governor (otpatnyog) of Idumaea by
Alexander Jannaeus; see 4Anz. 14.10. It is usually assumed that Antipater inherited
this office; see, e.g., Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 1, p. 234. On Antipater’s
initial intervention in Judaean affairs, see War 1.123fF; Ant. 14.81F.

90. Since the oath of loyalty was introduced around 20 B.C.E., Josephus
must be thinking of a time before this date. The period from 23~20 B.C.E. was an
especially successful one for Herod. For one thing, he acquired a great deal of ter-
ritory in these years; see Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 1, p. 319.

91. The palace in Jerusalem and the royal apartments at Herodium,
Machaerus, and Masada all seem to have been built around this time; see Schiirer-
Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 1, pp. 304-8.

92. So also O. Betz, Offenbarung, p. 103.

93. “Justice”: dukaroovn, Ant. 15.375; dikaiov, 15.376; “piety”: ebocéPera,
15.375, 376. Horsley has also drawn attention to the combination of prediction
and moral exhortation in Menahem’s speech; see his “Two Types,” p. 448.

94. See, e.g., Ant. 8.121, 280; 18.117. The connection with the law is espe-
cially clear in Ant. 7.374, 384; 10.49ff. Similarly, the pair “injustice” and “impi-
ety” could be used to summarize wholesale offenses against the law; see, e.g., War
7.260. On the combination of justice and piety in Josephus, see Adolph Biichler,
Types of Jewish-Palestinian Piety from 70 B.C.E to 70 C.E.: The Ancient Pious
Men, Jews” College Publications, no. 8 (London: Jews’” College, 1922), pp. 161-
64; and Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, pp. 86~87.

95. See, e.g., Ant. 6.265 (Saul); 7.356, 374, 384 (Solomon); 8.314 (Asa);
8.394 and 9.16 (Jehoshaphat); 9.236 (Jotham); 10.491f. (Josiah).
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96. I have altered the LCL translation slightly.

97. Seevol. 5, p. 733, n. c.

98. See especially War 2.120 and Anz. 18.20.

99. In both cases, the word for “virtue” i1s kgAoxayaa. It is an unusual
word in Josephus: apart from the present passage it occurs only in Ant. 16.178, in
what is clearly an editorial passage (16.174-78). There xaloxayadio is connected
with “justice” (10 dikarov), which, in turn, is said to be the special concern of the
Jewish law (16.177).

100. See W. C. van Unnik, “A Greek Characteristic of Prophecy in the
Fourth Gospel,” in Text and Interpretation: Studies in the New Testament Pre-
sented to Matthew Black, ed. E. Best and R. McL.. Wilson (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1979), pp. 211-29. The most common form of the expression
is mavto or Gravra plus a verb for “knowing,” usually some form of oida or
iniotapat. Van Unnik cites examples of the use of the expression from the fol-
lowing widely diverse sources: the gospel of John, Dio Chrysostom, Hippolytus,
Proclus, Aristocles, Origen, Philostratus, 3 Baruch, 2 Enoch, Josephus, the
Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, Sophocles, Euripides, Quintus Smyrnacus, Hesy-
chius, the Berlin Magical Papyrus, and the London Magical Papyrus. He discusses
Ant. 15.375 on pp. 222-23.

101. Orationes 33.4, cited by van Unnik, “Greek Characteristic,” p.
219.

102. See, e.g., 2 Enoch 39.2 (A); Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 2.10.1; and
Virgil, Georgica 4.392-93, all cited by van Unnik in “Greek Characteristic,” pp.
221; 223, n. 2; and 225-26, respectively. On the threefold formula referring to
past, present, and future, see van Unnik, “A Formula Describing Prophecy,” NT'S
9 (1962-63): 86-94.

103. Van Unnik, “Greek Characteristic,” p. 223.

104. O. Betz refers it, more narrowly, to the knowledge of scripture men-
tioned in War 2.159; see his Offenbarung, p. 103.

105. On the scope and character of Essene knowledge, see Hengel, Judaism
and Hellenism, pp. 242-43, 251-52. Since Hengel wrote, the Qumran Songs of
the Sabbath Sacrifice (4Q400-407, 11Q5-6, and a fragment found at Masada)
have been published. These poems, describing the angelic liturgy in the heavenly
sanctuary, add to our knowledge of Essene interest in esoteric matters. See Carol
Newsom, Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice: A Critical Edition, Harvard Semitic
Studies, no. 27 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985).

106. There is nothing remarkable about the terminology used to describe the
dream; it is called an Svap/Ovelpov in War 2.112 and Ant. 17.345, 347, and an
Oy in Ant. 17.345, 346, 348.

107. Note the visual language in War 2.112 (idelv, Opav) and 4nt. 17.345
(Bsacapevoc, Dewmpeiv).

108. See onpoivewy (of dream as a whole) in War 2.112. In 2.113 a corre-
spondence is made between ears of corn and years, and oxen and revolution, but
no technical terminology is used. In Anz. 17.346 the dream as a whole is said to
“point to” or “refer t0” (pépeiv) a change in Archelaus’ situation. In 17.347 the
oxen “indicate” (drooocageiv) suffering and a change in Archelaus’ situation,
while the ears of corn “denote” (Opilgiv) years.

109. See, e.g., Thackeray’s note to the LCL translation, vol. 2, p. 365, n. ¢;
Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, p. 122: O. Betz, Offenbarung, p. 104; Beall,
Description, p. 109; Ehrlich, Traum im Alten Testament, p. 85; and R. Beckwith,
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“The Significance of the Calendar for Interpreting Essene Chronology and Escha-
tology,” RQ 10 (1980): 201.

110. Thisis the view of Thackeray and Ehrlich; see the works cited in the pre-
ceding note.

111. So, e.g., Beckwith, “Significance of the Calendar,” p. 201. O. Betz seems
to hover undecided between the two views; see his Offenbarung, p. 109.

112. The method described here is similar in many ways to that developed
later by Artemidorus for the interpretation of ““allegorical” dreams. For an excel-
lent account of the basic principles of Artemidorus’ theory of the interpretation
of dreams, see S. R. F. Price, “The Future of Dreams: From Freud to Artemido-
rus,” Past and Present 113 (1986): 3-37, especially pp. 916, 22-31. See also
C. A. Behr, Aelius Aristides and the Sacred Tales (Amsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert,
1968), pp. 171-95.

113. See, e.g., Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy and Priesthood,” p. 247, Aune,
Prophecy in Early Christianity, pp. 133-34; Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, p.
120; Horsley and Hanson, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs, pp. 155-57; Horsley,
“Two Types,” pp. 447-48; and Beall, Description, pp. 109-11.

114. Foerster also remarks on the differences between the kind of predictions
made in the pesharim and those attributed to the Essene prophets by Josephus;
see his “Der Heilige Geist im Spétjudentum,” p. 134.

115. Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, pp. 119-20.

116. Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, p. 123.

117. Horsley and Hanson, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs, p. 155.

118. Horsley and Hanson, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs, p. 156.

119. Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy and Priesthood,” pp. 246-47.

120. See Ant. 5.239 for the original prediction. In the Bible, Jotham utters a
curse, not a prediction; see Jgs. 9.16-20, 57.

