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PREFACE 

The task of collecting, arranging, and editing essays into the coherent sequence 
necessary for an effective book-long presentation brings with it many challenges. 
In this particular case the arrangement of Professor Masons papers into three 
parts is his own and will be subsequently explained in the author's introduction. 
The decision, however, to include a cumulative bibliography along with ancient 
sources, ancient persons and places, and modern author indices at the end of the 
volume needs to be explained. I will elaborate upon these choices after first noting 
the origins of the two chapters that have not been previously published elsewhere 
(please reference the permissions [pp. ix-x] for the origin of most of the essays in 
this volume): 

Chapter 1, "Josephus as Authority for First-Century Judea," was a presen
tation given by Professor Mason on October 17, 2006, before colleagues and 
graduate students gathered at the Seminar on Ancient Judaisms and Christiani
ties (recently renamed Culture and Religion in Antiquity) at the University of 
Toronto. 

Chapter 9, "Pauls Announcement ( T O £ \ ) C C Y Y £ A , I O V ) : 'Good News' And Its 
Detractors in Earliest Christianity," was a lecture delivered by Professor Mason 
on February 11, 2002 at the University of Minnesota in the Department of Clas
sics and Near Eastern Studies. 

With regard to the chapters previously published elsewhere, it should be 
noted that, with the exception of chapter 3, they have all been made to conform 
to the house style of Hendrickson Publishers. The third chapter, "Figured Speech 
and Irony in T. Flavius Josephus," retains the house style of Oxford University 
Press in accordance with the terms on which their permission was granted. 

It is also apposite to mention that chapters 8 and 11 have been significantly 
modified since their initial publication. Chapter 8, "The Essenes of Josephus's 
Judean War: From Story to History," has been revised to take account of recent 
developments in the study of the Essenes. For chapter 11, "Chief Priests, Sad-
ducees, Pharisees, and Sanhedrin in Luke-Acts and Josephus," the text has been 
considerably shortened to avoid duplication of material that now appears in ear
lier chapters. 

With regard to the supplementary sections at the end of the book, the au
thor and I have opted for a combined bibliography in order to avoid needless 
overlap from chapter to chapter. We believe, moreover, that the indices will be 
self-explanatory. We have chosen to omit a subject index because most content 
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should be easy to locate via the chapter headings and subheadings or via the 
three indices. 

On a final note, I would like to acknowledge Professor Masons dedication 
as well as his collegiality, both of which, together, have made the experience of 
editing the essays in this volume a truly rewarding experience. 

Michael W. Helfield, Toronto 
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INTRODUCTION 

Several years ago an editor at Hendrickson graciously invited me to consider 
putting together a volume of my scattered essays. I felt honored. Like many aca
demics, I had published papers in places not easily accessible—in now out-of-print 
Festschriften or other essay collections—and I was fairly sure that some of these 
had not been widely read. But then, as I began gathering the more obscure pieces 
and reading them through again, it struck me with certain clarity that many of 
them should remain precisely where they were, buried. This, therefore, is not that 
originally envisaged book of studies, united only by common authorship. 

The only reason to produce a new academic book is to contribute something 
coherent for scholarly reflection. In the past year I began to think that a number of 
my published and unpublished papers, on Josephus, Judean society, and Christian 
origins, had such a unifying theme and so could usefully be brought together in 
one volume. Driving my research for a number of years has been a set of questions 
related to historical and literary-interpretative methods, and the relationship be
tween these two. What is history? What does it mean to read Josephus (or any 
other ancient narrative)? What is the relationship between reading the narrative 
and reconstructing the past—whether the past behind the story or the past repre
sented by the texts own existence as an artifact itself? 

On the historical side of the ledger, one of my primary concerns has been 
with the appropriateness of our standard categories. Oxford philosopher Gilbert 
Ryle taught us to think in terms of "category-mistakes"—when we place phenom
ena in categories that do not fit,1 and especially when we set out to compare two 
very different kinds of phenomena as if they belonged in comparable categories: 
apples and oranges, a platoon and an army, Judaism and Christianity. The more 
that I have worked on the Eastern Mediterranean under Roman rule, the more I 
have become convinced that some of our most basic analytical categories, such as 

"religion," "Judaism," and even "gospel," do not map onto ancient conceptions or 
language. And if they do not, what are the implications of that disparity for our 
analysis? What categories should we use instead? 

And so, I seemed to have in hand the promise of a coherent contribution: 
"methods and categories" in the study of Josephus, Judea, and Christian origins. 
The remainder of this introduction will sketch the books contents against the 
background of such a unifying framework. 

1 Ryle applied this above all to the notion of the "ghost in the machine": The Concept 
of Mind (London: Hutchinson's, 1949), 15-23. 
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The book comprises eleven chapters in three parts. Part 1 concerns the inter
pretation and historical use of Josephus. This is fundamental to everything else 
because, of course, Josephus is the chief narrative source for the history of Judea 
in the Herodian and early Roman periods. How can we use him, then, for that 
history? 

Chapter 1, "Josephus as Authority," broaches the issue directly by exploring 
what Josephus's narratives are made of. Through an examination of illustrative 
episodes, I argue that using Josephus as a simple window into the past is, in effect, 
a category-mistake. He writes artistic narratives, not manuals of factual nuggets 
that may simply be appropriated as historical facts. That would be cheating. There 
is no way around the historians arduous work of seeking to understand each 
kind of evidence contextually, constructing and testing hypotheses, and admit
ting when the evidence is insufficient to permit proper demonstration of these 
hypotheses. Crucially, where Josephus is our only source for specific events, per
sonalities, intentions, and motives, which is often the case, we must face the fact 
that we have no way of testing hypotheses—and so we cannot claim to know. On 
the other hand, Josephus's narratives are themselves, as efforts at communication 
with real audiences, direct evidence for a new set of historical questions concern
ing the situation of a Judean living in Flavian Rome. 

Chapters 2 through 4 develop this approach by examining the following is
sues more closely: the meaning of Josephus's narratives for specific audiences 
in Rome, how he published his works, what he assumed his audience already 
knew and did not know, and how this communicative context helped to shape his 
narratives (chapter 2); his pervasive use of irony in communicating with Roman 
audiences, the importance of that irony for understanding his narratives in their 
Flavian-Roman context, and the consequences for using Josephus as a historical 
source (chapter 3); and finally, the general problem of trying to extract histori
cal facts from Josephus's narratives, with a critical survey of techniques that are 
often used, based on the method of "contradictory evidence" or reading against 
the grain (chapter 4). 

If part 1 deals with Josephus's narratives, asking where we might go from 
there, part 2 asks about a number of first-century historical phenomena. The first 
chapter here (chapter 5) anchors the section by tackling the basic problem of his
torical categories for studying Judea and Judeans. There I ask about the language 
we so easily use in relation to "religion," and especially "Judaism." I try to show 
that, far from debating whether this last noun should be singular or plural, we 
need to face the fact that the word itself was not used, and that the exceedingly 
rare Ioudaismos appears to mean something else. Chapter 5 is thus a plea to align 
our categories—for the "emic" sorts of study we normally conduct—with those 
actually used by the ancients. Once we do that, and see that Judeans understood 
themselves as an ethnos comparable to other nations, it will have profound ef
fects on our understanding of Judean life, Judean-Roman relations, what we call 

"conversion," and (though the topic is not developed here) the early Christian 
predicament in relation to Judean culture. Judean law, tradition, and custom (not 

"Judaism") was a very different cultural complex from belief in Jesus. 
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Chapters 6 through 8 are devoted to two features of the Judean cultural 
landscape that continue to fascinate scholars: Pharisees and Essenes. Chapters 6 
and 7 deal with Josephus's portraits of the Pharisees (as narrative actors and as 
a philosophical school). On the one hand, I try to show something of how com
plex and fascinating those narratives are, and how small a supporting role the 
Pharisees play; then I move to the implications for trying to extract historical in
formation from such a stylized presentation. In the case of the Essenes (chapter 
8), I do something similar. But there I felt an obligation to discuss historical im
plications in conversation with the still-dominant hypothesis that the primary 
evidence for Josephus's (second-hand) report comes from the Dead Sea Scrolls 
found near Qumran. That hypothesis provides, I hope, a useful foil for my main 
task of reading Josephus's Essenes contextually. My argument is that when we 
read his Essenes in context, paying attention to his structures, language, and 
themes (something that has not often been attempted), it becomes increasingly 
difficult to imagine that the group he is describing were the people of the sectar
ian Dead Sea Scrolls. 

Part 3 applies the same concerns for method and categories to Christian 
origins. Chapter 9 anchors that section with a survey, and attempt at "stratifi
cation," of a crucial term for early Christian communities: euangelion, usually 
translated as "gospel" and assumed to be shared by more or less all followers 
of Jesus. I argue, by contrast, that the evidence is better explained if this was 
understood to be a proprietary term of Paul's gentile mission (it was truly his 
Announcement). This accounts for Mark's embrace of the term, in sharp con
trast to the hesitation of Matthew, Luke, and John. Only with the third genera
tion did the term begin to be used in a proto-catholic sense—with the rougher 
Pauline edges smoothed off in the process. Chapter 10 applies this broad strati
fication to an interpretation of Paul's letter to the Romans (with whom he has 
not yet shared his euangelion) as an urgent and earnest letter sent to defend his 
much-maligned Announcement (Rom 1:16) before the most prominent Judean-
Christian community in the world. 

Finally, chapter 11 applies the same sorts of methodological concerns as 
chapters 6 - 8 to the two-volume master work in the New Testament, Luke-Acts. 
Again, the question concerns the presentation of the Pharisees and other leader
ship groups (especially, the Sanhedrin, chief priests, and Sadducees) in that work, 
and their functions in the narratives. The ultimate problem, again, is how to use 
this narrative for historical reconstruction. 

All translations are my own unless otherwise indicated. 
It remains to thank several parties to this experimental effort. First, I thank 

two of my doctoral students. Michael Helfield undertook many editorial tasks, 
including the preparation of a unified bibliography and two of the indexes. Mi
chael's preface clarifies a few formatting issues. William den Hollander prepared 
the index for ancient persons and places. I am grateful to them both for their 
valuable help. Second, my long association with Hendrickson Publishers has al
ways been a happy one. But it has never been more pleasant than now, in con
nection with this volume. Shirley Decker-Lucke, Allan Emery, and Sara Scott 



4 JOSEPHUS, JUDEA, AND CHRISTIAN ORIGINS 

have been particularly encouraging, helpful, and professional. Third, as many 
of the essays indicate, I have been extremely fortunate to have a wide circle of 
outstanding scholars as friends, colleagues, and discussion partners. Even those 
who disagree with me most emphatically have been patient and generous in their 
criticism over the years. Although most of these essays are no more than five 
years old, re-reading them now brings home to me how far our exchanges over 
method have progressed. And they continue in an atmosphere of respectful en
gagement, as we challenge and learn from each other. I hope that these chapters 
may serve as useful reference points for those discussions and as stimuli for other 
students of this endlessly compelling and consequential period. 
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Chapter 1 

G D 
JOSEPHUS AS AUTHORITY FOR 

FIRST-CENTURY JUDEA 

The following study addresses what seems to me a fundamental problem in 
the use of Josephuss writings for studying Roman Judea, namely, his status as 
an authority. I begin from the observation that Josephus is, and has always been 
(though for changing reasons), regarded as the peerless authority for first-century 
Judea, and that this assumption runs even more deeply than we perhaps realize. 
My argument, simply, is that he should not be so regarded. This is not because 
he is unworthy or "unreliable" or only partially reliable—or because of anything 
to do with reliability. It is rather because the whole appeal to reliable authorities 
in the discipline of history is an error of categories. History has, or should have, 
a problem with authority. 

After a consideration of the origins and bases of Josephuss authoritative 
status in antiquity and in modern times, I examine two case studies concern
ing matters for which he is generally assumed to be authoritative: the career of 
Pontius Pilate and the civil strife in Caesarea that, he claims, catalyzed the revolt. 
Finally, I offer some reflections on the nature of history and what it might mean 
to do history with Josephus s narratives. 

Authority and Truth in Josephus: Origins and Character 

Antiquity and the Middle Ages 

It is widely observed that in the Greco-Roman world the competition for 
honor (<|)iA,OTiula) was a zero-sum game played by members of the elite classes; 
each prominent man tried to assert his auctoritas at the expense of his peers.1 The 
writing of history was but one occupation of the same group that led all aspects of 
ancient society: as magistrates, councilors or senators, governors, priests, land
owners, and military commanders (e.g., Thucydides, Xenophon, Polybius, Fabius 
Pictor, Cato the Elder, Cicero and Atticus potentially, Sallust, Caesar, Tacitus). 2 

lCl T. P. Wiseman, Roman Political Life: 90 B.C.-A.D. 69 (Exeter: University of Ex
eter Press, 1985), 3-19. 

2 For the Roman elite and its values under the early Empire, see S. P. Mattern, Rome 
and the Enemy: Imperial Strategy in the Principate (Berkeley: University of California, 
1999), 1-23,162-211. 
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Works of history, increasingly supplemented by explicit autobiographical notes, 3 

were an extension of political life. Like other forms of public benefaction and 
commemoration, but all the more because they sought to teach lessons to future 
statesmen, they reinforced their author's claim to recognition as social paragon 
and moral arbiter. As a branch of literature, history was produced and received 
according to the ubiquitous values of the rhetorical training in which the elite 
had been nurtured (Cicero, De or. 2 .62 -64) . 4 Accordingly, the authors perceived 
character (f|9o<;) was the crucial criterion for acceptance, as well as the basis for 
his appeals to reason (A,6yo<;) and emotion (naQoq).5 Character was considered a 
product of blood lines, familial and personal achievements (especially military), 
wealth, offices, powerful friends, and benefactions given and received.6 

Such elite competition famously characterized the late Republic in Rome, 
where powerful men asserted their superior potency and status (potestas, auc-
toritaSy dignitas, virtus, gloria, etc.), until Augustus found a way to achieve mo
narchical rule while preserving a veneer of republican values, drawing all glory 
to his own person. Tacitus remarks (Ann. 1.1; cf. Agr. 1.2-3) that the scope for 
personal assertions of authority has by his time shriveled to nothing, yielding 
instead to flattery of the supreme leader.7 Prominent men largely stopped writing 
history or autobiography; even those who dabbled in biography risked danger if 
they seemed to praise models of dangerous behavior or implicitly criticize the 
regime. 8 These vicissitudes of history-writing reflect its extricable bond with the 
authors prestige. A historical account, if not merely for show or entertainment, 
was a major political-moral statement by an actor-author (auctor). 

Greek cities did not cultivate the same opportunities for personal power as the 
Roman Republic did, but there too the writing of history had generally involved 
an eminent mans production of an authoritative narrative (e.g., Thucydides, Xe
nophon, Polybius). We see this in the "continuator" tradition, according to which 
each new historian sought to become the authority for his own age, taking up the 
past from the point at which an established writer had ended his narrative. 9 The 
process of continuation often combined a degree of deference with self-interested 

3Cf. G. Misch, A History of Autobiography in Antiquity (trans. E. W. Dickes; 2 vols.; 
London: Routledge, 1950), 1:231-33. Two relevant cases are Nicolaus of Damascus and 
Josephus; the latter's substantial Life was written as an appendix to the magnum opus, to 
exhibit the author's character (Ant. 20.266-67; Life 430). 

4 On the passage, and Cicero's view of historiography in general, see A. J. Woodman, 
Rhetoric in Classical Historiography: Four Studies (London: Croom Helm, 1988), 70-216. 

5For these three sources of proof see Aristotle, Rhet. bks. 1-2. 
6On the crucial role of character in history-writing see J. Marincola, Authority and 

Tradition in Ancient Historiography (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 
128-74. 

7 C. S. Kraus and A. J. Woodman, Latin Historians (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1997), 88-97. 

8Tacitus, Ann. 3.76; 4.43-5; 16.7, 22; Pliny, Ep. 1.17.3. 
9Xenophon's Hellenica continues Thucydides' History; Polybius continues both Ara-

tus and Timaeus, and is in turn continued by Posidonius and by Strabo's lost History, 
among others. On the continuator tradition, see Marincola, Authority, 237-57. 
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challenge. Even among the accounts we know about, we can identify rival efforts 
to become the continuator (e.g. Strabo and Posidonius after Polybius), and the 
extant writers often declare that they are challenging earlier authors who deal 
with the same periods (e.g., Polybius 1.3.7-10; 3.6.1-4, 9.1-5; 12.2; 16.4.1; Jose
phus, War 1.1-8; Life 336-367) . Polybius's decision to begin where Timaeus had 
finished (1.5.2), implying a basic admission of authority, by no means prevents 
him from savagely attacking the same writer in the famous digression of book 12, 
further enhancing his own claim to trustworthiness. 

When Josephus charges in his prologue to Judean War that his eloquent 
Greek contemporaries "write the history of the Assyrians and Medes, as though 
these events had been less finely reported by the ancient historical writers" (1.13), 
or "The industrious man is not the one who merely remodels another persons 
arrangement and order, but the one who, by speaking of recent things, thereby 
establishes the body of the history in a distinctive way" (1.16), he seems to expect 
applause for scoring a lethal point. Namely, whereas he is doing what Thucy
dides and Polybius did, establishing himself as the sole trustworthy authority 
for this contemporary subject, his critics (a different group from those already 
disparaged in 1.2-8 for having written up the war in second-rate sophistic terms) 
appear obsessed with merely rearranging the work of the established ancient au
thorities. By alternatively doing battle with current rivals and fending off criti
cism from others, he attempts to secure his place as the unrivalled authority for 
this crucial period of Judean and Roman history. 

In War, consequently, Josephus justifies his beginning point on the Poly-
bian ground that earlier periods have been tolerably well covered by others (1.17). 
He acknowledges that others have written about the recent war (1.1-8), but he 
seeks to replace their "sophistic" ephemera with an authoritative guide based 
on unique access to both sides of the conflict (1.1-3). In this respect, at least, he 
succeeded beyond his wildest dreams. He did indeed become the sole authority 
for the period—until today. That those rival accounts did not survive even to late 
antiquity, as far as we can tell, seems to reflect their massive prestige deficit: they 
lacked the authority that he enjoyed, chiefly by virtue of connections with the 
Flavian house (Life 361-367) . 

In the elite circles that produced ancient history we do not find authors invit
ing their audiences, in any systematic way, to consider a series of specific problems 
of fact, review the range of available evidence (catalogued and located), and reach 
logically probable conclusions. Greek and Latin lacked any term corresponding 
to our "evidence" in this sense, their "proofs" (e.g., T £ K U T | p i c c , cc7ro8£i££i<;) being 
of a different, rhetorical kind, 1 0 and although Hellenistic and Roman-period his
torians liberally used the language of truthfulness, precision, and probability 
(e.g., a^f |9£ ia , aKpip£ia, aafyaXzia), those terms had more to do with rhe
torical than empirical concerns. Lucian even sounds like Ranke when he insists, 

"One task only is the historian's: to speak as it happened" (Hist, conscr. 39), until 

1 0 C. W. Hedrick, Ancient History: Monuments and Documents (Oxford: Blackwell, 
2006), 18-19. 
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we recall that it is a teacher of rhetoric writing and we read the context, which 
lacks any directions for getting at the facts. 

Here too Polybius provides illustrative material. He decries the widespread 
trust of Fabius Pictor, justified by admirers on the premise that the Roman histo
rian was a senator and a contemporary of the events he described. Polybius insists 
that readers test "what is said" and not simply trust "the one saying it" (3.9.1-
5). This reveals that critiques of authority could be asserted and heard, but also 
that deferring to accounts by prominent figures (such as a senator) was the nor
mal reflex. He asks the reader to "test the facts" (or "circumstances") (e£ amcbv 
%(bv npay\ia%(xsv rcoieiaGai t a q SoKijiaalaq) and not to assume the senators 
trustworthiness (3.9.5). Yet the example he provides as a critique of Fabius rests 
entirely on a matter of speculative judgment concerning Carthaginian motives 
(3.8.1-11)—nothing that can actually be tested. Or again, in his treatment of the 
Cleomenic War (229/8-222 B . C . E . ) , rather than interrogating the two main sources 
available to him as to their factual correctness, Polybius rejects Phylarchuss ac
count out of hand, on the basis of that authors repugnant political sympathies, 
choosing rather "to follow Aratus"; Phylarchuss "falsehood" (TO Xj/euSoq, 2.56.2) 
consists in his alleged bias toward the Spartans, excessive sympathy with the 
plight of their allies, and failure to mention the nobility of Megalopolis, Polybiuss 
own city (2 .56-63) . Consequently, Aratuss account is simply "true," whereas Phy-
larchus s is just as surely "false" (2.56.2). Truthfulness in history-writing was for 
him inseparable from moral trustworthiness. 

Thus, although Polybius is regarded as one of the more careful historians, 
when he comes to divulge his methods for ascertaining facts he is disarmingly 
quick to invoke character-based criteria and "probability" arguments based 
upon character. 1 1 He justifies his prefatory account of the first Punic War on 
the grounds that the two existing sources are biased toward either the Romans 
or the Carthaginians: his truthfulness will consist in his avoidance of such bias, 
praising even enemies and chastising even friends (1.14.1-8). We find the same 
understanding of truth or accuracy as avoidance of partisanship among his 
many Greek and Roman successors, famously in Tacituss promise to write sine 
ira et studio {Ann. 1.1), and spelled out in Lucian of Samosatas well-known essay 
on How History Should be Written:12 "This, then, is what the historian should be: 
fearless, incorruptible, free, a friend of frank speech and truth, who calls a fig 
a fig and a trough a trough, as the comic writer says" (Hist, conscr. 41). "Truth" 
here is tested by freedom from bias; the crucial question of how one knows is all 
but ignored. 

It would be easy, but surely misguided, to trivialize this understanding of 
balance and frank speech toward friends and enemies as the essence of "truth
fulness." To be sure, it was part and parcel of the larger moral-rhetorical context 

1 1 Who advised young King Philip to conduct his impious assault on Thermos? Even 
one who was not present, Polybius avers, may discern from the character of his two advi
sors that it must have been Demetrius (5.12.5-8). 

12Hist, conscr. 8-13. See in general Woodman, Rhetoric, 70-116, esp. 73-75. 
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of ancient historiography that one appear to speak the truth fearlessly. But this 
preoccupation had real meaning in the social context in which histories were 

"published"—which is to say orally, before an immediate live audience. 1 3 Au
thors had to be reminded and cajoled to remember indeterminate future readers 
(Lucian, Hist, conscr. 13, 40) because inevitably one wrote for ones local peer 
audiences (Hist, conscr. 10). In such public contexts everyone understood that, 
although it was easy to speak ill of enemies not present, it really did take cour
age not to flatter the powerful, especially if they or their friends were present at a 
recital, and genuine moral fortitude to openly criticize them. Nevertheless, this 
is not what we normally mean in the first instance by truthfulness and accuracy, 
and the difference is vast. 

So, when Josephus speaks about writing the truth (alfjGeia) with precision 
(aicpipeia; War 1.6,9,17,30; 7.454; Ant. 1.4; Life 360-361,364-367; Ag. Ap. 1.6,50), 
his meaning is clear from the context. Whereas other writers in Rome are predict
ably flattering those now in power, while denigrating the defeated Judeans (War 
1.2,6-8) , he will set the record straight and tell the truth, which is to say, he will not 
overcompensate by praising his compatriots too much, but will give due praise and 
blame to both sides (1.9). The opposite of truth here is not simple factual error, but 
bias.14 The post-Enlightenment notion of facts in themselves, which impose them
selves on all neutral observers no matter what their social status, and which deserve 
to be studied precisely for their intrinsic merit, in order to "get it right," is a differ
ent concept altogether—and still a long way off. 

Except in his opening claim to eyewitness status (War 1.2-3), which cannot 
account for much of the narrative content, 1 5 Josephuss War and Life divulge little 
about the sources of his knowledge.16 Judean Antiquities is different: not a war 
monograph, it presents itself as the translation of another corpus, the sacred texts 
of the Judeans (Ant. 1.5-10), and along the way cites many other supporting docu
ments and texts by name. But even there Josephus makes it clear that his priestly 
status and peerless character are the principal guarantees of his truthful interpre
tation, the authority behind the artful creation of this "useful" and "beautiful" work 
(Ant. 1.9).1 7 No one else could have produced it, he declares, citing his combination 
of illustrious ancestry and unique achievement (20.266-267), and that is presum
ably why he was pressed into doing it (1.10). 

1 3 Lucian, Hist, conscr. 7, 29; cf. R. J. Starr, "The Circulation of Texts in the Ancient 
World," Mnemosyne 64 (1987): 213-23. 

14Marincola, Authority, 158-74. 
15That is, he cannot have known by personal observation anything until about 50 C . E . , 

when he turned thirteen, or anything that occurred in the towns where he was not pres
ent (including, presumably, the crucial events in Caesarea from 59 to 66, at War 2.266ff.), 
or in besieged sites where he was not on the inside—notably Jerusalem. 

1 6In War itself Josephus reveals little about his sources, though he leaves openings 
when he mentions deserters from besieged sites or the old woman and children who sur
vived Masada (War 7.399). Only in The Life (358-367) and Against Apion (1.50-56) will he 
indicate more solid resources: an allegedly extensive correspondence with King Agrippa 
II and consultation of the Roman generals' commentarii. 

17Ant. 1.6-9; 16.187; 20.266-267. 
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Throughout his entire corpus, Josephus obviously bends episodes to his 
narrators will. To take a small but telling example: when the wealthy Maria ad
dresses the infant she is about to eat (inside besieged Jerusalem, the story being 
known to Josephus and the Romans by rumor; War 6.214) she expounds upon 
the evils of "war, famine, and civil strife" (6.205). This little speech conveniently 
reprises a programmatic triad from the prologue (1.27), the three evils for which 
Josephus has since blamed the rebels (4.137; cf. 375-376), and what the Romans 
recognize as the Judean plight (6.13); most strikingly, it anticipates Titus's re
statement of the same triad when he hears of the enormity a few sentences later 
(6.215-216). It is more or less impossible that these characters were all so obliging 
to the narrator, and that he happened to know and report it. He does not invite 
his audiences to investigate the basis of his knowledge. Like his contemporary 
historians, he is saying in effect: "Trust me: I know what happened and especially 
what it means for ws." 

Historical works, then, along with treatises on ethnography and geography, 
cosmology, physics, biology, and astronomy/astrology, were part of the bulwark of 
accepted authority in antiquity. We can only be astonished at the degree to which 
Roman leaders and authors deferred to such recognized sources for their informa
tion about the cosmos, foreign peoples, and distant places. Although more accu
rate information was often available from merchants and travelers with first-hand 
experience, lacking the prestige of the established authorities those sources were 
generally ignored.18 Notwithstanding occasional outbreaks of the empirical impulse, 
chiefly among sub-elite specialists, deference to authority would remain the domi
nant mode of learning throughout the Middle Ages; only a Copernican revolution 
could overthrow it. 

Although none of the rivals Josephus mentions in Wars prologue has left 
traces for comparison with his own work, the legacies of Nicolaus of Damas
cus and Justus of Tiberias help to put this issue of authority in relief. Nicolaus 
was a highly educated and skillful writer, whose public career had given him 
unmatched access to the most powerful men alive, and so to the best informa
tion of his time. 1 9 Yet, although sections of his 144-volume Universal History 
have survived in relative plenty (via the 10th-century Excerpta of Constantine 
Porphyrogennitus), nothing remains of his detailed accounts of Judea or King 
Herod, though he wrote copiously of both; we know these parts only through 
what Josephus—the new authority on Judean matters—adapted from Nicolaus 
for his own purposes. 2 0 

1 8 On the deference to authority in all spheres of knowledge see Mattern, Rome, 24 -
80; C. R. Whittaker, Rome and Its Frontiers: The Dynamics of Empire (London: Routledge, 
2004), 63-87. 

19The standard account remains B.-Z. Wacholder, Nicolaus of Damascus (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1962). 

2 0 A concise survey of Josephus's Nachleben, including the insightful contrast with 
Nicolaus and Justus, is in S. Bowman, "Josephus in Byzantium," in Josephus, Judaism, and 
Christianity (ed. L. H. Feldman and G. Hata; Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987), 
362-85; for this point, 367. 
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Justus of Tiberias was evidently also a talented writer, as secretary and pro
tege of King Agrippa II (Life 40, 336). He too must have had access to precious 
information, and modern scholars would be delighted had his work survived. Yet 
Justus found little uptake among the Christian authors who preserved Josephus, 
and his works, though they seem to have treated Judean affairs almost exclusively, 
disappeared entirely.21 We know about Justus only through Josephus's criticisms 
of him, and those criticisms would echo through the ages. Early on, Justus lost the 
competition for prestige: once Josephus was regarded as the authority for Judea, 
his rival had no chance. Eusebius's ready endorsement of Josephuss moral cri
tique of Justus (Hist eccl. 3.10.8) shows that the contest had long been settled by 
the fourth century. The ninth-century Patriarch Photius claims to have read Jus
tus's work, and briefly indicates its contents (Bibl. 33), although he devotes nearly 
half of this entry to restating with enthusiasm Josephus's dismissal of Justus. By 
the time of the Suda Lexicon in the tenth century, the entry on Justus merely cites 
Josephus as a sufficient repudiation (1.450: "He took it upon himself to compile a 
Judean history and write certain commentaries; but Josephus exposes this fellow 
as a fraud, for he was writing history in the same period as Josephus").2 2 

Plainly, the very different evaluations of Josephus and his near contempo
raries by the Christian writers whose judgments determined what would be cop
ied for survival had little to do with any critical investigation of their accounts. It 
had everything to do with a presumed moral compatibility that was buttressed by 
Josephus's overwhelming prestige. After the initial boost provided by his Flavian 
social connections, a curious thing happened to Josephus's legacy. The Judean 
community declined utterly to show an interest in their famous son. This is the 
flip-side of the authority question, for no matter how good his information might 
have been, he was—like Phylarchus to Polybius—perceived as morally reprehen
sible and therefore as an untrustworthy guide (see already Josephus's response 
to moral criticism in War 3 .438-442; Life 416, 425). Christian authors took up 
Josephus's work with enthusiasm, however, precisely because they found him 
as congenial as his compatriots had found him objectionable. At least a dozen 
Christian authors of the second and third centuries, from Theophilus of Antioch 
to Tertullian and Origen, use Josephus as an authority, 2 3 but they do not explain 
why they credit his works. 

Eusebius is important because he not only makes extensive use of Josephus; 2 4 

he also explains why. He introduces him as "the most distinguished of historians 

2 1 Justus's history may, however, have provided the basis for Julius Africanus's his
torical schema, which furnished a foundation for many later chroniclers: see Bowman, 

"Byzantium," 366. 
22This language (zKtxzipr\a£ JHEV KOCI oroxoc, Too)8aiKr|V i a x o p i a v avvTCc^ai) 

closely matches Josephus's descriptions at Life 40, 338. 
2 3Cf. M. E. Hardwick, Josephus as an Historical Source in Patristic Literature through 

Eusebius (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989), 10, 31, 34,49, 60. 
2 4 See S. Inowlocki, "The Citations of Jewish Greek Authors in Eusebius of Caesarea's 

Praeparatio Evangelica and Demonstratio Evangelical (M. Litt. thesis. Oxford University: 
Faculty of Oriental Studies, 2001). The tenth-century Lexicon (entry, "Jesus [Tnao'ocJ, 
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(£7riar|uoTaTO<; iaxopiKcav) among the Hebrews"2 5 {Hist. eccl. 1.5.3; cf. 1.6.9). 
After uncritically endorsing Josephuss claims to comprehensive knowledge (cf. 
War 1.3), he elaborates that the historian was 

the most renowned (£7CI§O£6TO:TO<;) man of the Judeans at that time, not only with 
his compatriots but also among the Romans, such that he indeed was honored by the 
erection of a statue in the city of the Romans, and the works composed by him were 
considered worthy of [deposit in] the library. {Hist. eccl. 3.9.1-2) 

Eusebius reinforces Josephus's credibility (7ucn;£\)£a6ai) by endorsing his claims 
against his rival Justus of Tiberias {Hist. eccl. 3.9.3), accepting Josephus's assur
ances that such powerful figures as King Agrippa and his family as well as the 
imperator Titus all vouched for the War's accuracy (3.9.10-11; cf. Life 361-363). 
The Suda Lexicon will reiterate many of the same points: Josephus was a lover of 
the truth ((|)iA,aA,f|6n<;), who spoke of both the Baptist and Jesus and James, and 
whose fame led to his being honored with a statue (1.503-504). Josephus's authority 
sprang ultimately from the esteem in which powerful Romans had first held him. 2 6 

Here was a Jerusalemite of impeccable social standing before the war, who had 
nevertheless castigated the Judean rebels, also describing in lurid detail the fall of 
Jerusalem—thereby seeming to demonstrate the fulfillment of Jesus' predictions 
(e.g., Origen, C. Cels. 2.13.68-85). 

Josephus, of course, had made no connection between the fall of Jerusalem and 
Christian claims, but it seemed possible to use him in this way: a Judean witness 
who wrote with unrestrained emotion about the alleged failings and crimes of his 
contemporaries. His pervasive celebration and defense of Judean law and culture 
could either be minimized, as it was by Origen, who famously credited him with 
being "not far from the truth" (C. Cels. 1.47; Comm. Matt. 10.17), and by Eusebius, 
or it could be squarely faced and exploited, as it was by the fourth-century writer 
we know as Pseudo-Hegesippus. This author wrote {De excidio 2.12): "However, it 
was no detriment to the truth that he [Josephus] was not a believer; but this adds 
more weight to his testimony: that while he was an unbeliever, and though unwill
ing that this [the testimonium flavianum] should be true, he has not denied it to 
be so." Hegesippus felt strongly enough about the authority of Josephus's witness 
("an outstanding historian," 1.1), yet also about his being too Jewish, that he wrote 
a new history of Jerusalem's fall—now in "truthful" Christian terms. 2 7 Again, the 
authority of the new version would rest not in independent investigation of what 
had happened, but on the combination of moral congeniality and accreditation 
by worthy (fourth-century) contemporaries. It would take another 1,350 years 

Christ and our God," item 229, line 164) identifies Josephus as the historian to whom 
Eusebius often referred. 

2 5 For the positive valuation of "Hebrew" in Eusebius, see Inowlocki, "Citations," 
52-64,112-21. 

26Hardwick, Patristic Literature, 74. 
27Passages cited here are from the opening paragraph of the work. A concise intro

duction to Pseudo-Hegesippus in relation to Josephus is A. Bell, "Josephus and Pseudo-
Hegesippus," in Josephus, Judaism, and Christianity (ed. Feldman and Hata), 349-61. 
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for the Cambridge mathematician and heterodox theologian William Whiston 
to press the adoptionist line of Origen and Eusebius as far as actually making 
room for Josephus within the Christian fold—now as an Ebionite bishop.2 8 Either 
way, Josephus's prestige remained unmatched, even by works such as that of Ps.-
Hegesippus, through the Middle Ages and into modernity. 

Josephus's Authority in Modern Scholarship 

Writers of the modern Umwelt manuals in the nineteenth and twentieth cen
turies would continue to use Josephus as their generic Companion to the N T , but 
their rationale was fundamentally different from that of the church fathers. As 
the basis for their esteem, Josephus's personal prestige gave way to a conception 
of raw facts and sources presumed to be embedded in his accounts. 

If it is possible to speak of the Enlightenment as a coherent movement, its 
defining trait was the repudiation of all so-called knowledge derived from au
thorities. Common reasoning applied to repeatable observation became the only 
acceptable way of knowing, in a world now grown up and free of tradition's tute
lage. 2 9 Like other disciplines, history needed rescuing from accrued sacred tradi
tion. Once the clear-sighted critic had burned away the thick patina of clerical 
orthodoxy, it was hoped, the plain facts of astronomy, biology, physics, geogra
phy, and history—for Deists, the very words of God—would impose themselves 
on honest and neutral thinkers, demanding a new view of the world. 

Ancient history did not immediately take up the positive "scientific" logic of 
the Enlightenment. The philosophes of the eighteenth century, in a striking paral
lel to their ancient elite counterparts, viewed history as but one of their many 
encyclopedic pursuits, and they shunned specialization in the field as pedantic. 
Though sometimes diligent in examining sources, they tended to write sweeping 
interpretative histories accompanied by vigorous moral assessment based in uni
versal principles. In their animus against Christianity they were hardly objective, 
though they believed their harsh assessments justifiable in the service of truth. 3 0 

The accommodation of history to the new scientific conception of indepen
dent facts came chiefly in the nineteenth century. Historians such as B. G. Nie-
buhr and Leopold von Ranke insisted, against the Enlightenment synthesizers, on 
studying the details of particular places, states, and individuals without assuming 
the normativeness of a universal "natural law," as the Enlightenment had done, 
and therefore also withholding moral judgment. Their prime directive was to get 
the facts correct and only afterwards, where possible and with great care, to move 

2 8 So "Dissertation 1" attached to W. Whiston's ubiquitous 1737 translation of 
Josephus. 

29Immanuel Kant's Was ist Aufklarung? (1784) is a classic statement. The opening 
paragraph declares: "'Have the courage to use your own understanding' is therefore the 
motto of the Enlightenment." 

3 0 An excellent analysis, with vastly more nuance than I can attempt, is in P. Gay, The 
Enlightenment: An Interpretation (New York: Knopf, 1969), 368-96. 
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up to general statements drawn from these particulars. The momentum in history 
was moving decisively away from the grand narratives preserved from antiquity, 
driven by universal principles of nature and morality, toward the atoms thought 
to constitute the surviving evidence, whether these were found in material re
mains, in non-literary documents, or in sources distilled from the surviving liter
ary texts (a specialty of Niebuhr). 3 1 

The scientific turn in history proved its value in the later nineteenth cen
tury as thousands of material remains from antiquity were found, cataloged, 
and interpreted: coins, papyrus documents, funerary and civic inscriptions, and 
remains of monuments. This gathering of new evidence generated dictionar
ies, encyclopedias, and other reference works of hitherto unimaginable quality, 
considerably refining our understanding of social, cultural, legal, and linguistic 
variation in antiquity. This fund continues to provide the basis for much of our 
analysis of antiquity. 

A problem, however, was that the new enthusiasm for raw data and particu
lar facts tended to create the expectation that any and all such data, once discov
ered, could be treated in the same way, no matter where they originated—for a 
fact was a fact. This mood conditioned also the interpretation of literary texts, 
including Josephus's works. The scholars aim was now to get past the subjective, 
moralizing interpretation of the author to the facts beneath, or, if not the facts, to 
the earliest and least corrupted sources behind the extant writings. 

Although the presence of two or more overlapping literary sources for an 
event, or confirmation of certain items by archaeology, made this task of extract
ing facts appear reasonable, the problem of what to do when only one narrative 
survived—this is most often the case with Josephus—would take much longer to 
be recognized as a general problem, with the "linguistic turn" in historical study 
since the 1960s. In the meantime, because of his intersections at some points 
with other texts and material remains, Josephus and his hypothetical sources 
tended to be accepted by default, unless there was a specific reason to reject them: 
if the passage in question did not seem obviously colored by his "biases." It was 
as though Josephus had inscribed or mirrored the realities of life in some kind of 
neutral, value-free language. 

Such a distinctively modern adoption of Josephus as preserver of facts is 
embodied in Emil Schiirer's History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ. 
This manual justifiably remains a standard reference work, following extensive 
revision by the Oxford-based team from the 1970s, if only for its wealth of ref
erences. Its stated purpose is to assist the N T scholar in relating "Jesus and the 
Gospel" to "the Jewish world of his time" 3 2—not to Josephus's narratives. Given 
Schiirer's heavy reliance on Josephus, it is remarkable that his introduction fails 
even to mention the man by name, let alone the credentials or fame—or the 

3 1 See G. G. Iggers, The German Conception of History: The National Tradition of His
torical Thought from Herder to the Present (Middleton: Wesleyan University Press, 1968), 
3-123—with valuable correctives to Ranke's familiar image in North America. 

32Schurer-Vermes,/eiWs/z People, 1:1. 
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statue!—that had so impressed his ancient and medieval users. The modern his
torian implies rather that he is dealing with facts in themselves, and not with 
the messy problems of a human personality and bias. We are in a completely 
different world from that of Eusebius, though both authors depend crucially on 
Josephus's works. 

Schiirer's introduction, for example, already contains a number of statements 
that he presents as facts, though they merely reword Josephus. This continues 
throughout the work, as a few random instances will illustrate. "Antipater was 
now all-powerful at court and enjoyed his father's absolute confidence. But he was 
not satisfied. He wanted total power and could hardly wait for his father to die."33 

"But Sabinus, whose conscience was uneasy because of the Temple robberies and 
other misdeeds, made off as quickly as possible."34 "His [Philip's] reign was mild, 
just, and peaceful."35 All this is Josephus, not fact. How can we in the twenty-first 
century know about such internal motives and moral qualities, which we would 
hesitate to ascribe even to living politicians about whom we have much more inde
pendent information? Schiirer's positivist method made it seem acceptable to treat 
Josephus's gripping stories as though they provided data. He did not explain how 
he made this transition from story to history, or indeed whether he recognized 
that a transition was involved. 

In Schurer, then, we see the quiet transmogrification of an artistic story into 
fact. Such handling of Josephus as an information portal drove the entire NT-
backgrounds industry through the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. For 
example, the many scholarly biographies of King Herod before Peter Richardson's 
1996 study—Schalit is a partial exception—were to a large degree paraphrases of 
Josephus: thoughts and motives attributed to the king by Josephus, for the sake 
of a compelling first-century story crafted for a Roman audience, were assumed 
by scholars to reflect the monarch's actual mental world. 

Two particularly striking examples are the popular 1964 book by the scholar 
who translated Josephus's War for Penguin, G. A. Williamson's The World of 
Josephus,36 and Cleon Rogers's 1992 reference work The Topical Josephus, with 
the telling subtitle: Historical Accounts That Shed Light on the Bible.37 In each 

33Ibid., 1.324. 
34Ibid., 1.332. 
35Ibid., 1.339. 
36Boston: Little, Brown, 1964. Williamson describes the Judean-Roman war in os

tensibly factual terms: "On the other [Judean] side was a motley host, torn by dissension 
and bloody strife, and led by rival self-appointed chieftains lusting for power . . ." (p. 17). 
Yet this merely translates Josephus's distinctive, thematic lexicon of crcamc,, A/naToa, and 
xi)pocvvoi. Or again, Gessius Florus was "heartless, dishonest, disgusting; he filled Judea 
with misery, accepting bribes from bandits" (p. 145). Williamson is not about to accept 
everything Josephus says, but his opening critical questions reflect the limits of his skep
ticism. Are Josephus's narratives, he asks, "as objectively true as we would wish them to 
be? . . . Is it within our power to separate the true from the false, to distinguish the sober 
statement from the gross exaggeration?" (p. 21). 

3 7Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992. Rogers cites Josephus's assessment of Herod's mili
tary virtue (War 1.230) and proceeds to "demonstrate the validity" of this assessment—by 
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case the author takes over Josephuss language bodily, presenting it as though it 
were a factual record—along with the usual cautions about biases and the need 
for skepticism. 

Although many scholars are more cautious, this is usually a quantita
tive rather than qualitative difference: they simply doubt more.38 Few hesitate 
to reproduce as facts those passages they consider unproblematic, overlook
ing problems such as Josephus's structures and diction. The series Compendia 
rerum iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum (CRINT) is a partial exception, for 
it includes expert essays by Attridge 3 9 and Feldman 4 0 that at least point toward 
important aspects of Josephuss artistry. But these essays have little discernible 
effect on the rest of the collection. 

Problems with the Traditional Approach: Two Case Studies 

Pontius Pilate in Judean W a r 

In spite of its evident appeal and ubiquity, this approach to Josephus is fa
tally flawed by its failure to take account of what the atoms that constitute his 
narratives are: his diction, structures, themes, and literary devices. Rather than 
descending into the pit of abstract theory here, I invite consideration of two case 
studies, which plainly reveal at least some dimensions of the problem: Josephus's 
treatment of Pontius Pilate's prefecture and the role of Caesarea in the outbreak 
of war with Rome. For reasons of limited space, we focus on the accounts in 
his Judean War, with only glances at the later works. Here we are dealing with 
material that seems "historical," both in the sense that there is little in it of the 
wondrous or paranormal and in the sense that editorial "biases" do not seem to 
obtrude in significant ways. Accordingly, these episodes have been largely taken 
over verbatim into modern histories on the relevant topics. 

Pilate is a figure of obvious importance for all students of first-century Judea 
and Christian origins. He governed Judea for at least ten years, for as many as 
eighteen or nineteen if Daniel Schwartz is correct. 4 1 Either way, it was an unusu
ally long tenure, and Pilate's relationships with the local elite decisively shaped 

citing examples of Herod's valor from Josephus (pp, 18-20). Yet this demonstrates only 
that Josephus's narrative holds together, not that it reflects reality. The paraphrase of Jo
sephus continues: "When Nero heard the news of Roman losses in Judea, he was inwardly 
very much upset, even though he outwardly tried to conceal these concerns (War 3.1-3)" 
(p. 121). 

3 8 An example is the justly influential study by E. P. Sanders, Judaism, Practice and 
Belief, 63 BCE-66 CE (Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1992), which, in spite of 
its corrective virtues and abundant insights, regularly slides without warning between 
Josephus's story and the actual past: 92,140-141, 380-385. 

3 9CRINT 2.2 (Assen: van Gorcum, 1984): 185-232. 
4 0CRINT 2.1 (Assen: van Gorcum, 1988): 455-518. 
4 1D. R. Schwartz, Studies in the Jewish Background to Christianity (Tubingen: Mohr 

[Siebeck], 1992), 182-217. 
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Judean-Roman relations there in the period before Josephuss birth in 37. Yet in 
War Josephus relates only two episodes from Pilate's long career in Judea, both of 
which resulted in "huge disturbances." One concerns his introduction of military 
standards into Jerusalem, the other his appropriation of temple funds to build an 
aqueduct for the city (2.169-177). War's material is of brief enough compass that 
I can quote it in full. 

[169] After being sent to Judea as procurator (erciTporcoc,) by Tiberius, Pilatus intro
duces into Hierosolyma—by night, concealed (K£KaA/o|iuivac,)—the images (EIKO-

vaq) of Caesar, which are called "standards." [170] After daybreak this stirred up 
a huge disturbance (\iEyiaxr\v xapa%y\v fiyeipev) among the Judeans. For those 
who were close to the spectacle {%r\v 6\|/iv) were shocked at their laws' having been 
trampled (tzekoltt] |IEVCOV)—for they think it proper to place no representation 
(8£iKr|A,ov) in the city. And [in addition] to the indignation (&Yav&KTT|oiv) of those 
in the city, the people from the countryside streamed together in concert (ocGpoax;). 
[171] They rushed to Pilatus in Caesarea and kept pleading for him to take the stan
dards out of Hierosolyma and to preserve their ancestral [customs] (ir|p£iv CCDTOIC, 

TOC Tiaxpia). But when Pilatus refused, they fell down around his residence, prone 
(7ipr|V£i<; KOCTa7t£a6vT£<;), and held out (SieKocpTepovv) motionless for five days 
and nights alike. 

[172] On the next [day], Pilatus sat on a tribunal-platform (em pfjuaTOC,) in the 
great stadium and, after summoning the rabble (TO nXr\Qo<;) as though truly in
tending to answer them, gives the soldiers a signal, according to a scheme (8i8coaiv 
TOIC, aTpocTtcbTaic, armetov E K oDVTayuaTOC,), to encircle (KDicXcbaaaGai) the Ju
deans with weapons. [173] As the column was positioned around three-deep, the 
Judeans were speechless at the unexpectedness of the spectacle (rcpdc, TO &8oKr|TOv 
Tf|c, 6\|/8C0c;). After saying that he would cut them to pieces if they would not accept 
Caesar's images (d [if\ rcpoaSe^ocivTO TCCC, Kaiaapoc, E'IKOVOCCJ, Pilatus nodded 
to the soldiers to bare their swords {yx>[ivox)v TOC £i(|)r|). [174] The Judeans, just as 
if by an agreed signal (KoeO&rcep ek auvOfjuaTOC,), fell down in concert, (aOpooi 
KaTarceaovTec,) bent their necks to the side (TO\)<; avxEvaq rcapocKAivavTec,), and 
cried out (epocov) that they were ready to do away with themselves rather than 
transgress the law. Pilatus, who was overwhelmed by the purity of their superstition 
(8eiai8ain,ovia<; aicpaTov), directs [his men] immediately to carry the standards 
out of Hierosolyma. 

[175] After these events he set in motion a different kind of disturbance (Tapaxrjv 
ETEpav eKivei) by exhausting the sacred treasury—it is called the corbonas—on a 
water conduit; it conducted [water] from 400 stadia away. At this there was indig
nation among the rabble (TOO) %kx\box>$ ayccv&KTriaic, f|v), and when Pilatus was 
present at Hierosolyma they stood around his tribunal-platform and kept yelling at 
[him] (7i£piaT&vT£c; TO pt^ce KCCTEPOCQV). [176] But because he had foreseen their 
disturbance (TTJV xapCL%r\v) he had mixed in amongst the rabble (TCO nkr\§z\) armed 
soldiers (TOVC, aTpccTicoTac, evonXovc, Ea9f|aiv) concealed (K£KaA,i)|j.p.£Vo\)(;) in 
civilian clothes. Having prohibited them from using the sword, but having enjoined 
them instead to strike with sticks those who had begun shouting, he gives the agreed 
signal (aa)v6r|(ia) from the tribunal-platform (ano xov pf||j,aTO<;). [177] Many 
Judeans were lost from being hit by the blows, but many others from having been 

file:///iEyiaxr/v
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trampled under ( K a T a r c a T T | 6 £ V T £ < ; ) by their very own [people] in the escape. Given 
the calamity (TTJV cou^opocv) of those who had been taken, the beaten down rabble 
( T O rcA/f|6o<;) became silent. 

Although these episodes are widely cited for the facts of Pilate's career, consideration 
of their literary and historical dimensions should give the historian pause. 

With regard to literary characteristics, we first notice that the passage is 
replete with—is indeed made up of— Josephus's characteristic language, themes, 
and habits of speech. Here we see one of many cases in which the Judeans suf
fer the calamities (ai)|i(|)opai) foreseen and established as a major theme in 
the prologue (1.9, 11, 22, 27; cf. Ant 20.166). Phrases indicating the "baring" 
of swords, 4 2 the inclining of necks, 4 3 the "concerted" movement of the Judeans, 
their "holding out,"44 and their determination not to transgress the laws, 4 5 are 
characteristically and even distinctively Josephan. In this case, the "disturbance" 
(forms of which appear 184 times in Josephus) is caused by an equestrian "procu
rator" who provides the first clear example of a type introduced at 2.117: the gov
ernors dispatched to Judea were low-level and unworthy equestrians, in contrast 
to the distinguished senatorial legati who governed Syria (e.g., Varus, Petronius, 
Quadratus, Cestius). The Judean leaders had unsuccessfully petitioned Augus
tus to be attached to the legati in Syria (2.25, 90-91) , who appear in Josephus as 
trustworthy administrators. 

More specifically, these episodes illustrate the Judean virtues outlined in the 
recent Essene passage—steadfastness and contempt for death (2.138, 151—153)— 
and also prepare for increasingly important events to follow. The first is the more 
portentous "images of Caesar" episode when Gaius Caligula orders his legate 
Petronius to install his statue in the Jerusalem temple. When the people oppos
ing Pilate are threatened with death "if they will not accept" Caesars image, 
this language anticipates the order at 2.185. The later passage similarly cites the 
biblical prohibition of "representations"—this rare word appears only in these 
two passages in Josephus—and again has the masses willing to die rather than 
transgress the law prohibiting images (2.195). In the later passage too, the Syrian 
legate will be won over by the purity of their devotion (2.197-198). Still, being 
a distinguished leader of senatorial rank, Petronius behaves with much greater 
wisdom than Pilate, initiating a dialogue with the elite on a separate track from 
his speeches to the mob (2.199). 

The complex of incidents based in Caesarea that Josephus will present as 
a main cause of the revolt will also be filled with language recalling these epi
sodes: a disturbance (xapa%f]) caused by a governor (2.266, 296) and calamity 
(ai)}j,<|)opa). The same dramatis personae are constantly present: the impulsive 

4 2 Also at War 2.213, 619; Ant 14.463, though not attested before Josephus. 
4 3 Also at 1.618; 6.224. 
4 4 Josephus uses this verb a noteworthy fifteen times (exceeded by Diodorus, but more 

frequent than in other historians); KctpTepict is a paramount Judean virtue for him. 
4 5 Although such phrases are found elsewhere, Josephus's use of them in about sixty-

five cases gives frequency much higher than in other writers (compare ten occurrences 
in Philo). 
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rabble, the spirited youths, and the notable, principal, or powerful men. Gessius 
Florus, the later procurator who allegedly ignited the war will, while staying in 
the Herodian palace in Jerusalem, have a "tribunal platform" brought in to hear 
the Judeans (2.301), from which he will dispense orders for a massacre by the 
same auxiliary cohorts (2.308). 

As for historical considerations: this introduction of standards reportedly 
occurred during a single night in Jerusalem, and evoked a massive protest in 
Caesarea beginning the next day. In War Josephus relates very little of what the 
historian would need to know about the incident's context and causes, of Pilate's 
aims as governor, or the state of relations between governor and governed. Who 
introduced the standards into Jerusalem, and for what purpose? If a military unit 
escorted them, as one would assume, which one? Had they not carried standards 
bearing images—normally indispensable to military cohorts—before this? Were 
these particular standards different in form or unusually offensive (because of 
Caesars image)? Did Pilate's concealment of them, by night, represent an effort 
to avoid giving offense in a necessary military operation or, on the contrary, a 
plan to humiliate the Jerusalemites by a fait accompli7. Did his removal of the 
standards at the end of the story entail also a change of cohorts? 4 6 And how can 
human beings remain motionless, unless in comas, for five days and nights? 

In War, Josephus implies that he should simply be trusted: this was a scan
dalous disturbance caused by Pilate, which evoked characteristic Judean courage 
in the face of death, and it happened as he tells it. 

The parallel in Antiquities 18.55-59 says more, but the additions mainly cre
ate further difficulties: "having resolved upon the dissolution of the Judean legal 
system" (tnx Kaxak\>cz\ xcov vouijacGv xo>v Toi)8aiKd)v e^povnae), we are now 
told, Pilate moved his auxiliary army to winter quarters in Jerusalem instead of 
their normal base in Caesarea. Previous governors had avoided the provocation 
of imperial standards in Jerusalem, but Pilate deliberately ignored this by winter
ing his army there. But if the auxiliary force normally in Caesarea (three, four, 
or five cohorts?) was moved to Jerusalem, why did Pilate himself remain in Cae
sarea, still with a sizeable force? His alleged program of abolishing the Judean 
laws was surely too grand for an equestrian praefectus, inconceivable in the 
context of Roman-provincial relations, 4 7 and described in language suspiciously 
reminiscent of the events that provoked the Hasmonean revolt (2 Mace 2:22; 4:11; 
4 Mace 5:33). Such language is used elsewhere in Josephus only of Julius Caesar's 
resolve to abolish Roman democracy and law (Ant. 19.173) or Gaius Caligula's 
attack on Judean laws (19.301); Pilate was not in this league. If Pilate did have 
such ambitions, how is it that neither the hostile contemporary writer Philo nor 
the gospel writers mention such an assault, and Josephus himself passes over it in 

4 6Cf. C. H. Kraeling, "The Episode of the Roman Standards at Jerusalem," HTR 35 
(1942): 263-89, esp. 265, 271-73; H. Bond, Pontius Pilate in History and Interpretation 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 79. 

47See C. Ando, Imperial Ideology and Provincial Loyalty in the Roman Empire (Berke
ley: University of California Press, 2000). 
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War, where he presents the "procurators" in the darkest of colors? Further, hav
ing the cohorts winter in Jerusalem with their standards was a rather subtle and 
doubtful way of achieving such a purpose. Again, if the icon-bearing standards 
were the cause of such outrage, how does one account for Philo's contemporary 
story that Pilate aroused popular indignation by his introduction of aniconic 
shields into Jerusalem (Legat. 299-305) , which Eusebius (Dem. ev. 8.122-123) 
and many scholars conflate with this episode? And if Pilate had such a plan to 
abolish Judean law, why does he end up calming the masses by removing the im
ages, but not the wintering army (Ant. 18.59)? Josephus's narratives are opaque 
with respect to all such underlying realities. 

However one resolves such problems, the disturbance caused by the aque
duct project must have been entirely different, in historical terms. Building such a 
conduit (War makes it fifty miles long; Ant 18.60 quietly halves the length) would 
have required at least a year, more likely two or more, and imagining the historical 
realities involved is exceedingly difficult. A new aqueduct of any significant length 
was a mark of prestige and a major practical benefit for the fortunate city, but no
toriously expensive to build. Financing typically required a combination of impe
rial grants, community funds, and private donations. In the provinces the Roman 
governor had the decisive role in arranging finances for such projects: gathering 
donations and community funds (possibly encouraged by a partial rebate of trib
ute), seeking the emperor s approval, commissioning engineers to design and lay 
out the aqueduct, and possibly requesting help from the imperial fiscus (cf. Pliny, 
Ep. 10.90). 4 8 

Such real-life considerations remind us how very little Josephus has disclosed 
in his highly stylized description of Pilate's aqueduct. Was it in fact Pilate's initia
tive to build this conduit, or was it that of the Jerusalem leadership, or of a promi
nent citizen, or some sort of joint effort? Given that these water systems required 
professional planning, because of the strict technical requirements concerning 
elevation and grade, who designed and built the aqueduct7. Archaeology reveals 
that Jerusalem's aqueduct system was complex, dating from different periods. 4 9 

Which part(s) did Pilate build? Was his contribution, indeed, a completely new 
structure, an extension of existing structures, or a repair project? Did Pilate or the 
local leaders also arrange for private donations, in the usual way, aside from the 
resort to the temple treasury that sparked the demonstrations? (Even if the temple 
treasury was exhausted, as Josephus claims, it may well not have covered the en
tire cost.) Who if anyone mediated Pilate's raiding of temple funds? Did he storm 
the temple with a cohort of soldiers? Josephus does not say he did, and we might 
have expected him to do so in such a hostile portrait of Pilate if he had known of 
such a thing. It seems more likely that some unnamed temple officials cooperated 

4 8On the usual procedures see P. Leveau, "Aqueduct Building: Financing and Costs," 
in Frontinus' Legacy: Essays on Frontinus'de aquis urbis Romae (ed. D. R. Blackman and 
A. T. Hodge; Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2001), 85-101, esp. 91. 

4 9 See D. Amit, J. Patrich, and Y. Hirschfeld, eds., The Aqueducts of Israel (Ports
mouth: Journal of Roman Archaeology, 2002), esp. A. Mazar, "A Survey of the Aqueducts 
to Jerusalem," 210-42. 
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with Pilate, perhaps also joining in the planning, though we cannot know. But if 
they did, and if we knew the answers to any of these other questions, the picture 
would look very different. 

Possible scenarios abound, any of which could provide the back story to Jo-
sephuss impressionistic account. It could be that an intended benefactor died or 
became insolvent, and the inability to fulfill his commitment forced Pilate to turn 
to a greater use of community funds, putting pressure on the temple treasury. It is 
entirely possible that the Roman fiscus was involved in some way, even indirectly: 
by rebating tribute or by contributing technicians, surveyors, auxiliary soldiers, 
or materials—such as lead. Moreover, at what point in this long process did some 
groups become disaffected, and why at that point? Was the aqueduct completed, 
half-finished, or merely in a planning stage? If it was only in the planning or sur
veying stage, how could the treasury have been exhausted? If it was nearing com
pletion after a couple of years, why did the riots occur only now, and reportedly in 
a single encounter? Josephus gives the occasion as Pilate s visit to Jerusalem (from 
his base in Caesarea), but he had to visit several times a year; and if the populace 
had been enraged, they could always have challenged him in Caesarea as they 
did in the standards episode. What triggered the protest, and who constituted 
the upset mob? Was this also an internal protest against the temple leadership for 
authorizing the project? Were personal squabbles and alliances involved? 

On all these important questions, about which the historian would need to 
have information in order to develop any responsible reconstruction, Josephus is 
completely silent. 

A final problem is the very different nature of these two Pilate episodes, if con
sidered historically. For Josephus as author works hard to help his audience over
look such differences between them, and the historical problems that one might 
ponder, by assimilating one episode to the other. He wants to present two similar 

"disturbances" provoked by this unworthy Roman governor. Notice the deliber-
ateness in his parallel structures: both episodes involve life-threatening protests 
by indignant masses before Pilate and his soldiers, secret plans and signals, en
circlements and weapons, a hearing before the governors tribunal-platform, and 
potentially fatal consequences. 5 0 

5 0K.-S. Krieger (TANZ 9; Geschichtsschreibung als Apologetik: bei Flavius Josephus 
[Tubingen: Francke, 1994], 32-42) is followed by H. Bond (Pilate, 49-62) in arguing 
that these two episodes in War support the narrative aims as follows. The first shows the 
Judeans peacefully resisting Pilate, with a good outcome; in the second, they respond 
militantly with fatal consequences. This difference highlights the moral: "either accept 
Roman rule peacefully and its governors will show consideration or resort to violence and 
risk certain annihilation at the hands of Roman troops" (Bond, Pilate, 56). Both scholars 
note the different number, configurations, and emphases of the Pilate episodes in Antiq
uities and argue that those stories likewise serve its different agenda. This explanation 
is perhaps too mechanical, however. Neither response by the Judeans is violent: the first 
creates a "huge disturbance," with outraged masses streaming into Jerusalem and then 
Caesarea to protest; the second explicitly has them yelling at Pilate, but there seems to 
be no reason in the narrative to exclude such abuse from the first story—not enough of 
a difference, at any rate, to treat the stories as models of two different kinds of behavior. 
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Josephus reinforces the assimilation by repeating key vocabulary from the first 
episode in the second ("disturbance," "indignation," "rabble," "prone," "tribunal-
platform," "surrounding," "concealed," "sword," "agreed signal," "trampled"). In 
part, this repetition creates dramatic irony: the concealed standards anticipate 
the soldiers' concealed weapons; the trampling of the laws leads to the physical 
trampling of Judeans; and whereas the Roman forces train hard to remain in close 
order, the indignant Judean masses move in close order spontaneously. They also 
instinctively act as if by an agreed signal, whereas the auxiliary soldiers really 
need their secret signals to be carefully planned. Not only has Josephus hammered 
these two stories into a matching pair; he has also assimilated them to his narra
tive tendencies, everywhere exploiting his own meaning-charged lexicon. 

Although such an investigation makes clear the extent to which Josephus con
trols and constructs his episodes from his language, while neglecting basic histori
cal questions, none of this deterred Schurer or his many followers in the N T - Umwelt 
industry. Schurer has the historical Pilate begin his (10- or 18-year?) tenure in Judea 
with the standards episode simply because it is the first of the two stories in Jose
phus. He portrays as historical the masses besieging Pilate for five days and nights 
without moving, Pilate's clever plan and "agreed signal," the Judeans' defiance with 
"bared necks," the shrieking mob protesting the aqueduct, the concealed clubs, and 
the merciless beating of the people.51 

I chose the Pilate episodes for illustrative purposes because they represent a 
best-case scenario for the historian, since here Josephus is not our only source of 
contemporary information. We have also Pilate's contemporary Philo, the trial 
narratives in the gospels and occasional notices elsewhere in the N T , some coin
age from Pilate's term of office, and the famed tiberieum inscription from Cae
sarea. 5 2 From all this we can easily confirm a hypothesis that a Pontius Pilatus 
did govern Judea under Tiberius and that his title was "prefect" rather than Jo
sephus's "procurator" (unless both titles were simultaneously operative). We also 
have enough independent and multiform evidence, it seems to me, to declare it 
more probable that he took up office in 18 than in the accepted year, 26 C . E . 5 3 But 
what Pilate did during his long stay in Judea, and why he did it—in other words, 
the nature of his tenure as governor, and the very thing that concerns historians 
most of all—seem impossible to recover, even where we have several lines of in
dependent evidence. For the vast majority of cases, where Josephus provides the 
sole evidence, we simply have no means of recreating the past that he knew from 
his surviving works of art. 

Reading Josephus's narratives is very much like watching a well-made film 
on ancient history: Ridley Scott's Gladiator or the BBC-HBO series Rome. We 

Most importantly, Josephus appears to have tried hard to assimilate one story to the other 
(as argued here). 

5 1 Schurer-Vermes, Jewish People, 1:384-85. 
5 2A. Frova, "LTscrizione di Pontio Pilato a Cesarea," Rendiconti Istituto Lombardo 

95 (1961): 419-34. 
5 3Cf. Schwartz, Studies, 182-217; K. Lonnqvist, "Pontius Pilate—An Aqueduct 

Builder?—Recent Findings and New Suggestions," Klio 82 (2000): 458-74. 
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know that the production was well researched and that it is based on much reliable 
information. But it is quite obviously an artistic construction, with every element 
calculated to contribute to the whole effect. Knowing that real ancient conditions 
lie behind the production does not help us to know whether or to what degree 
any particular episode or character has a basis in reality: it sometimes happens 
that the most compelling parts are pure invention, whereas the least appealing 
elements have historical roots. But we can know that only when we have access to 
independent evidence. For Josephus's works, he is in effect the producer, screen
writer, director, set-designer, and sometimes leading actor. Where his artistic pro
duction is our only surviving testimony to events, we have no way of turning that 
work of art by itself into real events. 

Caesareas Role in the Outbreak of Revolt 

I have suggested that one function of the Pilate episodes in War is to prepare 
for the complex of incidents in Caesarea that, according to Josephus, played a 
major role in precipitating the revolt. But the Caesarea complex in War also illus
trates a different kind of problem for the historian, in its fundamental differences 
from a parallel account in Antiquities. 

That these basic differences have been largely overlooked is a symptom of 
the accepted scholarly approaches to Josephus, which have focused on histori
cal realities behind the text and not on the narrative itself. But if we read the 
Caesarea stories in War and Antiquities as distinct narratives, we become aware 
of Josephuss remarkable freedom as a writer, which in turn ought to prompt 
sobering questions about the underlying historical realities. The differences are 
all the more troubling here because in both accounts Josephus claims that the 
Caesarea incidents were a significant cause or pretext of the war (War 2.285; Ant. 
20.183-184). But what exactly happened, and how did this lead to war? 

War's account is surprising in many respects, if we read it without assimi
lation to Antiquities (thus, as his first audiences heard it), and it reflects Jose
phus's disciplined posture as author. Throughout the developing narrative of War 
2, he usually withholds explicit moral judgment—sometimes to an astonishing 
degree—as he describes the behavior and human foibles of his actors. The "spir
ited" or hot-headed elements among the youth are not blamed for behaving as 
they do, even if their actions produce disaster: they cannot be other than what 
they are. The same is largely true of the equestrian governors or Syrian legates, or 
of the mob in general. In the case of Caesarea, the dispassionate tone may cause 
us to miss what Josephus actually says, especially if we import other and later 
stories of Judean suffering at the hands of their Greek neighbors. 

The Caesarea story opens with a clear statement that the Judeans of that harbor 
city fomented civil strife, or started a quarrel, or formed a faction (axaaid^co—a 
highly charged term in this work) against their Syrian neighbors. Why? 

[265] And whereas this war was being fanned every day, [266] a different kind of 
disturbance involving Caesarea compounded [matters], after the Judeans who 
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were mixed in [with the population] formed a faction against the Syrians there. For 
whereas the former reckoned the city to be theirs, saying that its founder had been 
a Judean (this was Herod the king), the others, though they conceded that the colo-
nizer was a Judean, nevertheless insisted that the city was in fact one of Greeks, for in 
dedicating it to Judeans he [Herod] would not have set up statues and shrines. [267] 
Because of these [matters] both sides kept contending: their rivalry progressed to 
weapons, and every day the more spirited ones from both sides were plunging ahead 
into battle. For the senior Judeans were not able to restrain their own agitators, and 
to the Greeks it seemed a disgrace to be in a weaker position than the Judeans. [268] 
These [the Judeans] had the advantage in wealth and strength of [their] bodies, the 
Greek [side] in protection by the soldiers—for the bulk of the military force there 
had been enlisted by the Romans from Syria and, just like relatives, they were ready 
for acts of assistance. {War 2.265-268) 

Josephus has already authoritatively described Herod's foundation of Caesarea 
as a port open to the world, marked by colossal statues, temples, theatres, and 
quinquennial games (1.408-415). In that early description, he says that Herod 
dedicated the city to the province of Syria, the harbor to sailors along the coast, 
and the glory of the place to Caesar Augustus (1.414). H. K. Beebe has compel-
lingly argued that Herod offered Caesarea to the Romans as a counterweight to 
Jerusalem, 5 4 a place where Greco-Roman culture and trade could flourish and the 
military could act freely. Such a status is amply confirmed by successive gover
nors' use of the site for their headquarters, and by its "re-foundation" by Vespa
sian after 70 as Colonia Prima Flavia Augusta Caesarensis.55 

Yet in the present story, Josephus describes a Judean community with many 
who, "mixed in" among a mainly non-Judean population, have grown so wealthy 
and strong enough that they boldly attempt to remake the city as "theirs" (oi \xzv 
yap f^io'ov cc|)£X£pav s lvai xfyv rcoXiv).56 They build their case on the remark
able premise that Herod, the founder, was after all a Judean (2.266). Josephus 
withholds judgment on this claim, as also on the Syrian counter-argument that 
even before Herod the city was Greek, and that in any case Herod himself would 
not have set up the shrines and statues if he was dedicating it to Judeans—a line 
of thought that matches Josephus's earlier description quite closely, down to the 
key verb ccvaxi0r|ui. The audience should simply know that this is an implau
sible stretch on the part of the Judeans. 

For the Judeans to make the city "their own"—that is, Judean rather than 
Greco-Roman in character, like Jerusalem presumably—would be a tall order in
deed: it would require the dismantling of the most prominent landmarks (the co
lossal statues on either side of the port entrance, the massive temple to Rome and 

54"Caesarea Maritima: Its Strategic and Political Importance to Rome,>' JNES 42 
(1983): 195-207. 

5 5 B. H. Isaac, The Near East under Roman Rule: Selected Papers (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 
94-98. 

5 6Correctly L. I. Levine, "The Jewish-Greek Conflict in First Century Caesarea," JJS 
25 (1974), 387: "Thus we find a Jewish community daring to seek control of a Greco-
Roman city, an attempt without parallel in antiquity." 
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Augustus that faced the harbor, all the prominent cultural and entertainment 
facilities, and countless other structures and established procedures, including 
the very calendrical basis of city life). 

Josephus goes on to describe the hostilities that resulted from this bold at
tempt: in his narrative, the Judeans are the main instigators. 

[269] It certainly was a concern of the prefects to check the disturbance: constantly 
arresting the more belligerent [men], they would punish them with lashes and 
chains. But the sufferings of those who were arrested did not produce a turnaround 
or anxiety in those left behind; rather, they were provoked even more toward civil 
strife. [270] On one occasion, when the Judeans had been victorious, Felix went into 
the marketplace and directed them, with a threat, to withdraw. When they did not 
comply, he sent his soldiers against [them] and did away with*57 a great number, 
whose property was then also plundered. 

It is their leaders who cannot restrain their own factionalists or agitators 
(axccaiaaxcci); the Greek side, embarrassed to be considered weaker than the 
Judeans, reacts to the provocation (2.267). Josephus claims, however, that the 
Judeans enjoyed both superior wealth and greater physical vigor (2.268) . 5 8 This 
general statement is supported by the first example of fighting that he gives 
(2.270): the victorious Judeans can only be stopped by the governors personal 
intervention with a military cohort. If we read the preceding sentence (2.269) 
contextually, it seems that the instigators at this point, whom the city's military 
prefects are mainly occupied with identifying and punishing, are Judeans. 

5 7 The asterisk here and in the following translations signifies a present-tense Greek 
verb translated in the past for best English usage. 

58"Strength of body" (aA,Krj acbjaaxoq) is characteristic of War's lexicon (2.376, 
476, 580; 4.503; 6.55, 81, 331; 7.232; note also 2.60; Ant. 6.21; 17.278). At 2.580 Josephus 
will claim that strength of body (and exaltation of soul) have allowed the Romans to 
master most of the inhabited earth. This collocation is also attested, though not com
mon, before Josephus: Euripides (Rhes. 382); Diodorus Siculus (2.39.2; 4.26.3; 17.100.5; 
18.70.3), and Philo (Ebr. 174; Mos. 1.259; Virt. 46). The plural here (acojidxcov aA,Kf|) 
could be construed either as a claim of greater physical vigor among the Judeans—"the 
strength of [their individual] bodies," as in the similar constructions at 2.376; 6.331; 
Ant. 6.21—or in the sense that the Judeans's strength consisted in their numerical supe
riority: they had the advantage of "the strength that comes from having many bodies." 
The parallel account does not help because it mentions only their greater wealth (Ant. 
20.175). Although Levine ("Conflict," 382-83; 1975a: 22) and Feldman (Jew and Gentile 
in the Ancient World: Attitudes and Interactions from Alexander to Justinian [Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1993], 120) understand the issue as numerical, my transla
tion reflects Josephus's usage elsewhere. The Judeans of Caesarea thus compare favor
ably to the Germans, renowned for the strength and size of their bodies (2.376). Indeed, 
physical strength on the Judean side is assumed in the later story (2.286), where their 
youths undertake to prevent construction by a Greek resident near the synagogue—and 
can only be restrained by the governor's military forces. Further, having a numerical 
advantage would mean enjoying a majority, whereas Josephus's language ("mixed in" at 
2.266) and the massacre at 2.475 suggest a Judean minority, no matter how successful 
and wealthy it was, as do general considerations related to the decidedly Greek character 
and constitution of the city. 
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However that may be, the upshot of the conflicts resulting from the Judean 
bid is that the governor Felix dispatches embassies from both sides to Nero (pre
sumably in the late 50s), for an adjudication of the Judeans' appeal and the Syr
ians' rejection of it (2.270): "But since the civil strife was continuing, he selected 
the notables from both [groups] and sent them as emissaries to Nero so that they 
could negotiate concerning their rights." This in itself is a striking moment: the 
freedman governor has enough of a sense that the Judeans might be successful 
that he, after trying to stop the violence, supports a hearing in Rome. At this 
point in War, Josephus puts the issue in suspension while he continues a chrono
logical narrative of the governors following Felix (Festus and Albinus). 

The technique of suspending a story and then returning to announce its out
come is a familiar device in War. Although Josephus could have anticipated the 
outcome at this point (and he does that in some other cases), here he prefers to 
keep the audience waiting, until Gessius Florus is in office in about 66 C . E . The 
delay allows him to tie Nero's eventual decision directly to the outbreak of revolt 
in that year. 

So we move forward to 2.284, where we learn that the Greeks of Caesarea 
were successful, after all, in making their case for their ongoing control of the city. 
Josephus takes this opportunity to date the onset of war and in the next sentence 
begins to explain the connection. 

(14.4) [284] Now at this point the Greeks of Caesarea, having won from Nero [the 
right] to control the city, brought back the documentation of the verdict, and the 
war took its beginning in the twelfth year of Nero's imperium, in the seventeenth of 
Agrippa's kingship, the month of Artemisius. [285] Given the magnitude of the ca
lamities [that arose] from it, it [the war] did not have a worthy justification. Namely: 
the Judeans in Caesarea, having a meeting [place] beside a site whose owner was a 
certain Caesarean Greek, tried hard and often to acquire the spot, offering a price 
many times its worth; [286] but while disdaining their appeals, with added insult he 
himself built across the site, constructing workshops. He was thus leaving them a 
passageway that was both narrow and constrained in every direction. So at first, the 
more hot-headed of the youths were plunging ahead and trying to hinder construc
tion. [287] But while Florus was restraining these [people] from violence, the power
ful [men] of the Judeans, among whom was Ioannes the public contractor, being at 
a loss, persuaded* Florus with eight talents of silver to prevent the project. [288] Yet 
he, being [interested] only in the taking, after promising to cooperate in everything, 
took [the money], absconded* from Caesarea to Sebaste, and abandoned* the civil 
strife to its own devices, as though having sold the Judeans a license to fight. 

(14.5) [289] The next day being the seventh, when the Judeans had assembled in their 
meeting [place] a certain Caesarean agitator turned over a belly-style [container], 
placed it beside their entryway, and began sacrificing birds on it. This provoked 
the Judeans beyond remedy, on the ground that their laws had been outraged and 
their site polluted. [290] Whereas the stable and mild element considered it proper 
to retreat to the governors, the factious element, having become inflamed by virtue 
of youth, were burning for a fight. The agitators among the Caesareans also stood 
ready—for by a plan they had sent forward the man performing the sacrifices—and 
so an engagement soon came about. [291] Iucundus, the cavalry commander as-
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signed to prevent [this], came forward and took away* the belly-style [container]; 
he kept trying to end the civil strife. But as he was proving unequal to the violence 
of the Caesareans, the Judeans seized their laws and withdrew to Narbata; a district 
of theirs is called thus, lying sixty stadia from Caesarea. [292] The twelve powerful 
[men] with Ioannes went to Florus at Sebaste, where they began lamenting bitterly 
about what had been done and begging him to help, discreetly reminding him of 
the eight talents. He, however, arrested and confined the men—charging them with 
removing the laws from Caesarea! 

(14.6) [293] At this there was indignation among those in Hierosolyma, though they 
checked their tempers. But Florus, as if he had signed a contract to fan the flames 
of war, sent to the temple treasury and extracted* seventeen talents; he had pre
tended that [it was] for Caesars needs. [294] Confusion immediately began to grip 
the populace: they ran together into the temple and with piercing shouts kept calling 
upon the name of Caesar, begging him also to free them from the tyranny of Florus. 
[295] Some of the agitators had screamed the most shameful insults and, carrying 
around a reed basket, were demanding bits of change for him as though he were 
destitute and needy. He was not put off from his love of money by these [insults], but 
was all the more driven by rage to pursue wealth. 

[296] At the very least he should have gone to Caesarea and extinguished the fire of 
the war beginning from there and disposed of the causes of the disturbance—for 
which [task] he had indeed taken compensation. Instead, he charged against Hiero
solyma with an army of both cavalry and infantry, so that he might do his deeds with 
Roman weaponry, and strip the city through [the use of] anxiety and threats. 

This part of the story also deserves fuller consideration than we can give 
it here. But the gist is that, notwithstanding Nero's decision, the Judeans of 
Caesarea continue to try changing the facts on the ground to their advantage. 
Namely, they establish a meeting place adjacent to some land owned by a Greek, 
and then attempt to buy up that land from him at many times its face value. This 
confirms the impression established at the outset of superior Judean wealth. The 
Greek, however, is uncooperative—for the understandable reason, we soon learn, 
that he has purchased the property in order to develop it. Indeed, he soon builds 
workshops right across it, no doubt now (in the story) partly out of spite at the 
Judean attempt, and this leaves the Judeans a very narrow passageway to enter 
their meeting-place. 

Although Josephus again withholds comment on either sides motives, this is 
an impressively even-handed description. It is not often observed that, if the Greek 
was being inconsiderate in building so close to the edge of his land, that problem 
can only have arisen in the first place if the Judeans had built near to the edge of 
their land, perhaps—as the narrative implies—with the firm expectation of buying 
up the adjacent parcel and having a larger combined space, in which their meeting 
place would be more central. Josephus describes the resulting animosity as the pre
dictable result of normal squabbles: one side provokes the other; the other responds 
with spite. 

Following the pattern already established, it is the younger Judean men who 
at first try to interfere with construction on the Greek s land, as young men are 
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wont to do, while their elders prefer to gather a massive sum of money (eight tal
ents of silver) for an attempt to bribe the governor to intervene on their side and 
simply stop the building by his authority (2.287)—not because this course of ac
tion is right (or wrong), but because it is the kind of thing that should work. The 
governor declines to do so, not because he is above bribery, but quite the opposite: 
he pockets the money but then conveniently leaves town. Josephus remarks that 
it is as though he had sold the Judeans a license to fight; they continue to be the 
main agitators to this point. Throughout, however, Josephus continues withhold
ing the expected "bourgeois" moral judgments. 

And so it goes. The conflict rapidly escalates, particularly after a young Greek 
agitator (this is the first time we meet one) is dared by his comrades to overturn 
one of the Greek storage jars near the Judeans' land (therefore near the narrow 
pass they must use to enter their building) and begin sacrificing a series of birds. 
The Greeks know that this will provoke a fight, and the youths on both sides have 
at it. An auxiliary cavalry prefect arrives and tries to stop the commotion—by 
snatching away the Greeks' makeshift altar—a practical and disinterested inter
vention aimed at ending the present provocation, without regard for the larger 
issues. Some of the Judean leaders are now worried enough to take their Torah 
scrolls and leave for nearby Narbatene, while a delegation heads to Florus in Se-
baste to tactfully remind him of the bribe they have paid. He, in his insouciant 
greed, charges them with having removed their law scrolls from the city! 

Only now, as all of the stock character types come to interact, do we begin to 
understand the connection between these seemingly minor and local Caesarean 
events and the outbreak of war. According to Josephus, it all boils down to the 
low character of the Roman governors (an ongoing theme of War), in this case 
Gessius Florus. There are no heroes in this narrative: everyone behaves badly— 
or at least, as people always do behave. It is the central task of a governor, how
ever, to manage tensions, by careful cultivation of the local elites on all sides, and 
thus to keep a lid on things. Because Gessius was in Judea mainly to improve his 
material situation, however—a characterization that would come as no surprise 
to upper-class Romans—he ignored this most basic duty and, on the contrary, 
allegedly undertook to fan the flames of war as a means of diverting imperial at
tention from his own crimes. In Caesarea he found a local but potentially virulent 
conflict, which he could exacerbate through studied neglect, and in which he 
could be sure to involve the Jerusalemites. Although the citizens of the mother-
city had otherwise determined to check their indignation over Caesarea (2.293), 
he egged them on by first plundering the temple for seventeen talents, and then 
pursuing a reckless course of diplomatic sucker-punches, provocation, and vio
lent reprisal at every opportunity. Tensions in Caesarea will also lead to a mas
sacre of the Judeans there, which in turn will spark violent Judean raids on all the 
Greek cities of the coast, the Decapolis, and southern Syria, which in turn will 
generate massacres of the Judean populations in those cities (2.457-498). That 
entire complex of hostilities will finally demand the intervention of Cestius Gal-
lus (2 .499-458) , whose defeat by Judean rebels will create the unstoppable condi
tions for war. So Josephus claims, and it is a riveting story. 
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Even this brief sketch will suffice, I hope, to show how pointless it is to char
acterize Josephus's War by simple slogans: that he wrote as a Flavian lackey or 
mouthpiece, or to absolve himself and his class from war guilt, or to blame the 
revolt on a handful of "rebels." Such captions do not represent the complexity 
and multi-layered nature of the narrative. As he makes clear in the prologue, the 
basic ethos of the Judean War is that of a tragedy: the story abounds in suffering, 
sorrow, calamity, lament, and wailing caused by fortunes unpredictable turns 
and reversals, but in which context people usually act according to type, from 
familiar motives. It is a tragedy without heroes. Incidentally, the story brings 
out the subordinate themes of Judean strength and gubernatorial malfeasance, 
among others. 

The parallel account in Antiquities must be treated even more briefly. It will 
suffice here to point out the very different character of the story. In this later work, 
the whole episode of the attempted land purchase, with its serious consequences 
and serviceability to Florus as a vehicle for provoking revolt, is absent. So Jose
phus must take an entirely different tack. 

The Antiquities version also has two parts. The first, recalling the War coun
terpart, concerns the Judeans' bid for "primacy" (20.173: 7ipcoxea)£iv) over the 
Syrians of Caesarea, which again leads to violence. 

[20.173] And now civil strife arose among the Judeans inhabiting Caesarea, against 
the Syrians in the same place, concerning equality of citizenship rights. For, whereas 
the Judeans were asserting their primacy on the ground that the founder of Caesarea 
had been their king, Herod, a Judean by ancestry, the Syrians conceded the point 
about Herod but insisted that Caesarea had formerly been called Strata's Tower, 
and that at that time there had been not a single Judean inhabitant. [174] When 
the prefects in the area heard these things, they seized those responsible from both 
sides and tortured them with beatings, and thereby suppressed the disturbance for 
a while. [175] But the Judeans who were in the city, made confident [or daring] by 
their wealth and on that account holding the Syrians in contempt, kept slander
ing them, expecting to provoke them to anger. [176] These [the Syrians], while in
ferior in resources were feeling courageous because most of those doing military 
service there under the Romans were either Caesareans or Sebastenes, and so for a 
while were also using abusive language against the Judeans. And then they began 
throwing stones at each other, until many were injured—on both sides, but still the 
Judeans would win. 

[177] When Felix observed that this rivalry had become a sort of war, he sprang for
ward and appealed to the Judeans to stop; when they did not comply, he armed his 
soldiers and sent them out against them. He did away with many of them, though 
he took more alive, and sent [soldiers] to raid some of the houses belonging to those 
in the city, which were full of goods. [178] Now the more reasonable and preeminent 
of the Judeans became alarmed for themselves and appealed to Felix to recall his 
soldiers with a trumpet-call, and spare them for the sequel [or spare what they had 
left], and give them [a chance for] regret at what had been done. And Felix obliged 
them [A report follows on factional strife among the chief priests in Jerusalem.] 
Thus did the violence of the [chief priests'] troublemakers prevail over all justice. 
[182] When Porcius Festus had been sent by Nero as successor to Felix, those who 
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were prominent among the Judeans living in Caesarea went up to Rome, bringing 
accusations against Felix; he certainly would have faced retribution for his crimes 
against the Judeans if Nero had not yielded to the persistent appeal of his [Felix's] 
brother Pallas, holding him in the highest regard at just that time. 

In this Antiquities account Josephus heightens the Judeans' confidence and also 
its corollary, a powerful disdain for their Syrian-Greek neighbors: from their po
sition of greater wealth, the Judeans hold the poorer Syrian population in con
tempt and keep slandering them in the hope of provoking a fight (xcp nXomos 
0ccppo'Ovx£<; Kcri 8 1 6 : xcuxo Kaxa^povowxEc; xcov Xtipcov £pA,aa<|)f|n,o'ov 
oruxoix; £p£6ia£iv 7tpoa8oKCbvx£<;, 20.175). When this behavior eventually suc
ceeds in provoking violence, Felix intervenes with troops to stop the Judean in
stigators (20.177). 

At this point the story departs markedly from Wars account. Here, the 
Judean leaders of Caesarea fully admit their error, begging for pardon and a 
second chance (20.178: KCCI ( |)£iaa0ai xo Xoxnbv croxcbv S o w e d x£ ^i£xdvoiav, 
20.178), which the procurator graciously grants them. In Antiquities, as far as the 
literary audience knows this marks the end of the Judeans' quest for primacy in 
Caesarea. There is no need for an embassy to Nero, as in War, because the matter 
has been forcibly settled by the governor. 

Just as War's sequel, concerning the land dispute exploited by Felix, has no 
parallel in Antiquities, so the later work has a sequel that is not only absent from 
War 2, but completely changes the picture created there. Namely: 

[183] Furthermore, the prominent Syrians in Caesarea persuaded Beryllus—he was 
Nero's tutor, entrusted with the administration of Greek correspondence—by giv
ing him a vast sum, to request a letter from Nero canceling the Judeans' equality 
of citizenship with them. [184] So Beryllus made his appeal to the imperator and 
succeeded in getting the letter written. This furnished the causes of the bad things 
that followed for our nation: for when the Judeans of Caesarea learned what had been 
written, they engaged all the more in civil strife against the Syrians until indeed they 
ignited the war. 

Antiquities relates that, soon after the arrival of Felix's successor Festus (in ca. 60), 
the Syrian Caesareans, apparently continuing to resent their humiliation by their 
Judean neighbors, send their own delegation to Rome. This embassy prevails upon 
Nero's secretary 5 9 to secure from him an annulment or cancellation (cncopocQ) of 
the already existing Judean equality {Ant. 20.183-184:7cccpoc xo\> NEpcovoq cruxotq 
£7tiaxoA,fiv dK'opo'oaav xf|v TovSaicov rcpoc; croxoix; iaorcoAaxdav), and it is 
this decision by Nero, which comes already during Festus's term in the early 60s, 
that will be a major cause of the war. That is because it prompts the disappointed 
Judeans to greater aggression against their neighbors (20.184): "when the Judeans 
of Caesarea learned what had been written, they engaged all the more in civil strife 
against the Syrians until indeed they ignited the war" (TT'OGOJIEVOI yap oi KCCXCC 

5 9For Beryllus, see M. Griffin, Nero: the End of a Dynasty (London: B. T. Batsford, 
1984), 32,46, 55. 
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TT]V Kaia&p£iccv To\)8atoi TOC ypafyivia Tf|<; npoq xoix; Ivpovq CXOLCECOC, 
liaXXov E I X O V T O uixpi 8r| xov n6Xe\LOv ££f|\|/av). We should apparently under
stand that, since the Judeans have recently aimed at primacy in Caesarea, with a 
corresponding loss of Syrian standing, this retaliatory revocation of their existing 
political standing naturally inflames them all the more (20.183-184). 

The basic differences of content and chronology between the Josephus's sto
ries ought to be the starting-point for historical analysis. Did Felix authorize a 
delegation to make the case for Judean primacy in Caesarea before Nero? Did 
Nero delay his decision by several years (perhaps until Poppaea's death in 65), 
finally rejecting the Judean case when Gessius Florus was governor? Did the 
Judeans nevertheless press on with trying to acquire larger community holdings 
in Caesarea, causing a fierce backlash that Florus would later exploit to conceal 
his crimes? So War claims. Or was an initial Judean bid for primacy immediately 
cut short by Felix because of the disorders it generated, and abandoned by the 
Judean leadership? And was this resulting ill will the basis for a successful secret 
maneuver by the Syrians of Caesarea, during Festus's term in Judea, to have Nero 
revoke Judean rights in the city? Was this revocation of Judean equality a major 
cause of the war? So Antiquities. 

These differences have been more or less ignored by commentators, who tend 
to see only trivial variations of language in describing the same reality, and so pick 
and choose elements from each story for a composite "historical" picture. 6 0 So Lee 
Levine (emphasis added): "With but few exceptions Josephuss account is limited 
to a narration of events and the two sources basically agree."61 Or Aryeh Kasher: 

"Theoretically speaking, the dispute was founded on two interrelated questions, 
which could actually be considered as two sides of the same coin: Which of the 
two parties deserved the status of primi inter pares, in the framework of the legal 
and organizational-political equality (termed isopoliteia by Josephus) which had 
prevailed in the city since its foundation by Herod?" 6 2 

No doubt the confusion arises in part from Josephus's reference to iaorco-
Andcc at the very beginning of the Caesarea cluster in Antiquities 20 (173), fol
lowed by explanatory yap and an account of the Judeans' bid for primacy, which 
in turn sounds like the first part of Wars story, to which it is assimilated by 
scholars. But iao7toA,iT£ia is not used in War, because the issue does not arise 
there—not, at least, as something lost by the Judeans of Caesarea. 6 3 Only in the 
second Antiquities episode does iaorcoA,u;£ia arise explicitly. 

6 0E.g., Schurer-Vermes, Jewish People, 1:465-66. 
6 1 Levine, "Conflict," 380. 
6 2 A. Kasher, Jews and Hellenistic Cities in Eretz Israel: Relations of the Jews in Eretz-

Israel with the Hellenistic Cities During the Second Temple Period (332-70 CE) (Tubingen: 
Mohr [Siebeck], 1990), 254. 

"Conflating the two accounts would require, among other things (some problems 
are noted in Schurer-Vermes, Jewish People, 1:467 n. 45), that Nero's agreement to deprive 
the Judeans of equality {Ant. 20.183-84) was somehow tantamount to turning down their 
request for control of the city (War 2.284). But the verb used of Nero's response to Beryl-
lus's intercession in Antiquities (aicopoco) normally, and always elsewhere in Josephus 
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Two readings of the iao7coA,iT£ia theme in Antiquities 20 appear most plau
sible. The more obvious one is that Josephus announces the general theme in the 
opening topic sentence (20.173), and then narrates a balanced account of two 
communities each trying to displace the other: the Judeans first attempt to re
move Greco-Syrian equality in the city, but consequently, thwarted in this aim, 
suffer a corresponding loss of their own rights. Given that the abstract noun ap
pears only in this story (20.173,183) in all of Josephuss thirty volumes, we should 
hesitate before investing the term with any precise legal significance; he need 
only be offering a general category for the competition over rights. He does not 
mention it in the first Antiquities section because what the Greco-Syrians have is 
more than equality— it is a Greek city—just as he does not mention "primacy" in 
the latter half (because it was not something the Greeks needed to seek). In favor 
of this reading is the elaboration of Judean hostility toward the Greco-Syrians in 
the former half: by upping the ante in this way, and having the Judeans actively 
abuse their neighbors in their bid for supremacy, Josephus prepares for a com
pensatory move on the Greco-Syrian side. 

The problem with this reading is that iao7coA,iTeicc is, after all, not mentioned 
in the former half but is attached explicitly only to the Judean side in the second 
part of the story. This circumstance suggests another reading, namely: in the topic 
sentence (20.173) Josephus is only letting the audience know in advance where the 
story will end up, with a Judean loss of equality in Caesarea. In the former half he 
supplies a background story to explain how that result came about: 6 4 in seeking 
primacy the Judeans overreached and ended up losing even what they had. 

The technique of announcing an outcome and then filling in a longer or 
shorter back-story is characteristic of Josephus. But the difference between these 

(Ant. 11.17; 14.216; 18.304), refers not to the denial of a request but to the overturning 
or cancellation of an existing decree or decision—a \\fX)§io\ia, Soyjua, or EVTOXX). In the 
Caesarea story of Ant. 20, the verb cannot mean that Nero turns down a Judean petition 
for primacy because the Judeans themselves have voluntarily abandoned that bid already 
under Felix; Nero is responding to a contrary appeal from the Syrians. The Judean delegation 
after Festus's arrival (Ant. 20.182) sets out to accuse Felix of general maladministration; 
Nero does not hear an appeal for primacy from them. 

6 4The technique of announcing a theme long before he develops it, like that of sus
pending a conclusion, is characteristic of Josephus. Most obviously, the prologue to War 
(1.10-11, 24) claims that the war was caused by internal civil strife, led by "tyrants." Yet 
War 1 does not deal with such matters, and even bk. 2 hardly mentions tyrants as it charts 
the many causes of the war. Civil war and tyranny only become important after the 
middle of the work (midway through bk. 4), with the death of the chief priests who had 
been directing affairs, and especially from bk. 5. They do not govern the entire narrative, 
even though they appear as guiding themes in the prologue. Also in some particular epi
sodes Josephus provides a topic sentence that does not match the main story immediately 
following, but only its final outcome (e.g., Pilate's generation of a "disturbance" at 2.175 
[where the immediate sequel is about his building of the aqueduct, which secondarily 
created a disturbance]; the claim of Pharisaic and popular opposition to John Hyrcanus, 
grounded in jealousy over his success, at Ant. 13.288 [though in the story that follows, he 
is the Pharisees' devoted disciple, and only as a result of Sadducean machinations does he 
eventually find himself in conflict with them and the masses, at 13.296-98]). 
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two readings is not great: it involves only the question whether Josephus intends 
his headword iaoTioAaxeia to apply to both halves of the Antiquities account or 
only the latter. Irrespective of that decision, the story is clear enough: an aggres
sive but unsuccessful bid by the Judeans of Caesarea to make the city Judean is 
eventually countered by a successful Greco-Syrian scheme to remove their po
litical standing in the city altogether. What lies behind this in concrete terms is 
a tantalizing problem, but unanswerable from Josephuss highly schematic nar
rative. Crucial for the purposes of this chapter, however, is the simple point that 
in Antiquities Josephus retells the story of Caesarea, and how it became a flash
point in the build-up to war, in a completely different way from the story in War. 
Whatever else we want to say about this matter, we cannot deny that he exhibits 
breathtaking freedom as a narrator to redraw stories with new personnel, dates, 
locations, causal connections, and outcomes. 

Failure to recognize this technique has led scholars both to homogenize the 
two different parts of the story in Antiquities 20, overlooking essential elements 
of the first part, and to conflate all of this with War 2. This peculiar hybrid has 
in turn produced considerable speculation about the historical meaning of i a o -
TUoAaxeice in Caesarea, 6 5 along with a strong tendency to see the whole complex 
as but another example of Judean suffering at the hands of hostile neighbors. Yet 
one of the few points of strong agreement between War and Antiquities is Jose-
phuss insistence on the aggressive nature of the Judean bid for primacy, based on 
superior wealth and strength. 

From the Caesarea complexes I would like to draw two points relevant to our 
theme. First, Josephuss narratives are much more interesting as narratives than 
is usually assumed—not least because he so effectively combines vivid characteri
zation and emotional impact with restraint in moralizing. This is not ideological 
work, but a rich and multi-layered pragmatic-political history, portraying the 
aims, virtues, and failings of all those on all sides who contributed to the Judean 
war with Rome. Heroes and villains are few, as the bulk of the narrative charts 

6 5 In one study ("Conflict," 384; but cf. his Caesarea under Roman Rule [Leiden: Brill, 
1975], 22-23, 29), for example, Levine insists that the Judeans cannot have had equal 
civil rights in the first place, as "annulment" of them presupposes, because "the Judeans 
were demanding some such recognition, and it was this quest [sc. for iaorcoAAxeioc] that 
brought on the hostilities in the first place." But this confuses the two parts of Antiqui
ties' story: in the first part the Judeans were not initially seeking equality, but rather (as 
Levine also observes) primacy and control; when they later have their equality canceled, 
that is the result of a separate action on the part of the Syrians, long after they have given 
up their bid for primacy. Kasher ("The Isopoliteia Question in Caesarea Maritima," JQR 
68 [1977]: 24; Hellenistic Cities, 202) challenges Levine by arguing that that the Judeans 
of Caesarea had already been granted separate but equal political status by Herod, not as 
part of the main polis, but as a nok\xtM\ia under their own laws. He cites the labels that 
Josephus uses for the notables, dignitaries, and leaders of the Judean community there as 
proof of the existing 7CoA,iT£'D|j,a ("Isopoliteia," 18-19). But such terms are ubiquitous in 
Josephus and not sufficiently technical to inform us about the specific historical situation 
here. For further discussion see the essays in T. L. Donaldson, ed., Religious Rivalries and 
the Struggle for Success in Caesarea Maritima (Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier Press, 2000). 
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ordinary human foibles and their unintended consequences. Josephuss latitude 
in rewriting the same events combines with his absolute freedom over the initial 
structure, content, and diction, as we saw in the Pilate episodes, to create a truly 
artistic production, for which he is producer, director, screen-writer, set designer, 
narrator, and occasional actor. 

Second, this narrative richness only exacerbates the problem of getting be
hind Josephus's narratives to real historical persons and events. To this problem 
we now return, with the material considered above as grist for the mill of reflec
tion on method. 

Reflections on Historical Method 

Standard Approaches 

How does one, then, reach behind Josephus to historical reality where he is 
our only "source" for the phenomenon in question? We shall return briefly to the 
different problem of doing history where multiple sources overlap. But where Jose
phus provides our sole access to events, as is most often the case with first-century 
Judea, four standard scholarly approaches to the extraction of factual information 
have dominated the field: (1) efforts to winnow or distil a factual residue from 
Josephus's narratives; (2) extrapolation of general reliability from archaeologically 
verifiable items; (3) exploiting apparent contradictions, doublets, and "seams" to 
isolate or even reconstruct Josephus's own sources; and (4) applying the same 
principle of contradiction to identify items that seem inimical to Josephus's liter
ary aims, which he must therefore have included not from literary bias but be
cause they actually happened. I offer a comment on each method before summary 
judgment. 

1. The vast majority of scholarship that uses and cites Josephus opts for a 
simple winnowing method. Underlying this procedure are two assumptions: 
(a) that material created or influenced by Josephus's dreaded biases must never 
be mistaken for fact. But (b), since his manner of writing was to collect facts, 
like self-contained nuggets or gems, and to surround them with his biased 
commentary, the commentary can be lifted or evaporated off to leave a factual 
residue. This project can only be justified, however, by an extremely weak and 
inadequate apparatus for identifying "bias": usually, one excludes only what is 
patently aggrandizing, with respect to Josephus or his patrons, along with the 
miraculous or bizarre. Otherwise, as we see with Schurer and his many imita
tors, the narrative is simply cut from the "literary" column and pasted into the 

"historical," and phrases such as "Josephus reports that . . ." (if present at all) 
become the functional equivalent of "It happened thus. . . ." The cases we have 
examined, however, demonstrate that Josephus's investment in the most seem
ingly pedestrian stretches of his narrative is much deeper than this conventional 
procedure allows. 
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2. Many archaeologists are bullish, so to speak, on Josephuss stock as an 
accurate reporter. Their expressed reasoning is that the correspondence between 
what they find in the ground—in the south-west corner of Herod's temple mount, 
at Caesarea, Masada, Herodion, reinforced and breached walls at Gamala and 
Iotapata—and Josephus's description of the same sites requires us to admit that 
he is a fairly accurate historian. 6 6 This verdict, however, reflects category confu
sion. If a modern historian inquires into the physical layout of coastal Caesarea 
and its harbor, say, then we have independent evidence available in Josephus and 
archaeology, but the archaeology is decisive. If our question is about events de
scribed in Josephus's narrative, however—whether the masses streamed from 
all over Judea to surround the governor's residence in Caesarea, remaining mo
tionless for five days and nights, or whether Felix dispatched embassies to Nero 
to settle the Judeans' bid for primacy—archaeology has nothing directly to say 
about the matter. In principle, it is always possible that an artifact will be found 
that documents a particular person's actions. But this almost never happens 
for first-century Judea, where the recovered sites, epigraphy, coins, and papyri 
clarify only general conditions, and the personal names they produce are often 
hard to connect with those in literary texts. Thus, even if Josephus had writ
ten something akin to a historical novel, using real settings but entirely invented 
characters, plots, and events, archaeology would still be compelled to give much 
the same positive verdict on his "reliability." 

3. As in most fields of classical and biblical studies, in the study of Josephus's 
works the half-century from about 1870 to the 1920s was a period in which schol
ars were fascinated with what must have seemed an exhilarating quest: to recover 
the sources Josephus used. The underlying logic of this enterprise was that most 
ancient authors, certainly Josephus, could better be described as compilers or 
anthologists than as creative authors. In Josephus's case, given prevailing views 
about the normativeness of rabbinic Judaism, it was assumed that an Aramaic-
speaking Pharisee (as he was almost universally understood to be) was incapable 
of producing not only the fine Greek language that we see in much of his work, but 
especially the abundant allusions to classical models of historiography, tragedy, 
and rhetoric. The source critics reasoned that wherever one encounters anything 
other than a simple, smooth-flowing narrative (which itself, however, might have 
been borrowed from someone else if it is too smooth)—where we see repetition 
of vocabulary or doublets in content, a change of vocabulary for the same object, 
concentrations of hapax legomena, a shift of mental or geographical perspective, 
an abrupt digression or change of subject, an inserted schematic summary, or 
a reference to some work by the author that we do not possess—all such items 
likely arise from his (often incompetent) soldering together of sources. 

Already in 1920, Richard Laqueur wrote what seemed then to be the obituary 
for this approach, when he demonstrated that exactly the same phenomena can be 

6 6E.g., M. Broshi, "The Credibility of Josephus," JJS 33 (1982): 379-84; also the essays 
by D. Syon and M. Aviam in The First Jewish Revolt: Archaeology, History, Ideology (ed. 
A. Berlin and A. Overman; London: Routledge, 2002). 
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found throughout Josephuss conflicting and choppy accounts of his own career; 
in that case, they cannot result from an ignorant compilation of sources. Since 
Laqueur's time, many of source criticisms underlying assumptions about Jose
phus's education and worldliness have also been systematically dismantled. For 
some decades, scholars realized that, however we explain all the complications 
of his narrative, we must reckon with Josephus as a genuine author. Strangely, 
however, full-blooded source criticism enjoyed something of a mini-revival in 
the early 1990s. 6 7 

It stands to reason that Josephus, like most ancient and modern writers, was 
occasionally influenced in his lexical choices or even sentence structures by his 
sources. But how can we know where this happened? And can we hope to recon
struct the source bodily? Those are the questions that seem impossible to answer 
affirmatively. With the Pilate episodes, for instance, Josephus must have known 
also this material from oral or written sources, since it happened before he was 
born. Yet we have seen there that he has fully accommodated the two episodes 
to his language and themes in general, to the narrative development in War, 
and each story to the other. Sustained examination of the biblical paraphrase 
in Antiquities abundantly confirms that Josephus fashions and controls his ma
terial: even though we know in that case that he used the Bible, and although 
we still have many versions of "rewritten Bible" for comparison, critics cannot 
yet agree on the kind of biblical text(s) Josephus was using. This is because his 
reworking is so thorough. 6 8 The very atoms and molecules from which the story 
is constructed are Josephan, and if we remove Josephus from the text there is no 
coherent remainder. 

Because he took the same approach throughout his narratives, we can (a for
tiori) have little hope of recovering otherwise unknown sources. Since Josephuss 
literary art demonstrably involves changes of narrative voice, complexity of char
acter development, calculated repetition of charged language, variation of diction, 
and diversionary excursus, it seems impossible to devise criteria based on such 
phenomena for extracting sources. Attempting such recovery would require a sort 
of literary Heimlich maneuver, performed on someone who has long since digested 
the item being sought. The result is likely to be neither appealing nor useful. 

4. The most far-reaching proposal in recent decades for excavating historical 
gold from the (allegedly) baser metal of Josephuss narratives hinges on the prin
ciple of identifying contradictions or reading against the grain. The logic here 
is that Josephus wrote to convey certain strong ideas; for example, it is alleged 
that he wanted to absolve himself and members of his aristocratic peers from 

6 7 Schwartz, Agrippa I: The Last King of Judea (Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1990), 2-3; 
R. Bergmeier, Die Essener-Berichte des Flavius Josephus: Quellenstudien zu den Essener-
texten im Werk desjudischen Historiographen (Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1993). 

68See the survey by L. H. Feldman, "Use, Authority, and Exegesis of Mikra in the 
Writings of Josephus," in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the He
brew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (ed. M. J. Mulder and H. Sysling; 
Minneapolis: Fortress, 1988), 455-66. 
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complicity in the war, insisting that it was driven by a mere handful of rogue 
actors. Since Josephus would not invent material at odds with his purposes, any 
material that contradicts his aims is likely to be there because it is historical, in
cluded because he could not in good conscience avoid mentioning it. 6 9 In relation 
to the war against Rome, some scholars believe that they can learn from Jose
phus things that he did not intend to say, through a kind of cross-examination of 
our long-dead writer. Using him against himself, they challenge his claims and 
thereby reconstruct a more adequate historical reality.7 0 

For a detailed exploration of this method, please see chapter 4 in this vol
ume, "Contradiction or Counterpoint?" The main problem with it is that it must 
reduce Josephus's complex narrative to a sort of slogan or thesis, against which 

"contrary" evidence may be especially valued; but if the narrative is filled with 
demonstrably deliberate and artful tensions, the rationale for such a procedure 
collapses. Reconstructing the real past is not as simple a matter as positing Jose
phus's thesis or "position" and then finding things that contradict it. 

General Considerations 

To speak more generally, all these efforts to wring facts from Josephus over
look two fundamental problems: the nature of language and the nature of history. 
As to the former: it seems obvious that, with the possible exceptions of mathe
matical and musical notation, there is no such thing as neutral language. We may 
come close with single-word questions (Height? Eye-color? Age?) and answers 
(180 cm, blue, 50). But as soon as we begin to use sentences, we must interpret; 
we cannot simply mirror phenomena as experienced by all participants from all 
perspectives. This is as true of the television Evening News (perhaps more insidi
ous because less widely recognized) as it is of Josephus, though in Josephuss case 
the problem should be especially clear. There is therefore no prospect of convert
ing any narrative into a simple reflection of real events. To do so would require 
a kind of alchemy: making make one sort of thing into something else entirely. 
Or, to return to the image of Josephus as producer, writer, director, set designer, 
and sometimes actor: trying to extract the real Pilate from Josephuss narratives 
would be much like trying to extract the real Commodus or Marcus Aurelius from 
Ridley Scott's film Gladiator. In both cases we know that the work of art we are 
watching has a basis in past reality, but unless we have independent evidence 
concerning the real figures and events, we cannot get beyond the art, to know 
whether the characters portrayed really existed or to what extent they matched 

6 9The principle that "incidental" evidence, out of keeping with a sources general 
aims, is for that reason more valuable, is discussed in R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of 
History (London: Oxford University Press, 1976), 256-82; M. Bloch, The Historians Craft 
(trans. P. Putnam; New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1953), 61. But these historians observe that 
such incidental evidence is usually exposed by a second, independent line of evidence. 

7 0 M. Goodman, The Ruling Class of Judea: The Origins of the Jewish Revolt against 
Rome AD 66-70 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 20-21; J. J. Price, Jerusa
lem under Siege: The Collapse of the Jewish State, 66-70 C.E. (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 33,186. 
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the reality. It is no less misguided to draw facts from Josephus than it would be to 
approach the screen at a showing of Gladiator and hope to reach out and touch 
a real character. 

An even more basic problem is that the standard approaches mistake the char
acter of history. We know about the human past in two principal ways: through 
what has been handed down to us as grateful but passive recipients, through tra
dition, and by the active and disciplined pursuit of our questions about the past, 
irrespective of whether any group saw fit to transmit information, which is to 
say through history. The nineteenth and twentieth centuries hosted much debate 
about the true nature of history: whether it is best pursued according to bio
graphical, political, social, economic, social-scientific, or narrative (postmodern) 
programs. However one resolves those issues, what distinguishes all history since 
Herodotus applied the word for investigation or research (iaxopvn) to the past 
is the authoritative position of the historian: the one who determines the ques
tions, gathers evidence, develops and tests working hypotheses. Unlike tradition, 
which has a sociological function in preserving group memories and values, his
tory begins with a historian's problem, the careful examination of relevant evi
dence in situ, and then the generation and testing of possible hypotheses. To the 
extent that we imagine ourselves called upon to declare one piece of evidence— 
Josephus or Tacitus or Augustus's res gestae—reliable or unreliable, we are shirk
ing the work of history to engage in a more or less critical traditionalism. In its 
academic context, history is a form of scientia or Wissenschaft, the methodical 
pursuit of a problem. Declaring any ancient writer historically reliable or unreli
able as such (or partly reliable, etc.) is in this context meaningless. 

Thus, a fixed chasm exists between Josephus's artful portraits of Pontius Pilate 
or Caesarea, which belong to a much larger narrative, and the specific questions we 
might have about the length of Pilate's term in office, his involvement with Roman 
personalities and politics under Sejanus, or his aims and policies in Judea. We pur
sue our questions by articulating them as precisely as possible, gathering the evi
dence that bears on the problem, and producing hypotheses. The most probable 
hypothesis will be the one that best explains how the range of surviving evidence 
came into being. Where we enjoy independent lines of evidence, especially if one 
line involves material remains, we may entertain some hope of resolving modest 
questions.71 

Where we have only one narrative source, however, and no other evidence 
can be brought directly to bear, we have an insurmountable problem. The best ex
planation of Josephus's narratives will normally be Josephus's interests as author 
and artist, beyond which we cannot reach. Speculation based on hunches about 
seeming incongruities has no place to gain traction, to move it beyond specula
tion. Only where we have a second or third independent narrative that overlaps 
in significant measure can it become a meaningful exercise to test a hypothesis 
concerning the lost reality that produced those different artifacts. Even in Pilate's 
case, where we do have at least three (depending on how one counts the gospels) 

See the discussion attached to n. 53 above, on Pilate's term in office. 
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independent literary portraits—in Philo, Josephus, and the gospels—each one 
may be so thoroughly accommodated to its narrative context that the problem of 
the historical Pilate remains intractable. If Pilate's term was as long as eighteen 
years, the snippets provided by the ancient authors appear paltry indeed; we need 
only compare the difficulty of figuring out the real President of the United States 
or Prime Minister of Britain, for whom we are overwhelmed with a daily flood 
of information. 

It might be objected to the model of historical investigation outlined here 
that it seems to entail an assumption of objectivity or neutrality on the part of 
the modern investigator.72 If we reject the notion of finding facts in ancient au
thors, why do we think that our own narratives will be any less freighted with our 
assumptions, values, and language games? For my part, however, I see no con
nection between understanding history as investigator-driven, evidence-based, 
and argumentative—what I have argued for here—and any such illusion of con
ceptual or linguistic neutrality. What distinguishes our historical work from 
ancient historical narratives is not its neutrality. It is rather that history for us 
takes the form of argumentation, not authoritative narrative. Our written work is 
in the nature of reporting on historical experimentation: outlining the problem, 
the evidence, the possible hypotheses, and the results, so that others may work 
through the reasoning process with us. When our historical work is done we may 
dare to produce narratives from it, ultimately, but these must still be supported at 
each point by the results of specific investigations. Because our aim—and here we 
differ fundamentally from a Thucydides, a Josephus, or even a Herodotus—is to 
invite others to retrace the analysis that has led to our conclusions, we must write 
in a publicly accessible way, avoiding highly charged idiosyncratic or emotional 
language that draws from our personal authority and cannot be shared among 
critical international audiences. 

This is far from any claim to neutrality: the point is rather that, in our un
avoidable (but unashamed) particularity of style and expression, we seek none
theless to use a discourse that is as open as possible to the language worlds of 
others, that offers as many points of connection as possible with other intelligent 
critics as they reexamine our evidence. In publishing, we invite critical reviews, 
which are in any case sure to follow. In our conception of history, appeals to our 
own character or personal trustworthiness (ethos), or attempts to elicit specific 
audience emotions (pathos) as a means of persuasion, should have yielded more 
or less entirely to /ogos-appeals. 

Conclusions 

I have tried here to probe the unquestioned status of Josephus as unrivalled 
authority for the history of early Roman Judea. In general, I have argued that 
history ought to be no respecter of such authority; in particular, that coming to 

7 2One recent example of the criticism is Hedrick, Ancient History, 17-22. 
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terms with the content of Josephus's narratives makes clear their limitations as 
mirrors of episodes in Judean history. We must not rely on Josephus, not because 
he is any more "unreliable" than any other ancient writer but because, like all 
of them, he crafts a work of art. His work may be relied upon to fulfill its own 
aims, but not as a window to real events. We cannot rely on Josephus (or Tacitus 
or others) because historical problems that we define for investigation can only 
be pursued and resolved, if they can be pursued and resolved, by evidence that 
we identify, gather, and control—in the sense of being able to check it. Where Jo
sephus provides our only account(s) of episodes in Judean history, we still know 
nothing about them, but only that he said what he said. The default posture of 
the historian about the underlying events must be agnostic, in advance of a dis
ciplined investigation. 

So far my conclusions are antagonistic to long-prevailing methods used 
to study Josephus. To end on a more constructive note, I wish to suggest three 
more promising approaches. First, where Josephuss narratives overlap with ma
terial evidence or with other literary accounts (as in the case of Pilate's career), it 
becomes at least plausible to formulate certain kinds of historical problems for 
which independent lines of evidence exist to be explained and, therefore, which 
we may hope to solve with some greater measure of confidence. 

Second, although the content of particular episodes lay entirely in Josephus's 
gift, the larger portrait he paints of Judean society must have been one that seemed 
realistic to someone of his status, background, and temperament. The institutions, 
groups, and general social conditions that he portrays must have been broadly 
amenable to his interpretations. This is so for two reasons. First, it defies belief 
that, given the countless changes and contradictions in specific points over his 
thirty-volume corpus, he could have sustained a purely imaginary background 
world. Second, Josephus would have opened himself to pointless criticism from 
his many contemporaries who also knew general conditions in Judea if he wholly 
manufactured the basic scenic elements. Still, this is only to say what we might say 
of Ridley Scott's Gladiator: that it authentically conveys many general conditions 
and certain values from the author's perspective. The problem arises if we wish to 
press any particular element of the general picture, in the absence of independent 
support. 

Josephus's most direct usefulness to the historian, finally, may lie in territory 
that is not part of his traditional use at all, but in which we are beginning to make 
strides. A Roman citizen and resident of the capital throughout his literary ca
reer, this author of thirty volumes is not only the most prolific extant writer from 
Flavian Rome; he is also the only surviving historian from those fateful decades. 
From a wide variety of archaeological (numismatic, epigraphical, papyrological, 
and monumental), literary (poetic, rhetorical, biographical, and later historical), 
and prosopographical evidence, we enjoy a fairly nuanced picture of many aspects 
of Josephus's lived environment in Flavian Rome, though large gaps remain—not 
least concerning the expatriate Judean community at that time. Since both the 
broad Roman context and a large number of specific phenomena are available 
to us, and since Josephus wrote in the first instance for immediate audiences in 
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Rome, everything he writes is potentially valuable evidence for the life of a Judean 
aristocrat in Flavian Rome. Since every sentence is a calculated transaction be
tween this author and his Roman audience, we can in principle, with a measure 
of plausibility provided by supporting evidence, hope to understand better the 
specific historical phenomena that his author-audience exchanges represent. 

Josephus thus becomes, along with such figures as Plutarch and Dio Chrysos
tom, a rich source of insight into Roman-provincial relations under the principate, 
and the community of foreign elites in the capital. The value of his narratives 
may lie less in what he writes about than in what he actually says: his language, its 
implicit assumptions, and its likely effects. Without losing their enormous value 
as narratives about Judea (both for their general picture and for specifics that may 
be combined with other lines of evidence), when contextualized as products of 
Flavian Rome Josephuss works invite also many new kinds of historical ques
tions and hypotheses. The following two chapters endeavor to develop this line of 
investigation.73 

73See also S. Mason, "Flavius Josephus in Flavian Rome: Reading on and Between the 
Lines," in Flavian Rome: Culture, Image, Texts (ed. A. J. Boyle and W. J. Dominik; Leiden: 
Brill, 2003), 559-89. Not to be neglected is also the world of the Greek statesman under 
Roman rule, to which Josephus belongs in some measure. This is the theme of two essays 
I have forthcoming: "Of Despots, Diadems, and Diadochoi: Josephus and Flavian Politics," 
in Writing Politics in Imperial Rome (ed. W. J. Dominik and J. Garthwaite; Leiden: Brill, 
2008), and "Josephus, the Greeks, and the Distant Past," in Antiquity in Antiquity (ed. 
K. Osterloh and G. Gardner; Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 2008). 





Chapter 2 

G cD 

O F AUDIENCE AND MEANING: READING 
JOSEPHUS'S JUDEAN WAR IN THE 

CONTEXT OF A FLAVIAN AUDIENCE 

Victor Tcherikovers 1956 essay, "Jewish Apologetic Literature Reconsidered,"1 

showed that Alexandrian-Jewish literature, which had hitherto been considered 
apologetic, polemical, and missionary work aimed at an undifferentiated Gentile 
audience, must in fact have been directed—almost entirely—at the Jews of Al
exandria. Having established this point, Tcherikover called for a reappraisal of 
this literature in its concrete historical environment, in light of Egyptian papyri, 
ostraca, and inscriptions. Understanding a texts audience, he realized, makes all 
the difference to interpretation: "If our opinion is right and every literary work 
reflects the ideas of a certain group of people [i.e., the author and first audience], 
then we have to know exactly where this group lived, when this work was written 
and under what historical conditions it was conceived."2 Audience matters. 

In the study of Josephus, questions of audience have not usually been con
sidered crucial for interpretation. Then again, interpretation itself has not been a 
priority: we have until recently lacked even elementary attempts at sketching the 
structures, themes, and characteristic language of Josephuss major works. 3 The 
meaning of the text has most often been located rather in the interplay between 
our author and his sources: because he altered the Bible (or Nicolaus, etc.) in man
ner X , he must have meant or thought Y. 4 Although Josephuss use of sources is 
an indispensable avenue of inquiry, and may reveal to scholars something of his 
interests as an author, it leaves unsettled whether any particular audience would 
have been able to follow this use of sources: the question of what he wished to 

Victor Tcherikover, "Jewish Apologetic Literature Reconsidered." Eos 48 (1956): 
169-93. 

2Ibid., 186. 
3Cf. R Bilde, Flavius Josephus between Jerusalem and Rome: His Life, His Works and 

Their Importance (JSPSup 2; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1988), 71,92 [under "Literature"]. 
4See for example L. H. Feldman, Studies in Josephus' Rewritten Bible (Leiden: Brill, 

1998); C. Begg, Josephus Account of the Early Divided Monarchy (AJ 8.212-420;.- Rewrit
ing the Bible (BETL 108; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1993); C. Begg, Josephus'Story 
of the Later Monarchy (BETL 155; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2000); F. M. Colautti, 
Passover in the Works of Josephus (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 13-83; D. R. Schwartz, "Josephus 
and Nicolaus on the Pharisees." JSJ14 (1983): 157-71; Schwartz, Agrippa I, 1-38. 
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communicate. Josephus's audience may have been recognized by scholars as an 
introductory issue for the right sort of textbook, but since few if any studies of 
Josephus count as textbooks, audience questions have mostly been treated piece
meal and vaguely. 

One surprisingly durable view holds that Josephus wrote War as Roman pro
paganda, whether on the basis of a comprehensive Roman source 5 or translating 
an Aramaic version intended for the Parthian empire (cf. War 1.3,6). The Antiqui
ties and later works were, according to this view, instruments of repentance or at 
least opportunistic rehabilitation, directed at "Roman authorities" to win support 
for a putative new rabbinic leadership at Yavneh, or perhaps at the Yavnean rab
bis themselves.6 Scholars who have found such a radical disjunction in Josephuss 
literary career unpersuasive have usually adopted the diplomatic solution that he 
wrote for everyone: Romans and Greeks and Jews.7 But where and how he should 
have reached these vaguely conceived parties remains unclear. Finally, in keeping 
with Tcherikovers question about Alexandrian-Judean literature—"What interest, 
indeed, could a Greek reader have for the practical prescriptions of Judaism?"8— 
some scholars have insisted that only other Judeans could have been much in
terested in, or able to comprehend, the writings of this displaced compatriot, no 
matter what Josephus said about his expected audience.9 

Underlying my argument in this essay is the proposition that Josephuss au
dience matters for interpretation. Thus I agree with Tcherikover, not only in his 
particular conclusions about Alexandrian-Judean literature, but more impor
tantly in his (largely neglected) method and argument. Tcherikover regarded a 
couple of Philo's works (Legatio ad Gaium and Against Flaccus) as exceptions to 
his general position, for they seemed obviously targeted at Roman officials; he 

5W. Weber, Josephus und Vespasian: Untersuchungen zu demjudischen Kriegdes Fla
vius Josephus (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1921 [1973]); cf. H. Lindner, Die Geschichtsauf-
fassung des Flavius Josephus im Bellum Judaicum (Leiden: Brill, 1972). 

6With different emphases and nuances, R. Laqueur, Derjudische Historiker Flavius 
Josephus: Ein biographischer Versuch aufneuer quellenkritischer Grundlage. (Darmstadt: 
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1970), 126-27; H. Rasp, "Flavius Josephus und die 
judischen Religionsparteien." ZNW 23 (1924): 46; H. St. J. Thackeray, Josephus: The Man 
and the Historian (New York: Ktav, 1929), 27, 52, 56; M. Smith, "Palestinian Judaism in 
the First Century/' in Israel: Its Role in Civilization (ed. M. Davis; New York: Harper & 
Brothers, 1956), 72; J. Neusner, From Politics to Piety: The Emergence of Pharisaic Judaism 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1973); S. J. D. Cohen, Josephus in Galilee and Rome: 
His Vita and Development as a Historian (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 86,145,209; H. W. Attridge, 

"Josephus and His Works," in Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period: Apocrypha, 
Pseudepigrapha, Qumran Sectarian Writings, Philo, Josephus, (ed. M. E. Stone; Philadel
phia: Fortress, 1984), 200-203; S. Schwartz, Josephus and Judaean Politics (Leiden: Brill, 
1990), 10,199-201. 

7G. E. Sterling, Historiography and Self-definition: Josephus, Luke-Acts, and Apolo
getic Historiography (NovTSup 44; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 297-308; Bilde, Josephus, 77-7$. 

8 Tcherikover, "Apologetic," 178. 
9 E . Migliario, "Per l'interpretazione dell' Autobiografia di Flavio Giuseppe," Athe

naeum 69.1-2 (1981): 92,96,136; T. Rajak Josephus: The Historian and His Society (London: 
Duckworth, 1983), 178 (the Jewish Diaspora was Josephus's primary audience). 
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also thought that Josephus's later works were written for Gentiles,1 0 though he left 
War unmentioned. But if we apply the same sort of historical logic to Josephuss 
War, written in Rome, that Tcherikover used for Alexandrian-Judean literature, 
we should conclude that Josephus wrote in the first instance—without precluding 
secondary and tertiary readerships—for sympathetic or at least tractable audi
ences in his adopted home city of Rome, who shared with him an elite education 
and world of discourse. These groups included some fellow-Judeans (Ioudaioi) 
in Rome (Ag. Ap. 1.51), though he wrote with special concern for Greeks and 
Romans in the capital. 

Although it would be ideal to spell out some consequences of this conclusion 
for understanding Josephus's War, lack of space precludes that kind of explo
ration here. The interested reader may wish to consult chapter 3 in the present 
volume and another essay of mine 1 1 on those questions. In the present study I at
tempt, with sharper focus than I have been able to indulge elsewhere, the nature 
of Josephus's expected audience; in the conclusion I shall merely suggest some 
of the consequences explored in the other essays, to which this study is logically 
preparatory. 

Audience Matters for Interpreting Communicative Texts 

Because interpretation of Josephus has usually ignored or abstracted the 
question of audience, it seems necessary to begin by establishing the otherwise 
trite premise that audience does matter for understanding a work's aims. 1 2 The 
point seems straightforwardly provable, i f an ancient author writes to commu
nicate, and not merely for personal satisfaction, then he writes to communicate 
with someone. It follows that in composing his work he must take into account 
the existing knowledge base of the intended recipients (e.g., linguistic, historical, 
geographical) as well as their interests, values, and attitudes. A text is not self-
interpreting: it has no independent meaning. It is rather a medium or "middle 
term" between two parties, a set of codes left by an author for a skilled reader
ship or—with other sensory cues added—an audience to decipher. For example, 

10Tcherikover, "Apologetic," 183. 
n S . Mason, "Flavian Rome," 559-89 (chiefly on Antiquities, though with some at

tention to War). 
12The reticence about "aim-" or "intention-" language that one often meets in classical, 

biblical, and humanistic scholarship represents, as far as I can see, in part a misapplication 
of W. K. Wimsatt's "intentional fallacy" (of 1946 vintage), developed in relation to belle-
tristic literature, especially poetry, and by no means uncontested even there (see T. Eagle-
ton, Literary Theory: An Introduction [Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996]), 
38-46. Eagleton aptly observes (p. 44), "Most literary theories, in fact, unconsciously 'fore
ground' a particular literary genre, and derive their general pronouncements from this." 
Since the author of Judean War declares intentions (1.1-30) and writes a narrative that 
fulfills them, I see no problem in discussing the book's aims, or indeed Josephus's aims by 
implication, as long as we bear in mind that our accounts can never be exhaustive and that 
the man Josephus behind the work remains unknown in most respects. 
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a page of Aristophanes is completely unintelligible to those without knowledge of 
the script; someone else might be able to identify the characters as Greek without 
being able to read them; another person might have the ability to read them syn
tactically but without grasping the referential sense; yet another might make de
cent sense of them but, lacking appropriate historical knowledge, miss elements 
of wit or nuance that an interpreter with such contextual knowledge would no
tice. Any set of written codes requires such interpretation, and anyone who sets 
out to communicate verbally has no choice but to bear in mind the abilities of the 
expected decoders. 

This does not imply that communication is ever perfect, or even that an author/ 
speaker intends it to be so: we have all used phrases, images, or allusions because 
they are particularly satisfying to us, whether or not our audience ever detected 
the significance for us. (If they do, it is a bonus.) Still, as long as we aim chiefly to 
communicate, we can do so only with an assessment of our audience's knowledge 
and sympathies. 

In this chapter, I mainly assume that Josephus wished to communicate. The 
question becomes, then: With whom7 

Let us begin with basics. The fact that he wrote the extant War in Greek re
quires that he composed for people who could understand this language. More 
than that, however, he wrote a particular kind of Greek, different in pitch, tone, 
diction, and syntactic sophistication from the language of Jewish Greek compo
sitions of the preceding centuries, from such contemporary texts as the New Tes
tament s Mark, John, or Luke-Acts, or from Chariton's Chaereas and Callirhoe. 
Josephus's writing is much closer to that of contemporary and later statesmen-
teachers: Plutarch, Dio Chrysostom, Aristides, and Lucian. Like them, he shows 
himself keenly sensitive to questions of style (War 1.13; 7.455; see further below). 
War's opening sentence comprises 264 words (on Niese's punctuation), half a 
dozen uiv . . . 8e constructions along with other binary contrasts, and a number 
of rare words or formations. 1 3 The work as a whole scrupulously avoids the clash
ing of vowels ("hiatus"), a la mode, and particularly in the opening and closing 
sections favors old-fashioned Attic spelling. 

These traits do not bespeak an easy capitulation to fashion, for they required 
sustained artistic effort, especially from someone for whom Greek was a second 
language. As critics have long observed, however, War is in fact a fine specimen 
of the developing Atticistic Greek so popular among the Greek revivalists of Jo
sephus's time. 1 4 Surprisingly, it contains the first attestation of many words and 
phrases that would become popular in the authors named above, members of the 

"Second Sophistic."15 Josephus also happens to share much of their outlook on 

1 3Rare words: axxtx^ata, 1.12; e^pect^co, 1.13; Ttpoiaxopeco 1.15, apxaio^oyeco, 
8ieico8iK6<;, 1.18, comparative of npoyEvr\<; at 1.18. Unusual formations (not used again 
in Josephus, for example: the neuter substantives TO vecoxepi^ov in 1.4, TO KEA/UKOV in 
1.5, TOC axpaTicoTiKcc, 1.5; TO AricrcpiKov in 1.11. 

14Thackeray, The Man and the Historian, 104. 
1 51 refer the reader to my commentary on War 2, which is vol. lb of Flavius Josephus: 

Translation and Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 2008). 
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issues of internal state (polis) government and external relations with Rome, and 
like them he seems to draw much of this from Polybius.16 War contains arguably 
the richest surviving example of the Greek historical prologue (War 1.1-30), 1 7 and 
the narrative is conspicuously sensitive to the prescriptions of rhetorical training: 
variation in scene and diction, speeches and other major digressions, colorful 
battle accounts. It is replete with evocations of Greek epic and tragedy. 1 8 

Given that Josephus will not maintain Wars literary standards in his later 
compositions, falling into what seems his unaided natural voice by Ant. 20-Life,19 

one must ask why he went to all this trouble in his definitive work, during his 
first decade in the capital. It would be bizarre to imagine him doing so for mere 
self-gratification, or if he wrote for audiences who did not care about such things. 
It seems impossible to avoid the conclusion that he expected an audience who 
would appreciate or even require these touches. 

In modern scholarship, classicists have shown a more determined interest in 
the concrete conditions of publication, in the situations of authors and audiences 
from Aristophanes to Virgil to Dionysius to Pliny the Younger, 2 0 than have their 
counterparts in biblical, postbiblical/intertestamental, and New Testament liter
atures—the other principal constituencies for the study of Josephus. This may be 
because, with the notable exception of the apostle Paul (the vast library of schol
arship on his letters deals very much with contexts and audiences), 2 1 the authors 
and provenances of biblical, postbiblical, and early Christian texts are usually dif
ficult or impossible to know. From that side of the scholarly world, therefore, one 
might object that the study of ancient texts obviously does not require knowledge 
of first audiences. But such a position would only make a virtue of necessity. The 

16See A. M. Eckstein, "Josephus and Polybius: A Reconsideration," Classical Antiq
uity 9 (1990) for specific parallels; A. M. Eckstein, Moral Vision in the Histories of Polybius 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995) for Polybius in general. 

1 7For the standard tropes of ancient prologues, see H. Lieberich, Studien zu den 
Proomien in dergriechischen und byzantinischen Geschichtsschreibung. I: Diegriechischen 
Geschichtsschreiber (Munich, J.G. Weiss, 1899); D. C. Earl, "Prologue-Form in Ancient 
Historiography," ANRW (1972) 1.2:842-856; and, with (happily) significant attention to 
Josephus, J. Marincola, Authority. 

1 8 See H. Chapman, "Spectacle and Theater in Josephus's Bellum Judaicum" (PhD 
diss., Department of Classics, Stanford University, 1998), 208. 

1 9 Josephus's last work (Against Apion) returns to a highly polished rhetorical style. 
2 0 W. R. Connor, Thucydides (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 12: "The 

study of the audience of ancient literature is one of the most pressing items in the agenda 
of classical studies." For convenient demonstration, one might consider the treatment 
of each author in E. J. Kenney and W. V. Clausen, eds., The Cambridge History of Classi
cal Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 5 vols., 1982-1989); more gener
ally, C. Salles, Lire a Rome (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1992); E. Fantham, Roman Literary 
Culture: From Cicero to Apuleius (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996)—a 
detailed survey of literary contexts or audiences—and C. Pelling, Literary Texts and the 
Greek Historian (London: Routledge, 2000), 1-17. 

2 1 See e.g., W. A. Meeks, The First Urban Christians: the Social World of the Apostle 
Paul (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983); C. J. Roetzel, The Letters of Paul: Conver
sations in Context (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1991). 
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fact that we lack much evidence for the authorship and context of most biblical 
and postbiblical literature is lamentable. This lack does not stop critics in those 
fields from endlessly formulating hypotheses about the audiences of the Deu-
teronomistic Historian, Wisdom oj Solomon, 4 Maccabees, or even Q—proof of 
the questions importance. Scholars simply lack the supporting material to make 
compelling cases. In the case of Josephus, however, the situation is much more 
akin to that of most classical authors: we know his name, rough dates, career 
outline, and place of writing. We also have a decent picture from various sources 
of the general environment in Flavian Rome, 2 2 and Josephuss writings contain 
significant references to conditions and even a few persons in that environment. 
To neglect the fundamental question of his expected audience would therefore 
be irresponsible. 

Before moving to the particular evidence for Josephus's audience, I pause 
to elucidate one further point. My working hypothesis is that Josephus wrote to 
communicate, but there are many levels and kinds of communication. For the 
sake of simplicity, I suggest that verbal communication (on one plane at least) 
ranges between the poles of the obvious or basic conveyance of meaning and 
subtle, figured, or partially hidden modes. On the plain-sense extreme, we simply 
try to get across an unambiguous message—as when visiting a foreign country, 
when our ability to use the codes and our knowledge of audience are severely 
limited—without causing either mirth or ambiguity. In such contexts there is 
little room for irony, humor, sarcasm, or other higher dimensions of communica
tion. In these cases, one must spell out everything. 

Yet in Greek and Roman rhetoric such obvious writing was often considered 
pedestrian, even demeaning to the audience, who should be left to complete the 
story for themselves so as to feel respected by the author/speaker. So Demetrius 
(Eloc. 222): "It is a slur on your hearer to tell him everything as though he were 
a simpleton."23 One can only write artfully in this way, however—saying things 
without actually saying them, leaving things for the audience to discover—when 
one knows the audience. In the case of Josephus it is especially important to con
sider this higher level of communication because it was so widely embraced in Fla
vian Rome, where it could be dangerous to speak frankly.2 4 Although we lack the 
space in this essay to explore Josephus s uses of figured language, 2 5 it is important 
to remember these possibilities because they further illustrate the importance of 
audience for interpretation: it is only when we posit a certain kind of audience 
knowledge that we can detect such plays. 

22See e.g., A. J. Boyle and W. J. Dominik (as referenced in n. 11 above). 
"Further on artful modes of discourse: Eloc. 287-98. Cf. Quintilian (Inst. 9.1.14, 

2.65) on figured speech: "a hidden meaning, which is left to the hearer to discover." 
24See F. Ahl, "The Art of Safe Criticism in Greece and Rome," AJP 105 (1984); 

V. Rudich, Political Dissidence under Nero: The Price of Dissimulation (London: Rout-
ledge, 1993) and V. Rudich, Dissidence and Literature under Nero: The Price of Rhetori-
cization (London: Routledge 1997); S. Bartsch, Actors in the Audience: Theatricality and 
Doublespeak from Nero to Hadrian (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1994). 

25See ch. 3 and my essay in n. 11 above. 
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Josephus's Audience in Rome: The Evidence 

At least five considerations place it beyond doubt that Josephus wrote his 
Greek War to communicate with an elite audience in the capital city. 

1. In the ancient world, publication was normally a local and social project. 
The ground on which Tcherikover decisively refuted abstract assumptions about 
apologetic and missionary purposes in Alexandrian-Judean literature has gener
ally been ignored. Against the then common assumption (he said) that ancient 
authors reached their audiences much as we reach ours, Tcherikover pointed out 
crucial differences between ancient and modern publication 2 6—or at least the 
process of making a work public (see below). Since all dissemination of litera
ture depended upon copying by hand, it was inevitably a local affair in the first 
instance. 2 7 Book production was dependent largely on the stature or auctoritas 
of the author and/or his patron: "the main condition for the distribution of a 
book within a society was, that the author should be rooted in that society."28 The 
Jewish authors had audience/reader groups around them. This recognition by it
self obviated implausible notions about the Mediterranean-wide ambitions and 
reach of Judean literature from Alexandria. 

Quite right. But then, Josephus too must have had a local audience in Rome, 
and written for that audience. To apply Tcherikovers challenge to Josephuss works, 
one should not conclude that he too wrote for Judeans. One should rather exam
ine all the available evidence concerning his method of writing and publication, 
considering the ways in which these clues reflect Josephus's context in Rome. 

Since Tcherikovers time an array of studies has made the point repeatedly 
and for various kinds of literature 2 9 that bringing out a book was a social and 
local enterprise. It will be most efficient to sketch some salient results of these 
studies as a point of reference for better understanding Josephus's remarks in the 
following sections of this chapter. I refer the reader to the studies themselves for 
full documentation. 

Publication as we understand it did not exist in antiquity. This may seem ob
vious, but it needs emphasis because most studies of Josephus appear to assume 
that seven-volume corpora on rolls, such as his War, could be distributed to any 
audience he desired. Starr appropriately suggests: "The term publish' should not 
be used because it unavoidably bears a burden of modern implications."30 

26Tcherikover, "Apologetic," 171-74. 
27See also Starr, "Circulation." 
28Tcherikover, "Apologetic," 173. 
2 9 P. White, "The Friends of Martial, Statius, and Pliny, and the Dispersal of Pa

tronage," HSCP 79 (1975): 299; T. P. Wiseman, Roman Studies: Literary and Historical 
(Liverpool: F. Cairns, 1987), 252-56; Starr, "Circulation"; W.V. Harris, Ancient Literacy 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1989), 222-29; Salles, Lire a Rome, 94-110; 
Fantham, Literary Culture, 120-21, 183-221; D. S. Potter, Literary Texts and the Roman 
Historian (London: Routledge, 1999), 23-44. 

3 0Starr, "Circulation," 215 n.18. 
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Technology available to us, from the printing press and its digital successors 
to convenient travel and electronic communication, has spawned the publish
ing industry. In this environment, we divide book production cleanly into two 
phases: the preparation of the work, which is our task as authors and is essen
tially private (the degree to which we involve others is discretionary), and the 
works publication, when it goes out to the audience. Conditions created by mass 
production, editorial and marketing staffs, and modern delivery services dictate 
that while writing, we meet our audiences only in our imaginations. We may try 
to keep them constantly in view, so that the resulting text (or codes) will match 
their competencies, but it is the publisher's task to find that imagined audience 
in reality. We hand over a finished work and the publisher produces hundreds 
or thousands of copies, using advertising, placement in appropriate sales venues, 
and mass-mail resources to control the distribution of the work. In principle all 
such distribution depends on the publishing firm, which monitors usage for any 
infringement of their corporate ownership (copyright) of the work. Revision of 
a book, should we desire it, is a large and expensive undertaking—impossible 
without the publisher's agreement and further investment. For us, then, book-
writing is essentially an impersonal or asocial exercise, which can be initiated 
anywhere in the world if we have the requisite technology. 

In the ancient world, the complete absence of such technology meant that 
there was no clear line between writing and publication, which is why we prob
ably should abandon the latter term as Starr suggests. Preparing a book was 
almost inevitably a local and social project. Evidence from a sufficient variety 
of sources throughout the late republic and early empire (e.g., Cicero, Horace, 
Martial, Statius, Pliny the Younger, Tacitus, Lucian) creates a consistent picture 
along the following lines. An author normally composed a work gradually and 
by constant revision, presenting it in stages to ever-widening concentric circles, 
moving from closest friends to more remote associates through a combination 
of oral recitation and distribution of partial drafts. 3 1 The cycle of oral presenta
tions typically began in the intimate setting of a private residence, perhaps at a 
dinner party, and moved as the author gained confidence in the work to rented 
auditoriums. The oral dimensions of this entire process, even with written texts, 
should always be kept in mind. Apart from scribes and other bookish types, 
people did not often sit down to pore over thirty- or even seven-scroll corpora 
such as Josephus's, with uncial lines lacking word dividers or much in the way 
of punctuation. The simple act of reading would itself normally involve a slave 
reciting stretches of a text to his master. 3 2 (Letters, poems, and epigrams were 
another story.) The leisured classes commonly attended recitals to keep them
selves abreast of current work. 

This process of writing and testing one's work was chiefly where the author 
met his intended audience: in the give and take of presentation and circulation of 

3 1 See ibid., 213. 
3 2 C. Fornara, 31; Fantham, Literary Culture, 202-203, 214-16; Potter, Literary Texts, 

106-10. 
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drafts among trusted acquaintances, receiving challenges from them, and ongo
ing correction. Salles observes: "The success of a literary work depended equally 
on the activity of the coteries, the public readings, and the representations of 
the author to his associates; but in all this, dissemination remained in a closed 
circuit/" 3 3 Some authors apparently rested content with the narrowest circles of 
such oral/aural exposure. Horace contrasts his practice to that of the frivolous, 
who allegedly recite anywhere and to anyone (Sat. 1.4.73): "I reserve the reading 
of my work for my friends alone."3 4 Pliny allows that he begins with his respected 
friends (whose criticism he still fears), but then recites (recito, lego) and sends 
(trado) to ever-larger audiences in the quest to perfect his work (Ep. 7.17). He 
concludes: "I am positive that any work must be revised more than once and read 
to a number of people if it is intended to give permanent and universal satisfac
tion" (Ep. 7.17.15; see also 5.12). Here we have to do with cycles of preparation in 
a social context, at any phase of which an author could simply choose to halt the 
project. If he did, we could not say that the work was "unpublished," since it had 
already reached some levels of the authors society. Nor, conversely, can we say 
that completion of the work would imply much wider circulation. 

To be sure, there was a natural point of completion for a book long in prepa
ration, at which point it might be appropriate to make gift copies to the dedicatee 
(if there was one) and a small circle of associates. Yet the need for manual repro
duction meant that each copy was also in some way a new work; the necessity of 
correcting each copy was well known. 3 5 Because finality was not possible in the 
way it is with printed texts, however, deliberate revision was also relatively easy 
with each new copy, a condition that precludes our concept of a fixed text. Thus 
the "finished" copy was no different in principle from earlier drafts, except that 
the author was provisionally more satisfied with it and so may have distributed 
it with a stronger sense of completion. But further revision was common, and it 
was a significant concern to authors that an inferior version had larger circula
tion than the better one. 3 6 Any number of subsequent "editions" could be created 
with successive copies, as a result of further dialogue with the recipients of gift 
copies. Therefore, no clean division between preparation and publication of a 
book was possible. 

For present purposes, the main consequence of this is that the entire process 
remained local. Even the further distribution of books after completion occurred 
mainly among close acquaintances: "The channels of circulation ran from one 
friend to another, never between strangers This probably restricted both the 
number of texts in circulation and the number of people to whom particular 
texts were accessible."37 

3 3 Salles, Lire a Rome, 156: La succes dune oeuvre litteraire depend simultanement de 
l'activite des cenacles, des lectures publiques, des envois de l'ecrivain a ses relations, mais, 
par ces procedes, la diffusion se fait en «circuit ferme». 

34Ibid., 156. 
35See Potter, Literary Texts, 33-37. 
36Ibid., 29-33. 
3 7Starr, "Circulation," 216-17. 
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An illustration of the inappropriateness of our assumptions about book pro
duction for understanding Josephus's world is furnished by the phenomenon that 
most closely approximates modern publication: the handing over of the book rolls 
to others—friends, a library, or even a bookseller. Thus was the work "made public." 
Paradoxically, however, whereas publication for us is the point at which we begin 
to reach the audience we envisaged while writing, via our publisher's controlled 
distribution, for the ancients this handing over (£K8OCTI<;) 3 8 of the work to others 
was the beginning of the author's effective loss of control over audience. Anyone 
who wished could now have the rolls copied from exemplars, whether from friends' 
copies or through custom orders from booksellers. Occasionally, to be sure, copies 
of books made it to far-flung locales as gifts or via booksellers. Such booksellers 
as there were, however, lacked a distribution system: it seems that they did not 
transport (much less import) books in bulk but had copies produced on order from 
exemplars they either owned or could secure. In a world of widespread illiteracy 
and poverty, where books were passed avidly among friends in elite circles, the 
book trade seems to have been "merely an ancillary system of circulation beside the 
private channels " 3 9 In any case, the authors could have had no idea about this 
added use, and therefore could not have counted on it while writing. Rather, they 
met their intended audiences while preparing their works. 

One aspect of bringing a work to the attention of one's friends and associates, 
of "publication," deserves closer attention, both because it is furthest from our 
experience in a text-conditioned world and because of the possible light it throws 
on Josephus's situation. The custom of hearing texts recited, namely, was confined 
neither to Rome nor to the more entertaining genres, such as poetry. Recitation 
was a widespread practice in the Mediterranean and it was used also for histori
cal works. In Rome, the process of disseminating new histories was comparable 
with practices for other genres because there were no professional historians in 
the first century: the field was open to anyone who could make a claim to credi
bility. As Tacitus's Dialogue on Oratory (Dial. 3) and the so-called progymnas
mata (pre-rhetorical handbooks) plainly show, all those with advanced education 
in rhetoric felt able to compose in any genre: "training in exercises is absolutely 
useful not only to those who are going to practice rhetoric but also if one wishes 
to undertake the function of poets or historians or any other writers" (Aelius 
Theon, Prog. 70; cf. 60). Pliny too assumes that histories were being recited along
side tragedy and poetry (Ep. 7.17.3). In the Roman period it was widely reported 
that Herodotus, the father of history a half-millennium earlier, had recited much 
of his work, which indeed bears many marks of oral performance. 4 0 (Even his 
younger contemporary Thucydides, the model of dense historical writing, may 

3 8Cf. B. van Groningen, "EKDOSIS," Mnemosyne 16 (1963): 1-17; Potter, Literary 
Texts, 32. 

3 9 Starr, "Circulation," 221. 
4 0 R. Thomas, Herodotus in Context: Ethnography, Science, and the Art of Persuasion 

(Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2000), 249-69; L. Kurke, "Charting the Poles 
of History: Herodotos and Thoukydides," in Literature in the Greek World (ed. O. Taplin; 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 118-22. 
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have recited some of his work.) 4 1 Although it might seem bizarre to moderns 
that audiences would sit through sessions long enough to cover much historical 
narrative, 4 2 we should remember that in many parts of the world even today it is 
common to listen to political speeches of several hours' duration. 

In Josephuss time, Tacitus portrays Maternus (under Vespasian) feverishly 
rewriting his life of Cato because the previous days recitation had generated con
cern about its potentially dangerous resonances (Dial. 3). It seems likely that figu
rative references (figurae) in a history by Hermogenes of Tarsus, which prompted 
Domitian to execute him (Suetonius, Dom. 10.1), were also detected through oral 
presentation, for this victim is mentioned among others who gave offense to the 
emperor in their performances (Suetonius, Dom. 10.3-4) . Writing in the 160s, 
Lucian of Samosata frequently observes that he has come to know the histories 
being composed concerning the recent Parthian campaign by hearing authors 
in various Greek cities: "So then, I'll relate to you what I recall hearing certain 
historians earlier in Ionia—and, by God, in Achaea just recently—relate about 
this very war" (Hist, conscr. 14). He claims to have walked out early from one such 
reading, because he could predict the cliched narrative to follow (Hist, conscr. 
15). He sarcastically describes one recital in which the author's grandiloquent 
prologue failed to match up to the paltry narrative that followed: "Those who 
have been listening (oi aKoiaavTEq) immediately call out to them A mountain 
was in labour!'" (23). The situation that he describes assumes that the speaker 
presented a substantial amount: enough for the audience to complain about early 
expectations unfulfilled. 

In sum: making books public in the Roman world was a matter of dis
seminating the work orally and in draft copies through ever widening circles of 
friends and associates: it was local and social. It is difficult to imagine how Jose
phus could have been free of the constraints and conditions of his time. 

2. The specific evidence for the publication of War seems indeed to require 
that he followed the normal practices. This evidence falls into two parts: first, 
references in later works to his preparation and dissemination of War and second, 
clues within the prologue about his situation while writing. 

First, then, two substantial passages from Josephus's later works deal with 
his writing and dissemination of War: the closing sentences of his digression 
against Justus of Tiberias in Life 361-366 and a piece of his digression on Judean 
(vis-a-vis Greek) historiography in Against Apion 1.46-56. 

In the former place, Josephus asserts that Justus's patron and employer King 
Agrippa II had been in frequent contact with himself while he was writing War. 

[364] And the king, Agrippa, wrote sixty-two letters attesting to [my] transmission 
of the truth. Two of these I have actually appended, in case you insist on knowing 
from them what was written: 

4 1S. Hornblower, Thucydides (London: Duckworth, 1984), 29; M. Munn, The School 
of History: Athens in the Age of Socrates (Berkeley: University of California Press, 

4 2To recite Herodotus's narrative would require between one and two 24-hour days 
(Kurke, "Charting," 119). 
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[365] King Agrippa, to dearest Josephus, Greetings! I went through the volume with 
greatest pleasure, and it really seems to me that with superior care you have precisely 
described what you have portrayed. [366] Send me the rest also. Be well. 

King Agrippa, to dearest Josephus, Greetings! From what you have written, you look 
as though you need no instruction—[we can read you] instead of our learning every
thing from the start. Whenever you next meet me, I myself will inform you of many 
things that are not [widely] known. 

Two further points emerge here with some clarity—even if Josephus invented 
the letters or exaggerated the contact, since he is presumably evoking a plausible 
scenario. First, Josephus circulated pieces of War to others, including Agrippa, 
while he was writing ("Send me the rest also "; "I myself will inform you"), not 
merely on completion. Notice the single "volume" (f\ pipA,o<;) in Agrippa's com
ment. Second, this exchange involved at least some personal contact ("When
ever you next meet me. . . ."). If these letters are indeed exemplary of the rest, 
they reveal their limited function. Josephus and Agrippa were close enough 
geographically that they could exchange such notes easily (presumably at least 
124, counting both directions). But the notes themselves were brief and pointed; 
serious discussion was reserved for face-to-face encounters, which must there
fore also have occurred easily enough. Although Agrippa wants to impart more 
information to Josephus, he is content to leave the matter until whenever (OTOCV) 

they should next meet. No travel plans need to be discussed. 
In Against Apion 1.46-49, Josephus describes his process of carefully gather

ing information during and after the war, and then speaks of his period of compo
sition in Rome (notice incidentally the complete lack of reference to an Aramaic 
precursor): "Then, taking advantage of leisure in Rome, with all the work [ftpcc-
ypaTEia* argument? material?] now ready and at my disposal, and after I had 
consulted [or: arranged, furnished, engaged] certain collaborators for the Greek 
sound, thus I accomplished the transmission of the events" (Ag. Ap. 1.50). In Jo
sephus's enlistment of co-workers (awEpyoi) or literary friends 4 3 in the capital 
for this massive project, we again witness a social affair and not the work of an 
isolated author. Another point raised by this notice concerns Josephus's ability in 
Greek, since the collaborators helped particularly with the Greek sound (or pos
sibly "language": (|)CQvf|), a question to which we shall return presently. 

Both passages present intriguing information about those who first received 
copies of War upon its completion. Life 361-362 has Josephus delivering (ini-
SiScoui) the written materials (TOC pipA,ioc) to the imperators, Vespasian and Titus, 
when the events had scarcely passed, and likewise immediately (etiG'ix;) deliver
ing (same verb) the historia to "many others" (aXXoic, 8e noXXolq). Some of 
these latter had participated in the conflict, including Agrippa and certain of the 
king's relatives. Against Apion 1.51-2, however, notoriously describes these same 
transactions differently. Josephus gives the volumes (EKSCOKCC TOC pipA,icc) first 
to Vespasian and Titus as also "to many of the Romans who had fought along-

43There is no reason to imagine Thackeray's "literary assistants" or slaves (LCL, 1929: 
105) here; see Rajak, Historian, 63. 
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side them," but then sells others to "many" of his own people (noXXolq 8e xcbv 
f]|a£xepcov £ni7TpaaKov). Among these purchasers is King Agrippa, the kings 
brother-in-law Julius Archelaus, and an elusive "most dignified Herod." 4 4 All are 
described as fully trained in Greek wisdom (1.52; cf. Life 359), a point that seems 
to be offered as a reason why, though Judeans, they would be interested in the 
Greek-language book. If so, that would suggest that other Judeans who lacked 
such Greek culture would not be interested. 

It is in the nature of traditional Josephus scholarship that attention has fo
cused largely on the dating problem created by Josephuss presentation of the work 
to Vespasian, who died in 79 (although book 7 in its current form has been thought 
to have been written after that date), 4 5 and on Josephuss apparent mendacity in 
claiming in one place that he gave copies to Agrippa and family, in the other that 
he had sold these copies. But for our purposes there are more important things to 
be learned. Namely, Josephus's audience—even in the sense of the first recipients 
of his finished, "final" copies—was local, in keeping with the normal practices 
considered above. His delivery of copies to individuals who were resident in Rome 
during much of the 70s (Agrippa and his sister arrived in 75 ) 4 6 confirms the pic
ture developed above of a proximate network of interested associates. 

Josephus qualifies the adjective "many" (of his fellow-Judean recipients) with 
only three examples, all of whom were of the highest rank. They were fairly dis
tinguished Roman citizens, they spent much of their time in the capital, and they 
were fully conversant with Greek culture. We have no reason, then, to imagine 
massive sales of Judean War to Judeans around the Mediterranean—a technically 
implausible project in any case. The identity of the "many" Romans who had fought 
alongside Vespasian and Titus who received copies, is similarly puzzling. There 
too, "many" seems typically rhetorical (an exaggeration common also in modern 
scholarship). We should not imagine the distribution of Josephus's War to the le
gionary camps in Judea or elsewhere, in the vein of Thomas Paine's pamphleteer
ing during the American revolution, but should probably look for a few prominent 
officials worthy to be mentioned alongside the principes. Obvious candidates are 
the surviving legionary legates from the war, such as: Sextus Vettulenus Ceria-
lis (legio V Macedonica) and M. Titius Frugi (legio XV Apollinaris), the former of 
whom Josephus had once accompanied on a reconnaissance trip (Life 420; cf. War 
6.236-237); the tribune Nicanor, who had reportedly been a friend of Josephus 
(War 3 .344-346); and Masada's conqueror L. Flavius Silva Nonius Bassus. 4 7 

4 4 As N. Kokkinos in The Herodian Dynasty: Origins, Role in Society and Eclipse (Shef
field: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998) observes, the name Iulius suggests that Archelaus's 
family had become Roman citizens already in the time of Herod. Herod "the most dignified" 
he identifies as Herod VII, the last man known to bear the famous name, son of Aristobulus 
III (son of Herod of Chalcis), a cousin of Agrippa II who like him grew up in Rome. 

4 5Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 84-90; Schwartz, Judaean Politics. 
4 6Dio 66.15.3-4; Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 329. 
4 7 For fuller discussion see W. Eck and H. Cotton, "Josephus's Roman Audience: Jo

sephus and the Roman Elites," in Flavius Josephus and Flavian Rome (ed. J. Edmondson, 
S. Mason, and J. Rives; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005). 



58 JOSEPHUS: INTERPRETATION AND HISTORY 

Even if we think of "publication" as the dissemination of finished copies, 
then, Josephus's audience seems to have been limited, local, and Roman. There 
is no reason to imagine that he produced more than perhaps a dozen copies for 
such associates—about what we would have expected in light of general con
ditions. Absent from Josephus is any suggestion that his work was in demand 
through Roman booksellers—the venue for purchasing texts to which one had 
no access via friends—even though there is some evidence that they were becom
ing more commonly used in his period. 4 8 They still seem to have been rare in the 
western provinces at least: Pliny expresses (possibly feigned) surprise that there 
was a bookshop even in Lyon, center of the Three Gauls {Ep. 9.11.2). Josephuss 
audience in Wars first phases of reception appears to have been local. 

This picture of dissemination through growing concentric circles of asso
ciates does not materially change even if we accept Josephus's word that Titus 
privileged Josephus's account, affixed his authorization to the volumes, and or
dered their publication (xct PipMa Snpoaicbaai Trpoaexa^ev, Life 363), which 
may have meant nothing more than deposit in one of the new imperial libraries. 4 9 

Primary distribution would still have been among locals who wished to have cop
ies made of the library master. 

Second, with regard to clues within the prologue, we turn to the prologue of 
War, the impression of local engagement is confirmed also for the period during 
which Josephus was preparing the work. Evidence here indicates that he was mak
ing the work public in the familiar ways: meeting his intended audiences, circulating 
partial drafts, targeting those willing to hear him, receiving criticism along with 
praise; he was fully involved in the literary thrust-and-parry of Roman society. 

Consider carefully the language of the opening sentence: 

[1] Whereas, with respect to the war of Judeans against Romans... those who did not 
happen to be at the events, but are collecting {cx>XXEyovzeq) random and incoherent 
tales through hearsay, are writing them up (ccvaypa^ouaiv) sophist-like, [2] while 
others who were there are misrepresenting the events (KOCTOCVI/EUSOVTCU TWV 7Epa-
YJI&TCQV), either through flattery toward the Romans or through hatred toward the 
Judeans—their compositions comprise denunciation in some cases and encomium 
in others, but nowhere the precision of history—; [3] I, Josephus . . . have set myself 
the task of providing a narrative in the Greek language. 

Although commonly available translations (such as Whiston and Thackeray 
for Loeb) represent the italicized verbs by the English perfect, indicating completed 
accounts against which Josephus reacts after the fact, in modern-scholarly fashion, 
his Greek portrays a much livelier and more fluid situation. He knows what other 
writers are currently doing. But how could he know this, if they have not yet "pub
lished" by disseminating completed works? Josephus has evidently seen advance 
copies or extracts via friends or he has heard some of these people recite, or both. 

4 8Starr, "Circulation," 222. 
49Eusebius {Hist. eccl. 3.9.1-2), significantly calling Josephus the most renowned 

Judean of his time also among the Romans, who had a statue erected in his honor, claims 
that his works {Xoyoi) were included in Rome's library—which one, we are not told. 
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It appears, similarly, that others have heard and responded to his War—before 
he composes this prologue. Quite unexpectedly, having outlined the main themes 
of his narrative (1.1-12), he turns to criticize certain eloquent Greeks (1.13-16). 
These men admittedly excel in speech-craft, he says, and yet they choose for 
their subjects the ancient conflicts between Greeks and Persians ("Assyrians and 
Medes"—for effect): a fairly direct attack on the tendencies of the Greek revival 
discussed above. 5 0 Of interest here is not only that Josephus again seems well 
aware of what his contemporaries are writing, but also that they are fully ap
prised of his work: they have "abused" him for it. What else are we to make of 
this lengthy and peculiar paragraph? These eloquent men "position themselves 
as judges" over great recent events (sc. the Judean war): "which expose the ancient 
wars as paltry by comparison, while abusing those who rival them for honor—in 
relation to whom, even if they prove superior in speech-craft, they are inferior 
in choice of subject." Oblique though this passage may be, for understandable 
reasons in a dignified prologue, it seems to show Josephus again in vigorous de
bate with other writers in the capital. He can even take advantage of traditional 
Roman stereotypes of the Greeks, 5 1 as money-grubbing windbags (1.16), to drive 
home his attack. 

So Josephus has produced an account of the war, which eloquent Greeks 
have dismissed, while they occupy themselves with the past glories of Hellas. 
One of the main issues in their abuse is Josephuss Greek style and perhaps ac
cent, which are ongoing issues of sensitivity for him (e.g., Ant. 20.263; Life 40; cf. 
War 1.16 with Ag. Ap. 23-24) . If we wished to put all the pieces together, then, it 
would be easy to suppose that he secured the help of friends with better Greek 
than his (Ag. Ap. 1.50), "for the Greek sound," precisely because of such pre-
publication criticism. This atmosphere of sniping at another's diction and style 
was characteristic of the Greek revival 5 2 and it is clearly reflected in the work of 
the Syrian Lucian. 5 3 But all of this criticism happened before Josephus came to 
write the current prologue to War.54 We can only make sense of such evidence 
if he and his contemporaries knew each others work in progress, quite possibly 
through recitation, though we cannot prove that. Josephuss remark even in the 
version of the prologue that has come down to us—"I shall not conceal any of my 
own misfortunes, since I am about to speak to those who know [them]" (uiAAcov 
ye npoq eidovxaq epetv; 1.22)—though susceptible of other meanings, tends to 

50See E. L. Bowie, "The Greeks and Their Past in the Second Sophistic," Past and 
Presents (1974): 3-41; S. Swain, Hellenism and Empire: Language, Classicism, and Power 
in the Greek World, AD 50-250 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996). 

5 1 See J. P. V. D. Balsdon, Romans and Aliens (Chapel Hill: University of North Caro
lina Press, 1979), 30-54. 

52See Bowie, "The Greeks," 1974. 
53See Lucian's Pro lapsu inter salutandum and Pseudologista; also Swain, Hellenism 

and Empire, 43-64. 
5 4 For other readings of War 1.13-16, some of which indeed speculate about Josephus's 

conditions in Rome, see S. Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees: A Composition-
Critical Study (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 71-75. 
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confirm the oral dimension of publication. At the very least, it reminds us that 
Josephus knew his audience, and they knew him. 

Finally, the most obvious statements about intended audience in War's 
prologue take nothing away from the foregoing discussion, though they are im
plausibly sweeping. In War 1.3 Josephus claims to write for those under Roman 
hegemony (xoiq KCCXCC xt]v Tcopaicov fiyepoviav), as a counterpart to the 
equally vague "upper barbarians" graced with his prior accounts of the conflict 
in Aramaic. 5 5 A little further along (1.6), having enumerated (and wildly exagger
ated) various groups among those Aramaic-speaking recipients—Parthians and 
Babylonians, etc.—he correspondingly elucidates the readership of his current 
work: "Greeks, and those of the Romans who did not take part in the fighting" 
{War 1.6). But we have already seen that he actually delivered completed cop
ies of War to those who had participated: Vespasian and Titus, their generals, 
Agrippa and his relatives (Life 361-363; Ag. Ap. 1.51-52). Rhetorical motives are 
at work in both passages: there to stress that his knowledgeable recipients would 
have objected had he misrepresented the facts, here to emphasize his didactic 
purpose: therefore, he need not write for those who fought in the war. Then again, 
he has just claimed that even those who were present are writing their accounts 
from prejudice rather than fact (War 1.1-2). All of this highlights the rhetorical 
malleability of such programmatic statements, in contrast to the more concrete 
evidence concerning audience. 

Still, we need not doubt the sincerity of such broad descriptions in general— 
cf. Ant. 1.5: Antiquities is for "the whole Greek world"—as long as we remember 
that this was not a practical goal. Every self-respecting author, from Thucydides 
(1.22.4; cf. Josephus in Ag. Ap. 1.53) to Pliny the Younger (Ep. 7.17.15: quodplacere 
et semper et omnibus cupias), strove to write for posterity or for the world. But 
they all had more immediate audiences and aims in view. I leave it to an expert 
in Thucydides—the paradigm of the writer for posterity—to make the point: 

"Thucydides, like Herodotus, clearly intended his work to endure, like a monu
ment in stone. But all monuments are established for an immediate purpose." 5 6 

Josephus's hope for a hearing across space and time has been fulfilled beyond 
his wildest dreams, but that does not change the fact that he wrote War with a 
concrete audience and situation in view. 

The remaining three lines of evidence that he wrote for (and received) a local 
Roman audience may be summarily presented. 

3. The narrative assumes ignorance of basic Judean realia, but substantial 
knowledge of Roman history. The following examples are representative. 

War's audience is apparently not expected to know anything significant about 
even the most famous figures of Judean history in the centuries preceding the 
revolt: the Hasmoneans, including Judah Maccabee (War 1.36-37), or Herod the 

5 5 The Aramaic precursor to the Greek War is best understood as some sort of concise 
communication(s) issued from Jerusalem or at least Judea, not as a Vorlage in any proper 
sense—or indeed as a composition from his Roman period. 

5 6Munn, School of History, 316. 
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Great (1.181, 203-204) . All these men receive full introductions at first mention. 
As for Judean culture, Josephus must explain that on the seventh day Judeans ab
stain from labor (1.146), that Sepphoris is a city of Galilee (1.170), that the high 
priestly office requires freedom from physical defect (1.270), that Judean law (not 
an obscure one, note, but the second commandment) forbids representation of 
living creatures (1.650), that a feast called "Unleavened," also known as Pascha (no 
Aramaic is assumed), is a feast involving pilgrimage and many sacrifices (2.10-11), 
that another known as "Fiftieth" (i.e., Pentecost) takes its name from the interval 
following Passover (2.42), that a certain (i.e., nazirite) vow requires shaving of the 
head (2.313), and that Judean law (viz. Deut 21:21) prescribes the immediate burial 
of corpses (4.317). Although the audience seems to have an idea about the coastal 
cities of Phoenicia—Berytus (a Roman colony) may be mentioned alongside Tyre, 
Sidon, Byblos, and Ptolemais without explanation (1.422)—they are assumed to 
know nothing at all about Judean or Galilean geography and topography. Even 
Jerusalem and its temple (5.136-229) must be described in detail, as also the two 
Galilees (1.22; 3 .35-44) . 

All this is basic information. Of course, King Agrippas relatives and presum
ably even Roman commanders from the conflict would know it, but Josephus ap
parently has in view a local Roman audience that needs such explanations. Their 
lack of knowledge about matters Judean is thrown into sharp relief by what Jose
phus apparently does expect them to know—Roman history and politics. 

Although he can also introduce minor Roman figures, of a century or more 
past, in the way he introduces the major Judeans (e.g., War 1.205: Sextus Caesar, 
a relative of the great Caesar who was at that time governor of Syria), the audi
ence receives no such help with important Roman personalities. Thus, Josephus 
first mentions Marc Antony, Augustus, and Marcus Agrippa without introduc
tion (1.118) and describes Scaurus as the general who had been sent to Syria by 
Pompeius Magnus (notice the transliteration from Latin, rather than the Greek 
equivalent Meyaq)—assuming audience familiarity with Pompey if not Scau
rus. 5 7 Even Pompey's father-in-law [Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius] Scipio, his associ
ate in the eastern imperium, acquitted on a charge of ambitus, famous in Rome 
and discussed by Julius Caesar, Cicero, and Livy, can be mentioned (1.185) with
out introduction. Josephus likewise assumes that [P. Licinius] Crassus and his 
notorious Parthian campaign (53 B . C . E . ) are well known to the audience (1.179). 
And in 1.183 we find the telling chronological pointers, "When Pompey fled with 
the Senate across the Ionian Sea, [Julius] Caesar now being master of Rome and 
the world," which expect rather a lot from the audience. (When did Pompey flee 
with the Senate, then?) At 1.242 he casually mentions the "death of Cassius at 
Philippi" (in 42 B . C . E . ) , again expecting audience knowledge of a period so fa
mous among Romans. 

Especially telling, it seems, are Wars first references to Queen Cleopatra, for 
example (1.243): Marc Antony was "now a slave to his desire for Cleopatra." The 

5 7 The Latin nick-name appears even more strikingly, without need of "Pompey," at 
5.409. 
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dark portrait of the Egyptian monarch intensifies in 1.358-368, where Josephus 
speaks of Antony's gradual destruction through enslavement to his desire for 
Cleopatra and now also of her "thirsting for the blood of foreigners." This is ob
viously not a detached description, but highly tendentious rhetoric especially 
suited to the standard Roman image of the eastern seductress, who had provided 
the basis for much of Octavian's anti-Antony propaganda. 5 8 Indeed, memories of 
Cleopatra may well have contributed to Titus's need to dismiss the Judean Queen 
Berenice from his house and bed in 79 C.E. , before acceding to the principate— 
not another Cleopatra! 5 9 Josephus assumes here both the subject knowledge and 
the values of a Roman audience. 

Further examples abound. In War 1.243 and 1.284 [M. Valerius] Messalla 
[Corvinus], the eminent Roman general and orator, literary patron of Ovid and 
Tibullus (64 B . C . E . to 8 C.E.), is mentioned quite incidentally as "Messala." Yet both 
contexts have to do with oratory: defending Herod and Phasael before Antony 
and speaking for Herod's kingship in the Senate (40 B . C . E . ) . The audience should 
presumably understand the significance of this particular character. At 1.364 Jo
sephus casually mentions the outbreak of war at Actium (31 B . C . E . ; cf. 1.398). 

At 1.400 Josephus remarks that, "In Caesar's affections, Herod stood next after 
Agrippa, in Agrippa's next after Caesar." But this assumes audience knowledge of 
the very close relationship, nowhere explained, between Augustus and his son-in-
law M. Vipsanius Agrippa. War 2.25 is even more telling. First, [P. Quinctilius] 
Varus, legate of Syria in 4 B . C . E . , notorious in Josephus's Rome for his loss of three 
legions in the Teutoburg forest in 9 C . E . , 6 0 is introduced without elaboration (as in 
the prologue, 1.20; see below). Then Augustus convenes an advisory council, in 
which Josephus pointedly remarks that "for the first time he also seated Gaius, the 
son [he] adopted from Agrippa and Iulia his daughter." It is a pointed reference 
("for the first time"), but what is the point—since neither Gaius nor Julia will ap
pear again in War7 This notice could only have meaning for an audience familiar 
with the sad history of Augustus's family: the marriage of the princeps' daughter 
to his loyal friend Agrippa, the birth of their son Gaius and Augustus's hopeful 
adoption of him as successor, and the later tragedy of the young man's death in 
4 C.E., which so fatally shaped the subsequent imperial succession. 

That such assumptions about the audience's Roman knowledge do not de
rive from Josephus's sources (such as Nicolaus) is clear because they continue 
throughout. In War 2.247 Josephus introduces the new governor of Judea, Felix, 
as the brother of Pallas. But this identification only works if Pallas himself was 
already known to his audience. Marcus Antonius Pallas was indeed notorious 
in elite Roman circles as the stereotypical too-powerful freedman in Claudius's 
court (Suetonius, Claud. 28; Tacitus, Ann. 12.53). Similarly, in 2.250-251 Jose-

5 8E.g., Cambridge History of Classical Literature 2.3: 39, 57, 93,102. 
5 9Cf. Suetonius, Tit. 7 and thereto B.W. Jones and R. Milns, Suetonius: The Flavian 

Emperors, A Historical Commentary (London: Bristol Classical Press, 2002), 107. 
6 0E.g., Velleius 2.117-121; Tacitus, Germ. 37.5; Ann. 1.3,43, 55,57-62,65,71; 2.41,45; 

Cassius Dio 56.18-22. 
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phus prescinds from exploring the horrors of Nero's reign because they are well 
known to his audience. Notice again both the content of the audience's assumed 
knowledge and Josephuss hostile tone concerning Nero, which matches elite 
Roman attitudes of the late first century. 6 1 According to Suetonius (Ner. 57) and 
Tacitus (Hist. 1.4), the masses rather liked Nero and mourned his death. Josephus, 
however, shares the scandalized outlook of the elite authors. Finally, in 4.496, 
he likewise avoids exploring the Roman civil war following Neros death on the 
ground that these events are well known (8i' 6xA,oi) 7taaiv ecmv) and they have 
been written up by many, "Greeks as well as Romans." Both of these appeals to 
audience knowledge, from experience and from current books, make the best 
sense in the context of his Roman environment. 

Josephuss pointed reference to works by both Greek and Roman authors 
raises the important question whether his efforts at fashionable and high-level 
Greek somehow restrict his audiences to Greek- rather than Latin-speaking 
circles in Rome. Such an assumption would, however, misunderstand Roman 
literary culture, which was fully bilingual. The fact that Josephus wrote in Greek 
was simply a result of necessity: even with a functional literacy in Latin, he would 
not have hoped to compose at a level high enough for elite consumption, whereas 
he could (and did) manage this in Greek. But we have many solid clues that he 
could read Latin as needed. 6 2 An elite audience in Rome, even if Roman by birth, 
was able to function well in Greek. 

In sum: Josephus's assumption that his audience is schooled in Roman con
ditions is thrown into sharp relief by his expectation that they know nothing 
(necessarily) about Judean culture. 

4. The prospectus of the narrative that Josephus provides in Wars prologue 
(1.17-30) conspicuously reaches out to a Roman audience. This fact on its o w n -
though not to my knowledge discussed before—seems decisive for the question 
of Josephus's expected audience. If one compares the Polybian-style table of con
tents that Josephus provides with the actual narrative to follow, one discovers 
that he has consistently shaped the prospectus to appeal to Roman interests, 
while downplaying or omitting altogether features of the narrative—no matter 
how large or important in the narrative context itself—that will require careful 
introduction. 

This is immediately apparent from the personal names given. Of the Judeans, 
only Herod son of Antipater (who was in any case world-famous) receives mention 

6 1 Cf. War 2.184 on Gaius Caligula, who cut off the cream of nobility in his country 
and then extended his design to Judea. 

6 2 These include not only antecedent probability (after years spent with Roman of
ficers and guards in captivity, then in the capital itself) but also more concrete indicators. 
Josephus apparently used the generals's commentarii (field notes) as sources (Life 358; Ag. 
Ap. 1.56); his War shows many parallels with Julius Caesar's highly esteemed Gallic War 
(not least War 2.119; cf. Bell. gall. 1.1) as well as Sallust's widely read Catilinarian Conspir
acy; and by the time he writes Ant. 18-19 he almost certainly borrows heavily from Latin 
sources for the detailed description of Gaius's accession to the principate (T. R Wiseman, 
Death of an Emperor: Flavius Josephus [Exeter: University of Exeter Press, 1991]). 



64 JOSEPHUS: INTERPRETATION AND HISTORY 

(1.19-20). Even though the narrative to follow is about the Judean revolt and so 
deals at great length with such figures as John of Gischala, Simon bar Giora, and 
Eleazar son of Yair, Josephus leaves these men unnamed in the prologue, refer
ring only in a general way the Judean "tyrants" and their differences (1.24). By 
contrast, a number of Romans receive anticipatory billing: not only Vespasian 
and Titus, who figure repeatedly (1.21, 23, 24, 25, 28, 29), but also rather less 
important figures in Josephus's narrative such as Pompey (1.19), [Gaius] Sossius 
(1.19), Augustus (1.20; in Latin transliteration rather than the Greek equivalent 
lEpaaxoq) , Quintilius Varus (1.20; simply Varus at 2.25), Cestius [Gallus] (1.20), 
and Nero (1.20, 21). Josephus includes names that will be immediately meaning
ful to his envisaged audiences and readers, but omits those that will sound alien 
or perhaps generate adverse responses without careful introduction. 

Still more important are the prospectus's lack of proportion and disparity 
of theme vis-a-vis the narrative. For example, War 1.19-20 passes over most of 
the long and detailed book 1, concerning the Hasmonean dynasty and Herod's 
colorful career, focusing only on Roman involvement in the region. This Roman 
political and military emphasis continues throughout, with some astonish
ing results. Josephus omits from book 2 the entire Herodian succession story 
(2.1-117), the three philosophical schools (especially Essenes), the governors of 
Judea, and King Agrippa's strenuous efforts before the war; from book 3, almost 
everything that does not relate to the activities of Vespasian and Titus, including 
Josephus's own military career (the focus of that book); from books 4 to 6 almost 
everything—the capture of Gamala, Tabor, and Gischala, the growth of serious 
factionalism in Jerusalem, the arrival of the Idumeans and the pivotal murder 
of Ananus and Jesus (4.233-333), as well as other crimes against the sanctuary, 
though these are pivotal in the book's theme and structure. Most significantly, 
he leaves out of the prospectus the narrative's many examples of Judean courage, 
resourcefulness, and partial success (5.71-97, 109-135, 258-330) , as also the Ro
mans' long hard struggle to take Jerusalem, which was delayed by the temporary 
victories of the Judeans (6.12-92, 129-192). He omits reference to his own final 
speech (6.99-110) and his relay of Titus's speech (6.124-128), as well as the worst 
horror of the famine: Mary's cannibalism (6.193-219). In their place, he high
lights only a few paragraphs toward the end of book 4 and the beginning of book 
5 concerning Nero, the Roman civil war, and Vespasian, some exotic information 
about the temple and its priests, the unnamed Judean tyrants and bandits, the 
suffering they inflicted on the Judeans, and the Roman desire to spare his com
patriots (1.21-28). 

If we had only this latter half of the prologue, we might suppose that War 
was indeed an instrument of Roman propaganda on the old view, but it is crucial 
to remember that this outline does not in fact match the content of the book. 
It seems rather carefully crafted to hook the audience in—a Roman audience— 
while reserving detailed reinterpretation of War for the appropriate time. Jose
phus has already signaled that he will counter the prevailing jingoistic accounts 
with a balanced viewpoint (1.2-3, 6-10) , but the force and consequence of his 
revisionist view must await careful articulation in the story itself. 
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5. Josephus uses the major theme of his War, civil war (GTOLGIC, O I K E I O : ) , 

to connect the Judean situation with the Roman. He introduces the theme of 
GTOLGIC, in the prologue (1.10), makes it the first word of the narrative proper (1.31), 
and refers to the theme often throughout. War is in many respects the story of a 
Judean civil war: aristocrats such as Josephus had gone to great lengths to sup
press it, but they failed, so that behind the scenes of an ostensible war with Rome 
lay a full-scale internal conflict. 

Most scholars trace this Josephan theme to Thucydides> classic treatment of 
civil war at Corcyra (3 .82-84) , 6 3 and one even tries to interpret War as an ongoing 
intertextual play vis-a-vis Thucydides. 6 4 It takes nothing away from the helpful
ness of these analyses—Thucydides does remain a fund for historians through
out this period—to observe that Josephus as author does not connect the Judean 
stasis with Thucydides or Greek problems half a millennium before his time. He 
rather connects the Judean seditio, and programmatically, with the many Roman 
civil wars, especially the one concluded just before his arrival with Titus in Rome, 
which was also fresh in the experience of his Roman audience. 

Already in the prologue (War 1.4), Josephus describes the period of momen
tous change (Kivr|pa) in which the Judean war erupted as one in which internal 
Roman affairs were also becoming diseased (voaeco)—a verb commonly applied 
in Greek and Latin literature to the blight of factionalism. 6 5 Twice again in the 
opening prospectus he makes the same link, by distinguishing the Romans from 
Pompey (1.19) and by mentioning the upheavals (pexapoXai) in Rome at the 
time of the Judean war (1.23). Josephus appears to suggest that the civil war or 
sedition that afflicted the Judeans and led to fateful Roman intervention in their 
politics was a phenomenon entirely familiar to the Romans themselves, not—as 
Nicolaus of Damascus (War 2.92) and many others would claim—a distinctive 
ethnic trait of the Judeans. 

In book 1, these connections are too frequent to itemize, as the Roman 
civil wars and their protagonists furnish the whole backdrop for the later Has-
monean period and for Herod's masterfully shifting allegiances. At 1.216-219, 
for example, Josephus pauses the narrative to describe the outbreak of civil 
war (TZOXEVLOC, fyfyvXioq), internal factionalism (Siacxaaid^co) and upheaval 
(Kivnpa) in Rome, assuming the audiences prior knowledge of the figures and 
events mentioned. 

After book 1 Josephus takes the narrative back to Rome with great frequency: 
2 . 2 4 - 3 8 , 9 0 - 1 1 0 (Augustus ponders Herod's will), 2 .204-217 (Claudius's accession 

6 3E.g. Rajak, Historian, 91-94; L. H. Feldman, Josephus's Interpretation of the Bible 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998), 140-48; Gottfried Mader, Josephus and 
the Politics of Historiography: Apologetic and Impression Management in the Bellum Ju-
daicum (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 55-103; cf. J. J. Price, Thucydides and Internal War (Cam
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001) on the Thucydidean background. 

6 4 Cf. Mader, Politics in the previous note. 
65Thucydides 2.48-59; Plato, Resp. 5.470c, Soph. 228a; Sallust, Bell Cat. 36.5; Hist. 

2.77m; Tacitus, Ann. 1.43.4; Hist. 1.26.1; cf. E. Keitel, "Principate and Civil War in the 
Annals of Tacitus," AJP 105 (1984): 320 and n. 32. 
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and Agrippa I), 2 .245-251 (Claudius decides the Judean quarrel with Samaritans; 
accession of Nero), 3 .1-8 (Nero hears of the Judean revolt and sends Vespa
sian), 4.440 (revolt of Vindex), 4 .491-502 (Roman civil war after Nero's death), 
4 .545-549 (Roman civil war again). The purpose of these references becomes 
clear from Josephuss language at 4.545. While describing the violent conflict 
between Simon bar Gioras and John of Gischala's Zealots, he observes: "Not only 
in Judea were there civil war and sedition, however, but also across Italy"—citing 
the struggles of Galba, Otho, and Vitellius (4 .545-549) . This ongoing compari
son is strengthened when, a few paragraphs later, he turns to describe Vitellius's 
behavior as "a savage tyrant" (4.596) and the actions of that generals army in the 
city of Rome: reckless looting and slaughtering of the wealthy (4.586-587)—just 
like the Judean tyrants in Jerusalem. Several paragraphs near the end of book 4 
are devoted to a graphic day-by-day portrait of the end to the civil war in Rome 
(4.630-655) , but this occurs immediately before Titus is sent to end the civil war 
in Jerusalem (4.656-663) . Titus is reportedly quite aware, as Vespasian had been, 
that the problem in Jerusalem is essentially a civil war among Judean factions 
(5.1-3), not a matter of the Judean peoples opposing Rome en bloc. 