121. “Chaldaeans™: Ant. 10.195, 198, 199, 203, 234; “Magi”: Ant. 10.195,
198, 199, 203, 216, 234, 235, 236; ““the wise”: Ant. 10.197, 198. These terms are
used more or less interchangeably.

122. See especially Ant. 10.199,

123. See Ant. 10.187-89, 194 on the education received by Daniel and his
companions. On the status of these figures as a professional class, see Ant. 10.234,
where they are described as a “class” (yévog), who “could interpret signs and
dreams.”

124, For the use of pavrig-terminology in connection with Balaam, see Ant.
4.104, 112, 157.

125. In addition to the instance cited here, pavtig-terminology is used of the
“witch” in Ant. 6.327, 330, 331, 338. In the LXX account, such terminology
occurs only in 1 Sam. 28.8.

Chapter 4

1. This label was first attached to these figures by Barnett in his “Jewish Sign
Prophets,” p. 679. Certain objections have been raised against the use of this title;
see the next note.

2. Horsley has objected to the use of this label to describe the figures consid-
ered in this chapter on the grounds that the promise of signs was not a distinctive
feature of their activity; sce his “Popular Prophetic Movements,” pp. 8-9. By
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Horsley’s count, signs are mentioned in only one of the relevant accounts, the one
concerning the unnamed figures under Felix; in the remaining accounts, no sign
terminology is used, nor, he argues, can the actions recorded in those accounts be
construed as signs. He prefers to describe these figures as “action prophets™ or
“prophets who led movements,” and states that “the distinctive thing which all
of these prophets had in common is that they all led their followers into (antici-
pated) participation in some great liberating action by God” (p. 8).

It can be agreed that the announcement of imminent divine deliverance and
the call to join in some action that anticipated this deliverance were central fea-
tures of these prophetic movements. Also, as we shall see, it is possible that a dis-
tinction should be made between the kinds of miracles promised by Theudas and
the Egyptian, on the one hand, and the signs promised by the rest of the prophets;
if so, then “sign prophet” might not be an appropriate designation for Theudas
and the Egyptian. But Horsley has played down the significance of the miracles
and signs promised by these prophets to an unacceptable degree. He does not
include in his list of action prophets either the prophet who led his followers to
the Temple Mount in 70 c.E. or Jonathan, both of whom are said to have prom-
ised signs. By my reckoning, then, there is only one account (concerning the
unnamed figure under Festus) that mentions neither sign nor miracle. Thus, the
promise to perform miracles of some sort does appear to have been a distinctive
feature of the activity of these figures, and “sign prophets” may be retained as a
convenient designation for them.

3. Itis often suggested that Matt. 24,11, 24-26 / Mark 13.22 refer to the sign
prophets mentioned by Josephus. Barnett includes bSanhedrin 67a in a list of pas-
sages that may refer to the Egyptian (“Jewish Sign Prophets,” p. 694, n. 2), and
Crone notes the suggestion that the Egyptian should be identified with the Ben
Stada mentioned in bShabbath 104b (Early Christian Prophecy, p. 332, n. 20).

4. On the dispute over the high-priestly vestments, see chapter 1, n. 51. On
the name Ogvdig, see Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 1, p. 456, n. 6, and
the works referred to there.

5. According to 2 Kgs. 2, both Elijah (v. 8) and Elisha (v. 14) parted the Jor-
dan while fifty of the sons of the prophets looked on from a distance. Horsley and
Hanson have described these two miraculous partings of the river as “prophetic
signs of imminent deliverance reminiscent of Moses and the crossing of the sea
and of Joshua and the crossing of the Jordan” (Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs,
p. 141) and have suggested that they may bhave provided the model for Theudas
(p. 167). But the connection between the Elijah-Elisha story and the exodus-con-
quest events is unclear, to say the least. In 2 Kgs. 2, the parting of the Jordan is
not part of a miraculous deliverance of any sort, but serves rather to demonstrate
that the power of the spirit had been transferred from Elijah to Elisha. I therefore
consider it unlikely that the Elijah-Elisha story served as a model for Theudas and
his followers.

6. The parallel between the two events is made explicit in Joshua 3.7; 4.14,
23. In Josephus’ version (Ant. 5.16-19), no direct comparison is made between
them. Also, the crossing of the Jordan is not as dramatically miraculous in Jose-
phus as it is in the Bible. In Josh. 34, the waters of the Jordan are stopped com-
pletely when the feet of the priests carrying the ark first touch them; according to
Josephus, God merely reduced the volume of the river so that it was fordable.

7. According to 4 Ezra 13.46-47, in “the last times,” God will stop the chan-
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nels of the Euphrates River so that the ten tribes in exile can return to Mount
Zion, the place of eschatological judgment. This passage appears to be based on
Isa. 11.15-16, which also speaks of a miraculous parting of the Euphrates and
expressly compares it to the parting of the sea at the time of the exodus from
Egypt.

8. Hengel, Zealots, p. 230, n. 5.

9. Exod. 13.18;Josh. 1.14;4.12—13.

10. Israelites unarmed: Ant. 2.321, 326; provided with arms after crossing the
sea: 2.349. The description that Josephus gives of the exodus in one of his speeches
to the rebels in Jerusalem also implies that the Israelites were unarmed when they
left Egypt (War 5.382-83). Moreover, Josephus includes the miraculous provi-
sion of arms after the crossing of the sea in some of his summarizing recitals of
the miracles of the exodus and conquest; see, e.g., Ant. 3.18; 4.44.

11. Thackeray suggests that Josephus may be borrowing from Demetrius; see
his note to the LCL translation, vol. 4, p. 305, n. d. Others have suggested the
influence of the works of Ezekiel the tragedian; see, e.g., Louis H. Feldman, “Use,
Authority and Exegesis of Mikra in the Writings of Josephus,” in Mikra: Text,
Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism
and Early Christianity, ed. Martin Jan Mulder, CRINT, sec. 2, vol. 1 (Assen: Van
Gorcum; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), p. 474.

12. A “squadron of cavalry” (IAn innéwv, Ant. 20.98). The notes to the LCL
translation of Ant. 19.365 and 20.98 connect Josephus’ use of {Any with the Latin
ala and suggest that an ala consisted of five hundred or one thousand men.
According to Lewis and Short, ala, as a military division, “usually consisted of
about 500 men” (p. 79).

13. On Acts 5.36 and its relationship to Josephus’ account concerning Theu-
das, see Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 1, pp. 456-57, n. 6, and the works
referred to there. It is sometimes proposed that Acts is referring to a different
Theudas, but this is extremely unlikely.

14. Xopa can mean “country” both in the sense of “country” as opposed to
“city” (in which case its meaning comes close to épnuia), and in the sense of
“land” or “territory” (Liddell and Scott, p. 2015). So, when Josephus says that the
Egyptian came gig tv x®pav, he might mean simply that he came from Egypt to
Judaea or, more specifically, that he came to the countryside as opposed to the
city. The second of these alternatives seems more likely, since Josephus, after say-
ing in War 2.261 that the Egyptian appeared &i¢ T1jv x®@pav, states that he then
led his followers €x 1fig Epnuiag (2.262), without suggesting that he had previously
led them into the wilderness from somewhere else.