The fitting end of the civil-war theme coincides with the close of the main 
story. It is the joint triumph of Vespasian and Titus in Rome, concerning which 
Josephus comments (7.157): "For on this day the city of the Romans celebrated 
both victory in the campaign against her enemies [sc. the Judeans] and the end 
of civil disasters [sc. among the Romans]—and thus the beginning of hopes for 
prosperity." The very next paragraph, collapsing about four years, covers the 
dedication of the Forum of Peace in Rome (7.158-162). Vespasian's triumph over 
internal chaos, with his sons as insurance against bloody succession contests in 
the near future, coincides with decisive victory over foreign enemies. From Jose
phus's perspective, similarly, the end of Judea's civil war has renewed the promise 
of peace. 

Josephus continually reverts to affairs in Rome not only because that is the 
natural reference-point for his envisaged audience in the city, but also in order 
to make the Judean conflict more intelligible and less alien, by implicit compari
son with the capitals own vividly remembered struggles. Every statesman knew 
that civil war (a ida iq , seditio) was a perennial threat, 6 6 and the Judeans could 
hardly be singled out for odium because the disease had affected their society so 
dramatically. 

Conclusion 

To conclude: the general conditions of composing and disseminating litera
ture in the first century, along with explicit indicators in Josephus's writings about 
War's circumstances and assumptions he makes about his audience's knowledge 
and values all point in a single direction. He wrote his finest work with a sophisti-

66This is, e.g., the dominant theme of Plutarch's Praecepta gerendae reipublicae. 
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cated Roman audience in view, one that was fully at home in elite discourse about 
politics and constitutions, and one that had a taste for fine writing. 

Here I can only hint at some important consequences that flow from iden
tifying Josephuss audience. Only when such concrete conditions are ignored, it 
seems to me, can Josephus be interpreted as a mouthpiece of Roman propaganda, 
in the traditional way. Abstracted from such a context, for example, his flattery of 
Vespasian and Titus, along with his acknowledgment of Roman fortune, might 
easily be read as an effort to persuade fellow-Judeans around the Mediterranean 
to acquiesce under Roman rule. 

Once he is placed in his Flavian Roman context, however, everything changes. 
We no longer expect him to spell everything out, since we can see that he relies 
upon prior audience knowledge and values. Once we take on board the nature 
of Flavian self-representation in post-70 Rome, as the conquerors of a rebellious 
people, as those who have defeated a weak race and its deity by means of their 
virtue, generalship, and support from Roman deities, everything in War takes on 
a completely different hue. Now we can begin to take seriously Josephus's claim 
that he is writing to balance the record with a fair treatment of his people (1.1-3, 
6 -9 ) . Now his ongoing emphases on Judean valor, toughness, and contempt for 
death, along with their talent for outwitting the famous legions, become more 
meaningful as a challenge to the dominant portrait. Now we may see his flattery 
of Vespasian and Titus, by contrast, as no more than de rigueur, and we may 
become more attentive to cracks in this portrait. These cracks are to be found es
pecially in the famous theme of Titus's clemency, which in fact makes the young 
emperor out to be somewhat gullible on the battlefield, a decent humanist faced 
with Judea's wily war-fighters—certainly, deserving no credit for Jerusalem's fall. 
And we become alive to the possibilities of irony. Whereas most scholars have 
treated the presentation of the eighteen-year-old Domitian in 7.85-88 as obsequi
ous flattery, even redating book 7 to Domitian's reign in part to account for this 
apparent groveling (it "extols Domitian's prowess"),6 7 against the background of 
a Roman audience's likely knowledge 6 8 it seems more plausible that Josephus was 
practicing "the art of safe criticism" 6 9 through an obvious and excessive flattery. 

Audience matters: the stakes are enormous. 

Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 87. 
Suetonius, Dom. 2; Tacitus, Hist. 4.75-85. 
See Ahl, "Safe Criticism," n. 24. 





Chapter 3 

G 
FIGURED SPEECH AND IRONY 

IN T. FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS* 

In a programmatic article of 1984 Frederick Ahl called for a reappraisal of 
Graeco-Roman literature against the recognition that the ancients were partial to 
'figured' speech. Many preferred Odysseus' way (deferring to crooked-counselled' 
Zeus) to that of Thersites, the plain-speaking fool whom the wily hero attacked 
(II. 2.211-77; Ahl 1984: 174-79; cf. Lateiner 1995). Any Scythian could reveal his 
mind (Demetr. Eloc. 216,297); only a man of refinement could craft his language 
so as to embed important discoveries for the audience to make (Ahl 1984: 196). 
This refracted manner of speech was called eja^aaiq in ancient rhetoric—in dia
metric opposition to our usage of the English descendant (Ahl 1984:176-79) and 
also Greek usage in other contexts. In a world in which elusive language was val
ued, even the most egregious kind of flattery, so repugnant to modern readers of 
the Flavian poets for example, might turn out to be skillfully manipulative of its 
willing victim. Ahl cites the case of Juvenal's fisherman, who reeled in Domitian 
with the outrageous claim that an unusually large fish he offered the emperor 
had presented itself, eager to be served on the imperial table (Juv. 4.69-71; Ahl 
1984: 197-98). 

Several studies in the past decade have excavated the related phenomena of 
'doublespeak', 'dissimulation', and 'dissonance' in the history and literature of 
the early principate (Rudich 1993: xvii-xxiv, 1997; Bartsch 1994: 63 -97) . Augus
tus and Tiberius encouraged language games among the elite by extending the 
capital charge of'diminishing the majesty of the Roman people' (maiestas) to in
clude slander, or perceived slander, of the princeps (Suet. Aug. 55; Tac. Ann. 1.72; 
Dio Cass. 57.22.5; cf. Bartsch 1994: 66). Throughout the first century senators in
creasingly accommodated themselves to the new pretences, though the resulting 
internal dissonance could become unbearable. Titius Rufus committed suicide 
in 39 CE while awaiting trial for 'having declared that the Senate thought one 
thing but propounded another view' (Dio Cass. 59.18.5; cf. Rudich 1993: xxiii). 

"Thanks to members of the SBL Josephus Seminar and the Jewish Studies Seminar 
at Wolfson College, Oxford, also to Martin Goodman, Christina Kraus, Christopher Pel-
ling, Joseph Sievers, and Jane Lightfoot for critique (much of which remains in play, alas). 
I prepared this study while enjoying a Killam Research Fellowship (administered by the 
Canada Council for the Arts), a research grant from the Social Sciences and Humanities 
Research Council of Canada, and a Visiting Fellowship at All Souls College, Oxford. 
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Says Rudich, Tt was an uncanny world of illusion and delusion, of ambivalences 
and ambiguities on all levels of social interaction (1993: xix). 

Whereas the satirical verse of a Juvenal positively invites ironic analysis (Ro
mano 1979) and a recent study of the Domitianic Argonautica by Valerius Flaccus 
can devote a substantial final chapter to dissimulation as theme and meta-theme 
(Hershkowitz 1998; 2 2 4 - 4 7 ) , with the notable exception of Tacitus (e.g., Lee-
man 1973:169; Keitel 1984; Plass 1988; O'Gorman 2000) and Xenophon perhaps 
(Nadon 2001:1-3; 160-66) , historians have not often attracted such readings (but 
Wecowski 1996). Given both a general taste for elusive language in antiquity and 
the specific constraints of imperial Rome, however, we should at least ask about 
the ironic dimensions of any text we study from the period. 

Among Flavian authors, nowhere is the dearth of scholarly attention to art
ful speech more patent than in the case of Titus Flavius Josephus, new citizen 
and prolific historian. Traditional scholarship on Josephus had scarcely credited 
him with the intelligence needed for sustained seriousness (Bilde 1988: 123-41) , 
a precondition of irony. Now we have conquered that summit, from which we 
can glimpse many promising trails, we may be tempted to rest content with our 
new image of Josephus as earnest historian, ardent apologist, and creative author 
(Bilde 1988:141-71). My goal here is to press further and ask how his works were 
read in Flavian Rome, and whether they shared in the language games then cur
rent. To what degree did he plant seeds of self-mockery, arising from his peculiar 
situation, in his compositions? Did he leave signals for his audience that there 
was more for them to discover than he had plainly said? Might even some of 
his much-discussed flattery of the Flavians be better understood as ironic fish 
stories? 

Pursuing irony in Josephus draws our attention not only to the challeng
ing political threads that he might have woven between the lines of a seemingly 
straightforward narrative, but also to his rhetorical aesthetics in general, and 
the interposition of a certain playful distance between himself and his language 
(Kierkegaard 1965 [1841]: 292; Muecke 1969: 159-215; Fowler 2000: 8 -9) . Inas
much as it reveals the gap between one's inner disposition and what one says, an 
ironic outlook is the basis, and literary irony the quintessential manifestation, of 
rhetoric. The two come together, for example, in Robert Lamberton's keen ob
servation about Plutarch (2001: p. xv): 'Plutarch all too often turns his eloquence 
to the task of demonstrating a point while leaving in us the suspicion that he 
would be equally capable of arguing the contrary position/ Rhetorical expertise, 
the goal of ancient education, enabled its practitioners to make any case what
soever as the situation demanded (Cic. Brut. 93.322; cf. Marrou 1956: 285; Ken
nedy 1994:102-27; Cribiore 2001: 2 2 0 - 4 4 ) . If sincerity (sine + ceres) signifies 'the 
absence of wax', rhetoric was all about wax (cf. Demetr. Eloc. 296): wax tablets 
that could be inscribed, erased, and re-inscribed as desired. Looking for irony 
in Josephus takes us to that rhetorical pulse in his writing and illuminates his 
historiographical values. 

After an attempt to clarify terms, I shall proceed through Josephus' narra
tives in order. 
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IRONY: DEFINITIONS, MEANS, AND ENDS 

Irony and its Relatives: A Brief Family History 

What I seek to open up in this exploratory essay is hard to reduce to a single 
category, for it has to do with Josephus' art as an author, his attitude toward his 
own writing and portraiture. In particular I wish to investigate the degree to 
which he, by the evidence of the text, remained detached from the compositions 
he created, exercising that 'Herrschaft uber den StofF which allowed him the 
transcendental smile of Romantic irony. Ludwig Tieck (in Wheeler 1984: 19): 

In most definitions irony is taken too one-sidedly, too prosaically and too materially. 
Hegel misunderstood Solger on this point. He imagined, that Solger was thinking 
about common irony, that crude irony of Swift. But already in Plato, it is clear that 
there is another completely different higher irony. The irony of which I speak is not 
derision, mockery, persiflage or what in a similar vein is usually understood by the 
term. Rather irony is the most profound seriousness, yet bound up with play and 
genuine joviality. 

We are already here perhaps en route to the position that all human language, 
because contingent and constructed, is ironic. But whatever philosophical merits 
that position may have (Rorty 1989), I do not intend to go so far here—and render 
pointless any investigation of irony in Josephus. If we stay with Romantic irony 
as point of reference, and include also standard forms of literary or dramatic 
irony, we shall at least retain some sort of criteria for making arguments. The 
question is whether Josephus was capable, like Plato, Shakespeare, and Goethe, 
of recognizing the contingency of his language and his situation, such that he 
could combine earnest thematic and character development with the playful
ness of language that visits only when art is not wholly identified with the artists 
ego. A. W. Schlegel (1846 [1808]: 369) wrote, contrasting Shakespeare with other 
poets: 

Most poets who portray human events in a narrative or dramatic form take them
selves a part; and exact from their readers a blind approbation or condemnation of 
whatever side they choose to support or oppose. The more zealous this rhetoric is, 
the more certainly it fails of its effect When, however, by a dexterous manoeuvre, 
the poet allows us an occasional glance at the less brilliant reverse of the medal, then 
he makes, as it were, a sort of secret understanding with the select circle of the more 
intelligent of his readers or spectators; he shows them that he had previously seen 
and admitted the validity of their tacit objections; that he himself is not tied down 
to the represented subject, but soars freely above it; and that, if he chose, he could 
unrelentingly annihilate the beautiful and irresistibly attractive scenes which his 
magic pen has produced. 

I realize too well that pursuing such questions threatens a hopeless lack of 
precision in analytical categories, and futility in the means of proof. An immedi
ate objection might concern the identification of the real Josephus with the im-
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plied author and possibly the narrator too; similar hesitation attends questions of 
'audience'. By 'Josephus' I mean the implied author (not necessarily the narrative 
voice or the real Josephus); by 'audience', however, I mean both the implied audi
ence and his first real audiences in Rome, since we can draw some general conclu
sions about real conditions among literate Romans in the early 80s from outside 
the text of Josephus. The best analytical categories I can produce are 'irony', with 
its many valences, and 'figured speech'. My first task is to survey the ancient 
terminology that most closely approximates these categories—itself used quite 
differently by different ancient critics, however—and to show some connections 
and disjunctions with our theme. Then I shall offer summary remarks on what 
we often call 'literary irony'—though a modern development, necessarily part of 
this investigation. But I am primarily searching for moments in Josephus' narra
tives where a certain detachment from his language, a willingness to play' with 
language even in very serious contexts, and so an ironic posture, come forward. 

It would be useful in a study such as this to consider the Greek and Latin 
forebears of irony, eipcoveia and ironia, and how they were used in antiquity 
along with complementary vocabulary for figured speech. There is to my knowl
edge no existing study that considers all of these questions together. Given space 
constraints here, however, four summary points must suffice. 

1. In much Greek literature, eipcoveia indicates nothing more than a dis
tasteful evasiveness or lack of candour, and an eipcov is a person exhibiting these 
traits (Thomson 1926: 3; Dem. Exord. 14.3; Or. 4.7.5, 37.5; Plut. Fab. Max. 11.1; 
Tim. 15.7; Mar. 24.4; 43.3; Luc. 27.4; Pomp. 30.6). 

2. With Plato (Resp. 337a; cf. Apol. 37e; Symp. 216e; Grg. 489e), Aristotle, and 
many subsequent authors, eipcoveia gained prestige by its association with So
crates (Cic. Brut. 292-93; Quint. Inst. 9.2.46; Plut. Quaest. conv. 612d.l2; Lucian 
Demon. 6.1; Dial. mort. 7.5.17; Diog. Laert. 2.19). 1 Wherever he was viewed as the 
embodiment of the eipcov, the word group signified not simple dissimulation 
but a strategic, knowing self-deprecation or pretended innocence in combination 
with equally strategic praise of others. Although Aristotle can position eipcoveia 
(understating one's knowledge) and a X a ^ o v e i a (overstating it) as equally unde
sirable opposites, with honest assessment (&A,f|6eia, rcappr|aia) the preferred 
middle way (Eth. Nic. 1108a, 1127a), he is usually more lenient with the 'Socratic' 
fault of eipcoveia (Eth. Nic. 1127b.30-31; cf. Rh. 1419b.8). 

3. Cicero and Quintilian fully incorporate irony into their discussions of rhet
oric, further dignifying it in the process. Although they continue to associate it 
chiefly with Socrates (Brut. 292; De or. 2.269), they disagree about its precise mean
ing, and whether it can be adequately rendered by such Latin words as dissimulatio 
(so Cic. De or. 2.269; Luc. 15.18) or illusio. Quintilian makes the latter connection in 
places (Inst. 6.6.54-7; cf. 9.50), on the ground that irony involves intending the op
posite (contraria) of what one says (Inst. 9.2.65), but elsewhere he insists upon using 
the Greek word because there is no precise Latin equivalent (Inst. 9 .2.44-6). 

*Note the subtitle of Kierkegaard's 1841 book on irony: with constant reference to 
Socrates. 
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4. When ancient writers wanted to highlight the shared but unstated un
derstanding between author and audience, they tended to use terms other than 
eipcoveia and ironia. They spoke of figured ( T O ea%r|paxiapevov, a%f|paxa, 
ax'Hpocxî co), refracted, or encoded speech (ep<|)aai<;, ep^aivco) (Demetr. Eloc. 
287-98) . Significantly, they often mention eipcoveia in the same context, as a 
near equivalent (Demetr. Eloc. 291; Quint. Inst. 9.2.65). In his discussion of figures 
of speech (figurae, a%f|paxa), Quintilian observes that common usage in his day, 
following the fourth-century BCE critic Zoilus, narrows the sense of figura (and 
a%fjpa) to the case in which 'the speaker pretends to say something other than 
that which he actually does say' (Inst. 9.1.14). He also describes an unnamed fig
ure according to which: 

we excite some suspicion that our meaning is other than our words would seem 
to imply (quod non dicimus accipi volumus); but our meaning is not in this case 
contrary to that which we express, as is the case in eipcoveia, but rather a hidden 
meaning which is left to the hearer to discover' (latens et auditori quasi invenien
dum). (Inst. 9.2.65) 

Although he distinguishes this from eipcoveia , it sounds very close to what 
we often call irony. He gives the figure no name, however, because his contempo
raries all but reserve the generic term figura for it. This figura or a^ripa is also 
very close to eu^acng—so close, he muses, that the two may be identical (Inst. 
9.2.65). 

Since contemporary ironologists find definition of their subject impossible 
(Muecke 1969: 14; Knox 1972; Fowler 2000: 7-8) , they often prefer to test for its 
presence by a matrix of conditions. For present purposes I borrow the product 
of someone else's labours. In his classic study D. C. Muecke finds three essential 
elements' in literary irony (Muecke 1969: 19-20): 

In the first place irony is a double-layered or two-storey phenomenon. At the lower 
level is the situation either as it appears to the victim of irony (where there is a vic
tim) or as it is deceptively presented by the ironist (where there is an ironist) At 
the upper level is the situation as it appears to the observer or the ironist. The upper 
level need not be presented by the ironist; it need only be evoked by him or be present 
in the mind of the observer 

In the second place there is always some kind of opposition between the two levels, 
an opposition that may take the form of contradiction, incongruity, or incompatibil
ity. What is said may be contradicted by what is meant . . . ; what the victim thinks 
may be contradicted by what the observer knows 

In the third place there is in irony an element of'innocence'; either a victim is confi
dently unaware of the very possibility of there being an upper level or point of view 
that invalidates his own, or an ironist pretends not to be aware of it. There is one 
exception to this; in sarcasm or in a very overt irony... 

In brief: 'the art of irony is the art of saying something without really saying it. 
It is an art that gets its effects from below the surface' (Muecke 1969: 5). On the 
dramatic level, then, we shall be looking for evidence that Josephus expected his 
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audience to understand more than he explicitly said, where this more' stands in 
some tension with the facile sense of the voices in his narrative. Beyond that, we 
seek evidence of his posture as author vis-a-vis his narratives. 

Means: Two Kinds of Irony 

The issue of the clued-in observer, crucial to figured speech, ep^ccaic;, or 
irony in modern senses, suggests a classification of irony according to this crite
rion: What are the possible sources of audience knowledge? At bottom are only 
two possibilities: either the author (or speaker) furnishes the audience with the 
necessary information in some other place, outside the ironic episode itself, or 
he expects them already to possess the extra-textual resources that they need in 
order to close the circuit. Let us call these two cases text-dependent and audience-
dependent irony, respectively. Josephus will use both, but in order to see how he 
works it is useful to keep the distinction in mind. 

Text-dependent irony is the simpler and less risky of the two forms. An author 
wants to ensure that an audience, or an indefinite number of audiences, will detect 
his intended irony. So he frames the ironic story within an authoritative statement, 
for the audience alone, of facts unknown to characters in the story. This was the 
way of Greek New Comedy. Menander and his peers wrote plays that were largely 
self-contained, with the necessary information embedded in the work itself. That 
is perhaps why these Greek plays were so portable for adaptation in other contexts, 
for example with Plautus and Terence (the latter of whom dropped this element, 
however, leaving his work harder for us to grasp). 2 Authoritative prologues, often 
from a divine being, guaranteed the audiences readiness to follow the plot and 
thereby created 'New Comedy's major effect, dramatic irony' (Ireland 1995:19; cf. 
Zagagi 1994: 142-43; cf. Balme 2001: xix). It is because of this reliable foreknowl
edge that the audience of Menander s Aspis (97ff.) knows that Smikrines will be 
frustrated in his attempt to seize his nieces fortune—for the heir still lives; under
stands what the misanthrope and the love-struck young man of the Dyskolos do 
not know about each other; and is immediately ready to find hilarity, as the Miles 
gloriosus begins, in the alazons confident ignorance of what is happening next 
door (Plaut. Mil. 79-145). 

Comedy was by no means the only venue for such self-contained textual 
irony. The most famous example is probably the Gospel of John, which includes 
an authoritative divine prologue (John 1.1-18) concerning Jesus' heavenly ori
gin (cf. John 3.11-21; 5.19-47; 6 .35-58; 8.12-58; 10.1-38). The repeated claims 
of ignorant characters in the story to certain knowledge of Jesus' origins (John 
1.45-6; 6.42; 7.41-3) are devastating because the audience—any audience at any 
time—knows otherwise. 

Audience-dependent irony is what the ancient critics had in mind when they 
discussed 'figured speech' (above). It was also the way of Old Comedy, which was 
filled with topical references to conditions in Athens around the year 420: many 

2 I thank Dr. C. S. Kraus for this observation about Terence. 
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of the main characters are famous figures from the period (Ireland 1995:1-2) . Be
cause of the tacit connections with current affairs, the genre is not easily portable: 
a modern reader of Aristophanes can only appreciate these references through 
diligent background study, and a basic aim of the commentary in modern edi
tions is to put the reader in the picture. Greek tragedy and later pantomime also 
depended upon the audiences familiarity with traditional story lines from epic 
poetry and myth, presented again in new forms. It was prior audience knowledge 
of the plot that gave poignancy to Oedipus' vow to find and punish the one who 
was polluting Thebes (Soph. OT 135-45) . The watchman of the Agamemnon can 
only 'speak to those who understand, and remain a mystery to those who do not' 
(Aesch. Ag 39; cf. Ahl 1984: 180). 

Audience-dependent irony can be subtler and more effective than text-driven 
irony, though it is riskier because it operates without the safety net of authoritative 
guides. The author must be sure not only that the audience will know certain cru
cial items but, in potentially dangerous contexts, that they will not read the wrong 
sort of irony into his presentation. In the case of Rome, Shadi Bartsch traces the 
development of topical allusions on the stage from the late Republic, when these 
were largely effected by authors and actors through stress and gesture, through the 
early principate, when the actors and playwrights backed away from such signals 
out of fear, and audience detection became the definitive side of the ironic dialec
tic (Bartsch 1994: 71-82). In the absence of obvious clues, it was always possible 
that an audience's determination to discover topical allusion would itself generate 
subversive interpretations that had never been intended (Bartsch 1994: 67-8) . 

Any proposal concerning audience-dependent irony in Josephus will in the 
nature of the case be more open to debate than observations on language-plays 
that receive explicit textual authorization. But that should not prevent us from 
asking the question and making proposals with good reason. 

Ends: Elite Discourse and Managing the Masses 

In the Flavian period, virtually everyone in elite circles appears to have been 
speaking and writing elusively (and allusively) at times, relying upon their audi
ences to make inferences. Under Domitian, Quintilian observes that the 'figured 
controversies' discussed above were much in vogue, used with great frequency 
(qua nunc utimur plurimum . . . quod et frequentissimum est) (Inst. 9.2.65). He 
recognizes three contexts for this language: when it is unsafe to speak frankly, or 
unseemly to do so, or merely for subtle effect. Under the first heading he insists 
that one may address tyrants without danger 'as long as the form of speech is 
susceptible of a different interpretation', for 'if [the risk is neutralized] by ambi
guity of expression, everyone will approve of his cunning' (Inst. 9.2.67). Another 
rough contemporary of Josephus, Dio Chrysostom, states more bluntly that dur
ing Domitian's reign, in which he himself was exiled, 'it used to seem necessary 
to everyone to lie, on account of fear' (rcaaiv avayKatov ESOKEI \j/ea)8£a6ai 8 i a 
<|)6pov; Or. 3.13). 
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So candid confrontation was out and either lying or irony was in. This 
point was not lost on the principes, who accordingly became accomplished 
irony-detectors. They sought out figurative sedition in plays, recitals of poetry, 
gestures, and literary allusions in all genres, trying to censor what Rudich calls 
the uncontrollable subtext' (Rudich 1997: 11). Members of the senatorial class 
were vulnerable also if they unwisely referred to exempla from the republican era, 
especially Brutus and Cassius: the senator Cremutius Cordus, prosecuted in 25, is 
a famous example (Tac. Ann. 4 .34-5) . Under Nero, by contrast, Seneca prudently 
denied Stoic justification to Caesars assassins (Ben. 2.20.2). Tacitus reports other 
examples of sensitivity to this issue (Ann. 3.76; 16.7, 22), as does Pliny (Ep. 1.17.3; 
cf. MacMullen 1966: 1-45; Salles 1992: 70-75) . Suetonius mentions a number of 
persons convicted on the basis of their plays (Cal. 27.4; Ner. 39.3; Dom. 10.4; cf. 
Bartsch 1994: 78-9) . It seems that Domitian, possibly inspired by competing sena
torial factions (Syme 1983:122-24) , was closely attuned to such figural representa
tion, especially from the autumn of 93 (Jones 1992:122-25)—just when Josephus 
published his magnum opus (AJ 20.267). He executed Hermogenes of Tarsus for 
certain allusions (figurae) in his history (Suet. Dom. 10.1), the younger Helvidius 
Priscus for having allegedly criticized the emperors divorce in a farce concerning 
the legendary Paris and Oenone (Dom. 10.4), Rusticus Arulenus and Herennius 
Senecio for praising long-dead critics of Nero and Vespasian (Suet. Dom. 10.3-4; 
Tac. Agr. 2.1; Plin. Ep. 7.19.5; Dio Cass. 67.13.2). If the need for irony was so obvi
ous in Domitian's Rome, we must wonder whether and how Josephus accommo
dated himself. 

Whereas Quintilian's three contexts for figured speech all apply to the internal 
discourse of the elite classes, there was a much older and more widely distributed 
currency of misdirection in relations between the ruling class and the masses they 
governed. We see this already in Aristotle, who insisted that the great-souled man 
speak the truth without fear in almost all circumstances: 

It is also necessary that he [sc. the great man, jj.£YaA,6\|/a)xocJ be both candid in 
hatred and candid in affection, because concealment (TO A,av9aveiv) implies fear 
. . . ; for in view of his disdain [for others' opinions] he is frank and truthful, except of 
course whatever [he says] by way of irony, to the masses (nXf\v oca urj Si' eipcoveiav 
7ipo<; TOVC, noXXovcJ. (Arist. Eth. Nic. 3.28; 1124b, line 1) 

Even if we should render eipcoveia here as 'dissimulation' vis-a-vis the masses, 
when the deceit is shared among one's peers it becomes irony. 

In Josephus' day, Plutarch confirms that Roman hegemony had rendered it 
an even more urgent necessity to dissemble to the always restive and impetuous 
masses. Plutarch advises the statesman first to listen and learn about his people's 
distinctive character, so that he might accommodate himself and win their con
fidence (Prae. ger. reip. 799b-800a) . Compare Josephus' first actions in Galilee 
(Vit. 30 -61) . The statesman must also possess great rhetorical skill (Prae. ger. reip. 
799b-800a, 801a-804c) for 'softening by persuasion and overcoming by charms 
the fierce and violent spirit of the people' (801e). Given the inevitability that the 
masses will dislike politicians, the latter must often resort to clever schemes. 
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They might, for example, arrange for some colleagues to speak against a measure 
in the assembly and then be won over by the others, so that they bring the audi
ence along with them (813a-c). Plutarch emphasizes that the chief task and test 
of the statesman under Roman rule is to maintain peace, avoid internal conflict 
(axdaiq), and keep Roman forces from needing to enter the scene (814f-816a). 
This all intersects more or less perfectly with Josephus' expressed motives and 
language in his autobiography (below). Such laudable realism was to be sharply 
distinguished, of course, from the sordid business of'flattering the mob' (KoA,a-
K£ia or adsentio directed to the plebs, 8f||io<;, vulgus; cf. Roller 2001:110), which 
is what ones demagogic rivals did (cf. Hands 1959 on Sallust). 

IRONY IN JOSEPHUS' JUDAEAN WAR AND 
JUDAEAN ANTIQUITIES 

These constraints of literary culture in Flavian Rome seem to require that we 
ask certain questions of Josephus' narratives. 

The Judaean W a r 

His earliest extant composition is a Greek account of the recent war in Ju
daea. He claims to have completed much of it while Vespasian lived (Vit. 359-61; 
Ap. 1.50-1), though there is good evidence that Titus was emperor when the bulk 
of it was released, and that volume 7 was finished only under Domitian or even 
later (Cohen 1979: 87-8; Schwartz 1986; Cf. Barnes, Ch. 6 above [in the original 
work]). In this work Josephus relies to a significant degree upon his audience's 
knowledge for ironic effects: in his overall portrait of the Judaean-Roman war 
and the Flavian rulers' role therein; in his flattery of the imperial family; and in 
his use of the civil war' motif. Where it is politically innocuous to do so, he also 
sets up a text-driven irony, unmistakably signing it as such for the audience's 
benefit. 

The Fall of Jerusalem and the Flavians' Role 

Nothing about the new regime could have been clearer to residents of Flavian 
Rome than its investment in the recent subjugation of Judaea (cf. Levick 1999: 53-4) . 
Since the essays in Part II of this [the original] volume consider the evidence in 
detail, I shall not repeat it here. The main points come out in the inscription on 
the arch of Titus that formerly stood in the Circus Maximus: under his father's 
guidance Titus had 'subdued the people of the Judaeans and destroyed the city of 
Hierosolyma' (gentem iudaeorum domuit et urbem hierusolymam... delevit; CIL 
6.944). Everyone knew what 'subdued' and 'destroyed' meant: a barbarian urbs 
direpta, demolished by the irresistible ferocity of Roman arms and then given to 
the soldiers for revenge (Ziolkowski 1993; cf. 5 / 6 . 4 0 3 - 8 ) . The joint triumph of 71 
concealed nothing of the Roman severity but rather gloried in it, magnificently 
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portraying for those who had not witnessed the events whole battalions of the 
enemy slaughtered... an area all deluged with blood fire engulfing sanctuar
ies and the collapse of houses upon their owners' (BJ 7.143). Titus was assumed to 
have a character eminently suited to making war: in the decade following the war, 
while he was assisting his father in the principate, he apparently had a reputation 
for such extreme brutality (saevitia) that people feared his accession—so, at least, 
Suetonius {Tit. 1, 6 -7 ) . 

Tacitus' truncated presentation of the Judaean people (Hist. 5.1-13), in which 
he argues that their rites and customs are at sharp variance with those of the 
Romans (Hist. 5 .4-5) , is offered as background to the war itself (5.2). His portrait, 
combined with a variety of later statements (Origen C. Cels. 5.41; Min. Fel. Oct. 10, 
33; Philostr. V A 5.33) and especially the coins and monuments of the 70s and 80s, 
presents a fairly coherent picture of perceptions in the capital. Namely, this was 
an external war (bellum externum) of the Roman people against a troublesome 
foreign nation (Mattern 1999:151,168,193) . Its conclusion, the irrefragable defeat 
of the Judaeans and their protective deity, was due to the virtue of the Roman gen
erals (now principes), their military superiority, and the favour of Roman deities. 

In case anyone had missed these points, a crop of new histories was appear
ing that stressed the same themes—in highly rhetorical fashion, according to 
Josephus (BJ 1.1-2): 

Whereas] those who did not happen to be at the events, but are collecting random 
and incoherent tales through hearsay, are writing them up sophist-like, while others 
who were there misrepresent the events, either through flattery toward the Romans 
or through hatred toward the Judaeans—their compositions comprise denunciation in 
some cases and encomium in others, but nowhere the precision of history.... 

While residents of Flavian Rome could have had little doubt about the mean
ing of the war for the new rulers, nothing could be clearer in Josephus' history 
than his claim that Jerusalem fell not because of any foreign power but because 
a civil war provoked divine punishment: the Judaean God's purging of his own 
house to rid it of the pollution caused by 'tyrants' (BJ 1.9-10). In this, the Romans 
were but useful pawns (cf. BJ 6.410-13), accomplishing under divine manipula
tion what the nation's leadership itself had been unable to do. Quite irrespective 
of the Romans, Josephus invokes: 

a certain ancient saying (xxq naXaioc, Xoyoq) that the city would be captured and 
the holy sanctuary burned down by right of war (vojicp TtoAiuoi)) whenever faction
alism (exoteric,) should arrive and domestic hands (xetpec, OIKEICU) should take the 
lead in polluting the sacred precinct of God. (BJ 4.388) 

The Romans had had no intention, in particular, of destroying the temple: 

That it was internal factionalism (otaac, oiiceia) that brought it down, and that 
the Judaean tyrants drew both the Romans' unwilling hands and the fire upon the 
sanctuary, Titus Caesar—the very one who destroyed it—is witness And since no 
foreigner was the cause of these things, it was not possible to keep control over one's 
lamentations. (BJ 1.10-12) 
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The point is reiterated as necessary: see especially BJ 4.397; 5.19, 28, 4 4 2 - 4 5 ; 
6 .128-30, 228. Near the close of the work, the rebel-leader Eleazar at Masada is 
allowed to comfort his doomed comrades with language that, albeit from a dif
ferent frame of reference, intersects with the authors on this point: 

Neither pin the blame on yourselves nor credit the Romans, that this war against 
them has ruined us all; for it is not by their strength that these things have happened, 
but a more powerful cause has come and furnished them with the appearance of vic
tory (TO SOKEIV EKEIVOIC, viKotv rcap£axr|Ke). (BJ 7 . 3 6 0 ) 

Two essays in this [original] volume (Barnes, Rives) deal with the problem 
that Josephus' effort to remove Titus from involvement in the temples destruc
tion fits ill both with the Flavians' celebration of this event and with an alternative 
account, apparently from Tacitus (preserved in Sulpicius Severus and Orosius), 
according to which Titus firmly decided that the temple should be destroyed. In 
other words, Josephus makes claims in his narrative that sharply diverge from 
what his audience understands. Whereas those contributions propose historical 
solutions to the problem, I would observe that on the narrative level this particu
lar issue of Titus' decision about the temple serves a much larger ironic scheme. 

Josephus' entire War undermines, albeit in the nicest way, the Flavian pre
sentation of this conflict: 'Er kampft um seinen personlichen Beitrag zur Welt-
geschichte and mufi diesen Kampf selbst gegen das flavische Geschichtsbild 
durchfuhren' (Lindner 1972: 65). Even his famous prediction of Vespasian's rise 
and his ordering of the various legions' acclamations are uncomfortably at odds 
with the Flavian self-portrait (Lindner 1972: 61-8 , 82 -4 ) . While he repeatedly 
adduces Titus' clemency (but see below), he precludes any notion that this was a 
Judaean revolt or war against Rome, that the Judaeans were inferior in courage or 
cleverness to the Roman legionaries, and that the Romans subdued a recalcitrant 
people by force of arms, the aid of Roman deities, or the virtue of their generals. 
Nor does Josephus permit the Romans to occupy the consummate place in world 
history (cf. BJ 5.367). This is vom Haus aus a Judaean story told by an aristocrat 
from Jerusalem {BJ 1.3), deferring to prophetic themes (from Jeremiah and Dan
iel) about the rise and fall of nations under divine supervision and about God's 
concern to punish those who violate his law and sanctuary (Lindner 1972: 25, 33, 
4 3 - 4 ; Mason 1994). 

Even without the other literary accounts in circulation, the basic ingredients 
of Josephus' theme, like the stories of Helen, Achilles, or Iphigeneia for audi
ences of tragedy, would have been known to his public in advance. All the major 
protagonists who had survived were familiar in Rome: the conquering generals 
Vespasian and Titus; Josephus himself, whose personal (mis)fortunes he claims 
are known to the audience (BJ 1.22); the faithful client king Agrippa II, who had 
received singular honours and now passed a good deal of his time in the capital 
(Dio Cass. 65.15.4); his sister Berenice, who had achieved another sort of fame as 
Titus' erstwhile lover (Tac. Hist. 2.2; Suet. Tit 7.1); the brothers, sons, and neph
ews of the Judaean convert, King Izates of Adiabene, whom Titus had sent to 
Rome as hostages against the loyalty of their country because of their prominence 
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in the revolt (BJ 6 .356-57); and the factional chiefs, Simon bar Giora (since ex
ecuted) and John of Gischala, who had both been exhibited in the triumph of 71 
(BJ 6.433; 7 .118,154-55, 2 6 3 - 6 6 ) , whom Tactius also mentions (Hist 5.12). 

Broadly speaking, then, the entire War is ironic in a way that not all histories 
are. The Antiquities (below) stands in marked contrast on this point. Although 
the very broad outlines of Polybius' or Livy's histories, or Tacitus' Annals, were 
known to their audiences, those audiences did not have the vivid presence of 
characters, material, and atmosphere complementing Josephus' monograph on 
the recent war. Because of this immediate knowledge, every ploy of the rebel lead
ers, their every mistaken motive and deceitful speech, has a tragic-ironic quality: 
the audience knows full well where their policies will lead. On tragic themes and 
tropes of the narrative other than those discussed here, the Stanford dissertation 
by Honora Chapman (1998) is generally persuasive and highly illuminating. 

Flattery of the Flavians 

We may take it for granted that the rival accounts of the war flattered Ves
pasian and Titus, both on a priori grounds and because of Josephus' charac
terization (BJ 1.2) and counter-ploy: he argues that too much vilification of the 
Judaeans actually diminishes the achievement of the Roman ruling family (1.8): 

I just do not see how those who have conquered insignificant people should seem 
to be great. And they [these writers] respect neither the length of the war, nor the 
mass of the army engaged on the Roman part, nor the greatness of the generals, who 
sweated so much in the vicinity of Jerusalem. I suppose that, by denigrating their 
[the generals'] achievement, they regard them too as unworthy! 

Obviously Josephus' rivals do not intend, in their energetic praise of the Flavians' 
accomplishments, to disparage the imperial family. Josephus has caught them, 
however, in a rhetorical trap: 'Your denigration of the Judaeans implies that the 
emperors' victory was not very impressive!' The trap only works if everyone un
derstands that flattery of the imperial family is non-negotiable, regardless of the 
facts. Josephus' rivals must now amend their accounts, he sarcastically implies, 
to make the Judaeans better enemies in order to aggrandize the Flavians. By driv
ing home the rhetorical nature of imperial praise, this ploy raises the question 
whether Josephus' own apparent flattery of the Flavians was not often intended, 
and understood by his first audiences, ironically. 

The issue is highlighted by Josephus' repeated resort to this ultimate weapon, 
what we might call the argumentum ad dignitatem Caesaris. In BJ 1.16 he will 
charge that the Greeks who are preoccupied with their own ancient histories are 
neglecting the glorious deeds of the leaders. In BJ 2 .26-36 , Josephus presents 
two speeches by accomplished orators on the subject of King Herod's royal suc
cession. The first speaker, who opposes Herod's son Archelaus, goes through a 
brilliant series of arguments at great length, with choice diction and abundant 
witnesses for each point, challenging Herod's mental competence when he made 
the will that appointed Archelaus. The speaker who supports Archelaus, how-
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ever, can be brief: in that contested will, Herod appointed Caesar the arbiter. Was 
Herod competent when he chose Caesar? Augustus tells Archelaus that he is a 
worthy successor to his father (5 /2 .37 ) . 

Point: flattery of the princeps is non-negotiable, and it is something of a 
game to see who can configure an argument most favourable to Caesar. In such 
passages as these, Josephus tips his hand with respect to his ensuing flattery of 
Vespasian and Titus, furnishing the reason for doubt mentioned by Quintilian 
(above). 

A prime candidate is his claim, in a speech crafted for the character Jose
phus before the walls of Jerusalem, addressed to the recalcitrant rebels inside, 
that the springs feeding Jerusalem flow more copiously now, with Titus' presence 
(^apoDaia) in the region (BJ 5.409-11; cf. Paul 1993:64-6) . The rebels should see 
this as proof that God has fled the sacred places of Jerusalem to stand with Titus— 
and capitulate. We may find here either a raw, obsequious flattery or an irony that 
his literary audience (excepting Titus) should immediately recognize. All indi
cations favour the latter option. Whatever the historical facts about Jerusalem's 
springs were, no reader would expect the hardened inmates of the city to agree 
with Josephus' claim as to cause: even if the springs had recently opened up, this 
could as easily signify divine support for the rebels and their own newly arrived 
leaders. Josephus comments elsewhere that the rebels were quick to interpret signs 
in their favour (BJ 6.285-87, 291, 312-15; cf. Tac. Hist 5.13). Further, he claims 
that the same thing happened with the springs hundreds of years earlier, when the 
king of Babylon besieged the city (BJ 5.411), though there is no hint of that miracle 
in the Bible. In connection with that Babylonian destruction of the city, Josephus' 
speech has already established his signal points: the Judaean God is in control of 
affairs, now as then; in both cases he has required the Jerusalemites to surren
der their city to the enemy as punishment; Josephus is a Jeremiah-like figure (BJ 
5.391-93). All of this undercuts any notion that he is attempting special flattery 
of Titus. At most, the gushing springs are a sign from God that it is time to give 
up. But the good possibility that no one else knew about these bountiful springs, 
either in the Babylonian period or now as Josephus stands before the city, raises 
the prospect that he is telling a story that his literary audience should recognize as 
akin to that of Juvenal's fisherman. 

Yet more striking in this vein is Josephus' oily description of Domitian's 
abortive campaign in Gaul and Germany at the very beginning of Vespasian's 
reign (BJ 7 .85-88). Hearing of a revolt (of Batavian auxiliaries and Treveri under 
Civilis and Classicus), Domitian did not hesitate, in spite of his youth (eighteen), 
to assume a Caesar's responsibility. 'Enjoying his father's manliness by natu
ral inheritance and having perfected his training beyond that suited to his age, 
against the barbarians he immediately marched. They, crumbling at the report 
of his approach, gave themselves entirely over to him, finding subjection under 
the same yoke again (i)nb xbv avxbv naXiv tpybv \)7ca%0f|vai), without suffer
ing disaster, a great advantage over their fear' (BJ 7.87). When he had put all the 
affairs of Gaul in order' he returned to Rome to illustrious honour and universal 
admiration (B/7.88). 
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The question of ironic intention here can be settled easily enough. Is it more 
likely that Josephus' Roman audience was willing to be persuaded of these events, 
or that he and they both understood this as mocking flattery of Domitian—saying 
the opposite of what everyone knew to be the case? Two considerations tell in 
favour of the latter option. First, the language is patently hyperbolic and implau
sible: Domitian's single-handed determination to shoulder the burden of empire, 
the keenness of the fearsome barbarians to kneel again under his yoke if they can 
only be spared a confrontation with the eighteen-year-old. Like Juvenal's fish, 
they spontaneously present themselves for Domitian's pleasure. 3 

Second, it seems likely that Josephus' audience knew a very different ver
sion of events. Suetonius has the young Domitian arrogantly undertaking an 
unnecessary campaign, against the wishes of his absent father's advisers (Dom. 
2), which reluctance would make sense in terms of their worry about the new 
dynasty's succession given that Titus was also on campaign in Judaea (Jones and 
Milns 2002:124) . Suetonius claims that Domitian was later rebuked by his father 
for these rash actions and forced to learn his place by living with him in Rome. 
Tacitus has the new emperor's son, whose youth is disdained by the rebel leaders 
(Hist. 4.75), entirely accountable to Vespasian's trusted general Mucianus (4.80, 
86: pars obsequii). They both head to the theatre of the Gallo-German revolt, only 
to find before crossing the Alps that the uprising has already failed at the hands 
of Cerialis' seven legions; so their contribution is not needed (Hist. 4.85). Tacitus 
circulates reports that Mucianus refused the prince's request for his own com
mand, thinking it wiser that the young man not interfere with the glory of others 
(Hist. 4.85), and even that Domitian sought (unsuccessfully) to take over Cerealis' 
forces in order to challenge either his father or his brother (Hist. 4.86). Realiz
ing that his youth is treated contemptuously by all of these generals, Domitian 
withdraws in pique even from those minimal imperial duties he had heretofore 
involved himself with. Both the tone and the content of this account flatly con
tradict Josephus' extremely flattering revision. 

If even the core of what is common to Suetonius and Tacitus was widely 
known, and this abortive campaign had been a humiliating episode in the ad
olescent Domitian's life—leaving aside their hostile assessments of Domitian's 
motives in detail (Jones 1992: 16-17)—, then Josephus' audience must have rec
ognized his praise as mocking flattery. Josephus did not need to mention the 
embarrassing story at all, but that he chose instead to present a version diametri
cally opposed to the one commonly known (if it was) creates irony. This kind of 
flattery fulfills its ironic mission because the only person in a position to debunk 
such outrageous claims without incurring suspicion of maiestas is the object, 
Domitian, and he is not about to do so (cf. Ahl 1984: 198). The story hangs there 
for all to see, a source of quiet ridicule. While 'damning with faint praise' can 
be effective, the victim is likely to be at least as aware of the slight as observers; 
damning with hyperbolic praise is the more effective because it locks the victim 
in a cage of self-congratulation, intensifying the observers' delight. 

3Jones and Milns (2002: 124) aptly cite Sil. Pun. 3.607-8 in comparison: even when 
you were a boy, the yellow-haired Batavians feared you'. 
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Titus' Clemency 

It appears that much of the rest of Josephus' flattery of the Flavians would 
similarly have been understood ironically by his first audiences. All other things 
being equal, clemency is a good, Caesar-like quality in a general (Yavetz 1975: 
4 2 4 - 2 5 ; Meier 1982: 15-25). In Josephus' praise of Titus' clemency, however, we 
find some small but telling cracks. On the one hand, he includes plenty of evi
dence for Titus' cruelty, or his allowance of it on the part of his soldiers (BJ 3.304, 
329, 501; 5 .289-450; 7.23, 37-9; Yavetz 1975: 415). On the other hand, Josephus 
indicates that he himself was considerably more astute than the Roman general, 
who in his determined trust and simplicity (niGxevaaq zc\ a7rX6xr|xoq), for ex
ample, failed to see the dangerous ruse that a Judaean soldier named Castor was 
trying to put over on him. Although Roman warfare was all about stratagems 
(aTpaTT|Yf]jiaxa; cf. Frontinus' book on the subject in the Flavian period), Titus' 
naivete nearly caused Roman deaths in that encounter. Whereas Josephus under
stood the trick from the start, Titus had to learn the hard way that 4 in hostilities 
mercy was mischievous' (BJ 5.329). 

The episode is introduced by a remarkable editorial observation from Jose
phus. While the Judaean combatants, he says, were careless of their own suffering 
(ctp,£X,0'uvT£<; TOt> 7tcc0£iv), considering their own deaths as trivial if they could 
but kill one of the enemy (BJ 5.316): 

Titus, on the other hand, was taking precautions for the security of his soldiers as 
much as for their victory. Saying that charging without circumspection amounted 
to desperation, whereas true valour came only with precaution and not creating suf
fering (\iovr\v 5* apzxr\v TTJV JJ.£TOC rcpovoiac, KOCI XOV u/n5ev TOV 8pd>vca 7ia6etv), 
he directed that his troops make themselves men in ways that were risk-free (EV 
otKiv8a)vcp TG> Korea Gfyaq EKEXZVGEV avSpi^eaGai). 

Now, there is a striking parallel to this in Velleius Paterculus' portrait of his hero 
Tiberius (115.5). When the emperor was still a general fighting the Dalmatians: 

numquam adeo ulla opportune visa est victoriae occasio, quam damno amissi pen-
saret militis semperque visum est gloriosissimum, quod esset tutissimum. 

No opportunity for victory seemed to him timely for which he would have to pay 
with sacrifice of his soldiers; always, the course that was safest seemed to him also 
the most glorious. 

Yet Anne Eriksen observes what a sharp departure this was from traditional 
Roman values with respect to military virtue (2002: 113-14), values that have 
been convincingly articulated for the early empire by Susan Mattern (1999: 162-
222). Although precaution (7up6voia) was of course a virtue for generals and oth
ers, like clemency, one could have too much of a good thing. It is hard to imagine 
that, in a narrative that often praises death-defying courage (sometimes encour
aged by Titus himself) on both the Roman and the Judaean sides (3.149,153-54; 
5 .305-6 , 315-16; 6.33-67, 147-48), and in the context of post-war Rome, appear
ing as a risk-averse general could redound to Titus' glory. 

file:///iovr/v
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Titus' preoccupation with clemency (to the point of gullibility) and security 
(to the point of timidity) comes through clearly in an earlier, paradigmatic epi
sode concerning the only siege entrusted to the young general while his father 
Vespasian still had theatre-command of the legions: the taking of Gischala, the 
northern-Galilean base of the notorious rebel leader John (BJ 4 .84-120) . When 
Titus offers the Gischalan population terms of surrender, rather than devastation 
by his thousand-strong professional cavalry, John ( a trickster of extremely wily 
character', 4.85) replies at some length that Titus must (Setv) first allow them to 
observe the approaching sabbath, on which they were forbidden either to fight or 
to make peace. 'Even the Romans' surely know the requirements of the sabbath, 
and Titus would have nothing to lose by giving the extra day, for he could guard 
against flight by camping around the city's perimeter (ttjbv 7cepiaTpaT07ro-
SetiaavTa napa^-D^a^ai, 4.101). Unbelievably, Titus is not only persuaded by 
this gambit (7t£ia6f)vai T h o v xf| aicf]i|/£i, 4.104)—Josephus further observes 
that John bluffed him (ico^i^xo xbv Tixov, 4.103)—but he fails to take even 
the elementary safeguard recommended by John of camping around the town. 
Instead, he withdraws his force to the secure embrace of the Tyrian possession 
Kedasa (4.104). Josephus notes that this was 'rather far' from Gischala; in fact 
the site, Kedesh-Naphtali, lies about 10 kilometres to the North-East of Gischala. 
Titus' withdrawal to this stronghold predictably allows not only John himself but 
a vast train of combatants along with their families to make their escape dur
ing the night, unimpeded. Our author stresses the peculiarity: 'At nightfall John, 
since he observed not a single Roman guard around the town (o-oSeuiav 7cept 
xf| KOXEI

 cPcoumcov ecbpa §x>XaKr\v\ seized the opportunity' (4.106). Neither 
Josephus nor Vespasian nor any other imaginable general could have behaved 
in this way—even if Josephus graciously credits the failure to divine supervision 
('preserving John to bring final ruin upon the city of the Jerusalemites', 4.104). 4 

In Josephus' narrative the innocent Titus does not learn from any of these 
encounters, but continues to show gentle patience and mercy while the Judaean 
fighters cause him and his soldiers extreme anxiety and loss of life by their clever 
stratagems and daring (BJ 6.12, 29 -32 , 78 -9 , 152-56, 190)—usually admirable 
traits in Josephus. While he watches one of his valiant soldiers being hacked to 
death by Judaeans, we are told, Titus really wants to help but cannot because of 
his location (xonoc), while those Romans who could help refrain because of fear 
(BJ 6.89). And his men frequently disobey his orders, or act without them. As a 
large number of them are perishing in flames, and Titus is rushing about in his 

4Titus' biographer, B.W. Jones, notices the disparity between the more official por
trait of Titus in Suetonius, Div. Tit. 4.3 (1989: 132-34) and Josephus, especially in light of 
this episode. His approach is to privilege Josephus' account historically: even he, 'in his 
authorised version of the wars' (1989:128 n. 9), preserves evidence of for a picture of Titus 
that is different from his reputation (1989: 130,132). I would rather insist that this differ
ent picture of Titus is fully thematized in Josephus, established from the Wars prologue 
and continuing throughout: it is part of Josephus' aim to undermine Flavian propaganda 
by withholding the credit for Jerusalem's fall from Titus. It does not necessarily take us 
any closer than Suetonius to the historical Titus. 
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remote viewing post urging those nearby to do something, the burning men are 
said to die cheerfully nonetheless, moved by their general's emotive shouts (BJ 
6.183-84). How does all of this square with Titus' post-war image in Rome? 

Even after Titus hears about the abomination of Mary's cannibalism in the 
city and determines (again) to move decisively against the rebels, his assaults are 
repelled by the Judaeans' clever tactics, resulting in great loss of Roman life (BJ 
6.214-27). Yet again he must reconsider his clemency': 'Titus, as he observed that 
sparing these foreign sacred precincts had meant only injury and slaughter for 
his troops, ordered them to set the gates on fire' (BJ 6.228). Josephus continu
ally stresses, however, Titus' helplessness in the face of divine control. The general 
convenes his famous war council and decides after all to extinguish the flames 
around the temple in order to preserve it (BJ 6 .236-43) , then makes firm plans to 
occupy the sacred fortress on the following day (6.249). But God thwarts his plans 
(BJ 6.250), having ordained that the polluted sanctuary must go at the appointed 
time. So, while his soldiers have continued their combat, Titus, who 'happened to 
be resting in his tent after the fighting', can only be informed about the temple's 
fate (BJ 6.254); he has no say in the matter. His utter helplessness is obvious: he 
shouts and waves to no avail; his own legionaries pretend not to hear him; he is 
unable to restrain the impetuosity of his frenzied soldiers. 

Indeed, only after the temple has been set ablaze, and the long conflict is all 
but concluded, and after yet further exasperation with the remaining rebels, to 
which he gives vent in a speech, does Titus finally decide that 'everything from 
now on would go according to the law of war (rcoAipoD vopcp). To the soldiers he 
gave the signal to burn and plunder the city' (BJ 6.353). A truly decisive move! 

On one level, all of this might have had a certain plausibility for a war-
experienced audience, since it was an open secret that commanders could not 
manage their soldiers in such circumstances (Ziolkowski 1993: 79 -87) , though 
military leaders worked hard to maintain the image of control (Ziolkowski 1993: 
89). But Josephus chooses what and how to narrate, and so we must ask how 
Titus' 'clemency' in his narrative came across to a Roman audience—especially if 
the audience already shared Suetonius' perception of Titus as a brute before his 
accession (Tit. 1, 6 -7 ) . 

Against the background of the audience's prior experience in Rome, this 
whole presentation appears ironic. Josephus plays with the theme of Titus' clem
ency, using it to portray him as an innocent caught in the wily war-fighting of 
the Judaeans, in which Josephus himself was fully adept. At the same time, his 
notice that Titus finally decided to unleash the typical Roman hell on the enemy 
give him a narrative exit strategy for explaining the outcome that the audience 
well knew. I do not wish to deny the possibility of a historical kernel to Josephus' 
perception of Titus' clemency (BJ 3.408; 4.628; cf. Yavetz 1975: 431), but only to 
propose that Josephus held this motif at some distance from his earnest views— 
'at play seriously', in Cicero's phrase (severe ludas; De or. 2.269). While system
atically undermining the Flavian representation of the war, he offered Titus the 
naive clemency of a humanist (cf. BJ 6.356) as consolation prize. Contrast Jose
phus' own vaunted clemency in the Life (Vit. 99-103 ,169 , 307, 329, 375, 385, 388), 
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which is made effective by a peerless grasp of military stratagem (Vit. 148, 163, 
169, 265, 379). 

Zvi Yavetz refined the customary explanation of Josephus' praise for Titus' 
clemency—as propaganda for the regime—by positing a specific historical con
text: in the late 70s Titus needed material to remake his violent image (1975:426-
30). Nevertheless, Yavetz does not think that history-writing is an effective means 
of propaganda, that Josephus' marginal position in Rome could have made his 
work very important for Titus (1975: 431-32), or that Jews who had such a vivid 
picture of the real Titus could have been persuaded by Josephus' presentation 
(1975: 424). In the end, he seems to decide that the War was mainly a personal 
effort of good will by a faithful, but largely irrelevant, client. My analysis asks 
whether anyone in Rome, with the exception of Titus himself,5 could have been 
persuaded. If not, and Josephus portrays Titus' clemency so enthusiastically in 
contradiction of what his Roman audience knew to be the facts (both from their 
own experience and from his narrative), Josephus was creating irony. The many 
strings attached to Josephus' flattery diminish the likelihood that it was meant 
to persuade anyone but Titus. In view of the generally high quality of the work, 
its survival into the period of Christian hegemony (whence its transmission was 
assured), and the indications of its initial reception (Vit. 361; Ap. 1.50; Eus. Hist, 
eccl 3.9), it is hard to believe that Josephus' War was quite as marginal as Yavetz 
feared. It seems more likely to me that Josephus, who otherwise shows himself 
skilled in figured speech, used his favoured position to engage in a 'safe criticism' 
that also strove to defend his people from post-war hatred. 

Civil War in Judaea and in Rome 

Let us return to the theme of internal dissension as the cause of Jerusalem's 
fall. Although prologues are not always helpful guides to a historian's actual nar
rative, Josephus does in fact carry this theme through his narrative, the very first 
word of which is aaaiq (BJ 1.31; cf. 1.24,25,27; 4.371,388; 5 .2 ,15 ,20 ,257) . While 
sitting in Rome and addressing Roman audiences, surrounded by the evidence 
of Roman victory and in the face of all the resentment and reprisal that such 
victories inevitably bring, Josephus has the clarity of vision to write a subversive 
history that displaces the Romans as victors in any meaningful sense. He is at
tempting nothing less than a comprehensive vindication of Judaean tradition in 
apparent contradiction of the facts. 

In adducing the theme of internal sedition (CTT&CJK; o i K E i a ) Josephus touches 
upon a potent issue for a Roman audience of the Flavian era. Somewhat strangely, 
scholars usually discuss this important Josephan theme abstractly, with direct 

51 confess to some puzzlement as to how Titus himself could have accepted such 
presentations of his actions. The best I can propose is that he did not endorse them, but 
the gain in this portrait of extreme clemency was acceptable to him as the lesser of evils, 
hardly worth challenging to prove his generalship, which was already obvious to all from 
the result. He could use Josephus' help with the clemency argument, however, even if it 
was overdone. 
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reference to Thucydides 3.82-4—half a millennium before Josephus' time (Rajak 
1983: 91-4; Feldman 1998: 140-48; Mader 2000: 55-103; cf. now Price 2001 on 
Thucydides). Yet civil war (bellum civile) was arguably the most prominent theme 
in Roman literature from Cicero, Sallust, and Caesar through Lucan, Tacitus, Flo-
rus, and (if we may include him) Appian (cf. Keitel 1984; Henderson 1998). The 
Flavians' prestige rested symbolically upon their victory over a foreign people in 
Judaea, but practically upon their success in bringing internal stability to Rome 
after the bloody civil war of 6 8 - 6 9 , following Nero's death. Early in his prologue 
Josephus himself makes this connection (BJ 1.4): 

For during this, the greatest period of change, as I stated, while among the Romans 
domestic affairs were becoming diseased (evoaei), the revolutionary bloc of the Ju-
daeans reached its peak in those turbulent times with respect to numbers and also 
in resources. 

The reference to stasis in Rome as * disease', a classic metaphor, 6 confirms that 
Josephus plays his narrative against the background of his audience's knowledge. 
Indeed, his account will repeatedly allude to recurring civil wars in Rome and 
dwell on some of the famous Roman protagonists (e.g., BJ 1 .23 ,183 ,187 ,216 ,218-
19, 3 5 9 - 6 0 , 370, 386 -92 ; 2 .204-13 , 250-51; 4.491-6) . Yet since he does not expli
cate these parallels with Judaea, but only suggests them, the irony depends upon 
the audience to supply the back-story. His brief discussion of the civil war prior 
to Vespasian's accession ( 5 / 4 . 4 9 1 - 9 6 , 501-2), at a crucial moment in the Judaean 
civil war (4.503), drives the point home: 'All these matters I may be excused from 
narrating in detail because they are common knowledge: they have been written 
up by many Greeks and also Romans' (4.496). He expects his audience to employ 
their extra-textual knowledge in interpreting his narrative, to realize that the 
Judaean civil war, though it attracted Roman legions, is no different from their 
own common experience. The war was in no way, therefore, a Judaean national 
revolt against Rome. 

Text-Dependent Irony 

Although Josephus must use 'emphasis', exploiting the audience's prior un
derstanding, in his ironic representations of Titus and Domitian, when he comes 
to the Judaean rebels he may be as direct as he wishes: they have no powerful 
supporters. His textual irony is most obvious when he flags it with ripcoveicc 
and a%f\[ia language, sometimes together (e.g., BJ 2.29). The rebel leaders are 
not merely the confidently mistaken victims of his authorial irony, but they 
themselves also try to practise irony on their publics, which makes them appear 
doubly foolish. 

About one third of the occurrences of the eipcov-word group in Josephus fall 
in the fourth book of the War, where the rebels' activities are featured. First, they 
effect an inversion of Judaean tradition, mixing irony (TrapeKipvaxo 8e xolc, 

6Keitel 1984: 320 and n. 32, citing PL Rep. 470c, Soph. 228a; Hdt. 5.28; Soph. Ant. 
1015; Sail. Cat. 36.5; Hist. 2.77M; Tac. Ann. 1.43.4; Hist. 1.26.1. 
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Seivoic; eipcoveia) with their other horrors by electing through lots their own, 
non-hereditary high priest; they do this under the pretext (7ip6a%r|pa) that it 
was the more ancient custom (5 /4 .152 -54 ) . 

Later, when Josephus' former Galilean rival John of Gischala enters Jerusa
lem, he conceals the fact that he has been driven there by the Roman advance, 
and emptily boasts that the Romans will never take Jerusalem: 

He also spoke ironically about the ignorance of the inept [Romans] (KCCI KaxEipcovet)-
6\LEVO<; xf\q xcbv 6t7ceipcov oV/voiccc,), that even if they should take wings (otv 7ix£pa 
Xafiovxeq), the Romans would never surmount the wall of Jerusalem—those who 
already suffered so terribly [sc. the Romans] throughout the villages of Galilee also 
breaking their machines against the walls there (BJ 4 . 1 2 7 ) . 

Yet the literary audience knows in hindsight the truth about this man, now a 
perpetual prisoner in Rome, and indeed that the Romans will bring wings' (i.e., 
the alae of cavalry) 7 and engines; they will not only surmount but bring down 
Jerusalem's walls. John is thus a pathetic would-be hero, imagining that he can 
outwit fate. 

Later in this volume comes a passage in which eipcov-words appear three times 
along with two occurrences of a%i\\ia. The scene is constructed ironically. An emi
nent citizen named Zacharias has become a target of the Zealots and Idumeans 
in Jerusalem, allegedly because of his wealth and virtue. Rather than killing him 
outright, because they are tired of indiscriminate slaughter (BJ 4 .326-34), the reb
els cleverly plan a show trial, empanelling seventy citizens as judges for the pur
pose. The judges should know, however, what they are expected to decide in view 
of a massacre just completed. They are charged to assume the role (or figure) of 
judges, as in a play (rcepiBevTeq 8' amoiq coarcep em aKnvfiq or%f|pa SucaaTcbv; 
5/4.336) . In the event, contrary to plan, the prosecutors are unable to offer convinc
ing evidence for their charge that Zacharias has held treasonable communications 
with Vespasian. So, with unimaginable innocence, the citizen judges vote to acquit 
him. The result: 

A cry went up at this acquittal (npbq %T)v anoXvaiv) from the Zealots, and they were 
all aggravated at the judges for not perceiving the ironic nature of the authority they 
had been given (obc, ut| crovietai xf|v eipcoveiav tf\c, 5o9eicrn<; OCVTOIC, e^ovaiac,; 
BJ 4 . 3 4 2 ) 

To make their point, the Zealots move forward and dispatch their intended victim 
on the spot, punning that this was their verdict, and now the man has received a 
more perfect acquittal (anoXvoiq—i.e., 'release' from life). The language of irony 
also appears in the introduction to the story, where Josephus speaks of ironic 
trials and courts (BJ 4.334), and again in the middle, where the Zealots must 
restrain themselves from expressing rage at Zacharias for his defence, to main
tain the 'facade [or figure] and ironic nature' (TO a%f\\ia Kai xf\v eipcoveiav) of 

7 The word-play works even though Josephus elsewhere uses Greek !A/r| for Latin ala: 
the word TETepoc occurs only here in his corpus. 
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the trial (4.340). Notice that even Josephus' explanation of the name 'Zealot' has 
them using language ironically (Kat£ipcov£\)6|Li£VOi; BJ 2.270). 

These few examples from Josephus' most famous and controversial work, 
which is the foundation of the paradigm according to which he was a Flavian 
propagandist (Laqueur 1920:126-27; Weber 1921: passim; Thackeray 1929:27-8) , 
will show I hope that asking new questions of the narrative may produce a very 
different reading. Once the question about irony has been asked, shafts of light 
flood in from all directions and give a possibly more satisfying account of this 
expert narrative than the rather sorry counsel about Flavian propaganda. 

Careful investigation of the ironic dimensions of the Wars major speeches 
and prologue (BJ 1.1-30), both strategically important for the narrative, will no 
doubt repay the effort. In the prologue, for example, there is irony in Josephus' 
casting his people as barbarian (BJ 1.3, 6) while writing in high Atticizing style, 
yet appealing to Roman sympathies and attacking 'real Greeks' (BJ 1.13-16). The 
speeches are mines of ironic manipulation. Josephus' tour de force on the tra
ditional pacifism of the Judaeans (BJ 5.390) would have impressed anyone who 
knew either the Bible or Roman commonplaces about a bellicose Judaean history. 
King Agrippa's masterful deliberation on war contains a number of assertions 
the audience knows to be invalid: the Gauls and Germans have willingly submit
ted to Roman rule ( 5 / 2 . 3 7 1 - 7 3 , 377; but 1.5; 4 .440-41; cf. Suet. Ner. 4 0 - 4 6 ; Galb. 
9.2; 11; 16.2; Tac. Hist. 1.6, 8; 5.12-37, 54-79) and the Adiabenians would never 
join such a serious fight (BJ 2.389; but 2.520; 5.474; 6.356). Eleazar ben Ya ir's 
deliberative speech on suicide at Masada is the ironic pinnacle: he openly reflects 
on the crimes committed by his band (BJ 7.332, 359) and resorts to a desperate 
rhetorical justification of suicide as the natural course (BJ 7.341-57), in contrast 
to Josephus' earlier and equally rhetorical speech against suicide (BJ 3 .361-82; 
cf. Ladouceur 1987). But space does not permit a more thorough examination of 
irony in the Judaean War. 

The Judaean Antiquities 

Because I have devoted a parallel essay to exploring what Josephus' magnum 
opus, the Judaean Antiquities, might have meant for a Roman audience, the brief
est sketch must suffice here. 

The Antiquities, to which Life is an appendix, was published in 93 or 94 (AJ 
20.267), a sensitive time in Domitian's Rome, for members of the elite at any rate 
(Syme 1983:122-26) . The core of the narrative (vols. 1-13), on Judaean 'antiquity', 
does not seem to depend upon prior audience knowledge. Josephus insists rather 
that his account is something new and unique, bringing to a Greek-speaking au
dience (AJ 1.10, 12) fundamental information about Judaean origins: their con
stitution, history, and culture (1.5, 10; 20.229, 251, 261; cf. Ap. 2.287). He must 
introduce each biblical figure (e.g., AJ 1.34 [Adam], 36 [Eve], 1 .52 ,154-60 [Abra
ham]), and he pauses frequently to explain even the most elementary Judaean 
customs and terms (e.g., AJ 1.128-29; 3.317; 14.1-3, 186-87; 16.175; 17.254; Vit. 1, 
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12). There is every reason to think that the audience was much the same as War's, 
for he does assume their knowledge of, or at least their access to, the earlier work 
(e.g., AJ 1.1-4, 6, 203; 13.72, 173, 298; 18.11; 20 .258-59; Vit. 27, 412; cf. BJ 7.454 
and AJ 1.12). 

Notwithstanding the very different character of this book, which is free of 
Wars pervasive tragic ethos, Josephus has abundant opportunities for ironic 
composition at the thematic level. He seems, for example, to exploit his audience's 
knowledge of Roman political and historiographical traditions. His account of 
the Judaean constitution is that of a decidedly anti-monarchical, senatorial ar
istocracy (AJ 4.223; 6.36; 11.111; 14.91), and this even leads him to introduce a 
senate into his paraphrase of the Bible (AJ 5.15,43, 55,135) . Although the people 
demand a king (AJ 6.36; cf. Cic. Rep. 2.12.23; Livy 1.17.3), the subsequent rule 
of Tarquin-like kings in Judaea is disastrous (AJ 10.143-44; 13.300-301; 14.41; 
cf. Cicero, Rep. 1.40.62; cf. 2.30.52). Josephus writes his history as a kind of se
rial biography, focusing upon individual character, which he develops by means 
of moralizing obituaries (cf. Cicero, Rep. 2.31.55). The role of moral exempla in 
Roman historiography, by way of comparison, is the subject of C. Kraus's essay 
in this volume. 

More specifically, one finds numerous points of intersection between Jo
sephus' narrative of Judaean origins and traditional accounts of Rome's begin
nings. Both constitutions were the embodiment of natural law (Cic. Leg. 2.5.13; 
cf. 1.6.20-12.34; Joseph AJ 1.18-30) and both featured the role of priests and piety 
(AJ 3.159-87; 3.214; 4.184, 304; cf. Cic. Rep. 2.13-14; Dom. 1.1; Dion. Hal. Ant. 
Rom. 2 . 58 -66 ; Plut. Num.). Both constitutions are free of the unseemly myths 
that plague the Greeks (AJ 1.22-3; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.18.3). The archetypal 
demagogue in Josephus' narrative, a jealous aristocrat who amassed a follow
ing and generated a civil war (stasis) of unprecedented scale (AJ 4 .12-20), has 
many parallels to Catiline (cf. Cic. Cat. I-IV; Sail. Cat). Josephus' epitomes of the 
constitution emphasize the characteristically Roman virtues of austerity, disci
pline, justice, and humanity (Polyb. 6.7.5-8, 48.3, 56.1-5; Sail. Cat. 11-13; Livy 
l.pref.9-12, 18.4; Cic. Rep. 1.27-28; Plut. Cat. Mai. 1.3-4; 2.1, 3). Moses and Ro
mulus begin and end their lives in strikingly similar circumstances: exposed in 
rivers at birth as objects of a king's wrath (AJ 2 .218-23; Livy 1.4.1-6; Dion. Hal. 
Ant. Rom. 1.79.4-7), enveloped in clouds at the end, generating speculation about 
apotheosis (AJ 4.326; Cic. Rep. 2.10.17 Livy 1.16.1; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.56.2). 
Since Josephus does not explicitly connect his portrait with the Roman parallels, 
however, we are dealing here with audience-dependent irony. 

The most effective irony in the Antiquities comes in the ample stretches of 
narrative that Josephus devotes to affairs in Rome between Tiberius' last days and 
Claudius' accession (AJ 18.205-304; 19.1-226). It was in these closing books that 
a Roman audience encountered thoroughly familiar names: here, I submit, we 
can have little doubt that he expected them to read between the lines. We know 
Demetrius' advice (Eloc. 292-93) about criticizing a reigning tyrant obliquely, by 
targeting someone else with similar traits. Ahl plausibly suggests that Quintilian, 
while advising his students how to critique 'those tyrants' (illos tyrannos), was 
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really teaching them about dealing with the current regime. He further argues 
that Tacitus and Suetonius were writing with one eye on their own times when 
they exposed the crimes of earlier monarchs (Ahl 1984: 190, 206). If we bear 
these considerations in mind, Josephus' Roman narrative, which labels all the 
emperors 'tyrants' (AJ 19.187, 230), appears to brim with ironic possibilities for 
an audience in Domitian's Rome. For example, it becomes ironic for such an 
audience that the stereotypical succession woes of the tyrannical King Herod 
should have been brought for arbitration to Augustus (AJ 17.304-20), whose own 
problems in finding a successor were legendary (Syme 1939: 418-39) . 

Though any criticism of a previous emperor could be a sensitive matter, Jo
sephus' narrative subject, Tiberius, and his current patron Domitian had some 
striking parallels. Both were absent from the capital for long periods, giving the 
impression of aloofness and arrogance (Jones 1992: 2 6 - 8 ) and requiring a sec
retarial post ab actis senatus, so that they could remain informed of senatorial 
discussions; this appointment fell into disuse between their reigns (Tac. Ann. 5.4; 
Southern 1997: 50). Both were bald (Syme 1983: 135), childless, and devoted to 
astrology (Suet. Tib. 14; Dom. 15-16). Indeed they were born, made Caesar, and 
designated princeps under the same three astrological signs (Scorpio, Cancer, 
Virgo; cf. Sauron 1991: 39) and, if one accepts Sauron's reconstruction of Tibe
rius' magnificent cave at Sperlonga (1991: 19-39), Domitian's Alban villa was a 
deliberate imitation of Tiberius' retreat (cf. Jones and Milns 2002: 165). Sueto
nius famously alleges that Domitian's reading was confined to Tiberius' acts and 
memoirs (commentarios et acta, Dom. 20.3). After the fire of 80 CE, Domitian 
was concerned to rebuild (among other things) the domus Tiberiana on the Pala
tine, which had become the imperial residence, and which he connected with 
his own new palace (Jones 1992: 89). Though we should not conclude from these 
parallels that Domitian was universally seen as a new Tiberius', they would pre
sumably have encouraged an audience listening to specific criticisms of Tiberius 
on these issues to make connections with Domitian. 

Against this background it becomes ironic that Josephus should dwell on 
Tiberius' problems with the succession, in a highly sarcastic story. The emperor 
finds himself absurdly trapped in appointing an heir (AJ 18.205-27)—such a vic
tim of horoscope-addiction, Josephus moralizes, that he unwillingly and bitterly 
saddles himself with Gaius as heir (AJ 18.211-23; contra Tac. Ann. 6.46). Tibe
rius begs Gaius to keep his grandson Gemellus alive on the ironic grounds that it 
will be dangerous for Gaius if he isolates himself as ruler and that the Gods will 
punish monarchs who behave contrary to the law (AJ 18.222-23). It is ironic that 
Josephus' leading exempla of monarchical rulers in Rome, Tiberius and Gaius (AJ 
18.226; 19.2), should both behave so high-handedly towards the traditional nobil
ity, in story time, as Domitian was doing in real time (Suet. Dom. 12.1-2; Dio Cass. 
68.1.1-2). And it is ironic that in Josephus' narrative the senator Gnaeus Sentius 
Saturninus should be given a forum to extol aristocracy, to denounce Julius Cae
sar and his successors as tyrants (AJ 19.173-74), and to praise Gaius' assassins as 
worthy of even greater honour than Brutus and Cassius (AJ 19.182-84)—those 
names so dangerous to utter. 
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Thus, having straightforwardly made his case for the aristocratic Judaean 
constitution in the first part of the Antiquities, when he comes to discuss the 
Roman constitution under the emperors Josephus resorts to irony or 'figured 
speech', allowing (and intending) his audience to make the connections. 

IRONY IN THE VITA 

Although Josephus' one-volume autobiography has been studied more in
tensively than his larger compositions, scholarly attention has focused almost 
exclusively on the historical issues behind the text and not on the narrative as 
such. Lacking the space here to tackle the introductory issues, I simply declare 
my understanding of the book's purpose (cf. Mason 2001: xxvii-1). 

Josephus frames the Life as an exposition of his character (Vit. 430) on the 
evidence of his ancestry and curriculum vitae (A)r20.266). This frame matches the 
content well enough: after sketching his glorious ancestry and precocious youth, 
he turns to his public life (Vit. 12), presenting in some detail the five months that, 
as far as we know, constituted his only real claim to political achievement. In 
keeping with this restricted focus, Josephus offers the work as his commentarii 
(cf. a)7rouvfjaco; AJ 20.267). Like commentarii, it gives the impression of having 
been hastily written, and its episodes often recall the exploits of Julius Caesar 
in his famous commentarii (the Gallic War). Josephus' many hapless opponents 
are brought forward in series and dispatched with glee. Their vices and abject 
failure serve mainly to highlight his virtues (cf. Vit. 3 4 - 4 2 , 4 6 - 6 1 , 63, 70-76 , 
85-103 , 336-72) . I no longer find compelling the customary view that a book 
by one of those rivals, Justus of Tiberias, was the principal reason for Josephus' 
writing the Life} 

Text-Dependent Irony 

Within this highly rhetorical construction of Josephus' career, irony plays 
a crucial role. Because the audience is unfamiliar with many of the actors and 
the story, text-created irony dominates. That is, early in the book Josephus ex
plicitly sets up an ironic situation, which he then pursues consistently to the end. 
Whereas we earnest scholars have tended to use this text to blame him for his 
double dealing and lies, it should be obvious from the way he relishes his decep
tions that he expects a different response, namely: praise for the statesmanlike 
way in which he handled the ineluctably ironic situation of the revolt. 

8Pace, e.g., Schurer 1901-11: I. 59, 97; Niese 1896: 228-29; Luther 1910: 8, 65-81; 
Laqueur 1920 [1970]: 44-55, 75-83; Drexler 1925: 293-312; Thackeray 1929 [1967]: 5-12; 
Schalit 1933: 67-95; Gelzer 1952: 89; Shutt 1961: 6; Barish 1978: 64; Mason 1991: 316-24. 
Some crucial criticisms of the standard view were made by Cohen 1979:121-37 and Rajak 
1983:154. Cf. Mason 2001: xxvii-1. 
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Let us join the narrative at Vit. 17. After an embassy to Nero's Rome (further 
below), which proves the young aristocrat's abilities (Vit. 13-16; cf. Plut. Prae. ger. 
reip. 10.804D-12.806F), he is back in Jerusalem assuming a position of leadership, 
but facing a popular demand for secession from Rome (Vit. 17). Here he begins 
to establish the ironic situation. He first makes a dutiful attempt at the candid 
speech ( 7 t a p p r | a i a ) recommended by Aristotle for most cases (Vit. 17-19): 

I tried to restrain the insurgents and charged them to think again. They should first 
place before their eyes those against whom they would make war—for not only with 
respect to war-related expertise but also with respect to good fortune were they dis
advantaged in relation to the Romans—and they should not, rashly and quite fool
ishly, bring upon their native places, their families, and indeed themselves the risk of 
ultimate ruin. I said these things and was persistently engaged in dissuasive plead
ing, predicting that the outcome of the war would be utterly disastrous for us. I was 
not convincing, to be sure, because the frenzy of the desperadoes prevailed. 

When he fails with frankness, however, he resorts without hesitation to the 
doublespeak that Aristotle identifies as appropriate in dealing with the mob 
(Vit. 20 -23) . 

I became anxious now that by saying these things constantly I might incur hatred 
and suspicion, as though conspiring with the enemy, and I would risk being taken 
and done away with by them [I] held discussions with the chief priests and 
principal men of the Pharisees. Extreme fear took hold of us as we saw the populace 
with weapons: we were unsure what we should do ourselves and were unable to halt 
the revolutionaries. Given the clear and present danger to ourselves, we began saying 
[or kept saying] (eXeyo^iev) that we concurred with their opinions. But we counseled 
them to stand fast, even if the enemy soldiers had advanced, so that they should be 
given credit for justly taking up weapons in defence. We did these things hoping that 
before long Cestius [Gallus, governor of Syria] would come up with a large force and 
halt the revolution. 

Here Josephus parades before the literary audience his calculated effort to de
ceive the common folk, confiding what he could not have said in story time: his 
internal hope that legions from Antioch would solve his problem. The ironic 
game, then, has begun. 

But it has only just begun. In Vit. 30 -61 , Josephus anticipates Plutarch's 
advice by gathering intelligence about the state of play in each Galilean centre 
under his charge. In the course of this he learns about Agrippa's viceroy Varus, a 
past master of demagoguery. Varus used to invent slanders against his rivals and 
his patron, attribute the slanders to some other group that was troubling him, 
then execute those people in pretended indignation that they should have said 
such things (Vit. 50, 55)! So in one stroke he got rid of them and put into circula
tion rumours harmful to his more powerful enemies. The atmosphere is thick 
with disinformation. 

By the time he has gathered this intelligence, Josephus himself is fully com
mitted to the deception game. His first action in Galilee is to summon the coun
cil of Tiberias (Vit. 64), before whom he claims (e^eyov) that the Jerusalem council 
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has instructed him to demolish the house of Herod Antipas on the ground that it 
contains animal images (Vit. 65). Some of the more refined councilors, led by one 
Capella, strongly disagree with the plan, though they eventually are persuaded 
by Josephus (Vit 66). 

If this story is taken straightforwardly, to the effect that the Jerusalem leaders 
in fact ordered the destruction of Antipas' house, which is how scholars usually 
take it (Luther 1910: 17-8; Drexler 1925: 297-98; Goodman 1987: 218; Price 1992: 
32), it creates a number of problems. First, even though he has just described 
his most recent instructions from Jerusalem (Vit. 62-3) , Josephus has mentioned 
nothing at all about attacks on royal property, which appear quite out of charac
ter with the leaders' reported sentiments. Second, he uses the same ironic code 
(Aiyco) as in Vit. 22, where we know that it indicates duplicity. He said that the 
Jerusalem leaders had sent him to demolish the house, but had they really? Third, 
in spite of his declaration and the alleged urgency of the matter (Vit. 65: xot^oq), 
Josephus presently departs for Upper Galilee (Vit. 67). Fourth, when a Tiberian 
faction led by one Jesus attacks the palace in Josephus' absence, he becomes furi
ous because they have acted contrary to his intention (Vit 68). Finally, he recov
ers as much as possible of the pilfered furnishings and hands them over to none 
other than Capella's group—the refined men who had objected to the operation 
in the first place. Josephus tells the literary audience plainly that he had wanted to 
return the goods to King Agrippa (Vit. 68). This account, then, makes sense only 
if it is read ironically: Josephus had no intention of actually raiding royal prop
erty, but boldly declared his intention to do so in order to consolidate his support 
base among the militant Tiberians, in keeping with the policy announced at Vit. 
22. On this reading, the passage provides no support for the common historical 
argument that either Josephus or the Jerusalem council was aggressively pros
ecuting the revolt at this time (contra the scholars mentioned above). He is illus
trating his ability to control the masses with deception. 

The Josephus character in the Vita is not the only one playing a double game. 
One of the three factional leaders in Tiberias, Justus, 'although he kept pretend
ing to be in doubt about the war, was actually longing for revolutionary activities' 
(Vit. 37). Hoping to build his own power base, Josephus asserts, Justus made pre
posterous claims about the injured status of his city to the Tiberian mob (Vit. 38). 
With his usual resignation about mob fickleness (cf. A] 3 . 2 4 - 7 , 6 8 - 9 , 2 9 5 - 3 1 5 ; Vit. 
77 ,103 ,113 ,140 ,149 , 271, 315, 388), our narrator continues (Vit. 40): 

By saying these things, he won over the mob (rcpoeTpexj/ocTO TO nXf\Qoq). For he was 
rather good at manipulating the populace and at overcoming the better arguments 
of disputants by craftiness and a kind of guile through words. In fact, he was well 
trained in the Greek sort of education ( m l yap o\)8' arcetpoc, f|v 7iat8£ia<; Tfjc, nap' 

0EXXr\aiv) 

Here Josephus confronts Justus' demagogic dissimulation with the old charge 
against the sophists: the Tiberian makes the worse argument appear the better 
one (Ar. Nub. 9 4 - 8 , 1 1 2 - 1 8 ; Isoc.Antid. 15; PI. Apol. 19b; Arist. Rh. 2.24.11.1402a). 
Josephus' characterization of this skill as Greek appears to presuppose a Roman 
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audience, for Roman authors had a long (rhetorical) tradition of expressing con
tempt for deceptive Greek ways, over against their own putative simplicity and 
faithfulness.9 Whereas the character Justus attempts dissimulation in the story, 
vis-a-vis the mob, the author Josephus neutralizes it with an irony that he expects 
his audience to appreciate. 

We next meet another skilled pretender, John of Gischala, who claims 
(efyoLGKtv) that he wants to raid some imperial grain storehouses in order to 
rebuild the walls of his native town from the proceeds, though his real motives 
are quite different (Vit 71). Later, John will request Josephus' permission to take 
physical therapy at the baths near Tiberias, his real goal being to inspire defec
tion from Josephus in the region (Vit 85-7) . And after a failed attempt at revolt 
he will insist with oaths and vows that he has played no role in these unfortunate 
events (Vit 101). 

Josephus, for his part, continues undaunted in his own campaign of decep
tion, which becomes ironic when it is shared with the audience. Only because he 
wants to keep an eye on the Galilean leadership, on a pretext of friendship' (ev 
7cpo(|)&a£i <|)iA,ia<;), as he says, he designates seventy of them his 'friends' (fyiXioi) 
and travel companions; they will accompany him in the trial of cases—but really 
as hostages for the loyalty of the people. Josephus is disarmingly candid about 
this pretence (Vit 79). 

Josephus' cheerful willingness to deceive the masses confronts the Life's audi
ence in the incident with the Dabarittan young men (Vit 126 ff.). These youths rob 
the wife of the king's administrator, Ptolemy, and bring the plunder to their osten
sible rebel leader Josephus. With the literary audience, now, he can be straightfor
ward about his alleged intention, thirty years earlier, to return the goods to their 
rightful owner (Vit 128): 'Wanting to preserve these things for Ptolemy, I asserted 
(2(|>r|v) to those who had brought them that it was necessary to keep them so that 
the walls of Jerusalem might be repaired from their sale.' Josephus assumes the 
audience's understanding that one simply does not declare one's true intentions 
before a mob. While reassuring the masses in this way, he secretly hands the gear 
over to friends of the king for safe conduct back to Ptolemy (Vit 131). 

When this secret action is leaked, however, the frenzied mob makes a charge 
on Josephus' residence. Courageously walking out to meet them, he digs even 
deeper into pretence, winking ironically at the audience as he narrates. First, he 
begs for mercy, conceding that he may indeed have seemed to commit an injus
tice (Vit 139). Observing that his incipient contrition favourably affects the mob, 
he fabricates the entirely new proposition that he had actually wanted to keep 
the captured goods as a surprise—for rebuilding the walls of noble Tarichaea (Vit 
142)! On a roll now, our reporter decides to gild the lily (Vit. 142): 

For because I understood well that this city, so hospitable toward foreigners, was 
eagerly accommodating such men as these, who have left behind their native 

9Polyb. 6.56; 31.25.4; Plaut. Asin. 199; Cic. Brut. 247; Viae. 9, 24, 31, 57; Tusc. 4.33.70; 
5.20.58; Sail. lug. 85.32-3; Luc. 3.302; Tac. Ann. 14.20; Dial. 28.4-29.2; cf. Balsdon 1979: 
30-54; Segal 1987: 37-8; Gruen 1992: 52-83, 223-71. 
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places and made common cause with our fortune (r\[iEXEpac, TX>%r\c,), I wanted to 
construct walls 

Although in Vit. 143 and 162 Josephus will refer to some resident aliens in 
Tarichaea, he has already (Vit. 112-13) made an issue of the Tarichaeans> scan
dalous lack of hospitality towards the dignitaries who had fled from Agrippa's 
territory to live among them (cf. Vit. 149-54). It is also ironic that he should speak 
of 'sharing our fortune', since he has consistently placed fortune (T\)%T|) on the 
Roman side (Vit 17; cf. BJ2. 360, 373, 387, 390; 3.368; 5.367; 6.409-13). When the 
fickle Tarichaeans predictably respond to this new building proposal with huz-
zahs, but the visitors in Tarichaea become envious, he spontaneously adds that of 
course he planned to fortify those other locations as well (Vit. 144). 

The decisive incident for establishing Josephus' ironic posture in the first 
half of the Vita comes when he interviews the Tiberian leaders Justus and Pis-
tus, his prisoners, after giving them a generous dinner. Hear his own description 
(Vit. 175-78): 

After the banquet I said: T myself know very well that the power of the Romans is 
utterly overwhelming; but J have kept quiet about it because of the bandits.' I coun
seled them to do the same, to wait patiently for the necessary amount of time and 
not become upset with me as general, for they would not easily have the chance to 
encounter someone else who was similarly mild. I also reminded Justus that before I 
came along from Jerusalem, the Galileans had cut off his brother's hands, adducing 
wrongdoing prior to the war in the form of forged letters by him 

This encounter recalls quite plainly the opening scenes of the revolt in Vit. 17-
22: the wiser leaders decide upon a policy of duplicity because they realize that 
straightforward opposition to the sentiments of the masses is pointless and peril
ous. The audience can feel only contempt for such parochial naifs as Justus and 
Pistus. 

Josephus and the Delegation from Jerusalem 

With the arrival of a delegation from Jerusalem, led by Jonathan but initiated 
by John of Gischala in connivance with his high-ranking friends, the narrative 
becomes an ironic duel, from which only one party can emerge successful. 

Jonathan and his three companions are allowed the first shot. Once again, 
Josephus makes explicit the ironic framework: he offers an ostensibly trustworthy 
narration of the delegation's mandate: to bring him back dead or alive (Vit. 202). It 
is not only the literary audience that is in on the secret, however, for Josephus ex
plains that his character in the story also received this crucial intelligence through 
a friendly informer (Vit 204). When the audience shares knowledge with the au
thor and character Josephus, of which the delegation members are confidently 
unaware, we have an impressive ironic situation akin to that of New Comedy. This 
is the background against which all of the delegation's subsequent dissembling 
must be read. 
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Anticipating their arrival in Galilee, Josephus hastily assembles an army of 
8,000 men and heads to the western extremity, as he explains, of Galilee. He 
hurries there, he says, on the pretext (aKT|7CT6p£VO(;) of preparing for battle with 
the Roman (tribune) Placidus (Vit 212-15). But why should he head so quickly 
for the western extremity, only to make believe that he is preparing for battle? 
As soon as he has set up camp, Jonathans delegation arrives in southern Galilee 
and writes requesting an interview. Observe the ironic nature of their letter (Vit 
217-18): 

Jonathan and those with him, 
who have been sent by the Jerusalemites, 
To Josephus 
Greetings! 

We were sent by the principal men in Jerusalem, when they heard that John of Gis
chala had often plotted against you, to reprimand him and to exhort him to submit 
to you for the duration. Because we want to deliberate together with you about what 
still needs to be done, we invite you to come to us quickly—but not with many others, 
for the village would not be able to accommodate a mass of soldiers. 

If anyone doubts that Life has a playful undercurrent, here we can have no more 
doubt. The literary audience knows with certainty that this letter turns the facts 
on their head: the delegation does not intend to discipline John, the man respon
sible for their mission (Vit 189), and their reason for wanting Josephus to come 
with only a few soldiers has nothing to do with a lack of accommodations. There 
are shades here of the fawning letter with which Nero reportedly invited Domi-
tius Corbulo to Cenchreae, calling him 'father' and 'benefactor', only to have him 
killed upon arrival (Dio Cass. 63.17.5-6; Rudich 1993: 98 -9 ) . 

It is a futile attempt, however, because Josephus has not only anticipated 
their request but also placed their true motives beyond doubt by interrogating 
their courier (Vit 220-25) . And now we learn the reason for his sudden excursion 
west (Vit 226-27) : 

Josephus, 
To Jonathan and those with him, 
Greetings! 

I am pleased to discover that you have arrived in Galilee in good health, especially 
because I shall now be able to pass over to you the care of local affairs as I return to 
my native city [Jerusalem]. I have been wanting to do this for a long time! I would 
have come to you not only at Xaloth, but further, and without being directed to 
so; but I beg your understanding that I am not able to do this because I am closely 
guarding Placidus in Chabolos. He has a plan to go up into Galilee. So, you come to 
me when you have read the letter. 

Be well! 

Every single statement here is obviously false. Josephus has no intention of com
ing to meet them in Xaloth, the southern-most point in Galilee, from which they 
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might spirit him away to Jerusalem with minimal bother. He has planted himself 
deep in Galilee so that if they wish to take him they will need to get through his 
(allegedly) vast army of Galilean supporters. Josephus expects a literary audience 
that is ready to admire him and even to laugh with him at his brilliant subversion 
of the delegations attempted game. 

Unlike the overly confident delegates, he is a master of the art of deception 
and so arranges tight security for the conveyance of his letter (Vit. 228). That Jo
sephus has wounded them in this first round is abundantly clear from their curt 
response (Vit. 230): 

We charge you to come three days from now, without armed soldiers, to the village 
of Gabaroth, so that we can hear fully the complaints that you have made against 
John. 

Though now seemingly willing to enter the Galilean heartland, they do not buy 
Josephus* claim that he is busy guarding Placidus, because they require him to 
travel to Gabara. This town has already been introduced (Vit. 123-25; cf. 233-34 , 
313), however, as the only centre in lower Galilee completely loyal to John. The 
battle of wits continues. 

Josephus now reiterates the ironic framework: he has fully understood from 
the beginning the delegation's intention to fight him, and so relates that he ad
vanced not to Gabara, as demanded, but only as far as his own secure fortress of 
Iotapata (Vit. 188; cf. 332, 412)—with 3,000 armed troops. From there he writes 
to indicate that he has known their game all along (Vit. 235): 

If you want me to come to you at all costs, there are 204 cities and villages through
out the Galilee. I will come to any of these you desire, except Gabara and Gischala: 
the one is John's native place, and the other his ally and friend. 

Realizing that Josephus has seen through his charade, Jonathan abruptly stops 
writing (Vit. 236). Confrontation is now inevitable. 

Their final scene of conflict is Tiberias, where again the parties compete in 
duplicity. The delegates' opening effort is characteristically lame. After stirring 
up disaffection there, they hear of Josephus' arrival. He narrates (Vit. 273-75): 

They came to me and, after greeting [me], kept saying [or began to say] (eA,eyov) 
that they considered it fortunate that I was thus involved in the Galilee, that in
deed they rejoiced together [with me] at the honour in which I was held. For, they 
claimed (ftyaaocv), my reputation made them look good, since they had been my 
teachers and were currently my fellow-citizens; in fact, they kept saying (eXeyov) 
that my friendship was more appropriate to them than John's was. Though eager to 
depart for home, they would wait patiently there until they should place John at my 
mercy. While saying these things (xavxa AiyovcecJ they swore in confirmation the 
most dreadful oaths that we have, on account of which I considered it improper to 
mistrust them. Indeed, on account of the next day's being a sabbath, they appealed 
to me to make my lodging elsewhere: they asserted (l^aaKov) that the city of the 
Tiberians ought not to be burdened [with troops]. 



Figured Speech and Irony in T. Flavius Josephus 99 

This paragraph gives the flavour of the mutual deceptions, often hilariously re
ported, that colour Josephus' final relations with the delegation (Vit. 2 8 0 - 8 3 , 
2 8 8 - 8 9 ) , though we lack the space to follow them through. After further attempts 
to outsmart Josephus and mislead the masses, the individual delegates fall victim 
to assorted traps laid by him. In the end, they all return to Jerusalem defeated 
and cowed, whereas Josephus wins resounding support for his leadership from 
the capital (Vit. 331-35). 

Of the Life's many other examples of ironic narrative, note in particular the 
digression against Justus (Vit. 336 -67 ) . There, having flaunted his ability to per
suade others of things that were untrue, and after citing the testimony of King 
Agrippa II as proof of his veracity in the War (Vit. 361-66) , Josephus suddenly 
shows an awareness that he too might be seen as a victim of irony. What if Agrip-
pa's praise was only an example of the same diplomatic dissembling? Apparently, 
Justus had not raised this possibility, for Josephus indignantly anticipates it with 
these words (Vit. 367): 'He [Agrippa II] was not flattering my finished history 
with "truth", for that would not have occurred to him; nor was he being ironic 
(o\)8e dpcov£i)6u£vo<;), as you will claim, for he was beyond such bad character/ 
No other line in Josephus' entire corpus is so revealing of his self-consciousness 
in creating ironic worlds: he has no ultimate defence against the charge that his 
own supporters have misled him, just as he has misled others. It is not, after all, 
the practice of deception that matters, but the character of the deceivers. 

Audience-Dependent Irony 

Alongside the pervasive narrative irony of the Life, one must ask whether 
Josephus' brief Roman episodes at the beginning and end of the narrative appeal 
to a Roman audience's extra-textual knowledge—in much the same way as the 
Roman material of AJ 18-19. At least one episode appears to do so. In the story 
of his mission to Rome as a young man, to secure the release of some noble col
leagues being held by Nero, our author seems to rely upon audience knowledge 
and also sentiments (Vit. 16): 

After we had come safely to Dicaearcheia, which the Italians call Puteoli, through 
a friendship I met Aliturus: this man was a mime-actor (JJ,IJJ,6A,OYO<;), for Nero an 
obsession (\iaXiGTa x(b Nepoavi KazaQi)\iioq) and a Judaean by ancestry. Through 
him I became known to Poppaea, the wife of Caesar, and then very quickly arranged 
things, appealing to her to free the priests. Having succeeded, with enormous gifts 
from Poppaea in addition to this benefit, I returned home. 

Josephus courageously travels to Rome to secure the release of noble friends 
unjustly held by Nero. But how was a young Judaean to make his way in the world 
capital, to reach even the emperor? According to him he did not actually need to 
see the emperor: he had only to persuade a showman whom Nero fancied, who 
helped him reach the emperor's wife, and the deed was done. In other words, at 
this point (63 or 64 CE) Nero's court was effectively run by actors and Poppaea. 

file:///iaXiGTa
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I submit that a Roman elite audience would find particular enjoyment in this 
little story. In the late Republic and early Empire, show people had an ambiguous 
social position: loved by the masses, influential through their performances, hence 
a potential threat to autocratic rulers (Yavetz 1969:9-37); therefore occasionally 
exiled, but often seconded to the staffs of such monarchs (like astrologers); gener
ally despised by aristocrats, however, as commoners of too great influence (Purcell 
1999:181-93; Leppin 1992:135-55,160-63; cf. Dio Chrys. 32.4). The 'bad' emperors 
were generally characterized by senatorial writers as dominated by their freedmen 
and women. If we throw uppity stage people into this mix, none was more vilified 
than Nero. Apparently fascinated by actors and acting, he sang and played the 
lyre, and insisted on joining (rigged) Greek competitions (Suet. Ner. 20-24; Dio 
Cass. 62.9). He bestowed large gifts on actors and athletes (Suet. Galb. 15) and was 
famously fond of a pantomime named Paris, who allegedly acquired considerable 
influence as a result (Tac. Ann. 13.20-22), but whom he later executed, reportedly 
from jealousy (Dio Cass. 62.18.1). Josephus appears to signal Nero's weakness for 
actors ironically when he describes Aliturus as p d ^ i a x a x(b Nepcovi KaTa6 \ )piO(; 
(heart-throb or special obsession of Nero). 

Given that Josephus has narrated events from the reigns of Tiberius, Claudius, 
and Gaius in ways that suggest critique of the current regime, we should ponder 
the illocutionary significance also of this Roman adventure. This is especially so 
because it appears that Nero was widely understood as an ironic cipher for Domi
tian, called by some the 'bald Nero' (Juv. 4.38; cf. Mart. 11.33; Syme 1983: 134; 
Bartsch 1994: 90-3 ) . Domitian promoted several of Neros advisers, including 
some who had been ignored by his father (Jones 1992: 51-4) , though admittedly 
he also supported some associates of Neros opposition, even marrying Corbulo's 
daughter (Jones 1992: 168-69) . Juvenal claims that under Domitian, criticism 
of Neros praetorian prefect Tigellinus was sure to bring an authors death (Juv. 
1.155-71). In 86 CE Domitian established the quadrennial Capitoline Games, in 
Greek style, clearly modeled upon the now defunct Neronia (Jones 1992: 103). 
Further, the honour of the ordinary consulship for 96 was given to Manlius Va-
lens, an aged 'relic' of Nero's reign (Syme 1983:134; Dio 67.14.5). Most significant 
for our purposes, both Nero and Domitian had favourite actors named Paris 
(Suet. Ner. 54; Dom. 3; Dio Cass. 63.18.1). Both Parises were executed by their 
masters (in 67 and 87 CE, respectively), allegedly on charges related to jealousy 
(Dio Cass. 67.3.1; cf. Suet. Dom. 10). 

When Domitian's 'terror' of late 93 began, among its first casualties were the 
relatives and friends of Nero's victim Thrasea Paetus (Syme 1983: 134). Domi
tian also executed Nero's secretary (a libellis) Epaphroditus for his role in that 
emperor's death, allegedly as a cautionary example to his own staff (Suet. Dom. 
14.4). The younger Pliny seems to have this execution in mind when he contrasts 
Domitian's punishment of those who criticized Nero with Trajan's toleration of 
censure for past emperors; he cites Domitian's treatment of those who ended 
Nero's life {Pan. 53.4). In making his point he sarcastically denies that, having 
avenged Nero's death, Domitian would take criticisms of Nero, one so like him-



Figured Speech and Irony in T. Flavius Josephus 101 

self (de simillimo), as personal opposition. Even if Pliny exaggerates Domitian's 
sensitivity to the Nero parallel in order to flatter Trajan, the execution ofEpaph-
roditus might by itself constitute further evidence of the connection, especially 
if Suetonius' ambiguous language means that Domitian had also made Epaph-
roditus his secretary. 

Bartsch convincingly argues (1994: 9 2 - 3 , 245 n. 66, 277 n. 23) that Domi
tian's evident failure to punish all authors of hostile references to Nero (e.g., Mart. 
4.63; 7.21, 34; Stat. Silv. 2.7.100, 118-19) need not indicate his lack of concern 
about the matter, for other emperors deliberately ignored provocative allusions 
in order to avoid giving them credence (1994: 82-90) . 

The question of possible parallels between Josephus' Aliturus and the two 
Parises is all the more intriguing because Aliturus has turned out to be such an 
elusive fellow. Not only did this putative favourite of Nero somehow escape the 
notice of every other extant commentator on Nero's reign, in contrast to Paris (e.g., 
Tac. Ann. 13.19-27; Suet. Ner. 54; Dio Cass. 62.18.1), but it has proven impossible 
to find even one other man, among the extensive material and literary remains of 
the Graeco-Roman world and Greek-language Judaism, 1 0 with the name Aliturus 
(or 'AM/copo*;). Construed as a Greek word, the name would mean something 
like 'salt cheese', and it is difficult to imagine the circumstances under which one 
would acquire it. It is tempting to imagine that Josephus invented his mimologos 
in order to create a safe substitute for Nero's Paris, given the danger of Nero-
Domitian parallels. If Josephus had met Paris, he would no doubt have wished to 
avoid using the name in Domitian's time—especially if he wanted to describe the 
man as Nero's heart-throb. 

Nor is it difficult to speculate as to how he came up with Aliturus as an ironic 
alternative. It could simply be a made-up masculine name that sounded like aliter 
(otherwise'), or it could have its full weight as future active participle of alo ('feed, 
nourish, support, sustain, maintain'), which is virtually identical with one of the 
three roots of paris, construed as a Latin verb in the second person singular (per
fect subjunctive): pasco. The other possible roots are paveo (to be afraid, terrified, 
tremble with fear [perfect subjunctive]) and pario (give birth, spawn, produce 
[present indicative]). The Roman elite, who seem to have enjoyed puns on personal 
names (Corbeill 1996: 57-98) , might have appreciated the effort of a foreign noble
man to find such a label for Nero's actor-friend. Of course, I have no way to render 
historically probable this solution to the problems connected with Aliturus. Even 
if Josephus did not invent Aliturus but really met a man with this name, it appears 
that he intends a degree of ironic humour in his telling of the episode, which does 
not seem necessary to the account. 

In any case, the text-driven irony alone will suffice to show that in Life Jose
phus conjures up a Tacitean world of appearances detached from reality: every
one attempts to mislead everyone else for his own advancement. Josephus happily 

10Examining Solin 1982,1996; Fraser and Matthews 1987; Traill 1994; Osborne and 
Byrne 1996; Lozano Velilla 1998; Horbury and Noy 1992; Noy 1993,1995. 
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participates in the game. The differences in his case are (a) that his dissembling 
was within the sphere of responsible statesmanship, unlike the attempts of his 
demagogic rivals, and (b) because he succeeded over his rivals, by virtue of ster
ling character and divine assistance, he was later able to transform his dissimula
tion into an ironically humorous narrative for an appreciative audience. 

CONCLUSION 

Ahls programmatic essay includes this observation (1984:182): 

The result of this difference of perspectives [between ancient readers attuned to fig
ured speech and modern readers] has been, and continues to be, a radical misun
derstanding of ancient authors who use figured speech extensively. Chief among the 
victims are authors of Quintilian's own day when the need for schema—in the sense 
that he, Zoilus, and Demetrius use the term—was high. 

The foregoing essay will have succeeded if it has brought the most prolific (extant) 
Roman author of Quintilians day, Titus Flavius Josephus, into view as a heavy 
user of figured speech and irony. It is in the Life that Josephus most vividly por
trays himself as a master of oblique discourse* misdirection, and irony. But there 
is more than enough in the War and Antiquities to show that he was comfortable 
in the metier of ironic portraiture, playfully developing his very serious themes, 
all the way along. I hope to have shown that the stakes are high for understanding 
Josephus' narratives. There are implications too for the use of Josephus in histori
cal reconstruction—a subject for another occasion (cf. Mason 2003 [chapter 4 in 
this volume]). 



Chapter 4 

G 
CONTRADICTION OR COUNTERPOINT? 
JOSEPHUS AND HISTORICAL METHOD 

Per Bilde's comprehensive 1988 study of Josephus included some startling ob
servations. Nearly 1,900 years after the death of the famous Judean priest, who is 
unrivalled among ancient historians for the size of his citation index, Bilde could 
find little by way of an outline for Josephus's magnum opus, and nothing at all on 
its purpose: "In general, it is almost impossible to refer to any literature concerning 
Josephus's aim in Anr."1 Even in the case of the more famous Judean War: "To the 
best of my knowledge, no contribution to a discussion of the arrangement and plan 
of Bell is to be found."2 One deduces the same condition from Louis H. Feldman's 
detailed bibliographies published in the 1980s, whose hundreds of rubrics include 
no separate categories for the structures, aims, or audiences of Josephus's major 
compositions.3 Reluctance to read Josephus with attention to such "introductory" 
questions has no doubt resulted from the preoccupations of his users, who have 
tended to seek out one-for-one correspondences between discrete passages in his 
works and external phenomena—theological, archaeological, historical.4 

Much has changed in Josephan studies, or perhaps "Josephan studies" has 
only existed, since the 1980s. The narrative-centered approaches that Bilde per
ceived as new 5 have in the meantime assumed primacy. This rise in narrative in
terest is no random fluctuation: the Rengstorf/Schalit Concordance (1968-1983) , 6 

1 P. Bilde, Josephus, 102; cf. 92 on the outline question. 
2Bilde, Josephus, 71. See also 118 on Against Apion. 
3 L . H. Feldman, Josephus and Modern Scholarship (1937-1980) (New York: deGruyter, 

1984); L. H. Feldman and H. Schreckenberg, Josephus: A Supplementary Bibliography 
(New York: Garland, 1986); L. H. Feldman and G. Hata, Josephus, the Bible, and History 
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989), 330-448. This is of course no criticism of 
Feldman, who was merely using appropriate categories for the published scholarship. 

4See Bilde, Josephus, 126-41, on "the classical conception of Josephus." 
5 Programmatic studies, though not yet systematic efforts at composition criticism, 

were Helgo Lindner, Die Geschichtsauffassung des Flavius Josephus im Bellum Judaicum 
(Leiden: Brill, 1972); Harold W. Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History in the An-
tiquitates Judaicae of Flavius Josephus (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1976); and Feldman's 
many essays on biblical interpretation, largely reprised in his Studies in Josephus Rewrit
ten Bible, Supplements to JSJ 58. Leiden: Brill, 1998. An important precursor was Andre 
Pelletier, Flavius Josephe, Adapteurde la Lettre d'Aristee (Paris: Klincksieck, 1962). 

6 K. H. Rengstorf, A Complete Concordance to Flavius Josephus, 4 vols. (Leiden: Brill, 
1973-1983); A. Schalit, ed., Namenwdrterbuch zu Flavius Josephus (Leiden: Brill, 1968). 
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Heinz Schreckenberg's text-critical and bibliographical studies,7 Feldman's an
notated bibliographies,8 and a growing bank of digital tools 9 have finally pro
vided the resources for systematic study of these complex multi-volume accounts. 
Since the early 1990s, in turn, international scholarly conferences, graduate 
seminars, dissertations, and collections of essays on Josephus have begun to pro
liferate. This comes after almost a century of near dormancy, when his literary 
biases were considered obvious and his narratives unworthy or insusceptible of 
detailed examination. Still, work within the new paradigm has been partial and 
tentative: we lack the larger synthetic interpretations missed by Bilde, and we 
have hardly begun to explore the rhetorical dimensions of Josephus's narratives, 
let alone more exotic literary possibilities. Yet the movement toward reading Jose
phus through, and not merely reading through Josephus to external realities, now 
provides the dominant agenda. 

This growth in the Josephus industry has of course not pre-empted the ongo
ing use of his narratives for the reconstruction of ancient Judean realia. Whether 
or not historians of pre-70 Judea would describe themselves as "Josephus schol
ars," they necessarily rely to a large extent upon his accounts. It often appears, 
however, that interpreters of the narrative and historians preserve two solitudes. 
In this chapter I propose to bring the two interests into direct engagement. I 
do so with some trepidation, because in order to demonstrate the stakes I must 
consider cases, and since these cases have already attracted historical analysis I 
must take issue with others. I hope that the refutational side of this rhetoric will 
be read in the context of the constructive argument. My purpose is to show for 
Josephus what has often been demonstrated for other classical authors: 1 0 that lit
erary concerns have direct consequences for the historical use of the text. It is at 
bottom a fundamental issue of method. 

In general terms: we shall see that historical users of Josephus have often 
found in narrative contradiction the key to a less-varnished truth, or perhaps 
more reliable sources, behind his tendentious accounts. Yet identifying contra
dictions presupposes an adequate assessment of the narrative's shape, themes, 
and rhetorical dimensions. Historical work, alas, too often depends upon reduc
tive appraisals of Josephus's literary tendencies, and thus, of what counts as con
tradiction. When this happens, our rigorously rebuilt reality may turn out to be 
little more than our imaginative riffs on his grace notes. To what extent are the 
alternative melodies that we think we have composed actually harmonies or con
trapuntal themes borrowed from the master score? 

7H. Schreckenberg, "Die Flavius-Josephus-Tradition in Antike und Mittelalter," 
ALGHJ 5 (Leiden: Brill, 1972); Schreckenberg, "Rezeptionsgeschichtliche und Text-
kritische Untersuchungen zu Flavius Josephus," ALGHJ 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1977). 

8See n. 3. 
9Notably the Perseus Project (http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/) and the Thesaurus Lin

guae Graecae (TLG) from the University of California at Irvine. 
10See conveniently David S. Potter, Literary Texts, 20-78; Christopher Pelling, Greek 

Historian, 1-81. 

http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/


Contradiction or Counterpoint? Josephus and Historical Method 105 

Methodological Collisions—and Stand- Offs 

I described the literary and historical analysis of Josephus as two solitudes, but 
the passing ships have occasionally collided. The figure who most regularly turned 
up at the scene of the collision was the late Horst Moehring of Brown University. 
In his essay for ANRW,n in his critique of Shaye Cohens book, Josephus in Galilee 
and Rome,12 and in Daniel Schwartz's reflections on "composition criticism" vis
a-vis Moehring, 1 3 we have, to switch metaphors, the makings of a methodological 
stare-down. The nature of this deadlock and some reasons for Moehring's role as 
provocateur are worth pondering by way of orientation to the problem. 

Composition Criticism and Historical Reconstruction 

Moehring's 1957 dissertation on "novelistic elements" in Josephus1 4 took its 
departure from Martin Braun's 1934 study of novelistic writing in Greco-Oriental 
context. 1 5 Integrating Josephus's biblical paraphrase into this comparative field, 
Braun had determined that our author expertly refashioned his source material 
so as, in part, to produce novelistic-erotic effects. An example is the steamy ep
isode of Joseph and Potiphar's wife, which Josephus entirely rewrites vis-a-vis 
Genesis with erotic overtones echoing the classical story of Phaedra and Hippoly-
tus. 1 6 Josephus must be responsible for the novelistic reshaping, Braun had shown, 
because the language and themes that color this story show up throughout his 
writings. As Braun had seen presciently, Josephus's biblical paraphrase requires 
attention to his narrative art. Because his sources are more or less known there, 
we can observe him rewriting his material to make serious apologetic points but 
also to entertain. 

Since Braun's time, incidentally, this basic conception of Josephus as true 
author has been illustrated a thousand-fold for the biblical paraphrase in Antiq
uities. Louis Feldman, Christopher Begg, Etienne Nodet, and others have shown 
Josephus regularly ironing out conflicts, dropping doublets and other inconve
nient items, rearranging sequences, and weaving his thematic threads through 
the whole tapestry, even at the finest level of detail. 1 7 As soon as we abandon the 

I I Horst R. Moehring. "Joseph Ben Matthia and Flavius Josephus," ANRW2.21.2:864-
917 (New York: de Gruyter, 1984). 

1 2Horst R. Moehring, "Review of Shaye D. J. Cohen, Josephus in Galilee and Rome: 
His Vita and Development as a Historian (Leiden: Brill, 1979)," JJS 32 (1980): 240-42. 

1 3 Schwartz, Agrippa I. 
1 4 Horst R. Moehring, "Novelistic Elements in the Writings of Flavius Josephus." PhD 

diss., University of Chicago, 1957. 
1 5Martin Braun, Griechischer Roman und Hellenistische Geschichtsschreibung 

(Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1934). ET: History and Romance in Graeco-Oriental Literature 
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1938). 

1 6Braun, Romance (see n. 15), 92-105. 
17Already Braun's contemporary, B. Heller, "Grundzuge der Aggada des Flavius Jo

sephus," MGWJ 80 (1936): 237-46; more recently T. W. Franxman, Genesis and the Jewish 
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hoary Destinon-Holscher notion of large intermediate sources, whose authors 
had already done the heavy lifting for a Josephus imagined as inept Redaktor,18 

we must reckon with his traits as an author. Abundant and irrefragable evidence 
in the biblical paraphrase shows him to have been a careful and creative w r i t e r -
there at least. 

Although he did not know this wealth of confirmatory scholarship, of course, 
in his dissertation Moehring set out to determine whether such features as Braun 
had uncovered in the biblical paraphrase extended also to Josephus's Herodian 
and early first-century material in War 1-2 and Antiquities 14-18. He concluded 
that they did. For example, the emotional triangle of excessive love, jealousy, 
and suspicion characterizes a number of Josephus s entertaining stories, no mat
ter what their source, where they fall in his narratives, or what assistants he may 
have employed while writing. The stories of jealous King Herod, libidinous Marc 
Antony, and Paulina the victim of seduction (War 1 .438-440; Ant. 15.23-28; 18. 
6 6 - 8 4 ) share similar motifs with episodes in the biblical paraphrase. The words 
and phrases of these passages are amply paralleled elsewhere in Josephus. 1 9 So 
they must all be his contribution. With this extra-biblical material in evidence, 
Moehring confidently concluded, "Josephus can justly be called the author, in 
the true sense of this term, of the works ascribed to him: even when he bor
rows and even when he uses assistants, he impresses his own personality upon 
his work." 2 0 

Because composition criticism cut its teeth on the biblical paraphrase, to 
a large extent it obviated historical questioning: few scholars would dream of 
pressing that narrative for its veracity. In extending his researches to the postbib-
lical period, however, Moehring had to face the controversial implications of his 
literary analysis for historical work. Recognizing the wholly crafted nature of the 
material he examined, he tended to view it as more or less free literary creation 
with no necessary connection to what really happened. 2 1 

About two decades after Moehring defended his dissertation at Chicago, 
Shaye Cohen submitted his to Columbia. Cohen tried to reconstruct Josephuss 
Galilean career by first examining the way in which War and Antiquities-Life are 
related to their sources, then surveying the relevant parts of War and Life to iden
tify the literary tendencies of each, and finally using that knowledge to determine 
which text was closer to the facts in each case. One of his basic methodological 
criteria was bias: where an apologetic interest can be identified (for example, in 
his [alleged] claim of allegiance to the Pharisees), the datum in question is doubt-

Antiquities of Flavins Josephus (BibOr 35; Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1979); Feldman, 
Studies; Josephuss Interpretation of the Bible (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1998), 3-220; Begg, Account; Story; E. Nodet, La Bible de Josephe (Paris: Cerf, 1996). 

1 8 J . von Destinon, Die Quellen des Flavius Josephus in der Jud. Arch. Buch XII-XVII— 
Jud. Kreig. Buch I (Kiel: Lipsius, 1882), 19-39; Gustav Holscher, "Josephus," PWRE 18 cols. 
1966,1981-83,1992-93. 

1 9E.g., Moehring, "Elements;' 84-92,142-43. 
20Ibid., 145. 
2 1 Ibid., 64, 87,144. 
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ful or spurious. 2 2 Space does not permit a survey of Cohens many and nuanced 
historical conclusions here. In a review of the book that resulted from the dis
sertation, however, Moehring chastised him for having even tried to reconstruct 
Josephus's career from such narratives as War and Life. Rejecting what he de
scribed as a common but "naive view that historians of the Greco-Roman age can 
be made to yield information that would allow us to reconstruct the 'historical 
facts' of Hellenistic Judaism . . . , " Moehring passed this verdict: 

Cohen seems to believe that it is actually possible to separate "fact" from "fiction." 
He fails to realize that every single sentence of Josephus is determined and colored 
by his aims and tendencies.... To assume that what Josephus added to the facts is 
fiction merely indicates a complete misunderstanding of Hellenistic historiography, 
including that of Josephus.23 

In Moehring's own ANRW essay surveying Josephus on Jewish-Roman relations, 
which carried his composition-critical program yet further into what most con
sider the "historical" period, true to his word he pointedly eschewed "the actual 
historical development of this relationship," insisting again, "It is entirely useless 
to make any attempts to separate in Josephus any supposedly objective' passages 
from any supposedly 'subjective' interpretations."2 4 

In his 1982 article on Masada, an apparently chastened, though possibly 
ironical Cohen concluded his survey of the literary sources with mere histori
cal "conjectures." To this word he attached this revealing footnote: "Those who 
believe that ancient historians may study historiography but must not attempt to 
reconstruct historical events (like the reviewer [i.e., Moehring] in JJS 31 [1980], 
pp. 240-242) , will prefer to admit ignorance." 2 5 So: a stand-off. 

Recovering Sources through Narrative Contradiction 

Daniel Schwartz offered a different kind of response to Moehring's position. 
He felt the need to justify a source-critical approach to the life of Agrippa I in a 
time (1990) when kompositionskritische study, most fully articulated by Moeh
ring, had set the program. In pointed contrast to that method, Schwartz argued 
that in the latter volumes of Antiquities Josephus juxtaposes his sources with so 
little editorial intervention that "proper methods will allow him [the modern his
torian] to dissect the narrative, recreate Josephus's tabletop [i.e., his sources], and 
then ignore Josephus and do the job of historical reconstruction himself."26 

2 2Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 107,144,197. 
2 3 Moehring, "Review of Cohen," 241. 
24Moehring, "Joseph ben Matthia," 868. 
2 5 S. J. D. Cohen, "Masada: Literary Tradition, Archaeological Remains, and the 

Credibility of Josephus," JJS 33 (1982): 385-405. 
2 6 Schwartz, Agrippa I, 2. Although he immediately retreats from the forcefulness of 

this image, on the ground that Josephus's interventions are not utterly insignificant, he 
maintains that this picture is basically sound. 
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The "proper methods" advocated here are, as Schwartz observes, 2 7 those of 
the older source criticism. Namely, the critic must be alert to perceived inconsis
tencies in the form of outright contradictions, editorial seams, doublets, parallel 
versions, and differential vocabulary, all of which betray sources not fully digested. 
This approach to Josephus had enjoyed nearly universal assent between 1870 and 
1920, and continued to set the tone for decades afterward. For example, Heinrich 
Bloch (1879) had argued that, since Josephus in Antiquities has the tendency to 
disparage King Herod, passages in which he recognizes the king's virtue or piety 
must be vestiges of a pro-Herodian source (likely Nicolaus of Damascus). 2 8 Justus 
von Destinon (1882) insisted that Josephus could not reasonably be credited with 
the lists of high-priests that appear in the course of his narrative and (with some 
differences) in a final summary, so this interest must come from his sources. 2 9 

Gustav Holscher (1916) had likewise made inconsistency and contradiction the 
chief criteria for his thoroughgoing reassignment of Josephus's works to interme
diate and ultimate sources: 3 0 Josephus could not have written anti-Pharisaic pas
sages, for example, because he was a Pharisee. 3 1 Schwartz continues to support 
these criteria for identifying Josephus's sources. 3 2 Significant differences between 
his method and that of the older Quellenforschung are his emphatic denial that 
recognizing such an anthologizing technique should diminish Josephus's talents 
in our esteem 3 3 and his admission that he cannot identify sources with "mathe
matical precision." But then, since no historian can claim certainty, he allows, 
this is not a problem after all. 3 4 

Significantly for us, Schwartz positions his work in contrast to that of Moeh
ring and Bilde by correlating their composition criticism with historical solip-

27Schwartz, Agrippa I, 3. 
2 8 H. Bloch, Die Quellen des Flavius Josephus in seinerArchaologie (Leipzig: Wiesbaden: 

M. Sandig, 1968), 112. But it is Josephus's practice throughout Antiquities-Life to present 
such balanced character portraits: Ant. 5.317; 8.211 (Solomon); 6.166,344-350,378 (Saul); 
13.318-319 (Aristobulus); 13.380-383 (Aexander Jannaeus); 13.430-432 (Alexandra Sa
lome); 19.208-209 (Gaius Caligula); Life 189-192 (Simon son of Gamaliel). Cf. Livy's 
balanced and sympathetic assessments of his characters (Livy [Foster, LCL 1: xxv]), Taci-
tus's explorations of his subjects's psychological make-ups and motives (R. Syme, Tacitus 
[Oxford: Clarendon, 1958] 1:138-165; Ronald Mellor, Tacitus [London: Routledge, 1993], 
68-86), and the famously even-handed moral assessments of Plutarch's Lives. See also 
Feldman, Interpretation, 197-204, on Josephus's "psychologizing" tendency. 

29Destinon, Quellen, 29-31. But Josephus has an abiding personal concern with the 
high-priestly succession: Ant. 16.187; Life 1-6; Ag Ap. 1.30-36. Cf. Clemens Thoma, "The 
High Priesthood in the Judgment of Josephus," in Josephus, the Bible, and History (ed. 
Feldman and Hata), 196-215. 

30H6lscher, "Josephus," cols. 1970-71. 
3 1 Holscher, "Josephus," col. 1936. But it is not evident that he either was or wanted 

to be seen as a Pharisee; cf. Steve Mason "Was Josephus a Pharisee? A Re-Examination 
of Life 10-12," JJS 40 (1989), 31-45; more generally, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees: A 
Composition-Critical Study (SPB 39; Leiden: Brill, 1991). 

32See also Schwartz, "Josephus and Nicolaus on the Pharisees," JSJ14 (1983), 157-71. 
3 3 Bloch, however, already insisted that Josephus combined his sources artfully, never 

as a mere "Compilator" (Bloch, Quellen, 7). 
3 4 Schwartz, Agrippa I, xiv. 
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sism and agnosticism: it is a "point of view which assumes that Josephus was an 
author, and that his work's prehistory is probably unrecoverable and in any event 
uninteresting."3 5 He divides critics into a group that cares about history and one 
that does not: "The alternative [sc. to pursuing history through the recovery of 
sources] is not to do history at all, and, indeed, some Josephus scholars call for 
just that, claiming that Josephus should be used only as evidence for himself."36 

He describes these two methodological alternatives as matters of fashion and 
style: source-critical questions "went out of style, for various reasons," but "there 
are some indications that the pendulum of fashion might be swinging back."3 7 

Although Schwartz properly challenges Moehring's implication that narra
tive criticism somehow precludes historical reconstruction, it is not clear that his 
study fully comes to terms with the more central claims of composition criticism. 
Adopting the standard source-critical criteria (above) for disambiguating sources, 
it begins by citing four contradictions between the story of Agrippa I in the War 
and the Antiquities parallel.3 8 Without further ado Schwartz reasons, "These four 
contradictions, within the space of Bfs brief narrative, imply that Josephus had two 
sources regarding this period."39 The remainder of the book fleshes out these newly 
discovered sources, along with one other—a lost composition by Philo. Schwartz 
allows that he first became aware of the different sources for Agrippa when he 
observed the sudden switch from the Greek city name Dicaearcheia to the Latin 
Puteoli at Antiquities 18.160-161, where the switch accompanies a difference of 
perspective—from Cypros's to Agrippa's.40 This difference of nomenclature for the 
Italian port comes up repeatedly in his argument. 4 1 

Particularly noteworthy is Schwartz's characterization of one source discov
ered by his analysis: a novelistic Life of Agrippa. He postulates that this imagined 
work had two distinctive motifs: the changing fortunes of the hero and the dimi
nution of the divine role. 4 2 Thus, in passages credited to this source, Agrippa is 
not punished for transgression as characters typically are in Antiquities and as 
Agrippa is in the other sources for this period (e.g., Philo); rather, he appears as a 
victim of changing fortune. Schwartz draws parallels with the biblical portraits 
of Joseph, for sudden turns of fortune, and Esther, for the divine retreat from the 
story. The hypothetical Life of Agrippa was therefore a novelistic work based on 
the model of biblical figures who had succeeded in foreign courts. 4 3 

This analysis is curious, however, because it overlooks important features 
of Josephus's narrative. For example, the prologue to Antiquities highlights the 
trope "change of fortune(s) [or luck]" (vb%r\, Ant. 1.6, 8, 13), a prominent theme 

35Ibid., xiii. 
3 6 Ibid., xiv-xv. 
3 7 Ibid., xiii-xiv. 
38Ibid., 3. 
39Ibid., 4; emphasis added. 
40Ibid., xv. 
4 1Ibid.,6-7,50,178. 
42Ibid., 33-35. 
43Ibid., 35. 
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of both this work (cf. Ant. 2.39; 11.56; 14.9, 97; 15.179) and the earlier War (e.g., 
1.353, 374; 2.140, 357-387 [360]; 3.9, 354, 396; 5.367; 6.110, 127). No other source 
is needed to explain this. Further, it is a much-discussed feature of Josephus's 
biblical paraphrase that he diminishes the role of God. 4 4 The inexorable conse
quences of the Judean constitution, which punishes vice and rewards virtue (Ant. 
1.14,20), typically function without recourse to explicit divine intervention. Jose
phus emphasizes human motivations and expresses caution about miracles. 4 5 It 
seems that attention to the larger literary themes of Josephus's works has direct 
implications for the postulation of sources. Likewise, the theme of prospering in 
the courts of foreign rulers, which the young Agrippa embodies in his Roman so
journ and Schwartz attributes to the hypothetical biographical source, is quintes-
sentially Josephan. The biblical Joseph and Daniel, who famously prospered on 
foreign soil, are—with Jeremiah—Josephus's best-loved models, crucial to his lit
erary self-representation.46 Schwartz, then, has not characterized the hallmarks 
of a source as much as the hand of Josephus himself. It is difficult to see how the 
resort to sources can be justified on such grounds. 

Is the literary/historical impasse that Schwartz observes really a matter of 
taste, or is it question of method after all? The latter, surely. The older source criti
cism ground to a halt not merely because of changing fashion but because in 1920 
Richard Laqueur demonstrated how arbitrary it was. 4 7 He did so by analyzing 
the different portraits of Josephus's career in War and Life. Since these portrayals 
diverge in many respects, and yet Josephus himself provided the fund for both, 
the contradictions cannot easily be attributed to different sources. 4 8 Laqueur ap
plied this lesson to the Herodian sections of War and Antiquities, showing that 
here too the author's "coloring" (Farbung) of the narrative, 4 9 notwithstanding the 
possibility of new sources, accounted for the most important changes. 5 0 

In similar fashion, the contradictions that Schwartz finds between War and 
Antiquities-Life on Agrippa do not "imply" different sources because it is char-

44Feldman, Studies, 196; cf. G. E. Sterling, "The Invisible Presence: Josephus's Retell
ing of Ruth," in Understanding Josephus: Seven Perspectives (ed. Steve Mason; Sheffield: 
Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 130. 

4 5See Feldman, Interpretation, 205-14 ("Detheologizing"). 
4 6D. Daube, "Typology in Josephus," JJS 31 (1980): 26-36; Steve Mason, "Josephus, 

Daniel, and the Flavian House" in Josephus and the History of the Greco-Roman Period: 
Essays in Memory of Morton Smith (ed. F. Parente and J. Sievers; Leiden: Brill, 1994), 161— 
91; Feldman, Interpretation, 335,629-31. 

4 7Richard Laqueur, Der judische Historiker Flavius Josephus: Fin biographischer 
Versuch auf neuer quellenkritischer Grundlage (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchge-
sellschaft, 1970). Laqueur saw the problem as discipline-wide, and his study as a correc
tive applicable to other ancient texts (p. 129). For the revolution in Livy studies, see T. J. 
Luce, Livy: The Composition of His History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977), 
xv-xvii. A recent, witty statement on the general shift in studying classical texts is in 
J. Henderson, Fighting for Rome: Poets and Caesars, History and Civil War (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1998), 21. 

48Laqueur, Historiker, 6-128. 
49Ibid., 168. 
50Ibid., 128-230. 
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acteristic of Josephus, in keeping with ancient rhetorical practice, 5 1 to tell the 
same story differently on each new occasion. A pivotal episode in his Galilean 
career, for example, was the campaign of a delegation from Jerusalem to oust 
him from leadership. It is stunning how differently this story, which occupies 
about a third of the autobiography (Life 189-335), is reported there over against 
the War parallel. He names the four delegates differently and gives them different 
(mutually exclusive) familial and party relationships.5 2 Indeed, the basic chro
nologies of the two narratives are incompatible. 5 3 Further, in the Life Josephus 
creates doublets before our eyes—of the very kind that source-critical method 
would attribute to distinct sources if Josephus were not obviously the author. 
Wars single Tiberian revolt (War 2 .614-625) becomes two distinct episodes (Life 
85-103, 271-308) , apparently for literary reasons. 5 4 In other passages Josephus 
repeats himself almost verbatim (Life 373, 394) . 5 5 Such awkward features of his 
own style are quite as dissonant as the contradictions that Schwartz adduces as 
evidence of source vestiges. 

As for the distinction between Dicaearcheia and Puteoli at Antiquities 18.160-
161, in his autobiography (Life 16) Josephus himself juxtaposes the two names. 
Since he writes from personal experience, it is not plausible to posit two sources 
there. 5 6 Elsewhere too, and commonly in Antiquities 18-19, he alternates the 
names of peoples and places, evidently for the sake of variety. 5 7 Why, then, should 

5 1 For example R. Cribiore, Gymnastics of the Mind: Greek Education in Hellenistic 
and Roman Egypt (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 238. Pelling (Greek His
torian, 49-52 and works cited there) shows that Plutarch, Josephus's rough contemporary, 
made similar sorts of changes in stories told more than once. 

52 War 2.628: Joesdrus son of Nomicus, Ananias son of Sadok, Simon and Judas the 
sons of Jonathan, not himself a delegate, and therefore brothers. But Life 196-98. Jona
than leads the delegation, which contains no brothers and no Judas, but an Ananias, Jozar, 
and Simon of different family and party backgrounds (though Ananias and Jonathan are 
both Pharisees and laymen). 

53 War: (1) the Dabarittans' robbery through the Tarichaean revolt (War 2.595-613), 
(2) a single Tiberian revolt (2.614-625), (3) the delegation episode (2.626-629), and (4) 
the Tiberians' appeal to Agrippa II, prompting Josephus's illusory marine invasion 
(2.632-645). Life: a first Tiberian revolt (Life 85-103) precedes the Dabarittans' robbery 
and the Tarichaean revolt (Life 126-48), and the Tiberians' appeal to Agrippa prompt
ing Josephus's fake naval assault (Life 155-174) occurs before the delegation episode (Life 
189-335). 

5 4Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 81-82, notices the doublet but remarks only that it pre
vents one from recovering the draft (x>n6\ivr][ia) that he thinks underlay The Life. For 
an argument about its role in the structure of The Life, see Steve Mason, Life of Josephus: 
Translation and Commentary (vol. 9 of Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary; 
ed. Steve Mason; Leiden: Brill, 2001), xxv-xxvi. 

5 5 Also noticed by Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 81. 
56Schwartz, Agrippa I, 7 n. 8, acknowledges Josephus's own usage here, but does not 

appear to see the consequence that Josephus could juxtapose both terms, for at 178 he 
calls Dicaearcheia "Josephus's usual name for the city." 

5 7Cf. ndpGoq (e.g., Arrt.13.385, 18.96, 317, 325, 340, 355) and napGccioc, (e.g., 
13.384; 18.98, 313, 318, 334, 339, 348) for Parthian; IlEpaioc, (War 2.59; Ant.17.276) and 
nepaiinc, (War 2.520, 566; 3.11) for Perean; raA,aa8kTi<; (War 1.89; Ant.7.230, 232, 272, 
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the shift at Antiquities 18.160-161 imply different sources? Finally, Schwartz does 
not explain why the very section of Antiquities he would like to assign to incom
patible sources, books 17 to 19, exhibits an impressive, if bizarre (mock-Thucydid-
ean), stylistic conformity. 5 8 This homogeneity renders it all the more difficult to 
conclude that Josephus preserved his sources on Agrippa I with such light editing 
that they are still excisable. 

Schwartz is undoubtedly correct, in my view, that Josephus may have pre
served a word or phrase here and there from his various sources. 5 9 My challenge 
concerns his use of perceived contradiction to attempt a more precise delineation, 
then characterization, of otherwise lost sources—reconstituting the eggs from 
which the cake was baked. It is an uncomfortable fact for the more ambitious 
varieties of source criticism 6 0 that Josephus has the authorial habit of repeating 
and contradicting himself, and of varying his terminology. These oddities call for 
analysis, but they may result from a variety of causes (e.g., sloppiness, rhetorical 
artifice, multiple editions, copyist's interventions, and yes, sources); they do not 
ohne weiteres imply incompatible sources. 

The diverse perspectives of Moehring, Cohen, and Schwartz begin to create 
a map of the field in the 1980s and 90s. On one side is the position that the text 
is more or less opaque, blocking appreciable light on underlying realities. On 
the other side is the effort to wring historical facts or at least recoverable sources 
from Josephus on the basis of perceived inconsistencies. In spite of Moehring's ap
parent moratorium on history, historically minded scholars have continued un
daunted in their quest to distill something reliable, which is to say non-Josephan, 
from his literary bequest. 

We lack the space to review all of the strategies proposed for achieving this 
goal. In non-specialist literature (including N T studies and Roman history) one 
still often encounters the positivistic equation of "Josephus tells us t h a t . . . " with 

"It happened thus." Even otherwise unimpeachably critical scholars have assumed 

387) and TaXab^voc, (Ant. 4.173; 5.254; 6.71, 72, 73) for Gileadite; 'Eaaatoq (War 1.78, 
213, 567; 3.11; Anf.13.311; 15.371; 17.346) and 'Eaanvoi (War 2.119; 5.145; AwU3.171-72; 
13.298; 15.372; 18.18-22; Life 10-12) for Essene(s). In the case of "Parthian," at least, in 
the volumes under discussion by Schwartz, Josephus almost systematically alternates be
tween the two forms. On the names for the Essenes in Josephus, see my "What Josephus 
Says About the Essenes in His Judean War," part 1 [cited 6 October 2008]. Online: http:// 
orion.mscc.huji.ac.il/orion/programs/Mason001.shtml. 

5 8On the peculiar style of Ant. 17-19 see Thackeray, The Man and the Historian, 108-
20; R. J. H. Shutt, Studies in Josephus (London: SPCK, 1961), 68-75; Rajak, Historian, 235. 
Schwartz ultimately concedes that he has not found a significant difference of style in 
his alleged sources (Agrippa I, 176). There, accordingly, he insists only that occasional 
vocabulary and much of the perspective of the source are preserved intact. This appears 
to me likely, but a problematic modification of his original project (above), for if Josephus 
rewrote his material in this Thucydidean style, then surely it is not possible to reach past 
Josephus to his sources. 

59Ibid., 176. 
6 0 An extreme case is R. Bergmeier, Die Essener-Berichte des Flavius Josephus: 

Quellenstudien zu den Essenertexten im Werk des judischen Historiographen (Kampen: 
Kok Pharos, 1993). 

http://
http://orion.mscc.huji.ac.il/orion/programs/Mason001.shtml
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the negative side of this logic: his silence about X means that "there is no evidence 
of X," and so X did not exist or happen. 6 1 Of course, many items in Josephus's 
narratives are partly paralleled in other texts, which provide some leverage;6 2 

others can be checked against archaeological finds.63 Even where Josephus is our 
sole reporter, scholars have employed sociological models 6 4 and/or paradigms of 
Roman administrative practice as tests of his portraits. 6 5 The problem here is that 
he was under the inescapable rhetorical obligation of writing what his first audi
ences, who knew these political and social conditions far better than we, would 
consider plausible;66 any challenge from us on this basis is therefore courageous. 
For the range of historical events to which Josephus offers our only access, schol
arship tends to fall back upon perceived internal contradictions. 

Narrative Contradiction and Historical Reality 

Just as Schwartz expresses gratitude for such tensions in the belief that the 
sources they reveal will take us closer (than Josephus) to "what really happened,"6 7 

others have argued that Josephus's perceived contradictions preserve valuable 

6 1 E . R Sanders and Lester L. Grabbe both argue from the alleged lack of "evidence" 
for Pharisees' activity between 6 and 66 C . E . that in that period the Pharisees were a small 
group lacking much influence. See Sanders, Judaism, Practice and Belief, 63 BCE-66 CE 
(Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1992), 386; Grabbe, Judaism from Cyrus to 
Hadrian (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 2:470. But Josephus has very little to say about 
Judean affairs in this period. 

6 2 Even with two or more independent texts, we are not necessarily out of the woods— 
if the texts in question share similar biases and draw from the same rumour pool: cf. Taci
tus, Pliny, and Suetonius on the first-century emperors and their women. 

6 3 M. Broshi ("The Credibility of Josephus," 379-84) proposes (p. 384): "Josephus' data 
are in many instances accurate, and that they stem from reliable sources." But his argument 
incidentally shows that the only textual data susceptible of such confirmation are more or 
less trivial scenic elements, and their accuracy says little about the truth of the narratives. 
A good historical novel could have its credibility proved in much the same way. 

6 4See Rajak, Historian, 7-10,104-43; R. A. Horsley and J. S. Hanson, Bandits, Proph
ets, and Messiahs: Popular Movements at the Time of Jesus (New York: Harper 8c Row, 
1988), xviii-xxvi. 

6 5Martin Goodman, The Ruling Class of Judea: The Origins of the Jewish Revolt 
against Rome AD 66-70 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), relies heavily 
upon the standard Roman use of local elites as trusted collaborators to explain events in 
Judea. But his use of this model seems contradictory. Early in the book he argues that by 
about the year 50 C . E . the Romans had already lost confidence in the ability of the post-
Herodian Judean aristocracy to win the trust of the populace, and were withdrawing their 
own trust (46-49). "Sixteen years or so before the revolt the Roman authorities already 
lost confidence in the ability of the Judean ruling class to fulfil its function" (49). If so, 
one might have expected the revolt to be the last straw, leading to the postwar dissolu
tion of the Judean ruling class in Roman eyes. Goodman later insists, however, that only 
the heavy involvement of the ruling class itself in the revolt could explain the Romans's 
failure to reinstate the Jewish leaders after the war—in contrast to their general policy of 
supporting local elites (235-39). 

6 6See Pelling, Greek Historian, 42. 
6 7 Schwartz, Agrippa I, xiv. 
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historical data. Indeed, alleged contradictions have become the basis for entire 
alternative histories of the causes and course of the Judean-Roman war of 6 6 -
73 C.E. Let us consider first the merits of the principle of contradiction, then some 
examples of its application to War. 

Contradiction as Method 

It is a broadly accepted principle in historical research that the investigator 
needs to tease out from sources what Marc Bloch famously called "unintentional 
evidence," which is "the evidence of witnesses in spite of themselves."68 The un
derlying theory is that history is not a scissors-and-paste operation, rearranging 
the transmitted statements of sources, but an exercise of the critical imagination. 
The historian poses particular questions of the past, marshals relevant evidence 
and seeks to understand it in situ, tries to explain that evidence against a develop
ing hypothesis, and ultimately seeks to persuade others who know the evidence. 
Given a literary source's inescapable shaping of the past according to both the au
thor's conscious program and unconscious biases and language, the "ready-made 
statements" of sources can never be directly usable to the historian; they are not 
subject to immediate acceptance or rejection as simply true or false. 6 9 Rather, the 
statement has no historical value until the investigator can integrate it into her 
hypothesis, the theory of the case, in some way. 

In R. G. Collingwood's example, even if someone should come forward and 
tell an investigator, "I killed John Doe," the investigator is not entitled to assume 
that statement as a fact, but must rather initiate her own critical assessment: 

"This person is telling me that he killed John Doe. Why is he telling me that?" 7 0 

Until an investigation can show probable results based upon independent lines of 
evidence, the statement hangs there as an unsubstantiated claim. The historian's 
investigation may end up supporting much or part of a source's statement, but 
only a posteriori. Either to accept the source as valid until proven wrong or to 
reject it as untrue until proven correct would be equally misguided. We simply do 
not know until a convincing case is made with respect to particular questions. 

Items in the source's statement that seem to contradict the author's deliber
ate point, however, or incidentally throw light on issues different from those 
being addressed, hold special promise for the investigator: they may not be as 
crafted as the author's considered statements about the issue at hand. This is 
just the sort of artless evidence that detectives look for, which then becomes 
grist for the cross-examination mill in trial. Accordingly, cross-examination, 
with its aim of exposing facts inconvenient to the witnesses, lies at the heart of 
the historical enterprise. 7 1 It is important to note, however, that such tensions 

6 8 M. Bloch, Craft, 61. 
69Collingwood, Idea, 256-57. 
70Ibid., 275. 
7 1 So already Thucydides 1.20-21; Polybius 1.15.6-11; 4.2.3. Cf. Bloch, Craft, 64; Col-

lingwood, Idea, 25, 256-82. 
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within a sources statement normally come to light through questions prompted 
by a second, independent line of evidence.72 It is the links between two or more 
independent sources, especially where incidental remarks in one enhance fea
tures of another, that lend force to a hypothesis. 7 3 If investigators have only 
one informant and no other testimony or material evidence, no matter what 
hunches they may entertain they will be unable to make their theory of the case 
probable before a critical jury. And this is the central problem for reconstruct
ing much first-century Judean history: we are often dependent upon Josephus 
alone. The evidence of his narratives for any particular individual, group, or 
event is so refracted, slight, and isolated that it will permit a number of alterna
tive explanations. 

In the case of the Judean-Roman war, Martin Goodman and Jonathan Price 
are influential detective-historians. Their precise aims and arguments differ, but 
their methods and results overlap significantly. Both set out to write a new his
tory of the war, Goodman focusing on the problem of origins, Price on the task 
of writing an "internal history of the war."7 4 Both must depend exclusively upon 
Josephus for much of the reconstruction. Yet both agree against Josephus that 
the ruling class of Judea played a much larger role in the conflict than he allows. 
Most important for us, both arrive at this conclusion by giving the criterion of 
contradiction a fundamental role. Goodman will 

discover facts which I believe that he [Josephus] knew well but at which he preferred 
only to hint I shall rely heavily on Josephus's detailed narrative, attaching special 
significance to every snippet of information which appears to contradict the main 
thrust of his apologetic. There are many such items, and their survival in such num
bers confirms their reliability.75 

Similarly Price: 

A piece of information that contradicts any tendentious statement or motif can 
generally be trusted, for Josephus would have no reason to make up uncooperative 
details (assuming he did not intend to undermine his serious purposes).76 

7 2 For example, most scholars agree that Jesus' baptism by John is one of the few 
secure points in the life of the historical Jesus (see E. P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism [Phila
delphia: Fortress, 1985], 11, 191-92). They often emphasize that the story contradicts the 
gospel writers' effort to subordinate John. True, but the several lines of independent evi
dence for Jesus' baptism and for John's independent following seal the issue. 

7 3 For example, the accepted view that the Hasmonean revolt was precipitated by in
ternal rivalries in high-priestly circles, not simply by an evil regime's forcing itself without 
cause upon the Judeans, as tradition has it. Those internal conflicts are an integral part 
of 2 Maccabees' theological explanation, but they are also revealed in 1 Maccabees (e.g., 
1:11), which otherwise draws sharp lines between the "Israel" and the wicked Gentiles. Cf. 
D. J. Harrington, The Maccabean Revolt: Anatomy of a Biblical Revolution (Wilmington: 
Michael Glazier, 1988). 

7 4 J. J. Price, Jerusalem under Siege: The Collapse of the Jewish State, 66-70 C.E. (Le
iden: Brill, 1992), xi. 

7 5Goodman, Ruling Class, 20-21. 
7 6 Price, Siege, 186. 
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Price observes, "Thus we arrive at the conclusion [about aristocratic involvement 
in the war] contrary to Josephus's but best explaining his own evidence . . . ."7 7 

The underlying principles are familiar in the field: Heinrich Luther (1910) was 
followed by many in arguing that Josephus's actions—the facts (die Tatsachen)— 
refuted his claims about his own reluctant participation in the war. 7 8 

Goodman's assertion that unintentional evidence abounds in Josephus, and 
Price's implication that there is a sufficient amount of non-tendentious material 
for a subversive history, might create some initial unease. As with any other 
prized commodity, the value of unintentional evidence is directly proportional 
to its rarity. The logic of its usefulness requires that the author worked hard at 
making a coherent statement. If he did not care for consistency, or altogether 
failed to control his material, then he might have recklessly included all sorts of 
incoherent stuff, in which case "contradictory evidence" would have little mean
ing and less value. If we seem to be knee-deep in contradictions of the "main 
thrust of his apologetic," then perhaps we ought to consider whether we have ade
quately described that main thrust, also whether minor or contrapuntal thrusts 
properly count as contradictions, revealing vestigial evidence of the historically 
desirable kind. 

The Basic Contradiction: Claims vs. "Recorded Actions" 

Goodman and Price consider the essential contradiction in Josephus's 
War to be between his claims and the actions he reports. He frequently asserts, 
namely, that the Judean elite—priests, chief priests, principal men, notables, the 
powerful—opposed the war with Rome (e.g., War 2.316, 320, 410-411, 417, 422, 
428). He declares that, following the governor Florus's reported massacre of some 
3,600 Jerusalemites, "every priest and every minister of God (naq 0)7i£p£Tr|<; xox> 
6EO\))" implored the people not to respond violently to this outrage, but to salute 
the governor's troops as he had demanded, in order to deprive him of any further 
provocation and so spare the temple (War 2.321). At the same time, Josephus 
mentions a number of nobles who were initially disinclined to oblige the priests 
(War 2.322). After further outrages committed by Florus, an alleged reckless 
youth named Eleazar, son of the High Priest Ananias and captain of the temple, 
persuades the officiating priests (xovq KCCICC xf]v A m p d a v A.evroDpYO'ovTacJ— 
presumably the very "ministers" who had earlier appealed for acquiescence—now 
to stop offering the sacrifice for foreigners, thus laying the foundation for revolt 
(War 2 .408-410) . 

From there, things get messy. After a series of massacres of Judean commu
nities in neighbouring cities and the Jerusalem rebels' remarkable defeat of the 
Syrian governor Cestius Gallus's Twelfth Legion, Josephus claims that many dis
tinguished Judeans fled the city, while those who had defeated Cestius convinced 

77Ibid., 33. 
78Heinrich Luther, Josephus und Justus von Tiberias: Ein Beitragzur Geschichte des 

judischen Aufstandes (Halle: Wischan & Burkhardt, 1910), 15. 
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the remaining Romanizers (pcojioci^ovxcov), "either by force or by persuasion," 
to join the war effort (War 2.562). This radical militarization of a populace that 
finds itself under constant threat and humiliation, along with the silencing of 
voices that favor accommodation, is to be expected under such circumstances 
and has many parallels even in modern democracies. It is difficult or impossible, 
however, to identify the heart-felt beliefs of the players in such a crisis: Josephus 
himself, appointed general of the Galilee (War 2.568), was one; another was the 
chief priest Ananus II, joint supreme commander. Josephus has Ananus working 
with those who rejected accommodation with Rome (War 2 .647-650) , but strate
gically, like himself according to Life (17-22,175-176)—still hoping to bring the 
populace around to a saner view (War 2.651; cf. 4.319-321). 

In attempting to expose Josephus's contradictions, Price first proposes that 
his assertion that "the entire Jewish aristocracy" opposed the war is contradicted 
by information Josephus himself provides about aristocratic leaders (e.g., Eleazar 
son of Ananias, Ananus II, Jesus son of Gamalas) who helped lead the revolt. In 
the next paragraph, however, he concedes that Josephus has explained the aristo
crats participation in the revolt: "This all makes a neat picture." 7 9 If we should be 
indulgent with Price's language about it "all" making a neat picture—as we should, 
in view of his earlier verdict that "this answer is partial and unsatisfactory" 8 0— 
then perhaps we should be equally forgiving with respect to Josephus's exaggera
tion that "every" priest came out to appease Florus (War 2.321), and not charge 
him with a "patent untruth." 8 1 

Josephus does not exactly say that "the entire aristocracy" opposed the revolt; 
it is after all he who spells out the exceptions and qualifications (above). If he 
characterizes the priests, chief priests, nobles, or principal men as holding a com
mon view, in opposition to the war, while also pointing out exceptions, this is only 
standard practice. Sallust writes an entire book about Catiline's aberrant behavior 
and opposition to "the Senate," while also allowing that he and many of his follow
ers were senators (Bell Cat. 16.4-17.6; 31.4-9; cf. 29.1-2). Similarly, in maintaining 
that the Judean elite, of which he was a part, opposed the war, Josephus does not 
contradict himself if he allows that some youthful aristocrats favored revolt, or if 
he claims that under those extenuating circumstances he and his peers also joined 
the war effort. It is only a question of how plausible the explanation is. 

Against the fairly consistent explanation of the aristocrats' behavior that 
Price grants Josephus, he contends, "But as far as their recorded actions speak, 
they were devoted and energetic leaders who prepared the Jewish defense quite 
competently: they fortified Jerusalem . . . ,"8 2 So also Goodman: "the historian's 
apologetic must be rejected in its entirety, for the revolutionary actions taken 
by many members of the ruling class are too well documented to deny."83 (The 

7 9Price, Siege, 187. 
80Ibid., 32. 
8 1 Ibid., 33. 
82Ibid., 32. 
83Goodman, Ruling Class, 167. 
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documentation, note, is in Josephus) For both scholars, Josephuss notices that 
many aristocrats remained in Jerusalem until near the end of the revolt most 
impressively "showed that these men were committed to fight on behalf of the in
dependent Jewish state."8 4 Goodman and Price thus apply the insight of personal 
ethics that "actions speak louder than words." Yet there are problems with such a 
historical-political application of this personal-moral maxim. 8 5 

First, the proposition that political leaders' public actions reveal their true 
viewpoints is dubious at best. Who would have imagined, on the basis of Marcus 
Aurelius's ongoing and brutal military campaigns, if these had been the only 
things known of him, that he could have penned the private Meditations or the 
affectionate and sensitive letters to his teacher Fronto? Are his actions a more reli
able guide than his writings to his real thoughts? Under the Principate it appears 
that Roman senators routinely calculated both words and actions as necessary: 
only their private thoughts remained impenetrable—or so they hoped. 8 6 

Modern politicians regularly demonstrate the need to speak and behave in 
the way that their constituents demand, against understood penalties ranging 
from ouster to assassination. 8 7 In a recent interview with American media, Saudi 
Prince Bandar bin Sultan reflected: 

My family has been in a leadership position (sic) since 1747. Now, you can call us 
many things, but politically stupid we are not. And we make our decisions based 
on one simple fact. Does it sound good [in] downtown Riyadh or not? . . . We are 
constantly keeping our thumb on the pulse of our people.88 

The actions and speech of those in government are normally calculated to avoid 
domestic conflict in the first instance, not to reveal their deepest convictions. In 
times of war, military officers often privately oppose their missions while per
forming their duties with energy and ostensible commitment. 8 9 

We have valuable insight as to how members of ancient aristocracies saw 
their roles under Roman hegemony in the Advice to Public Figures by Josephus's 
contemporary Plutarch. Plutarch's essay shows that the prime directive of the 

8 4Goodman, Ruling Class, 168; cf. Price, Siege, 32. 
8 5 In essential agreement with what follows, but with some different assumptions: 

Rajak, Historian, 78-173, esp. 128-36. 
86See Rudich, Political Dissidence; idem., Dissidence and Literature; Bartsch, Actors. 
8 7 Consider the assassinations of Egyptian President Anwar Sadat and Israeli Prime 

Minister Yitzhak Rabin, and the reflection of Yasser Arafat (CNN World Report inter
view, November 12, 2000) that if he had accepted Prime Minister Barak's offer at Camp 
David 2000, he would be "drinking coffee with Rabin." 

88"Interview, Bandar bin Sultan," PBS Frontline (September 2001): http://www.pbs. 
org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/terrorism/interviews/bandar.html. For other examples, 
see E. L. Rogan, "Jordan and 1948: The Persistence of an Official History," in The War 

for Palestine: Rewriting the History of 1948 (ed. E. L. Rogan and A. Shlaim; Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2001), 104-24. 

89Examples abound in Vietnam and the Balkan conflicts; the best documented ex
ample may be Admiral Wilhelm Canaris, head of German military intelligence during 
most of World War II. 

http://www.pbs
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local elites, to keep the masses quiescent, was widely understood. The statesman, 
Plutarch says, must not impose his views on the mob, but rather take time to 
study the people and learn their desires, so that he can win their trust while grad
ually steering them to a better course (Prae. ger. reip. [Mor.] 799b-801c). Further, 
given that the masses will inevitably dislike politicians and ignorantly oppose 
policies that work for their welfare, leaders must often resort to clever schemes 
and duplicity {Prae. ger. reip. [Mor.] 813a-c): "there are many unprofitable mea
sures which the statesman cannot avert by direct means, but he must use some 
sort of roundabout and circuitous methods" (8EI xivbq 6tpcoayE7ccoq Ka\iKf\c, KCCI 

TCEpiaycoyfiq; Prae. ger. reip. [Mor.] 818f). In this model, the worthy goal of ruling 
nobly, according to virtues grasped only by the elite, justifies almost any manipu
lation of popular sentiment. Another of Josephus's contemporaries recommends 
the philosopher's life because he assumes that anyone seeking office must pander 
to the masses (Dio Chrysostom, 1 Glor. 66). A certain amount of "contradiction" 
will therefore be apparent to critical observers of almost any politicians career, 
other than that of a tyrant. 

These assumptions are the very ones with which Josephus claims to have 
operated, and which he expected his audience to appreciate. In Life he presents 
his Galilean career as if it were a systematic application of Plutarch's prescrip
tions. Since he deliberately portrays the ultimately unsuccessful efforts of his 
class to maintain the popular trust (e.g., War 2 .417-429; Life 17-22), and since 
he provides a narrative in support—he and his peers aggressively fortified sites, 
trained armies, and gave battle to the Romans as required—such "recorded ac
tions" of the aristocrats do not furnish contradictory evidence, running counter 
to his agenda. They are an integral part of his agenda, of what Josephus wants 
to say. He boasts of his ability—I am neither accepting nor rejecting his account 
here—to deceive the masses in order to govern wisely and (for a time) save the 
pitiable mob from their dangerous wishes. 9 0 Since he eagerly retails his more bel
ligerent actions in support of this programmatic duplicity, they seem to have no 
probative value qua contradictory historical data. Price contends that the Judean 
elite's activities "far exceeded what was required for mere pretense."91 I am not 
sure where the threshold for "mere" pretense lies, but propose that it is the pre
tenders who have the motive to maintain their facade most energetically; within 
Josephus's narrative world, the vigor of the pretense is determined by the stakes 
(cf. Life 22 ,175) . 

Thus, even if we had recorded actions of the Judean leaders, it would be im
possible to determine from them the personal views of the leaders, who are by 
definition in a position of compromise and public performance. We should not 
apply the earnest ideals of liberal democracies, and assume that public figures 
would not have involved themselves in causes to which they were opposed. And 
we do not after all have recorded actions, but only Josephus's narratives: multi
dimensional and many-layered, describing the complex human realities faced by 

9 0So Life 22, 79,128-132,144-148,175-178, 226-227. 
9 1 Price, Siege, 32. 
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the governing elite, which he expects his contemporaries to understand—whether 
or not the story happened as he describes it. To get behind these narratives by 
identifying supposed thematic contradictions is no simple matter. 

Independent Evidence in the Life? 

Before we turn to more specific examples of proposed narrative contradic
tion, we need to determine whether Josephus's two or three narratives (War and 
Antiquities-Life) should be considered a single account for historical purposes 
or independent lines of evidence. It is a crucial question because, if Josephus 
has preserved independent sources for the same episodes, then we shall be on 
much safer ground in building historical hypotheses. Marc Bloch again: "At 
the bottom of nearly all criticism there is a problem of comparison." 9 2 We have 
seen that Josephus rarely agrees with himself when he retells the stories of War 
in Antiquities-Life. This prompts us to ask whether the contradictions between 
these compositions entitle us to treat them as independent, to use one as evidence 
against the other. This would be the case if, as many scholars think, Life was writ
ten under the duress of another author's challenge and incorporated elements of 
that lost work. 

The theory, worked out most fully by Luther in 1910 9 3 and since then the 
common opinion, shared by Goodman and Price, 9 4 is that Josephus wrote his 
autobiography mainly because of Justus of Tiberias. In the 90s Justus published 
a work that challenged Josephus's War on numerous points while also dispar
aging our author's character. He alleged Josephus to have been a rebel warlord 
who incited Justus's home city of Tiberias and perhaps all Galilee to revolt, who 
championed the Judean war in general and worked in alliance with the Galilean 
bandits, living in luxury as a tyrant. He pursued anti-Roman and anti-royal ac
tivities, took bribes, and raped women. 9 5 Since Josephus's "life" confines itself 
disproportionately to the period of his Galilean command, and includes an ex
plicit response to Justus's attack {Life 336-367) , scholars have supposed that this 
book was written chiefly as a defense against Justus. If so, then Justus's account 
may be partially reconstructed by a mirror-reading of Life—-by asking, "What 
must he have said to elicit this response from Josephus?" To the extent that the 
content of the Life is determined by Justus's hidden hand, it might become quasi-
independent testimony to the crucial early stages of the war. 

Seductive though this response-theory is—I speak as one formerly c h a r m e d -
it cannot bear scrutiny. The following considerations, some raised by others, are 

9 2 Bloch, Craft, 110. 
9 3 Luther, Justus. 
94Goodman, Ruling Class, 156; Price, Siege, 65. 
9 5So Luther, Justus, 65-82; H. Drexler, "Untersuchungen zu Josephus und zur Ge-

schichte des judischen Aufstandes," Klio 19 (1925): 277-312, esp. 293-99; Abraham 
Schalit, "Josephus und Justus," Klio 26 (1933), 67-95; Tessa Rajak, "Justus of Tiberias," CQ 
23 (1973): 345-68, esp. 354-58; Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 126-28; M. Vogel, "Vita 64-69, 
das Bilderverbot und die Galilaapolitik des Josephus," JSJ 30 (1999): 65, 72. 
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cumulatively fatal. 9 6 The Life does not defend Josephuss War; it contradicts War 
in almost everyplace where their stories overlap, and most of these contradictions 
cannot plausibly be traced to Justus's influence.97 The structure of the little book 
gives no prominence to Justus, one of the less visible of Josephuss many adver
saries. When Josephus does finally respond, near the end, his vague and sarcastic 
remarks presuppose an uncritical audience—not one that needed winning back 
from Justus's camp. In any case, since Josephus's reputation in Rome rested upon 
his former life as a Judean general, who had energetically fought against Rome 
(War 1.3; cf. Suetonius, Vesp. 5.6; Dio 65.1.4), he would have had nothing obvious 
to fear from a rival who exposed his anti-Roman activities a quarter-century ear
lier. Efforts to meet these objections with the argument that the kernel of the Life 
had been written much earlier, for different purposes, and that Josephus dusted 
it off and spliced in new material to meet Justus's challenge, 9 8 do not explain the 
stylistic and structural unity of the book. 9 9 

The Life presents itself not as a defense but mainly as a celebration of Jose
phus's character (Ant. 20.266-267; Life 430), illustrated by his pedigree as well as 
his military-political career, the latter of which seems to have occurred only in 
the period represented by the book. It is a cheerful and proud appendix to Antiq
uities: "about the author," so to speak. Much of what appear to modern scholars 
as shameful confessions forced by a rival account are presented rather as part of a 
deliberately ironic program, for which he expects the audience's admiration. 1 0 0 

Here is one example of the way in which the assumption that Justus's chal
lenge lies behind the Life might lead us to misread the text's plain indicators. If Jus
tus had criticized Josephus for being zealously anti-Roman in the war, and if the 
charge had stung Josephus, we might have expected him to downplay or disguise 
his military activities. This is indeed what Goodman finds there: "Josephus in the 
Vita tries to minimize his own operations against Roman forces in Galilee."101 

But Cohen has aptly observed that the Life shows Josephus eager to claim 
credit as a general who fought the Romans. 1 0 2 The entire story takes place be
fore Vespasian's arrival in Galilee, so that Josephus's military actions were at 
best skirmishes, and with royal (i.e., Agrippan) auxiliaries rather than Roman 
legions. Yet Josephus proudly dons the mantle of "general": even though his tri-
umviral mission (Life 29) did not inevitably suggest this language, it is pervasive 

9 6On the restricted scope of Justus's influence, see also Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 
144-70, and Rajak, Historian, 154. On Josephus's primary concern with his own character, 
see Bilde, Josephus, 108-9; J. H. Neyrey, "Josephus's Vita and the Encomium: A Native 
Model of Personality," JSJ 25 (1994), 177-206. 

97See ch. 3 in the present volume. 
9 8E.g., Laqueur, Historiker, 121-22; Matthias Gelzer, "Die Vita des Josephos," Hermes 

80 (1952): 88; Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 77. 
"See Thackeray, The Man and the Historian, 18-9; Schalit, "Justus," 67-95; Mason, 

Life of Josephus, xxi-xxvii. 
1 0 0See Mason, Life of Josephus, xxxiv-1. 
1 0 1 Goodman, Ruling Class, 168; cf. Drexler, "Untersuchungen," 302. 
1 0 2Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 151-52. 
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in the Life.103 He seems to exaggerate his military achievements, most noticeably 
in Life 187-188, where he lists his numerous fortifications, which are not wholly 
supported by the narrative, and in Life 82, where he mentions a list of alleged 
conquests in which he did not exercise his conqueror 's right to retribution— 
though again, the number of those conquests appears inflated against his own 
narrative. 1 0 4 

Even particular military engagements appear inflated. Although he says that 
the decurion Aebutius refused to confront him out of fear {Life 119-120), nothing 
in the narrative indicates that Aebutius even registered Josephuss presence in the 
area, let alone that he was gripped by fear. Likewise our general vaunts his suc
cess in checking Neapolitanus the prefect, without troubling to explain what this 

"prevention" consisted in {Life 121). He asserts, without providing evidence and 
against antecedent plausibility, that the Roman tribune Placidus was intimidated 
by his mere presence in a town 7.5 miles away {Life 213-214). And the account 
of his defeat of Agrippa's commander Sulla {Life 3 9 9 - 4 0 6 ) is almost comical for 
its avoidance of actual physical confrontation—he injured his wrist while falling 
from his horse—and its assertions about his opponent's fear. It seems difficult to 
maintain, then, that in the Life Josephus has the literary goal of downplaying his 
military encounters with Roman and royal forces, as one might expect if he were 
responding to Justus. 

If my interpretation of Life as a free composition (i.e., not written under du
ress) is correct, this work does not offer any simpler or purer material for getting 
behind Josephus's presentation to the truth, but obfuscates matters yet further 
by overlaying newly invented claims upon his older literary creations in War. He 
carefully chooses what to include that will promote his virtues, without much 
regard for what he has already said in War. 

Applying the Principle of Contradiction 

Especially since research on half of his corpus—the biblical and early post-
biblical paraphrase {Ant. 1-13)—has shown Josephus carefully managing his 
words and phrases, the proposition that in portraying the first century he began 
to leave in contradictory items because of his conscientiousness as a historian 1 0 5 

carries a heavy burden of proof. A few examples will show that this burden is not 
easily borne. 

High-Priestly Infighting (axaciq) 

Goodman grounds his argument concerning the causes of the Judean revolt 
in putative incidental clues in Josephus that the rebellion was actually driven by 

1 0 3 He uses aTpaTtiyoc, sixteen times, usually of himself; aTpaTy\yr\[ia , axpaTriyia, 
and cTTpaxTiyeco five times each. 

1 0 4See Mason, Life of Josephus, 67-68 nn. 441-46; 95-96 nn. 814-34. 
1 0 5So Goodman, Ruling Class, 21. 
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elite, high-priestly factions who sought to establish their power in an independent 
Judean state. It is crucial for his thesis that this evidence be incidental, for if it 
were part of Josephuss crafted portrayal of the revolt then it would not provide 
the lever he seeks, to uncover what was concealed by Josephus. So he selects four 

"neglected" passages near the close of Antiquities (20.180-181, 197-203, 208-210, 
213-214) that describe high-priestly misconduct. Each concerns an episode from 
the late 50s and early 60s concerning, respectively, the misbehavior of the new 
high priest Ishmael's men (Ant. 20.179-181); Ananus l is illegal execution of James 
and others (20.197-203); Ananiass capitulation to the sicarii, which resulted in 
the release of violent men from custody (20.208-210); and the fighting that broke 
out when King Agrippa II replaced Jesus son of Damnaeus with Jesus son of Ga
maliel (Gamalas?) as high priest (20.213-214). None of these passages actually says 
anything about high-priestly factions in the context of the revolt against Rome; 
that link is supplied by Goodman (followed here by Price). 1 0 6 Proposing that these 
episodes of conflict in fact reveal deeper political alliances in chief-priestly circles, 
which Josephus conceals in War because he wishes "to exculpate his own class 
from blame for the revolt,"107 Goodman tries to pry open a window on the various 
factions quests for power that allegedly ushered in the revolt. 

For Goodman, this internal strife (GTOLGIC;) among the chief priests acquires 
historical importance not only because it contradicts Josephuss main purpose 
but also because it is mentioned "in passing": it does not reflect Josephuss own 
ideology or literary interpretation because it is not a biblical-Jewish category: 

The significance of this emphasis by Josephus on the dangers of social division lies 
precisely in the fact that unity is not one of the Old Testament virtues Josephus's 
adoption of it [the unity/conflict antithesis] in explaining his own society probably 
reflects, then, not ideology but the actual state of affairs.108 

Goodman supports this remarkable conclusion with the observation that Taci
tus (Hist. 5.12) was independently "astonished" to see internal strife among the 
Judeans just at the point when they were under dire threat. He uses this supposedly 
non-ideological evidence in Josephus in support of his thesis: though Josephus sup
pressed it in War, he knew that chief-priestly factions were behind the revolt. 

In trying to argue the incidental character of the GTOLGK; motif and the high-
priestly power struggles, Goodman begins on a shaky foundation. As others have 
shown, the GTOLGIC; theme constitutes the principal thesis of War, announced in 
the prologue (War 1.9-10; cf. 1.25, 27, 31, 67, 88, 142; 2.418, 419, 434, etc): Jerusa
lem owed its destruction to domestic strife (GTOLGIC; OIKEICC) led by those seeking 
power for themselves (fopavvoi) . The theme assumes a prominent place also in 
Antiquities-Life (e.g., Ant. 1.117,164; 4.12-13,140; 13.291,299; 18.8; Life 17,134) . 1 0 9 

1 0 6Price, Siege, 29. 
1 0 7 Goodman, Ruling Class, 20. 
1 0 8Goodman, Ruling Class, 19-20, emphasis added. 
109Rajak, Historian 91-4; Feldman, Interpretation, 140-48; Gottfried Mader, Politics, 

55-103. 
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That Josephus goes to such great lengths to describe the "unprecedented" sedi
tion (GTOLGIC) perpetrated by Korah and his followers (Ant. 4 .12-59) , and that 
he employs the theme so programmatically in his autobiography (e.g., Life 17, 87, 
264, 424), suffice to show that this language was an essential component of the 
world of discourse he expected to share with his audience, not simply a factual 
characterization of observed phenomena in Judea. 

Before Josephus, Greek and Latin authors had often explored the phenome
non and language of civil war. 1 1 0 From Cicero (Cat. I-IV), Sallust, and Caesar to 
Lucan, Tacitus (Hist. 1-5), and Appian, the horror of civil war (bellum civile) was 
arguably the most familiar topic in the Roman repertoire (cf. Virgil, Aen. 1.124-
156). This painful legacy had hardly been ended by Augustus's peace, alas, but 
overtook the city yet again in the dreadful year of the four emperors (69 C.E. ) , 
which happened to coincide with the recent Judean civil war that is Josephuss 
theme. 1 1 1 Given the recent history of Rome, the prominence of the unity/disunity 
theme in Roman authors, 1 1 2 and Josephuss concern to link the Judean civil war 
with the recent Roman one (e.g., War 1.4; 4.496), it is unlikely that either Tacitus, 
principal historian of 69 C.E. (cf. Hist. 1.2), 1 1 3 or Josephus merely reported what 
he saw, "astonished," without trafficking in the semantics of civil war. We cannot 
grant this language special status as if it were incidental to (much less contradic
tory of) Josephus's literary aims. 

As for the high-priestly infighting, this too is a set piece of the Antiquities nar
rative. The high priesthood is a core concern in Josephus's magnum opus114 as the 
guarantor of the aristocratic constitution established by Moses (Ant. 1 .5,10,13,15; 
4.45, 184, etc.; 20.229, 251, 261; cf. Ag. Ap. 2.287—reflecting on Antiquities). Ac-

1 1 0The locus classicus is Thucydides 3.82-84, but see also Herodotus (Hist. 1.59.3,60.2, 
150.1; 3.82.3; 5.28.1; 6.109.5); Isocrates, Paneg. 4.79, 114, 174; Plato, Leg. 1.628C, 629C-D; 
Resp. 4.470B; Aristotle, Ath. Pol. 5.2-3; 13.1; Pol. 1265B; Diodorus Siculus 9.11.1; 11.72.2, 
76.6,86.3, 87.5; Plutarch, Mor. 813a, 823f-825b; Dio Chrysostom, 1 Regn. 1.82; Pausanias, 
Descr. 3.2.7; 4.18.3. See H.-J. Gehrke, Stasis: Untersuchungen zu den inneren Kriegen in 
den griechischen Staaten des 5. und 4. Jahrhunderts v. Chr (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1985); 
A. W. Lintott, Violence, Civil Strife and Revolution in the Classical City, 750-330 BC (Lon
don: Croom Helm, 1982); "Civil Strife and Human Nature in Thucydides" in Literary 
Responses to Civil Discord (ed. J. H. Molyneux; Nottingham: University of Nottingham, 
1993), 25-32; J. J. Price, Thucydides and Internal War. 

1 1 1 Josephus himself draws the parallels between Rome and Judea: War 1.4-5, 23-24; 
4.486-503. From the vast literature concerning the impact of the "civil war period" on 
Rome, I cite only R. Syme, The Roman Revolution (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1939), 
440-524; P. Zanker, The Power of Images in the Age of Augustus (Ann Arbor: University of 
Michigan, 1988); E. S. Gruen, The Last Generation of the Roman Republic (Berkeley: Uni
versity of California Press, 1995), 405-97; K. Galinsky, Augustan Culture: An Interpre
tive Introduction (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996); J. Henderson, Fighting for 
Rome; M. B. Roller, Constructing Autocracy: Aristocrats and Emperors in Julio-Claudian 
Rome (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 17-63. 

1 1 2 Some Romans reflected, for example, that their own internal dissension had been 
responsible for famous defeats (Livy 4.31.2-5; 5.6.11-27). 

113See Keitel, "Principate," 306-25. 
1 1 4 See Thoma, "High Priesthood." 
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cording to Josephus, however, power struggles within the upper priesthood began 
as soon as the institution of high priest was created—with Korah, who challenged 
Aaron (Ant. 4.12-59). The struggles continued with the meddling Abiathar, who 
was removed in favor of Zadok (Ant 8.9-10), with the notorious trio Onias, Jason, 
and Menelaus (Ant 12.154-236), then with Hyrcanus II and Aristobulus II (14.4-
32), whence they have persevered into Josephus's own time. Moreover, he frequently 
(as he points out) retells the story of the historic high-priestly schism that resulted 
in the construction of a rival temple in Egypt (Ant 20.236-237; cf. War 1.33; 7.422-
432; Ant 12.387-388; 13.62-73, 285). So although one might imagine that it was 
contrary to the "main thrust" of an ideal, harmonious, temple-based portrait to 
keep discussing high-priestly rivalries, Josephus develops the motif with some con
sistency. We have no option but to conclude that high-priestly infighting provides a 
counterpoint to his more prominent theme of the constitutions faithful preserva
tion by the priesthood. This is not contradictory evidence. Although Josephus does 
not include specific divine punishment of these offenses, the book ends on the eve 
of Jerusalem's destruction (Ant 20.223), and he points forward to the catastrophe, 
which War has already recounted in detail: "From that period especially, it fell to 
our city to become ill, with everything degenerating to the worst" (Ant 20.214; cf. 
166,218). This was for him the consummate punishment. 

It seems arbitrary, then, to excise only these latest high-priestly offenses, in 
Antiquities 20, to assert that their presence contradicts Josephus's narrative aims, 
and then to leap from such specific incidents to incipient high-priestly factions 
eager to lead the fight against Rome. Rather, the high-priestly cxacic, of Antiqui
ties 20 fully supports larger narrative concerns about the efficacy and vicissitudes 
of the constitution, including the alternating theme of power struggles. This is 
not a buried historical treasure concerning the origins of the revolt, for the chief 
priests could have been the most cantankerous men imaginable without having 
had any desire to revolt from Rome. 

Eleazar: Young Aristocratic Rebel 

If there is for scholarship on the war an apparently solid historical wedge, 
seeming to run counter to the author's aims, it is Josephus's story of Eleazar, 
son of the former high-priest Ananias. In War 2 .408-410, Josephus describes 
as "a foundation of the war" (rcoAiuot) KCcxaPoXf)) the action of this reckless 
young man (veaviaq OpaauTaToq), who was temple supervisor (axpaxr\yoq), 
and his priestly followers: they refused to accept any gift from a foreigner, and 
therefore—Josephus makes this connection—ended the customary daily sac
rifice on behalf of Rome and the emperor. 1 1 5 Although they were admonished 
by "the chief priests and the notables," they stubbornly resisted. Josephus allows 
that many priests and others participated in this action, but attributes its success 

1 1 5 According to Ag. Ap. 2.77, it was the Judeans who supplied the sacrifices, and this 
seems implied also by War 2.197. Philo, Leg. 157, 317 claims that the emperor paid. The 
practice may have changed over time. 
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chiefly to the rebels' regard for Eleazar's position of leadership (a^opcovxeq d g 
T O V 'E^ea^apov axpaTriyowTa). So the main ingredients of the story are that 
a prominent young member of the Judean nobility turns bad, by virtue of his 
prestige providing leadership for a larger body of priestly and non-priestly rebels 
(oi V£G0T£pl£6vT£<;). 

Goodman, Price, and others 1 1 6 argue that Josephus's identification of the 
chief priest Eleazar as a rebel contradicts his narrative aims. Supposing that his 
purpose is to absolve "the ruling class" or "the aristocracy" of blame for the re
volt, they infer that the involvement of a high priest's son is something Josephus 
would have preferred not to divulge. He had enough of a conscience as a histo
rian, however, that he had to let the unpleasant truth stand. Even still, his desire 
to limit the culpability of the ruling class is clear from his isolation of Eleazar 
as the solitary bad apple. This unwillingly-conceded story therefore becomes a 
precious window into historical reality: one can extrapolate from it an "Eleazar 
faction" suppressed by Josephus, and from there argue for the dedication of sig
nificant groups among the ruling class to the revolt, in spite of Josephus. 1 1 7 

A contextual reading, however, suggests that this historical construction, 
whatever other arguments may be adduced, lacks evidence that runs contrary to 
Josephus's narrative interests. In fact, the Eleazar story embodies many of his most 
characteristic devices. Thucydides and Polybius, two of his well-known models, 
already had much to say about "hot-headed youth" and the perennial conflict be
tween generations. 1 1 8 This theme was also famously developed by Aristotle (Rhet 
2.12.3-16.1389a-b), for whom the chief characteristics of the young were raging 
desire (many variants of fernO'Dpia), hot temper (0£pp6xr|<;), impulsiveness, lack 
of self-control, gullibility, and susceptibility to false hope; "they are hot-blooded 
(8ia0£ppoi) by nature." The image of the rash young man (iuvenis ardens)119 was 
common in Roman literature, and that of the young aristocrat who tried to lead 
the populace in challenging the elite establishment was well-trodden turf. 1 2 0 

It is a narrative theme that Josephus appears to find compelling, for he re
sorts to it often as an explanation of almost any sort of rebellious or imprudent 
activity. 1 2 1 The motif is so archetypal that he presents it as a great virtue that he, 

116Goodman, Ruling Class, 154-60; Price, Siege, 31-2,186; Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 
184-86; Drexler, "Untersuchungen," 278-81; Krieger, Apologetik, 222-26; J. S. McLaren, 
Turbulent Times? Josephus and Scholarship on Judea in the First Century (Sheffield: Shef
field Academic Press, 1998), 268-77, esp. 273. 

1 1 7So Goodman, Ruling Class, 158-59. 
118See Rajak, Historian, 93; Mader, Politics, 69-72, who note e.g. Thucydides 1.42.1, 

72.1,80.1; 2.8.1,11.1,20.2,21.2; 6.18.6. For Polybius, see Eckstein, "Josephus and Polybius," 
175-208 (esp. 192-4). 

119Catullus, Carmina 62.21; Livy 1.46.2; Virgil, Aen. 6.5. 
1 2 0 Some obvious cases are Sulla, Marius, and Catiline; also the youthful Pompey 

and Octavian. See the thorough discussion in E. Eyben, Restless Youth in Ancient Rome 
(London: Routledge, 1993), 1-66. 

121 War 1.109,117; 2.225,286, 303, 595; 4.128,133; Ant. 8.209; Life 12, 36, 80,126-129. 
See Feldman, Interpretation, 111-12; Krieger, Apologetik, 207 ("ein Topos seiner Darstel-
lung"), 222-26. 



Contradiction or Counterpoint? Josephus and Historical Method 127 

at age thirty, was able to overcome the normal rashness of his age (Life 80). But 
his self-control was rare. Judean War has Queen Alexandra keeping her younger 
son Aristobulus away from public life because of his hot-headedness (War 1.109), 
and the later rebels gaining many of their followers from the impulsive young 
(War 2.225, 286; 4.128; Life 126-129). It was youthful passion that led the young 
Israelites to cohabit with the Midianite women, forcing an early crisis in Judean 
identity (Ant. 4.131-144). Along with this assumption of youthful impulsiveness 
in Josephus goes the image of the bad seed: the youth who squanders the glory in
herited from his fathers. The pattern appears as early as Adam's son Cain (Kaiq, 
Ant. 1.53), the fratricide, and recurs in the genealogies of kings and high priests. 1 2 2 

In his account of the sedition (axaoxq) led by the demagogic aristocrat Korah 
and his 250 unnamed upper-class accomplices (Ant. 4.14-59), in spite of his bibli
cal source Josephus furnishes the culprit, like our Eleazar, with a distinguished 
ancestry (Ant. 4.14, 19, 26). This allows him both to introduce aristocratic com
petition into the mix and to evoke the bad-seed motif, which he later declares 
a general principle. At a pivotal moment in his narrative, he observes that the 
prophet Samuels sons became clear exemplars of the rule that good and moder
ate parents often produce evil children, and vice versa (Ant. 6 .33-34) . Eleazar 
serves Josephuss rhetorical interests, and those of ancient audiences, admirably. 

Finally, the pattern of singling out one individual such as Korah or Eleazar 
for moralistic appraisal is basic to both Roman historiography and Josephuss 
narrative art. Rhetoric traded in the praise and blame of individuals, and a rhe
torically driven historiography was no different. Josephuss histories and those of 
his contemporaries often read as serial biographies, turning from one individual 
to the next as exempla of virtue or vice. 1 2 3 That Josephus named Eleazar in order 
to shield others from complicity in the revolt seems an unnecessarily specific 
explanation, given his general tendencies. 

These considerations, along with the fact that the passage is dramatically told 
and freighted with Josephuss charged language, 1 2 4 render it unlikely that Eleazar's 
action was something he was forced by his historian's conscience to admit, against 
his preference as composer. Once again we have counterpoint, adding human 
depth and contrast to the main theme of aristocratic opposition to the war. 

It would be ironic if Drexler and Krieger were correct in surmising that the 
historical Eleazar was not even that young—on the basis of Antiquities 20.208, 
which has him in the presumably senior position of temple captain (GXpaxr\y6q) 
already while Albinus was governor (62 -64 C . E . ) . 1 2 5 Josephus's claims about Ele-
azar's youth may be as tendentious as anything else in the narrative. 1 2 6 Even if 

122Ant. 5.339; 7.162; 9.185/205; 10.37; 13.300-301. 
1 2 3Kraus and Woodman, Latin Historians, 88-97; Feldman, Interpretation, 74-5. 
1 2 4 For example, reckless youth (veavicec, OpaavTOCTOC,), cf. War 7.196; Ant. 16.67; 

Life 171,220; a foundation of war (noXzpov KaxapoA,r|), cf. War 2.417; the pairing "chief 
priests and notables" (xcbv apxiepecov Ka! TCOV yvcopijLicov), War 2.240, 243, 301; revolu
tionaries (vecoT8pi^ovx£<;), some 30 times. 

125Observed already by Drexler, "Untersuchungen," 278, and Krieger, Apologetik, 223. 
1 2 6Goodman, Ruling Class, 171. 
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Eleazar was indeed still a "youth," given Josephuss interest in the themes of the 
bad seed and the rash youth he may well have inflated the mans historical role. 
What if (historically) it was only the later murder of his distinguished father 
Ananias by the rebel scion Menahem (War 2.433) that brought Eleazar into the 
conflict (2.433, 441), and his supporters' execution of Menahem and destruction 
of the Roman garrison that vaulted him to leadership of a rebel faction (2 .443 -
560), but Josephus played up or created the earlier action in the temple out of 
hindsight, so as to include another moralizing rash-youth story? 1 2 7 It is entirely 
proper for historians to recognize the tendentiousness of Josephuss narratives, 
but what if there are no non-tendentious bits to save the day for us? 