15. For the following explanation, which seeks to account for the discrepan-
cies between the reportsin the War and the Antiquities by pointing to the different
apologetic emphases of the two works, see Cohen, Josephus in Galilee and Rome,
pp. 154-60, 234-42; he comments on Josephus’ portrayal of the sign prophets
who appeared during the procuratorship of Felix on p. 157 and in n. 185. I delib-
erately speak of the different apologetic emphases of the two works; the continu-
ities between them are not to be denied.

16. Noting (correctly) that the account in the Antiquities suggests that the
Egyptian modeled his actions on those of Joshua, Horsley concludes that he and
his followers were unarmed and nonviolent; see his “Two Types,” p. 460; and
(with Hanson) Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs, p. 170. Horsley emphasizes that
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“the battle-of-Jericho prototype was clearly ritual warfare” (““Two Types,” p. 460,
emphasis in original). Ritual warfare it may have been, but it was not nonviolent.
According to the biblical account (Josh. 6), the miraculous collapse of the walls
of Jericho was followed by an armed invasion and the slaughter, “with the edge
of the sword,” of most of the inhabitants of the city (6.21). Josephus’ account of
the incident (Ant. 5.22-32) is, in this respect, closely similar. Horsley’s romanti-
cism has even led him to deny a military element in the account in the War. He
states that the “tone of military encounter” in Thackeray’s translation is “merely
ambiguous” in the Greek (“Two Types,” p. 460). On the contrary, much of the
language of the account suggests unambiguously that the Egyptian and his follow-
ers were planning an armed attack against Jerusalem. According to Josephus, the
Egyptian “was prepared to use force to enter Jerusalem” (oi6g e fv &ig Tepoco-
Avpa wopeAdely Pralectar, War 2.262), intended “to overpower” (xpateiv,
2.262) the Roman garrison in the city, and planned to use those who rushed in
with him as his “bodyguard” (dopugpodpor, 2.262). In addition, it is said that Felix
anticipated the Egyptian’s “attack™ (Opun, 2.263), another term that suggests a
military assault. On the violent and military connotations of this type of language,
see Ernest Moore, “BIAZQ, APITAZSQ and Cognates in Josephus,” NTS 21
(1974-75): 519-43.

17. ITAGvol . .. &viponor kai dratedveg, War 2.259; o . .. yonteg xal
anatedveg Gvipwnot, Ant. 20.167.

18. Newtepiopdg refers to innovation in the cultic-religious sphere in Ant.
5.101, 111; 9.204. In every other instance, it refers to politically revolutionary
change or to outright revolt: War 5.152; 6.343; 7.447; Ant. 8.203; 13.425; 15.30
(with petaforf), 353, 424; 17.289, 314; 19.327; 20.106, 113, 133; Life 17,23, 56,
184,

19. With otdowg: War 5.152;6.343; with noAepog sueoiiog War 6.343; with
andoracwg Life 17.

20. Ant. 18.118. Other passages in which petafoAf is used to refer to political
change or agitation include the following: War 1.23, 171;4.231, 592; Ant. 1.13;
15.30 (with vewtepropde), 264; Life 36 (with noAgpog and vedrtepov), 87 (with
vedhrtepav and otdong).

21. See, e.g., Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, p. 131: “The use of the term
doupoviv suggests that these groups appeared as enthusiastic or even frenzied
pheumatics.”

22. Hengel, Zealots, p. 16. Hengel refers to the use of andvoua, dvoun, and
poavia in this context and cites the following examples (n. 67): War 2.265; 3.454,
479; 4.362; 5.34, 121, 424, 436; 6.20; 7.213, 267, 412; Ant. 17.263, 271; 18.25;
Life 18. The only other occurrence of Saptoviw, the verb used in the current pas-
sage, is in War 7.389, where it is used to describe the behavior of the Sicarii on
Masada, eager, as if possessed, to commit suicide.

23. So also Horsley, “Two Types,” p. 456: “To the latter [Josephus] it
appeared as sheer madness that large numbers of the peasantry were inspired to
abandon their fields and villages and to follow these charismatic leaders out into
the desert, in anticipation of divine deliverance.” Cf. Ant. 2.340, where the Egyp-
tians think the Hebrews “mad” (naiveodm) for stepping into the Red Sea.

24, Horsley does not classify this figure as a sign prophet (or, in his terminol-
ogy, an action prophet), but rather as an “oracular” prophet who promised deliv-
erance (“Two Types,” p. 453), though he acknowledges in another work that this
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particular figure is “difficult to categorize by type” (“Popular Prophetic Move-
ments,” p. 8). But the fact that this prophet proclaimed a message does not distin-
guish him from the other sign prophets, and the report that he promised signs of
deliverance and had six thousand followers puts him squarely in their camp.

25. My translation.

26. Horsley connects this prophet’s promise of divine deliverance with the
vision of the heavenly armies recorded in War 6.296-99 (““Two Types,” p. 453).
The argument seems to run as follows: the report in War 6 is only one of many
passages in Jewish literature of the period concerning the role of the heavenly
armies; such traditions attest a widespread expectation that God’s heavenly
armies would miraculously deliver the Jews at the End. The prophet in our pres-
ent passage, Horsley suggests, may have expected just such a miraculous deliver-
ance. Hengel connects Josephus’ report about this prophet with speculation con-
cerning the seventy weeks of years in Daniel (Zealots, pp. 242-43). He argues that
the end of this period was believed to be imminent, and in fact was expected pre-
cisely on 10 Ab 70 c.E., the date on which Josephus says that the temple was
destroyed. Hengel suggests that this prophet deliberately chose that day to lead his
followers up to the temple (note the expression “on that day” in War 6.285),
expecting the appearance of the Son of man as predicted in Daniel. A similar
interpretation is given by Meyer, Prophet aus Galilda, pp. 54-55. Both Hengel
and Meyer are dependent on the analysis of Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar, vol.
4, pp. 1001-11.

27. On Matt. 11.28-30 and related texts, see H. D. Betz, “The Logion of the
Easy Yoke and of Rest (Matt. 11:28-30),” JBL 86 (1967} 10-24.

28. Igive only a few examples: onueiov can mean “signal”: War 2,172, 579,
3.105;6.70; 4Ant. 5.46, 161, 12.404; 18.61; Life 322; “password™: War2.551;3.88;
and frequently in Anz. 19.29-256; “proof” or “evidence™: Ant. 1.125, 127,
16.363. For the whole range of possible meanings of ongeiov, see the entry in
Liddell and Scott, p. 1593; and also K. H. Rengstorf, “onueiov,” TDNT, vol. 7,
pp. 200-261.

29. War 1.23; 3.404; 4.623. Inciov is the only term for “omen” or “por-
tent” that Josephus uses in connection with the omina imperii.