Let us take the case of Eleazar further. Having asserted the existence of an El
eazar faction that Josephus would have preferred to conceal, Goodman analyzes 
an earlier passage, before the introduction of Eleazar (War 2 .301-304). There the 

"chief priests, nobles, and most eminent citizens" refuse to oblige Gessius Florus 
when he demands to know the identity of those who have mocked him by tak
ing up a collection, after he seized seventeen talents from the temple treasury 
(War 2 .293-295) . In reply to the governor's demand, the leaders in the story insist 
upon the peaceful intentions of the people, imploring Florus to pardon the few 
offenders for the good of the many. They justify their plea by noting that any such 
large mob would include some who were reckless and foolish (GpoccnnEpoax;... 
oc<|>pova<;) on account of their youth—again, the rash youth topos (War 2.303). 
Further, it was now practically impossible to find the culprits because everyone 
would deny involvement. 

Observing that the leaders' claim to be unable to identify the culprits is dis
ingenuous, an obvious failure to fulfill the obligation of the ruling class toward 
the Roman authorities (viz., to maintain law and order), Goodman argues that 
the real cause of their reluctance must have been their desire to protect someone. 
Given the putative youth of the offenders, the ones protected must have been 
younger members of the ruling class, in particular those gathered around Eleazar 
son of Ananias. Eleazar's father and his father's friends would naturally have 
been concerned to shield them. Thus, it is not so much the elders in the story, but 
much more Josephus the author who works to conceal the involvement of aristo
crats in revolutionary actions. 

Yet this analysis faces insurmountable methodological objections. First, it is 
arbitrary to reject one part of Josephus's story—his own explanation of the con
text—while preserving another—Florus's search for his mockers—as if that were 
simply a fact requiring historical explanation, and then reasoning as to why the 
characters (in Josephus's story) really acted the way they did. This is like asking 
why, setting aside the context provided by Shakespeare, Romeo really killed him-

127This would resolve the "contradiction" between Eleazar's opposition to his father 
in the sacrifice story and utter devotion to him in avenging his death; it would also pro
vide a psychologically compelling reason for him to have joined the revolt, and would 
explain his strong personal following. I am not advocating this hypothesis, but wish to 
stress how little we can know. 



Contradiction or Counterpoint? Josephus and Historical Method 129 

self. The whole account is crafted by Josephus, and it serves his narrative. The story 
humiliates Florus before the reader by displaying the cruel governors personal 
weakness, vanity, and ineffectiveness, while contrasting the wisdom of the Judean 
chief priests and their associates. Rather than capitulating to the governors im
pulsive demand for satisfaction, these distinguished Judean leaders appeal (un
successfully) to his better nature, affording him every opportunity to scale down 
the rising tensions that he has provoked. Cleverly invoking the commonplace of 
hot-headed youth, these literary characters wisely pretend ignorance of the per
petrators' identities. 

Further, just as Josephus shows no hesitation in naming the bad seed Eleazar 
in the matter of rejecting foreign sacrifices, he will continue to chart this mans 
tragic course of rebellion, which will result in the murder of his own father and 
uncle by that lower-class interloper Menahem (War 4 .225-245) . Since Josephus 
appears determined to use Eleazar as an example of youthful folly and its conse
quences, it is hard to see why he would have tried to cover up his earlier involve
ment in the foolish humiliation of Florus if he had known of it. 

Was Josephus a Wartime Partisan of Eleazar Son of Ananias? 

A number of scholars have observed a contradiction between War and Life 
that they think proves Josephus himself to have been a partisan of Eleazar at one 
point. According to Life 17-21, soon after his return from Rome Josephus persis
tently engaged the would-be rebels of Jerusalem in dissuasive pleading, denounc
ing the folly of the incipient revolt. Seeing that his remonstrations put him in 
imminent danger, he withdrew into the inner temple as a secure place, since the 
fortress Antonia was already in rebel hands (Life 20). He did not come out again 
until it was relatively safe, when the rebel Menahem had been murdered (Life 
21). The wrinkle, scholars observe, is that the War parallel (War 2 . 408 -448 , esp. 
4 2 2 - 4 2 4 ) places the temple precincts to which Josephus retreated in the hands of 
Eleazars partisans at this point, whereas Menahem's group held the Antonia and 
those aristocrats who opposed the war were confined to the upper city. 

So, conflating the two stories, what was Josephus doing in the inner temple 
while it was under Eleazars control? A common answer is that he accidentally 
reveals his own connection with Eleazar here. 1 2 8 

Yet this reasoning creates an absurdity: an author who vividly portrays his 
anti-rebel position in the Life describes himself as turning to the sacred temples 
massive walls for protection from the rebels, but accidentally thereby reveals true 
and damaging evidence about his rebel past. If he knew that he had been a par
tisan of Eleazar and remembered the details, but was concerned to hide this alle
giance, he should have chosen another site for his story of refuge from the rebels, 
or simply omitted the incident. He was under no obligation to say anything. If, 
on the other hand, he could not remember the facts or freely invented material 

1 2 8Cohen, Galilee and Rome, 187, 194; Goodman, Ruling Class, 159; Price, Siege, 
42-43 n. 130; Krieger, Apologetik, 227-29; Vogel, "Bilderverbot," 69-70. 
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without concern about contradiction, then the incident has no historical value. 
Josephus does not hint at any defensiveness about his past in this story and again, 
it is unclear why he should have been concerned about events twenty-five years 
earlier, given his present situation as a (well-ensconced) captured enemy general. 

There are preferable explanations of the contradiction. To see their force we 
need to remember that Life almost always contradicts War, also that Life's narra
tive operates according to its own rhetorical logic irrespective of War parallels. 
To read deep apologetic significance into this one detail, one would need to do 
the same with all the others, and that is not plausible. Better explanations are: 
(a) that Josephus forgot the detailed sequence thirty years after the fact, perhaps 
remembering—if War is correct—only that he had gone into the inner temple to 
confer with chief priests and other notables (so War 2.411-421) just before it was 
seized by the rebels (2.422), but incorrectly extending this stay until Menahem s 
death; or (b) although he more or less remembered the facts in proper sequence, 
they became cumbersome in the new context of the Life, where he was attempting 
a crisp one-sentence description of the plight shared by him and his upper-class 
colleagues. Since his Roman audience could not be expected to remember War's 
minutiae or the topography of the temple precincts, he chooses the inner part of 
the world-famous fortress-sanctuary as a plausible safe retreat—untroubled, as al
ways, that he is telescoping incidents. I do not know how to render either of these 
options probable, except that they have the support of Josephus's demonstrable 
freedom with his material. 

Was Josephus a Wartime Partisan of Jesus Son of Gamaliel? 

Although Goodman is among those who use Life 17-21 in this way, he finds 
Josephuss primary allegiance during the early revolt in the faction of the ex-high 
priest Jesus son of Gamaliel (Gamalas?), a principal partner in the war-time coali
tion led by Ananus II. Goodman argues that Jesus was one of the chief priests who 
sought power for himself in the imminent Jewish state, and so was a zealous rebel, 1 2 9 

and then establishes Josephus's connection with Jesus from three textual data. 
First, when John of Gischala's mission to the Jerusalem leaders is success

ful, according to Life 189-203, and the leaders empanel a delegation to remove 
Josephus dead or alive, Josephus learns of the move from his father via Jesus, "my 
friend and associate" (Life 204). In the Life narrative, this phrase has consider
able significance. As in War Josephus has presented the Jerusalem leadership as 
fundamentally opposed to the revolt, and so as careful to place their own trusted 
men in positions of leadership, to manage it. Ananus, the leader of these men, first 
indignantly rejected the appeal of Johns Pharisee friend Simon to move against 
Josephus, but eventually succumbed to Simons bribes (Life 193-196). Though 
Jesus' role in the alleged bribery is not explained, he now makes an effort to let 
Josephus know what is coming. 

Goodman, Ruling Class, 139. 
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As for the phrase, "friend and associate" (<|>iA,oq K C U awnOrjc,, matching the 
Latin pair amicus and familiaris), it is part of the stylized discourse of Life. Much 
of the movement in this story is propelled by such friendship bonds. The beneficial 
actions of the white knight Modius Aequus are explained on the basis that he was 
Philip son of Iacimus's "friend and associate" (Life 180). The Pharisee Simon son of 
Gamaliel caused serious trouble for Josephus in Jerusalem because he was John 
of Gischala's "friend and associate" (Life 192). Now, however, Josephus trumps 
John by having as "friend and associate" the even more eminent high priest Jesus, 
who alerts him to coming trouble. A signal proof of Josephus's character in Life is 
the way in which he treats his friends, or "friends and associates," those dependent 
upon his patronage. When Titus grants him anything he wishes from the rubble 
of Jerusalem, his main concern is for the freedom of his fifty "friends" and 190 

"friends and associates" (Life 419; cf. 420). Given this context, it seems hazard
ous to follow Goodmans proposal that the phrase "friend and associate" at Life 
204 really—inadvertently— exposes Josephuss membership in the rebel faction of 
Jesus. It seems arbitrary to excise this phrase, which appears deliberately chosen to 
stress that Josephus counted a high priest among his intimates, as historical code 
for a political alliance that Josephus would not wish to own. 

As his second and third pieces of textual evidence for Josephus's membership 
in Jesus' rebel faction, Goodman adduces the eulogy at Jesus' death in War 4.322 
and his failure to criticize Jesus for use of gang warfare, though he castigates 
the other chief priests, including Ananus, for their failings (Ant. 20 .199-214) . 1 3 0 

This all seems confusing, however. The "eulogy" on Jesus at War 4.322 comprises 
fifteen Greek words—in the middle of the sublime praise of Ananus, killed at 
the same time. About Jesus Josephus says only, "though not comparable with 
Ananus, he stood far above the rest." This hardly betrays any special secret rela
tionship. According to the narrative, Ananus and Jesus shared a noble vision of 
avoiding war if possible, managing it virtuously if not (War 2.647-651; 4 .239-269, 
319-325) . Jesus was even accused of trying to betray the city to the Romans (War 
4.245, 252). Nothing here inadvertently signals Josephus's affection for a former 
rebel-faction leader. 

Goodman's reference to a "lack of specific criticism" of Jesus for his use of 
gang warfare is equally puzzling. Josephus relates how Jesus son of Damnaeus 
was removed from the high priesthood by Agrippa II and replaced by Jesus son of 
Gamaliel, a move that predictably (by this point in the narrative) sparked a con
flict (GTOLGIC) between the two. Their bands of followers hurled insults and stones 
at each other (Ant. 20.213). After noting that the royal descendants Costobar and 
Saul also used gangs to effect their will, Josephus concludes the paragraph (logi
cally demarcated in the Loeb): "From that period especially, it fell to our city to 
become ill, with everything degenerating to the worst" (Ant. 20.214). Since this 
judgement evidently applies to all of the infighting just described, there seems no 
basis for exempting Jesus son of Gamaliel's followers, any more than one should 
exempt Jesus son of Damnaeus. 

130Ibid., 165. 
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The Jerusalem Leaders and the Destruction of Images 

A final piece of evidence often used to argue Josephus's rebel past is also re
vealing of the problems faced by anyone wishing to make historical deductions 
from his narrative alone. According to Life 6 5 - 6 9 , at the outset of his Galilean 
administration Josephus summoned the principal men of Tiberias, including 
Justus of Tiberias: 

I started saying that I had been sent to them along with these men [his two col
leagues] by the general assembly of the Jerusalemites, to persuade them that the 
house of Herod the tetrarch, which had been constructed containing animal forms 
(the laws forbid such construction), should be demolished. (Life 65) 

Scholars have tended to take Josephuss statement at face value: this mission in
advertently reveals that both the Jerusalem council led by Ananus and Josephus 
himself, as the councils Galilean envoy, were anti-Roman and anti-royal zealots, 
committed to extirpating all symbols of foreign domination. 1 3 1 Josephus thus 
clumsily provided clear evidence in contradiction of his assertion that he and his 
peers opposed the revolt. 

That apparently straightforward reading is, however, unlikely. The first clue 
is the opening phrase, "I started saying," which picks up the double game intro
duced at Life 22: "Given the clear and present danger to ourselves, we said that we 
concurred with their opinions." All the way through the text, Josephus and oth
ers say things that the reader knows well they do not believe.1 3 2 In general, and in 
keeping with Plutarch's prescriptions for the statesman, Josephus tries to pacify 
the masses with his speech, telling them what he thinks they want to hear. In this 
particular case, the intended deceit is confirmed by the context: there is nothing 
in the preceding narrative to indicate that the Jerusalem leaders, who reportedly 
desire peace with Rome and King Agrippa (Life 2 1 - 2 3 , 2 8 - 2 9 ) , intended any such 
destruction of royal property. 

Moreover, although he announces a directive to destroy the palace quickly, 
Josephus immediately departs for Upper Galilee (Life 67) without executing the 
supposed order. And when another man's followers proceed to burn and plun
der the royal residence in his absence, Josephus becomes "furious" and quickly 
returns to rescue the plundered goods for the king (Life 68). Later in the story, 
similarly, Josephus will seize the goods plundered by the Dabarittan young men 
for surreptitious return to the king, while he fabricates a deliberate lie to cover 
this up (Life 130-131,140-142) . 

Finally, whereas Josephus allows that he initially had trouble persuading the 
elite group around Julius Capella to agree to this action (Life 66), once the goods 

1 3 1 Luther, Justus, 17-8; Drexler, "Untersuchungen." 297-98; Goodman, Ruling Class, 
218; Vogel, "Bilderverbot," 72-9; Price, Siege, 32, cites the episode as important evidence of 
the Jerusalem council's warlike agenda. Although he elsewhere allows (p. 67) that "this ac
tion is difficult to interpret," he treats it as a real action ordered by Jerusalem authorities. 

132See Life 22, 39, 71,128-130,141, 263, 273-274, 282, 287-288, 291. 
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Getting Past Josephus? 

Readers will recognize a family resemblance between my analysis here and 
that of James McLaren in his recent book on Josephus and historical method. 1 3 3 

His basic principle is the pervasiveness of Josephus's bias, the inseparability of 
narrative and interpretation, and the consequent futility of protesting one's con
ceptual independence from Josephus while borrowing his material. 1 3 4 McLaren 
charts the ways in which even the most aggressively independent scholarly essays 
are, after all, dependent upon Josephus's conceptual framework, 1 3 5 and therefore 
insists on trying to understand Josephus's narratives in situ first, as an entirely 
distinct exercise from historical investigation, which the historian must con
trol. 1 3 6 With all of this one should be in complete accord. 1 3 7 

Problems arise, however, in McLaren's execution of his proposals for histori
cal reconstruction, the prospects for which remain fairly promising to him. To 
begin with, although he insists upon understanding Josephus contextually as a 
first step, his sketch of Josephus on first-century Judea conflates War and Antiqui
ties as if they were of one piece. He justifies this by claiming that "to provide sepa
rate summaries would result in unnecessary repetition."1 3 8 The difficulty is that 
Josephus did find some value in repeating the same stories in different ways, in 
keeping with the different structural and rhetorical contexts of each work. There 
seems no way around the interpreter's obligation to read each one in context. 

According to McLaren, the way forward is for historians to take up indi
vidual case studies, relinquishing Josephus's causative-interpretative frame
work altogether and examining particular incidents according to their internal 

1 3 3 McLaren, Times? 
134Ibid., 18, 67, 76-7, 200-1. 
135Ibid., 179-218. 
136Ibid., 21, 290. 
1 3 7In quite the same spirit is Mason, Pharisees, 1-53. Although I charted a program 

of "composition-criticism," focused on Josephus's narratives only, as prolegomenon to fu
ture historical work, McLaren (p. 233 n. 4) presents me as doing this in order "to explain 
the significance of the various references [to the Pharisees] in relation to the historical 
situation." I did not attempt a historical investigation there. 

1 3 8McLaren, Times? 21-22. 

had been stolen he returned them precisely to that group for safe keeping (Life 
69; cf. 295-296) . 

The basic point of this story, then, seems clear: it is the first of many dem
onstrations of Josephuss resourcefulness as general and statesman. He will use 
all manner of stratagems to lead the people effectively, and this appeal to the 
rebellious Tiberians' nationalistic-religious instincts is the only first example. 
Since that programmatic and consistent duplicity explains the episode, it is not 
plausibly read as contradicting his portrait, much less accidentally revealing his 
and the council's rebel intent in the Galilean campaign. 
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characteristics. By way of example, at the end of his book he identifies twenty-
three such incidents (admittedly, in a "subjective and arbitrary" way) 1 3 9 from Jo
sephus's narrative of 66 C.E. Then he chooses three of these for analysis, with the 
historian now ostensibly in control, ignoring Josephus's connections and alert to 
connections that Josephus does not make. 1 4 0 But what does it mean to analyze 
an "incident" without reference to Josephus's framework? What exactly is one 
analyzing? Evidently, one is still dealing with Josephus's narrative: "The narra
tive of Josephus can be used to explore the actual situation independent of the 
framework established by Josephus."141 This seems to undercut McLaren's larger 
(and proper) position that framework and narrative are inseparable. 

When McLaren comes to recover the concealed back-story of these case 
studies, now truly without any guidance from Josephus, he is understandably 
in the realm of speculation, left trying to convert a string of mere possibilities 
into a probability.1 4 2 Given that we have a single narrative source for the events in 
question, there appears to be no way to render any such speculations historically 
probable. At the end of the day, and in spite of highlighting many crucial issues, 
McLaren has no alternative but to seek a way of transforming a single narrative 
into historical description. 

Conclusion 

My aim here has been to bring the burgeoning literary study of Josephus 
into direct engagement with the ongoing historical use of his writings. Although 
these two modes of scholarship usually operate in isolation, they are connected 
in a dialectical relationship, of which this essay has emphasized one side: from 
text to reconstruction. I have also narrowed the field (mainly) to problems con
cerning which Josephus is our sole source of information. This is not the place 
for a full discussion of historical method in ideal circumstances, where the in
vestigator has independent lines of literary and material evidence (e.g., aspects 
of Herod's, Gaius's, or Tiberius's reigns, or Parthian royal succession) and con
structs a hypothesis to explain the entire array. Where we have only Josephus's 
narrative, as we do for the key events and players of the Judean-Roman war, how 
may we reconstruct the events that lay behind it? 

My conclusions are negative and positive. Negatively: where we have only 
one relevant narrative and no other evidence, we cannot hope to produce prob
able solutions to our historical questions, for at least three reasons. First, our 
questions are not those of Josephus. We do not ask (as historians) whether the fall 
of Jerusalem's temple meant the defeat of its patron deity, or whether the Judeans 
as a nation were faithful imperial citizens or hostile to humanity. We might ask 

139Ibid., 261. 
140Ibid., 264-88. 
1 4 1 Ibid., 286. 
142Ibid., 281-82. 
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about the social and economic relations between Galilee and Jersualem or be
tween villages and cities in Galilee, or about the outlook of Ananus II or Eleazar 
son of Ananias. In the service of his own questions, to be sure, Josephus oc
casionally comments upon such issues, but he does not ask our questions, and 
therefore does not marshal the evidence known to him (no doubt considerable) 
and argue methodically from it. It is as though he has chiseled out a sculpture of 
the image before him and we, lacking either the model he saw or the material he 
discarded, would try to represent the model better, sculpting a new figure from 
his; it cannot be done. Since he was the one who knew the evidence, but he chose 
not to ask or answer our questions, we have no recourse. His account will always 
be the best explanation of his evidence, until we have independent access to that 
lost material. This does not mean that he is right, but only that we cannot hope 
do better while his evidence remains lost to us. 

Second, the consequence of this for historical argumentation is that, where 
Josephus's narrative is the only evidence to be explained, we have no way of 
making a hypothesis probable. Was Eleazar an important young aristocrat who 
headed a principled rebel faction, which embarrassed Josephus as he struggled to 
conceal it? Or was he a more esteemed fellow in his late thirties who entered the 
conflict when his distinguished father was murdered, and whose partisans led 
him to fill the power vacuum created by Menahem's death, but whose role Jose
phus magnified and back-dated in order to help with his literary tropes? Or was 
he something else entirely? With one complex narrative to test our hypotheses 
against, we can propose almost anything and find ways to explain the evidence; 
so large and diverse was Josephus's rhetorical storehouse. Our situation is not 
much different from that of the criminal investigator offered a piece of hearsay 
evidence 1 4 3 about a matter he was not pursuing, and for which there is neither 
physical evidence nor a second witness: nothing needs explaining but the state
ment itself. Our situation is worse, because we cannot interrogate Josephus. 

Third, Josephus's shaping of his material is not limited to programmatic 
sections, such as prologue, speeches, asides, and epilogues, but affects his very 
words, phrases, and syntax. His language is largely about virtues and vices; piety 
toward the deity and justice toward humanity; chance, fate, and human will; 

"seeming" in contrast to "being"; pollution, punishment, and lament; traditional 
customs and laws over against innovations; notables, principal men, and chief 
priests facing revolutionaries, bandits, impostors, and zealots; civil war and its 
manifold evils. This world of discourse, his medium of communication with 
like-minded audiences of the late first century, has no independent existence. We 
have no way to transmogrify selected pieces of it into something more neutral, 
to decode it, disinfect it, or distill from it a residue of factual statements. That 

1 4 3 We should always remember that Josephus was not an eyewitness to most of what 
he reports: virtually any event in Antiquities (he did know customs that were observed in 
his day) and most of War (the first book and a half along with most of bk. 7 were beyond 
his time and place; for the events of bks. 4 -6 he was a Roman prisoner with no direct ac
cess to events in Jerusalem). 
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would require magic or alchemy, not history. Though they are histories by an
cient standards of genre, his narratives contain much of the dramatic, tragic, and 
poetic. It is not possible to detach even one item or case from "Josephus's frame
work," for that framework is pervasive and fully wrought, animating all of its 
constituent atoms. 

Specifically, I have weighed the proposal that Josephus's internal contradic
tions are the key to uncovering the truth, or more reliable sources, behind his 
narratives. Examination suggests, however, that these too are part of the story's 
textured fabric. Josephus did not write simple stories laden with clumsy con
tradictions. His prologue to War claims that others were doing that, whereas 
he promises a balanced account that considers all sides of the picture {War 1.2, 
7-9). Whether or not he has fairly characterized his rivals, he has in large mea
sure achieved the balance he promised. He gives variety and depth to his com
positions through management of plot and sub-plot, dominant and subordinate 
theme, exempla of vice as well as virtue, earnest pleading offset by rhetorical or 
novelistic tropes, recurring thesis and antithesis (cf. p iv . . . 8 E ) , and scenes set 
in Judea, Galilee, Babylonia, and Rome. Josephus uses melody, harmony, and 
also counterpoint to craft compelling stories of human behavior. In the cases 
we have considered, proposed contradictions are part of the story, varying the 
theme while also strengthening it. 

The upshot: we have no place to stand that affords traction for getting behind 
Josephus. We might prefer one hypothesis or another on the basis of taste. We 
might have strong impulses about particular passages: "Why would Josephus lie 
about this?" or "It seems like Josephus is not being straightforward here." But 
comparison of the overlapping material in War and Life should warn us against 
relying upon hunches, "inherent plausibility," or the appearance of duplicity as 
guides. Any effort to extract some strands from Josephus's tapestry while leaving 
others will seem more or less arbitrary to those with different tastes. 1 4 4 

Let me end on a more constructive note. Even where Josephus's narrative 
provides the only information we have, it may still be possible to do history if we 
can take a more expansive view of the project. First, on the principle that "the 
journey is the destination," we may construct hypotheses for heuristic purposes 
only, abandoning any claim to probability. The very process of constructing 
models that match parallel circumstances in other parts of the Roman empire or 
in later periods of civil war or in "failed states" can have some value in keeping 

1 4 4 For example, Price (Siege, 2) contends that "Jeremiah [Josephus's literary model 
for dealing with foreign domination] was remembered only after the disaster [of 70]." On 
2-11, by contrast, he more or less accepts as historical Josephus's entire story of the build
up to war from 63 B . C . E . : Josephus's characterizations of Herod and the false prophet Theu-
das, the thorough corruption of Cumanus, and even the "seeds" (Josephus's language) of 
the later revolt. Yet the tables could as easily be turned. Reconstructing the causes of a 
catastrophe, in this case the build-up to the war, is a normal exercise after the fact. There 
seems no good reason, however, to assign Josephus's fairly sophisticated, structurally cru
cial use of Jeremianic and Danielic themes in War (cf. Lindner, Geschichtsauffassung, 33, 
43, 53) to a notion "remembered" only after the war. 
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us aware of the range of possibilities underlying Josephus's artful stories. There is 
indeed "no harm in asking." 

Second, we may shift our sights from the events behind Josephuss accounts 
to the compositions themselves as historical phenomena, produced in particular 
circumstances. 1 4 5 This refocus opens a fully historical, not merely literary, set of 
questions: How did Josephus publish his works? Who constituted his first au
diences? Who were his patrons and friends? How were such narratives read in 
Flavian Rome? Even if many of these questions, too, do not admit of probable so
lutions, the last one at least offers the prospect of solid results. It is feasible to read 
the rich and copious narrative while bearing in mind questions about Josephuss 
audience: What does he assume about their knowledge and attitudes—toward 
him and Judean culture? What are the closest parallels in Greek and Roman liter
ature, and how might his audiences knowledge of these parallels influence their 
understanding? Does Josephus employ irony, depending upon his audiences 
prior knowledge? What does he assume that they consider plausible? This kind of 
study is promising because we have a wide range of independent evidence con
cerning Flavian Rome, and some clues about publication and audiences. Most 
important, the abundant evidence of Josephuss narratives invites us to test them 
against various historical backgrounds. This too is valuable historical work, re
covering in depth a real person in a concrete context. 

For a general formulation of these issues see Pelling, Greek Historian, 37-43. 
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JOSEPHUS AND JUDEA 





Chapter 5 

JEWS, JUDEANS, JUDAIZING, JUDAISM: 
PROBLEMS OF CATEGORIZATION 

IN ANCIENT HISTORY 

An early review of Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary (Leiden, 
Brill, 2 0 0 0 - ) took issue with my editorial decision to use "Judean" rather than 

"Jewish" for 1OI)8CCIK6<; in the titles of War and Antiquities, and with Louis Feld-
man's use of "Judeans" for 'IODSCCIOI in the particular volume in question.1 The 
reviewer fairly objected that this non-standard lexical choice, for an important 
issue, was insufficiently justified in the commentary. 2 She was right. Although I 
had supplied a footnote at the first use of "Judean" in the introductory essay,3 the 
in-text citation format required notes to be few and brief. The following chapter 
is my effort to explore the problem more adequately. This is not for the sake of 
the commentary alone. I offer it also as a contribution to a fundamental ques
tion in historical research: the problem of appropriate categories. On each point, 
documentation could be multiplied; in view of this chapters length I have tried 
to restrict annotation to what was necessary for the argument. 

Given the theological context of some "Jew-Judean" debates, especially in 
relation to the Gospel of John, 4 let me stress at the beginning that my interests are 
historical and philological: to engage the mindset, values, and category formations 
of the ancients. How did they understand the phenomena their world presented 
to them, and what do their terms reveal about their values and assumptions? 

11 wish to thank and indemnify John Barclay, Lincoln Blumell, Carl Ehrlich, Louis 
Feldman, Michael Helfield, Tommaso Leoni, Martin Lockshin, Hindy Najman, Stuart 
Parker, Sarah Pearce, James Rives, and Zuleika Rodgers, who have generously offered 
critical engagement with drafts of this long paper; Balbinder Singh, for a helpful discus
sion of Orientalism; the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada, 
which continues to fund my research. I dedicate the essay to Professor E. S. Gruen on his 
retirement, a small token of gratitude for his magnificent scholarship on large questions 
and for his personal encouragement in countless ways. 

2S. Pearce, "Review of Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary vol. 3" JJS 55 
(2004): 169-70. 

3 L. H. Feldman, Judean Antiquities 1-4 (vol. 3 of Flavius Josephus: Translation and 
Commentary; ed. S. Mason; Leiden: Brill, 2000), xiii. 

4E.g., M. F. Lowe, "Who Were the IOYAAIOI?" NovT 18 (1976): 103-30; J. Ashton, 
"The Identity and Function of the TOYAAIOI in the Fourth Gospel," NovT 27 (1985), 4 0 -
75; R. A. Culpepper, "The Gospel of John and the Jews," RevExp 84 (1987): 273-88. 
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This is not to say that categories extrinsic to a culture under study are eo 
ipso inappropriate. If we wish to understand the assumptions and values of the 
ancients, we must take very seriously Herodotus's observation (2.184) that the 
difference in the thickness of Persian and Egyptian skulls was attributable to 
their different customs concerning head-covering; we would compare his re
marks with similar analyses elsewhere. But if our interest is anthropological, in 
the facts of human skull sizes, we may not simply believe Herodotus as to the 
fact or its explanation. We would then need a method that was independent of 
ancient views, one that found its warrants in data available to us for analysis 
today. Such "etic" analysis5 is valuable and necessary in social-scientific study: 
demographics, anthropology, economics, comparative ritual, diet, and linguistic 
traits—though people of the time knew nothing of the analyst's terms of refer
ence. Just as a modern physician may inspect my colon, on the basis of scientific 
study of colonic behavior in general, caring only about what I might divulge con
cerning testable symptoms but otherwise caring nothing about my values, so a 
social-scientific historical inquiry may apply external questions and categories 
to ancient society. But in such externally driven analysis, valid criteria must be 
repeatable by all researchers ("objective" in that sense), logical, precise, verifiable, 
and falsifiable. The "emic" side of the historical project, by contrast—the quest 
after Dilthey's Erlebnis or Colling wood's "inside of events," the ancients' thought 
patterns, categories, and language 6—requires our empathic entry into their own 
worlds of discourse. Although some may wish to argue that "Judaism" is a stable 
and verifiable category extrinsic to the ancients' language, that does not seem to 
be the assumption of most scholarship on this period. In any case, this chapter 
pertains to the emic exploration of categories used in studying ancient Iudaea 
and Iudaei I Toi)8aioi. 

My argument is that the crucial categories in this field, though usually in
voked to explain what the ancients actually thought and felt, are neither emic 
(because they were not known then) nor yet etic (because they are not precise, 
observer-independent, publicly arguable, or falsifiable), and are therefore beyond 
the historian's reach. Using categories that were actually current in antiquity 
forces us to reorient our thinking about their world-views. 

The past several decades have witnessed a profusion of synthetic studies of 
ancient Judaism: Palestinian, Galilean, Hellenistic, rabbinic, "intertestamental," 
early, middle (formerly "late"!), normative, common, diasporic Judaism—and 
for some, indeed, "Judaisms." The appropriate adjective, the number of the 
noun, the scope of diversity, problems of leadership and authority, the impact 
of 70/135 C.E. on Judaism, boundary issues ("Who was a Jew?"), and overlaps 
with a Christianity increasingly seen as diverse—including the problem of "the 
parting (or not) of the ways" between these two "religions"—have been promi-

5K. L. Pike, Language in Relation to a Unified Theory of the Structure of Human Be
havior. Glendale: Summer Institute of Linguistics, 1954); M. Harris, "History and Sig
nificance of the Emic/Etic Distinction," Annual Review of Anthropology 5 (1976): 329-50. 

6Collingwood, Idea, 213. 
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nent areas of debate. 7 Even a study as thoroughly revisionist in other respects as 
Seth Schwartz's recent Imperialism and Judaism is concerned with the nature 
of Judaism, indeed with "the core ideology of Judaism"—as if that were an emic 
category. 8 

It takes nothing away from the importance of these contributions in other 
respects to observe that no term equivalent to "Judaism" (much less "Judaisms") 
appears in the first two centuries B.C.E. and C.E. HOW could the ancients have ex
pressed the same concept? Or did they recognize it at all? Is the distance between 
their terminology and ours so great that we should hesitate to use the term in 
describing Roman-era realities? Let us explore "Judaism," then, as an entree to 
the closely related categories of "religion" and "Jews." 

Searching for Ancient Judaism 

We begin with some observable facts. First, no ancient Hebrew or Aramaic 
words map closely to our "Judaism." The Yehudim were known from the time of 
the Babylonian Exile (ca. 586-537 B.C.E.) as the people of Yehudah, or the region 
was known as their place, but there was no corresponding system of Yahadut: Ye-
huda-ness or Yehuda-ism, or Shaye Cohens "Jewishness."9 Second, the Greek and 
Latin words that appear to correspond, namely TOD8O:'{CTU6<; and ludaismus, have 
a different and peculiar history. The Greek is used four times by one Jewish author 
in the unique situation of the 160s B.C.E., or by his epitomator some years later (in 
2 Maccabees), and once by an author inspired by this work (in 4 Maccabees). It 
turns up again in Ioudaios-mthored compositions only in two third-century C.E. 
inscriptions. The term does not appear at all in the large Greek-language corpora 
by Philo and Josephus, who both wrote extensively about loudaioi and their ways, 
or in literature by any of their compatriots. Greek and Latin authors mention the 
loudaioi and their laws or customs dozens of times, but it did not occur to them 
to invoke To\)5ai'ap6(; / ludaismus. Why not? Third, though the apostle Paul and 
Ignatius had initiated Christian usage in narrowly restricted contexts, Christian 
writers from 200 to 500 C.E. did employ these terms liberally. 

7Jacob Neusner's prodigious output specifying the contexts of rabbinic composi
tions and working out the historical implications of such analysis has set much of the 
current agenda. An accessible summary of some key points is in Studying Classical Ju
daism: A Primer (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1991). Among the most useful col
lections illustrating the range of perspectives are R. A. Kraft and G. W. E. Nickelsburg, 
eds., Early Judaism and its Modern Interpreters (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986); Neusner's 

"Approaches to Ancient Judaism" series (Atlanta: Scholars Press, for "University of South 
Florida Studies in Religion," 1991-99); and his (with A. J. Avery-Peck) Judaism in Late 
Antiquity, Part 3: Where We Stand: Issues and Debates (4 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1999-2000). 

8S. Schwartz, Imperialism and Jewish Society, 200 B.C.E. to 640 C.E. (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2001), 9,103. 

9S. J. D. Cohen, Beginnings of Jewishness: Boundaries, Varieties, Uncertainties (Berke
ley: University of California Press, 1999). nviJT seems first attested in the fifth-century C . E . 
(?) Esther Kabbah 7.11, appearing there only once. 
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Our first task is to understand why a term that bears such enormous weight 
in scholarly discourse has such an elusive history in ancient texts. 

Translators have not been as reticent as the ancients, but occasionally sup
ply "Judaism" or "the Jewish religion" where the terms above are absent from 
the texts. They do this, for example, where conversion is the issue (m. Qidd. 3.5, 
Neusner trans.; Acts 14:43 NRSV) or for such phrases in Josephus as "the ancestral 
[traditions] of the Ioudaioi" ([CftXovv] xa ndxpia xa>v Toa)8aicov; Ant. 20.41) or 

"the customs of the Ioudaioi" (xa Toa)8aicov eOn; Ant. 20 .17 ,38 ,75 ,139 , Feldman 
trans, for Loeb). Yet Josephuss terminology comes from a different conceptual 
framework, as we shall see. 

The virtual absence of TouSaiauoc, from non-Christian Greek and Latin 
authors—all Gentiles and all Ioudaioi with the exception of two small texts and 
two late inscriptions—already indicates that the terms meaning or connotations 
restricted opportunities for its use. It could not, therefore, have meant the "Ju
daism" that we so readily employ. 

Modern European languages distinguish perhaps five senses of -ism words, 
namely: (1) an action or its result (criticism, plagiarism, embolism, exorcism, syn
ergism); (2) a system, principle, or ideological movement (Anglicanism, Marxism, 
Liberalism, Communism, Hinduism, McCarthyism; more generically, imperial
ism, feminism, theism); (3) a peculiar idiom in language (an Americanism, Brit
ishism, Latinism; archaism, barbarism, solecism); (4) a pathological condition 
or disease (alcoholism, rheumatism); and (5) a criterion of prejudicial discrimi
nation (racism, sexism, ageism). Of these five, only (1) and (3) have parallels in 
ancient Greek. The modern category (2), in which "Judaism" is generally under
stood to fall, as a term denoting a system of thought and practice, has no counter
part in Greek or Latin before the third century C.E. The rare form Toi)8oua|n6<; is 
therefore a "false friend" to the English -isms of system. 

The Greek -lajnoq noun represents in nominal form the ongoing action 
of the cognate verb in -i£co. Common verbs such as ocrrpaKi^co, fypovxi^w, 
ftppi^co, vecoTEpi^co, ParcTi^co, A,ovi£o|Licu, and ao<|>i£cD produce -taucx; coun
terparts, denoting the action involved: oaxpaiciaucx;, ^povTiajLioq, ftppiauoc,, 
vecoxEpiajioq, etc. 1 0 Such verbs often generate also a nomen agentis in -laxfjq, in
dicating the practitioner or representative of the action: an oaxpaKiaxfiq, §pov-
Tiaxfiq, \)PpiaTT|<;, and so forth. This Greek pattern matches that of the English 
group (1) above. 

Of greatest relevance here is the subset of these word groups derived from 
ethnic roots. Several such words had currency already in classical Athens, espe
cially: ur)8i£cD / Mr)8ia|n6<;; 7cepai£co / nepaiauoc,; A,aKcovi£co / AaKcoviajnoq; 
and OCTTIKI^CO / 'AmKiajLioc;. It is worth pausing for a moment over these forms, 
not only because of their formal similarity to iovSat^co / TouSa'iajaoc, but also 
because of their programmatic status in Greek literature and thought. 

1 0H. Dorrie, "Was ist 'spatantiker Platonismus'? Uberlegungen zur Grenzziehung 
zwischen Platonismus und Christentum," Theologische Rundschau 36 (1971): 285-86; 
L. R. Palmer, The Greek Language (London: Faber, 1980), 252. 
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In these early examples the -i£co verb indicates the "going over to, adopting 
of, or aligning with" a people or culture other than one's own. 1 1 Inasmuch as 
fidelity to one's ethnos and ancestral customs was considered an axiomatic duty 
(further below), such a change to other allegiances was normally to be deplored. 
The paradigmatic example of Medizing / Medism established this negative tinge: 
it was applied to those Greek cities (e.g., Thebans, Thessalians) and individu
als (e.g., Pausanias) who had collaborated with, sought terms with, or outright 
defected to, the Persians during their invasions of mainland Greece in the early 
fifth century B . C . E . 1 2 The charge of Mr)8iap6<; against the Spartan nobleman Pau
sanias is tellingly elaborated as "contempt of the laws [of his native Sparta] and 
imitation (CfyXcoGic) of the barbarians . . . ; all the occasions on which he had in 
any way departed from the prevailing customs (xa>v KaGeaxcoxcov vouipcov) . . . 

" (Thucydides 1.132.1-2). 
Since "Medism" was not a culture or belief system, but something that one 

did, Mr)8iap6(; forms are best rendered either by the gerund, "(the) Medizing," 
or with the hybrid suffix -ization ("Medization"). Either captures the noun's -i£co 
base in a way that the English -ism of systems does not. English has not preserved 
a parallel form to the ethnic -lapoq words. Our English -isms in category (2) 
above seem to take more from the Greek nomen agentis -laxf)*;, possibly also 
from a late-antique Latin development that we shall observe below. 

The severely restricted use of TODSOUCTpog appears to be explained, further, 
by the circumstance that ethnic -i£co / -tapoq normally occur in explicit or im
plicit contrast with some other potential affiliation, movement, or inclination. In
deed, the prospect of one new allegiance in -lapoq encouraged new coinages: 

"Engage not in X-ismos, but (to coin a word) in Y-ismos\" Thucydides' Thebans, 
standing accused by the Plataeans of Medizing (MrjSiapoq), at a hearing before 
the Spartans, counter-charge their accusers of an equally reprehensible "going 
over to Athenians" (rcpoa%cop£co npbc, 'AGnvaioax;): the Plataeans are accused 
of "forsaking their ancestral traditions" (rcapccpaivovreq x a rcaxpia; Thucy
dides 3.61.2). The Thebans' conclusion is lapidary: "So, as concerns our invol
untary Mr|8iap6<;, and your [Plataean] voluntary 'AxxiKiapoq, this is how we 
explain things" (3.64.5). Evoking 'AxxiKiapoc, is a brilliant ploy before this audi
ence to deflect serious charges. 

Amid the conflicts of classical Peloponnesian politics, indeed, the main 
options were Atticizing and Spartanizing (AaKCOViapocJ. Xenophon has the 

nD6rrie, "'Platonismus'," 252: "Fast immer bewahrt der, der ein solches Verbum ge-
braucht, kritischen Abstand: es schwingt ironischer Tadel mit, daft einer sein eigentliches 
Wesen verleugnet, um ein ihm fremdes Modell nachzuvollziehen " 

1 2E.g., Herodotus 4.144, 165; 7.138-139, 205, 233; 8.30-34, etc.; Thucydides 1.95.5; 
3.62.1, 63.1, etc.; Isocrates, Pan. 157; Demosthenes, Aristocr. 205. J. L. Myers CMrjSi^eiv: 
MnSiauoc,,' Greek Poetry and Life: Essays Presented to Gilbert Murray on His Seventieth 
Birthday, ed. C. Bailey et al. [Oxford: Clarendon, 1936], 97-105) points out that Medismos 
became so entrenched a concept in the seventh to sixth centuries B.C.E., while Media was 
still a regional power and rival to Lydia, that it persevered as a label for those who aligned 
themselves with the Persians, the conquerors of the Medes, rather than the more accurate 
rcepai^co / flepaiaucx;. 
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enlightened Athenian Callistratus recognize, before a Spartan audience: "Of 
each populace and city, some favor you, and some us; and within each city, some 
Laconize while others Atticize" (Hell 6.3.14). More pointedly, Isocrates (Depace 
108): "Did not the meddling of the Atticizers make the cities Lakonize? And did 
not the insolence of the Lakonizers force the same ones to Atticize?' Aaiccovia-
poq enjoyed also another life in political and philosophical discussion, describ
ing imitation of the admired Spartan regimen (e.g., Isocrates, Pan. 110). And 
'AxxiKiapoq would later come to mean the affectation of a classical writing style 
against the evolving K O I V T ] . Even with these more positive connotations, how
ever, both forms retained the basic image of aligning oneself with something ex
otic or alien. 

That brings us to £A,A,r|vi£co / eEXXr\viG\i6q and ioi)8at^co / TouSa'tapoq, 
with which one might also compare pcopat^co (the -tapoq form there seems un
attested) and PapPapi^co / Pappapiapoq. The verb tXXr\ vi£a> is widely attested 
from classical Athens onward. Meaning essentially "to express oneself in Greek," 
it occurs chiefly in contexts where there are doubts about the speakers ability 
because he is a foreigner or uneducated (e.g., Plato, Charm. 159a; Meno 82b; 
Xenophon, Anab. 7.3.25; Aeschines, Ctes. 172) or where there is an issue of lin
guistic purity over against contaminated forms (Aristotle, Rhet. 3.1407b, 1413b). 

eEXXr\viG[i6q may have been used in the same period to indicate the resulting 
pure Greek (cf. latinitas), in contrast to "barbarism" (Pappocpiapoq), and match
ing the English category (3) above, but we rely on later presentations of lost texts 
for such usage (e.g., Diogenes Laertius 7.59). The earliest surviving author who 
uses cEA,A,r|viauo<; in this linguistic sense, in his own voice, is Strabo (4.2.28). 

Famously, but with added significance given the foregoing analysis, the first 
attestation of cEM,r|viap6<; is in the same second-century B.C.E. text, 2 Macca
bees, that hosts the first occurrences of To\)8a'iapoq. Following the patterns we 
have already observed, Toi)8ottap6<; appears to have been coined in reaction to 
cultural cEAAr|viap6<;, which the author may also have been the first to use in 
the sense of "Hellenizing." 

The verb ioi)8at£co is older than the cognate noun, L X X Esther 8:17 relates 
that, upon the success of the loudaioi in thwarting Haman, many of the Persians 

"were circumcised; they Judaized on account of their fear of the loudaioi." Here 
the verb plainly denotes alignment with foreign law and custom, in keeping with 
the pattern. 1 3 All other attestations of the verb have a similar sense (e.g., Alexan
der Polyhistor ap. Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.22.5; Plutarch, Cic. 7.6). Paul denounces 
Peter because, though Peter allegedly lives as a foreigner and not as a Judean 
( E G V I K O X ; Koci ox>%\ 'IcoSaiKcbq), "you compel the foreigners to Judaize" (TOC 

eOvn avrxyK&^Eiq io\)8at££iv; Gal 2:14)—a cultural movement that Paul con
nects tightly with circumcision and observance of Judean law (2:12, 21). The only 
two occurrences of the verb in Josephus, which come in close proximity, mean 
much the same thing. At War 2.454 he describes the slaughter of the Roman 

1 3 Carl Ehrlich points out to me that the uniqueness of this verb in the Greek Bible 
must be related to the fact that the underlying Hebrew verb form, onrrno, is hapax. 
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garrison in Jerusalem, which only Metilius survives—on his promise "that he 
will Judaize all the way to circumcision" (ui%pi 7t£pixouf|<; ioi)5cuaeiv). A few 
sentences later (2.463), when hostilities erupt between Judeans and Syrians, Jo
sephus reports that the latter killed most of the Ioudaioi in their midst, while 
remaining suspicious of the many Judaizers in each city (EKOCCTCOI xovc, ioi)8cct-
t^ovxaq E I % O V E V -i)7to\|/ia). 

Returning to 2 Maccabees, then, we need to ask how TouScuauoc; functions 
and whether it nominalizes the -i£co verb in keeping with the same pattern. This 
is particularly important because of enormous weight placed upon these pas
sages in scholarship, in spite of their scarcity. For example, Martin Hengel has 
famously defined 'IovSaiauoq, by way of introducing his oeuvre on "Judaism 
and Hellenism," in expansive terms: "the word means both political and genetic 
association with the Jewish nation and exclusive belief in the one God of Israel, 
together with observance of the Torah given by him."1 4 So: the whole system of 
Jewish practice and belief. Yehoshua Amir even claims, with a similar perspec
tive, that To\)8cuau6(; was a remarkable exception to standard Greek usage:1 5 

In the entire Hellenistic-Roman cultural realm, to the extent of our present knowl
edge, not a single nation, ethnic, or other group saw the need of creating a general 
term for all the practical and ideological consequences entailed by belonging to that 
group, with the exception of the Jewish people [scil. in Toa)5caafi6cJ. 

And Daniel R. Schwartz claims that the latter half of the Second Temple period 
was increasingly characterized by Jewish self-understanding "as adherents of an 
ism": "'Judaism/ as opposed to Jewish territory or Jewish blood, became the only 
way of defining 'Jews' which was well founded in the logic and facts of Jewish 
existence."1 6 

This seems a lot to claim for a word that is absent from all Hellenistic-Judean 
texts but 2 and 4 Maccabees, completely passed over by Greco-Roman observers 
of the Ioudaioi, and unparalleled even in contemporaneous Hebrew or Aramaic. 
A better explanation of this rarity, in light of the usage of parallel forms (above), 
seems to be that the particular circumstances calling for the usage of this word, 
which always risked negative connotations, rarely occurred. 

In the abridger's introduction to Jason of Cyrene's work (2 Mace. 2.21), he 
sets out to tell the story of those who were assisted by heavenly interventions 
while they bravely vied for honor, which they did for the sake of Ioudaismos 
CurcEp xoD T O \ ) 8 O U G | J , O ' D ) , which activity consisted in "driving out the barbarian 
masses" (xoc pccppapcc 7uA,f|8r| S I C O K E I V ) . 1 7 Already here we have reason to think 
that Toi)8ouau6(; is not a general term for "Judaism," but rather a certain kind 

14Judaism and Hellenism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1974), 1.2. 
15"The Term Ioudaismos (IOYAAIZMOE), A Study in Jewish-Hellenistic Self-

Identification," Immanuel 14 (1982): 38. 
1 6 Studies in the Jewish Background of Early Christianity (Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 

1992), 15. 
17See J. A. Goldstein, II Maccabees (Anchor Bible 41a; New York: Doubleday, 1983), 

192. Note the ironic use of "barbarian" for non-Judeans. 
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o f activity over against a pull in another, foreign direction. The contest becomes 
clearer when the author invokes cEAAr|vicrp6<;, which is also not a static system 
or culture, but a n energetic movement away from one's own traditions to em
brace foreign ones: a "Hellen/zmg." Jason and his group, the writer narrates, in
troduced foreign ways—Greek cultural institutions, education, sports, and dress 
(4.10-12)—into Jerusalem, with the result that 

there was such a pinnacle of hellenizing and an inroad of foreignizing (OCKJITI TIC, 
eEXXr\via\ioi) KCCI npoofiaoic, aXXofyvXiGiiox)), on account of the towering profan
ity of that impious high priest—not!—Jason, that the priests were no longer eager 
for the service of the sacrificial altar. Rather, disdaining the sanctuary and caring 
nothing for the sacrifices, they hurried at the summons of the gong to share in the il
licit activity of the wrestling hall! Reckoning their ancestral honors as nothing, they 
regarded Greek distinctions as the finest. 

Here, eEXA,r)viap6(; (like aXXofyvXioiioc) cannot indicate a culture o r system; 
it labels a defection that threatens the heart and soul o f Judean tradition. 1 8 The 
situation becomes incalculably more serious after Antiochus IV's Egyptian de
feat and reaction to news of Judea's revolt. At that time he introduces the cult of 
Zeus Xenios into the temple, proscribes all Judean customs, compels Judeans to 
eat pork and violate the Sabbath, and orders the execution of "those not prefer
ring to go over to the Hellenic ways" (2 Mace. 6.1-9)—that is those who will not 
join in 'EXA/nviapoq. The kings policy amounted to the dissolution of the an
cestral Judean constitution ( T T ] V xf|Cj 7cpoyoviKf]<; noXmiaq KaxaXvaiv; 8.17). 
The situation was dire, and Judas Maccabeus could find only about 6,000 men to 
stand with him in trying to prevent the catastrophe (8.1). 

Judas's antidote to this Hellenizing ( eEA^r)viap6<;) was a counter-movement, 
a bringing back of those who had gone over to foreign ways: a "Judaizing" or Juda-
ization, which the author of 2 Maccabees programmatically labels To\)8cttap6<;. 
The noun appears only in such contexts as these, evidently, because of its inherent 
sense of (re)alignment. This program of Judas Maccabeus and his Asidaeans in 
2 Maccabees (cf. 14.6) is not then "Judaism" as a system of life, but a newly coined 
countermeasure against eEXXr]viap6<;. 

It is admittedly tempting to read the construction at 2 Mace 8.1 such that 
Judas called for the support of his relatives and "those who had remained in Ju
daism" (xovc, p£pEvr|K6To:<; E V Tcp lovSaiapcp), which might indeed work for 
this sentence in isolation. But if the author posits 'IoDSa'iapoq as a slogan for the 
Maccabean countermovement, as it seems, then it is preferable also here to see 

1 8It is to J. C. Droysens Geschichte des Hellenismus (Hamburg: F. Perthes, 1836) that 
we owe the use of Hellenism to mean the civilization of the Greek-speaking world after 
Alexander. A. Momigliano comments, "The originality of Droysen was to take Hellenism 
to mean, not specifically the way of thinking of Jews under the influence of Greek lan
guage and thought, but generally the language and way of thinking of all the popula
tions which had been conquered by Alexander and subjected to Greek influence" ("J. G. 
Droysen Between Greeks and Jews," in A. D. Momigliano: Studies in Modern Scholarship 
[ed. G. W. Bowersock and T. J. Cornell; Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994], 
147-161), 150. 
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Judas finding men who, like him, "had persisted in the Judaizing [program]"— 
that is, not simply clinging to their faith and remaining loudaioi, but striving to 
bring back other Judeans and reinstate the ancestral law. Such a reading best ex
plains how the group in question immediately behaves as an effective guerrilla or
ganization (a\)aTT|pa)—burning towns, capturing strategic sites, and becoming 
invincible to foreigners (8.5). All along they have remained active in "Judaizing" 
activities, and that is why they are ready for active service with Judas. 

The final two occurrences of ToDSaiapoq in 2 Maccabees come in the de
scription of Razis, a champion of Jerusalem known as "father of the Judeans." 
The author relates (14.38) that "in the former times of hostility [or stand-off, or 
separation, apEi^ioc], he was brought to trial on the charge of To\)8a'(ap6<;—and 
indeed he had spent every ounce of energy, body and soul, for the sake of To\)-
Saiapoq." As Goldstein observes, 1 9 Razis is a narrative counterweight to Alcimus 
earlier in the same chapter, the high priest "who had voluntarily defiled himself in 
the times of ameixia" (14.3). 2 0 Whereas Alcimus not only shared in but positively 
catalyzed the Hellenizing movement—understood as a "mixing in" or confusion 
(E7Cip,Ei£ia) of alien traditions—Razis refused, and willingly paid for this resolve 
with his life. In this context, the charge of ToDSa'iapoq, along with the gloss 
concerning Razis' extreme exertions in its behalf, cannot simply mean that he 
remained a Jew or "within Judaism"; the high priest Alcimus was also a promi
nent Ioudaios, and even our hostile author concedes that he presented himself as 
acting in the interests of his people (14.6-10). Razis' To\)8a*iap6<; appears rather 
to be the Maccabean (or the author's) program of Judaizing: of striving to restore 
Judean law and custom against a powerful countercurrent. 

In the only other occurrence of TcoSaiapoq in non-Christian Jewish-
Judean literature, 4 Mace 4.25, the context is borrowed from 2 Maccabees. The 
chapter is about Jason's radical attempt, violently advanced by Antiochus IV, to 
dissolve (again KaTaA/OGOCi) Judean law and the temple service. When the king's 
abolition of ancestral law met only active defiance, even from mothers with new
borns (4.23-25) , "through torture he tried to compel every member of the ethnos 
to eat polluted food and to swear off ToD8caapo<;" (4.26). Once again, although 
a tolerable sense might be yielded by the traditional rendering "[abandon] Ju
daism," it seems that Antiochus is most disturbed by the widespread opposition, 
Judaizing one might say, that has just been described. 

That the five occurrences of TovSa'iapoq in Jewish-Judean writings owe so 
much to one creative author, either Jason of Cyrene or his epitomizer, who seems 
to coin the word as an ironic countermeasure to 'EXXnviapoq, should caution 

19Goldstein, IIMaccabees, 484. 
20Space does not permit extended engagement with Goldsteins argument (II Mac

cabees, 483-84) for the alternative MS reading £7ci|i£i^ia in the case of Alcimus, or his 
translation of this term as "peace" and the otjiEi^ia of Razis' time as "war." Although 
such readings are possible, it seems that locating both Razis' Judaizing and Alcimus's self-
defilement during the time of [the contest or struggle for] distinction or separation— i.e., 
when these qualities were called for—makes a better contrast, with the support of most 
MSS and a meaning of &|i£i£ia that suits the context well. 
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us against adopting the word as if it were generally understood to mean the en
tire culture, legal system, and "religion" of the Judeans. Outside the Hellenizing 
emergency and later Christian circles (below), ancient authors found no occasion 
for its use—partly, it seems, because of the pejorative resonance of the Medismos 
family, which might obtain also if TovSoaapoc, were used outside of the contrast 
with a clearly repugnant e EMr|viap6<;. 

By far the preponderance of known occurrences of TovSaiapoq / ludaismus 
is in Christian writings. This remarkable state of affairs deserves fuller examina
tion than we can give it here. Among the earliest Christian authors, even still, 
Toi)8cuap6<; was useful only in rhetorical contexts connected with the move
ment away from X and toward Y. There we meet a new contrasting coinage: as 
TouSottapoc, comes to assume the harmful role of 'EAAnviapoc, in Maccabean 
literature, the antidote becomes either "The [Christian] Announcement" ( T O 
EftayyEAaov) or "Christianizing" (XpiaTiaviapoq)—that is, a return to Christ 
against the dangerous pull of Judaizing (To'u8a'{ap6c J). Later Christian writers 
would find a substantially new use for the term, which we shall consider below. 

Thus Pauls only employment of TovSaiapoc;, in two contiguous sentences, 
comes in a letter devoted to the problem of Judaizing. A group of Gentile believ
ers in Galatia, products of his mission there, have after his departure begun to 
prefer other Christian teachers who advocate the law of Moses; some of those 
persuaded even contemplate or undergo circumcision (Gal 1:6^9; 3:1-5; 4:21; 5:1-
12). In writing to address this crisis, Paul first stresses his own former activity 2 1 in 
To\)8aiap6(; ( T T J V z\ir\v avaaTpo(|)f |V rcoT£ £ V TCQ TcoSaiapa); Gal 1:13-14). It 
is not as though the Judaizers are doing something he has neglected, for the same 
mindset was part of his background; but he has deliberately abandoned Judaizing 
for the sake of The Announcement (or "gospel," T O zha^zkxov). We do not know 
whether Paul ever "compelled Gentiles to Judaize" in his pre-Christian life, as he 
now charges Peter with doing (2:14). From the little that he says about it, his for
mer Judaizing seems more in the spirit of Judas Maccabeus and Razis: a violent 
harassment of Jesus' followers (Gal 1:13) out of zeal, as he puts it, for the ancestral 
traditions (1:14). The Book of Acts (9:1-3; 22:3-5) indeed claims that Paul sought 
letters from the high priest, to arrest and return to Jerusalem those who had de
fected to this new "way." That would certainly fit with the sort of Judaizing activ
ity we found in 2 Maccabees. However one assesses the accuracy of Acts on this 
score, in Galatians we see Paul clearly trying to block a Judaizing turn by citing 
his own abandonment of his earlier activity in TovSoriapoc, to follow C h r i s t -
implying that his Galatian converts should follow suit. This restricted sense of 
To'uSottGpoc, seems confirmed by the fact that Paul uses it so rarely, and only in a 
context of extreme Judaizing. Although he often speaks in his other letters of the 
loudaioi, Moses, the Law, circumcision, and Sabbath (e.g., 1 Thess 2:14-16; Phil 

2 1 The accompanying noun avaatpo<|)'n is stronger than "[my former] life," as often 
translated (e.g., N R S V , A S V ) . It should indicate some sort of "bent, inclination" or "turning 
toward" something, "a going back" to it, or a "preoccupation" with it (cf. LSJ s.v.). The zeal 
mentioned in 1:14 confirms this sense. 
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3; 2 Cor 10-13; all of Romans), it never occurs to him in those places to invoke 
Toi)8ouap6<; for those purposes. 2 2 

In the early second century, the Syrian Christian Ignatius of Antioch faced 
a similar Judaizing issue, and his language is revealing. People have been telling 
him, he complains (Phld. 8), that if they cannot find something in the ancient 
texts (i.e., in the Bible: £ V zoic, apxeioiq), they will not believe it in the Announce
ment ( T O EvayyzXiov). Ignatius responds, "Now if someone propounds Judaizing 
to you (eav 8& T I C , To\)8cuapdv £ppt|V£'()r| \>piv), do not listen to him! For it is 
better to hear Christianizing (Xpicmavurpoc;) from a man who is circumcised 
than [to hear] Judaizing (Toa)8a*iap6<;) from a foreskinned man" (Phld. 6). That 
Ignatius considers movement in the one direction appropriate—Ioudaioi may 
and should join the ostensibly universalizing Christ-people, or Christianize—but 
the reverse (Judaizing) movement retrograde, is clear also from another letter 
(Magn. 10): 

It is bizarre to talk Jesus Christ and to Judaize (OCTOTUOV ecmv, 'Irjao'Dv Xptaxdv 
XaXzlv Kott iovSat^eiv). For Christianizing did not put its trust in Judaizing, but 
rather Judaizing in Christianizing (6 yap Xpicrttavicruoc, OVK eic, Toa)8a'tcruov 
ETctateDaev, aXX' 6 Toa)5a'tap6c; elc, Xptcmaviauov)—in which [Christianiza-
tion] every language, having trusted God, has been gathered (a\)vr]x0r| [perhaps a 
pun on synagogue, avvaycflyn]). 

The sense of TcoSaiapoq is confirmed here by the proximity of the -i£co cognate 
immediately before (followed by yap) and by the issue at stake, which plainly con
cerns movement from one group to another. Whereas the author of 2 Maccabees 
had championed TouSoaapoc, as response to the threat of 'EXX^viGiioq, Ignatius 
coins X p i c m a v i a p o q as remedy for a threatening Toi)8cuapo<;. 

That Toi)8aiapo<; did not yet mean "Judaism" as a comprehensive system 
and way of life (an English -ism) seems clear because throughout the first two 
centuries no other Christian text used the term: not the gospels of Matthew, Mark, 
Luke, or John, the letter to the Hebrews, Justin (even in the Dialogue with Trypho, 
a Ioudaios), Melito (even in the Paschal Homily), Irenaeus, the apologists, or Clem
ent of Alexandria—though the issue was often precisely what we incline to call 

"Judaism." Late-antique Christian and modern-critical scholarly commentaries to 
these texts are filled with references to "Judaism," but there is no corresponding 
term in the Greek texts themselves. 

2 2 Remarkably, even scholars who recognize the link between Toi)8oucrp6c, and the 
verb in -i£co, as well as the proximity of the two in this work, can insist on the standard 
of the noun. Representative is F. F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Galatians: A Commentary on 
the Greek Text (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981), 90: "The verb ioi)5ai£cQ, of which it is a 
derivative, is found in 2:14, but there it is used of Gentiles 'judaizing', living like Jews, as 
in Esth. 8:17 L X X ; Josephus, War 2.454, 463. Here Toi)8ata^6(; means simply 'Judaism', 
Jewish faith and life (as in 2 Mace. 2:21, 8:1,14:38; 4 Mace. 4:26)." In some recent scholar
ship, good questions have been raised about the standard translations (e.g., C. Stanley, 

"Neither Jew nor Greek," JSNT 64 (1996), 101-24; P. F. Esler, Galatians [London: Routledge, 
1999], 3-4), though without the consequences of a thorough reappraisal (e.g., Esler, op. 
cit, 66). 
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From the early third century, things begin to change dramatically among 
Christian writers. To the church fathers Tertullian (24 occurrences), Origen (30), 
Eusebius (19), Epiphanius (36 occurrences in the Panarion alone), John Chrys-
ostom (36), Victorinus (about 40), Ambrosiaster (21), and Augustine (27) we 
owe a new use of TouSauruoq and Iudaismus, now indeed to indicate the whole 
belief system and regimen of the Ioudaioi: a true "-ism," abstracted from con
crete conditions in a living state and portrayed with hostility. Among these au
thors, TouScuauoq retroactively covers the whole history of the Ioudaioi under 
Asyrians, Babylonians, and Persians (C. Cels. 3.3); it is now host to various sects, 
including Pharisees and Sadducees (C. Cels. 3.12). But it has become a kind of intel
lectual diminutive, the vestige of a once-grand culture that, after paving the way for 

"Christianism," has lost all nobility. 
Tertullian, writing in the early third century C . E . , 2 3 seems to be the pivotal 

figure, and there are good reasons why this should be so. Although we know 
little about his life, Tertullian's writings were crucial to Christian self-definition 
and in creating a Latin theological vocabulary. 2 4 Lacking verbs in -izo, Latin did 
not natively form -ismus nouns (rough equivalents came in other forms, for ex
ample in -atio), and those that we find in classical texts are borrowed from Greek. 
Almost completely absent from the Latin canon are the ethnically rooted -ismus 
words: even the rare XccKcoviauoc; is written in Greek script by Cicero (Fam. 
11.25.2). Given this general avoidance of -ismus forms, it is all the more striking 
that Tertullian should for the first time use both Christianismus (four times) and 
Iudaismus (about twenty-four times). Further, every occurrence of Christianis
mus is paired with Iudaismus. But the juxtapostion no longer highlights two pos
sible directions of movement, as in Ignatius, the Greek -i£co base having fallen 
away; now it contrasts a living system with a defunct precursor. Thus, Tertullian 
interprets Marcion's distinction between Law and Gospel as one between Iudais
mus and Christianismus (Marc. 4.6); he declares that John the Baptist marked the 
end of Iudaismus and beginning of Christianismus (4.33); he paraphrases Paul to 
the effect that Christianismus had a noble lineage in Abraham, whereas the slave 
woman Hagar produced the legal bondage of Iudaismus (Iudaismi servitutem 
legalem; 5.4); and he asserts that Isa 3:3 predicted Pauls departure from Judea, 

"that is from Iudaismus, for the construction of Christianismus" (5.6). 
From these passages it emerges that Tertullian requires formally parallel 

terms to contrast with belief in Jesus, and he resorts to the -ismus form to enhance 
the contrast. When he is not making such contrasts, he has a rich vocabulary for 
Christiani and their faith, and so does not need Christianismus; for the Judeans, 
however, choices are limited and so he employs Iudaismus often. This usage 

2 3 The chronology is finally established on rigorously historical grounds in T. D. 
Barnes, Tertullian: A Historical and Literary Study (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1971), 30-56. 

24See especially E. Osborn, Tertullian, First Theologian of the West (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1997), e.g., xiii-xvii, 139-43; also B. B. Warfield, "Tertul
lian and the Beginnings of the Doctrine of the Trinity" in idem, Studies in Tertullian and 
Augustine (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1930), 3-109. 
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strips away all that was different in Judean culture—its position among ancient 
peoples, ancestral traditions, laws and customs, constitution, aristocracy, priest
hood, philosophical schools—abstracting only an impoverished belief system. 

Whereas many of his predecessors, bothered by the charge of Christian nov
elty, had tried to find proto-Christians in either age-old Judean tradition or Greek 
philosophy, Tertullian famously rejected such strategies: "What indeed has Ath
ens to do with Jerusalem?" "What agreement is there between the Academy and 
the Church?" (Praescr. 7 ) . 2 5 Rather, Tertullian happily conceded the novelty of the 
Christian disciplina or nomen or secta (he rejects factio as a slur), which "is quite 
young, from the time of Tiberius {quam aliquanto novellam, ut tiberiani temporis), 
as everyone knows and we fully grant—" {Apol. 21; cf. 5,7,40; Nat. 1.7; Marc. 1.16). 2 6 

Marcion had also sought to separate following Jesus from Judean law or history, at
tributing the latter to a lesser God, but that solution was unacceptable to Tertullian 
because it left to the Ioudaioi an ongoing vitality—continuing with their laws as 
they awaited their Messiah {Marc. 3.23; 4.6). Marcion recognized the ongoing cul
ture of the Judeans, and tried only to divorce his faith from it. For Tertullian, Iuda
ismus ended in principle with the coming of Jesus and it survives only vestigially. 

His handling of Judean tradition is no more ambiguous than his attacks on 
Greek and Roman culture. In Adversus ludaeos he insists that each element of the 
Mosaic Law was envisaged from the start as provisional (e.g. 4, on Sabbath: ad tem-
pus etpraesentis causae necessitatem ... non adperpetui temporis observationem). 
The abolition of the Law was fully predicted by the prophets {Marc. 5.4), as was the 
putative wretched condition of the Judeans after their rejection of Christ {Marc. 
3.23). Because of their failure to accept Christ in the interval between Tiberius 
(i.e., Jesus' death) and Vespasian (Jerusalem's destruction), the Judeans' territory 
has been made desolate, their cities have been burned, and foreigners now devour 
their patrimony {Adv. lud. 13). They formerly had a covenant with God, but it is 
over: they have been cast away because of their sin, and the Christians have taken 
their place {Praescr. 8). 

Crucial here is Tertullian's decoupling of the Judean people from its land 
and legitimacy, therefore from what had made it different in kind from Christian 
belief. Chapter 21 of the Apology is a succinct statement. At first, he says, the 
Judeans enjoyed God's favor and greatly flourished as a people, with a large king
dom and great happiness {felicitas). But how deeply they have sinned in rejecting 
Christ "their own present ruin proves" {probaret exitus hodiernus ipsorum): 

Scattered, wanderers, exiles from their own sun and sky, they roam the earth with
out a king, either human or divine; to them is granted not even the foreigner's right to 
set foot once in their ancestral land. {Dispersi, palabundi, et soli et caeli sui extorres 
vagantur per orbem sine homine, sine deo rege, quibus nec advenarum iure terram 
patriam saltim vestigio salutare conceditur.) 

25See, e.g., H. B. Timothy, The Early Christian Apologists and Greek Philosophy: Ex
emplified by Irenaeus, Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria (Assen: van Gorcum, 1973). 

2 6It is telling that Tertullian, who so forcefully rejected existing categories for Chris
tianity, would himself later join the apocalyptic New Prophecy of Montanus. Only an 
apocalyptic worldview (cf. also Paul) could care not at all about existing norms. 
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It is of this formerly great and blessed ethnos (gens, genus), now landless, aban
doned, and eclipsed by Christianismus, that Tertullian uses the term ludaismus. 
And this will be the new function of the word that had formerly found such patchy 
employment. For Christian authors, ludaismus is Judean culture deprived of all 
that had made it compelling to Judaizers, an ossified system flash-frozen with the 
arrival of Jesus, which will now suffer—construed as a system of postulates—by 
comparison with Christianismus. As T. D. Barnes has observed, "For Tertullian 
(as for many later Christians) Judaism was an unchanging, fossilized faith, not to 
be taken seriously or deserving proper attention."2 7 

Similarly, the fourth-century Victorinus will define ludaismus with all ste
rility as "works of the law and keeping the Sabbath and circumcision" (id est lu
daismus, opera legis etsabbati observatio at circumcisio; Comm. Gal. 1.1.20). This 
way of defining the Other anticipates critiques of modern Orientalism, "in which 
one part, the Oriental, remains trapped, separate, unheard, though described to 
enable the freedom of the describing and defining party." 2 8 

Tertullian's verbal swordsmanship 2 9 could not be confused with a histori
cal assessment of the Judeans' contemporary position. The "scattering" he ad
duces as though it were devastating had in fact begun many centuries before 
Jerusalem fell to Titus; even after 135 C.E. , Judeans remained amply present in 
Judea/Palaestina—though outside of Jerusalem. Tertullian was writing at about 
the time that Judah the Patriarch was publishing the Mishnah, the first great 
compendium of halakhah, which along with the Tosefta reveals intense activ
ity among a sizeable sector of the Judean elite. 3 0 A number of diaspora com
munities flourished from the second to the fourth centuries (e.g., Rome, Ostia, 
Stobi, Sardis, Aphrodisias, Dura), as both site remains and funerary inscrip
tions attest, 3 1 and other evidence confirms that Judaizing continued vigorously.3 2 

Tellingly, although non-Christian observers of the second to fourth centuries 
interpreted the catastrophes of 70 and 135 as great humiliations for the Judeans, 
this did not prevent them from regarding the Judeans as a viable ethnos among 
the others, with an established place in the world, a constitution, and an an-

2 7Barnes, Tertullian, 92. 
2 8 Z . Sardar, Orientalism (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1999), 116; cf. E. W. 

Said, Orientalism (New York: Random House, 1978), 236-240. 
29See R. D. Sider, Ancient Rhetoric and the Art of Tertullian (Oxford: Oxford Univer

sity Press, 1971), 127-128; cf. Barnes, Tertullian, 211-32. The opening characterization of 
Marcion and Pontus in Marc. 1.1 gives an idea of the orator's ability. 

3 0 A convenient collection of essays by experts on Judean leadership from 70 to 500 or 
so is in H. Shanks, ed., Christianity and Rabbinic Judaism: A Parallel History of Their Ori
gins and Early Development (Washington, D.C.: Biblical Archaeological Society, 1996). 

3 1 E.g., P. Trebilco, Jewish Communities in Asia Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni
versity Press, 1991); L. H. Feldman, Jew and Gentile in the Ancient World (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1993); L. I. Levine, The Ancient Synagogue: The First Thou
sand Years (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2000), 160-290. 

32See L. H. Feldman, "Proselytism by Jews in the Third, Fourth, and Fifth Centuries," 
/S/24 (1993), 1-58; idem, Jew and Gentile, 288-415. One need not accept all of Feldman's 
arguments (e.g., in relation to population numbers) to affirm the general picture. 
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cestral homeland; they rather saw the Christians as the oddity for lacking such 
traditions (see further Part 3 below). 

Writing a few decades after Tertullian, Origen is interesting because although 
nine of his thirty uses of TouSoriauoc, appear in his eight-volume response to the 
philosopher Celsus, where the question of Christians and Ioudaioi comes often 
to the fore, all nine are Origen's own formulations, often in a pair with X p i a -
xiaviauoc; (C. Cels. 1.2.2; 3.12.21,13.11,14.19). It was not the philosopher but the 
theologian who used these comparative categories. 

By the time of Eusebius in the fourth century, TouSa'iauoc; is evidently a 
system of thought removed from real life in Judea, an abstraction to be treated 
theologically. For example, in his Demonstration of the Gospel he repeatedly de
fines Xpicmavi<T|i6<; as "neither Ioudaismos nor Hellenismos," but a new and 
true divine philosophy (Praep. ev. 1.5.12; Dem. ev. 1.2.1). Again: "For if Toi)-
Scuauoc, was [note the tense: f|v] nothing other than the constitution accord
ing to Moses, and Moses appeared long after the times of those mentioned [the 
patriarchs], then clearly those who lived before him, whose piety is attested, were 
not Ioudaioi" (Dem. ev. 1.2.5). Eusebius may signal his awareness of the relative 
novelty of this language when he writes with optative verbs: "One might suitably 
call (EuXoyox; otv xiq ovojidaeie) the constitution ordered according to the law 
of Moses, connected with the one God above all, Toa)8cu<T|i6<;; and eEXXr\viG-
[ioq, in a word, the superstitious belief in many Gods, according to the ancestral 
customs of all the ethne" (Dem. ev. 1.2.2). Both categories are defined for the 
convenience of Christian apologetic, with all of the depth, diversity, and richness 
of the concrete cultures removed. In spite of evidence for the ongoing adoption 
of Judean law by others even in the fourth century (see Part 3 below), Eusebius 
posits the inapplicability of Moses's law to anyone except the Ioudaioi of Jesus' 
time in Ioudaia, as proof of the need for another, universal way—one that has 
now supplanted Ioudaismos (Dem. ev. 1.2.16-17). 

A little later, Epiphanius (d. 403) ranges To'uScriauoc, alongside B a p P a p -
lauoc,, eEAAr|vi<T|j,6<;, EICU6I<T|LI6<;, and laj iapEixiauoc, as an arch-faction (or 
heresy, aip£<ri<;), the font of seven others (Pharisees, Sadducees, etc.). And the 
fourth-century Filastrius of Brescia focuses all of this with a creative interpreta
tion of Psalm 1:1: "Happy is the man who does not abide in the counsel of the 
wicked—that is, of the pagans (id est paganorum)—and does not stand in the 
path of sinners—of the Iudaei, of course (quippe iudaeorum)—and does not sit 
in the seat of disease—especially, of the heretics (utique hereticorum)." He goes 
on to describe these three wicked tribes with substantives, as "of course (quippe) 
paganitas, Iudaismus, and all the heresies" (et omni heresi; Diversarum haereseon 
liber• 29.15-20). 

Why this development of Iudaismus as a static category occurred among 
Christians is not difficult to see. By about 200 C.E. the church was making head
way as a popular movement, or a constellation of loosely related movements. In 
that atmosphere, in which internal and external self-definition remained a para
mount concern, Tertullian and others felt strong enough to jettison earlier at
tempts at accommodating their faith to existing categories, especially efforts to 
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portray themselves as Judeans, 3 3 and to see commitment to Christ as sui generis. 
Rather than admitting the definitive status of the established forms and respond
ing defensively, they began to project the hybrid form of Christianismus on other 
groups to facilitate polemical contrast (auyKpujic;). 3 4 The most important group 
for Christian self-definition had always been the loudaioi, and so they were the 
group most conspicuously reduced to such treatment, which generated a static 
and systemic abstraction called TcoSa iapoq / ludaismus. 

With this background in view, we may now turn to the two Greek inscrip
tions that mention loDSaiapoq. As usual, the chief obstacle to interpreting 
them is our complete ignorance about the lives of those represented. The first 
(CIJ 1.537; Noy, JIWE 2.584) is an epitaph from Rome or Porto, apparently from 
the third or fourth century, for one Cattia Ammias, daughter of the "father of 
the synagogue" Menophilus: "having lived well in TouScuapoq, having lived 
thirty-four years with her spouse" (KCCXGX; picbaaacc ev xq> Toi)8a'(apa>, exr) 
Cfyaaaa xpiaicovxa Kat x e a a a p a pexa xov o-uppiot)). That the author uses 
two synonymous verbs for living—one "in Ioudaismos" and the other with her 
life-partner for thirty-four years—seems to preclude Amirs translation: "lived 
with her spouse for thirty-four years a gracious life inside Judaism."3 5 Although it 
could be that Cattia lived her whole life nobly (honorably, virtuously, finely) "in 
Judaism" as a system, in which case the epitaph s writers would have adopted the 
Christian usage of the period, the extreme rarity of the noun among the many 
hundreds of known Jewish inscriptions as in Jewish literature (above) should 
make us hesitate. 

There is no reason why such language might not indicate a situation in which 
both father and daughter adopted a Judean way of life, or Judaized, and the epi
taph writers honored her decision in the notice that "in Judaizing" she flourished. 
We know of at least fourteen explicit "proselyte" inscriptions, 3 6 and some of the 
many others that identify the deceased as a TouScuoc, / Toi)8cua or 'IovSaiicoq 
might indicate either a convert 3 7 or a sympathizer-Judaizer. 3 8 So too the strik-

33Osborn, Tertullian, 118-19: "Tertullian shows a remarkable change in Christian at
titude [sic] to Jews Tertullian is not afraid of Jews. The triumphant spread of Christian 
faith proves that a new covenant and a new law have been given." 

3 4 Germane observations are in J. Rives, "Christian Expansion and Christian Ideol
ogy" in The Spread of Christianity in the First Four Centuries: Essays in Explanation (ed. 
W. V. Harris; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 15-41, esp. 22-23. 

3 5 Amir, "Ioudaismos," 36. 
36Seven of these are in Rome {CIJ 1.21, 68, 202, 222, 256, 462, 523; Noy, JIWE 2.62, 

218,224,392,489,491, 577); one (on the most probable reading) is from Venosa: CIJ 1.576 
[Noy, JIWE 1.52]. For the rest see P. W. van der Horst, Ancient Jewish Epitaphs (Kampen: 
Kok Pharos, 1991), 70. 

37Cresces Sinicerius from the Nomentana catacomb is designated ludeus proselitus 
(CIJ 1.68; Noy JIWE 2.491). Especially in cases where the deceased lies in a burial complex 
with other loudaioi, the ethnicon alone might indicate a convert. 

3 8 R. S. Kraemer, "On the Meaning of the Term 'Jew' in Greco-Roman Inscriptions," 
HTR 82 (1989): 35-53. Cf. Cassius Dio 37.17.1 for the claim that Ioudaios was used also 
of those who lived according to Judean laws, though not actually (ancestrally?) loudaioi 
(further below) and van der Horst, Epitaphs, 68-70. 
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ing epithet "lover of [this] people" ((|)iA,6A,ao<;), which appears only in loudaios-
related inscriptions as a real adjective, used of men also characterized "lovers of 
the commandment" {^xkokaoq tyiXevxoXoc,; CIJ 1.203, 509; JIWE 2.240), might 
indicate converts or sympathizers; in other Greek inscriptions it is a personal 
name (e.g., IG 2[2].175; 7.1888e; 7.2810; 9[2].470, 474a, 517, 553, 590, 1362). The 
second man, Pancharius, is said to have "lived well" (KCCXGX; picbaoccj in this 
condition, as a lover of the people—a striking parallel to Cattias "having lived 
well in Ioudaismos." He was also a "father of the synagogue," like Cattias father 
and Polycharmus below. 

The more famous inscription (CIJ 1.694) occupies thirty-three lines of a 
monumental column reused for a church in Stobi, Roman Macedonia, and dates 
from the late third century C . E . : 3 9 

Claudius Tiberius Polycharmus, who is also [called] Achyrius, the father of the syna
gogue in Stobi (6 Trai t ]p xf|<; ev Ixopoic, a \ )vaycoyf | ( ; ) , having enacted every policy 
in accord with Tot)8aia|a6<; (7ioA,ix£t>aa|u.£VO<; 7 t a c r a v noXixeiav K a x a xov To\)-
8a'iajj,6v), has, in keeping with a vow, [given] the buildings [or house complex (xoix; 
JJ,£V oiKOtx;)] and the triclinium along with the tetrastoon for the sacred space, from 
private funds, without touching in any way the sacred [fund]. But authority and 
control over all and every part of the upper areas shall be retained by me, Claudius 
Tiberius Polycharmus, and by my heirs for life. Whoever might wish to renovate any 
of what has been donated by me shall donate to the Patriarch 250,000 denarii. So I 
have resolved—and as for providing for the maintenance of the brick for the upper 
areas, [that falls to] me and my heirs. 

Notice first that, if Polycharmuss Patriarch is the Nasi in Judea (Galilee), as ap
pears likely, the inscription joins an array of evidence confirming the ongoing 
vitality of Judean life in the homeland through the third century. 4 0 

The inscription is curious in a number of ways, not least because of the ten
sion between Polycharmus's exultation over his large gift and his defensiveness 
about what was not given but remains in his control. It is not about the mans inner 
life, but concerns his benefactions to the synagogue and the fate of the connected 
buildings. The clause of greatest relevance to us, usually rendered along the lines 
of "having lived my whole life according to Judaism,"41 seems rather to have the 
standard political sense reflected in my translation above, given that the cognate 
7toA,iT£ia is the object of the verb. 4 2 The context also has to do with public benefac
tions: on Hengel's convincing analysis, the donation of the principal rooms of a 
large private house for use as a synagogue. Thus, the patron grounds his appeal for 
respectful consideration of his rights in the claim that all his public activity has 
been in keeping with Toi)8caap6<;. 

3 9Cf. M. Hengel, "Die Synagogeninschrift von Stobi," ZNW57 (1966), 145-83; Levine, 
Synagogue, 254. 

4 0See Hengel, "Stobi," 152-59 and notes, for a convincing argument about the Patri
arch s identity. 

4 1 E.g., Levine, Synagogue, 252. 
4 2 For 7coX,ix£i)0|Liai in general see S. Mason, "Was Josephus a Pharisee?" 31-45. 
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Aside from To\)8aurp6<;, the meaning of which remains to be seen, there 
is nothing to identify Polycharmuss ethnicity. The title "father of the syna
gogue" might seem to suggest that he was a born Ioudaios, except that "father" 
and "mother" were honorific titles paralleled across the Mediterranean. 4 3 A well-
known sarcophagal inscription from Rome (CIJ 1.523; Noy, JIWE 2.577) honors 
as "mother" of two synagogues Veturia Paulla, who was herself a convert (pros-
elyta) at age 70. Indeed, Gentile patrons are elsewhere found donating buildings 
for synagogue use "out of their private funds," as here: Iulia Severa, high priestess 
of the imperial cult at Phrygian Acmonia, who constructed and donated a prop
erty in the first century C . E . ; 4 4 Lukes friendly centurion (Luke 7:2-5), whose his
toricity is irrelevant for this purpose; and Tation the daughter of Straton from 
Phocaea in Ionia, who constructed both a house and an open courtyard out of her 
own resources as a gift for the loudaioi (z%ap\aaxo xolq Tot>8aioi<;)—and they 
gratefully reciprocated with a golden crown and a place of honor (jipoeSpia). 4 5 

One thinks also of the 0£oo~£p£i<;-donors of Aphrodisias, from the same period 
as the Stobi inscription and later, 4 6 or of the patronal archisynagogoi—not neces
sarily loudaioi—uncovered by Rajak and Noy. 4 7 A scenario in which Polycharmus 
was either a wealthy Gentile sympathizer or a convert, 4 8 who donated his private 
property for the sacred use of the loudaioi, seems at least as good an explanation 
of his civic policies "according to TovSaiapoq" (i.e., aligning himself with this 
foreign ethnos) as the assumption that he was a Ioudaios born and raised. 

Whether such Judaizing explains the Ioudaismos that enabled Cattia to 
flourish and guided Polycharmus's public life, or whether their inscriptions were 
already influenced by the Christian tendency of the period to cite "Judaism" as 
a system, we cannot know. In any case, one could hardly argue on the basis of 
these two inscriptions, in the absence of literary support, that 5Ioi)8oaap,6<; was 
an established usage across antiquity approximating our "Judaism" (as system). 

43Levine, Synagogue, 404-5. He comments (405), "what is recorded could well fit the 
activities of any wealthy patron," though he detects a deeper involvement in synagogue 
activity on the part of Polycharmus. 

44Trebilco, Communities, 58-60. 
45Ibid., 110-11. A natural reading of the inscription—she bestowed this on the loud

aioi, and the synagogue of the loudaioi honored her for it—suggests that Tation was not 
a Ioudaia. Trebilco seems certain that she was "a Jewish woman," but his justification 
(230 n. 34), that the inscription would read differently on the building itself, I find puz
zling. For other privately donated synagogues, see Hengel, "Stobi," 162-64; Trebilco, 
Communities, 230 n. 34. 

4 6From the vast literature: J. Reynolds and R. Tannenbaum, Jews and Godfearers at 
Aphrodisias (Cambridge: Cambridge Philological Society, 1987); L. H. Feldman, "Pros
elytes and 'Sympathizers' in the Light of the New Inscription from Aphrodisias," REJ148 
(1989), 265-305; van der Horst, Epitaphs, 71-72,135-37; Trebilco, Communities, 145-66; 
M. P. Bonz, "The Jewish Donor Inscriptions from Aphrodisias: Are They Both Third-
century, and Who Are the IheoseheisV HSCP 96 (1994), 281-99. 

4 7 T. Rajak and D. Noy, "Archisynagogoi: Office, Title and Social Status in the Greco-
Jewish Synagogue," JRS 83 (1993): 75-93. 

4 8 This was the view of H. Lietzmann in a brief note (inaccessible to me) mentioned 
by Hengel, "Stobi," 178. 
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Searching for Ancient Religion 

Given that Ioudaioi of the half-millennium spanning the turn of the era did 
not describe what they did and thought as "Judaism," what language did they 
use? An obvious clue is provided by those places mentioned above where "Ju
daism" has been supplied by translators of our texts: "the ancestral [traditions] 
of the Ioudaioi" (xa Ttaxpicc xa>v Toi)8aicov; Ant 20.41) or "the customs of the 
Ioudaioi" (xa TouSaicov zQr\; Ant 20.17, 38, 75,139). What we find in these pas
sages from Josephus is actually standard terminology—in other literature and in 
his narratives—for the laws and customs of ethnic groups: their vojioi, v6ui|xa, 
rcaxpia, £0T|, and combinations of these. 

Notice, for example, how Josephus frames his rebuttal of Apion, a writer 
often described as "anti-Jewish," though Josephus casts him as anti-Judean. The 
issue is the treatment of ones ethnos by members of another, or foreigners, not 
the treatment of one "religion" by another. Josephus claims (Ag Ap. 2.237) that 
it is traditional among the Judeans to preserve their own legal precepts or con
ventions (vouifia) and to refrain from criticizing those of foreign peoples (XCDV 
ccAAoxpicov). Of Apion he remarks (2.144): 

Healthy-minded people need steadfastly to maintain their domestic laws concern
ing piety with precision (xoic, |iev oiiceioic, VOJLIOIC, Tcepl xrjv euaepeiocv ocKpiPax; 
e|ijieveiv) and not abuse those of others. But he [Apion] shirked his own, and spoke 
falsely about ours! 

Josephus cannot talk about Apion as member of another religion because the 
category did not yet exist. 

The concept of religion, which is fundamental to our outlook and our histori
cal research, lacked a taxonomical counterpart in antiquity. Whereas we often 
study Josephus and Judea within departments devoted to the study of religion, if 
we try to produce the ancient terms that express this category we come up empty. 
Jonathan Z. Smith writes, "The term religion has had a long history, much of it, 
prior to the sixteenth century, irrelevant to contemporary usage."49 And Wilfred 
Cantwell Smith reports, in the context of eastern traditions, "I have not found 
any formulation of a named religion earlier than the nineteenth century."5 0 

This problem is well known in non-western traditions, where scholars often 
observe that the West has imposed the category of religion upon them, creat
ing a convenient menu of -isms—Confucianism, Taoism, Hinduism, Buddhism, 
Shintoism—for the western observer. Fung Yu-Lan pointedly called his work a 
History of Chinese Philosophy (even then clarifying "philosophy"), though he well 
realized that westerners normally viewed his material as "religion."51 "Hinduism" 

49"Religion, Religions, Religious," in Critical Terms for Religious Studies (ed. Mark C. 
Taylor. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), 269. 

50 The Meaning and End of Religion: A New Approach to the Religious Traditions of 
Mankind (New York: Macmillan, 1963), 61. 

51A Short History of Chinese Philosophy (ed. D. Bodde; New York: Macmillan, 
1948), 1-6. 
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furnishes an egregious example of the West's transforming or abstracting a whole 
culture into a belief system in order to simplify comparison with western faiths, 
though "the people involved could have had no use for a term or concept 'Hindu* 
or 'Hinduism.'"5 21 have already mentioned the familiar specter of Orientalism: 
the systematization, reification, and indeed creation of a concept called the "Ori
ent," to be explored by outsiders as an object and to give contrastive relief to the 

"Occident" of the explorers. 5 3 Whereas these problems are much discussed in con
nection with the Wests conceptualization of the Near and Far East, I am propos
ing that we misunderstand also the ancient homeland of Judaism and Christianity 
when we impose the modern category of religion upon it. 

I do not mean to say that our western forebears were not religious. Rather, I 
mean this: Modern westerners recognize a category of life called "religion." We 
know (because we constructed these categories) that Judaism, Islam, and Bud
dhism are religions, whose representatives may take turns appearing on the reli
gious features of BBC Radio or Canada's Vision TV; they are religions that may 
be studied in courses on religion, within departments for the study of religion. 
Since at least the American and French revolutions, this category has been isol-
able from the rest of our lives: religious systems may be adopted or abandoned. 
Whereas questions such as "Are you religious?" "What is your religion?" or "What 
do you think of religion?" are easily intelligible to us, there was no way to frame 
such questions in the ancient world, which knew no separate category of "reli
gion," the various elements that constitute our religion being inextricably bound 
up with other aspects of their lives. Walter Burkert could write a magisterial 
treatise on Greek Religion, to be sure, but he had to concede in the introduction, 

"[Sacrifice-centered] ritual and myth are the two forms in which Greek religion 
presents itself to the historian of religion."54 That is, two categories that are an
cient lend themselves to critical study, but we cannot study an ancient category 
called religion. 

When surveys of the Roman world come to speak of "religion," they often 
observe that no Greek or Latin (or Hebrew or Egyptian; cf. Indian and Chinese, 
etc.) word corresponds to our category—not even Latin religio.55 After discussing 
government, the military, architecture, social and family life, such surveys ex-

52Smith, Meaning, 63-64. 
53Said, Orientalism, 3-9; Sardar, Orientalism; A. L. Macfie, Orientalism (London: 

Pearson, 2002); I. Davidson and D. J. Penslar, eds., Orientalism and the Jews (Hanover: 
Brandeis University Press, 2005). 

54Greek Religion (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1985). On animal 
sacrifice as the essence of ancient ritual, see p. 55. 

5 5E.g., A. D. Nock, Conversion: The Old and the New in Religion from Alexander the 
Great to Augustine of Hippo (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1998), 10-11; 
J.-A. Shelton, As the Romans Did (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), 360-61; J. E. 
Stambaugh, The Roman City (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1988), 213-14; 
M. Beard, J. North, and S. Price, Religions of Rome (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1998), 1.42-54; D. Feeney, Literature and Religion at Rome: Cultures, Contexts, and 
Beliefs (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 1-21; J. Ferguson, "Classical Reli
gions/' pp. 749-65 in The Roman World (ed. J. Wacher; London: Routledge, 2002), 2.749; 
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plain that what we seek to understand as religion permeated all of these parts and 
more of ancient existence, without yet being identifiable with any one of them. 
James Rives observes, "There instead existed in the Greco-Roman tradition a va
riety of modes in which people could think about and interact with the divine 
world.. . . These overlapped and interacted in various ways, but neither formed 
an integrated system nor sprang from a unified understanding of the divine."56 

Trying to isolate something approximating religion requires us to juggle men
tally at least six different balls, including all the prominent spheres of ancient 
thinking about human life. 

1. Centuries before the Hasmonaean revolt, Greek curiosity about the world s 
inhabitants had already generated a rich ethnographical enterprise, according to 
which the fundamental groups of the inhabited earth (oiKODpivrj) were the vari
ous peoples or nations (£0vr|, naff ones—nineteenth-century notions of "national
ism" being of course irrelevant), a terminology that stood in varying relationship 
to "tribes" ((^lAcei, tribus). Far from being a term of scientific precision—we 
should not confuse the etic, social-scientific category of ethnicity, in all its com
plexity, with ancient usage5 7—eQvoq could indicate groups of quite different con
stituency, history, and size, from Athenians to Medians, Libyans and Indians to 
Spartans. 5 8 Largely as a result of Herodotuss enormous influence,5 9 later writers 
of diverse ethnic origins (including Strabo and Josephus) employed ethnos and 
its usual companions as an exceptionally robust taxonomy for classifying the 
social phenomena they saw around them. 6 0 

M. T. Boatwright, D. J. Gargola, and R. J. A. Talbert, The Romans: From Village to Empire 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 71-75. 

56"Flavian Religious Policy and the Jerusalem Temple," in Flavius Josephus (ed. Ed-
mondson, Mason, and Rives), 157.1 was privileged to read the typescript of Rives's Reli
gion in the Roman Empire (Oxford: Blackwell, 2006), which develops this principle with 
abundant examples and trenchant insight. Rives's categories do not precisely match mine, 
but they confirm the general picture below. 

5 7 Here I favor the position of D. Konstan, "Defining Ancient Greek Ethnicity," 
Diaspora 6 (1997) 97-110, in critique of J. M. Hall, Ethnic Identity in Greek Antiquity 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997): whereas Hall defines ethnicity in terms 
of common descent, Konstan emphasizes that the ancient term ethnos in all its elasticity 
was a phenomenon of discourse and not of fact. More recently, Hall's Hellenicity: Between 
Ethnicity and Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002), 1-29, draws a sharp 
distinction between ethnicity and culture on similarly etic grounds: genealogically based 
ethnicity is for him only one variety of "cultural" identity (p. 18). Although in his treat
ment of "Hellene, Hella" Hall is very sensitive to the emic/etic distinction, and criticizes 
J. L. Myers for transgressing it (p. 46), in the case of ethnos he seems to straddle both sides 
of the chasm. 

5 8Cf. C. P. Jones, "Ethnos and Genos in Herodotus," CQ 46 (1996): 315-20. 
5 9For Herodotus's ethnographical conceptions in historical context, see R. Thomas, 

Herodotus in Context, esp. 102-31; R. V. Munson, Telling Wonders: Ethnographic and 
Political Discourse in the Work of Herodotus (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 
2001). 

6 0For Josephus's debts to Strabo—and Polybius and Herodotus—see Y. Shahar, Josephus 
Geographicus: The Classical Context of Geography in Josephus (Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 
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Each ethnos had its distinctive nature or character ((|>a)aiq, r|0o<;), expressed 
in unique ancestral traditions (TO : rc&Tpicc), which typically reflected a shared 
(if Active) ancestry (a-oyyeveia); each had its charter stories (110)601), customs, 
norms, conventions, mores, laws (vouoi, eGr|, vouiua) , and political arrange
ments or constitution (noXmia).61 The diversity among ethnic characters was 
connected with, sometimes directly attributed to (e.g., in the Hippocratic Airs, 
Waters, Places), peculiar environmental conditions; later Platonists would link 
this diversity with the different characters of the regional deities assigned as 
guardians to the various eGvn (further below). Although political constitutions 
were understood to be different—and fascination with such difference drove 
ethnographic inquiry—every ethnos, whether governed by a monarch, an aris
tocracy, or some form of democracy, was assumed to have its leading men (oi 
7rpa>TOi, ap iaxoi , £7tiar||j,oi, etc.). This cultivated (7C£7rai8et)^i£voi) class, in
cluding magistrates and priests, understood the traditions and, under the Roman 
empire, were responsible to their overlords for internal order. According to both 
insiders and outsiders, the Toi)8ccioi (just like Egyptians, Syrians, Romans, etc.) 
were an ethnos with all of the usual accoutrements; see Part 3 below. This fun
damental category of e0vr| with their laws and customs includes important ele
ments of our "religion," in what we separate out as "religious law," customs, and 
charter myths. In the case of the Judeans, such laws and customs are often taken 
by scholars as equivalent to "the Jewish religion." But the political-ethnographic 
category of eOvoc, cannot simply be identified with "religion." 

2. An ancient ethnos normally had a national cult (TOC Oeicc, xa iepd, 0pr|-
aiceia, Gecbv Geparceia, cura / cultus deorum, ritus, religio), involving priests, 
temples, and animal sacrifice. This cannot be isolated from the ethnos itself, since 
temples, priesthood, and cultic practices were part and parcel of a peoples found
ing stories, traditions, and civic structures. There was usually a close connection 
between the aristocracy and the priesthood, whether the priesthood was itself he
reditary and the main base of the elite (as in Egypt, Judea, and the East) or the elite 
were expected to assume priestly functions once they acquired sufficient rank, on 
a rotating basis or for life (as in Greece and Rome). This was a world in which 
the Roman princeps, endowed with a sacred aura by the Senate, with the solemn 
title of augustus, was also high priest in the college of pontifices; the Judean high 
priest was the leading political figure of that state (whether independent or under 

2004), 49-84, 130-73, 190-270. Although there is still a marked tendency (e.g., in Jose
phus studies) to assume that Hellenization and the Greek language were somehow alien to 
Judean thought, such that Josephus dressed his thoughts in Greek or "Hellenized" them as 
a deliberate prcess, that assumption seems to me misplaced. Just as modern colonial elites 
often found the English and French languages full of possibilities for reconceiving their 
peoples' place in the world, so too a member of the Jerusalem elite such as Josephus appears 
to have considered the standard Greek categories valuable for his actual thoughts as well as 
his language. Could he have thought the same thoughts in Aramaic, without Greek? 

6 1 Cf. S. Said, "The Discourse of Identity in Greek Rhetoric from Isocrates to Aris-
tides," in Ancient Perceptions of Greek Ethnicity (ed. I. Malkin; Cambridge, Mass.: Har
vard University Press, 2001), 75. 
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foreign rule); and Roman senators and military leaders offered sacrifice as part of 
their duties. The Roman Senate could only meet in a consecrated building. 

Yet cult and ethnos may be distinguished for our purposes, partly because 
there was no one-for-one match between a people and a single cultic system. The 
major centers of the world (e.g., Rome, Lugdunum, Carthage, Antioch, Athens, 
Alexandria, Ephesus, Jerusalem) typically housed their civic cults in prominent 
sacred precincts (xepevoq, T O iepov, templum), with a shrine or house (vaoq, 
aedes) for the deity in question. But most cities were happy to host a number of 
cults, the relative importance of which could change over time, and cities also 
exported their ancestral cults to foreign centers along with their emigres. Fur
ther, alongside the civic cults were quasi-private "mystery" cults, 6 2 for initiates 
only (e.g., the followers of Mithras, Cybele, and Isis, or the Eleusinian mystai), 
whether they had stable cultic centers (e.g., Eleusis) or depended upon itinerant 
charismatic adepts (e.g., Dionysus, Cybele). 

The dispersed Judean communities did not for the most part 6 3 take their cultic 
apparatus with them, restricting its use to the mother-city Jerusalem. Although 
Judeans abroad regularly contributed to the maintenance of the Jerusalem cult and 
were expected to visit the metropolis for festivals whenever possible, travel condi
tions normally precluded this. As a result, the main communities of the Judean 
ethnos in Asia Minor, Hellas, and Italy had no visible cultic expression. Neverthe
less, representatives of these communities (e.g., Philo and Josephus) wrote a good 
deal about the Jerusalem-based cult, even decades after the temples removal, con
tinually reinforcing the bond between their ethnos and the ancestral land. 

Paradoxically, whereas the sacrificial cult was the ancient category that most 
conspicuously involved "religious" language, with respect to consecration, purity, 
and attendance upon the Gods, it is probably the one most alien to modern con
ceptions of religion. 

3. The other side of the same paradox is that a category least likely to be 
connected with religion in our world, philosophy, was in its ancient form rather 
close to our religion. At least, many basic elements of western religion—a volun
tary system of belief concerning ultimate things, especially the divine, matched 
by a regimen of practice ordering the life of the disciple, based in the study of 
authoritative written texts, and promoting clear ethical norms—and even more 
obviously on Samuel Johnson's definition of religion ("Virtue, as founded upon 
reverence of God, and expectations of future rewards and punishments"), 6 4 were 
to be found in ancient philosophia. Philosophers were the ones most likely to 

6 2E.g., W. Burkert, Ancient Mystery Cults (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1987). 

6 3 In addition to the famous Judean temple in Leontopolis, there is some slight evi
dence that other diaspora communities may have offered at least the Passover sacrifice 
(Philo, Spec. 2.145-146; Ant. 14.244-246, 257-258, 260), on which see Colautti, Passover, 
232; E. S. Gruen, Diaspora: Jews amidst Greeks and Romans (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni
versity Press, 2002), 117. Colautti argues (153-241) that Josephus was among those after 
70 who tried to continue the Passover sacrifice in Rome (cf. Ant. 2.313). 

64Dictionary of the English Language, 1755, s. v. 
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issue a call to virtue and uprightness (or "righteousness"), denouncing the de
structive power of worldly attractions (cf. Lucian, Nigr.).65 It was philosophy that 
hosted discussions about the nature of the divine and human responsibility or 
ethics. Philosophy encouraged one to ponder life's meaning, the existence of the 
soul, and the afterlife, and to behave in accord with this reflection, facing suf
fering and death with equanimity. 6 6 That is why Philo (Prob. 75-91 , esp. 88; ap. 
Eusebius, Praep. ev. 8.11; Vit. Const. 2, 16) and Josephus (War 2.119, 166; Ant. 
13.171-173; 18.12) describe groups that we incline to consider religious—Essenes, 
Therapeutae, Pharisees, and Sadducees—as philosophers. This was no deceit: they 
were using the most appropriate category. "Religion" was not in the lexicon. 

4. Other salient aspects of what religion provides for us—rites of passage 
at birth, marriage, and death, primary education in the laws and the found
ing stories of the (sub)culture, consecration of food, formal commemoration of 
the departed—in antiquity came from familial traditions. Among the Romans, 
domestic worship encompassed veneration of both ancestors and the family's 
protective deities. In Judea and possibly elsewhere, Passover sacrifices were con
sumed by families. 

5. Still other elements of what we find in church, synagogue, or mosque 
were to be found in ancient "voluntary associations" (collegia, Oiaaoi). These too 
have been widely discussed in recent scholarship, and not least because of their 
potential to illuminate aspects of our "religion."67 Some associations were cul-
tic, comprising devotees of a particular deity; others were for members of trade 
guilds; others were social and drinking clubs. Whatever their specific purposes, 
collegia tended to have regular celebratory meals involving sacrifice to the patron 
deity, and to mark at least some rites of passage for members, notably funerals. 
Although they included important elements our religion, again collegia did not 
come close to matching the whole conception in our world. 

6. Two other ancient categories that included elements of our religion were 
astrology and magic, 6 8 both of which were associated with the expertise of Chal-
daeans and Magi from Babylonia and Persia. Astrology flourishes today, of course, 
and retains connections with religion even now—largely displacing "organized 
religion" in some bookshops—whereas magic has become for us the domain of 
deception and sleight-of-hand, rather than the application of spells believed to 
be efficacious, as it was in antiquity. Both categories dealt with some of the same 

65Still basic is Nock, Conversion, 14,164-86. 
6 6 On the political consequences of philosophy, which invite comparison with the 

predicaments of some Christians, see R. Macmullen, Enemies of the Roman Order: Trea
son, Unrest, and Alienation in the Empire (London: Routledge, 1966), 1-94. 

6 7E.g., P. A. Harland, Associations, Synagogues, and Congregations: Claiming a Place 
in Ancient Mediterranean Society (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003) and the essays in J. S. 
Kloppenborg and S. G. Wilson, eds., Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World 
(London: Routledge, 1996). 

6 8E.g., Macmullen, Enemies, 95-162; on religious aspects of magic, F. Graf, Magic in the 
Ancient World (trans. F. Philip; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1997), 215-22. 
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questions concerning ultimate reality and fate, therefore with the problem of cau
sation and the meaning of human life, which were taken up in philosophy from 
a different perspective. Magic involved prayer, and its formulas often included 
the names of deities (frequently garbled); prominent among these was Yahweh (or 
Adonai). Origen was well aware of this phenomenon. In supporting the antiquity 
of Judean tradition against the philosopher Celsus, he asserted that many nations 
recognized the ancient figures Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as Israels founders: 

Their names are so powerful when linked with the name of God that the formula 
"the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob" is used not only by 
members of the Judean ethnos in their prayers to God and when they exorcise de
mons, but also by almost all those who deal in magic and spells. For in magical trea
tises it is often to be found that God is invoked by this formula (C. Cels. 4.33). 

Since they trafficked in ultimate powers, astrology and magic must be included 
among the religious aspects of antiquity, though again they were not comprehen
sive enough to provide an equivalent to modern religion. 

These are only the larger rooms in which we might look for religion in Greco-
Roman antiquity. A more exhaustive survey would take us through political and 
military cultures, educational and athletic institutions, and large-scale public 
entertainments, including tragic performances based on ancient myths, all of 
which included sacrifice and attention to the deity. What we would recognize as 

"religious" activities were everywhere, but there was no phenomenon understood 
as "religion." 

In the previous section we observed that by the fourth century Christians 
had established Iudaismus and Christianismus as formally contrastable systems. 
Were these putative belief systems, then, not getting close to "religions" as we un
derstand them? They were getting close. 6 9 But with the triumph of Christianity in 
the West, the proscription of paganism, and the church's increasing involvement 
in state organs, Christian elements rapidly began to fill the spaces formerly oc
cupied by Roman cults, civic leadership bodies, and philosophical schools. This 
led to a new integration of civic life, belief, and worship, for a millennium or 
so—with the much-maligned Jews left decidedly on the fringes, ultimately forced 
to convert or to leave many Christian states. Of the term religio in this context, 
W. C. Smith observes: 

Early Western civilization was on the verge, at the time of Lactantius [d. ca. 325 C.E.], of 
taking a decisive step in the formulation of an elaborate, comprehensive, philosophic 
concept of religio. However, it did not take it. The matter was virtually dropped, to lie 
dormant for a thousand years.70 

It is only western modernity that knows this category of religion. 

6 9 For Christianity as in essence a new form of "religion," see Rives, "Christian Ex
pansion," 32-33, 36-38,41. 

70Smith, Meaning, 28. See further P. Harrison, "Religion" and Religions in the English 
Enlightenment (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 1—arguing that the En
lightenment created the concept. 
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Searching for Ancient Jews 

In the absence of either "religion" or "Judaism," I have argued, the loudaioi/ 
Iudaei of Greco-Roman antiquity understood themselves, and were understood 
by outsiders, as an eGvoq, a people comparable to and contrastable with other 
£0vr]. It remains to elaborate this point and to draw consequences from it for 
historical work. 

In form, 'IoDSatoq is cognate to 'IouSaioc and indicates a "person of Judea," 
a Judean. It bears precisely the same relationship to the name of the homeland 
that vApa\|/, BapuXcbvioq, Alybnxioc,, Xtipoq, riapGDaloq, and 'AOnvaioq 
have to the names of their respective homelands. If one asked where a Babylo
nian or Egyptian or Syrian or Parthian was from, in what laws and customs they 
had been educated, the answer was apparent in their ethnic label. That was also 
the case with TouSoeioq (= of 'Ioi)8aia) , which should therefore be translated 

"Judean" by analogy. A hypothetically equivalent question today, "Where are 
Jews from?" would not admit of a straightforward answer because, although the 
name originates with D'HOT, To-oSaioi, and Iudaei, the changes that produced 
our English word have removed any immediate association with a place (as have 
die Juden, les juifs, or modern Hebrew DTIPP).71 Even in Israel many Jews con
sider themselves to be "from" Poland, Russia, Yemen, or Iraq, and some preserve 
Ashkenazi or Sephardi traditions in dress, diet, outlook, and speech. Since 1948 
it has been possible for Jews also to be "from Israel," but the ethnicon that cor
responds to this homeland is "Israeli," not "Jew." Since the modern English "Jew" 
does not mean "of Judea" as Ioudaios did, the ancient term is more faithfully 
rendered "Judean." 

Decisive for this question is not form, but actual usage: the universal ten
dency of ancient non-Christian authors to discuss the T O D S C U O I alongside other 
£9vr). loudaioi were not often compared—as the Christians were compared (Cel-
sus in C. Cels. 1.9, 68)—with members of cults (e.g., of Mithras, Cybele, Isis) or 
voluntary associations. 

Strabo, for example (16.2.2), writes, "Some divide Syria as a whole into Coele-
Syrians and Syrians and Phoenicians, and say that four other nations (£0vr|) are 
mixed up with these: Judeans, Idumeans, Gazaeans, and Azotians " Although 
he distinguishes the philosopher-astrologers known as Chaldaeans from the 
tribe of the same name living in Chaldaea (16.1.6), Strabo sees no need for such 
a distinction in the case of Judeans: they constitute an eQvoq parallel to other 
£8vr). So also 16.2.34-36: Judea as a whole (including Galilee and Samaria) is 
home to peoples of mixed stock ( o i i c o u p E v a piKxcbv £ K T £ Aiyo7iTicov £0va>v 
Koct 'Apapicov K C C I O O I V I K C O V ) ; the ancestors of those called Judeans are believed 
to be Egyptians. Moses, though an Egyptian priest, rejected Egyptian, Libyan, 
and Greek modes of representing the deity, and so took a number of reflective 
men with him to establish a different kind of rule (ocpxf)) and piety in Judea. 

Cohen, Beginnings, 69. 
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Though governed by tyrants, he says, the Judeans revered their acropolis (scil. the 
temple mount in Jerusalem) as a holy place. 

Note especially Strabos next paragraphs. This reverence for the seat and ori
gin of government, he says 

is common among both Greeks and barbarians. For, being po//s-connected (noXui-
K O I ) , they live under a common constitutional order (np6axay\xa); otherwise, it 
would be impossible for vast numbers to act together harmoniously with one an
other, which is just what it means to noXixEVEcQat. (16.2.38) 

Strabo mentions two other E 6 V T | that have likewise preserved the divine origins 
of their constitutions: Cretans and Spartans (16.2.38). For him and his audiences, 
to be a Judean was comparable to belonging to any other ethnos. Just as being an 
Egyptian or a Libyan or a Greek was not simply a matter of geography or of edu
cation or of "religion," so being a Judean could not be limited in any such way. It 
meant representing an entire local culture (no matter where one currently lived). 

Posidonius, used as a source by Strabo, must have employed similar lan
guage. In a fragment preserved via Diodorus of Tarsus and then Photius (Bibl. 
244), he speaks of the Judeans as the only ethnos of all (povoix; a7tdvxcov E0va>v) 
who were unwilling to join in Antiochus IV's commonality initiative (ctKOivco-
vfitODq E I V O C I ) , which involved mixing with every other ethnos (xf|<; npbq aXXo 
E 6 V O < ; Eiripi^iaq); they rather assumed a hostile stance toward all (7toA,£pio\)<; 
\)7coXapp&VEiv navxaq). Such characterizations pervade ancient Greek and 
Latin literature, as a perusal of Sterns Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Ju
daism would show. 

Philo offers abundant material in this vein:7 2 the Judeans are an ethnos (Mos. 
1.7, 34; Decal. 97; Spec. 2.163, 166; 4.179, 224; Virt. 212, 226; Prob. 75), whose law
giver Moses (Mos. 1.1; Prob. 43, 57, 68) gave them a constitution (Virt. 108). "The 
Judeans were foreigners ( £ E V O I ) , as I said before, the founders of the ethnos—on 
account of famine, through lack of food—having migrated to Egypt from Baby
lon and the upper satrapies" (Mos. 1.34). The translation of the Greek Bible is pre
sented by Philo as an inter-state matter—the rendering of foreign laws into Greek 
through diplomatic missions (Mos. 2.31-33). Precisely as an ethnos, the loudaioi 
are in constant tension with Alexandrians and Egyptians (not with followers of 
Isis, or Stoics) over the issue of civic and political status (Place. 1, 21, 43,191; Leg. 
117, 170, 178, 194, 210). The Essaioi, a small subset of the populous Judean eth
nos, may be compared with the Magi among the Persians or the gymnosophists 
among the Indians (Prob. 74-75). 

Particularly telling is Philo's language in connection with what we normally 
describe as "religious conversion":73 

7 2 Cf. E. Birnbaum, The Place of Judaism in Philo's Thought: Israel, Jews, and Pros
elytes (Atlanta: Scholars, 1996), 50-58. Birnbaum also explores "Israel" as an internal 
designation, a term that merits further exploration across the board. 

7 3So Cohen (Beginnings, 130) on this passage: "Philo clearly describes conversion in 
theological terms1' (emphasis added). 
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Having legislated for fellow-members of the ethnos (7iept tcbv ojioeOvcov), he [Moses] 
holds that newcomers must be deemed worthy of every privilege, because they have 
left behind blood-relatives, ancestral home, customs, sacred rites (yeveccv ulv rqv 
a^' aiua'coc, KOC! 7toccpi8a Kal e0rj Kal iepd . . . anoXEXoinozaq), images of the 
Gods, the gifts and honors too.... He directs those of the ethnos to love the newcom
ers, not only as friends and relatives, but as though themselves in body and soul. 
(Virt. 102-103) 

Philo's language includes the whole range of ethnic associations, from land, kin, 
and custom to the cult and its associated phenomena. Shocking though it may 
seem, we consistently find both Ioudaioi and outsiders understanding "conver
sion" as in fact a movement from one ethnos to another, a kind of change in 
citizenship (further below). There was no "religion" to which one might convert, 
even if one had wished to do so. Taking on the Judeans' laws and customs was 
different from, and more than, being initiated in the cult of Cybele or joining 
a philosophical school, notwithstanding parallels to both. It was a change of 
ethnic-ancestral culture, the joining of another people, as it had been already of 
the biblical paradigm, Ruth: "your people shall be my people" (1:16). 

Josephus is important because he consciously undertakes to explain Judean 
history, laws, and customs to apparently receptive audiences in Rome. His Judean 
War presents the Ioudaioi as an ethnos, caught up in the sort of crisis long famil
iar to Romans and Greeks; hence the strong influences in this work from Thucy-
dides, Xenophon, the Athenian orators, Polybius, and Strabo. The Judean civil 
war that caused the conflict {War 1.9-10), he explains, nourished itself on an 
age-old struggle to define freedom and autonomy in the context of foreign domi
nation. 7 4 Though these questions were delicately managed in Judea most of the 
time by the hereditary aristocracy (as in the rest of the Greek East), even under 
the severe stresses of Roman administrative incompetence, things fell apart with 
the murder by unworthy demagogues and their gangs of the most distinguished 
leaders (4.314-333; 7.267). 

If War presupposes a Roman audience with significant interest in postwar 
Judea, the much longer Judean Antiquities claims to be written in response to 
demands for a readable translation of the Judean constitution (7ioXixeia): its 
legal provisions, traditions, and the national history {Ant. 1.5,10; 3.322; 4 .45,184, 
191-198, 302, 310-312; 20.229, 251, 261; Ag. Ap. 2.287). Near the end (Ant. 18-20) 
Josephus both undertakes a vigorous critique of the current Roman system of 
government, which he pegs to an elaborate account of Caligula's death and Clau
dius's accession, and shows the great appeal of the Judean code to foreign rulers. 
All of this remains at the level of political discussion and comparison of ethne, as 
we have come to expect. These were Josephus's categories, strongly tinged with 
philosophy and cult; one cannot extract "religion" from this without tearing up 
his narrative fabric. 

7 4E.g., War 2.22, 54, 80, 260, 264, 295, 300, 346, 348-349, 355-361; 4.320, 335, 358, 
408; 5.28, 389, 396, 406; 6.215; 7.255, 325-329, 344, 351, 370, 372, 386,410. 
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Josephus's most concentrated discussion of the character of the loudaioi 
comes in the work known as Against Apion. There he regularly juxtaposes Ju
deans with Babylonians, Egyptians, Chaldaeans, Athenians, and Spartans. Each 
of these peoples has a homeland, a lawgiver and laws, ancestral customs, sacred 
texts, priests and aristocrats, and a citizenship; so they may readily be contrasted 
and compared. He opens with a dismissal of Greek claims to superiority in history 
(Ag. Ap. 1.6), asserting that the Egyptians, Chaldaeans, and Phoenicians—he de
clines for the moment, he says, to include Judeans—have the most reliable records 
of the past (1.8-9). This kind of ethnic comparison continues throughout. Notice, 
for example, Apion s reported wonder that l o i )8a io i could be called Alexandri
ans (5AA,e£av8p£i<;); this makes sense only on Apion s assumption that these are 
parallel, and mutually exclusive, terms. Josephus's response confirms that the as
sumption is shared. Rather than suggesting that Apion has confused categories, 
that being a Ioudaios is actually a "religious" matter or the like, he accepts the 
ethnic character of these labels but accuses Apion of not looking hard enough for 
parallel cases of "dual nationality" (so to speak): the Antiochenes, Ephesians, and 
Romans are among those who extend their citizenship also to those from foreign 
eGvr) (2.38-41) . So it is in Alexandria, he claims, where To\)8aioi have equal 
rights. There are parallels here with modern discussions of identity in relation to 
immigrant groups: "Indo-Canadian" or "Chinese-Canadian." Yet admitting the 
complexities of such terms does not cause us to fall back upon "religion" or some 
other category for the non-Canadian half of the expression. Similar complica
tions should also be manageable in our study of the ancient "Judeans." 

The final quarter of the Against Apion, an extended panegyric on the Judean 
constitution, is thick with parallels between T O D 8 O C I O I and other nations, their 
laws and legislators (Ag. Ap. 2 . 1 6 0 - 1 6 3 , 1 6 8 - 1 7 0 , 1 7 2 , 2 2 3 - 2 3 5 , 2 3 9 - 2 7 0 , 2 7 6 - 2 7 8 , 
281-286) . Josephus and his audiences, as also his literary interlocutors, assumed 
that the Judeans were an ethnos—and this more than two decades after the fall 
of Jerusalem to Titus. 

Some scholars, while conceding at least parts of this kind of analysis, have 
suggested nevertheless that at some point the conditions constituting the Judeans 
as an ethnos changed—their corporate identity was severed from considerations 
of land or state—and that after that point To'oSaioc, should, or sometimes should, 
be translated "Jew," given the word's new "religious" meaning. 

Daniel R. Schwartz argues in one study that the development of the , Io\ )8aioi 
from ethnos to religion began already with the Babylonian exile and was rein
forced at several subsequent watersheds—Hellenization, the rise of sectarianism, 
Roman annexation of Judea, and the destruction of the temple—each of which 
widened the gap between what had once been joined together: worship of the 
Judean God and governance of the homeland. 7 5 The problem with this proposal 
is that every ancient ethnos experienced its own vicissitudes through the centu
ries from Alexander the Great to the Severans, say, without thereby altering its 

Studies, 5-15. 
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character as an ethnos. Cities in Hellas and Asia were destroyed or passed from 
native rulers to the Romans, but if the people survived they retained their ethnic 
identity. Every city or region under Roman rule faced the problem of maintain
ing its ancestral constitution under the domination of this foreign overlord, as 
the Judeans did, though they did not cease to be 86vr| for that reason, and we do 
not translate their names differently because of this struggle. 7 6 Even in the capi
tal, Roman rule and citizenship became gradually disconnected from residence 
in the city, offered to ever wider groups, without Romanitas thereby becoming 
a "religion." The meaning of "Roman," "Greek," and "Egyptian," to name a few, 
certainly becomes increasingly complicated over the centuries, but we do not 
abandon their traditional names for that reason. Why change "Judean," when the 
conceptual framework that gave the word meaning remained fully functioning, 
and there was no other ancient word to replace it? 

Shaye Cohen has located the crucial conditions of change from ethnos to 
religion in the Hasmonean period, in the mass conversions of the neighbouring 
e0vr) (Idumeans and Ituraeans) to Judean citizenship (noXiieia). In his view, 
such conversion meant the end in principle of the exclusively ethnic-geographical 
meaning of To\)8aioi that had obtained until then. 7 7 He insightfully proposes 
that the Hasmoneans were modelling themselves on the Achaean League, a 
largely voluntary but partly compelled association of neighbouring peoples liv
ing under one set of laws, way of life, piety, and so on. 7 8 A secondary effect of this 
political change (i.e., of "Judaism" now as a matter of citizenship rather than of 
ethnos) was a religious one: in the same period we begin to find stories of indi
vidual Gentiles believing in the God of the Jews and so undergoing "religious" 
conversion. 7 9 In the process, Cohen proposes, just as the meaning of "Hellene" 
changed to become a cultural term—it "was completely sundered from any con
nection with the land or people of Greece" 8 0—so also 'IouSaioi became largely 
cultural (= religious): "Conversion to Judaism thus emerges as an analogue to 
conversion to Hellenism." 

But "Hellenism" (cEA,Ar|via|i6<;) represented neither a culture nor a religion 
at this time (see part 1), and in the ostensibly parallel case of TouSccioc, Cohen 
does not justify the slide from "cultural" (by putative analogy with "Hellene") to 

"religious" (a category he does not apply to "Hellene"):81 "the Hasmonean period 
attests for the first time the idea of religious conversion: by believing in the God 
of the Jews and following his laws, a Gentile can become a Jew."82 Cohen does not 

7 6 Many of the debates preserved by Polybius concerned this issue (cf. Eckstein, Moral 
Vision, 194-236), which is still a central theme in Plutarch's works, especially Precepts of 
Statecraft (Praecepta gerendae reipuhlicae, Mor. 798a-825f). 

77Cohen, Beginnings, 70, 81,90. 
78Ibid., 125-29. 
79Ibid., 137. 
80Ibid., 134. 
8 1 E.g., Cohen, Beginnings, 136: "But by investing Judean identity with political or 

cultural (religious) content, the Hasmoneans were able to give outsiders an opportunity 
to attain membership in Judean society"; cf. 70, 79, 81. 

82Ibid., 137. 
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show what ancient category this religious conversion fits into; two of his chief 
supports are the Christians Paul and Origen, though as we have seen they have 
a separate discourse. 8 3 Although he wishes to argue that TouSccioc, from this 
period onward should often be rendered "Jew," he does not say why this should 
be so if (a), as he concedes, the newer senses do not supplant (but only supple
ment) the enduring ethnic meaning, and (b) the analogue Hellene does not un
dergo a change of translation, but still means "Greek" with all of its complicated 
meanings in play (indeed, the ethnic-geographic sense of Hellene remains crucial 
throughout the "Second Sophistic" at least); 8 4 the analogy breaks down if "Hel
lene" does not become a religious term 8 5 as T O D S O U O C , is said to do. Why change 
the translation of Ioudaios alone? 

In a recent study Daniel Schwartz argues that outside observers changed their 
understanding of what Ioudaios meant after 70 C . E . , as they began to call Iudaea 
by other names, and that Josephus's works mirror this development—War using 
Ioudaios with standard ethnic connotations, Antiquities linking it with "religious" 
terms and concepts (such as vopipoc). 8 6 Yet Schwartz's evidence for outsiders' de
scriptions of Judea depends heavily upon the literary licence of the Flavian poets: 
when they called the region "Idumea" they were not reflecting a change in their 
perception. Well before 70, other poets such as Virgil (Georg. 3.12) and Lucan 
(Phars. 3.216) could substitute Idumea for Judea, 8 7 and even Philo could call the 
region "Palestinian Syria" (Prob. 75); Louis Feldman has shown that the name 
Iudaea persevered for centuries after Hadrian's attempt to separate the ethnos 
from its ancestral city. 8 8 As for Josephus, Schwartz perhaps misreads the change 
of theme from War to Antiquities, so that vopipoc (legal matters / precepts) and 

83Ibid., 134. Paul should not be taken as representative of Judean views. Outside of 
Romans, from which the passage in question comes (Rom 2:28), he shows no interest in 
being seen as a Ioudaios, and his appeal here that being a Ioudaios is internal or spiritual 
only serves his rhetorical needs in this letter (cf. ch. 10 in the present volume). And Ori
gen, as it happens, still often speaks of the Judeans as an ethnos (C. Cels. 1.14, 55; 2.8). 

8 4Cf. Dio's speech to the Rhodians. From a large and growing literature: E. L. Bowie, 
"The Greeks," 3-41; S. Swain, Hellenism and Empire (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1996). Josephus's comment about the "native" or "genuine" (yvfjaioi) Greeks at War 1.16 
is part of this discourse. Julian's fourth-century letter to the Senate and people of Athens 
still depends heavily on their ethnic continuity. 

8 5 G. W. Bowersock, Hellenism in Late Antiquity (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 
Press, 1990), 9-12, indeed charts a change in the meaning of Hellene/Hellenism, but this 
is part of the same process we have described in part 1, in connection with an ascendant 
Christianismos. Hall, Hellenicity, argues that Hellenic identity first emerged in the sixth 
century on an ethnic basis (with fictive kingship, 125-71), but that it was redefined in the 
fifth and fourth centuries as a cultural matter (172-228). But the historical conditions of 
these changes (a Thessalian motive to unite and dominate, then Athenian supremacy in 
a more broadly disseminated culture) have no analogy in Judea; and the date of this shift 
seems too early to support Cohen's analogy. 

86"Herodians and loudaioi in Flavian Rome," in Flavius Josephus (ed. Edmondson, 
Mason, and Rives), 63-78, esp. 68-78. 

8 7Cf. M. Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism (Jerusalem: Israel 
Academy of Sciences, 1976), 1:316 and n. 1. 

88"Some Observations on the Name of Palestine," HUCA 61 (1996): 1-23. 
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eGr) (customs) become for him religious terms. This is all standard political and 
ethnic language, however, as we have seen and as Josephuss very last composition 
(Against Apion), left out of account by Schwartz, makes clear through its ongoing 
comparison of constitutions, lawgivers, laws, and customs. 

The variety of these—mutually exclusive—arguments for a change (or incre
mental changes) from ethnic-geographic to religious meanings of Ioudaios, over 
several centuries, inspire doubt that there was such a change in antiquity, of suffi
cient distinction that it calls for a new translation of Ioudaios—even for "political" 
and "religious" translations of the same word within a single passage of text. 8 9 

The same Greek and Latin ethnica (Ioudaios, Iudaeus) remained in use: when 
much later Greek truly needed a different word for "Jews" it turned to Eppocioi; 9 0 

there was no need for a new name in antiquity. 
A further consideration, neglected in these discussions as far as I can see, 

is the fundamental and repeated criticism of the Christians by Celsus (C. Cels. 
2.1, 3) and Julian (C. Gal. 43a), long after any of the dates proposed for "the 
change." These philosophers charge that precisely because the Christians have 
broken with the established ethnic-ancestral tradition of the loudaioi, they have 
become an anomalous group: "Since the Christians have forsaken their tradi
tional laws and are not an individual ethnos like the Judeans," Origen complains 
in response, "they are to be criticized for agreeing to the teachings of Jesus" 
(C. Cels. 5.35). The claim would make little sense if Celsus and Julian considered 
the loudaioi no longer an ethnos at their times of writing. Indeed, all the non-
Christian observers of the loudaioi we know about continue to understand them 
as a living ethnos. 

Basic to the philosopher Celsus's image of the world was the notion that each 
nation follows its peculiar laws and customs. This was not only because different 
groups have different values and customs, as in traditional ethnography, but also 
because various "overseers" are set over the nations from the beginning. Each na
tion s practices are right when they are done in the way that pleases the overseer, 
but "it is impious to abandon the customs that have existed in each locality from 
the beginning" (C. Cels. 5.25). 

So, he writes in the latter half of the second century C . E . : 

The loudaioi, having become an individual ethnos [after leaving Egypt], enacted laws 
in keeping with their local conditions, and carefully maintain them until even now. 
In preserving their worship—which, whatever its actual form, is ancestral—they act 
just like other people: each takes great care with its own ancestral traditions, no mat
ter what they are, if they happen to be established (Toi)8ocioi pev ohv eOvoc, !8iov 
yevopevoi KOCI KOCXOC TO ercixcbpiov vopoix; Oepevoi icai XOUXO'dc; ev G^XGIV exi 
vov nepiGxeXXovxEc; ical Opncnceiav orcoiav 8f|, rcaxpiov 8' ohv, fyvXaGGovxec, 
opoia xolq aXXoiq avOpcbrcoic, Spcbaiv, oxi EKOCCJXOI xa 7iaxpia, orcota nox' av 
xi)%r\ KaGeaxnKoxa, 7C£pierco\)ai). (C. Cels. 5 . 2 5 ) 

8 9E.g., Cohen, Beginnings, 90. 
9 01 am indebted to a Thomas W. Gallant of York University, in private communica

tion, for confirmation of modern Greek usage. 
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Although he often disparaged the loudaioi as derivative from Egypt and among 
the least accomplished of eGvr), Celsus did not hesitate to include them as an 
ethnos. Indeed, he made his criticisms by contrasting loudaioi with other eGvr)* 
just as Athenians, Egyptians, Arcadians, Phrygians, and the others put forward 
stories of their glorious beginnings, so too did the loudaioi—though in a naively 
inferior way (C. Cels. 4.36; cf. esp. 1.14). There is no hint here of any change in the 
perception of loudaioi as ethnos a century after the fall of Jerusalem. 

Writing from the same Platonic tradition in the third century, Porphyry fully 
acknowledges the horrors that have befallen the loudaioi, from their insufferable 
treatment under Antiochus to the fall of Jerusalem and their exclusion from it 
under the Romans (Abst. 4.11), and yet none of this prevents him from consider
ing them a living eOvoc, even now (EXI KCCI VOV). It is impressive that, although 
Porphyry will devote his comments on the practices of the Judeans almost entirely 
to the Essenes, he enfolds this group in the cover of the Judeans. Why? This part 
of his work is about eGvr|—cf. Abst. 4.5: "now turning to the other eGvrj"—and 
the loudaioi are the appropriate sequel to Spartans and Egyptians (Abst. 4.1-10) 
in a survey of peoples who lead disciplined lives. The loudaioi are, in his mind and 
for his audiences, obviously a functioning ethnos, notwithstanding the idealizing 
character of this work. 

In the mid-fourth century, even Julian remains clear on this point. His 
whole critique of the Christians ("Galilaeans") rests on the view, well established 
by now, that every ethnos has its own character (cleric,, f|6oc/ Celts and Ger-
mani are fierce, Egyptians intelligent, Syrians unwarlike and delicate), partly de
termined by its physical environment (C. Gal. 143d-e), which character is also 
reflected in its ancestral laws, constitution, and customs (vopoi, vopipoc, xoc 
TcoXixiKa; C. Gal. 116a-b, 131b-c). The ethnic character is suited to, and granted 
by, the national God (C. Gal. 143a): "the eGvr], being administered by them, fol
low each domestic God according to its essential character" (C. Gal. 115d-e). In 
Julians analysis the Christians are blameworthy, first, because they preferred the 
isolationist Judean ethnos to those of the Greek mainstream, from which most 
Christians originated and, second, because they did not even remain with Judean 
laws and customs, but went their own way (I8iav 6 8 6 v eip&rcovTo), render
ing themselves neither fish nor fowl: they do not belong to any national tradi
tion (C. Gal. 42e-43b). What Tertullian had tried to render a virtue—the unique 
form of Christian corporate identity—made them incomprehensible in Julian's 
traditional categories. The plan of his argument is first to show the inferiority of 
the Judean tradition and then to demonstrate that, nevertheless, it is a far bet
ter option than the Christians' abandonment of all ethnic traditions—those of 
their homelands and those of Judea. And his main criticism of the Hebrews-
Judeans is that they have confused their local or national God with the Supreme 
Being (C. Gal. 141c-d). The resulting view that their God is jealous of other dei
ties (C. Gal. 155c-161a) has prevented them from recognizing the Gods of other 
nations, making them "atheists." This (xfjv ocOeoTrjTa; C. Gal. 43b) is the only 
quality that the Christians have taken from them, not the Judean virtues related 
to discipline (C. Gal. 238c). 
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Throughout this discussion Julian resorts often to other £0vr|, their laws and 
lawgivers, for comparanda. So he urges his audience to contrast the mildness and 
openness of Lycurgus, Solon, or the Romans (C. Gal 168b-c, 171d). Or again, how 
can the Judeans claim to be so favored by their God, when the Egyptians, Chaldae-
ans, Assyrians, and Greeks can boast of so much more success (C. Gal 176a-c)? 
In particular, he contrasts the grandeur and success of Rome, which has nonethe
less never claimed exclusive truth for itself, with the enslavement and poverty of 
Judea (C. Gal 193c-194d, 209-210). Julians essay often reads like a negative print 
of Josephuss Against Apion: the categories—of ethnic comparison—are the same, 
reflecting abiding agreement on these assumptions over several centuries. Only 
the value judgments differ. But this confirms that, outside of the Christian circles 
to which Julian was so relentlessly hostile, the Judeans were still seen as one IQvoq 
among many (C. Gal 306b): 

The Judeans agree with the [other] £0VT|, except in supposing that there is only one 
God. That is their peculiar thing, alien to us, because all other matters are in com
mon with us: sanctuaries, sacred spaces, sacrificial altars, purifications, and certain 
observances, concerning which we [and the Judeans] differ from one another either 
not at all or only trivially. 

Julians encouragement of the Judean "patriarchs and chiefs" to restore the cult, 
"sacrificing according to the ancient manner" (xbv rcaXaiov xporcov Qvovxaq) 
in a rebuilt Jerusalem and temple (so Sozomen 5.22; Theodoret 3.15), was evi
dently tied up with his larger effort to restore temples and sacrifice in the face 
of Christian encroachment, according to the old ways. Again, he criticizes the 
Christians for having abandoned any ethnic roots and so for rejecting these tra
ditional behaviors (cf. C. Gal 343c-d , 346e-3477c; Ep. 20.453; 41.436c-d). 

We would like to know more about how Judeans in the long period from 
100 to 400 C . E — t h e same interval that separates us from the early eighteenth 
century—viewed all of this, but a problem with the evidence must be squarely 
faced. Christian authorities of the mediaeval period decided which ancient 
works would be copied in their scriptoria for posterity, and most of them be
lieved that Judean culture had lost its vitality with the coming of Jesus and the 
condign punishment of Jerusalem's fall. Accordingly, our evidence for the first 
half-millennium of the Christian era has a peculiar cast. For relations among 
Christians, Judeans, and "pagans" we have bookshelves full of church fathers 
and precious little else. Greek-language Judean texts, which engaged the outside 
world and interpreted Judean life in that context, were preserved until the fall of 
Jerusalem—the one who described this event becoming quasi-canonical—but fell 
off completely with Josephuss death. If such authors continued to appear thereaf
ter, as seems antecedently likely, they suffered the same fate as Pauls opponents, 
Judaizers, "gnostics," Marcionites, Montanists, and all others considered beyond 
the Christian pale. The Christians borrowed from the Romans a historiography 
based on authority—rather than disinterested investigation of what happened— 
and so, once they had recognized an authoritative text for an issue or period, its 
competitors usually fell away: the case of Josephus's rival Justus of Tiberias (Jose-
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phus, Life 336-367) is instructive. 9 1 Every Greco-Roman intellectual who wrote 
about the Christians is known exclusively from the authoritative rebuttals of the 
Fathers: their own work was not copied by Christian scribes. Among Judeans, 
only intramural writings in Hebrew and Aramaic endured within the commu
nity (though still edited by medieval censors). 

We have every reason, however, to suppose that Greco-Judean writers con
tinued to appear after Josephuss death and continued to see themselves in the 
same ethnic terms as Josephus employs. This evidence ranges from the general— 
the ongoing appeal of Judean law and custom to outsiders, the Greco-Roman 
authors' criticism of Christians for not embracing Judean ethnic traditions (so, 
this remained an option), and their assumption that these traditions live still—to 
the specific. 

For example, both Justin and Celsus, in the second century, exploit authentic-
seeming Judean voices 9 2 (at least, not merely extrapolated from Judean-Christian 
debates reflected in the gospels), which they must know from their contemporary 
experience. Even in Justin's pale figure of Trypho, that voice is learned, engaged 
with the outside world, and confident about the continuing role of Judean ances
tral traditions. To be sure, Origen polemically challenges the authenticity of Cel-
sus's Judean, but he does so on the basis of personal knowledge from his own days 
in Caesarea (C. Cels. 1 .28,45,49, 55). Such experience underlies his claim that the 
Judeans use the argument from spell formulas (above) to prove their antiquity to 
doubters (C. Cels. 4.33) and that the Judean "ethnarch," as a function of the world
wide didrachma tax now payable to Rome, enjoys considerable power—both for
mal and informal, including administering the death penalty, and indulged by his 
Roman masters (at>Y%copo'ovTO<; Kaiaapoq; Ep. Afr. 14). Far away in Macedonia, 
we have seen, a third-century benefactor demands a huge payment to the Patri
arch for any alterations to the synagogue structure he has donated. A few decades 

9 1 Although even Josephus credits him with literary talent {Life 40-41, 340), Justus 
found no real uptake among Christian authors because he had lost the competition for sta
tus. Eusebius's adoption of Josephus's critique of Justus without quibble (Hist. eccl. 3.10.8) 
shows that the contest had since been settled. The ninth-century Byzantine Patriarch 
Photius claims to have read Justus, but he repeats with enthusiasm Josephus's dismissal of 
the contender: "And they say that the history which that man [Justus] wrote happens to be 
mostly fabricated, especially in what concerned the Roman war against the Jews and the 
capture of Jerusalem" (Bibl. 33; emphasis added). "They" are Josephus, and this verdict 
from Photius may have sealed Justus's posthumous fate. By the time of the Suda Lexicon 
in the following century, the entry on Justus depends entirely on Josephus: "[Justus] took 
it upon himself to compile [this is Josephus's language: Life 40, 338] a Judean history and 
write up certain commentaries, but Josephus exposes this fellow as a fraud—he was writ
ing history in the same period as Josephus." In winning the fathers's confidence, Josephus 
displaced all other evidence. A fortiori, the dominance of the church fathers' analysis 
must have dramatically reduced the survival possibilities of any Greco-Judean efforts at 
self-definition in this period. 

9 2 On the authenticity of Trypho's voice, see S. G. Wilson, Related Strangers: Jews 
and Christians, 70-170 C.E. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995), 260-61; on Celsus's Judean, 
see now L. Blumell, "A Jew in Celsus' True Doctrine? An Examination of Jewish Anti-
Christian Polemic in the Second Century" SR 36 (2007): 297-316. 
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later, in about 353 C . E . , the Judeans of Diocaesarea (Sepphoris) revolted against 
Roman control, reportedly overrunning much of Palestine; the eastern Caesar, 
Gallus, put down their rebellion and razed Sepphoris (Socrates 2.33; Sozomen 
4.7.5). Julian must have been aware of this powerful national-ethnic sentiment 
when a few years afterward he offered to relieve the Judeans' burdens and restore 
Jerusalem with its cult (Ep. 51). 9 3 Although the evidence for Judean perspectives on 
the world (outside rabbinic literature) is scarce, such indicators as these combine 
with the perceptions of outside observers to create the impression of a continuing 
sense of corporate ethnic identity, without radical redefinition after 70 or 135 (e.g., 
as "religion"), notwithstanding the temples loss and the Judeans' exclusion from 
Jerusalem. 

Space does not permit worthy engagement with Seth Schwartz's recent argu
ment, tangentially relevant to my case, that from about 70 to 350 "Jewish" identity, 
or "the core ideology of Judaism" from before 70, nearly dissolved in Judea and 
elsewhere (emphasis added): "We perhaps need to assume that some Jews retained 
a sense of being Jewish if only to understand how northern Palestine could have 
become Jewish in a strong sense after 350." 9 4 His analysis combines and takes 
much further the scholarly recognition over several decades that (a) rabbinic lit
erature reflects the concerns of a tiny elite and (b) material evidence indicates the 
limits of rabbinic influence on post-war Judea. Schwartz's exploration of coinage 
and iconography—suffused with pagan themes—in Galilean centers is learned 
and subtle, alongside which he adduces the alleged Roman practice of destroying 
autonomy and native forms of leadership (other than city councils) when they 
annexed territory. He proposes a massive "disaffection with and attrition from 
Judaism," "probably everywhere," after the failed revolts of 6 6 - 7 0 and 132-135. 9 5 

Interpretation of coins and symbols in the absence of written comment from 
the ancients is difficult, however, partly because of what Denis Feeney describes 
as "the capacity of educated Greeks and Romans . . . to entertain different kinds 
of assent and criteria of judgement in different contexts, in ways that strike the 
modern observer as mutually contradictory." 9 6 We cannot deduce conceptions 
from symbols. Evidence for mass defection from Judean laws following 70 or 135 
seems unavailable, and vastly outweighed by evidence for Judaizing. Josephus 
must be ranked among those who most deeply mourned the loss of the temple 
(the subject of his War, e.g. 1.9-12), but he is also the most enthusiastic advocate 
of Judean law and custom, even decades after the destruction. If we should sup
pose that the defection occurred after 135, why not already after 70? But if after 70, 
how was the revolt of 132-135 possible? And if not after 70, why suppose it after 
135? As for a radically new Roman administrative style after 135: when Judea was 
annexed in 6 C . E . no such consequences followed. The general character of pro-

9 3 A recent discussion of the relevant texts and the letter's authenticity is in R. J. Hoff
mann, Julian s Against the Galileans (Amherst: Prometheus, 2004), 177-83. 

94Imperialism, 103-76, here 105. 
95Ibid., 108. 
9 6D. Feeney, Literature and Religion at Rome: Cultures, Contexts, and Beliefs (Cam

bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 14. 
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vincial administration outside Egypt does not suggest a Roman bureaucracy in 
Judea (Palaestina) of such scope that it could or would manage local affairs.9 7 

The greatest difficulty arises from Schwartz's conceptual-linguistic frame
work, illustrated in the following (emphasis added): 

We can only speculate about the character of its Jewishness before that date [350 C . E . ] ; 

for now it may prove instructive to imagine Judaism, or rather the disintegrated 
shards of Judaism, surviving as a nonexclusive religious option in a religious system 
that was basically pagan.98 

The categories "Judaism" and "Jewishness" are neither present in the texts ("emic"), 
in which case we might evaluate what the ancients thought about them, nor etic, 
in which case we could gather data and measure them by agreed standards. What 
do these categories mean, then, and where are the criteria for evaluating them? If 
cultus is the issue, it was simply absent after the year 70; there could be no ques
tion of "fleeing" from it. If ethnos, law, and custom: it appears (above) that these 
remained intact after 135, even if they were reinterpreted then as they had also 
been at various points before 70 . 9 9 

Scholars have raised two main objections to the translation of Ioudaios as 
"Judean." One is a common assertion that the word is a geographical term only, 
and is therefore only one aspect of identity and not the most important, not at 
all appropriate for the diaspora. One frequently meets the observation that in 
some passage (e.g., in Josephus) Ioudaios may mean "Judean" (i.e., in or belong
ing to the territory of greater or proper Judea), but in other passages the word 
has no such geographical constraints and therefore should be rendered "Jew."100 

The foregoing analysis, however, has tried to show that "Judean" does not have 
a geographical restriction, any more than other ethnic descriptors do. Such a 
restriction in our minds arises from the absence of a political entity called Judea 
today, so that when we hear the word we think first of an ancient place but not of 
the people. But just as "Roman," "Egyptian," and "Greek" (etc.), had a wide range 
of associations beyond the geographical, and they do not require us to substitute 

9 7 Cf. P. A. Brunt, Roman Imperial Themes (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), 
264-66, 267-81, 302-5; A. W. Lintott, Imperium Romanum: Politics and Administra
tion (London: Routledge, 1993), 54-69, 132-53; generally, C. Ando, Imperial Ideology; E. 
Meyer-Zwiffelhoffer, rcoXmKcbc, ocp%£iv: Zum Regierungsstil der senatorischen Statthalter 
in den kaiserzeitlichen griechischen Provinzen (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 2002). 

9 8 Imperialism, 105. 
"Once we shift the framework from "Judaism" to Judean identity (the viability of the 

ethnos), it becomes impossible to know on historical grounds what would have happened 
to this identity if, e.g., Jason, Menelaus, and Alcimus had succeeded. Their intent does 
not appear to have been the dissolution of the ethnos: cf. 1 Mace 1:11 and E. J. Bickerman, 
The God of the Maccabees: Studies on the Meaning and Origin of the Maccabean revolt 
(Leiden: Brill, 1979), 24-31; K. Bringmann, Hellenistische Reform und Religionsverfolgung 
in Judda (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1983), 99-111. 

1 0 0E.g., Lowe, "TOYAAIOI," 103-6; S. J. D. Cohen, TOYAAIOI TO TENOI,' in Jo
sephus and the History of the Greco-Roman Period (ed. F. Parente and J. Sievers; Leiden: 
Brill, 1994), 26-27. 



178 JOSEPHUS AND JUDEA 

other terms when we refer to "Roman citizens" or call Lucian a "Greek," so too 
"Judean" should be allowed to shoulder its burden as an ethnic term full of com
plex possibilities. If modern Israel had been called "Yehudah," there would be 
Judeans today and the nomenclature of "Judean customs/traditions" (as in "the 
Judean community of Toronto") would not sound strange. In the Hellenistic-
Roman period there was a Judea, which everyone knew about, and there were 
Judeans as surely as there were Egyptians and Babylonians. Translating "Judeans" 
requires us to locate ourselves in that other time, but that seems to be no bad 
thing for historians. Using two different translations for the same word, in this 
case uniquely, destroys the unified conception that insiders and outsiders evi
dently had of the loudaioi. 

Again, the main impetus for redefining the loudaioi not as members of the 
living culture of Judea, but as a homeless and humiliated people in a perpetual 
state of aporia who could only cling to a few strange-seeming practices, came 
from Christian authors. The evidence for "anti-Judaism" among Christians (ac
tually: anti-Judean sentiment, which resulted in the construction of "Judaism" as 
system; see part 1 above) need not be rehearsed here. From the beginning some 
Christian teachers found it important to their self-understanding to depict the 
loudaioi as bereft, cut loose, cast down, destroyed, even dead. 1 0 1 Origen is clear 
and typical: 

. . . and so God's watchful care (e7 i iaK07tf i ) over the Judeans was transferred (U£TOG-

pipd^o'uaav) to those from the ethne [or Gentiles] who trusted in him. And one may 
see after Jesus's coming the Judeans entirely left behind (KaxaXeXEijiuivoix;) and 
possessing none of those things they considered awe-inspiring from antiquity; but 
there is not the merest hint of divinity among them For which ethnos except the 
Judeans alone has been banished from its mother-city and its own place along with 
the ancestral cult? (nolov yap eGvoc, 7te<|)\)Ya58i)Tai and if\q l&iaq urjTpoTtoXecoc, 
Koei xot) oiKeiot) TOTCOD xfl rcaTpicp BprjaKeia f| fiovoi TouSaioi;) (C. Cels. 2.8) 

Whereas scholars propose that the loudaioi had come to constitute a "religion" 
by Origen's time, having shed or diminished their geographical-ethnic character, 
his own view is nearly the precise opposite. His most plausible option for displac
ing them lies in observing that they now constitute an ethnos only, because they 
lack the cult (and so divine favor) that normally goes along with status as an 
ethnos. Whereas Tertullian has limited knowledge of contemporary realia in the 
Judean homeland, Origen lived in Caesarea and knows the reality well. He moves 
rhetorically from Jerusalem's current woes to the peculiarity of the Judeans' sta
tus among the ethne, but he cannot deny that they are an ancient and abiding 
ethnos. Describing them as having a cultus without an ethnos, or some such thing, 
would have been absurd; "religion" was not an option for him. 

1 0 1 Already Paul in 1 Thess 2:14-16 and Gal 3-4; Matt 8:11-12; 22:1-15. From a vast 
literature, P. Richardson, D. Granskou, and S. G. Wilson, eds., Anti-Judaism in Early 
Christianity (2 vols.; Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1986), and J. Lieu, Image 
and Reality: The Jews in the World of the Christians in the Second Century (Edinburgh: 
T8tT Clark, 1996) offer breadth and judicious analysis. 
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"Some Christian teachers," it must be said, because we should not forget 
the evidence in the margins for the ongoing appeal of Judean law and culture 
among other Christians, which must owe something to the Judeans' prestige as 
an ethnos of great antiquity with recognized laws. It is no romanticization to 
observe that Judea and its diaspora continued to offer Judaizers a civilization, 
a grounded culture with a full suite of law and custom, not merely a system of 
belief, as Christianity seemed to be—a form that still proved difficult to explain 
in existing categories. 

The second objection to "Judean" has to do with what we normally label 
"conversion to Judaism," which has predisposed scholars to employ the language 
of religion. Cohen identifies the conversion of foreign peoples under the Has-
monaeans as the decisive moment in the development of a religious sense for 
loudaios. He had titled a famous article on the subject "Respect for Judaism by 
Gentiles According to Josephus"—though Josephus does not speak of "Judaism." 
Cohen's analysis there is at once puzzling and revealing of the category problem 
(emphasis added): 

For Josephus, then, "adherence" and "conversion" are ill-defined concepts that never 
receive extended discussion. {Since they are not Josephan terms, they appear in quo
tation marks throughout this essay.) 

But what is one quoting, if not Josephus? Why not analyze Josephus's own lan
guage? How may one say that a certain concept remains "ill-defined" in Josephus 
when it simply did not exist there? 

With respect to the lengthy narrative in Josephus (Ant. 20.17-96) on the con
version of Adiabene's royal family, Cohen makes the following argument (em
phasis added): 1 0 2 

Separate from, or in addition to, this ethnic-geographic meaning, Toi)8atoc, can 
also have a religious meaning A TcoSocioc, is someone who believes (or is supposed 
to believe) certain distinctive tenets, and/or follows (or is supposed to follow) certain 
distinctive practices, and/or is a member (or is supposed to be a member) of certain dis
tinctive religious organizations—in other words, a To\)8ocioc, is a Jew, someone who fol
lows Judaism, the way of life of the Jews. The clearest Josephan examples of this usage 
occur in the Antiquities' account of the conversion of the royal house of Adiabene. 
. . . In these passages, which speak about conversion to Judaism, the ethnic-geographic 
meaning of TouSoctoc, is entirely absent, and only a religious meaning is intended. A 
Gentile can become a TovSatoc,, a Jew. 

The tacit complement to the final sentence appears to be, "A Gentile could not 
become a Judean." 

Given that the categories "Judaism" and "religion" (or "religious organiza
tion") do not appear in Josephus and did not exist in his world, Cohen's analy
sis presents problems. In fact, the passage in question brims with the standard 
language of ethnos, law, and custom, as do Josephus's narratives generally. He 

Cohen, "loudaios," 27. 
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does not speak of a "religious conversion," but rather of adopting or going over 
to foreign laws, customs, and ways, and that language is precisely what lends the 
story its force. 

In the first part of this chapter, we observed the ancient prejudice against for
saking ones ancestral traditions in favor offoreign ones: even Medizing or Atti-
cizing out of political necessity could bring retribution. Hellenizing, an issue also 
for Rome in her encounters with Greece, 1 0 3 became a life-or-death issue in Judea 
under Antiochus IV. Herodotus (4.76) illustrates the normal fear of foreign ways 
with his story of the sage Anacharsis, a Scythian who sought out Greek wisdom 
and, on returning home, was killed for celebrating foreign rites. Although Greeks 
and Romans were generally happy to tolerate foreign visitors or the addition of 
foreign customs to the native tradition, the Judeans posed a unique threat among 
the because adoption of their exclusive laws required abandonment of ones native 
traditions. We have seen this above in Philo's description of those choose to live 
under Judean law, and this is the world we enter in the story of Adiabene. 

This is a political story, in keeping with the constitutional themes of Antiq
uities. The controlling theme is announced in the topic sentence {Ant. 20.17): 
Queen Helena and her son Izates "exchanged their way of life for the customs of 
the Judeans" (dq TCC Toi)8ccicov eOn xov (3iov u£T£|3aA,ov). In the elaboration 
at Ant. 20 .34 -36 we learn that a visiting Judean merchant had first taught Izates' 
wives "to worship God in the way that was traditional among the Judeans" (dx; 
Toi)8ocioi<; rcaTpiov f]v), after which the king learned that his mother also "had 
been brought over ( | i £TaK£KOuia0a i ) to their laws." Things come to a head at 
20.38-39. Note the language here: 

When Izates discovered that his mother was very pleased with the customs of the 
Judeans (xoic, TcuSaicov eOeaiv xocipeiv), he moved quickly to go over to them 
himself. Supposing that he could not be a real Judean unless he were circumcised 
(voui^cov xe \ir\ ocv eivou PePaicoc, TouSatoc,,104 ei \ir\ 7iepixep.oiTo), he was ready 
to do it. 

Helena objects that this will be dangerous. Observe her reasoning: 

For he was a king, and it would generate massive ill will if his subjects should learn 
that he was devoted to customs that were foreign and alien to them (oxi ^EVCOV enx-
Ouuriaeiev Kal aAAoxpicov oroxoiq eOcbv): they would not tolerate a Judean being 
their king. 

Although the Judean merchant assured Izates that he could worship the deity 
without circumcision "if indeed he had resolved to emulate the ancestral tradi
tions of the Judeans" (20.41), another teacher, "reputed to be precise in the an
cestral traditions," admonished him to go ahead with the crucial ritual (20.43). 
So he did, secretly. When his mother and the merchant found out, they became 

1 0 3 E . S. Gruen, Culture and National Identity in Republican Rome (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 1992). 

1 0 4Note the word-play in the rhyme of these two words. 
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apoplectic: "because his subjects would not tolerate a man ruling them who was 
a devotee of foreign customs" (20.47). Similarly, when Izates' older brother wished 
later to adopt Judean customs, the Adiabenian elite resolved to punish him "be
cause he had come to despise their own customs" (piafjaovxcc x a nap ' a\)xoi<; 
gOri; 20.77). 

The civic, political, and social character of the Adiabenian royals' initiative 
is emphasized by Josephus. Helena soon visits Jerusalem, he narrates, where she 
will spend most of her remaining years; she brings in food supplies to allevi
ate famine and builds a palace along with other monumental structures, one of 
which will serve as her tomb {Ant 20 .49-53, 95 -96 ; War 4.567; 5.147, 252-253)— 
the sarcophagus now housed in the Louvre. Likewise, Izates sends famine relief 
(20.53) and even dispatches his five young sons "to learn precisely our ances
tral language and culture" (xf|v . . . Y^timccv xf|v nap9 f]piv rcaxpiov K C U na\-
S d a v otKpipdx; pa9r)aopevoi)<;; 20.71). A couple of decades later, two relatives 
of Monobazus, king of Adiabene in the 60s, are credited with a crucial role in 
the Judeans' initial, successful attack on Cestius Gallus's Twelfth Legion (War 
2.520). And "the brothers and sons of King Izates"—presumably, the very sons 
who had grown up in Jerusalem—were reportedly among the last hold-outs in 
September of 70, who sued for terms with an infuriated Titus; he took them to 
Rome as hostages for Adiabene's future quiescence (War 6.356-357). Mother, son, 
and grandchildren, therefore, were indeed "real Judeans," just as Izates had first 
desired. It is not possible to abstract from this dramatic political realignment an 
affair of "religion." 

Josephus's brief account of another foreign king, Polemo of Cilicia, who had 
himself circumcised and took on the Judeans' customs in order to marry Beren
ice, gives the same impression. When she deserted him, Josephus says, Polemo 
was "at once liberated from the marriage and from persevering in the Judeans' 
customs" (xot) xoiq £0£cn xcbv Toi)8ccicov eppeveiv a7rr)AAaKxo; Ant. 20.146). 
Lacking the Adiabienians' enthusiasm for these foreign laws, evidently, the Cili-
cian king's adoption of them had (in the story) proven a significant burden. 

That adopting Judean laws involved a decisive shift from one ethnos to an
other is clear across the range of evidence. Even in the ahistorical and rarefied 
romance Joseph and Aseneth, Pentephres' daughter at first rejects her father's 
proposal out of hand because she worships the Gods of the Egyptians (2 .4-5) and 
will not marry a man of another race, a former prisoner at that, and a Canaanite 
(4.12-13). When she finally decides to marry Joseph, accordingly, this entails the 
rejection of "the gods of the Egyptians'" (12.5), which in turn distances her from 
her parents (2.11). 

Similar issues of ethnic and familial connections receive considerable play in 
Tacitus's famous description of the Iudaei (Hist. 5.1-13): 

For the worst element [from other nations], their ancestral devotions left scorned, 
kept sending tribute and levies to that place [Jerusalem], thus growing the wealth of 
the Judeans. (Nam pessimus quisque spretis religionibus patriis tributa et stipes illuc 
congerebant, unde auctae ludaeorum.) (5.5) 
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This is all ethnic and political language: defaulting in basic respect for ones an
cestral tradition, pursuing/oreig/t customs, and even making an alien city wealthy. 
Judeans practice circumcision, Tacitus continues, in order to be recognized by 
this difference: 

And those who go have gone over to their custom practice the same thing. There is 
nothing they absorb more quickly than to disdain the Gods, to abandon their an
cestral land, to hold in contempt parents, children, brothers. (Transgressi in morem 
eorum idem usurpant, necquicquam prius imbuuntur quam contemnere deos, exuere 
patriam, parentes liberos fratres vilia habere.) 

This is almost precisely what Philo says, except that he welcomes the 
transformation. 

Most interesting is the language of the Roman senator Cassius Dio. He first 
explains (37.16.5) that "The region has been named Judea, and the people them
selves Judeans" (f| x£ yap %(bpa To i )8a ia Kai oruxoi Tot>8atoi cbvopaSaxai), 
confirming the translation advocated here. He goes on to describe their temple 
in Jerusalem, their beliefs, and practices, without any apology for speaking of the 
loudaioi as a functioning ethnos even at his time of writing in the third century. 
In translating this passage it seems impossible to justify any word other than 

"Judeans" for the loudaioi, given Dio's connection of the peoples name with that 
of the place, under the same verb, though still the Loeb edition renders "Jews." 
Matters get very interesting with what comes next. Dio observes (37.17.1) that 

"this appellation [loudaioi] applies also to all the other people who emulate their 
legal code, even if they are of foreign ethnicity" (f| 8& £7riKX,r|ai(;... (|)£p£i 8& Kai 
£7ii xoix; aXXovq avGpcbrcotx;, o a o i x a vouipa a\)xa>v, Kai7i£p OLXXOEQVEIC, 

6vx£<;, t^nXovai). Plainly, as for Tacitus, it is remarkable to Dio that members of 
one ethnos should be able to identify with another one in this way. The language 
is explicitly ethnic, not "religious" (whatever that could mean). We must speak 
here of "Judeans," given the first part of the passage, and we have no basis for 
abruptly switching to "Jews" for the sequel about emulation of foreigners' laws. 
This perception of national betrayal was presumably the reason why, according to 
the epitome of Dio's later account, the prospect of "drifting off into the ways of the 
Judeans" (eq x a xcbv Toi)8aicov f|6r| EC^OKEXOVXECJ caused such upheaval among 
members of the Roman elite at the end of the first century (67.14.2; 68.1.2). 

When we describe "conversion to Judaism" in the Roman world as if it were 
a religious phenomenon akin to something in modern experience, we fail to cap
ture the main problem expressed by ancient observers, from the Adiabenian no
bility to the Roman: they could not accept it because it involved a betrayal of the 
native ethnos and its ancestral traditions. The issue could not be for them, and it 
was not, framed as one of "religious" choice. 

We close the circle by returning to Josephus's more systematic comments 
on adoption of Judean laws. We noted above his response to Apion's complaint 
that Judeans could not be Alexandrians. Later in the same volume he crafts a 
prospectus of the Judean constitution designed to obviate, among other things, 
the accusation of misanthropy, by demonstrating the Judeans' posture of hu-
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manity toward the world (<|)iA,avGpco7tia). An essential part of this posture is 
the welcome given to those from other eGvr] (npbq aXXo§x>Xox><;) who wish to 
come and live under the highly philosophical Judean laws (Ag. Ap. 2.210). Here 
again, what we call "conversion" is actually a matter of adopting a new citizen
ship. Only so can we understand why Josephus contrasts the Spartan concern to 
protect their laws (paralleled also among the Athenians), which resulted/or them 
in xenophobia and the expulsion of foreigners, with the Judeans' equal concern 
to protect their laws, accompanied however by a welcome extended to all those 
wishing to live under their laws (2.59-61). 

Again, the available categories are ethnic and political, with a strong philo
sophical tinge. That we insist on the religious nature of conversion is our problem, 
a function of our time and place. Josephus and his Judean contemporaries did 
not see it that way. Since they knew no "religion" of "Judaism," there could be no 

"religious conversion" in modern senses. 

Conclusions and Corollaries 

It is quite proper that modern histories of the Jews or Judaism should track 
the vicissitudes of this people across millennia, in the same way that one may 
write histories of the English, Greeks, Italians, Germans, and Christians over 
twenty or more centuries. But in all such cases we recognize that ancient condi
tions, terminology, and categories were different from our own. Hellas was of 
course not modern "Greece"; the Germani of Tacitus or the later Angles were not 
without further ado "Germans" and "English." That the modern words "emperor," 

"prince," and "Kaiser / Czar" have developed from imperator, princeps, and Cae
sar does not justify substituting the modern terms for the ancient, because those 
words meant something different. In the same way, although "Jew" and "Judaism" 
have developed from 'Ioa)8<xtoq / To-uSa'iapoc; and cognates, the Greek and Latin 
terms carried a different charge in their ancient contexts. In many of these cases, 
there is no great harm in using the familiar terms for popular studies, which can 
gently explain the historical situation. For academic purposes, the simplest solu
tion is often to use the ancient terms themselves in transliteration, as we often 
do for princeps and imperator. But this is of dubious merit in translation projects, 
and cumbersome in other efforts to make the fruits of scholarship more broadly 
accessible. In the case of Ioudaios/Iudaeus, the most adequate English option is 

"Judean," by analogy with the other ethnica alongside which ancient writers con
sistently place it. 

The loudaioi of the Greco-Roman world remained an eGvoq, a people asso
ciated with a place and its customs—no matter how far, or how long, they had 
been away from Judea. The many upheavals in Judean politics between 200 B . C . E . 

and 200 C . E . had no discernible effect on this category, any more than the de
structions of Carthage and rebellious Corinth in 146 B . C . E . , the many reversals 
in Macedonian or Spartan or Pergamene fortunes during the two centuries B . C . E . , 

or the abrupt change in Egypt's status in 30 B . C . E . , required a change of name for 
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the people concerned. Carthaginians, Corinthians, Egyptians, and other peoples 
were still known by their traditional names, as living—if humbled—E9VT|. S O also, 
to themselves and outside observers, the Ioudaioi remained what they always had 
been: Judeans. There was no ready alternative, since the Greco-Roman world knew 
no category of religion, no -isms denoting religious allegiance, and no "Judaism." 

The rare Ioudaismos ("Judaization") was usable only in the special context 
of movement toward or away from Judean law and life, in contrast to some other 
cultural pull. That is why the term is hardly ever used. Ioudaismos as a belief sys
tem and way of life—as a concept abstracted from the realities of Judea, Jerusalem, 
temple and priesthood, sacrificial cult, aristocratic governance, political constitu
t o r ancestral laws and traditions—was the construction of an ascendant Chris-
tianismos from the third to fifth centuries C . E . Christianismos was itself a new and 
hybrid kind of group, which drew elements from ethne, cults, philosophies, col
legia, and magical systems; it was also based initially in households.1 0 5 After long 
struggles to define its place in the world by existing categories, some of its teach
ers began to turn the tables: they made a true -ism of what had been initially (in 
Paul and Ignatius) a conversionist caique on Ioudaismos and asserted its revealed 
normativeness, constructing both a static Hellenismos I Paganismos and a Iouda
ismos as foils, to facilitate polemical contrast. It was not until the Enlightenment's 
encounter with world cultures that full-fledged "religion" appeared as an isolable 
category. Critical historical scholarship's use of these late-antique and modern 
constructions as if they were live possibilities in antiquity creates conceptual mis
matches at every step. 

If the foregoing argument is valid, important consequences follow, not least 
for the comparison of "Judaism" and "Christianity." It becomes increasingly clear 
being a "Judean" and being a follower of Jesus were incommensurable categories, 
rather like being a Russian or a Rotarian, a Brazilian or a Bridge player. Scholars 
know this well, but our continued use of "religion," as if this were the genus of 
which "Judaism" and "Christianity" were two species, tends to de-historicize and 
obfuscate the matter. Whereas the Ioudaioi were understood not as a "licensed 
religion" (religio licita) but as an ethnos, the followers of Jesus faced formidable 
problems explaining exactly what they were, and increasingly so as they distanced 
themselves from, and were disavowed by, the well-known ethnos. The single most 
pressing question for followers of Jesus, "Are we part of the Judean ethnos or 
not?" was finessed in countless ways. It seems to have been Tertullian's rejection 
of all such efforts that catalysed the newly confident program of Christian nor
mativeness, with the reformulation of other options as pale imitations of its own 

-ism. Although that approach would soon dominate Christian discourse, it did 
not persuade everyone. The Judaizing that we observe among Gentile Christians 
from the first to the fourth centuries must have been due in some measure to 
a sense of Christianity's continuing vulnerability, still assailed by Julian in the 
mid-fourth century. 

105Nock, Conversion, 187-211, esp. 205, 210-11; now Rives, "Christian Expansion," 
32-38,41. 



Chapter 6 

G S 

PHARISEES IN THE NARRATIVES OF JOSEPHUS 

What do we really know about the Pharisees? A hallmark of Jacob Neusner's 
scholarship is the maxim "what we cannot show, we do not know." More than 
three decades ago, he demonstrated that impatience in resolving historical ques
tions about the Pharisees had led scholars to approach the evidence—i.e., the liter
ary sources—in a jejune manner. 1 The result was a bewildering array of mutually 
exclusive hypotheses, each requiring assent to certain prior assumptions, and 
none susceptible of proof in a meaningful sense.2 Neusner insisted rather that we 
first attend to the portrait of the Pharisees in each text as a construction suited to 
the works interests, date, and audience—a principle he has applied systematically 
to rabbinic literature, with profound consequences for interpreters and historians 
alike. Only when the evidence is thus understood in situ can we reasonably for
mulate historical hypotheses to explain it. 

In the spirit of Neusner's distinction between interpreting texts and historical 
reconstruction, my work has focused on understanding Josephus's narratives— 
most recently in the context of post-70 Flavian Rome, where Josephuss first au
diences were to be found. This is itself a historical kind of interpretation, and a 
necessary propadeutic to efforts at reconstructing the history behind the texts. 
Yet it tends to sharpen the distinction between interpretation—focused upon 
the text as medium of communication—and reconstruction of realities behind 
the text. 

This approach commends itself not because one should not care about the 
underlying history or the external referents, but rather because reconstruction 
of them, which remains an aspiration for most readers of Josephus, must be con
ducted with a rigor sufficient to explain all relevant evidence, whether literary or 
material. 3 In Josephus's case, the very richness and subtlety of the evidence render 
efforts to get behind it—to events as we might have seen them—fraught with peril. 
Archaeology or parallel literary accounts may provide independent confirmation 
of certain scenic elements (sites, buildings, distances, provincial administration, 
military practices, names of key figures) mentioned by Josephus; very rarely do 

^rom Politics to Piety: The Emergence of Pharisaic Judaism (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice Hall, 1973), 13. 

2Examples in Mason, Josephus on the Pharisees, 1-10 and related notes. 
3On the problem of historical method and the use of Josephus, see S. Mason, Jose

phus and the New Testament (2d rev. ed.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2003). 



186 JOSEPHUS AND JUDEA 

we have such other material for reaching behind Josephus's accounts of who did 
what, when, and why. 

This and the next chapter are therefore about Josephus's Pharisees, not about 
the Pharisees as they understood themselves, or as we might have encountered 
them via time travel. This first chapter examines the role of the Pharisees in Jo
sephus's narratives. Those passages in which he halts the action to present the 
Pharisees as a philosophical school, alongside Essenes and Sadducees, we shall 
reserve for the next chapter. 

Any interpretation of Josephus's Pharisees must reckon with a basic fact, all 
too often overlooked. Namely, the group figures only incidentally in his thirty 
volumes: one could write a fairly detailed account of Josephus and each of his four 
compositions without mentioning the Pharisees. They are not even as prominent 
as other minor supporting players—Herod's executed sons, Parthian rulers (even 
Adiabenians), Arabians, Pompey the Great, the Egyptian Queen Cleopatra—let 
alone the major figures of Josephus's stories: biblical, Herodian, Hasmonean, or 
revolutionary. 

In Judean War, the Pharisees are named in seven sentences in books 1 and 2. 
Although they shape the narrative in perhaps fifteen sentences all told, they do not 
appear in the main story {viz., books 3 -7 ) . In the leisurely twenty-volume narra
tive ofAntiquities they get more space, though again not in the trunk of the work 
anticipated in the prologue {Ant. 1.5-26), namely: books 1 through 11 or 12. As in 
War, Pharisees appear mainly in connection with the Hasmonean and Herodian 
sections of Antiquities. They account for some twenty of the 432 sections in book 
13 (thus, one part in forty-two in that volume), and receive glancing mention in 
book 15, a paragraph at 17.41-45, plus a couple of sentences in book 18 (outside 
the schools passage there). In the 430 sections of Josephus's one-volume Life, an 
appendix to Antiquities, Pharisees appear at two crucial points {Life 12,191-198; 
incidentally at 21). Against Apion, which explains and defends the Judean consti
tution and laws, omits them along with the other two schools.4 

The four philosophical-school passages, subject of chapter 2 in this book, do 
not alter this impression of the Pharisees' narrative marginality. In War 2.119-166, 
Pharisees and Sadducees are both dwarfed by the Essenes. In Antiquities 13.171-
173, each school receives one sentence. In Antiquities 18.12-15, the Pharisees again 
receive less attention (and praise) than the Essenes (18.18-20). And in Life 10-11, 
all three schools yield immediately to Josephus's beloved teacher Bannus. 

We should realize from the start, then, that Josephus could have had no se
rious axes to grind concerning the Pharisees, or none that he expected to com
municate to audiences who lacked our technologies for locating and assembling 

"Pharisee passages." A Roman audience could have been forgiven if, after hearing 
or reading Josephus, they did not remember much about this group. This does 
not mean that Josephus had no view of the Pharisees, which we might still dis
cern in what he wrote—because we are interested in the question and it is easy for 

4Essene positions, however, are now ascribed to the whole nation, as Porphyry seems 
to have realized {Abst. 4.11.1-2). 
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us to gather the material. But given the textual data, we should be wary of theo
ries that make the Pharisee passages drive interpretations of Josephuss works or 
even his thought in general. 

It may be tempting to elevate the historical worth of the few Pharisee pas
sages in Josephus on the principle that, precisely because the group is not sig
nificant in his narratives, he had little stake in massaging their image; thus, his 
incidental remarks likely reflect the historical situation. Yet Josephus is an artful 
writer, entirely capable of exploiting for momentary purposes even the smallest 
bit-player—youthful hot-head, courageous fighter, would-be tyrant. 5 We cannot 
so easily escape the web of his narrative world, even in the case of minor players. 

Here, then, is a survey of the Pharisees in Josephus's narratives. 

In Judean War 

Since the Pharisees appear almost exclusively in the Hasmonean and 
Herodian stretches of War, my sketch of the relevant context will focus on those 
sections in books 1 and 2, which are preparatory to the book's main story. 

Josephus wrote Judean War in the difficult environment of Rome in the 70s. 
The recent victory of Vespasian and his son Titus was being exuberantly cele
brated (in the triumph, the new monumental buildings, coins, arches, and lit
erature) as a primary legitimation of Flavian authority.6 Predictably, the conflict 
was being reported in fawning pro-Flavian "histories," to the severe detriment of 
the Judeans. Josephus responds to this situation with a work that will, he claims, 
attempt to restore some balance (1.1-2, 6 -8 ) . The first sentence identifies him as 
a proud aristocrat and priest from Jerusalem, who fought against the Romans at 
the beginning and was then compelled to watch from their side (1.3). This rare 
curriculum vitae allowed him enviable claim to the balance of perspectives that 
had been prized as the key to impartiality since Herodotus invented "history"— 
objectivity in the modern sense being not yet on the horizon—as well as the eye
witness access required by Thucydides and Polybius. 

In a complex and often brilliant narrative, Josephus will develop some of 
the following thematic lines: the essential virtue of the Judeans and the dignity 
of their leaders; their long suffering under incompetent and corrupt Roman 
equestrian governors; the Judeans' manly virtue and contempt for pain and 
death (often contrasted with the behavior of hapless legionaries); the gravitas of 

5 Josephus's intricate handling of the biblical narrative is the best documented analy
sis of his narrative methods (Moehring, "Novelistic Elements"; Feldman, Rewritten Bible; 
idem., Interpretation; idem., Judean Antiquities 1-4; C. Begg, Judean Antiquities 5-7 (vol. 
4 of Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary; ed. Steve Mason; Leiden: Brill, 2004). 
For the historical implications, see Moehring "Joseph ben Matthia"; Steve Mason, "Con
tradiction or Counterpoint? Josephus and Historical Method." Review of Rabbinic Ju
daism 6 (2003): 145-88. 

6See F. Millar, "Last Year in Jerusalem: Monuments of the Jewish War in Rome," in 
Flavius Josephus (ed. Edmondson, Mason, and Rives), 101-28. 
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their aristocratic leaders, who would either have fought a more successful war 
or reached respectable terms with the Romans, had they lived; the civil war that 
threatened and finally erupted when a few tyrants managed to overturn aristo
cratic control and so precipitate the final disaster. 

The unifying theme of all this is the question of the Judean ethnic charac
ter. In antiquity it was widely assumed that behavior issued from ones innate 
character: both individuals and groups behaved the way they did because of their 
character. In the case of individuals, this principle may be seen in the rhetorical 
structure of legal defenses—the frequently used argument from "probability" ap
pealed to the ancestry, familial glory, education, and virtue of the accused, with 
surprisingly little attention directed to the facts of the case: "The accused could 
not plausibly have done what he is charged with because of his character (includ
ing ancestry and glorious deeds)!"7 Similarly, ethnographers, geographers, and 
historians tended to see correlations among the characters or natures of whole 
peoples, their environmental conditions, their political constitutions, and their 
national behavior.8 Thus, when Tacitus sets out to describe the fall of Jerusalem 
in 70 C . E . , he thinks it important to supply an explanation of the Judeans' ori
gins, culture, and character (Hist. 5 .1-6, esp. 2). Because the revolt against Rome 
was taken to be the expression of a rebellious and misanthropic nature, Josephus 
understood his task in similar terms but from the other side: to furnish a more 
accurate picture of that national character, along with a better explanation of the 
wars origins and outcome. 

It is curious that Josephus should begin his account of the war in 6 6 - 7 3 C . E . 
with the Hasmonean revolt 250 years earlier, following that with a detailed 
portrait of King Herod ( 4 0 - 4 B . C . E . ) and Archelaus (1.31-2.116). This is all the 
stranger because he then glides over the three decades from 4 B . C . E . to the mid-
208 C . E . with almost no material. Among the many reasons one might adduce 
for this interest in Hasmoneans and Herods (beyond the formal justification in 
War 1.17-18) we should include the following. The Hasmonean story, remem
bered annually at Hanukkah, had provided inspiration for those dreaming of 
independence from Rome in the recent war. 9 Himself cherishing roots in the 

7E.g., Aristotle, Rhet. 1.2.1-15.1356a; 2.1.2-3.1377b; Cicero, De or. 2.182; Quintil-
ian, Inst. 5.12.10; Aulus Gellius, Noct. att. 4.18.3-5; J. M. May, Trials of Character: The 
Eloquence of Ciceronian Ethos (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina, 1988), 6-8; 
G. A. Kennedy, A New History of Classical Rhetoric (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1994), 102-27. 

8 Along with known works by Herodotus, Hecataeus, and Strabo (among many), 
note Plutarch (Mor. 799b-800a) on the distinctive character of each polis, and Quintus 
Curtius (8.9.20) on the environment and character of India and its inhabitants. For the 
classical grounding of this conception see Plato, Resp. 544d-591; W. Jaeger Paideia: The 
Ideals of Greek Culture (3 vols. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1973), 2:320-47; B. H. 
Isaac, The Invention of Racism in Classical Antiquity (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 2004), 56-74. 

9W. R. Farmer, Maccabees, Zealots, and Josephus; An Inquiry into Jewish Nation
alism in the Greco-Roman Period (Westport: Greenwood, 1956); Martin Hengel, The 
Zealots: Investigations into the Jewish Freedom Movement in the Period from Herod I until 
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Hasmonean-priestly dynasty (War 5.419; Ant. 16.187; Life 1-6), Josephus retells 
the story so as to argue that the Hasmoneans actually created a Judean state only 
in alliance with the superpower Rome (War 1.38). Therefore, their storied and 
paradigmatic "freedom" was astute, but never absolute. In Josephus's narrative 
the Hasmoneans and King Herod (also Herod's father Antipater) demonstrate 
rather the diplomatic skills that the author attributes to members of the elite 
such as himself: a remarkable adaptability in making alliances as needed with 
almost anyone (e.g., various Seleucid pretenders or the successive strongmen of 
the Roman civil wars),/or the welfare of the Judean state. Given that world powers 
come and go under inscrutable divine providence, as Jeremiah and Daniel had 
understood long before, this was the only feasible way of life for peoples such as 
the Judeans. 1 0 As it happens, Josephus's approach intersected well with contem
porary political reflection among other elites in the eastern Mediterranean. 1 1 

Further, because the government of the Hasmoneans and then Herod saw 
the concentration of political power in one person, their cases brought to light 
the very problem that plagued all monarchies and Rome herself since the rise 
of dictators in the first century B . C . E . , and especially since Augustus had care
fully developed a de facto monarchy: if one person is entrusted with supreme 
power, how to secure a peaceful succession? What do we do for an encore? John 
Hyrcanus, though a successful and beneficent administrator, foresaw that his 
less pious and less fortunate sons would quickly trigger the downfall of the dy
nasty (War 1.68-9). In a similar vein, although Herod's reign was consumed by 
the making and canceling of wills, when he died in 4 B . C . E . the succession saga 
dragged on at great length in the hands of Augustus—whose own problems in 
finding and keeping an heir were notorious 1 2 (2.1-116). The problem of monar
chy and its Achilles-heel, succession, will become a still more prominent issue 
in Antiquities.,13 In War, this issue is tied up closely with the work's central ques
tions of political "freedom" and governance. 1 4 The whole project of the so-called 
tyrants, who will seize the revolt from the nation's aristocracy, is allegedly based 
on the monarchical principle: each one seeks to be supreme ruler for the basest of 
reasons, with no genuine concern for the welfare of the nation, no training in or 
understanding of governance, and no provision for the sequel.15 

70 A.D. (Edinburgh: T8cT Clark, 1989), 149-55, 171-73 (a history of scholarship on the 
question), 377. 

1 0D. Daube, "Typology in Josephus," JJS 31 (1980): 18-36; S. J. D. Cohen, "Masada, 
Literary Traditions, Archaeological Remains, and the Credibility of Josephus." JJS 33 
(1982): 385-405; Mason, "Daniel." 

1 1G. W. Bowersock, Greek Sophists in the Roman Empire (Oxford: Clarendon, 1969); 
E. L. Bowie, "The Greeks"; Eckstein, "Josephus and Polybius"; idem., Moral Vision; Swain, 
Hellenism; S. Goldhill, Being Greek under Rome: Cultural Identity, the Second Sophistic, 
and the Development of Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001). 

12Syme, Revolution, 415, 419-39; W. Eck, The Age of Augustus (Oxford: Blackwell, 
2003), 113-25. 

1 3S. Mason, "Reading on and between the Lines." 
1 4 See ch. 3 in the present volume. 
1 5E.g., War 2.443, 264; 4.177-178, 273-279, 397; 5.18-19, 363; 6.102. 
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We first meet the Pharisees of War when the Hasmonean dynasty is already 
well into its downward spiral, following the death of Hyrcanus I. This degeneration 
began with Aristobulus I, who assumed the diadem and thus transformed the state 
into a monarchy {War 1.70; 104-103 B . C . E . ) . In keeping with this tyrannical turn, he 
lost no time in murdering family members (1.71-84). His brother Alexander Jan-
neus had a much longer and in some respects successful reign (103-76 B . C . E . ) , but 
it too was marred by tyranny (1.97). Josephus remarks that although Alexander 
seemed ( S O K E I V ) to be moderate (1.85), he faced a mass rebellion of the people, 
which he put down brutally by killing some 50,000 of them (1.91). 

When Alexander died, his wife Alexandra assumed the throne as queen. She 
was a ray of hope for the dynasty because she utterly lacked her husband s brutal
ity (the narrator authoritatively reports): she not only had a reputation for piety 
(86£ccv EVGEfiEiac); she really was a precise observer of the laws (1.108). This 
piety, however, was also her downfall, for it caused her to give far too much power 
to the Pharisees, whom Josephus now introduces as a group with a reputation 
for, or image of ( S O K E I V ) , precision in the laws (1.110). Josephus describes their 
relation to the queen with a striking verb, normally used of plants growing from 
the same root: the Pharisees grow alongside (rcccpcc(|>'6ovTai) Alexandra and en
croach on her authority parasitically. 

Indeed, the Pharisees become the de facto government in many respects, 
exploiting the queens naivete to settle their own scores: they arrange for their 
enemies to be bound and banished, their friends to be recalled and liberated. 
Josephus remarks that whereas Alexandra bore all the costs of rule, the Pharisees 
enjoyed the real authority behind her protective screen (1.112). Although they 
were not mentioned in the Alexander narrative, they are evidently on the side of 
those who opposed Alexander, for they take revenge on the late king's advisors 
and friends; therefore, the eminent and distinguished classes (would Josephus 
locate his kind of people here?) have the most to fear from their revenge (1.113-
114). Whereas Alexandra succeeded in controlling neighboring nations through 
shrewd military planning, Josephus opines, the Pharisees controlled her (1.112). 