30. I shall return to this list of omens in chapter 5. It is sometimes said that
Josephus distinguishes clearly between the terms onueiov and tépag; see espe-
cially Rengstorf, “onueiov,” pp. 224-25. This does not, however, appear to be
the case. He certainly does not make a clear distinction in the present passage
(War 6.288-315). In the introduction to the War, Josephus refers to the omens
listed in 6.288--315 as onueia xai tépata (1.28). In the passage itself, he uses the
terms onueiov (three times), tépag (twice), and pdopoa (once) to describe the
omens. As far as I can tell, he uses these three terms as if they were completely
synonymous. In 6.288 he uses tépata to summarize the list as a whole; at the con-
clusion of the passage (6.315), onjueia is used in the same way. In 6.295 he uses
tépag to describe the miraculous opening of the temple gate; in 6.296 he uses
onueiov to describe the same incident, In 6.297 he describes the appearance of
armies in heaven as “a miraculous apparition” (@aopa 1L Sayudviov); in 6.298
onuelov is used to refer to the same incident.

31. There is a parallel to War 1.370-79 in Ant. 15.121-46. No sign termi-
nology is used in the account in the Antiquities, but a similar argument is made
against interpreting the earthquake as an indication of God’s displeasure; see Ant.
15.144-45.
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32. In War 5.411 Josephus states that the same miracle occurred when the
Babylonians, under Nebuchadnezzar, approached Jerusalem before the destruc-
tion of the first temple. No such miracle is recorded in scripture; see the note to
the L.CL translation, vol. 3, p. 329, n. e.

33. I have altered the LCL transiation.

34. See, e.g., Barnett, “Jewish Sign Prophets,” pp. 682-83; Horsley, “Two
Types,” p. 455; Horsley, “Popular Prophetic Movements,” p. 4; and Hengel,
Zealots, pp. 114--15.

35. To my knowledge, Otto Betz is the only scholar to have appreciated the
difference between Josephus’ usage of onueiov and that of the LXX; see his “Das
Problem des Wunders bei Flavius Josephus im Vergleich zum Wunderproblem
bei den Rabbinen und im Johannesevangelium,” in Josephus-Studien, ed. O.
Betz et al., p. 30.

36. See, e.g., Horsley, “Two Types,” p. 456: “The ‘tokens of deliverance’ and
the ‘signs and wonders’ are clearly allusions to the great historical acts of deliver-
ance wrought by God in the exodus from slavery in Egypt, the way through the
wilderness, and perhaps the eniry into the promised holy land.” See also Horsley
and Hanson, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs, p. 162: “Thus their procession
into the wilderness and the marvels and signs anticipated there as tokens of their
own deliverance were surely conceived in analogy with the great liberating acts of
God in the formative history of Israel”’; they go on to quote Deut. 26.7-8. Barnett
speculates about exactly which onjsia the sign prophets expected: “Were they
expecting manna and/or quails to drop from the heavens? Would a ‘Moses’ figure
strike a rock for the water to gush forth? Perhaps the Jordan would turn to blood?”
(“Jewish Sign Prophets,” p. 683).

37. Of the three miracles of Moses: Exod. 4.8, 9, 17, 28, 30; of the plagues:
8.19 (ET 8.23); 10.1, 2. In every instance, onueiov translates the Hebrew mix.

38. Exod. 7.3; 11.9, 10. In this case the correspondence with the MT is not so
exact. In Exod. 7.3 onueio represents the Hebrew MK and tépata represents
onew; but in 11.9 and 11.10, the Hebrew t°ha¥ has been translated by the com-
pound phrase onueia kai tépata.

39. Znueio alone: Num. 14.11, 22; Sir. 45.3; onpsia kol tépata: Deut. 4.34;
6.22;7.19; 11.3; 26.8; 29.2; 34.11; Neh. 9.10; Pss. 77.43 (ET 78.43); 104.27 (ET
105.27); 134.9 (ET 135.9); Wisd. Sol. 10.16; Jer. 39.20-21 (ET 32.20-21); Baruch
2.11. Itis often difficult to know whether the phrase “signs and wonders” in these
passages refers specifically to the plagues or more generally to the miracles of the
exodus as a whole. As can be seen from the list, the use of the compound phrase
onueio kol tépata is especially characteristic of material from the deuteronomic
school, though it is found elsewhere.

40. In all of the passages listed in the preceding note that correspond to pas-
sages from the Hebrew Bible, onjisia translates the Hebrew mm; in all but one,
tépara translates 2o (Deut. 11.3 has Dwyn, “deeds”).

41. See O. Betz, “Problem des Wunders,” p. 30, in agreement.

42. O. Betz, “Problem des Wunders,” p. 30 and n. 36; and O. Betz, “Miracles
in the Writings of Flavius Josephus,” in Josephus, Judaism, and Christianity, ed.
Feldman and Hata, p. 235, n. 35. Josephus calls the plagues né0n (“sufferings,”
Ant. 2.293, 299); rAnyyol (“plagues,” 2.296, 305); npocfoiai kaxob (“evil hap-
penings,” 2.300, 309); and ko (“evil,” 2.304).

43. Sec O. Betz, “Problem des Wunders,” p. 30, on onueia; he does not com-
ment on the compound phrase.
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44, See, e.g., Ant. 3.17-18, 86; 4.43-45.

45. Ant. 2.274, 276, 280, 283, 284.

46. According to Exod. 4.6, Moses’ hand turned ““leprous, as white as snow,”
Josephus avoids the mention of leprosy, apparently because of accusations like
those reflected in Ant. 3.265-68 and Against Apion 1.279-85; see O. Betz, “Mir-
acles,” p. 234, n. 31.

47. I have modified the LCL translation slightly.

48. Deut. 13.2-6 (ET 13.1-5), frequently cited in this connection, also
assumes that prophetic signs are ambiguous in this sense. A prophet who can per-
form ““a sign or a wonder” (LXX: onpeiov 1] 1épac) might nevertheless prove to
be a false prophet who attempts to lead the people into idolatry. This is one of the
few deuteronomic passages in which onueiov and 1tépag are used to designate
authenticating miracles of the sort we are discussing,.

49. On the use of miracles to authenticate a prophetic claim and the incon-
clusiveness of such a demonstration, see Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, pp. 170~
72.

50. The biblical parallels are 2 Kgs. 20.1-11 and Isa. 38.1-22.

51. 1 have altered the L.CL translation slightly.

52. A note on the terminology used by Josephus in comparison with that of
the biblical account: Josephus uses the word onueiov to describe the sign per-
formed by Isaiah in Ant. 10.29 (twice); in 10.28, as we have seen, he uses the
phrase onueidv L kal tepaotiov. The LXX has onueiovin every instance (2 Kgs.
20.8, 9; Isa. 38.7, 22), and, in every case, this term translates the Hebrew M.

53. According to the note to the LCL translation (vol. 5, p. 697, n. d), the
same identification was made in rabbinic tradition.

54, See Ant. 8.236-37, 244; in 8.408, which refers back to this incident, it is
assumed that the paralyzing of the king’s hand was an authenticating miracle of
the sort discussed here. I shall return to this last passage.