This account of Alexandra and the Pharisees moves the narrative along by 
offering an explanation for the continuing decline of the Hasmonean house. 
After the deep wounds inflicted on the body politic by Alexander, yet before the 
dynasty reaches its nadir in the rivalry between Alexandras sons Hyrcanus II 
and Aristobulus II (which ushers in Roman rule), the potential of this just and 
pious queen to turn things around is undercut by her alliance with vindictive and 
aggressive Pharisees. 

More specifically, the passage carries forward a number of key Josephan 
themes. Chief among these is the contrast between seeming and being, reputa
tion and truth, illusion and reality, names or titles and actual authority. This sort 
of dialectic is Josephuss metier. 1 6 Just as the historical man lived and wrote in a 

1 6 Cf. Plato's programmatic distinction between the world of appearances, sense-
perception, and opinion, on the one hand, and knowledge and the real on the other (Resp. 
514a-517c). In Josephus's War, Hyrcanus II's mischievous courtiers complain that he has 
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world of "doublespeak," dissonance, irony, and indirection in imperial Rome, so 
Josephus the writer often has his characters (including himself) say things that 
the audience knows to be either completely or substantially false. It is a world of 
unsettling and constant double games, where nothing is what it appears to be. 
In Josephus, as in Tacitus, we see vividly the "rhetoricized mentality" fostered 
by Greco-Roman education for elite males. 1 7 In the story of Queen Alexandra, 
the image-reality dialectic is everywhere at work. Her husband had given the 
impression of moderation, but this turned out not to be the reality. She really was 
moderate and pious, but this led her to mistakenly yield power to the seemingly 
moderate Pharisees. Their invitation to power allowed the Pharisees, in turn, to 
assume the real authority of the state, leaving her the outward shell and title. 

Other characteristic language of Josephus has to do with "precision" (aicpi-
(3£ia), or apparent precision, in interpreting the laws. He will return to the Phari
sees' reputation for legal precision in several places, even in his autobiography 
when describing Simon son of Gamaliel. 1 8 Although it was long conventional 
for scholars to relieve Josephus of responsibility for hostile attitudes toward the 
Pharisees by attributing them to his (undigested) sources, 1 9 these connections of 
language and perspective preclude such maneuvers. Indeed, we already see here 
one likely reason for Josephus's hostility toward the group: himself a member of 
the priestly elite, which has been charged with preserving and interpreting the 
Judean laws ever since the time of Moses (see notes 30 and 51 below), the sudden 
rise to power of a popular and populist group, whose members lack the aristo
cratic culture that creates elite statesmen and who undertake to rid the state of 
their aristocratic enemies, could not but attract his ire. 

This debut of the Pharisees in Josephus's narratives, which is also their full
est scene in War, is at best inauspicious. Their two fleeting appearances in the 
later story confirm their ongoing influence with the people, but our author is not 
interested in exploring this phenomenon for his audience. 

In War, King Herod is mainly a virtuous figure: a tough, proud, generous, 
and wily Judean who constantly shows other nations what his people can do in 
military and diplomatic spheres alike. He is plagued by succession worries, how
ever, and his downfall is attributed by Josephus to the women in his life (1.431, 
568). It is in the latter half of the Herod story, which explores his domestic woes, 
that the Pharisees turn up as agents provocateurs. Josephus as narrator plainly 
disapproves of Herod's sister-in-law, the unnamed wife of Pheroras, who behaves 

only the title (ovopoc) and not the authority (E^cocyia) 0 f king (1.209). Later (1.561), An-
tipater pleads with his father not to leave him the mere title of king while others hold the 
real power. At 2.208, princeps-designate Claudius promises through Agrippa I that he 
will rest content with honor of the title or address (rcpocyriYopia) while governing in fact 
through senatorial consultation. More generally on reputations or seeming in contrast to 
being: War 1.648; Ant. 17.41; 19; 332; Ag. Ap. 1.18, 67; Cassius Dio 36.11. 

17Rudich, Political Dissidence; idem., Dissidence and Literature; Bartsch, Actors. 
18 War 2.162; Ant. 17.41; Life 191; cf. Mason, Josephus on the Pharisees, 89-113. 
1 9 Holscher, "Josephus"; Schwartz, "Josephus and Nicolaus"; Sanders, Practice and 

Belief, 390. 
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insolently in public and conspires to turn the kings son Antipater against him 
(1.568-570). At a hearing of Herod's consilium, one of the charges brought against 
the woman is that she has "furnished rewards to the Pharisees for opposing him" 
(1.571). We should like to know much more, and Antiquities (below) develops the 
story, but here in War Josephus is not interested in explaining further; he merely 
cites this among several examples of the woman's alleged impudence. As for the 
Pharisees, who played such a large role in Alexandra's reign, it is clear only that 
they remain a significant presence and a source of trouble for Herod. Although 
we might expect Josephus to admire those who oppose kings, given his stated 
preference for aristocratic rule, his narrative is much more textured than such 
simple dichotomies would require. The Pharisees can oppose eminent citizens as 
well as kings, and in this case are allied with a troublesome woman; they do not 
seem to be Josephus's kind of people. 

In War 2 Josephus mentions the Pharisees twice: first in the philosophical-
schools passage that features the Essenes (War 2.119-166), which we shall con
sider contextually in the following chapter; second, in a brief notice about the 
constituency of the leading citizens at the outbreak of the revolt. Seventy years 
have passed in real time since the death of King Herod in 4 B.C.E.—Josephus 
does not, however, write in chronological proportion—and a lot has happened. 
Under the deteriorating maladministration of the later equestrian governors sent 
by Nero, predictable tensions threaten to explode in violence and civil war, while 
members of the elite struggle to keep a lid on things in order to avoid Roman 
intervention. A series of riots induces Queen Berenice and her brother King 
Agrippa II to try oratory, the ancient statesman's best friend, in order to calm 
the masses; but this ultimately fails (War 2 .342-407) . Some younger aristocrats, 
led by the temple commander, insist on suspending all sacrifices by foreigners 
and the daily sacrifice for Rome and its princeps (2 .409-410). This defiant action 
advances the movement to war. 

At this point Josephus remarks (War 2All) that "'the elite' [or 'the principal 
men/the powerful': oi SwaToi] came together in the same place (sic, T C C \ ) T 6 ) 

with the chief priests (xoiq ap%i£p£\)aiv) and those who were eminent among 
the Pharisees (Kai Toiq TCQV Oapiaaicov yvcopipoK;)," to discuss the brewing 
crisis. Brief though it is, the itemization is suggestive: the principal men or aris
tocrats, based in the priesthood and so naturally accompanied by the super-elite 
chief priests, are now also joined by the most prominent men of the Pharisees. 
Elsewhere, Josephus almost formulaically pairs the elite (oi S w a x o i or similar) 
with the chief priests as Jerusalem's leaders (2.243, 301, 316, 336, 422, 428, 648), 
without mentioning the Pharisees. In one other place he adds to this formula (oi 
x£ ap%i£p£i<; Kai 8i)vaxoi) a vague third term, "and the most eminent [stratum] 
of the city" (TO T£ yvcopipcbxaiov xf|<; 7c6A,£CO<;) (2.301). If leading Pharisees were 
in his mind as he wrote that, however, he chose not to burden his audience with 
this information. So the notice at 2.411, that the standard pair of priestly elite 
groups met with the leading Pharisees at that crucial point, seeming to stress that 
they also convened in the same place, hints that such a coalition was unusual in 
more normal times—necessitated here, we infer, by the emergency. 
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Although we later learn that it was quite possible to belong to the priestly 
caste and be a Pharisee (Life 197-198), membership in the Pharisees being a volun
tary affiliation, members of the hereditary priestly aristocracy needed no school 
affiliation to give them status, and many apparently had none. It was by definition 
the elite class, comparable to other aristocracies in the Greek cities of the east
ern empire, to which the Roman governors turned (or were supposed to turn) for 
collaboration in administering the province. 2 0 Inclusion of the Pharisees' leading 
representatives in this emergency council thus appears to be a diplomatic neces
sity, part of the elite's effort to calm the masses. Such a conclusion anticipates what 
will be spelled out in Antiquities (13.297-298; 18.15, 17) that the Pharisees had 
avenues of access to the masses that the priestly aristocracy as a body lacked. 

Josephus's first known work does not, then, give the Pharisees much play. 
And yet the author's disdain seems clear. He gives the impression of mentioning 
them only when he must in order to tell his story, while leaving many obvious 
questions unanswered. What exactly was their social status and composition? 
Who were their leaders? How did they acquire such powerful enemies, whom 
they purged under Alexandra? Why were they so popular among the masses, and 
such a threat to Herod? How did they acquire their reputation for piety and care
ful observance if they were so politically cunning (as Josephus claims)? 

Recounting Herod's final days, Josephus describes a popular uprising led by 
two influential "sophists," who also had a reputation for precision in the ances
tral traditions (SoKCOVieq CCKPIPCOVXA xa TT&XPIA) and consequently enjoyed 
a reputation of the highest esteem among the whole nation; they were person
ally courageous in defending the laws against Herod's clear violation—placing 
a golden eagle atop the sanctuary (1.648-650; 2 .5 -6 ) . Although Josephus's char
acterization leads those of us with concordances to suspect that he understood 
the popular teachers to have been Pharisees, 2 1 he again fails to convey any such 
connection to his Roman audience (who therefore could not have known it). He 
will not include moral courage among the traits of his Pharisees. 

A similar case concerns two leaders of the people whom Josephus admires 
for their indignation against the Zealots' atrocities, and their opposition to the 
Zealots' appointment of an illegitimate high priest (4.159-160): 

For those among them [sc. 6 8f||4,ocJ with a reputation for excelling (oi rcpotixeiv 
CROTGBV SOKCOVTECJ,22 Gorion son of Joseph and Symeon son of Gamaliel, kept ex
horting both the gathered assemblies and each individual in private consultation 
that it was time to exact vengeance from the wreckers of freedom and to purge those 
who were polluting the sanctuary; the most eminent of the chief priests, Jesus son of 
Gamalas and Ananus son of Ananus, while castigating the populace for lethargy, in 
the meetings, roused them against the Zealots. 

2 0D. C. Braund, "Conors: The Governor and His Entourage in the Self-image of the 
Roman Republic" in Cultural Identity in the Roman Empire (ed. R. Laurence and J. Berry; 
London: Routledge, 1 9 9 8 ) , 1 0 - 2 4 ; Meyer-Zwiffelhoffer, TCOAITIKOX; oep%eiv. 

2 1 So, e.g., Sanders, Practice and Belief 3 8 5 . 
2 2 This is favorite, formulaic language in Josephus. 
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This cooperative venture is presented in an intriguing manner: some very popular 
teachers, with rhetorical skill and special access to individuals as well as groups, 
join the chief priests in trying to calm the masses. One of the two men named is 
none other than Simon son of Gamaliel, whom Josephus will describe in a later 
work as a leading Pharisee (Life 190-191), and his illustrious family is well known 
from other sources (Acts 5:34; 22:3; m. Sotah 9.15 etpassim). Josephus must have 
known that Simon was a Pharisee, but again he chose not to reveal this to his 
audience—just where he is praising the mans behavior without demurral. When 
he later decides to label Simon a Pharisee, in the Life, the context will be very dif
ferent and harshly critical (see below). 

Thus, Pharisees hardly appear in Josephuss War, though for the historian 
they have a tantalizing presence behind the scenes. A dispassionate observer 
might have related much more than Josephus does: he seems to forego every op
portunity to say more than is required for a coherent story, in which the Pharisees 
feature mainly for their negative (anti-royal, anti-aristocratic) traits. Although 
War is filled with digressions of various kinds (note especially the lengthy cele
bration of the Essenes in 2.119-161, as also the topographical and geographical 
excursuses), the Pharisees are not a group on which he cares to lavish attention. 
What he chooses to disclose about them to his audience is rather one-sided and 
derogatory: they latch on to the powerful in order to cause trouble for the nation, 
though their influence must be reckoned with. 

In Judean Antiquities 

Whereas War, written in the darkest days of post-war Rome, tried to portray 
the admirable Judean character in and through an account of the wars origin and 
course, Josephuss magnum opus, published about fifteen years later (93/94 C . E . ; 
cf. Ant. 20.267), takes advantage of the additional time and space to explore 
Judean culture on a larger canvas, in particular the constitution (Tro^ixeia) of the 
Judean people (1 .5 ,10) . 2 3 A nations mode of governance was generally considered 
an expression of its character: people get the constitution they deserve. 2 4 This 
axiom stood in some tension with the recognition that constitutions change over 
time, from monarchy to aristocracy or oligarchy to some form of "democracy" 
and back again, as also with discussions of the optimal constitution, 2 5 which pre
supposed that peoples had an element of choice in their mode of governance. 
Rome itself had famously emerged from ancient kingship through the "mixed 
constitution" of the Republic to the current principate—a de facto monarchy, 

2 3Note the prominence of constitution language in strategic places: Ant. 3.84, 213; 
4.45, 184, 191, 193-195, 196-198, 302, 310, 312; 5.98, 179; 15.254, 281; 18.9; 20.229, 251, 
261; Ag. Ap. 2.188, 222, 226, 272-273. At Ag. Ap. 2.287 Josephus recalls that he wrote An
tiquities in order to give "an exact account of our laws and constitution." 

2 4Plato, Resp. 544d-91; Jaeger, Paideia, 2:320-47. 
25Famously, the sixth book of Polybius's History. 
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though crucially not yet called kingship in Rome itself. Although Roman au
thors seem to have largely given up the sort of abstract constitutional discussions 
that Herodotus, Plato, Aristotle, and Polybius had indulged (but note Cicero's 
Republic and Laws), Josephus's younger contemporary Tacitus reveals the ongo
ing concern in elite circles with relations between a princeps (or emperor) and 
an aristocratic Senate. 2 6 All tied up in that discussion was the question of true 
Roman character. Contemporary Greek writers also devoted considerable atten
tion to the problem of local constitutions and aristocracies in the context of a 
Roman super-power.2 7 

In his Antiquities as in his War, Josephus shows himself fully aware of such 
questions (e.g., what sort of "freedom" should nations desire—untrammeled or 
conditioned by political necessity?), which had become pressing among Roman 
and Greek elites, especially in the waning years of Domitian's reign, when Jose
phus was writing. His detailed portrait of the Judean constitution and the vicis
situdes through which it had passed reveals abundant parallels with the Roman 
experience, which have been examined in detail elsewhere. 2 8 Crucially, both 
nations decisively reject kingship, as the inevitable precursor of tyranny, and 
Josephus is vocal in his insistence that the Judean constitution is aristocratic-
senatorial. 2 9 The nation is properly run, its ancient laws preserved and rightly 
administered, by people like his good self: the hereditary priests, who have 
always constituted—already in the time of Moses and Joshua!—the govern
ing council or Senate (PoiAr], yepoDaia) . 3 0 The essay known as Against Apion 
(2.145-196) will develop in moving, idealized terms this image of a hereditary 
priestly college under the orchestration of the high priest, as the most sublime 
form of constitution imaginable. 

In Antiquities, which assumes the obligations of history-writing, the picture 
is messier than in the Against Apion. After the principle of aristocratic gover
nance has been enunciated by Moses and his successors, the masses nonetheless 
clamor for a king (Ant. 6 .33-4) . It was widely acknowledged in Josephus's day 
that the masses of all nations preferred powerful monarchs—even if these vaulted 
to power through bloody coups—to the vagaries, corruptions, and inefficiencies 
of aristocratic bodies. 3 1 Kings tended to be more solicitous of their popular base: 
it was much easier to keep the tiny aristocracy in check than to deal with over
whelming popular animosity. So, although Josephus's Samuel forcefully advo
cates aristocracy (Ant. 6.36), he must yield to popular demands, and the era of 

2 6 R. Syme, Tacitus (2 vols; Oxford: Clarendon, 1958), 408-34; B. Otis "The Unique
ness of Latin Literature." A Hon 6 (1967): 199; R. Mellor Tacitus (London: Routledge, 1993), 
87-112. 

2 7 See note 11 above. 
2 8E.g., Feldman, Judean Antiquities 1-4 (both his detailed commentary and my in

troductory essay in that volume). 
29Ant. 4.223; 5.135; cf. Mason, "Reading on and between the Lines." 
30 Ant. 4.186, 218, 220, 255, 256, 325; 5.15, 43, 55. For the priestly core of this senato

rial aristocracy, see Ant. 3.188; 4.304; Life 1; Ag. Ap. 1.29-37; 2.184-86. 
3 1E.g., Cicero, Rep. 2.12.23; Livy 1.17.3. 
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kings, with its inevitable decline into tyranny, begins (6.262-268). The destruc
tion of the first temple and with it the monarchy of Judah clears the way for a new 
aristocracy (11.111), but this is undone by the later Hasmoneans (13.300), who 
once again assume the diadem and quickly lead the nation to disaster. Roman 
intervention restores the aristocracy yet again (14.91), though this gives way to the 
Herodian monarchy—as a function of the Roman civil wars, which featured their 
own (Roman) contenders for supreme power. In the symmetrical structure of An
tiquities, the two great king-tyrants of Judean history, Saul (book 6) and Herod 
(15-17), occupy corresponding positions. 

Josephus devotes a surprising amount of Antiquities3final quarter to parallel 
constitutional crises: the Judean problem of finding a successor to King Herod 
and the Roman succession woes following Tiberius and Gaius Caligula. 3 2 For the 
Judeans, after the debacle of Herod's son Archelaus, matters are resolved for some 
decades when a native aristocracy (including our author) is allowed to govern Je
rusalem under the remote supervision of a respectable, senior-senatorial Roman 
legate based in Syria, to which province Judea is joined (17.227, 355; 18.1-3; con
trast War 2.117). This arrangement preserves Judea's native traditions and collec
tive local leadership while at the same time securing the peoples freedom—i.e., 
freedom from native tyrants. When Antiquities closes, however, this arrangement 
is beginning to unravel with the first rumblings of civil strife (e.g., 20.205-214), 
which War has described in detail. The Roman constitutional crisis, for its part, 
is never resolved, leaving open the possibility that Antiquities functions in part as 
a critique of Rome's increasingly monarchical governance at Josephuss time. 3 3 

Because some of the Pharisee passages of Antiquities develop items men
tioned briefly in War, we need to bear in mind that Josephus frequently re
counts in Antiquities 13-20 and Life stories already told in War 1-2. In virtually 
every case of overlap, however, the retelling is markedly different. He is a zeal
ous practitioner of what ancient rhetoricians called paraphrasis or metaphrasis 
(7uapd(|)paai<;, pexa^paaicj—changing the form of expression while retaining 
the thoughts (Theon, Prog. 62 -4 ,107 -110 ; Quintilian, Inst. 1.9.2; 10.5.4-11)—and 
he certainly pushes the limits of "retaining the same thoughts." Changes run from 
the trivial to the comprehensive: dates, relative chronology, locations, dramatis 
personae and their motives, details of scene, and numbers. 3 4 Given Josephus's 
demonstrable freedom in retelling stories, and in view of parallel phenomena in 
other contemporary literature from the Gospels to Plutarch, 3 5 efforts to explain 
such changes programmatically—with reference to putative shifts of historio-
graphical outlook, religious affiliation, moral convictions, personal allegiances, 
or political necessity 3 6—seem a waste of scholarly energy. If Josephus changes 

3 2 Wiseman, Death of an Emperor, 1991. 
3 3 Mason, "Reading on and between the Lines"; see also ch. 3 in the present volume. 
34These parallels are explored in great detail by Laqueur (Historiker) and Cohen 

(Galilee and Rome). For a comparative table illustrating the degree of difference between 
War and The Life, see Appendix C in Mason, Life of Josephus. 

3 5E.g., Pelling, Greek Historian. 
36Programmatically, Laqueur, Historiker; Rasp, "Flavius Josephus." 
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more or less every story that he retells, we have more to do with the rhetoricized 
mentality mentioned above than with a new ideological program. 3 7 He seems to 
abhor the prospect of boring his audience, at least by retelling stories verbatim, 
and so he experiments with new literary and rhetorical configurations, careless 
of the historical casualties. 

Typical of such changes is our first encounter with the Pharisees in Antiqui
ties, in a brief statement about the three schools' views on fate (13.171-173). Even 
this concise presentation is irreconcilable with the sketch of the schools' posi
tions on fate in War 2.162-166, though he refers the audience to the earlier work 
for details (see the following chapter). 

In assessing the role of Pharisees in Antiquities, we must again maintain some 
narrative perspective. They do not figure in the main part of the work (books 
1-12), which outlines the origins of the aristocratic constitution, its contents, and 
early changes. This absence cannot be merely a function of chronology—i.e., be
cause there were no Pharisees in the time of Moses or Saul—for Josephus does 
not hesitate to mention other current issues or figures in the course of his bibli
cal paraphrase (e.g., 1.94, 108, 151; 4.146, 161; 7.101; 8.46). If he had any interest 
in doing so, he might well have extolled the Pharisees' legal tradition, or at least 
mentioned it, while elaborating upon Moses's laws and constitution, which he 
elaborates precisely because they form the living code by which Judeans of his day 
govern their lives. His failure to mention Pharisees or the other schools in the 
core of Antiquities is noteworthy. 

After the brief philosophical aside of Antiquities 13.171-173 just mentioned, 
the Pharisees next appear in connection with the greatest crisis in the Hasmonean 
dynasty: the transition from the illustrious period of "senatorial" self-rule, led by 
the virtuous hero and high priest John Hyrcanus, to the destructive monarchy-
cum-tyranny initiated by his short-lived and tragically self-absorbed son, Aris
tobulus I (13.301). Like War, Antiquities presents Hyrcanus I as the Hasmonean 
ruler most favored by God, the apogee of the glorious family (13.300). Following 
a detailed account of his exploits (e.g., successful manipulation of Seleucid rivals, 
Judaization of Idumea, renewed treaty with Rome, destruction of Samaria), Jose
phus tells a story with no parallel in War, but which helps to explain the mysteri
ous "growth" of the Pharisees alongside Queen Alexandra in War, as well as the 
Pharisees' behavior toward Alexander's friends as recounted in the earlier work. 
Yet the new episode has a ripple effect on the whole Hasmonean story, changing 
its contours in significant ways. 

The scene is a banquet, to which Hyrcanus invites "the Pharisees" (all of 
them?) because, our author notes, the virtuous high priest was one of their stu
dents (13.289). Because they "practiced philosophy" (see chapter 2), and because 
he wished to live a just life, which training in philosophy should produce, he in
vited them to offer criticism of anything untoward in his behavior (13.290). They 
all praised his conduct, but a certain Eleazar, also present at the dinner, boldly 
demanded that he relinquish the high priesthood on the ground—a false rumor, 

Further Mason, Life of Josephus, xxxvii-xli. 
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Josephus claims—that his mother had been a captive, and so presumably raped 
(13.290-292). At this, all the Pharisees become indignant (13.292). Josephus does 
not say that Eleazar was a Pharisee, and we soon learn that non-Pharisees were 
also present. For certain Sadducees in attendance cleverly exploit this opportunity 
by asking the Pharisees what punishment they deem suitable for the offending 
m a n . When the Pharisees cal l for (merely) severe corporal punishment—lashes 
a n d chains, rather than death (Josephus notes editorially tha t the Pharisees by 
nature take a moderate position in relation to punishments [ C ^ C T E I 7tp6<; xaq 
KOXOLGEIC, £7ti£iKa><; E%OX)GIV, 13.294])—the Sadducees a r e able to convince Hyr-
canus that their rivals approved of the mans outburst, in spite of what our narra
tor plainly says. The Sadducees' device for proving this, asking the Pharisees how 
they would punish Eleazar's outburst, after their unanimous condemnation of 
his words, appears to confirm that Eleazar was not one of their school. 

In any case, the Sadducees' gambit is successful and leads the prince to aban
don his affiliation with the Pharisees. His new embrace of the Sadducees is dra
matic: it results in his "dissolving the legal precepts established by [the Pharisees] 
among the populace" (xa X E X>K' cruxdv K a x a a x a 0 £ v x a vopipa xcbv Sfjpcov 
K a x a M a a i ) and punishing those who continued to observe them (13.296). This 
radical turn sets off a public uproar. 

A Roman audience might reasonably wonder what practical difference the 
change would make, and so Josephus hastens to explain that the Pharisees follow 
a special set of legal prescriptions (vopipa) "from a succession of fathers" ( E K 
rcaxEpoov 8ia8o%f|<;) in addition to the laws of Moses—the latter being famously 
followed by all Judeans; the preceding narrative of Antiquities 1-12 has explored 
this common constitution. This supplementary legal tradition is rejected by the 
Sadducees, who recognize only the "inscribed" laws (of Moses). 

Although this passage has been adduced as evidence for the rabbinic doc
trine of na bV2& mm or "Oral Law,"3 8 Josephus does not mention such a thing. 
He first characterizes the Pharisees' special ordinances as "not written in the laws 
of Moses" (amp OX>K avayEyparcxai E V xolq McoDaEoq vopoicj, attributing 
them rather to a succession of fathers. Although the following phrase, describing 
the Sadducees' view (viz., "it is necessary to respect only those ordinances that 
are inscribed," E K E I V O C vop ipa 8 E I V fjyEiaGai x a yEypappEva), might appear to 
suggest an oral law, if it were wrenched from its context, in context it plainly as
sumes the qualification in the preceding part of the sentence: the laws of Moses 
are contrasted not with oral laws, but with laws "from a tradition of the fathers."3 9 

The Sadducees reject the Pharisees' tradition not because no one thought to write 
it down somewhere, but because it is not part of Moses's constitution, which has 
been elaborated at great length. Josephus has never mentioned such a special tra
dition before, and he will not do so again outside of Antiquities 18.12 (recalling 

3 8 J. M. Baumgarten "The unwritten Law in the Pre-Rabbinic Period," JSJ 3 (1972), 
12-14; E. Rivkin, A Hidden Revolution (Nashville: Abingdon, 1978), 41-42. 

3 9So Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions About the Pharisees Before 70 (3 vols.; Leiden: 
Brill, 1971), 2:163; Mason, Josephus on the Pharisees, 240-43. 
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this passage in a later description of the Pharisees). When he speaks elsewhere of 
"the ancestral customs or laws" (oi vouoi, toe v6jj,i|iia, TCC Tt&ipia £6r | /v6 |Li i | ia) , 
as he frequently does, he plainly means the laws followed by all Judeans, given 
by the lawgiver Moses, which he compares and contrasts to the laws of other 
nations. 4 0 

In this explanatory gloss on the Pharisees' tradition from "a succession of 
fathers," Josephus also makes explicit what the audience might already have in
ferred from his brief notices on Pharisees in War: whereas the Sadducean base is 
tiny and found only among the elite, the Pharisees have the support of the masses 
(13.298). This point will turn up repeatedly in the few lines devoted to Pharisees 
in the sequel. If Josephus wishes to leave any image of the Pharisees with his audi
ence, it is that they have massive popular access, support, and influence. 

Hyrcanus's break with the Pharisees and Josephus's explanation about their 
influence receive space at this juncture, apparently, because they are program
matic for the balance of the Hasmonean story. This rift was not merely a per
sonal one: it had ramifications for the constitution of the state because it meant 
the dissolution of the Pharisaic jurisprudence that had been in place throughout 
Hyrcanus's reign. Although Josephus does not pause to explain why Pharisees 
were so popular, or the nature of their legal precepts, he does drop an important 
hint in the banquet story: their penal code was milder. He will confirm this 
point in a later note to the effect that Ananus II, the high priest who executed 
Jesus' brother James, was a Sadducee and therefore "savage" in punishment (Ant. 
20.199). 

A brief historical reflection may illuminate Josephus's biases. At face value, 
biblical law seems raw, unsystematic, and potentially severe. The various apodictic 
and casuistic declarations throughout the Pentateuch offer little by way of a real 
jurisprudence: rights of the accused, a system of courts, principles of advocacy, or 
procedures for hearing and sentencing.4 1 Any self-consciously interpretative tra
dition, therefore, simply as a function of articulating general legal principles and 
procedures of prosecution and defense—e.g., that a certain number of judges must 
hear cases, with advocates for the accused—would tend to mitigate the Law's po
tential severity. Perusal of the Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin, which reflects one kind 
of elaboration, suggests that few accused persons could face capital punishment 
under its provisions. The school of Hillel, represented in the first century by Rab-
ban Gamaliel and his son Simon, is particularly associated with leniency.42 With
out assuming any identification between Pharisees and tannaitic rabbis, we may 
still observe that Josephus's remarks on the leniency of Pharisaic jurisprudence 

40Ibid., 96-106. 
4 1 The Bible requires execution by an "avenger of blood" not only for murder, idolatry, 

and blasphemy, but also for cursing parents (Exod 21:17; Lev 20:9), owning an animal 
that gores a person to death (if the animal has also harmed others, Exod 21:29), being a 
medium or wizard (Lev 20:27), violating the Sabbath (Exod 31:14-15; 35:2), kidnapping 
(Exod 21:16), and adultery (Lev 20:10). On corporal punishment (for unspecified offenses), 
see Deut 25:2-3. 

4 2E.g., m. Rosh HaShanah 2.5; m. Yevamot 16.7. 



200 JOSEPHUS AND JUDEA 

seem antecedently plausible.43 Anyone who wished to live by the Law had neces
sarily to interpret it, to resolve its various prescriptions in some way. 4 4 If the Sad
ducees took a deliberately minimalist approach, rejecting any explicit body of 
authoritative legal principle or case law, claiming to observe only what the Law 
specified, it stands to reason that their interpretations would be more severe. If so, 
it is telling that our aristocratic reporter has no interest in explaining the popular 
Pharisees , legal principles, much less in embracing or celebrating them. 

But why would the Sadducees prescind so pointedly from the Pharisees , tra
dition, or apparently any other body of ordinances not in the laws? And how 
might Josephuss audiences have understood this difference? In pre-modern 
societies—recall even Dickens's A Tale of Two Cities—it was inevitably the poor 
who faced the full force of severe laws. Aristocrats might worry with cause about 
committing political offenses, but they were largely immune from the legal cares 
of the masses because of their social position, connections, and presumed noble 
character. They were not likely to be accused of theft or assault. In Rome, the posi
tion of city prefect (praefectus urbis) was created under Augustus mainly to deal 
with the petty crimes of slaves and freedmen, not the nobles. 4 5 The elite author Jo
sephus himself claims to favor severity in law, even celebrating this as a virtue of 
the Judean constitution in contrast to the ever-softening codes of other peoples: 
whereas others wiggle out of their laws' ancient demands, Judean law still ex
acts the death penalty for adultery and rebellious children (Ant 1.22; 4 .244-253; 
4 .260-264; Ag. Ap. 2.276). It is understandable that in such contexts the masses 
would favor the party with the more lenient penal code, but the aristocrat Jose
phus takes a typically piteous view of the masses: the rabble or the mob, who are 
fickle and vulnerable to persuasion by almost anyone. 4 6 He explains only, and 
rather dryly, that Hyrcanus's break with the Pharisees and his dissolution of their 
jurisprudence resulted in popular opposition to the Hasmonean dynasty. 

His disdain for the Pharisees, no matter how popular they may be (or be
cause of a popularity he considers unfortunate), becomes obvious in the way he 
frames the story of their rupture with Hyrcanus. The episode itself, which is bor
rowed from oral or written tradition, 4 7 seems neutral or sympathetic toward the 

4 3 For a thorough examination of the humane character of Pharisaic jurisprudence, ar
gued on the basis of rabbinic halakhah, see famously L. Finkelstein, The Pharisees: The Soci
ological Background of Their Faith (2 vols.; Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1938). 

4 4 On the need for everyone who wished to live by the Bible to fill its "gaps," and for 
a fascinating exposition of Pharisaic and other tradition in the context of rapidly grow
ing literacy from the Hasmonean period, see A. I. Baumgarten, The Flourishing of Jewish 
Sects in the Maccabean Era: An Interpretation (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 114-36. 

4 5Eck, Age of Augustus, 79. From the early third century C . E . Roman law would for
malize the long-evident legal distinction between the mass of free citizens (humiliores) 
and the privileged (honestiores). 

4 6E.g., War 2.234, 259-260, 321-332, 399, 406, 411-417, 427, 523-526; 5.527-528; 
Ant. 1.115; 3.24-27, 68-69, 295-315; 4.37; 19.202; cf. Polybius 6.9.8-9; 44.9; Cicero, Rep. 
1.42.65; Tacitus, Hist. 1.4, 32. 

47Mason, Josephus on the Pharisees, 219; cf. the similar story told of Janneus in 
b. Qidd. 66a. 
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Pharisees. It leaves the affiliation of the troublemaker Eleazar uncertain, while 
emphasizing that the Pharisees as a group praise Johns conduct, and all of them 
(rcccvxeg) condemn Eleazar for his impertinence (13.292). It is the Sadducees who 
mischievously implicate all Pharisees in Eleazar's views (13.293). On the basis 
of the account itself, therefore, it makes little sense for Josephus to blame the 
Pharisees. Yet he chooses to introduce the episode with a remarkable indictment: 
popular envy of the Hasmoneans's success was expressed through the Pharisees in 
particular; they were especially hostile to him, and "they have such influence with 
the rabble [note present tense] that even if they say something against a king and 
a high priest, they are immediately trusted" (xoaauxrjv 8e e^ODai xf|v ia%a)v 
7iapa xco 7tA,f|9ei dx; Kal KCCXOC PaaiXecoq xi Aiyovxeq KCU KOCX' ap%iepeco<; 
£\)0a)<; 7tiax£\)£a9cu; 13.288). The animus of our aristocratic author apparently 
leads him to stretch his material out of shape. Since he will use very similar lan
guage when characterizing the Pharisees in later episodes, he seems to have an 
idee fixe concerning the group—no matter what the evidence he can adduce. 

Although Pharisees do not appear by name in Josephus's account of Alex
ander Janneus's actions (as also in War), the kings deathbed scene in Antiquities 
clarifies for the first time that much popular resentment toward him has been 
generated by this popular group: Alexander realized that "he had collided with 
the nation because of these men" (13.402). If we read the Hasmonean narrative 
as a unity, this makes sense. The Pharisees and their legal system have been re
pudiated by Hyrcanus I, so that under Aristobulus I and Janneus the milder and 
more popular legal regimen has remained outlawed. This has been a factor in the 
masses' hatred for Janneus, to which the king has responded with extreme bru
tality. Only by such a coherent reading can we explain why Janneus now advises 
his wife, who is terrified at the volume of popular hatred she is about to inherit, to 
grant power once again to the Pharisees—in an ostentatious manner. Invite them 
even to abuse my corpse, the wily politician declares, for all they really desire is 
power, and if you give them this they will immediately turn sycophant and allow 
me a grand funeral (13.403)! 

This hard-headed appraisal of "those reputed to be the most pious and most 
scrupulous about the laws" is patently disparaging, and yet Josephus as narrator 
does nothing to ameliorate it. On the contrary, Janneus's cynical prediction is 
borne out by the story: invited to share power with the widow Queen, the Phari
sees give her husband a magnificent send-off, proclaiming what a just or righ
teous (8IKCCIO<;) king they have lost, and exploiting their demagogic talents to 
move the masses to mourning (13.405-6) . 

The fuller narrative here vis-a-vis War thus creates a significantly different 
atmosphere. Whereas the Pharisees' growth appeared sudden in War, minimally 
explained as if the pious Alexandra had simply been duped by an unscrupulous 
band, in Antiquities the Pharisees' popular influence has been a central concern 
to the Hasmoneans all along. The Queen becomes a fellow-schemer in the calcu
lus advanced by her dying husband in order to help quiet the people. 

Josephus makes the connection with the earlier rupture explicit: Queen Al
exandra "directed the rabble (xo nXf\Qoc,) to submit to the Pharisees, and she 
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re-established whatever legal measures (vopipa) the Pharisees had introduced in 
keeping with the 'fatherly tradition/ which her father-in-law Hyrcanus had dis
solved (b nevQepbq ax>xf\q KaiE'kvGZv)" (13.408). This note signals the complete 
reformation of the legal code to the status quo ante. Josephus further strength
ens the link with Hyrcanus's break from the Pharisees by reprising his editorial 
observation of Antiquities 13.288, now placing it on the lips of dying Janneus 
(13.401-2): 

For he declared that these men had vast influence (SuvccaGcci 5e KOXX>) among the 
Judeans, both to harm those they hated and to benefit those in the position of friends 
(pXaycci i£ piacuvTac, KOU fyiXicoc, 8iaK£ip£voax; (b<()£A-f|aai). "For they are espe
cially believed among the rabble concerning those about whom they say something 
harsh, even if they do so from envy (KOCV ^OOVCUVTEC,)." Indeed, he said that he had 
collided with the nation because of these men, who had been outrageously treated 
by him. 

Though Janneus confesses his crimes here, strangely none of it helps the Pharisees' 
image. Josephus is too artful a writer to work with simple oppositions, such that 
where he is critical of a certain ruler, opponents of that ruler must therefore receive 
his favor. There are many shades of virtue in his narrative: a Janneus or a Herod 
can have serious flaws but still receive due credit for certain virtues, or sympathy 
for his plight. Yet the Pharisees consistently come out on the side of unprincipled 
demagoguery. 

With more space available in the generous proportions of Antiquities, Jo
sephus can elaborate on the Pharisees' disruptive activities under Alexandra, 
crisply asserted in War. Now we are told that they personally cut the throats of 
numerous powerful men who had advised King Janneus in his actions against 
opponents, systematically hunting down one after the other (13.410). This purge 
by Pharisees causes a counter-reaction amongst the elite (oi 8\)vaxoi), who evi
dently include the military leaders: these rally around the Queens younger son 
Aristobulus II, whose intercession wins them at least the privilege to live securely 
in royal fortresses, safe from the Pharisees (13.415). Significantly, Aristobulus 
himself makes a bid for supreme power because he foresees that if his ineffec
tual older brother, Hyrcanus II, should assume the throne, the family would be 
powerless to stop continued control by the Pharisees (13.423; cf. 408). But Hyr
canus II, who is already high priest, will indeed become king (14.4), leaving the 
audience to infer that Alexandra's reinstatement of Pharisaic jurisprudence re
mains in force (further below). 

Given all of the nuanced exchanges that Josephus crafts in describing 
Aristobulus II—he with the friends of his father, Alexandra with her Pharisaic 
cohort—one might wonder whether the narrator really intends us to sympa
thize with the influential men now hiding from the Pharisees, for had they not 
overseen the brutal regime under Janneus? Josephus removes any doubt about 
this, however, in his obituary on the Queen in Antiquities 13 .430-432. With 
the omniscient narrator's voice, he adopts the sentiments expressed by Aris
tobulus II (13.416-417): Alexandra should not have insisted on ruling, out of a 
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personal power-lust (87ri6\)pia) inappropriate to a woman, while she had grown 
sons more suited to the task (13.431). Without mincing words, Josephus declares 
that Alexandra's rule caused all of the disasters and catastrophes that would 
subsequently fall upon the Hasmonean house and lead to its loss of authority 
(13.432). This happened because she preferred present power to what was noble 
or right (oftxe KOLXOX) ovxe S I K C U O D ) and because she invited into government 
those who held her house in contempt (sc. the Pharisees), leaving the leadership 
bereft of anyone who was concerned for its well-being (xf\v ocp%r|v eprjpov icbv 
7cpoKT|8op8vcov 7roinaauivr|, 13.431). Again, Alexandra's rapprochement with 
the Pharisees allegedly had lasting ill effects. 

Among the seven remaining volumes of Antiquities, the Pharisees appear as 
narrative actors in only three further episodes. These occur during the adminis
tration of Herod's father Antipater, the Roman-appointed governor while Hyr-
canus II is high priest and quasi-royal ethnarch; under King Herod himself; and 
then at the annexation of Judea to Roman Syria. 

The first episode shows Hyrcanus II in the unenviable position of trying to 
assert the national laws, in his responsibility as ostensible ruler, yet thoroughly in
timidated by an already tyrannical young Herod (14.165). At first persuaded by the 
Judean elders and the mothers of Herod's victims that Herod has been practicing 
extra-judicial killing, Hyrcanus summons him to trial (14.164-169). But on his ar
rival, the council serving as his court is intimidated into silence. Only one Samaias 
(not further identified here) rises fearlessly to declare that if the council does not 
punish Herod, the young man will come back to punish them. Josephus adds that 
this indeed happened later, and paradoxically only Samaias would be spared—for 
he, realizing that they could not avoid divine retribution, would advise the people 
of Jerusalem to admit Herod as king (14.172-176). 

When we next hear of Samaias, however, the story has changed. At 15.3 we 
learn that he is the student of a Pharisee named Pollio, 4 8 and that it was the Phari
see who had made the original prediction about Herod! Herod's gentleness toward 
the Pharisees, even when they resist his directives, is spelled out again at 15.370. 
Leaving aside the manuscript problems at 15.3, we may observe two important 
points here. First, in Josephus's narrative, Pharisees remain an influential part of 
the vestigial-Hasmonean (effectively Roman-Herodian) government under Hy
rcanus II—just as Aristobulus II had feared while his mother Alexandra lived. 
Even Herod, once he is in ostensibly absolute control of Jerusalem, thinks it nec
essary to persuade (a-DUJreiBco) Pollio and Samaias to take the oath of allegiance 
to him along with their fellow-Pharisees (15.370). 

Second, however, Josephus continues to avoid clarifying the situation for his 
audience. While he is describing Samaias's personal virtues as a fearless speaker, 

48Although some M S S have Samaias here as the Pharisee, with a student also named 
(a form of) Samaias, this would only postpone the problem until 15.370, where the text 
clearly gives the relationship above. It seems clear that some copyists adjusted the names 
at 15.3 to remove the contradiction with 14.172-176; they either did not notice 15.370 or 
could not bring themselves to "correct" the text a second time. 
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he declines to identify him as a Pharisee; this identification he reserves for a later 
setting that highlights Pollio's advice to admit Herod to Jerusalem. There, how
ever, the bold and accurate prediction (now by Pollio) of future punishment is re
called as a mere afterthought (15.4). Our aristocratic author shows no interest in 
explaining the continuing presence and popularity of the Pharisees. He certainly 
does not advertise them, though we who are interested can discover f r o m such 
incidental clues that they remain in the background of his narrative. 

Josephus's failure to identify Samaias as a Pharisee while he is admiring his 
actions may be comparable to the cases of the teachers in War 1 and the popular 
orators of War 4 (above), as well as another instance in Antiquities 20. That is the 
story of the high priest Ananus II's execution of James, brother of Jesus, which I 
have already mentioned. Josephus attributes the action by Ananus (whom War 
4.319-325 lauds for his behavior during the early phase of the revolt) to the high 
priest's alleged youthful rashness and daring, as well as to his membership in the 
school of the Sadducees, "who are savage in contrast to all other Judeans when it 
comes to trials, as we have already explained"—&n apparent reference to the ban
quet with Hyrcanus I, at Antiquities 13. 296. Josephus goes on to state that "those 
in the city who were reputed to be most fair-minded and most precise in relation 
to the laws (oaoi E S O K O D V eTtieiKecrxaxoi xcov KCCXOC xf]v nokxv elvca K C C I rcept 
xo\)<; vouoix; ctKpiPetq)," a remark recalling his earlier descriptions of the Phari
sees, were deeply offended by the Sadducean high priest's action. 

Whereas scholars often suggest that Josephus means to indicate Pharisees here, 
I think that we m u s t respect his compositional choices. He could not plausibly ex
pect his audience—any audience other than scholars with concordances—to read 

"Pharisees" here in Antiquities 20, without his spelling it out. Although his narra
tive might lead us to expect that he was thinking of Pharisees when he described 
these popular non-Sadducean exegetes, yet again he opts not to apply the label 

"Pharisee" just where he is praising the behavior of the group in question. 
The n e x t Antiquities episode in which the Pharisees appear is openly hostile. 

After Herod has killed his sons Alexander and Aristobulus (ca. 8 B . C . E . ) , another 
son, Antipater, rises to prominence while the beleaguered king, exhausted by 
intrigues, begins to fail (Ant. 17.18, 32). Antipater reportedly gains control over 
Herod's brother Pheroras, partly by influencing tha t man's wife and her relatives 
(17.34). Immune to Antipater's designs, however, was the king's sister Salome. She 
dutifully reported the conspiracy to her brother, though he was reluctant to be
lieve her exaggerated accounts (17.38-40). So: a stalemate for the moment. 

At this sensitive juncture, the Pharisees appear as the decisive factor in 
prompting the k ing to action against all these conspirators. In the crabbed Greek 
that Josephus adopts throughout Antiquities 17-19: 

There was also a certain faction of the Judean people priding itself on great preci
sion in the ancestral heritage (ETT' E ^ a K p i p c b a e i . . . xot) rcaxpioi)) and, of the laws, 
pretending (rcpoa7toioi)uivcov) [regard] for those things in which the Deity rejoices. 
To them the female bloc was submissive. Called Pharisees, they were quite capable of 
issuing predictions for the king's benefit, and yet they were plainly bent on combat
ing and also harming him (etc, xo 7toA,£ îeiv XE KCCI pXarcxeiv). (Ant. 17.41) 
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This editorial perspective, with its reference to harming those in power, recalls 
Antiquities 13.288, 401, and continues the well-established theme of the Phari
sees' contentious disposition. 

Josephus's attempt to justify such strong language in this case borders on 
the bizarre. First, when some 6,000 Pharisees reportedly refuse to take an oath 
of loyalty to Herod—whether this is the same event as in 15.370 is debatable— 
the troublesome wife of Pheroras pays their fine (Ant. 17.42). In gratitude, they 
manufacture predictions not for the king's benefit, but for her pleasure. They 
emptily promise that Herod and his descendants will forfeit the rule, which will 
fall to Pheroras and to her (17.43). Josephus claims that Herod heard about this 
quid pro quo through his sister Salome, and now was enraged enough to execute 
those Pharisees who were to blame, as well as a eunuch named Bagoas and one 
Karos, the former object of the king's desire (17.44). Most interestingly, the king 
also executed "the entire element of his domestic staff that had supported what 
the Pharisee was saying" (nav 6 xi xot> oiKeioi) a i ) V £ i a x f ) K £ i otq 6 O a p i a a i o q 
EXEJEV). The rhetorical personification in "what the Pharisee was saying" is es
pecially striking because at Antiquities 18.17 (below) Josephus will use the same 
unusual turn of phrase. 

He explains that Bagoas was executed because the eunuch foolishly em
braced the Pharisees' prediction that he would be enabled to marry and father 
children, and that he would be called father of a future king-messiah figure 
(17.45). The prediction to Bagoas makes clear the vacuous and promiscuous na
ture of Pharisaic prediction in Josephus's hands: they happily stir up those who 
should be most loyal to the King with promises of incredible, mutually exclusive, 
outcomes. The effect upon the audience of Josephus's portrait here would pre
sumably have been much like that created by his younger contemporary Juve
nal when he spoke about Jewish fortune-tellers in Rome: "a Judean will tell you 
dreams of any kind you please for the minutest of coins" (Sat. 6.546). Tacitus 
comments more generally, in the context of imperial court astrologers, about 
the deceptions of those who bring the science into disrepute by describing what 
they do not know (Ann. 6.22). 

For all its interest and oddness, this remarkable story of Pharisaic prediction 
is dropped quickly and Josephus returns to the main narrative. The Pharisee in
cident seems to be mentioned mainly because it provides the trigger for Herod to 
act more forcefully against Pheroras's wife, who is the main character in this part 
of the story (Ant. 17.46-51). This episode in turn opens the way for Pheroras's 
retirement from Jerusalem, and death, as well as Antipater's momentary rise and 
protracted, desperate fall (17.52-145,184-187) . 

To give a sense of proportion, again: many individual speeches in that ensu
ing narrative are longer than this paragraph mentioning the Pharisees. It is in 
the psychological analysis of motives, virtues, and vices, to which speeches lend 
themselves, that Josephus's main interest as a historian lies. His description of 
the Pharisees is by contrast vague and impersonal: individual Pharisees are not 
named; they act as a sort of nefarious Greek chorus, en bloc and without benefit
ing from rounded portraiture. 
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Here again, Josephus passes up the opportunity to answer inevitable audi
ence questions about the Pharisees: Where does their ability to predict come 
from? Why is Josephus so cynical about this ability? In what sense could they 
have manufactured predictions "for the king"? It is clear only, because he em
phasizes the point, that the Pharisees' popularity keeps them near the center of 
power and able to cause serious problems for those who govern, no matter how 
ostensibly powerful the rulers may be. In Herod's case, the Pharisees are entirely 
on the wrong side, with the impious son Antipater, the disloyal brother Pheroras, 
his scheming wife, and their conspiratorial bloc. 

Although the final discussion of the Pharisees in Antiquities (18.12-15, 17) 
has mainly to do with their philosophical tenets in relation to those of the other 
schools, and so will be considered in the next chapter, three statements in and 
around that passage complete Antiquities' treatment of the group. 

First, as at War 2.118-119, Josephus's introduction of the three schools is 
prompted by his mention of Judas the Galilean (here Gaulanite), who initiated a 
popular rebellion when Judea came under direct Roman rule: in War as a province 
in its own right, here as a territory annexed to the province of Syria (17.355; 18.1-
2). With extra space at his disposal, Josephus dilates on the novelty, strangeness, 
and inescapably dangerous outcome of Judas's absolute conception of "freedom" 
(£A,£i)0£pia): this notion sowed the seed of every kind of misery, starting a move
ment that would spin out of control, sparking civil war and the murder of fellow 
citizens, especially those of high standing, and resulting in the destruction of the 
temple (18.4-9). Curiously, however, Josephus now explains the popular appeal of 
Judas's message by explaining that the rebel leader won the support of a certain 
Saddok, a Pharisee (18.4): together they appealed to the nation (TO JtQvoq), and the 
people (oi avBpcorcoi) heard what they said with pleasure (18.4, 6). Josephus rein
forces this link among rebels, the masses, and Pharisees at the end of the schools 
passage, where he asserts that the ironically described "Fourth Philosophy"—this 
is not a real group, who called themselves by such a name (see the next chapter)— 
agrees with the Pharisees in everything except the rebels' more absolute devotion 
to freedom (£A,£i)0£pia, 18.23). 

Against the old scholarly view that this connection with the Pharisees con
tradicts War's isolation of Judas' rebel philosophy and newly dignifies the rebels,4 9 

Josephus's language implies the opposite relationship: it is rather the Pharisees 
who are tainted by their new association with rebels. Josephus's rejection of rebel
lion and stasis does not abate in his later writings. He writes as the aristocrat who, 
like Plutarch, is ever alert to prevent civil strife and unrest (cf. Life 17-22 et passim). 
Antiquities 18.3-11 is even more adamant than War 2.118 in repudiating Judas 
and his heirs. Therefore, Josephus's new identification of a prominent Pharisee at 
the source of Judas's rebel program can work only to associate the Pharisee with 

4 9Rasp, "Flavius Josephus," 39, 44, 47; M. Black, "Judas of Galilee and Josephus's 
Fourth Philosophy," in Josephus-Studien: Untersuchungen zu Josephus, der antiken Juden-
tum und dem Neuen Testament, Otto Michel zum 70. Gerburtstaggemidwet. (ed. O. Betz, 
K. Haacker, and M. Hengel; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck 8c Ruprecht, 1974), 50; G. Alon, 
Jews, Judaism, and the Classical World (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1977), 44-47. 
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despicable behavior. Saddok exploits the Pharisees' popularity with the masses, 
which is by now familiar to the attentive reader, to stir up the always pliable rabble 
for unworthy goals. Significantly, it is a chief priest, Joazar son of Boethus, who 
must work to pacify the people against such rebel leaders (18.3)—here is the rep
resentative of Josephus's values in the narrative—though Joazar's statesmen-like 
work is largely undone by Judas and the Pharisee. 

Second, at Antiquities 18.15 Josephus remarks that "because of these [their 
philosophical views], they happen to be extremely persuasive among the citizens 
(xotq xe 8f||Lioi<; 7ci0avcbxaxoi xvyxavoucriv), and divine matters—prayers and 
sacred rites—happen to be performed according to the manner of interpretation 
of those men (dnoaa 6 e t a . . . Tcoif^aecoq Ec\r\yr\aEi xf\ eiceivcav xDyxavoDaiv 
7cpaaa6|ieva)." This is followed by a difficult clause about the citizens' following 

"the way that prevails in/over all things, in both their regimen of life and their 
speech."50 Note the double "happen to be," which applies more than the usual 
amount of distance between author and object of discussion: Josephus conspicu
ously withholds any personal investment in the group's popularity. 

Third, any doubt about Josephus's evaluation of the Pharisees' popularity is 
removed by his further notice concerning the Sadducees. Recalling his earlier 
observation about the small elite base of the Sadducean school (13.297-298), he 
now remarks that 

this [Sadducean] doctrine has reached only a few, albeit those who are highest in 
standing (xouc, jjivxoi rcpcaxcoc, xotc, a^icbjiaoi), and almost nothing is accom
plished by them. For whenever they enter into governing positions (orcoxE y a p en' 
apxaq 7iap£X,8oiEv), though unwillingly and under compulsion, they therefore [i.e., 
as a condition of public office] side with what the Pharisee says (7tpoa%copo'oai 5' 
ohv otc, 6 Oapiaaioc, Aiyei), because otherwise they would not be tolerable51 to the 
masses. (18.15-16) 

Although one or more of Josephus's references to the Pharisees, especially the 
more overtly hostile ones, have traditionally been ascribed wholesale to his un
digested sources, 5 2 it is clear now that he is responsible for all of them. The strik
ing similarity of language between this relatively neutral school passage and the 
preceding episode (in speaking of "what the Pharisee says/said"), along with 
the conspicuous share of both passages in the peculiar language experiments of 
Antiquities 17-19, and then the links between these passages and Antiquities 13 
(e.g., the Pharisees' determination to "harm" rulers and their influence with the 

50Greek, e7cixr|8£a)aei xov erii naci Kpeiaaovoc, ev xe xf| Siaixrj xov ptoi) Kal 
Xoyoic,. Although Feldman (in the Loeb edition) renders "by practicing the highest ide
als," presumably in view of the preceding apexf] (often "virtue") amolq [Feldman, "the 
excellence of the Pharisees"] in Ant. 17-19 &pexf| need not mean moral virtue or excel
lence, but often retains its older sense of morally neutral strength or force (e.g., 17.44, 49, 
171, 238, 277, 279). 

5 1 Greek &V£KXOC/ 7 of its 11 occurrences in Josephus are in Ant. 18, one of many 
features embedding this passage in the surrounding narrative. 

52See n. 19 above. 
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masses), show that we are dealing with a consistent authorial hand—no matter 
how varied Josephuss underlying sources may (admittedly) have been. 

To summarize thus far: Josephus features the Pharisees only briefly in An
tiquities, and only after the main story (Ant. 1-12) is finished, in his narrative of 
the Hasmonean dynasty's decline. There he sets up a situation that will appar
ently endure until his own time. Namely, although John Hyrcanus threw over 
the Pharisees' legal prescriptions (vopipa) in a fit of pique engineered by the 
Sadducees, the popular animosity that this generated, which reached its height 
under Alexander Janneus, could not be sustained. Alexander's widow restored 
Pharisaic jurisprudence, and the group's hold on popular opinion has remained 
formidable ever since. Even King Herod could only execute a few of their leaders 
when they created serious difficulties for him; he had still to deal with the group, 
and by the time his son Archelaus was removed in 6 C . E . at least one of their 
leaders was ready to exploit their influence again for rebellious ends. Tellingly, 
Josephus's summary comments on the Pharisees' popularity are in the present 
tense, including his description of the Judean philosophies at 18.12-22. He gives 
no narrative reason to think that the Pharisees' influence waned appreciably 
through the period of his history. 

What must impress the reader interested in the Pharisees is Josephus's lack 
of interest in the group: we must go looking for Pharisees in Josephus. He does 
not highlight their presence or answer obvious questions about their leaders, ac
tivities, legal principles, group structure, social composition, relationship to the 
ancient priestly Senate (as Josephus presents it), entry requirements, claims to 
special powers, or popular appeal (contrast the Essenes of War 2.119-161). That 
they are able to manipulate the masses for whatever end they wish, and often 
use this influence to harm the eminent—this is enough of an indictment for our 
aristocratic author. Apparently, he fails to answer obvious questions because he 
disdains the group and regrets their popularity, like that of the countless other 
demagogues in his stories (e.g., Ant. 4 .14-20, 37; 7.194-196; 18.3-6; 20.160, 167, 
172; cf. Sallust, Cat. 37.3). 

In Life 

Josephus's autobiography adds a fascinating personal dimension to the pic
ture of the Pharisees developed in his two historical accounts. This one-volume 
work is an appendix to the magnum opus, a celebration of the author's self-
acclaimed virtue (Life 430) elaborated against the standard ancient rhetorical 
criteria of noble ancestry (1-6) , youthful exploits (7-19), military and political 
achievements (20-413) , and benefactions given and received (414-430) . 

This self-introduction first mentions the Pharisees quite neutrally in con
junction with the other two schools (Life 10), only to say that in his youthful 
quest for philosophical training, self-improvement, and toughening (Eprceipia, 
crKA,r|paycQy£co, TTOVECO), Josephus did not find any of these groups satisfactory; 
he refers the audience to his "frequent" (noXXaxiq) earlier discussions for de-
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tails. Fleeting though it is, this constitutes the final "school passage" (see the next 
chapter). For present purposes, however, we must deal with Josephuss claim that 
his lack of satisfaction with the schools led to his retreat to the desert, to live with 
the extreme ascetic Bannus for three years. It was this experience that finally 
answered his philosophical yearning (emO'Dpia, Life 11). 

What comes next (Life 12) requires careful attention, for English-speaking 
scholars have almost always taken it to mean that Josephus either joined or 
wished to claim that he joined the Pharisees. Yet such a claim at this point would 
make no sense of the immediate context, where he has found the Pharisees and 
the other schools insufficient; only Bannus (whose ardent student, Cx]X(o%r\q9 he 
became) has shown him the way. A sudden lurch toward the Pharisees would, 
moreover, come as a shock after Josephuss few and disdainful references to the 
group throughout War and Antiquities. And most important, such a reading 
cannot be sustained by the sentence in question (Life 12) . 5 3 

At the age of 18 to 19, when his Roman contemporaries would have com
pleted their higher studies in philosophy and/or rhetoric and begun to take up 
responsibilities in public life, this is precisely what Josephus claims to have done. 
He returned to the polis of Jerusalem (ziq T T ) V noXiv i)rc£crcp£<|)Ov) and, "being 
now in my nineteenth year, I began to involve myself in public life" (f]p^dpr|v 
7coA,iT£'u£a8ai). Although in Jewish and Christian literature the middle verb 
7toA,iT£\)opai can have the meaning "govern oneself or simply "behave," it is 
clear from the immediate context here (preceded by polis and followed by his 
diplomatic trip to Rome, Life 13), from Josephuss usage of this verb elsewhere,5 4 

and from the closest parallels in contemporary Greek authors of Josephuss class 
(Plutarch, Mor. 798d-e, 800d, f, 813a, 804f), that he is describing his embarka
tion upon adult political life, something expected of all members of his class. 
Thus, "[after three years with Bannus], I returned to the city. Being now in my 
nineteenth year, I began to involve myself in po/fs-affairs [or 'become politically 
involved']." 

But that is not the end of the sentence. Dependent clauses add, "following 
after [or 'following the authority of] the school of the Pharisees (xi\ Oapiaaicov 
aip£o~£i KaTaicoA,o'u0u)v), which is rather like the one called Stoic among the 
Greeks." Clues about the intended sense of the first and crucial sub-clause in
clude the following. First, the kata-prefix on the main participle suggests "fol
lowing after someone's lead or following an authority"—rather than joining or 
becoming zealously involved with a group. (Contrast Josephus's experience as 
Bannus's devotee, t>r(k(0'tr\c>) Second, since this clause is dependent, Josephus's 
entry into polis life provides the basis or reason for his following the lead of the 
Pharisaic school. Third, we have seen that it is a minor theme of the later Antiq
uities, however grudgingly divulged, that the Pharisees and their program hold 
complete sway over the masses and therefore over political life. At Antiquities 
18.15, 17 Josephus has said pointedly that whenever anyone comes into public 

5 3 For a full examination of the passage, see Mason, "Was Josephus a Pharisee?" 
54Ant. 4.13; 13.432; 14.91; 15.263; 18.44; 20.251; Life 258, 262. 
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office, he must—even if unwillingly and by necessity—side with "what the Phari
see says." Just as his mention of the three groups at Life 10 refers the audience to 
earlier discussions, so also this notice about following the lead of the Pharisees 
in public life reminds the audience of what he has said just three volumes ear
lier. If even Sadducees coming into office must support the Pharisees' agenda, 
Josephus's observation that his own entry into public life required following the 
Pharisees' prescriptions does not imply any closer affiliation with the group than 
the Sadducees had. 

Like War 2 AW (above), Life 21 makes only passing mention of the "prin
cipal men of the Pharisees" (xoiq rcpuVcoK; xcbv Oapiaccicov) alongside the chief 
priests, in the coalition trying to manage the clamor for war. Even more point
edly than War, Antiquities has insisted that the hereditary priesthood and its 
leaders constitute the proper ruling elite of Judea. 5 5 Since the time of Queen 
Alexandra, although Josephus has preferred to speak of hereditary aristocratic-
priestly leadership, he has grudgingly acknowledged that the immensely popular 
lay movement of the Pharisees must always be reckoned with by those in power. 
Since Alexandra, at least, leading Pharisees have been able to exert considerable 
influence on those in power; we glimpse their presence in the highest councils 
under Hyrcanus II and Herod. As the war against Rome takes shape, War 2AW 
and Life 21 furnish hints of what seems a closer, more deliberate and diplomatic 
alliance: leading Pharisees are specifically identified in the ruling coalition. This 
makes sense in Josephus's narrative world: in the national emergency created by 
popular and demagogic demands for rebellion, the chief priests need the influ
ence of prominent Pharisees to help calm the masses. 5 6 

The next cluster of references to the Pharisees, which is the last among Jose
phus's known writings, may illustrate the sort of relationship between chief priests 
and leading Pharisees that he has suggested until now. Observe even here, during 
the early revolt, the divide that remains between even the most eminent Phari
sees and the chief priests. This narrative section confirms that Josephus does not 
number himself among the Pharisees. Some of his most determined adversaries, 
however, are Pharisees or close friends of Pharisaic leaders. Josephus's career as 
Galilean governor-commander has placed him in roughly the same position— 
i.e., a successful leader undermined by jealous Pharisees—that he has repeatedly 
described as the typical situation for other rulers. 

5 5E.g., Ant. 3.188; 4.186, 218, 222, 224, 304, 325; 5.15, 23, 55, 57, 103, 353; 10.12, 62; 
11.8, 11,17, 62, 139-140; 12.142; 13.166; 14.211; 20.6, 180-181. 

56Although I am trying to interpret the narrative, one can imagine that such dy
namics might have been in play historically. Whereas scholars like to pass judgment on 
whether certain chief priests, Josephus himself, or leading Pharisees were "pro- or anti-
Roman," as if this were a fixed trait, Josephus's narrative resonates with our common 
experience of places caught up in unrest. Native leaders are often faced with conflicting 
allegiances: sharing popular resentment of intrusive great powers and wanting to express 
that outrage, yet trying to manage dissent in safe ways, while preserving their own lives 
(e.g., not being tarred as collaborators) and social stability; seeing the futility of reckless 
or implacable revolt and yet possibly agreeing at certain moments to guerrilla strikes for 
the sake of honor. 
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By Life 189-191, Josephus's Galilean command is facing increasingly ener
getic opposition from John son of Levi, from Gischala in Upper Galilee, who 
will eventually become one of the two chief "tyrants" of Jerusalem in the war 
against Rome. The strong man of his hometown, John at first tried to restrain his 
fellow-Gischalans from revolt against Rome (Life 43), much as Josephus tried to 
restrain the Jerusalemites (17), but John became outraged when nearby Greek cit
ies launched attacks. These led him to fortify the walls of Gischala against future 
incursions (44-5) . This taste of militancy, Josephus implies, paved the way for 
Johns later emergence as rebel leader—solely, we are told, for the sake of personal 
power (Life 70). This change brings John into direct confrontation with Josephus, 
who has been sent by the Jerusalem council to govern all Galilee (Life 29, 62). 
The main expression of this conflict before the passage that interests us has been 
Johns effort to inspire the major city of Tiberias to defect from Josephus (Life 
84-104 ,123) ; John had considerable success there, as also at Gabara (123-124). 

The next we hear of John (Life 189-190), he is pulling out all the stops to 
contrive Josephuss removal from Galilee. He sends his brother Simon to Je
rusalem, to ask the renowned Pharisee Simon son of Gamaliel to persuade the 
council to demand Josephus's recall. Josephus introduces this famous Pharisee 
in grand style: Simon son of Gamaliel was from Jerusalem (the greatest stage for 
any Judean aristocrat: cf. Life 7), of illustrious ancestry, and from the school of 
the Pharisees, "who have the reputation of excelling others in their precision with 
respect to the ancestral ordinances" (oi mpi TOC rc&Tpia vojuaua S O K O C K J I V xcbv 
aAAcov ocKpiPEia 8ia(|)Ep£iv)—Josephus's standard description of the group (cf. 
War 1.110; 2.162; Ant. 17.41). But we have seen that such an introduction does not 
indicate his favor, for in the other cases the ensuing narrative undermines the 
Pharisees' reputation. So it is here. Although he acknowledges that Simon was 
a most capable politician (191), Josephus continues, "Being a long-time friend 
and associate of John [son of Levi], however, he was then at odds with me." The 
following account describes the eminent Pharisee's efforts to have Josephus re
moved, in terms that amount to a serious indictment of Simon's character. 

Simon first tries a direct approach: attempting to persuade the chief priests 
Ananus and Jesus, who evidently retain executive authority even in the wartime 
coalition, to replace Josephus with John. But these priest-aristocrats, whose wis
dom and probity Josephus had celebrated at length in War (4.314-325), dismiss 
the leading Pharisee's ploy as both unjust ("the action of sordid men"), since Jo
sephus was an able and well-regarded leader, and impracticable—for the same 
reason (Life 194). When Simon fails with this forthright approach, he confidently 
promises John's men that he will nonetheless achieve his aim: not to worry! His 
new, secret plan is for John's brother Simon to bribe Ananus and his group with 
gifts (Life 195-196). This tactic succeeds, alas, so that even the chief priests now 
become complicit in seeking Josephus's removal from Galilee. 

Needless to say, we might easily entertain doubts that the story represents 
historical reality: it plainly serves Josephus's interests to protest the chief priests' 
unwillingness to countenance the dishonorable process pushed by Simon. Yet 
we are trying to interpret the narrative, and Josephus's portrait is clear enough: 
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this famous Pharisee cannot direct policy himself, but must try to use his influ
ence (deriving from the Pharisees' popular prestige) to convince the chief priests, 
the most powerful leaders, of his views. Remarkably, Simon is the only named 
Pharisee in Josephus besides Pollion (Samaias may be judged a Pharisee by asso
ciation), and he benefits from a touch of Josephus's typical effort at rounded char
acterization of individuals. In spite of Simon's otherwise admirable qualities, his 
close friendship with Josephus's adversary John drives the prominent Pharisee to 
move against Josephus, even though the undertaking is patently unjust. Simon 
even corrupts the chief priests. 

As a result of the head Pharisee's machinations, three other prominent Phari
sees are recruited to act unjustly against Josephus. It is not clear whether the chief 
priests themselves comply with the whole appeal and agree to replace Josephus 
with John (Life 190), because they send a four-man delegation with armed escort 
to bring Josephus back dead or alive, and apparently to provide a substitute col
lective government (202). This delegation is on John's side (203), to be sure, but 
the council has sent four men in order to persuade the Galileans that somewhere 
among them will be found whatever qualities they admire in Josephus(I). In Jose
phus's sardonic enunciation of the comparison, we learn that all four are Jerusa-
lemites like him; all are highly trained in the laws, as he is; and two of the men are 
priests, one of chief-priestly ancestry, thus more than compensating for the one 
priest Josephus (198). They ostensibly have the better of Josephus on all fronts. 

Yet before he spells out this comparison, Josephus has also informed us that 
three of the four men—two of the laymen and the ordinary priest—were Phari
sees (197). Significantly, Josephus does not adduce membership in the Pharisees 
as a point on which this group can be favorably compared with him. He does not 
say "they were three Pharisees in contrast to me, only one," though he does com
pare himself with them in ancestry, origin, and legal training. Why, then, does 
he identify the three as Pharisees? Obvious reasons are: (a) to explain how they 
all had a claim to education in the laws, given that two of them were not priests 
as he was (note the reminder that Pharisees enjoy a reputation for legal precision); 
and (b) to connect them with the leading Pharisee Simon, as opponents of the 
legitimate leadership of Josephus. His own position, by contrast, is connected 
with the nation's revered chief-priestly leadership under Ananus and Jesus (cf. 
War 2 .563-568) . 

Once they arrive in Galilee to execute their mission, the behavior of this 
mostly Pharisaic delegation confirms—and helps to explain—Josephus's consis
tent portrait of the popular school as hostile toward the nation's priestly/royal elite. 
Josephus portrays the actions of their leader Jonathan, one of the three Pharisees 
(Life 197), as particularly reprehensible. He and his group lie and deceive, slander, 
engage in violence ( 2 0 2 , 2 1 6 - 2 1 8 , 2 3 7 - 2 3 8 , 2 7 4 - 2 7 5 , 2 8 2 - 2 8 2 , 2 9 0 - 2 9 2 ) , and even 
abuse the sacred Law (290-291) in their single-minded pursuit of Josephus—in 
spite of our author's self-reported uprightness and popular affection. Another 
Pharisee, Ananias, Josephus describes as "a vile and wretched man" (novr\p6<; 
&vf|p m i KOCKO'OpYog, 290). In the end, Josephus's divine protection and re
sourcefulness, complemented by the grateful devotion of the Galilean masses 
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whom he has managed to win over by every possible stratagem, enable him to 
defeat the Pharisaic delegation and send them back cowering to Jerusalem (332). 
The council eventually dismisses the attempt of Simon the Pharisee to remove 
him (311-312). 

Conclusions and Corollaries 

Although my work since the published revision of my 1986 dissertation on 
Josephuss Pharisees (1991) has taken many new directions in exploring his rich 
and vast corpus—e.g., his rhetoric, the structure of his works, his audiences in 
Flavian Rome—these new perspectives mainly confirm my original sense of the 
way the Pharisees function in these narratives. Now more than ever I would 
stress how marginal the Pharisees were to Josephuss principal concerns: they 
do not appear in the main stretches of War (3-7) or Antiquities (1-12), or in the 
summation of the Judean constitution we know as Against Apion. Throughout 
his writings run many coherent lines of interest, concerning the character and 
constitution of the nation, and his own character as the Judeans' shining repre
sentative. To these interests, the Pharisees are more or less irrelevant. 

Josephus assumes the position of a proud aristocrat, the spokesman for his 
nation after the disastrous war against Rome. He writes with sophistication, 
showing deep familiarity with the repertoire of elite political themes that was 
cultivated from Polybius through Diodorus and Dionysius to Josephuss contem
poraries Plutarch and Dio Chrysostom, and on to Cassius Dio. 5 7 This is a world 
of discourse in which men of breeding and culture (7cai8eia) are the only ones 
capable of leading their people with wisdom and restraint, resisting the reckless, 
emotional impulses that drive lesser characters: the mobs, youthful hot-heads, 
barbarians, and women. The job of the statesman (6 T T O A I T I K O C J is to protect 
the body politic from disturbance (axccm*;), and Josephuss accounts are filled 
with the measures taken by his peoples rightful leaders, from Moses and Aaron 
to himself and his aristocratic peers, to ensure the peaceful life of their citizens 
under the world's finest constitution. 

In this narrative world, Pharisees appear as an occasional aggravation to 
the elite. They are a non-aristocratic group with enormous popular support and 
a perverse willingness to use that support demagogically, even on a whim, to 
stir up the masses against duly constituted authority—Hasmonean, Herodian, 
or Josephan. In War, the moment of Pharisaic ascendancy is the reign of Queen 
Alexandra, though Josephus says as little as possible about the group after that. 
In Antiquities, Alexandra's reign is again a watershed, but now Josephus offers a 
back-story, the preceding interval from Hyrcanus I to Alexandra, as a failed ex
periment in governance without the popular Pharisaic jurisprudence. Ever since 
Alexandra's reign, therefore—under Herod's government and through the first 
century until Josephus's time—the Pharisaic program has again been in place: 

5 7E.g., Eckstein, Moral Vision; Swain, Hellenism and Empire. 
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one who accepts office must listen "to what the Pharisee says." We do not know, 
because Josephus does not explain, how his audience should have understood the 
mechanisms of Pharisaic influence, let alone the content of the Pharisees' juris
prudence or how it was implemented. He seems uninterested in moving from 
complaint to clarification. During the earliest phase of the war, at least, leading 
Pharisees are more deliberately welcomed by the priestly elite, as the latter use 
the popular party's influence to try to stem the tide of rebellion. Still, the priests 
retain control through the early phases, before the "tyrants" seize power follow
ing the murder of Ananus and Jesus (War 4 .314-344). (note: I continue to speak 
of the story, not of the real past.) 

Conspicuously, to us who are able to scrutinize the narratives (a pleasure 
not shared by many ancients), Josephus passes up many opportunities to men
tion Pharisees, especially in contexts that might have elicited his praise (e.g., 
the anti-Herodian teachers, Simon son of Gamaliel in War, Samaias, or those 
who opposed James's execution by a young Ananus II). Nor does he elucidate 
their group structure or explain their popularity. We must join some dots if we 
wish to understand. When he does mention them as players in the narrative it 
is usually to express annoyance at their influence and tactics. He retains the last 
word over his own mischievous Pharisee opponents in Galilee, however, in the 
self-aggrandizing Life. 

Although my aim has been to construct an adequate synthesis of the Phari
sees in Josephus's narratives, if this interpretation is successful it obviously under
mines hypotheses about the historical Pharisees that are based upon significantly 
different interpretations of Josephus. For example, an influential theory has held 
that the Pharisees attained some power under Alexandra, then faded from politi
cal life under Herod (or earlier), to resurface only on the eve of revolt in 66. This 
theory depends upon the impression that Josephus's narratives (viewed rather 
positivistically, as if proportional records of events) highlight the Pharisees only 
at these points. 5 8 But we have seen that Josephus portrays the re-establishment of 
Pharisaic jurisprudence under Alexandra as a necessary condition of governance, 
which has persevered until his own time. 5 9 The theory of decline and reawaken
ing is usually tied up with a surprisingly durable claim about Josephus's biases: 
that in Antiquities and Life he aligns himself with the Pharisees and advocates 
their (post-70, Yavnean) program—and so the fuller attention to Pharisees in 
Antiquities amounts to his endorsement of them as a new post-70 elite. 6 0 If the 
foregoing analysis is even roughly correct, however, such an assessment of Jose-

5 8 Among relatively recent works, Grabbe, Judaism, 2:470-76; Sanders, Practice and 
Belief, 386. 

5 9Whereas in historical reconstruction each reconstructed phenomenon must be 
argued separately, when interpreting a narrative we are entitled to accept conditions of 
Judean life painstakingly established by the author at one place (Ant. 13) and assumed 
again later (Ant. 18) as holding in the intervening narrative as well. He need not pause 
every few pages, especially when speaking of Roman or Babylonian affairs, to remind us 
that Pharisees are still influential with the Judean masses. 

60Grabbe, Judaism, 2:474. 
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phus's aims is impossible. He limits discussion of the Pharisees and has a general 
interest in ignoring them (even in Antiquities), only occasionally exposing them 
as examples of the demagogic type that he and his audiences deplore. 

It is worth stressing that Josephus was a uniquely positioned reporter who 
may have had special reasons for disliking such a group as the Pharisees. His aris
tocratic biases should therefore be checked, if possible, by sources closer to the 
popular levels where the Pharisees found their supporters. Even Luke-Acts, the 
two-volume work that is among the best (in literary terms) produced by the first 
generations of Jesus' followers, is more favorably disposed toward the Pharisees 
than is our elite priest (cf. Mason 1995). 

It may be objected to my analysis that excision of the school passages for sep
arate treatment (see the next chapter) skews the picture. There, if anywhere, Jo
sephus achieves near neutrality in portraying the Pharisees; his comments about 
their beliefs are not hostile. And surely the school passages are also part of the 
narratives. This is all true. My proleptic response is that, while it has seemed effi
cient to accept the editor's proposal of reserving the school passages for a separate 
chapter, I have also commented here on the narrative function of those passages. 
They do not significantly alter the general portrait I have described. As we shall 
see in the next chapter, brief comparative sketches of two or three philosophi
cal schools, especially on the central question of fate and free will, were literary 
conventions and can be found also in other elite writers. They are too schematic 
to be of much use, and of doubtful accuracy or consistency anyway: they seem 
to function mainly as display pieces for the author's erudition, providing a nar
rative diversion. They also place him above the fray of inter-school squabbles, 
showing that he is not bound by a particular doctrine. It was a natural option for 
someone of Josephus's presumed stature to describe in brief compass the range of 
Judean philosophical schools. Yet just as Cicero can be harshly critical of Epicu
reans in other contexts (Pis. 68-72) , and yet still grant them a neutral place in his 
philosophical spectrum, so too the fact that Josephus can epitomize the Judean 
schools in such set pieces without overt judgment says nothing about his view of 
the group. That view is more likely to emerge in his narrative descriptions and 
moral evaluations of this group alone, which we have examined here. 





Chapter 7 

G cD 

T H E PHILOSOPHY OF JOSEPHUS'S PHARISEES 

In the previous chapter, treating the roles of the Pharisees in Josephus's nar
ratives, we noticed a telling remark. In his story about the banquet at which John 
Hyrcanus repudiated the Pharisees and their legal code, Josephus observes that 
the Hasmonean prince, then a student of the Pharisees, was intent on living a just 
(SiKCuocJ life and on pleasing both God and his beloved teachers (Ant 13.289). 
Josephus offers the editorial explanation, "for the Pharisees philosophize" or 

"practice philosophy" (oi yap O a p i a a t o i (|nA,0G0<|)0'ucnv). 
Two points impress one immediately. First, the off-hand way in which he 

makes this remark suggests that Josephus's understanding of Pharisees as phi
losophers is ingrained, and not an artificial construction for the "school passages" 
(below). It is hardly plausible, in spite of longstanding scholarly assumptions,1 

that Josephus's sources are responsible for portraying as philosophical schools 
what were really "religious" groups, and that Josephus took over these sources 
in spite of his own knowledge and perspective. Those passages fit too well with 
his general and even incidental tendencies as an author. 2 Second, the explana
tion itself—Hyrcanus asks Pharisees for help in his pursuit of just or righteous 
living and in pleasing God because they are philosophers—drives home signal 
differences between modern philosophy and ancient <|)iAoao<|)ia or philosophia. 
(Can we imagine inviting the local philosophy department to dinner, to solicit 
their help in our quest to live a decent, God-fearing life?) Yet "justice" in all its 
valences—political, criminal, moral, religious—was indeed a central preoccupa
tion of ancient philosophy.3 

^.g., Holscher, "Josephus," 1949 n.*; G. F. Moore, Judaism: In the First Centuries 
of the Christian Era (New York: Schocken Books, 1958); M. Black, "The Account of the 
Essenes in Hippolytus and Josephus," in The Background of the New Testament and Its 
Eschatology (ed. W. D. Davies and D. Daube; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1956), 172-82; M. Smith, "The Description of the Essenes in Josephus and the Philoso-
phoumena." HUCA 35 (1958): 273-93; Schwartz, "Josephus and Nicolaus"; Bergmeier, Die 
Essener-Berichte. 

2For criticism of source theories, see C. Burchard, "Die Essener bei Hippolyt: Hip-
polyt, REF. IX 18, 2-28, 2 und Josephus, Bell. 2,119-61," JSJ 8.1 (1977): 1-41; A. I. Baum-
garten, "Josephus and Hippolytus on the Pharisees," HUCA 55 (1984): 1-25; Mason, 
Josephus on the Pharisees, 176-77, 306-8, 384-98; D. S. Williams, "Josephus and the Au
thorship of War 2.119-161 (on the Essenes)," JSJ 25.2 (1994): 207-221. 

3 Plato's Republic, a dialogue on the meaning of justice, is only the most famous ex
ample. See Jaeger, Paideia, 2:198-208. 
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These observations already generate three tasks for this chapter, which at
tempts an adequate contextual reading of Josephus's Pharisees as philosophical 
school, namely, to survey the landscape of "philosophy" in Josephuss time; to in
vestigate the larger uses of philosophy in Josephuss works; and then to examine 
the school passages in those works. 

By "school passages," I mean those in which Josephus compares the Phari
sees, Sadducees, and Essenes as philosophical schools, with generic terms such 
as aipeaei<; (schools) or (|nA,oao(|)iai (philosophies). There are four such units in 
Josephus—War 2.119-166; Antiquities 13.171-173; 18.12-22; Life 10-11. Although 
the last of these adds little, referring the audience to "frequent" earlier discussions 
(see chapter 1), we shall consider it briefly by way of introduction to the theme. 
Another pericope, the "footnote" to Hyrcanus's banquet story (Ant 13.297-298), 
nearly qualifies as a school passage, since it explains important differences between 
Pharisees and Sadducees; but we have examined that clarification as a narrative 
product in the previous chapter. Here, then, we shall focus on the three school 
passages of War and Antiquities, after initial sketches of philosophy in the Roman 
world and in Josephus. Although our focus will remain on the Pharisees, we cannot 
avoid considering this school in relation to the other two, because Josephus does so. 

Philosophy in Roman Antiquity: Some Salient Features 

I have noted that Josephuss brief reference to the three schools in his auto
biography adds little content to our picture of their respective systems. Yet the 
passage does highlight an essential difference between ancient and modern cat
egories, for it describes his youthful experimentation with the Judean schools in 
terms of discipline, training, and even toughening: 

When I was about sixteen years old, I chose to gain expertise (or experience, eu-
7C£ipia) in the philosophical schools4 among us. There are three of these: the first, 
Pharisees; the second, Sadducees; and the third, Essenes, as we have often said. . . . 
So I toughened myself and, after considerable effort (CTKA/npaycayfiactc, ox>v i\iaMibv 
K A I noXkh 7iovr|0£i<;), passed through the three of them. (Life 10-11) 

4Greek, crip£CT£i<;. In earlier Greek, the noun aipECTiq indicated one's "choosing" or 
"taking"—in any field (Plato, Phaedr. 99b; Soph. 245b; Phaedr. 249b; Aristotle, Ath. pol 
3.6; Eth. eud. 1249b; Lucian, Phal. 1.9). Perhaps because the term came to be employed 
so frequently in philosophical-ethical discussion, concerning one's choice of a way to 
live (Lucian, Hermot. 21, 28), it had by Josephus's time become also a technical term for a 
philosophical school or sect (cf. Galen, Ord. libr. eug. 19.50; Lucian, Demon. 13; Hermot. 
48; Diogenes Laertius 1.18-21; cf. 2.47). Diogenes notes that several others before him had 
written books "On the Schools" (rcEpi cripECTECOv; 1.19; 2.65, 87). Although Josephus can 
use a i p e a i i ; in its broader senses—the "taking" or "capture" of a town (Ant. 7.160; 10.79, 
133,247; 12.363, etc.); another sort of "choice" or "option" (War 1.99; 6.352; Ant. 1.69; 6.71, 
etc.)—in thirteen of its thirty-one occurrences it means for him "philosophical school" 
(War 2.118,122,137,142,162; Ant. 13.171-173; Life 191,197). He freely interchanges tyiXo-
GO§\a and cognates (War 2.119,166; Ant. 18.11, 23, 25). Thus he presents Judean culture 
as wholly comparable to Greek: it even has its own philosophies. 
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Hellenistic philosophia, "devotion to wisdom," was oriented toward discover
ing happiness or well-being (euSaipovia, felicitas). But if one's well-being were 
to be secure, everyone realized, it needed to be grounded in reality.5 Philosophy's 
great advantage was that it claimed to offer a safe, solid, reliable way to live one's 
life, neither reacting impulsively to circumstances, animal-like, nor resorting to 
unreasonable, superstitious coping mechanisms (Plutarch, Mor. 171e; Epictetus, 
Diatr. 3.23.34; Lucian, Men. 4; Justin, Dial. 8.1). As Aristotle's vast legacy illustrates, 
the ancient precursors of most modern disciplines, from physics, biology, mathe
matics, agriculture, and astronomy to political science, anthropology, psychology, 
language, and theology, not to mention metaphysics, logic, and ethics, fell within 
the purview of the ancient philosopher. At least by the Hellenistic and Roman pe
riods, however, the more abstract aspects of philosophy had become harnessed to 
the quest for the virtuous and therefore happy life. In spite of the many differences 
among Greek philosophical schools concerning the workings of the cosmos, they 
largely agreed on the moral disposition that should result from philosophical study. 

The label "philosopher" came, therefore, to describe a type of person: a man 
(usually) committed to simplicity of lifestyle, rational mastery of the desires and 
fears that drove other mortals, and direct, frank speech. Already for Cicero in 
the first century B . C . E . , the categories "philosophy" and "philosopher" were more 
important than the doctrines of any particular school: he speaks of worthily un
dertaking the heavy obligations of "philosophy" (e.g., Pis. 58, 71-72; Phil. 8.10; 
Red. sen. 13). This recognition of philosophy as a pursuit requiring one's whole 
commitment appears frequently in authors of the first and second centuries C . E . 6 

Probably the closest ancient parallel to modern evangelical conversion was the 
sharp turn to embrace the philosophical life, with its rejection of worldly values.7 

The existence of identifiable persons who had taken up such a life explains how 
Vespasian and Domitian could expel "philosophers" from Rome—when the latter 
had begun to express with annoying candor their views on the developing mon
archy (Dio 66.13.1; Suetonius, Dom. 10). And it was not Stoicism or Epicureanism 
but philosophy that would later console Marcus Aurelius (Med. 1.6,14,16-17, etc.) 
and Boethius (Cons. 1.3.2, 5; 4.1.1). 

5On happiness as goal, see Plato, Resp. 421b and especially Aristotle, Eth. eud. 1214a, 
1217a, 1219a-b; Eth. nic. 1095-1097, 1099a, 1102a, 1153b, 1177a-b, etc.; Seneca, Ep. 15.1; 
Plutarch, Lyc. 13.1; 29.2-4; 31.1; Comp. Dem. Cic. 1.1; Mor. 5c, 24b-25a, 97d. The second-
and third-century commentaries on Aristotle by Aspasias and Alexander feature e\)5ai-
povia conspicuously. 

6Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 2.21.1, 68.2; 5.12.3; 11.1.4; Ant. or. 1.13; 4.13; 
Isocr. 1.9, 43; 4.21; 7.28; Dio Chrysostom, 1 Glor. 1.9; 2.24, 26; 7.128; 12.9; 18.7; 20.11; 27.7, 
etc.; Epictetus, Diatr. 1.8.13,15.t, 2,4,25.33; 2.11.1,13,14,17.30,24.15; 3.13.23, 31.22, etc.; 
Justin, Apol. 3.2.5; 4.8.2; 7.3.3; 12.5.4; 26.6.4; Dial. 1.3.7,11; 6.3; 2.1.2,4-5. 

7Epictetus, Diatr. 3.21.20,23.37; Lucian, Nigr. 1, 33-38; Diogenes Laertius, Lives 4.16; 
5.22.12; Augustine, Conf. 3.4.7; cf. Nock, Conversion, e.g., 185; H. I. Marrou, A History of 
Education in Antiquity (trans. G. Lamb; Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1956), 
206-7. It is no coincidence that second-century Christians, such as Justin Martyr, the au
thor of the Epistle to Diognetus, Clement of Alexandria, and Augustine understood philos
ophy as the category best suited to explain their way of life—and conversion to that life. 
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One index to the comprehensive claims of ancient philosophy is what we 
might call the "Spartanization" of philosophy's image, by which I mean a resort 
to the highly disciplined community of classical Sparta as a paradigm of moral 
and political philosophy. We see a glimpse of this already in Xenophon's (fourth 
century B . C . E . ) portrait of the Spartan leader Agesilaus, alongside whom he had 
fought. Observe his points of emphasis: 

No doubt it is thought to be noble to build walls impregnable to the enemy. But I 
at least judge it nobler to prepare for the impregnability of one's own soul: in the 
face of material gain and pleasures and fear [as did Agesilaus]. . . . It brought him 
great cheer also that he knew he was able to adjust ungrudgingly to the way the gods 
had arranged things, whereas he saw the other man fleeing the heat and fleeing the 
cold alike, through weakness of soul, emulating a life not of good men but of the 
weakest animals. . . . The man who is foremost in endurance (icapxepia) when the 
time comes for labor, in valor when it is a contest of courage, in wisdom when it 
is a matter of counsel: this, it seems to me at least, may rightly be considered an 
excellent man overall. . . . The virtue of Agesilaus appears to me to be a model for 
those wishing to cultivate manly excellence (icakov av jioi S O K E ! eivai f| 5Ayr|-
atAxxoi) dpEXT) 7iapd8evy|Lia yeveaOai xotc, avSpceyaOiav occnceiv Poa)A,ouivoic,). 
(Ages. 8.8; 9.5; 10.1-2) 

Tellingly, Xenophon's description of the philosopher Socrates' virtues hardly dif
fers from this: philosophy enabled him to be a master of endurance in all seasons 
and situations (Mem. 1.2.1; cf. 2.1.20; 3.1.6), always able to control his passions, fol
lowing a tough regimen (Mem. 1.3.5), relentlessly training his body and rejecting 
all forms of luxury and softness (Mem. 1.2.1-4). He lived in extreme simplicity, 
eating and drinking only the minimum necessary, and fleeing sexual temptation 
along with other harmful pleasures (Mem. 1.3.5-15). Well trained soldiers thus 
often possessed the virtues that philosophy aspired to inculcate by other means. 

Later Cynics, Stoics, and others found the characteristics of classical Sparta's 
adult males—rigorous training, simplicity of diet and lifestyle, disregard for mar
riage and family, communal male solidarity, rugged adaptability to all hardships, 
disdain for conventional goods, keen sense of personal honor at all costs, and 
unflinching courage in the face of pain and death—stripped, as necessary of ob
jectionably bellicose traits (Plato, Leg. 626c-A, Aristotle, Pol. 1333b)—the living 
enactment of their philosophical aspirations (cf. Plutarch, Lyc. 31.1-2). 8 Roman 
moralists, too, found the Spartiate model singularly appealing, and so exempted 
Spartans from their typical characterization of Greeks as effeminate, preening 
windbags. Old Sparta, notwithstanding its subsequent decline, seemed a model 
of Cato the Elder's Roman virtues enacted through the male elite of a whole so
ciety.9 Polybius discussed Spartan-Roman parallels; Poseidonius speculated about 
genetic links between Spartans and Romans; and the Hasmoneans played up a 
genetic connection with Sparta. 

8 E . N. Tigerstedt, The Legend of Sparta in Classical Antiquity (2 vols.; Stockholm: 
Almquist&Wiksell, 1974), 1:228-2:30-48. 