55. The biblical parallel is 1 Kgs. 13.11-34.

56. In the MT the word npm is used of the signs offered by the man of God
(1 Kgs. 13.3, 5); the LXX translates this term t€pag throughout. Josephus, how-
ever, consistently uses the term onuegiov to refer to the signs (4nt. 8.232, 236,
244),

57. See especially { Kgs. 22.5-28 = Ant. 3.400-410.

58. I have altered the LCL translation slightly.

59. There are other passages in the Antiquities that could be discussed. Ant.
8.347 speaks of onueia performed by Elijah; it is not clear to what this refers. In
Ant. 9.23 Elijah prays for fire to come down from heaven and consume the soi-
diers who had been sent to seize him, in order “to prove whether he was a true
prophet.” In Ant. 6.53-57 the prophet Samuel predicts certain onueia that will
confirm his message to Saul that God had appointed him king over Israel. In 4nt.
6.88-94 Samuel conjures up a thunderstorm as a onpelov of God’s displeasure at
the election of a king.

60. There is no evidence for Barnett’s contention that the sign prophets
regarded the signs they promised as ““ ‘levers’ by which to activate, even force, the
hand of God to speedily bring his ‘Salvation’” (“‘Jewish Sign Prophets,” p. 688).

61. O. Betz, “Miracles,” p. 223; sec also pp. 224-25.

62. O. Betz, “Miracles,” p. 227, emphasis mine.

63. O. Betz, “Miracles,” p. 227, cmphasis mine.

64. O. Betz, “Miracles,” pp. 228-29.
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65. See O. Betz, “Miracles,” p. 228, in agreement.

66. War1.28,331,377,378;4.287;5.411;6.288, 295; Ant. 2.265; 4.43, 291.

67. Seen. 12,

68. Sanders, noting the use of the term onAitng in this passage, describes the
contrast between the Egyptian and the other sign prophets in the following way:
“Putting down the Egyptian, it appears, required a pitched battle. . .. Theudas
and the others may have been suppressed by something closer to police action”
(Jesus and Judaism, p. 303).

69. So also Horsley, “Two Types,” p. 454.

70. On the contrast between the sign prophets and Jesus of Nazareth in terms
of the nature of their call to people to follow them, and the number of their fol-
lowers, see Hengel, Charismatic Leader, p. 59; on the question of numbers, see
also Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, pp. 302-4.

71. IMAfdog is used of the followers of the unnamed figures under Felix (War
2.259); &yrog of the followers of Theudas (Ant. 20.97), the unnamed figures under
Felix (A4nt. 20.167), and the prophet of 70 c.&. (War 6.283); 6fjuoc of the followers
of the prophet of 70 c.E. (War 6.283); and dnpotikég of the followers of the Egyp-
tian (Ant. 20.169) and the prophet of 70 c.e. (War 6.277).

72. On Josephus’ use of dfjpog and mAfBog, see V. A, Tcherikover, “Was
Jerusalem a “Polis’?,” JEJ 14 (1964): 66. In the account of the Egyptian in the
War, 8fjpog is used to refer to the citizens or residents of Jerusalem who opposed
the prophet (2.262--63).

73. Horsley, generalizing from the account of the Egyptian in the War, sug-
gests that the followers of the sign prophets generally came from the countryside
rathier than the cities; see his “Popular Prophetic Movements,” pp. 12-13.

74. Horsley similarly concludes that “we can make only rough connections
between the broad general social historical situation and prophetic words and
actions.” As he points out, Barnett’s discussion of the sign prophets tronically
illustrates the point: “He [Barnett] sketches the ‘context’ for each of the ‘sign
prophets’ but then apparently can make no specific connections between a given
prophet and his ‘context’’’; see Horsley, “Popular Prophetic Movements,” p. 18.

75. “Weaver” appears in one of the rabbinic lists of despised trades discussed
by Joachim Jeremias in Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus: An Investigation into Eco-
nomic and Social Conditions During the New Testament Period, trans. F. H Cave
and C. H. Cave (London: SCM, 1969}, pp. 303-12.

76. On the social-revolutionary concerns of the Sicarii, see David M. Rhoads,
Israel in Revolution: 6-74 c.E.: A Political History Based on the Writings of Jose-
phus (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976), pp. 111-22; and Richard A. Horsley, “Mena-
hem in Jerusalem: A Brief Messianic Episode Among the Sicarii—Not ‘Zealot
Messianism,”” NovT 27 (1985): 334--48.

77. So also Barnett, “Jewish Sign Prophets,” pp. 686-87; Horsley, “Popular
Prophetic Movements,” p. 7; and de Jonge, “Zukunftserwartungen,” pp. 218-19.

78. Forexample, by David Hill, “Jesus and Josephus’ ‘Messianic Prophets,””
in Text and Interpretation, ed. E. Best and R. McL. Wilson, pp. 143-54; by
Meyer, “npoehtng,” pp. 826--27; Meyer, Prophet aus Galilda, pp. 82-88; and by
Hengel, Zealots, pp. 229--33.

79. See Richard A. Horsley, “Popular Messianic Movements Around the
Time of Jesus,” CBQ 46 (1984). 473; and Horsley, “Popular Prophetic Move-
ments,” p. 7. Even this usage of “messianic” may be misleading if it is taken to
imply that all such hgures claimed to be eschatological kings.
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80. At the time of the death of Herod: Judas, Simon, and Anthronges (War
2.55-65; Ant. 17.269-85); during the revolt: Menahem the Sicarius (War 2.433~
48) and Simon son of Gioras. On these figures, see Horsley, “Popular Messianic
Movements” and “Menahem in Jerusalem.”

81. On the question of “realism,” see Horsley, “Two Types,” p. 462; and
Horsley, “Ancient Jewish Banditry and the Revolt Against Rome, A.D. 66-70,”
CBQ 43 (1981): 422-24, which compares and contrasts bandits, prophets, mes-
siahs, and Sicarii in terms of their degree of realism. I shall return to the question
when I consider the relationship between sign prophets and armed rebels.

82. Barnett, “Jewish Sign Prophets,” pp. 683, 687; and Crone, Early Chris-
tian Prophecy, pp. 134-35.

83. Horsley rejects this interpretation, according to which the Egyptian
combined aspects of the role of sign prophet and popular king; see his “Popular
Prophetic Movements,” pp. 7-8. He argues that o0 dfjuov topavveiv does not
mean “set oneself up as a tyrant” or “king,” but indicates, instead, that the Egyp-
tian presented himself as a popular democratic leader. He also claims that Jose-
phus used the distinctive language of “claiming the kingship” and “donning the
diadem” when describing messianic figures; such terminology is missing in the
case of the Egyptian.

84. This interpretation is virtually universal; see, e.g., Horsley, “Two
Types,” p. 456; and Barnett, “Jewish Sign Prophets,” pp. 68283, 685.

85. On the range of religious associations connected with the desert or wil-
derness, and the various possible reasons for making an exodus there, see Hengel,
Zealots, pp. 249-53. While recognizing that it had wider associations, Hengel
connects the desert motif in Josephus’ reports about the sign prophets with the
exodus-conquest traditions.

86. See n. 26 for some speculations about what this prophet expected.

87. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, p. 296.

88. See Rhoads, Israel in Revolution, p. 168.

89. T assume that yontec, here and in Ant. 20.160-61, refers to sign proph-
ets, since that is how Josephus uses the term in the rest of the account of events
under Felix; see War 2.261 and Ant. 20.167.

90. So also Horsley, “Two Types,” p. 444, commenting on War 2.264.

91. The classic works on the expectation of a particular eschatological
prophet generally distinguish at least two types: the “prophet like Moses” or “new
Moses™ and “the returning Elijah” or “new Elijah”; see Horsley, “Two Types,”
pp. 437-43, and the works referred to there.

92. On the expectation of an eschatological prophet like Moses, see Howard
M. Teeple, The Mosaic Eschatological Prophet, JBL. Monograph Series, vol. 10
(Philadelphia: SBL, 1957); Wayne A. Meeks, The Prophet-King: Moses
Traditions and the Johannine Christology, NovTS 14 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1967);
and Joachim Jeremias, “Movofic,” TDNT, vol. 4, pp. 848-73.

93. See, e.g., Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity, pp. 127-28: “Theudas
claimed to be a prophet, and in view of the rarity of that label during the late Sec-
ond Temple period, he must have regarded himself as an eschatological prophet”
(emphasis in original); or Hill, “Jesus and Josephus’ “‘Messianic Prophets,”” p.
148, on Theudas and the Egyptian: “Since their claim of prophecy could be made
only within the context of events heralding the messianic times (when the pro-
phetic spirit was expected to be active again), we may justifiably suggest that these
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two individuals, at least, believed themselves to be involved in the imminent mes-
sianic release of the nation.” This kind of reasoning is extremely common in stud-
ies of Jesus as prophet.

94. Horsley proposes that the sign prophets expected “the divine transfor-
mation of the socio-political order . . . into the society of justice willed and ruled
by God” (“Two Types,” p. 456; cf. (with Hanson) Bandits, Prophets, and Mes-
siahs, p. 161), but this is pure speculation.

95. “False prophet”: War 2.261 (Egyptian) and War 6.285 (prophet of 70
C.E.); “impostor”: War 2.261 (Egyptian), War 2.264 (summary), 4nt. 20.97
(Theudas), Ant. 20.160 (summary), Ant. 20.167 (unnamed figures under Felix),
and Ant. 20.188 (unnamed figure under Festus); “deceiver”: War 2.259 and Ant.
20.167 (unnamed figures under Felix), War 6.287 (prophets like the prophet of
70 c.E.), Ant. 20.98 (Theudas), and Ans. 20.188 (unnamed figure under Festus).
The followers of the sign prophets are sometimes referred to as “the deceived™:
War 2.261 (Egyptian) and Ant. 20. 188 (unnamed figure under Festus).

96. War 2.259 has nAévoy, War 6.287, ¢Eanatiw.

97. Jer.6.13;33(ET 26).7, 8, 11, 16; 34(ET 27).9; 35(ET 28).1; 36(ET 29).1,
8; the only occurrence of the term outside the book of Jeremiah is Zech. 13.2. On
the LXX usage, see J. Reiling, “The Use of WEYAOITPO®PHTHZ in the Septu-
agint, Philo and Josephus,” NovT 13 (1971): 147-56.

98. Ani. 8.318;9.133, 134, 137,

99. Ant. 8.242; 10.66. There is no reference to prophets at all, whether true
or false, in the biblical texts corresponding to these passages (Ant. 8.242 = 1 Kgs.
13.32; Ant. 10.66-67 = 2 Kgs. 23.15-16).

100. Ant. 8.236,241. In the Bible, he is simply called a prophet (1 Kgs. 13.11,
18, 20, 25, 26 [MT only], 29).

101. On the meaning of yong, see Liddell and Scott, p. 356; Gerhard Delling,
“yong,” TDNT, vol. 1, pp. 737-38; and Smith, “The Occult in Josephus,” pp.
250-52.

102. T'éng and related terms are used with reference to Moses in other pas-
sages in Josephus. In 4n¢. 2.320 Pharaoh laments the fact that the yoneia of
Moses had caused him to release the Hebrews; it is unclear whether yonteia here
refers to the three miracles of Moses, the plagues, or Moses’ speeches on behalf of
the Hebrews. In Against Apion, Josephus defends Moses against the charge that
he was “an impostor and a deceiver” (yong kol dnatedv, 2.145, 161), an accu-
sation that, according to Josephus, was made by Apollonius Molon, Lysimachus,
and others (2.145). It would appear that, in this instance, the charge of being an
impostor and deceiver was not connected with the performance of miracles, for
Josephus defends Moses by arguing that he was an excellent legislator and leader
of the people, and says nothing at all about miracles. In other passages, too, yong
and related terms are used of individuals who are not depicted as miracle workers:
John of Gischala (War 4.85), Castor the Jew (War 5.317), and Justus of Tiberius
(Life 40).

103. Philo also:contrasts the yo1¢ and the npogpfyme “Further if anyone
cloaking himself under the name and guise of a prophet and claiming to be pos-
sessed by inspiration lead us on to the worship of the gods recognized in the dif-
ferent cities, we ought not to listen to him and be deceived by the name of prophet.
For such a one is no prophet, but an impostor [yong], since his oracles and pro-
nouncementis are falsehoods invented by himself™ (Special Laws 1.315, cited by
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Feldman in the LCL translation of Josephus, vol. 10, p. 52, n. b). The topic here
is idolatry, and there is no mention of miracles (though the passage appears to
refer to Deut. 13.2-6 [ET 1-5]), but the basic meaning of y61g assumed by Philo
is close to the meaning of the word in Josephus’ reports concerning the sign proph-
ets: a yong is someone who claims to speak for God, but who, in reality, speaks
“falsehoods invented by himself.”

Chapter 5

1. The principal rabbinic texts are Ta'anith 3.8 and bTa'anith 23a. On these
and other rabbinic traditions about Honi, see Vermes, Jesus the Jew, pp. 69-72,
80-82; Biichler, Types of Jewish-Palestinian Piety, pp. 196-264; and William
Scott Green, “Palestinian Holy Men: Charismatic Leadership and Rabbinic Tra-
dition,” ANRW11.19.2 (1979): 619-47.

2. On the date, see Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 1, p. 236, n. 7. The
War does not mention Onias. In Ant. 14.19-29 Josephus has expanded War
1.126-27 by the addition of two apparently traditional stories, the first involving
Onias (Ant. 14.22-24), and the second describing fraudulent negotiations over the
provision of sacrificial animals for the Passover festival (14.25-28). As the double
mention of Passover (14.21, 25) and the duplication of explanations for God’s
punishment of the Jews (14.25, 28) show, Josephus has not combined his sources
completely smoothly. For rabbinic parallels to the story about the Passover sac-
rifices, see bMenahoth 64b, bSotah 49b, and bBaba Kamma 82b.

3. I'have altered the LCL translation slightly.

4. bTa‘anith 23a provides a different, and highly legendary, account of
Onias/Honi’s death.

5. At the general level considered here, Josephus’ depictions of Balaam and
Elijah closely reflect the Bible.

6. See Josephus’ editorial remarks on the predictions of Balaam in Ant.
4.125.

7. See Ant. 8.343-46 = 1 Kgs. 18.41-46. Green has proposed that Honi
used magical techniques to bring rain, and that the mention of prayers in the ear-
liest rabbinic accounts of his rain-making activities is a “rabbinizing” feature; see
his “Palestinian Holy Men,” especially pp. 626-39. By Green’s standards, Jose-
phus’ account is already rabbinized, for, as we have seen, it clearly states that
Onias “had prayed to God to end the drought, and God had heard his prayer”
(A4nt. 14.22, emphasis mine). Two of Honi’s grandsons, Hanan and Abba Hilkiah,
were also famous as rain-makers; see Vermes, Jesus the Jew, p. 72; and Biichler,
Types of Jewish-Palestinian Piety, pp. 201-3.

8. See Biichler, Types of Jewish-Palestinian Piety, pp. 158-60.

9. The Greek word Jeogirfig sometimes has the meaning “loving God,”
rather than “loved by God”; see Liddell and Scott, p. 792. The second sense
seems, however, to be intended in every instance in Josephus; so also the trans-
lators of the LCL text and Rengstorf (vol. 2, p. 340).

10. This is an editorial comment of Josephus, unparalleled in scripture.

11. Most of this passage, including the remarks on Elisha’s righteousness and
his status as one loved by God, are additions to scripture; compare Ant. 9.182-83
with 2 Kgs. 13.20-21.
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12. Once again, the remark is an addition to scripture; c¢f. Dan. 3.26-30.

13. This, too, is unscriptural; cf. Dan. 6.28. In addition to the examples cited
here, Seo@Afig occurs in the following passages in Josephus: War 1.331 and Ant.
14.455 (Herod the Great); War 5.381 (the ancient Israelites generally); Ant. 1.106
(“the ancients” in general, and especially Noah); 1.346 (Isaac); and 6.280 (David).
See also the use of the phrase ¢gilog¢ t® Ve® or some variant in the following: War
7.327 (the Jews as a whole); Ant. 4.199 (laws defining behavior that is “pleasing
to God™); 5.116 (the practice of piety alone retains “the friendship of the Deity”);
and 5.213 (Gideon).

14. Emphasis mine. See also Anz. 8.300: the king who rules “justly” (Sixaing)
and “piously” (eVoepdg) is “pleasing to God™ (1@ Ve® oila).

15. Soalso Vermes, Jesus the Jew, p. 72. The rain-making incident described
in the rabbinic traditions seems also to be set around Passover; see especially the
references to Passover ovens in Ta'anith 3.8.

16. The Epitome and the Latin version have “Samaias” in Ant. 15.4, and that
reading is adopted by Naber. But, as the lectio difficilior and the reading attested
by all the major manuscripts, “Pollion” is preferable.

17. On these arrangements, see Schiirer-Vermes-Millar, History, vol. 1, pp.
271-72.

18. According to the War, Herod and Phasael’s successes “caused Hyrcanus
a secret pang” (1.208). In the Antiguities Hyrcanus® suspicions are first aroused
by his advisers (14.163-67).

19. War 1.208: “malicious persons at court”; 4nf. 14.163: “the leading
Jews™; 14.165: “the chief Jews.”

20. Inthe Waritis implied that Jewish law required that an execution be car-
ried out only after some kind of trial and on the “oral or written instructions” of
the head of state (1.209). According to Ant. 14.167, Jewish law “forbids us to slay
a man, even an evildoer, unless he has first been condemned by the Sanhedrin to
suffer this fate.” The approval of the ruler was also required (also 14.167).

21. On what follows, see Sanders, Practice and Belief, pp. 479-80. For a more
detailed discussion of the two accounts of Herod’s trial, see James S. McClaren,
Power and Politics in Palestine: The Jews and the Governing of Their Land, 100
BC-AD 70, JSNTS 63 (Shefhield: JSOT Press, 1991), pp. 67-79.

22. I have altered the LCL translation slightly.

23. See Sanders, Practice and Belief, p. 479. A similar, though not identical,
trial from the time of Alexander Jannaeus is reported in bSanhedrin 19a-b.

24. On Roman rule as a punishment for sin, see pp. 38, 40-41. Mason also
notes the similarity between the view attributed to Pollion/Samaias in Anz. 14.176
and Josephus’ attitude to Roman rule; see his Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees,
p.262,n. 17.

25. That the Pharisees started out on the side of Hyrcanus Il may be inferred
from Josephus’ account of divisions during the reigns of Alexander Jannaeus and
Alexandra Salome. On one side were Jannaeus, “the eminent,” Aristobulus II,
and his son Antigonus; on the other, Salome Alexandra, the Pharisees,
Hyrcanus I1, and the Herodian family. On these alignments, see Sanders, Practice
and Belief, pp. 390-91. The Pharisees’ later actions are all consistent with contin-
ued support of Hyrcanus I

26. On the proposed identifications, see Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy and Priest-
hood,” p. 257, and the literature cited there.
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27. Herod’s sons, Alexander and Aristobulus, were executed in 7 B.C.E. The
eventsdescribed in War 1.567-70 and Ant. 17.32-45 took place sometime shortly
afterward.

28. The War does not directly mention the Pharisees’ involvement in the
intrigues of 7/6 B.C.E., but it reports that Pheroras’ wife was subsequently accused
by Herod of “subsidizing the Pharisees to oppose him” (1.571). This is probably
a reference to her payment of a fine on behalf of the Pharisees in connection with
an oath of loyalty imposed by Herod, though this is not certain. More on the oath
and the fine below.

29. My translation. For a different rendering of the phrase Baoulel duvausvol
pdioto npaooety npounVeic, see Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, pp.
263, 266-67.

30. The meaning of Ant. 15.370 is not entirely clear. It may mean that Pollion
and Samaias and their disciples refused to take the oath, but were not punished
in the same way as the others who refused, namely, with death. This would not
exclude the possibility of a fine; so Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, p.
276. The continuation of the passage suggests, however, that Pollion and the oth-
ers were excused from taking the oath, for 15.371 states that the Essenes were
“also™ (xai) “excused” (dpeitdnoav) from the necessity of swearing the oath.

31. So also Daniel R. Schwartz, “Josephus and Nicolaus on the Pharisees,”
JSJ 14 (1983): 160. Schwartz attributes 15.370 to Josephus, and 17.41-42 to
Nicolaus of Damascus.

32. See pp. 38-40.

33. Mason (Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, p. 279) takes the expression to
be a collective singular and draws attention to the use of the same phrase in 4nt.
18.17; Sanders (Practice and Belief, p. 532, n. 4) suggests that the singular “points
towards a leader.”

34. My translation.

35. Vol. 8, p. 393, n. b.

36. See, e.g., D. R. Schwartz, “Josephus and Nicolaus on the Pharisees,” pp.
159-61. For an argument in favor of Josephan authorship, see Mason, Flavius
Josephus on the Pharisees, pp. 260-80.

37. See Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, p. 265. Mason attributes
the negative characterization of the Pharisees to Josephus.

38. Bagoas was executed immediately (4Ant. 17.44); Pheroras died later
(17.58-59).

39. Following the LCL rendering, I here translate the Greek singular
émportfiog with the English plural “appearances.” Both émeouthoig and the
cognate verb £ém@ottdw often refer to habitual or frequent appearances; see Lid-
dell and Scott, p. 671. Apart from the present passage, énipottioLg occurs in Jose-
phusonlyin Ant. 19.223, where it is used of a “‘concourse” of soldiers—a “coming
together,” “gathering,” or “crowd.”

40. See, e.g., Ant. 1.279-83, 313; 2.172-75, 210-16; 5.215-16; 6.38-39;
11.327-28.

41. See also War 1.68.

42. I have altered the LCL translation. See also War 1.69.

43. Emphasis mine. There is no parallel in the War to this account of John’s
dream.
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44, The message dreams of Josephus (Life 208-10) and Glaphyra (War
2.114-16 / Ant. 17.349-53) do not feature God as the messenger.

45. It is possible that the phrase 100 &mkatacTtadnooueEvov TPOPPNGEL
Baciléwg in Ant. 17.45 means “the one who would be appointed king by a proc-
lamation,” but this is unlikely: as we shall see immediately below, Tpdppnoig is
almost always used by Josephus in the sense of “prediction.” I see no grounds for
the translation given in the LCL: “the one who would some day be set over the
people with the title of king” (emphasis mine).

46. In Ant. 1.225 and Against Apion 2.190 npdppmoig has the meaning “com-
mandment” or “precept.”

47. In addition to the occurrences of npdppnog surveyed here, see also Ant.
4.105 (of Balaam); 9.120 (of Elijah); and Against Apion 1.258 (of a prediction
written by an Egyptian seer).

48. Asthe note to the LCL translation (vol. 4, pp. 12627, n. a) indicates, Ant.
1.257~58 condenses the account in Gen. 25.21-28. In the biblical account, Isaac
first prays that Rebecca might conceive a child (v. 21); Rebecca then “inquires of
God” and receives the oracle about the twins (vv. 22-23),

49. Predictions through symbolic dreams: Ant. 2.185, 63, 72; through message
dreams, with God as the messenger: Anf. 1.284, 314;2.217, 229; 6.43.

50. Thisisapparently a reference to Deut. 32.1-43; see the note in the margin
of the LCL translation, vol. 4, p. 621.

51. Strict interpreters: War 1.110; 2.162; and Life 191; strict observers: Ant.
17.41.

52. Itisdifficult to say when Josephus thought these omens had occurred. No
date is assigned to the appearance of the star and the comet. The other omens are
said to have occurred during Passover (the light in the temple, the cow and the
lamb, and the opening of the temple gate), between Passover and Pentecost
(armies in the sky), and during Pentecost (the voice in the temple). Presumably a
single cycle of festivals is intended, but Josephus does not specify the year. Accord-
ing to War 6.290, the last five portents occurred “before the revolt and the com-
motion that led to war.” That suggests a date sometime before the defeat of Ces-
tius in November of 66 c.e. In War 2.650, however, Josephus mentions the
omens in connection with events which took place after Cestius’ defeat but before
the beginning of Vespasian’s campaign in Galilee in the spring of 67 C.E. As we
shall see, Jesus son of Ananias probably began his activity in Jerusalem in the
autumn of 62 C.E.

53. The first prophecy is said to be recorded “in their oracles” (év toig
Aoyiow, 6.311); the second was “likewise in their sacred books™ (dpolwg £v 1olg
igpoig . . . ypappooty, 6.312). The concluding reflection in War 6.315 makes it
clear that these prophecies are included in the list of omens and portents being
considered here; see Fischer, Eschatologie, p. 161.

54. Tacitus mentions (in the following order) the vision of armies in the sky,
the mysterious light in the temple, the opening of the gate of the temple, the voice
announcing “that the gods were leaving it,” and the prediction concerning the
ruler from Judaea. This last prediction is also mentioned by Suetoniusin Vesp. 4.
Both Tacitus and Suetonius, like Josephus, refer the prediction to Vespasian.

55. On the two accounts and the relationship between them, see Fischer,
Eschatologie, pp. 161-67; Lindner, Geschichtsauffassung, pp. 126-32;and S. V.
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McCasland, “Portents in Josephus and in the Gospels,” JBL 51 (1932): 323--35.
On Josephus’ list, see also Otto Michel, “ Apokalyptische Heilsansagen im Bericht
des Josephus (BJ 6,290f., 293-95); ihre Umdeutung bei Josephus,” in Neotesta-
mentica et Semitica: Studies in Honour of Matthew Black, ed. E. Earle Ellis and
Max Wilcox (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1969), pp. 240-44.

56. I have altered the LCL translation of both these passages slightly.

57. According to Josephus, Jesus appeared “four years before the war” (War
6.300), during the procuratorship of Albinus (6.305). Albinus was procurator
from 62-64 c.E. It appears that the defeat of Cestius (November 66 C.E.) is here
being taken as the beginning of the war and that Jesus appeared in the autumn of
62 C.E.

58. Moshe Greenberg has drawn attention to certain parallels in this respect
between Jesus and the prophet Ezekiel; see his “On Ezekiel’s Dumbness,” JBL
77 (1958): 101-5.

59. On what follows, see Crone, Early Christian Prophecy, £. 136; and Aune,
Prophecy in Early Christianity, p. 136.

60. See, e.g., Michel, “Spitjiidisches Prophetentum,” p. 61.

61. See, e.g., Tosefta Sotah 13.2, quoted on p. 7.

62. On these points, see Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity, pp. 136-37.

63. Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity, p. 137.

64. Aune singles this out as a feature that distinguishes the oracle attributed
to Jesus in War 6.301 from the woe oracles recorded in the Hebrew Bible; see his
Prophecy in Early Christianity, p. 136.

65. On what follows, see War 2.224-27; Ant. 20.105-12.

66. According to War 2.227, “upwards of thirty thousand” died (though see
the variant); Ant. 20.112 has “twenty thousand.” Even allowing for some exag-
geration, a very large number of people must have been killed.

67. War2.224; cf. Ant. 20.106-7.

68. See War2.272-76; Ant. 20.200-223.

69. The view attributed to the high priest Caiaphas in John 11.50 very likely
reflects the actual stance of the Jewish leadership in a situation like this: it was
better for one potential troublemaker to die than for the whole nation to be caught
up in a conflagration. The evangelist intends this to be a reference to Jesus’ saving
death, but it can be understood at this more obvious and pragmatic level; see
Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, p. 305.

70. See Matt. 24.1-2 // Mark 13.1-2 // Luke 21.5-6; Matt. 26.61 // Mark
14.58.

71. See Horsley, “Two Types,” pp. 450-51, 453-54; and Horsley and Han-
son, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs, pp. 143-45 (on the biblical prophets with
whom Horsley compares Jesus), 174.

72. See Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, pp. 270-71, on the reaction to Jesus of
Nazareth’s threat against the temple.

73. For the use of Sayd6viog in connection with an evil spirit, see, e.g., Ant.
6.214. The term is more often used in connection with things divine; see, e.g., War
1.82;3.341;4.622; 6.296; 7.82, 318; Ant. 13.314,
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