9A. Wardman, Rome's Debt to Greece (Bristol: Bristol Classical Press, 1976), 90-93. 
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Sparta was so attractive because it was a basic goal of ancient philosophi
cal training to make the practitioner impervious to physical hardship, weakness, 
and desire, to the emotions and human suffering (two senses of x a rc&6r|). Many 
philosophers, including Seneca's teacher Attalus, prescribed harsh physical regi
mens with respect to food, drink, and sex; he even required his students to sit on 
hard seats (Seneca, Ep. 108.14). 1 0 Though possibly exaggerating, Lucian's Nigrinus 
observes that students of philosophy are commonly subjected by their teachers 
to whips, knives, and cold baths, in order to produce toughness and insuscep
tibility to pain (axeppov Kai anaQzc,); students often expire, he claims, from 
the physical exertions required by other philosophers (Mgr. 28). At Nigrinus 27 
he seems to quote a slogan about philosophical training, "with many compul
sions and efforts" (noXXalq avayKaiq Kat A O V O I C J , which as it happens closely 
matches Josephus's language above. The final test of all this training, and so of 
one's worth as a philosopher, was the ability to face death itself wi th equanimity 
(e.g., Epictetus, Diatr. 3 .26.11-14,21-39) . 

Significantly, the only other occurrence in Josephus of the verb aKA-npa-
ycoyeco, wh ich he uses to describe his "toughening" through philosophy (above), 
concerns his Pythagorean-like Daniel and friends, who observe a vegetarian diet 
in Babylon (Ant. 10.190). Josephus claims that these young men thereby avoided 
making their bodies soft (paA,aKcaxepa). He has said nothing so explicit about 
such tough training elsewhere in his descriptions of the Judean schools, though 
his Pharisees (Ant. 18.12) and especially Essenes (War 2.122-123; Ant. 18.20) re
portedly practice the simple life, avoiding luxury and softness. 

The tendency that we have observed in the Roman period toward eclecticism 
among philosophers1 1 was mirrored and facilitated by standard assumptions 
about the education of aristocrats. These men were cultivated to be all-around 
leaders, ready to meet any public need that might arise, as orators, lawyers and 
magistrates, governors, generals, landowners, priests, historians, poets, and phi
losophers. In the mix of training needed to produce members of the elite, Plu
tarch comments on the importance of philosophical education (Mor. 10.8a-b): 

One must try, then, as well as one can, both to take part in public life (TOC KOIVOC 
7tp&TT£iv), and to lay hold of philosophy [note the generic category] so far as the op
portunity is granted. Such was the life of Pericles as a public man (inoXixevGaxo— 
same verb as in Josephus in Life 12; cf. chapter 1). 

Cicero's intensive youthful training among several philosophical schools {Earn. 
13.1.2; Fin. 1.16; Brut. 89.306-91.316), an exercise thought to instill the Roman-
elite virtue of humanitasy

n had become a model of liberal education. Going the 

1 0M. L. Clarke, Higher Education in the Ancient World (London: Routledge, 1971), 93. 
1 1 Cf. Arnaldo Momigliano, Quarto Contributo alia Storia degli Studi Classici e del 

Mondo Antico (Rome: Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, 1969), 240; A. Meredith, "Later 
Philosophy," in The Roman World (ed. J. Boardman, J. Green and O. Murray; Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1988), 288-307, esp. 290. 

1 2G. B. Conte, Latin Literature: A History (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 19940,177. 
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round of the philosophies to gain breadth and perspective may not have been 
possible or desirable for everyone, but it was a typical course for certain deter
mined young men of means (Lucian, Men. 4 - 5 ; Justin, Dial. 2; Galen, De anim. 
pecc. dign. cur. 5.102). Such worldly cultivation in all the schools precluded any 
gauche or possibly dangerous devotion to a single ideology; as Ramsay Mac-
Mullen observes, 1 3 "specialization in one school. . . belonged to pedants, not to 
gentlemen." Both the quest itself and the folly of embracing any single schools 
doctrines were satirized, two generations after Josephus, by Lucian in his Phi
losophies for Sale.14 Thus, Josephuss determination to equip himself by training 
in the several Judean schools, in preparation for a public career, was a familiar 
experience in the Roman world. 

Inevitably, to put it another way, philosophical perspectives became an
other element of the juggernaut of rhetoric. Whereas the principles of rhetoric 
had once fallen under the polymath-philosophers scrutiny, 1 5 by Josephuss time 
philosophical themes had long since been fully incorporated under the mandate 
of rhetoric. Expertise in rhetoric was the ultimate goal and highest good of elite 
education in the Hellenistic-Roman world, 1 6 and the first-century rhetor Aelius 
Theon complains that too many students approach it without even a modicum of 
training in philosophy (59.1-7): 

The ancient rhetoricians, and especially the most renowned, did not think that one 
should reach for any form of rhetoric before touching on philosophy in some way 
(ftptv aLHoayencoq a\ | /aa0ai fyiXoaofyiac), thereby being expanded with a breadth 
of intellect. Nowadays, by contrast, most people are so lacking in paying attention to 
such teachings that they rush into speaking without taking on board even much of 
what are called general studies. 

So those who had some claim to philosophical training might understandably 
flaunt their credentials, as Josephus does (Life 10-12). Philosophical issues such 
as those described above had become for them, just like the historiographical 
principles originally designed by Thucydides and Polybius to distinguish history 
from rhetoric, 1 7 rhetorical commonplaces or topoi (loci): stock items in a speakers 
or writer's repertoire, around which accrued standard techniques of elaboration, 
illustration, and evaluation. 

Because elite students were trained by rhetoric to write and speak in all genres 
(cf. Theon, Prog. 60, 70), and because philosophy was part of the elite repertoire, 
a cultivated man should be able to speak of it knowledgeably but without un
seemly devotion. An important part of rhetorical training was mastering different 
kinds of what were called ekphraseis (EK^pdaEiq): focused, vivid digressions on 
key persons, environmental conditions (geographical or climactic), battle prepa-

13MacMullen, Enemies, 47. 
14Cf., on Josephus, Rajak, Historian, 34-38. 
1 5E.g., in Aristotle's famous three-volume, Rhetoric. 
16See Marrou, Education, and now Cribiore, Gymnastics, for a vivid introduction to 

the world of elite education. 
17Marincola (Authority) illustrates the point thoroughly. 
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rations and scenes of conflict, or objects such as building structures (Theon, Prog. 
118-120; Hermogenes, Prog. 10). Though not as common as these other forms of 
digression, the comparison of philosophical schools shares the essential require
ments of ekphrasis: diversion from the main narrative to make vivid some particu
lar issue, in language suited to the subject. Philosophical comparison is a kind of 
ekphrasis that includes within it a theoretical thesis (Theon, Prog. 120-123). It is 
a matter of abstract controversy not involving specific persons or circumstances. 
Thus, a smattering of philosophical understanding and especially a repertoire of 
philosophical anecdote were useful items in the speakers or writers arsenal. 

Like other members of his class, Josephus employs philosophical language 
not as a specialist or devotee, but as a man of the world who took the harder path 
and immersed himself in philosophy—Judean and Greco-Roman—as part of his 
education. 

One upshot of this eclectic training was that authors who had enjoyed an 
aristocratic education felt comfortable tossing off the sort of philosophical dis
course that Josephus writes for himself at Jotapata (War 3.361) or providing ur
bane asides for their audiences. 

In particular, schematic comparisons of the various philosophical schools 
could be useful subjects for digression. Cicero, after his strenuous efforts to ac
quaint himself with Greek philosophy, describes the main Greek schools for his 
Roman audiences: Epicurean (Fin. 1-2), Stoic (Fin. 3 - 4 ) , and Platonist (Fin. 5). He 
could also range the schools along a spectrum according to their views on Fate: 

It seems to me that, there being two opinions among the older philosophers, the one 
held by those who believed that everything occurred by Fate in such a way that Fate 
itself produced the force of necessity (this was the view of Democritus, Heraclitus, 
Empedocles and Aristotle), the other by those to whom it seemed that there were 
voluntary motions of the mind without Fate, Chrysippus wanted to strike a middle 
path, as an informal arbitrator. (Fat. 39; cf. Nat. d. 1.1-2) 

Among historians, Tacitus, while commenting on Tiberiuss devotion to as
trology, pauses to remark on the various philosophical approaches to the same 
questions: 

Indeed, among the wisest of the ancients and among their schools you will find 
conflicting theories, many holding the conviction that the gods have no concern 
with the beginning or the end of our life, or, in short, with mankind at all; and that 
therefore sorrows are continually the lot of the good, happiness among the lesser sort. 
Others, by contrast, believe that, though there is a harmony between Fate and events, 
yet it is not dependent on wandering stars, but on primary elements and on a com
bination of natural causes. Still, they leave to us the choice of a way of life, maintain
ing that wherever the choice has been made there is a fixed order of consequences. 
(Ann. 6.22) 

Like Cicero, he identifies the Fate/free will problem as fundamental: some deny 
that Fate determines human life at all; others find a certain (vaguely explained) 
symbiosis between Fate and events, while allowing freedom of human choice; 
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most think that a persons future is astrologically fixed at birth (Ann. 6.22). Later, 
Galen the polymath physician will routinely compare three or four schools on a 
given issue (Anim. pecc. dign. cur. 5.92,102; Plac. Hipp. Plat. 7.7.22; Ord. libr. eug. 
19.50.14), and Diogenes Laertius will plot the Greek schools along two lines of 

"succession" from ancient masters (1.13), or between the two poles of affirmative 
or dogmatic and negative or skeptical beliefs about the workings of the cosmos 
(1.16). 1 8 We have a parallel to this kind of comparison even from Greek India: 
when in the early second century B . C . E . King Menander goes in search of a wise 
man to help resolve his doubts, his Greek entourage inform him that there are six 
philosophical schools in India, each with its own master (Milindapanha 1.11).1 9 

This is all (perhaps disappointingly) similar to Josephuss comparisons of 
the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes, which also hinge on their views of Fate 
(below). In all of these texts, such summaries have the effect of elevating the au
thor as a man of broad philosophical awareness far above the parochial views of 
any particular school. But we should not expect much illumination from Jose-
phuss learned digressions, any more than we do from Tacituss brief reflections 
on the various approaches to Fate. Josephus's three-school schematics are formu
laic and, in relation to his larger narratives, of negligible size or significance. 

In sum, the broad values of philosophy had by Josephuss time become fully 
assimilated to aristocratic Roman social values: personal honor, courage, simplic
ity of life, incorruptibility, frankness, liberality, mastery of the emotions by reason, 
imperviousness to the allure of pleasure, and contempt for suffering and death. 
Only men of such virtues (i.e., the elite) were thought capable of steering the ship of 
state and preserving it from the impulses of the masses or from rogue demagogues. 
An author of Josephuss standing should know and be able to explain the particular 
philosophical schools of his culture, yet with the requisite detachment from any 
particular one. He might be excused if during his idealistic youth he had indulged 
himself in philosophical devotion (as he did). 2 0 Yet civic-polis life required him to 
lay aside such indulgence. (See the analysis of Life 11-12 in the previous chapter.) 

General Philosophical Currents in Josephus 

To provide some perspective for Josephuss three school passages, we should 
first consider the broader philosophical themes that permeate his writings. 
Judean culture had for a long time appeared to some outside observers as distinc
tively philosophical, because of its acceptance of a single invisible God, its lack 

1 8 Hellenistic philosophers such as Chrysippus and Poseidonius often compare Stoics 
and Epicureans (according to extant fragments) while working out their own views, but 
they are in a different category from the aristocratic amateurs I am discussing here. 

1 91 owe this reference to Richard Wenghofer, doctoral student at York University 
researching Greco-Roman ethnography. 

2 0 Similar youthful enthusiasm, appropriately abandoned for serious public life, is 
reported by Seneca, of himself (Ep. 108.22), and by Tacitus, of his father-in-law Agricola 
(Agr. 4.3). 
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of regional temples and sacrifice, its devotion to the study and interpretation of 
ancient texts, and the conspicuous daily regimen—in diet, calendar-based ob
servance, and social restraint—of its representatives (Theophrastus ap. Porphyry, 
Abst. 2.26; Megasthenes ap. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1.15.72; Diodorus 
Siculus, 40.3.4; Strabo Geogr. 16.2.35; Ag. Ap. 1.179). 2 1 Tacitus, though no admirer 
of the Judeans in general, concedes the philosophical character of their piety in 
contrast with that of the Egyptians: 

Egyptians worship many animals and made-up images, but Judeans conceive of one 
deity, and with the mind only (Iudaei mente sola unumque numen intellegunt). Those 
who fashion representations of a god from perishable materials in human form [they 
consider] impious, for that which is supreme and eternal is neither susceptible of 
imitation nor subject to decay. Therefore they do not allow any images to stand in 
their cities, much less in their temples: not for kings this flattery, nor for Caesars this 
honor. (Hist. 5.5) 

Judean insight into the ineffable nature of the divine plainly commands Tacituss 
respect. Corresponding to such admiration among foreign observers—even if 
this was occasionally grudging—was a tendency among Greek-language Jewish-
Judean writers from at least the second century B . C . E . to interpret their own tra
dition in philosophical terms (Aristobulus apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 13.12.1, 4, 
8; The Letter ofAristeas; 4 Mace 1:1; 5:4, 8, 23; Philo passim). In considering this 
issue, we must bear in mind that ancient writers did not have the option—open 
to us—of speaking about either religion or Judaism. Greek (as Latin and Hebrew) 
lacked either a word or a concept matching our post-Enlightenment category "re
ligion," and therefore there could be no "Judaism" as such—and indeed there is 
no corresponding term in the extensive writings of either Philo or Josephus. 2 2 

What we consider religion was woven into many different categories of life (e.g., 
cult, politics, family life, sports, games, and theater). Prominent among these 
categories, and one that included crucial aspects of modern religion (viz. moral 
exhortation, exposition of texts concerning ultimate questions, and an ethical 
system based thereon, freely chosen adoption of ["conversion to"] that system), 
was philosophia. Josephus is among those writers who vigorously promote the 
philosophical interpretation of Judean culture. 

Though present from the beginning of War, this is clearest in his later works. 
Josephus claims that, because the constitution of Moses reflects natural law, 
anyone wishing to inquire more closely into the basis of Judean law will find the 
exercise "highly philosophical" (Ant. 1.25). He laces Antiquities with detours on 
geography, ethnography, astronomy, mathematics, plant and animal life, histo
riography, language, and other such tools of the savant s trade. He criticizes the 
Epicureans, a favorite target of Roman authors too, 2 3 for believing that the di
vine does not interfere in human affairs (Ant. 10.277; 19.28), and he occasionally 

2 1 Nock, Conversion, 62. 
2 2 As I shall show more fully in a forthcoming JSJ article, Greek -ismos nouns are a 

false friend to English -isms that indicate a system of belief and practice. 
2 3Cf. Cicero, Fam. 3.9; 9.25; 13.1, 38; Red. sen. 6.14; Epictetus, Diatr. 3.24. 
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shares his own editorial observations on Fate and free will, the soul, and the af
terlife (1.85; 6.3; 8.146; 12.282, 304; 19.325). He separately compares Essenes with 
Pythagoreans (Ant. 15.371) and Pharisees with Stoics (Life 12). In keeping with 
his claim to be thoroughly trained in the "philosophy" of the Judeans1 ancient 
books (Ag. Ap. 1.54), he even asserts that the Judean law itself "philosophizes" on 
the vexed problem of Fate and free will (Ant. 16.398). 

Particularly noteworthy is Josephuss emphasis on "happiness, well-being, 
prosperity" (euScupovioc), a term whose importance to moral philosophy we 
have seen above. From the prologue onward, Antiquities insists that only the 
legal constitution bequeathed by Moses brings happiness (Ant. 1.14, 20). Jose
phus introduces this word some forty-seven times into his biblical paraphrase 
(Ant. 1-11), though it had not appeared at all in the other major effort to ren
der the Bible in Greek, the Septuagint. What Moses received from God at Sinai 
promised, according to Josephus, "a happy life and an orderly constitution" (piov 
. . . £ i )8a ipova m i noXmiaq Koapov; 3.84). The Judean nation is singularly 
happy (£\)8aipa)v), Josephus's Balaam says, happier than all other nations (nav-
TCOV evSaipoveaiepoi x(bv vnb xbv f|Aaov), because it alone has been granted 
Gods watchful care (rcpovoia) as an eternal guide (4.114). 2 4 This related theme 
of God's watchful care, or providence, was a preoccupation of contemporary Sto
icism (e.g., Epictetus, Diatr. 1.6,16; 3.17). In a number of places Josephus more or 
less equates God with Providence, Fate (dpocppevrj), and even Fortune (xx>%r\).25 

Accordingly, Josephus portrays key figures in early Judean history as phi
losophers. Following Seth's descendants, who discovered the orderly array of 
the heavenly bodies (Ant. 1.69), Abraham inferred from the irregularity of these 
bodies that there was one ultimate God (1.155-156). With the mind of a true phi
losopher, he visited Egypt intending that "if he found it [what their priests said 
about the gods] superior, he would subscribe to it, or, if what he himself thought 
was found preferable, he would reorder their lives according to the more excellent 
way" (1.161). Anticipating Socrates, he employed a dialectical method to listen 
carefully to them, and then expose the vacuity of their arguments (1.166). So it 
happened that it was he who taught the elements of mathematics and science to 
the renowned Egyptians (Ant. 1.167-168). 

Moses, the peerless lawgiver, himself studied nature in order to achieve the 
proper foundation for his laws (Ant. 1.18-19, 34). Like Plato (Rep. 3 .386-417) , 
the Judean lawgiver rejected out of hand the unseemly "myths" about the gods 
(Ant. 1.22-24). His greatness of intellect and understanding were apparent even 
in childhood (2.229-230). He "surpassed in understanding all who ever lived, 
and used his insights in the best possible ways" (4.328). 

King Solomon, for his part, "surpassed all the ancients, and suffered in no 
way by comparison even with the Egyptians, who are said to excel everyone in 
understanding; in fact, their intelligence was proven to be quite inferior to the 

2 4On pronoia in Antiquities, see Attridge, Interpretation, 67-70. 
2 5 At least, these are executive aspects of the divine (Ant. 10.277-280; 16.395-404; cf. 

Ag. Ap. 2.180-181). 
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king's" (Ant. 8.42). His knowledge covered n o t only the whole range of natural 
science—encompassing every creature in existence—but extended even to occult 
science: the techniques for expelling demons and effecting cures (8 .44-49) . These 
powers remain the unique legacy of the Judeans in Josephuss day (8.46). Jose
phus's Daniel is yet another kind of philosopher: he and his companions adopt 
a Pythagorean-like vegetarian diet, by which they keep their minds "pure and 
fresh for learning" (Ant. 10.193). 2 6 

It was apparently the philosophical character of the Judean laws, for Jose
phus, that facilitated the movement by other nationals to come and live under 
them—what we frame as "conversion." Josephus contrasts the Judeans' openness 
to receiving those who wish to come and live under their laws with Athenian 
and Spartan jealousy of their own respective citizenships (Ag. Ap. 2 .255-263). In 
his glowing account of the Adiabenian royal house's "having been brought over" 
(jj,£TOCKEKO|Liicj0oci) to the Judean laws and customs, he acknowledges that these 
laws were foreign, and this created great risk for the royals. Standard English 
translations, such as the Loeb's "Jewish religion" for xot l o i ) 8 a i c o v £0r| (lit. "the 
customs of the Judeans," Ant. 20.38) or "Judaism" for TOC j c d x p i a xcbv Tou8-
aicov (lit. "the ancestral [laws, heritage] of the Judeans," Ant. 20.41), disguise 
this ethnic-national context, replacing it with comfortably modern categories 
such as "religion" and "conversion." Yet Josephus stresses the "foreign and alien" 
character of Judean laws in relation to the Adiabenians (Ant. 20.39: ^evcov K a l 
dAAoTpicGV £0d)v; cf. 20.47), and it was precisely this issue of foreignness that 
bothered his Roman contemporaries: Tacitus and Juvenal considered it impious 
for Romans to adopt foreign laws, because it meant abandoning their own an
cestral traditions in the process (Hist. 5 .4-5; Sat. 14). This anomie involved in 
adopting the laws of another ethnos is partly resolved in Josephus by resort to the 
Judean constitution's uniquely philosophical character, for one cannot be faulted 
for converting to the philosophical life. Josephus's Abraham provides the model 
of the missionary philosopher (above), and the whole discussion of comparative 
constitutions that Josephus hosts in Ag. Ap. 2 .146-196 is philosophical in nature. 

In Judean War, Josephus's first work, he exploits philosophical themes in a 
subtler way. Without much using the explicit language of philosophy, he never
theless crafts two erudite speeches, for himself and Eleazar son of Yair, on life, 
death, morality, and suicide—with demonstrable debts to Plato (War 3 .362-382; 
7 .341-388) . 2 7 Throughout the entire War he drives home the Judean-philosophical 
virtues of courage, toughness, endurance, and contempt for suffering and death. 
But the most compellingly philosophical section of the work, and a primary 
contextual reference-point for the Pharisees and Sadducees of War, is Josephus's 
lengthy description of the Essenes in War 2.119-161. 

2 6D. Satran, "Daniel: Seer, Prophet, Holy Man." Ideal Figures in Ancient Judaism: 
Profiles and Paradigms (ed. J. J. Collins and G. W. E. Nickelsburg. Chico Calif.: Scholars 
Press, 1980), 33-48. 

2 7 Cf. M. Luz "Eleazar's Second Speech on Masada and its Literary Precedents," Rhei-
nisches Museum 126 (1983): 25-43; D. J. Ladouceur, "Josephus and Masada." in Josephus, 
Judaism, and Christianity (ed. Feldman and Hata), 95-133. 
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Although there is much to say about Wars Essene passage, I wish to make 
only two points here. First, Josephus's Essenes exhibit the comprehensive life-
regimen of a philosophical school that we have now come to expect. In describing 
so many aspects of this school—initiation requirements and oaths, disciplin
ary and expulsion procedures, daily regimen, leadership structure, treatment 
of private property, sexual relations and attitude toward children, dress, dining 
and toilet habits, purity measures, objects of study, manner of worship, view of 
the soul and afterlife—Josephus gives us the clearest picture anywhere in his 
writings of a Judean "school." And it emerges that they live out the highest as
pirations of philosophy in the Roman world. We considered above the Sparta-
nization of Greco-Roman philosophy. Very much like the Spartiates, Essenes 
live their whole lives under the strictest discipline, avoiding even the use of oil 
in personal grooming (War 2.123; cf. Plutarch, Mor. 237a; Lyc. 16.6; Ages. 30.3), 
which is otherwise ubiquitous in the Greco-Roman world. They too remove 
women from their company, hold all possessions in common, and share a com
mon meal. They disdain equally the pleasures (2.122) and the terrors (2.152) that 
motivate most others. 

Second, the Essene passage is a condensed version of Josephuss claims about 
all Judeans. We see this partly in War 2.152-153, where the Essenes display the 
same virtues of courage and toughness in the face of torture that characterize 
Judeans throughout the work (2.60; 3.357, 475; 5.88, 458; 6.42; 7.406), but most 
clearly in a comparison with Against Apion. There, what Josephus has said about 
the Essenes in War 2 is applied to all Judeans: the whole nation observes the 
laws with the strictest discipline and solemnity, lives in utmost simplicity, values 
virtue above all else, holds death in contempt (same phrases used as for Essenes), 
and keeps women in their place. Sex, among Essenes (War 2.161-162) as for all 
Judeans, is thus for procreative purposes only, and not for pleasure. 2 8 It is conspic
uous, in light of the discussion above, that Against Apion compares the Judeans 
favorably with the Spartans, driving home the point that the glory days of that 
universally admired state are only a distant memory, whereas Judeans have con
tinued to practice these virtues for many centuries until the present, as the recent 
war has demonstrated (Ag. Ap. 2.130, 172, 225-231, 259, 272-273) . Josephus has 
entered the Judeans in the competition for most philosophical nation. 

The third-century Platonist philosopher, Porphyry, seems to have seen these 
connections clearly. In the fourth book of his work On Abstinence (from animal 
food), soon after discussing the Spartans (4.3-5) he treats the Judeans (Abst. 4.11-
14) as further models of a disciplined regimen. For evidence about the Judeans 
he devotes most of his account to Wars Essene passage (4.11.3-13.10, almost ver
batim), although he claims to get his information from both War 2 and Against 
Apion. Since Against Apion does not mention the Essenes, it appears that Porphyry 
saw the striking similarities and so confused the Essene passage in War 2 with 

2 8Ag. Ap. 2.145-146, 293-294, pieces of panegyric on the Judean laws, can be 
matched phrase for phrase with earlier descriptions of the Essenes. See also Ag. Ap. 1.225; 
2.193-196,199-202, 205, 223. 
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what Josephus ascribes to all Judeans in Against Apion, perhaps on the assumption 
that a whole nation could not sustain such a disciplined regimen. 

The school passages, to which we now turn, are therefore only one example— 
a minor and perfunctory one—of the philosophical interests that run through
out Josephuss works. As an author he is much more interested in those larger 
issues of moral character, in relation to the Judeans as a people, than he is in 
the petty doctrinal differences of the schools. When he fleetingly compares the 
schools' positions on Fate and the soul, he is only doing what a man of his educa
tion should be able to do: explain to foreign audiences that his people too have 
schools, with such and such views. But the result smacks of conventionalism and 
suitable vagueness. Josephus does not have Cicero's taste or patience for detailed 
philosophical analysis. 

Pharisees among the Three Judean Schools 

Let us, then, consider in turn the three school passages identified above. Such 
an examination is more useful for understanding Josephus than for investigat
ing the Pharisees. We shall find what seem to be quite deliberate inconsistencies. 
At the very least, however, a responsible assessment of the Pharisees among the 
school passages should provide some criteria for using these passages in histori
cal reconstruction. 

War 2.119-166 is paradoxical. On the one hand, Josephus appears to regard 
it as his definitive statement, for he will refer the audience to it in both of the later 
school passages, Ant. 13.173 and 18.11, as also at 13.298. On the other hand, the 
form of the passage is not standard. Since the Essene component of the descrip
tion (War 2.119-161) consumes more than twenty times the space given to either 
Pharisees (2.162-163, 166a) or Sadducees (2.164-165, 166b), the Essenes cannot 
properly be considered part of a three-way comparison. 

Because Josephus has chosen to feature the Essenes so elaborately, as tow
ering examples of Judean virtue, instead of using a Ciceronian three-point 
spectrum he opts here for the sort of binary contrast between affirmative and 
skeptical positions that Diogenes Laertius (above) will employ: Pharisees affirm 
what Sadducees deny. 

[162] Now, of the former two [schools], Pharisees, who are reputed to interpret the 
legal matters with precision, and who constitute the first school, attribute everything 
to Fate and indeed to God: [163] although doing and not [doing] what is right rests 
mainly with the human beings, Fate also assists in each case. Although every soul is 
imperishable, only that of the good passes over to a different body, whereas those of 
the vile are punished by eternal retribution. 

Affirmed by the Pharisees—after the reminder that they are reputed to be the 
most precise interpreters of the laws (2.162-163)—are: the connection of "all 
things with Fate and indeed with God" (dpappEvn xe KCCI 0ea> 7ipoaa7cxo'oai 
rcccvxa); the immortality of the soul (if/D^riv X E naoav pev &(|)0apxov); the 
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passing of the good soul into another body (pexapaiveiv 8E eiq exepov acbpa 
xt]v xcbv ayaOcov povnv); and the eternal retribution facing the vile (xotq 8e XCQV 
fyavXcov aiSico xipcapia KoXa^eaOai). The Sadducees (2.164-165) deny Fate, re
move God from the scene (Epicurean-like), and reject survival of the soul with 
post-mortem judgment. 

We lack the space here for a proper exegesis of these statements, but a few 
points are noteworthy. First, when it comes to the most important arena of Fates 
intervention, namely in human behavior, Josephus qualifies the Pharisees' al
leged pan-fatalism in a significant way (2.163): "Although doing and not [doing] 
what is right rests mainly with the human beings, Fate also assists in each case" 
(xo pev TTp&xxeiv x a SiKaia Kai pf| K a x a xo rcXeiaxov tni xoiq av0ptf)7toi<; 
KEiaOai, Por|0£iv 8e ziq EKaaxov Kai xfjv elpapuivr|v), whereas the Saddu
cees recognize human choice alone. This formulation preserves the ubiquity of 
Fates activity for the Pharisees, allowing them to occupy the affirmative pole, but 
also reveals a degree of sophistication. 

According to Cicero, the Stoic Chrysippus distinguished two kinds of causes: 
principal or antecedent (causae perfectae et principales) and "helping" or proxi
mate (causae adiuvantes et proximae; Fat. 42 ) . 2 9 When one pushes a drum down 
a hill, for example, the antecedent cause of its rolling is its particular nature (its 
rollability, so to speak). The push that starts the roll is an immediate, "helping" 
cause—and in every case of action such an initiating cause will be found. So for 
Josephuss Pharisees, humans have a certain nature, but Fate "helps" in each ac
tion by applying a sort of prod to that nature. 

Of course, the relationship between determinism and free will has, in vari
ous guises (nature vs. nurture, heredity vs. environment), remained a central 
problem of philosophy. Plato deals in several contexts with the problem of cau
sation in human affairs (e.g., Phaed. 80d-81d; Resp. 614b-621d; Tim. 41d, 42d, 
91d-e). Aristotle credits nature, necessity, and chance with much influence, but 
he holds that the choice of virtue or vice lays "in ourselves" (Eth. nic. 3.3.3-5.2). 
From rabbinic literature, a parallel to Josephuss statement is often drawn from 
a saying attributed to R. Akiva in m. Avot 3.15: "A// is foreseen, yet freedom of 
choice is given" (Danby translation). But the key phrase ( W bl7\) may mean only 
that all is observed (by God), and so one ought to be careful how one exercises 
free choice. 3 0 

These observations about Fate and human virtue in Josephus's Pharisees 
prompt a second point: that his language is wholly conventional in relation to 
Greek philosophy. Diction and phrasing alike—"doing the right thing" (Aristotle, 
Eth. nic. 1105b; Lucian, Anach. 22), "rests with human beings" (Eth. nic. 3.1.6,5.2), 
"every soul is imperishable" (Plato, Meno 81b), "passes over into a different body" 
(Plato, Meno 81b; Phaed. 70c, 71e-72a), "eternal retribution" (Philo, Spec. 3.84; 

2 9 For this and other verbal parallels with Cicero's Chrysippus, see George Foot 
Moore, "Fate and Free Will in the Jewish Philosophies According to Josephus," HTR 22 
(1929): 384. 

3 0S. Schechter, Aspects of Rabbinic Theology: Major Concepts of the Talmud (New 
York: Schocken Books, 1961), 285. 
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cf. the classical Greek examples offered by Josephus himself at 2.156)—are well 
attested in other writers on similar subjects. 

Josephuss language is not only classic-philosophical, however. It also turns 
up often in other parts of his narratives: describing Essenes, for whom he uses 
nearly indistinguishable language concerning the soul and punishments (2 .154-
155, 157; Ant. 18.18); describing Sadducees, for whom he uses the same language 
concerning human volition (2.165; Ant. 13.173); describing Pharisees in other 
passages (especially Ant. 18.12-15); and describing a number of other figures, in
cluding his own views as character and as narrator. 3 1 

Finally, although Josephus uses conventional philosophical language, his de
scription remains vague enough to hint at a unique twist in the Pharisees' view 
of afterlife, for the soul of the good "passes over into another body" (singular). 
According to the parallel passage on Pharisees in Antiquities 18.14, the souls of 
the virtuous find "an easy path to living again" (paaxcbvrjv xov avafhouv). On 
this point the Pharisees appear to depart from the Essene position, which envi
sions a spiritual home beyond Oceanus for the souls of the righteous—a view that 
Josephus explicitly compares with Greek notions (War 2.155). The difference may 
be only apparent, however, since elsewhere he speaks of good souls going first to 
a heavenly place and from there to "holy new bodies," in the revolution or succes
sion of ages ( E K 7i£pixpO(|)f|<; aicbvcov, War 3.375; Ag. Ap. 2.218). Those passages 
envisage an intervening period of the souls existence before its reincarnation. 

In any case, Josephus's emphases in all these passages on the holiness and 
singularity of the new body, its nature as reward for a good life (whereas reincar
nation tends to be either generic necessity or punishment in Greek thought), and 
the notice that the transfer will occur (once?) in the succession of ages—so not as 
an ongoing process—create affinities with current pictures of resurrection (e.g., 
Paul in 1 Cor 15:35-51). If Josephus has bodily resurrection in view, he chooses 
not to make himself clear. His vague but evocative language would no doubt 
make such a view of afterlife sound more familiar to his audience. Whether this 
language reflects his own views or he obfuscates because straightforward talk 
of "bodily resurrection" might make audiences uncomfortable (cf. Acts 17:31-33; 
Celsus ap. Origen, C. Cels. 5.14; Augustine, Civ. 22 .4 -5) is impossible to say. 

As in the other schools passages, in War 2.119-166 Josephus neither con
demns nor praises the Pharisees' views. Affirmers of Fate, the soul, and judgment 
after death, they come off better than the Sadducean deniers of these things— 
since we know that Josephus is also an affirmer (War 2.158). But in this pas
sage he has given much fuller attention to the Essenes' views, though these are 
quite similar to those of the Pharisees on key points, with unambiguous endorse
ment and admiration (2.158). Even his positive closing remark that, whereas the 
Pharisees are mutually affectionate (<|)iA,(xA,A,r)A,oi) and cultivate harmony in the 

3 1 "That which lies in one's power" (War 3.389, 396; 5.59; Ant. 1.178; 5.110; 13.355; 
18.215; 19.167). Souls are imperishable (War 3.372). Souls go into new bodies (War 3.375; 
Ag. Ap. 2.218). On language concerning the soul and afterlife throughout Josephus, see 
especially J. Sievers, "Josephus and the Afterlife," in Understanding Josephus: Seven Per
spectives (ed by S. Mason; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 20-31. 
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assembly, the Sadducees are harsh even to one another (2.166), is relativized by 
2.119: the Essenes outshine all others in their mutual affection (^iXaX.X.nXoi.. . 
xd)v aXXcov rcAiov). 

In Antiquities, the first school passage (13.171-173) gives us precious little 
content, though it again reveals interesting traits in our author. Restricting the 
comparison to the single issue of Fate, Josephus here constructs a simple three-
point spectrum like Cicero's: 

[171] At about this time there were three philosophical schools among the Judeans, 
which regarded human affairs differently: one of these was the [school] of the 
Pharisees, another that of the Sadducees, and the third that of the Essenes. [172] 
The Pharisees, then, say that some things but not all are the work of Fate, whereas 
some—whether they happen or do not occur—fall to our account. The order of the 
Essenes, by contrast, posits Fate as the governess of all things, and [holds that] noth
ing whatsoever happens to humans that is not according to her determination. [173] 
Sadducees do away with Fate, reckoning that there is no such thing, and that human 
affairs do not reach fulfillment on her account, but everything rests with us, that in
deed we were responsible for what is good and received evil from our own thought
lessness. But concerning these things I have provided a more precise explanation in 
the second volume of the work Judaica. 

As in War 2, Sadducees do away with Fate altogether, but now the Essenes take 
up the other pole position ("Fate is the Governess of everything, and nothing 
happens without her vote"). Where does that leave the Pharisees? To say that 

"some things are the work of Fate, but not everything, for some things happen— 
or not—because of us." Clearly, Josephus needs three schools for the spectrum, 
and the Sadducean position (denial of Fate) is a given. Whereas the Pharisees 
had been the Sadducees' polar opposites in War 2, that role must now be played 
by the Essenes, since they have been brought into the direct comparison, which 
leaves the Pharisees to find a middle way between the poles. Instead of taking 
Wars route, however, claiming that the Pharisees find Fate in every action along 
with human will, Chrysippus-like, Josephus now unhelpfully has them attribute 
some things (which?) to Fate and some to human choice. That these changes do 
not bother him, and indeed do not seem to matter (since he refers to War 2 for a 
more precise explanation), shows how little he wishes to be seen as the pedantic 
sort of philosopher. Broad strokes, changeable as needed for presentational rea
sons, suffice.32 

Josephuss final schools passage aside from Life 10-11 (above) is the only 
one that ostensibly combines proportion (i.e., roughly equivalent space for each 
school) and a degree of comprehensiveness (i.e., several items are considered for 
each). Closer inspection shows, however, that very little is offered there concern-

3 2 It is an intriguing question, why Josephus located the passage here. From a narrative 
point of view the opening chronological tag "at about this time" seems to date the appear
ance of the schools, though he does not spell this out. Certainly, the passage gives him a 
base from which to describe Pharisees and Sadducees at 13.297-298, and it is a device of his 
to plant a seed to which he will later return. For other proposals, see Sievers 2001. 
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ing the metaphysical positions of either Sadducees or Essenes; Josephus focuses 
rather on the practices and social position of those two schools. Only the postu
lates of the Pharisees receive any sustained treatment. 

The most peculiar feature of Ant. 18.12-22 is the addition of a "Fourth Phi
losophy" (18.23-25)—the party of radical freedom represented by the followers of 
Judas the Galilean/Gaulanite—generated when Judea was annexed to the Roman 
empire in 6 C . E . As for the Fourth Philosophy, Josephus both abhors the innova
tion in the national heritage they represent, which will allegedly result in the de
struction of Jerusalem, and admires the indomitable courage of its practitioners, 
in much the same way that he esteems the fearlessness of all Judean fighters and 
Essenes in War33 and the nation as a whole in Against Apion. 

Although scholars have often taken Josephus at face value and spoken of the 
Fourth Philosophy as if it were a real entity, it seems that we should consider it 
rather an ad hoc literary construction. Reasons: (a) To have a "fourth philosophy," 
one must have three, and Josephus is the only one we know to have positioned 
the three philosophies thus. Imagining the representatives of the Fourth Phi
losophy as a real group whose members understood themselves by such a de
scription would be akin to expecting film characters to step off the screen into 
real life, (b) Before, during, and after this passage, Josephus will insist that there 
are (only) three Judean philosophies, even though he has always known about 
Judas the Galilean and his followers (War 2.119; Ant. 13.171; 18.11; Life 10-11). It 
does not occur to him elsewhere to mention a Fourth Philosophy, (c) Blaming 
the Fourth Philosophy for Judea's later ills is an ex post facto exercise, possible 
only with hindsight. It is unreasonable to imagine that later sicariU Zealots, eco
nomic rebels, and other groups that emerged from particular conditions in the 
40s through 60s (2.254, 651; 4.160-161) understood themselves to be members of 
such a philosophical school, (d) The Fourth Philosophy is not comparable to the 
others in having a distinctive set of views and way of life, admission procedures 
and membership requirements. Rather, Josephus claims that they agree with the 
Pharisees on all philosophical questions except the meaning of freedom (18.23). 
It seems, then, that he constructs a Fourth Philosophy for at least two reasons: as 
a novel means of exposing the aberrant character of the rebel mentality and as 
a way to drive home the ongoing theme of Judean courage (under the rubric of 
philosophy). 

Like the other school passages, then, Ant. 18.12-25 is thoroughly condi
tioned by the demands of immediate narrative context. One decisive element of 
this context, rarely discussed by scholars, is the peculiar style of writing that 
Josephus adopts in Ant. 17-19, which Thackeray had credited to a literary as
sistant he dubbed the "Thucydidean hack." 3 4 Thackeray's notion that for Antiqui
ties Josephus employed an array of literary assistants with different propensities 
has been rightly rejected, however, and we seem to be dealing with the author's 

3 3 War 2.50, 60, 152-153; 3.229-230, 472-488; 5.71-97, 277-278, 305-306, 315-316; 
6.13-14, 33-53. 

34Thackeray, The Man and the Historian, 107-15. 
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own experimentation with the literary possibilities of Greek. 3 5 In any case, Ant. 
18.12-15 (on the Pharisees) uses the same stilted, quasi-poetic prose that one 
finds throughout these three volumes. Old Attic was characterized by "poetical 
coloring, forced and strange expressions, bold new coinages and substantivized 
neuters of participles and adjectives."36 That Ant. 18.12-25 shares fully in the style 
of books 17-19 is another indicator that Josephus has written the passage himself 
or thoroughly reworked any sources used. The schools passage could not have 
been inserted bodily from another source. 

What this language means for us is that, although Josephus devotes more 
words here than elsewhere to the Pharisees' views, we struggle in near futility to 
understand him. The strangely poetic character of his language may be seen in 
his new treatment of the Pharisees' unique tradition (Ant. 18.12b-c): 

They follow the authority of those things that their teaching deemed good and 
handed down; 

they regard as indispensable the observance of those things that it saw fit to dictate. 
Out of honor do they yield to those who precede them in age; 
Nor are they inclined boldly to contradict the things that were introduced. 

All of this appears to mean no more than what we learned from Ant. 13.297-
298, that the Pharisees observe a special "tradition from [their] fathers" (see the 
previous chapter in this volume). Obviously, embracing such a tradition assumes 
that they revere those predecessors. It may be that the third panel also indicates 
respect for living elders (though that would qualify the synonymous parallelism); 
if so, it only underscores the point made in War 2.166 that they live harmoniously, 
unlike the argumentative Sadducees; so also Ant. 18.16 has the Sadducees disput
ing even their own teachers. We do not have access to the historical reality of the 
Sadducees, but such a harsh evaluation might have been explained by insiders as 
nothing more than a tradition of vibrant exegetical debate. 

The only straightforward statement in this paragraph is the one that opens 
it, and it is new: "The Pharisees restrain their regimen of life, yielding nothing 
to the softer side" (Ant. 18.12). Josephus does not contrast the Sadducees on this 
point, though their base among the elite might imply wealth (18.17; cf. 13.197-198; 
see also the previous chapter in this volume). Translating for the Loeb Classical 
Library, Louis Feldman notes a rabbinic parallel (ARN 5): "Pharisees deprive 
themselves in this world—foolishly, the Sadducees believe, because there is no 
other world." In the narrative of Josephus, it is striking that Josephus does not 
make more of this universally recognized virtue of simplicity in the case of the 
Pharisees, the way he does with the Essenes—both in this final school passage 
(18.20: they surpass all others) and in War 2. Shunning luxury certainly qualifies 
the Pharisees to be included among the philosophers (cf. Ant. 13.289), though 
Josephus does not celebrate this in their case. 

3 5 G. C. Richards, "The Composition of Josephus' Antiquities." CQ 33 (1939): 36-40; 
Shutt, Studies, 59-75; Rajak, Historian, 47-63,233-36. 

3 6 Palmer, Greek Language, 159. 



The Philosophy of Josephus's Pharisees 235 

On the issue of Fate, Josephus's language is so garbled as to have caused 
copyists and translators much confusion: 

They reckon that everything is effected by Fate; 
Yet they do not thereby separate the intending of the human element from the 

initiative that rests with them [humans] (o\)8e xot) avGpameioD TO PODXO-
fxevov xf|c, en' oroxotc, opufjc, d^a ipcovTa i ) , 

It having seemed right to God that there be a fusion [or judgment or weighing 
against] (SoKfjorav ICQ 0ea> Kpiaiv]), 

And in the council-chamber of that one [Fate?] and [in] the one having willed of 
the humans, a siding with—with virtue and vice (Kal xa> eKEivrjc, PODXTJ-
tr|picp Kal xd>v avOpcbrccDv to e0eXf|aav [xa> eGeXfjaavxi] rcpoaxcopeiv jLtex' 
apexf|<; f\ KctKiac,). 

Although making sense of this confusion may be a worthwhile text-critical chal
lenge, it is difficult to see the rewards for those who simply wish to understand 
Josephuss portrait of the Pharisees. The language appears deliberately crabbed 
and obscure, and we have no compelling reason to believe that there is much 
substance to be discovered. Apparently, Josephus abandons the simplified three-
point scheme of Ant. 13.171-173, where the Pharisees hold a middle position of 
attributing "some things" to Fate and "some" to human volition, to return to the 
cooperation model of War 2.162-163. Fate is somehow involved in every action: 
her collaboration with human will is fancily framed but ultimately unfathom
able. Since Josephus will not comment in this passage on the view of Fate held by 
either Sadducees or Essenes, he need not be concerned with maintaining a posi
tion for the Pharisees along a spectrum. 

His description of the Pharisees' theory of souls is also awkwardly con
structed, a sentence lacking a finite verb (finite verbs given below are either added 
for English translation or they represent infinitives in Josephus), though the gen
eral sense is clear (Ant. 18.14): 

That souls have a deathless power is a conviction of theirs (ocGocvoexov xe \a%x>v 
xatc, i|/a)%aic, rciaxic, cruxoic, elvai), 

And that subterranean punishments, and also rewards (vnb xOovoc, SiKCticbcreic, xe 
KCCI xijuac,), are for those whose conduct in life has been either of virtue or of 
vice: 

For some, eternal imprisonment is prepared (TOCIC, u£v eipyuov aiSiov 
TcpoxiGeaGai), 

But for others, an easy route to living again (xocic, 8e pocaxcbvrjv xot) avapicuv). 

Here too, the new quasi-poetic verbiage adds little to the spare prose of War 
2.162-163. The eternal punishments (and possibly rewards), we now learn, are 
dispensed beneath the earth—so, the equivalent of Hades—and the envisaged 
eternal punishment is explained as an imprisonment or binding. This would 
come as no great surprise for Roman audiences, who would easily recall Odys-
seus's famous vision of Hades (Od. 11.576-600), where Sisyphus, Tantalus, and 
Tityus face unending torture in the netherworld. At War 2.156, indeed, Josephus 
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mentions precisely those figures, including the similar character of Ixion, while 
elaborating the Essene view of post-mortem punishment. 

Wars "passing over to a new body" is now described by the similarly ambig
uous "an easy passage to living again." It is on this point only that Sadducean phi
losophy will be briefly contrasted (18.16): "The doctrine of the Sadducees makes 
the souls disappear together with the bodies"—ironic phrasing, as if a doctrine 
could make souls disappear. 3 7 The closer parallel to the Sadducees, however, is 
the Essene doctrine, for with reciprocal irony those men "render souls deathless" 
(aGavaxi^o'ocnv 8 E xaq \\fv%aq, 18.18). 

The relationship between Josephus's portraits and any actual Pharisee's 
articulation of his views must remain an open question, though we have good 
reason—in his accommodation of this passage to the style of Ant. 17-19 and in 
his generally free rearrangements—to think that literary artifice accounts for a 
great deal. In relation to War 2, there is nothing substantially new here. 

A comparison of Josephus's Pharisees with his Sadducees and Essenes in 
this passage turns up three matters that deserve brief discussion. First, although 
his language for the other two groups has a similar poetic quality, it is more 
straightforward in structure and meaning. Second, and this is probably related, 
his descriptions of Sadducees and Essenes focus on ethical and practical ques
tions: Sadducees recognize only what is in the laws and they are men of the 
highest standing (though Josephus dilates on the necessity of their public ca
pitulation to Pharisaic law; 18.16-17); Essenes maintain special sacrifices and 
therefore are barred from the temple, but otherwise he praises their agricultural 
pursuits, unsurpassed virtue, common possessions, rejection of marriage and 
slavery, and provisions for leadership (18.18-22). Even the Fourth Philosophy, 
whose doctrine of radical political freedom Josephus repudiates, he mainly 
praises for their courage (18.23-25). Third, and the reverse of the same coin, Jo
sephus says very little about the other schools' metaphysical views, mentioning 
only briefly the Sadducees' dissolution of the soul at death, the Essenes' attribu
tion of all things to God and immortalization of souls, and the Fourth Philoso
phy's agreement with the Pharisees. 

Is there any connection among these three features? If the impression of 
symmetry in this schools passage, which Josephus deliberately encourages—by 
proportionate sections, by the recurrence of "the doctrine" (6 Xoyoq) at the begin-

37Greek, Za58oi)Kaioic; 5E TOCC, \\fv%ac, 6 Xoyoq <xova(|)avi£ei xotc, acbuaai—a 
statement worth investigating. The verb is sparsely attested before Josephus (Strabo, 
Geogr. 6.1.6; 8.6.23; 12.8.17; 17.3.12; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 1.1.2; Philo, 
Leg. 194; a fragment attributed to Pythagoras), and in these authors it is always in the 
middle or passive voice. Josephus uses it only here, and in the active voice. An intriguing 
possibility: the only writer in this group to speak of souls disappearing with bodies is the 
historian Dionysius, who in the prologue to his magnum opus speaks of historians not 
wanting their souls to disappear along with their bodies (hence they write memorials in 
the form of histories). Since Dionysius's twenty-volume Roman Antiquities was not only 
famous in Rome, but also a principal model for Josephus's twenty-volume Judean Antiq
uities, it is quite plausible (the means of proof elude us) that he intends a witty allusion to 
Dionysius's prologue here. 
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ning of the first three descriptions, by certain structural features (e.g., ZaSSoi)-
Kaioiq 8e . . . 'Eaar|voi<; 8e), and by a family resemblance of diction and word 
form—turns out to be undermined by such differences of content and emphasis, 
one might reason as follows. As Josephus shows on nearly every page of Antiqui
ties, he is preoccupied with the Judean laws (or "constitution"), with those who 
observe or flout them, and thus with virtue and vice. He is no abstract philoso
pher. In the cases of Essenes and even Sadducees, he can easily identify praise
worthy aspects of their practical philosophy. With the Pharisees (18.15,17; cf. the 
previous chapter in this volume), however, in spite of their enormous popular
ity and although he recognizes them as a philosophical school, he finds little to 
praise. After briefly noting their rejection of luxury he uses their space, as it were, 
for highly abstruse formulations of their positions on intractable questions of 
metaphysics. Although this surely does not constitute overt criticism, it fits with 
the lack of sympathy for the Pharisees that we found in the previous chapter. 

Conclusions and Corollaries 

In this chapter we have seen that Josephuss occasional presentations of the 
three Judean philosophical schools along a spectrum of metaphysical beliefs are 
the sort of thing one should expect from an elite representative of Judean culture. 
From a rhetorical point of view, they are much like his other digressions—on 
geography, military tactics, or botany. They display his erudition, resulting in 
part from his thorough training in all three schools, and yet at the same time 
his urbane superiority to any parochialism, fanaticism, or pedantry—even if he 
had forgivably indulged philosophical yearnings in adolescence. Like a Cicero 
(though with rather less philosophical intensity overall) or a Tacitus, this eastern 
nobleman can throw in such descriptions at opportune moments, as pleasant rest 
stops in the onward march of his historical narrative. The broadly philosophical 
character of the whole story, however, is much more prominent and important 
than such brief and murky outlines of the schools' beliefs. 

In Josephus's case, because we have three such passages in his thirty-volume 
oeuvre, we can also see how freely he manipulates his material for momentary 
needs. In War 2, where he singles out the Essenes in order to extol the manly vir
tue that is the unifying theme of the book, Pharisees and Sadducees are left to oc
cupy formulaically the pole positions of affirmers and deniers. In Ant. 13, where 
he opts to break the narrative with a short schematic of the three philosophies 
On Fate, he must rearrange the pieces. Essenes and Sadducees now occupy the 
extremes, with Pharisees attributing "some things" to Fate and "some things" to 
human volition. In Ant. 18, in the middle of his regrettable experiment with bold 
style, Josephus tries his hand at describing the schools in the new poetic prose— 
as in Ant. 13 referring to War 2 for greater precision. The many added words for 
the Pharisees are largely redundant, however, because of their opacity and the 
synonymous parallelism within this passage. They do confirm the notice in Ant. 
13.297-298 concerning the Pharisees' special tradition, which had not appeared 



238 JOSEPHUS AND JUDEA 

in War 2, and they include a new comment about the Pharisees' simple life. The 
rather technical-sounding descriptions penned for the Pharisees, however, stand 
in marked contrast to Josephuss open assessments of virtue among the other 
schools. 

Josephuss handling of the three Judean philosophical schools should make 
us wary about using his descriptions of the Pharisees in these sketches for his
torical purposes. 3 8 Some aspects of Sadducean and Essene thought and life can 
be confirmed by, respectively, the New Testament and Philo (also Pliny). We may 
conclude from such independent witnesses that Sadducees rejected the afterlife 
and that Essenes lived in highly regimented "philosophical" communities that 
stressed simplicity of life (Philo, Pliny, Nat. 5.73). Of the Pharisees, the New Tes
tament confirms that they observed a special legal tradition "from the fathers"3 9 

and that they believed in the afterlife; Josephuss language permits the notion 
of resurrection, even though he does not spell it out. Rabbinic literature on Pe-
rushim and Tzadukim presents considerable difficulties, both internally and in 
relation to the Pharisees and Sadducees of Josephus and the New Testament. 4 0 

For the finer details of life and practice among these groups, however, we are 
frustrated partly by the general dearth of evidence, partly by an author who uses 
them as set pieces to be manipulated along with the rest of his material. 

3 8 Some important efforts to reach the historical reality of these three schools are: 
L. Wachter, "Die unterschiedliche Haltung der Pharisaer, Sadduzaer und Essener zur 
Heimarmene nach dem Bericht des Josephus/' ZRGG 21 (1969): 97-114; G. Maier, Mensch 
und freier Wille: Nach den judischen Reliogionsparteien zwischen Ben Sira und Paulus 
(Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1981); Anthony J. Saldarini, Pharisees, Scribes, and Saddu
cees in Palestinian Society: A Sociological Approach (Wilmington: Michael Glazier, 1988); 
Sanders, Practice and Belief; Grabbe, Judaism, 2.463-554; G. Stemberger, Jewish Contem
poraries of Jesus: Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995); and A. I. 
Baumgarten, The Flourishing of Jewish Sects in the Maccabean Era: An Interpretation (Lei
den: Brill, 1997). 

3 9In particular, Baumgarten, "The Pharisaic Paradosis." HTR 80 (1987): 63-87. 
4 0 E . Rivkin, "Defining the Pharisees: The Tannaitic Sources." HUCA 40 (1969): 205-

49; Neusner, Rabbinic Traditions, 3:304; also Saldarini, Pharisees. 



Chapter 8 

G cD 

T H E ESSENES OF JOSEPHUS'S JUDEAN 
WAR: FROM STORY TO HISTORY 

Recent vigorous disagreement1 about the identity of the Qumran commu
nity 2 exposes in part the faulty method by which conclusions were initially drawn 
and permitted to ossify. Once the site of Qumran had been hypothetically identi
fied as an Essene installation and the Dead Sea Scrolls as Essene productions, this 
nexus imposed constraints upon interpreters of the DSS, on the one hand, and of 
the Greek and Latin texts that purport to describe Essenes, on the other. Exegesis 
of both had now to fit the theory. And since the Scrolls had come to be regarded 
as primary sources for the Essenes, the texts that actually mention the Essenoi 
I Esseni by name 3 suffered the greater distortion. In a reversal of standard his
torical method, which begins with evidence clearly relevant to the phenomenon 

1The heart of this chapter was originally presented at the 2004 International Jose
phus Colloquium in Dublin. I wish to thank Dr. Zuleika Rodgers for the opportunity to 
gain feedback from so many specialists, and the specialists themselves for helpful critique. 
The material will appear in full in my commentary to War 2, vol. lb of Flavius Josephus: 
Translation and Commentary (ed. Steve Mason; Leiden: Brill, 2008). 

2H. Stegemann, "The Qumran Essenes—Local Members of the Main Jewish Union 
in Late Second Temple Times." in The Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the In
ternational Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid 18-21 March 1991 (ed. J. T. Bar-
rerra and L. V. Montaner. Leiden: Brill, 1992), 83-166; N. Golb, Who Wrote the Dead 
Sea Scrolls? The Search for the Secret of Qumran (New York: Scribner, 1995); L. Cansdale, 
Qumran and the Essenes: A Re-Evaluation of the Evidence (Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 
1997); R. Donceel, "Qumran," in The Oxford Encyclopaedia of Archaeology in the Near 
East (ed. E. M. Meyers; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), 392-96; Y. Hirschfeld, 
Qumran in Context: Reassessing the Archaeological Evidence (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrick-
son, 2004); essays in K. Galor, J.-B. Humbert, and J. Zangenberg. Qumran: the Site of 
the Dead Sea Scrolls. Archaeological Interpretations and Debates. Leiden: Brill, 2006; J.-B. 
Humbert, and J. Zangenberg. Qumran: the Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Archaeological 
Interpretations and Debates. Leiden: Brill, 2006. 

3 Various attempts have been made to find a Semitic root for the Essenes' name in the 
DSS. But all face the same limitation: unless there is a compelling reason, in the Scrolls 
themselves, to think that the term in question was the primary group label (rather than 
an ad hoc characterization) and unless specialists mainly agree that it is naturally ren
dered in Greek as Essaioi (conditions far from satisfied thus far), any proposal for a Se
mitic root must lean upon the Qumran-Essene hypothesis, so that its use as a basis for the 
hypothesis would entail a circular argument. 
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under investigation,4 difficulties in aligning the Essene texts with these "primary 
sources" were now routinely explained away as the misunderstandings of outsid
ers. 5 Still today, the main published resources for the Dead Sea Scrolls or the Ess
enes, whether comprehensive studies6 or specific treatments of Josephuss Essenes,7 

offer an item-by-item accommodation of the Essene passages to the Scrolls rather 
than a contextual reading of the Essene passages. 

Such a circular method 8—we interpret Josephuss statements about the Ess
enes in light of the DSS and then use the alleged parallels to prove the identity of 
the two groups 9—could not generate stable results. A historical hypothesis iden
tifying the DSS authors with Josephuss Essenes should have been required to 
show how adequately this posited Qumran-Essene phenomenon would explain 
both the Scrolls and the Essene narratives of Josephus, Philo, and Pliny. But in 
the 1950s, when the Authorized View was becoming established, there were no 
contextual interpretations of Josephuss Essene portrait, or of much else in his 
oeuvre, to be explained. 1 0 In the near absence of any appreciation of his works as 
compositions—of their structures, major and minor themes, language, or rhe-

4That is, evidence that clearly mentions "Essenes." Before 1947 there was consider
able interest in the Essenes (cf. S. Wagner, Die Essener in der wissenschaftlichen Diskus-
sion: vom Ausgang des 18. bis zum Beginn des 20. Jahrhunderts; eine wissenschaftliche 
Studie [Berlin: A. Topelmann, I960]), and attempts to understand who they were pro
ceeded largely on this basis, though in the fashion of the day they were often assimilated 
to Hasidim, Pharisees, or other groups mentioned in rabbinic literature. K. Kohler's de
tailed 1905 article in the Jewish Encyclopedia is a model of the type. 

5 F. M. Cross (The Ancient Library of Qumran and Modern Biblical Studies [New York: 
Doubleday, 1961], 70): the Essene descriptions reveal an "exterior view or Hellenizing ten
dency"; cf. 76, 78; Sanders (Practice and Belief, 379): "Certainly his description does not 
convey adequately the flavour of the Scrolls." 

6E.g., Black, "The Account"; A. Dupont-Sommer, The Essene Writings from Qum-
ran (Cleveland: Word, 1961); A. Adam, Antike Berichte uber die Essener (New York: de 
Gruyter, 1972); G. Vermes and M. D. Goodman, eds., The Essenes According to the Clas
sical Sources (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989); J. C. VanderKam, The Dead Sea 
Scrolls Today (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994). 

7T. S. Beall, Josephus' Description of the Essenes Illustrated by the Dead Sea Scrolls 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 3; R. Gray, Prophetic Figures in Late Sec
ond Temple Jewish Palestine: The Evidence from Josephus (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1993), 5, but 81; Bergmeier, Die Essener-Berichte, 9, 51-2; T. Rajak, "Cio Che Fla-
vio Giuseppe Vide: Josephus and the Essenes," in Josephus and the History of the Greco-
Roman Period: Essays in Memory of Morton Smith (ed. F. Parente and J. Sievers; Leiden: 
Brill, 1994), 143. 

8 Opponents of the Qumran-Essene hypothesis often find a similarly vicious circle in 
the assumed connection between Khirbet Qumran and the Scrolls from the nearby caves. 
See Hirschfeld, Qumran, 4-6 . 

9Put clearly by VanderKam (The Dead Sea Scrolls, 89): "It is reasonable to interpret 
the evidence in such a way that the sources [e.g., Josephus and the DSS] do not conflict." I 
cannot, however, see the historical method in such a principle. 

101 mean by this that there was little or no attempt to figure out what the Essenes 
mean for Josephus's narratives—how they fit structurally or in terms of Josephus's char
acteristic themes, diction, and literary and rhetorical devices. See Bilde, Josephus, 71, 92, 
102, 118 for the state of scholarship. Even at his time of writing, in the mid-1980s, he 
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torical devices—no one seems to have been demanding that the new hypothesis 
explain Josephus's portrait in its context, and so this crucial requirement was 
overlooked. 

Now that the Qumran-Essene hypothesis is creaking under other pressures, 
while many students of Josephus's works have at last begun to attend to the com
positional traits just mentioned, the time is right to re-evaluate Josephus's Ess
enes in situ—and without assuming a DSS referent. How would we understand 
his accounts if we examined them solely in light of his larger narratives and first 
audiences, the way we are beginning to analyze other material in his rich cor
pus? I do not imagine that trying to understand Josephus's Essenes could pos
sibly settle the historical problems of either Essene or Qumran identity. Those 
are much larger investigations: this is a very limited and preliminary study of 
one part of one author's evidence, offered as an example of the much larger prob
lems, though limited to one stage of the historical process. Nevertheless, it turns 
up some preliminary problems that must be dealt with by those who embark on 
those larger investigations. 

Available space does not even permit a full discussion of Josephus's Essenes. 
It must suffice to consider the main passage, War 2.119-161—characterized by 
Josephus as his definitive statement (Ant. 13.173; 18.11; Life 10)—with some atten
tion to the whole and a few examples of the parts. My thesis has two sides, namely, 
that Wars Essene passage is an integral part of this works larger story, as of 
Josephus's entire literary output, and that understanding the way in which War 
uses the Essenes lays new obstacles before the Qumran-Essene hypothesis. The 
first claim may seem obvious or even trite to readers unfamiliar with the state 
of Josephus studies. Why would anyone imagine that any passage in Josephus's 
works was not intended to be there as integral part of the whole? Since, however, 
the Essene passage along with much else in Josephus has long been cheerfully 
credited to other hands entirely,11 it is still necessary to ground one's interpreta
tion of almost anything in this author with a defense of the proposition that he 
wrote it. Still, that task is incidental to our main goal of understanding the Ess
enes of Josephus's War. 

Before turning to our main subject, I must address what might otherwise 
prove a distraction for readers. It is commonly proposed in literature advocating 
the Qumran-Essene hypothesis that (a) remarkable parallels between the DSS 
and Josephus's Essenes more or less confirm the hypothesis—some of these will 
be our main focus here—but (b) what settles the matter is the elder Pliny's notice 
(Natural History 5.73) concerning an Essene location. Now, if it were the case that 
Pliny's evidence independently established a connection between Essenes and 
Qumran, then the following study, which I offer as a preliminary contribution to 

could still find little or no published research on the structures, aims, and audiences of 
Josephus's major compositions. 

1 1 For example, Black, "The Account"; Smith, "Description"; Bergmeier, Die Essener-
Berichte; Gray, Prophetic Figures, 82. Different sorts of refutation are in Burchard, "Die 
Essener bei Hippolyt"; Baumgarten, "Josephus and Hippolytus"; Williams, "Authorship." 
But the dates of these clusters indicate the ongoing problem. 
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a new historical investigation of the Essenes, would be pointless. But does Pliny's 
description settle the question in advance? 

After describing the region around Lake Kinneret (Gennesaret), naming the 
principal sites allegedly to the east, south, and west (Nat 5.71), Pliny moves to the 
Dead Sea and follows the same pattern, describing Arabia to the east, Machaerus 
and Callirhoe to the south (as he mistakenly says), and finally the western region, 
which becomes his concluding comment on Judea: 

To the west [of Lake Asphaltitis, the Dead Sea], the Essenes completely shun the 
shores, which cause harm (ab occidente litora Esseni fugiunt usque qua nocent): a 
solitary tribe, wonderful beyond all others in the world, being without any women 
and renouncing all sexual desire, having no money, and with only palm trees as 
companions. Their assembly is born again daily from the crowds, tired of life and the 
vicissitudes of fortune, that crowd there for their manner of living. So for thousands 
of ages—remarkable to say—a tribe is eternal (gens aeterna est) into which no one is 
born! So fruitful for them is the reconsideration of life by others. 

Below these was the town of En Gedi (infra hos Engada oppidum fuit\ second only to 
Jerusalem in fertility and groves of palm trees, but now a similar ruin (nunc alterum 
bustum). After that (inde) Masada, a fortress on a crag—for its part, not far at all 
from Asphaltitis (et ipsum hautprocul Asphaltite). Thus is Judea. 

Readers will be familiar with the ongoing debate, the main lines of which were es
tablished by the early 1960s, in light of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 1 2 over Pliny's mean
ing in locating Esseni to the west of the Dead Sea, with En Gedi "below them." 
For our purposes it is important to separate the two logically distinct questions: 

"What did Pliny mean?" and "What is the significance of his notice for historical 
hypothesizing about the Essenes?" 

Pliny's works were widely read in antiquity, and were given extended life into 
the Middle Ages by a third-century plagiarist, C. Iulius Solinus, whose Gallery of 
Remarkable Things largely paraphrases parts of Pliny. When he comes to Pliny's 
Essenes, he rewords the crucial opening phrase to say that they occupy "the in
terior parts of Judea" on the west of the Dead Sea (Interiora Iudaeae occidentem 
quae contuentur Esseni tenent. . . . ) , below which was formerly the town of En 
Gedi (35.9, 12). Although Solinus does not appear to have independent knowl
edge of the region, his work is valuable as an early interpretation of Pliny's mean
ing. In modern scholarly literature too, before the Scrolls were found scholars 
assumed that Pliny had located the Essenes in the Judean wilderness west of the 
Dead Sea, around and above En Gedi. In marked contrast to the situation after 
1950, scholarship of the time reveals no great debates about Pliny's meaning. 

I cite three standard and detailed reference works prepared for different con
stituencies: the detailed article by Walter Bauer in the Pauly-Wissowa Realency-

12That is, although there were many differences in pre-DSS scholarship, this kind of 
focused debate did not occur there (see Audet, Jean-Paul. "Qumran et la notice de Pline 
sur les Esseniens." RB 68 (1961): 346-87; C. Burchard, "Pline et les Esseniens," RB 69 
[1962]: 533-69). 
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clopddie (1924), for a classicist's perspective; from Jewish Studies, the fascinating 
article on Essenes by Kaufman Kohler in the Jewish Encylopedia (1905); and from 
the field of New Testament background, Emil Schiirer's section on Essenes in his 
classic Geschichte des judischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi (1901). Taken to
gether, these should give us a fair sense of main-stream scholarly views in the early 
twentieth century. (Emphasis is mine throughout.) Without hinting at any contro
versy on the matter, Bauer understands Pliny as locating the Essenes "on the west 
side of the Dead Sea in and around the city of En Gedi."13 Kohler speaks with simi
lar ease about "the Essenes at En Gedi."14 Most interesting is Schiirer's assessment: 
after noting that Philo and Josephus both have Essenes widely dispersed through
out Judea, he remarks, "Hence we should be much mistaken if we were, according to 
Pliny's description, to seek them only in the desert ofEngedi on the Dead Sea."15 

With such a widely shared understanding of Pliny's meaning, and the re
alization that in any case the Essenes were more widely distributed than Pliny 
might be understood to suggest, it seems not to have occurred to those nine
teenth-century explorers who described the surface remains at Khirbet Qumran 
at the north-west end of the Dead Sea to connect the site with Pliny's Essenes. 1 6 

After surveying the various identifications of the remains proposed by these 
explorers—biblical Gomorrah, a Roman fort, or one of the cities mentioned in 
Josh 15:61—John Bartlett observes that "Kh. Qumran might never have been ex
cavated had not shepherds of the Ta'amireh tribe accidentally stumbled on some 
leather scrolls in a cave north of Kh. Qumran in the winter of 1947-8." 1 7 That is, 
it was the discovery of the DSS, soon to be identified as Essene products—and not 
any prior assumption that Pliny intended to identify Qumran as Essene—that 
lent the site its subsequent importance. 

Having not made a special study of the matter, I have no basis for declaring 
that no explorer ever proposed an area near Qumran in trying to locate Pliny's 
Essenes. Joan Taylor, who has recently surveyed that literature, has highlighted 
the account of travel-writer and co-founder of the Palestine Exploration Fund, 
W. H. Dixon, who came closest to at least including the Qumran area in his as
sessment. He understood the "chief seats" of the Essenes to have been in the area 
from Jerusalem to the Dead Sea, including the areas around Bethlehem, Mar 
Saba, En Gedi, and Ras el Feshka (near Qumran). 1 8 Much like other writers of 

1 3 That is, "auf der Westseite des Toten Meeres in der und um die Stadt Engada 
(Engeddi)" (PWRE 4:390). 

1 4 "Essenes," 231-32. 
15Schurer, Geschichte 2:2.193-94. This is the translation of the German "3d-4th edi

tion" of 1901, and the only one accessible to me while writing this essay. 
1 6For early exploration of Qumran, see Cansdale, Qumran, 20, 26-7; J. R. Bartlett, 

Archaeology and Biblical Interpretation (London: Routledge, 1997), 67-70; J. Magness, 
The Archaeology of Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 
22-24; Hirschfeld, Qumran, 14-16. 

17Bartlett, Archaeology, 70. 
1 8W. H. Dixon, The Holy Land (2d ed.; London: Chapman and Hall, 1866), 279-80. 

See Taylor "Khirbet Qumran in the Nineteenth Century and the Name of the Site," PEQ 
134 (2002): 156. 
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the period, he read Pliny as placing Essenes broadly to the west of the Dead Sea. 
After the Scrolls were found and identified as Essene products, however, there 
was a sharp turn in reading Pliny—and often, now insisting that he must have 
indicated Qumran as the Essene home. 

At least some early DSS experts were still open-minded about Pliny's meaning. 
Sorbonne Semitics professor A. Dupont-Sommer (1950) fully recognized the stan
dard reading (above), while proposing a new idea in suitably restrained language: 

It is generally admitted that the Essene colony described by Pliny was situated near 
the spring ofEngedi, towards the centre of the western shore of the Dead Sea; in fact 
the text of Pliny continues thus: "Below them {infra hos) was the town of Engada " 
But I believe this means not that the Essenes lived in the mountains just above the 
famous spring, but that this was a little distance from their settlement, towards the 
south. Pliny then actually goes on to describe Masada, further to the south: "from 
thence (from Engada) one comes to Masada . . ." Thus from north to south we have 
the Essene "city," then Engada, then Masada. If Pliny's text is to be understood in 
this way, the Essene "city" would be found towards the north of the western shore; 
that is to say, precisely in the region of Ain-Feshka itself. Should this explanation not 
he acceptable, it could be supposed that the Essenes possessed monasteries other than 
that mentioned by Pliny and Dio in the same Wilderness of Judea.19 

Dupont-Sommer thinks that he is suggesting—as a novelty—a north-south read
ing, on the basis of Masada's inclusion. Should this proposal not be accepted (a 
possibility he considers likely enough), he asks at least that Qumran be consid
ered another possible Essene site, in addition to those identified by Pliny and Dio 
in the Judean wilderness. 

Scholarly language on the subject would soon change, however, in both sub
stance and tone. It is beyond the scope of this paper to explore the interpretation 
of Pliny in detail, but we may again focus on a few reference works. 

I mentioned that Schiirer was particularly interesting. That is because we 
have the luxury of comparing the revised version of his basic reference work, by 
an Oxford-based team in the 1970s and 80s, with his own work last revised in the 
first decade of the twentieth century. Although Schiirer's revisers were generally 
conservative with respect to his main text, concentrating their updates in the 
extensive notes, in this case they revised the passage quoted above from the main 
text. Schiirer had said that it would be a mistake to follow Pliny in seeking Ess
enes only in the desert ofEngedi (above). The revisers offer: "It would accordingly 
be a mistake to be led by Pliny's description to look for them only in the desert 
somewhere between Jericho and Engedi by the Dead Sea"20—as though Pliny him
self had located Essenes thus. A new footnote elaborates: 

The sites mentioned [by Pliny] are: Jericho, the Essene settlement, En-gedi, Masada. 
That is to say, the three known places are listed from north to south. Hence the Ess-

1 9A. Dupont-Sommer, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A Preliminary Survey (Oxford: Black-
well, 1952), 86 n. 1. 

20Schiirer-Vermes, Jewish People, 2:563. 



The Essenes of Josephus's Judean War 245 

ene settlement lies south of Jericho and north of En-gedi and the only location fitting 
this description is Qumran.21 

These are remarkable claims for at least two reasons. First, the new Schurer makes 
a conscious formal effort to distinguish cleanly between the classical evidence 
for the Essenes and the Dead Sea Scrolls, "as the identity of the Essenes and the 
Qumran sectaries is no more than a hypothesis—however probable."22 But its 
significant reworking of Schurer s original, which (before the Qumran discover
ies) had no such understanding of Pliny, shows plainly the influence of the hy
pothesis on the interpretation of what is proffered as independent evidence. This 
problem of contamination is endemic in scholarly reading of the Greek and Latin 
Essene sources, and particularly obvious in treatments of "Josephuss Essenes." 
Second, Pliny gives no such list of sites, from Jericho to the Essenes, En Gedi, and 
Masada (see his passage above). He does not mention a "place" or "settlement" of 
Essenes, let alone place it in a line between Jericho and En Gedi, such that only 
somewhere around Qumran could be intended. If he had done so, some earlier 
readers of Pliny, including the learned Schurer, would surely have noticed. 

Yet similar claims abound in post-DSS reference works. Lester Grabbes 
widely used textbook, Judaism from Cyrus to Hadrian, declares that "the se
quence of listing is from north to south,"2 3 and therefore "the statement of Pliny.. . 
seems incompatible with any interpretation other than Qumran"24 Geza Vermess 
introduction to his English edition of the DSS comments on "the remarkable 
coincidence between the geographical setting of Qumran and Pliny the Elder's 
description of an Essene settlement near the Dead Sea between Jericho and En-
gedi" (emphasis added). 2 5 Likewise the noted Qumran expert Jodi Magness: 

Pliny's description of the Dead Sea appears to progress from north to south, begin
ning with the Jordan River to [sic] the settlement of the Essenes to Ein Gedi and then to 
Masada. This means that Ein Gedi lay downstream from or south of the settlement 
of the Essenes.26 

Since Pliny says nothing of the sort, one must wonder how this notion en
tered scholarship. Pliny has mentioned Jericho only in the general description 
of Judea a few sentences earlier (Nat. 5.70), as the first of ten named toparchies. 
There is no linear movement from Jericho (or the Jordan) to En Gedi by way of 
Essenes. 

Perhaps recent scholars have been unduly influenced by an odd passage in 
the reference work by Menachem Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Ju
daism (1974), which Magness indeed quotes as a main support. I say "odd passage" 
because when Stern first discusses the location of the Essenes in his comments 

2 1 Ibid., 2:563 n. 6. 
22Ibid., 2:561. 
23 Grabbe, Judaism, 492. 
24Ibid., 494. 
2 5 G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English (London: Penguin, 1995), xxv. 
2 6So Magness, Archaeology, 41. 
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on Pliny, he emphasizes Philo's and Josephuss superior knowledge of the group 
and their wide dispersal throughout Judea, rightly observing that Pliny does not 
mention a specific town or site where they lived: 

If he had, he would have contradicted Josephus, BJ, II, 124. In fact, the only infor
mation that may be derived from Pliny, and, for that matter, from Dio Chrysostom 
[apud Synesius, Dio 3.2], is that there was at one time a considerable concentration 
of Essenes somewhere in the neighbourhood of the Dead Sea.27 

Stern goes on to criticize scholars who find in Pliny's infra hos a "decisive proof" 
of the Qumran-Essene hypothesis, for the matter cannot be settled by Pliny's lan
guage. 2 8 It is all the more surprising, then, when he proceeds without explanation 
to the passage cited by Magness (emphasis added): 

Moreover, the impression one gets from reading Pliny is that he describes the Dead 
Sea by starting from the north, and that 'En Gedi, which is mentioned after the Ess
enes, should therefore be located south of the Essene habitations. Similarly, Massada, 
which is therefore mentioned after 'En Gedi, indeed lies south of it.2 9 

How one might get this impression from Pliny alone is far from clear, since the 
Roman author does not start from the north end of the Dead Sea. As we have 
seen, he deals with the Dead Sea region as he had covered the Kinneret region, 
ostensibly moving from east to south to west. If some sort of momentum in 
Pliny's description should suggest the meaning of infra hos, then we would need 
to locate them near the south of the Dead Sea, after Pliny's (erroneous) location 
of Callirhoe. 

As for the final "thereafter [or "from there," inde] Masada," a site whose sig
nificance he does not elaborate in contrast to his comments on Essenes and En 
Gedi, Pliny's language indicates only that it also belongs in this western sector of 
the Dead Sea. Compare his mention on the east side of inland Machaerus before 
coastal Callirhoe (slightly north of Machaerus, though he says "south"), before 
he continues to the west. Pliny may mention Masada last, without elaboration, as 
a fitting end to his description of the region, because it was well known in Rome 
as the final act, associated with L. Flavius Silva Nonius Bassus, of the recently 
concluded war. Solinus's paraphrase similarly omits elaboration, giving Massada 
castellum its own sentence as the limit of Judea (35.12). 

It would keep the discussion of evidence much clearer if scholars did not 
claim that Pliny more or less obviously located the Essenes in the Qumran area. 
He does not do so, as pre-Scrolls scholarship and, afterwards, some scholars im
portant for the debate—Menachem Stern and Dupont-Sommer—realized. 

If we seek to understand why so many post-DSS scholars have the impres
sion that Pliny's description moves from Jericho or the Jordan to En Gedi by way 

2 7 M. Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism: Edited with Introductions, 
Translations and Commentary (3 vols.; Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Sciences, 1974-84), 
2:479-80. 

28Ibid., 2:480. 
29Ibid., 2:481. 
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of the Essenes, when such a reading is impossible, we might conjecture a tacit 
awareness that Pliny's meaning cannot serve as the basis for the Qumran-Essene 
hypothesis if it is also determined by that hypothesis—or we would have a logi
cal circle, thus: Pliny must intend Qumran because of the DSS discoveries there 
and the Qumraners must be Essenes because Pliny locates Essenes at Qumran. 
If one wishes to use Pliny in support of the hypothesis, he must himself, without 
any help from the Qumran-Essene hypothesis, locate Essenes in the Qumran 
area. Since, however, the "Jericho-Essenes-En Gedi-Masada" reading can only be 
achieved by violence to the text, and pre-Scrolls scholarship did not understand 
Pliny this way, the use of Pliny as a weight-bearing pillar of the Qumran-Essene 
hypothesis 3 0 is indeed circular. 

Although it is clear that Pliny's infra hos most naturally indicates elevation (cf. 
his supra at 5.70)—in view of the general ancient usage of such terms (cf. Greek 
avct, m x a ) to indicate higher and lower elevations, up-or down-stream where the 
course of a river is being described (which amounts to the same thing), 3 1 and im
portant cities (as in "up to" Rome or Jerusalem)—the central issue here is not what 
he "really meant," but one of method and argumentative logic. Pliny does not in
dependently identify Qumran as the Essene base. If the Scrolls could be connected 
with Essenes on other grounds, one would then have the task of trying to under
stand Pliny accordingly: Could Qumran, if the Scrolls were known to be local Ess
ene products, be construed as part of the Essene region west of the Dead Sea, above 
En Gedi, that Pliny had in view? But that issue arises only if the Scrolls are first 
shown to be Essene products; Pliny's statement cannot ground that hypothesis. 

There are further problems. 3 2 Notice Pliny's clear implication that, wherever 
they live, the Essenes are thriving at his time of writing: "a tribe in which no one 
is born is eternal!" (gens aeterna est; cf. present-tense fugiunt), in pointed con
trast to En Gedi, which used to exist (fuit) but is now & ruin (nunc . . . bustum). 
Pliny writes under Vespasian in the 70s, as he has just emphasized (5.69), soon 
after the destruction of Jerusalem, whose fate he connects with En Gedi's (5.73). 
But Qumran was destroyed as part of the same conflict, in 68 C . E . The paraphrase 
in Solinus makes the contrast even clearer: in contrast to the string of present-
tense verbs describing the Essenes, he adds to Pliny's fuit of En Gedi, "but it has 
been destroyed" (sed excisum est). Magness recognizes the problem, resolving it 
with the surprising concession, given the weight that she places on this passage, 

3 0So Burchard ("Pline," 534): Given the disparity between the Greek portraits of the 
Essenes and the Scrolls, the statement of Pliny is crucial for identifying the two groups 
("Etant donne la disparite des recits de Philon et de Josephe compares entre eux et avec 
1 ensemble des manuscrits de Qumran, 1'argument geographique est toujours lemeilleur 
support de 1'identification des anciens habitants de Kh. Qumran avec les Esseniens ou 
une branche du mouvement essenien."). On the crucial importance of Pliny's notice, see 
also VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls, 71-5; Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls, xxv. 

3 1 E.g., Pliny, Nat. 4.83 (where both Pliny and those he purports to correct seem rather 
confused); 6.136 (the meaning of which is again uncertain); but both passages clearly fol
low the courses of rivers. 

3 2 For many astute observations on Pliny's passage, see R. A. Kraft, "Pliny on Essenes, 
Pliny on Jews," DSD 8 (2001): 255-61. 
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that Pliny "is somewhat confused."33 But the remarkable vitality of these Essenes 
is the main point that he makes about them (taken over by Pliny), and his osten
sible reason for mentioning them in his ethno-geographical tour, which typically 
highlights the interesting and unusual. If Pliny is confused about this, his main 
point, then we cannot get very far at all with his evidence. 

On the subject of Pliny's complexities, it is also worth remembering (as pre-
DSS scholars occasionally pointed out) that Pliny's gens sola and especially gens 
aeterna were not necessarily understood by him as native Judeans. 3 4 

So much for Pliny's meaning. As for the use of his description in historical 
reconstruction of the Essenes: any use of his evidence, no matter what it is taken to 
mean, must reckon with the fact that he displays little sound knowledge of Judea 
and the Dead Sea region, a body of water he describes as 100 Roman miles long 
and 75 across (Nat. 5.72), several times its actual area. Even if we could be certain 
of his meaning in locating Essenes—as we are certain that he makes Gamala (in 
the Golan) the highest town of Samaria (Nat. 5.69), that he places Bethsaida-Iulias 
along with Hippos east of the Kinneret (Nat. 5.71, though it is to the north) and 
Tarichaea south of the Kinneret (Nat. 5.71, misleading generations of scholars, 
since it is north of Tiberias on the west side), and that he situates Machaerus and 
Callirhoe south of the Dead Sea (Nat. 5.72, though they are further north on the 
eastern shore than En Gedi is on the west)—even then we would have no reason to 
assume that he knew what he was talking about. To prefer his claims to Josephus's 
evidence about Judean geography would be adventurous, to say the least. 

I do not imagine that the foregoing is a complete or even partly adequate 
treatment of Pliny on the Essenes for general purposes, much less of the history 
of exploration in the Dead Sea region, which has been studied by others. The only 
reason I am dealing with Pliny here is to preclude a possible objection to the fol
lowing study of Josephus, which treats the historical Essenes as an open question: 
But does not Pliny's location of the Essenes around Qumran already settle the 
Qumran-Essene identification? Since Pliny does not independently locate Ess
enes around Qumran, we may leave him 3 5 and proceed with our task of trying to 

3 3 Magness, Archaeology, 41. 
3 4The point is stressed by Bauer ("Essener," 390, 421-22). That Essenes were known 

outside Judea but not necessarily understood to be Judeans may explain Josephus's em
phatic opening remark (2.119) that Essenes "are Judeans by ancestry" (TovSaioi u£V 
yevoc, ovxec,); this may also help to explain Philo's use of them in Every Good Man is Free 
as exemplars of Judean and Stoic outlooks. 

3 5 Less prominent in scholarly discussion is the claim of the fifth-century Synesius 
(Dio 3.2) that Dio Chrysostom "somewhere praises the Essenes," an observation accom
panied by notes on their lifestyle and location "by, near, beside, or beyond" the Dead 
Water (rcapa TO Neicpov "YScop). It is not clear, however, that anything other than the 
remembered praise comes from Dio (cf. Bauer, "Essener," 388). It is obviously not a quo
tation; the language (e.g., about d)8oci|j,ovia) is generally that of the later scholar; Syne
sius has the habit of briefly mentioning someone else's comment and then elaborating 
it himself; and the broken syntax suggests his elaboration of Dio's remembered remark 

"somewhere." Even Synesius's connection of Essenes with the Dead Sea might itself come 
(directly or indirectly) from the widely read Pliny or Solinus. 
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understand Josephuss portrait of the Essenes in his Judean War, as a preliminary 
contribution to a new historical investigation of the group. 

Judean War and Its Essene Passage: Context, Aims, and Themes 

In the opening sentences of the War, Josephus justifies his work by complain
ing that other writers either lack reliable information about the recent conflict or, if 
they have it, distort it in order to flatter the Romans and diminish the conquered 
Judeans (1.1-2). Those other accounts have not survived, but Josephus s assessment 
is perfectly plausible. Writing after the Parthian war of Lucius Verus a century later, 
the Syrian-Greek Lucian makes a similar complaint: "Most of them neglect to in
vestigate what actually happened, but elevate their own leaders and generals to the 
sky while disparaging (KorcccppiTUTCQ) those of the enemy beyond all proportion" 
(Hist, conscr. 7). Josephus, for his part, accuses contemporary authors of bullying 
(KaxaP&McQ) and humiliating or diminishing (xaKEivoco) the Judeans (War 1.7). 
An abundance of material evidence from Flavian Rome, indications in literary 
texts, 3 6 and standard Roman attitudes toward enemies and troublemakers3 7 render 
it antecedently probable that in Josephus s post-war Rome, the Flavians' much cele
brated defeat of the Judeans meant the humiliation of the Judean IQvoq. 

Scholars have proposed many themes—or slogans—to account for the biases 
of Josephuss War. Throughout the twentieth century the work was most often 
considered Flavian propaganda directed primarily at the Parthians and any 
would-be allies.3 8 Recently, critics have argued that the War attempts to protect 
Josephus and his aristocratic peers from guilt, by insisting that they had opposed 
the revolt, 3 9 or even to advance the claims of the surviving priesthood as a poten
tial Judean government. 4 0 Yet the rich complexity of War seems to defy all efforts 
to distill such an uncomplicated thesis. A comprehensive interpretation would 
need to take account of the myriad twists and turns of the narrative, its many 
levels and productive tensions, and the values shared by Josephus and his Roman 
audience—extra-textual resources that help give coherence to the text. Even 
sketching the rudiments of an adequate interpretation would require a study of 

3 6On the material and literary evidence, see the Iudaea Capta coins, the inscrip
tion from the lost arch of Titus (CIL 6.994), and the triumphal friezes of the current re
stored arch; for standard Roman attitudes to the enemy, A. Ziolkowski, "Urbs Direpta, or 
How the Romans Sacked Cities." in War and Society in the Roman World (ed. J. Rich and 
G. Shipley; London: Routledge, 1993), 69-91; for scholarly analysis of the Judean war as 
Flavian legitimization, B. Levick, Vespasian (London: Routledge, 1999), 53-4 and several 
essays in A. J. Boyle and W. J. Dominik, eds., Flavian Rome: Culture, Image, Text (Leiden: 
Brill, 2003); J. Edmondson, J. Rives, and S. Mason, eds., Flavius Josephus and Flavian 
Rome (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005). 

3 7Mattern, Rome, (especially the first and last chapters). 
38Laqueur, Historiker and Thackeray, The Man and the Historian set this durable 

theory in motion. The decisive challenges are Rajak, Josephus and Bilde, Josephus. 
3 9 Goodman, Ruling Class, 167; Price, Siege, xi; Mader, Politics. 
4 0 S. Schwartz, Judaean Politics, 81,87. 
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its own. For the sake of economy I offer here only a few thoughts on some crucial 
features of War that help to situate the Essene passage. 

1. With respect to both individuals and peoples, ancient analysts often as
sumed that inbred character or nature (fjOoc,, §X>GIC„ natura, ingenium) de
termined behavior. In the case of nations (£0vn) or at least their aristocracies, 
character was also reflected in the chosen constitution (noXmia). Plato famously 
links national characters with distinctive constitutions (Resp. 544d-591) and Xe-
nophon opens his work on Athenian administration with the remark, "I have 
always thought along this line: that whatever the leaders of a state are like, so 
also is their constitution" (Veer, l . l) . 4 1 Ethnographers typically attributed distinct 
ethnic characters to disparate environmental conditions. 4 2 Polybius, Josephuss 
principal Greek model for War, regularly passes comment on the putative char
acters of whole peoples: morality, anger, treachery, jealousy, or love of freedom 
and piety (1.13.12; 3.3.3 7.1; 4.1.1-8, 53.5; 5.106). With the later neo-Platonists, 
this deeply entrenched theory of regional diversity would be subsumed under a 
sort of divine workflow chart, with tutelary deities governing each nation accord
ing to its distinctive character (cf. Celsus in Origen, C. Cels. 5.25). The emperor 
Julian will later speak eloquently of such diversity (C. Gal. 138a), holding that the 
codes of discipline developed by lawgivers merely reflect the innate dispositions 
of their various peoples (C. Gal. 131c). 

If individuals and nations acted according to their characters, then to under
stand that character was already to know why they behaved as they did—for they 
would do that, wouldn't they? This principle was reflected at the personal level in 
the ubiquitous appeal to "probability" in court trials—the argument that it was 
not in a mans character (proven in part by ancestry and ancestors' achievements) 
to have done what he stands accused of doing. 4 3 The personal and the national 
are artfully combined by Polybius when he claims that Hasdrubal's character, 
marked by ambition and love of power and mirrored in his brother-in-law Han
nibal, furnished the real cause of war with Rome (3.8). But Polybius distinguishes 
sharply between the personal character of these leaders and the national char
acter of the Carthaginians. The more sophisticated authors, among whom we 
should include Josephus, were capable of such refinement. 

There is no need to rehearse here the many attempts at characterizing the 
Judean ethnos through the four centuries (300 B . C . E . - 1 0 0 C . E . ) that separated Me-

4 1 Within the context of Roman affairs, Tacitus observes (Ann. 4.33) that those who 
wish to understand the different states of the constitution during periods of plebeian or 
patrician ascendancy need to understand the nature of the masses (vulgi natura) and of 
the senate and aristocracy (senatusque et optimatium ingenia), respectively. 

4 2The classic text for such geographical determinism is the Hippocratic Airs, Waters, 
and Places. Cf. Katherine Clarke, Between Geography and History: Hellenistic Construc
tions of the Roman World (Oxford: Clarendon, 1999), 27-28, 87-91, 150, 167-68; Isaac, 
Invention, 56-74. 

4 3E.g., Aristotle, Rhet. 1.2.1-15.1356a; 2.1.2-3.1377b; Cicero, Deor. 2.182; Quintilian, 
Inst. 5.12.10; Aulus Gellius, Noct. att. 4.18.3-5; May, Trials, 6-8; G. A. Kennedy, A New 
History of Classical Rhetoric (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 102-27. 
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gasthenes and Clearchus from Plutarch, Tacitus, and Juvenal—also Josephus. 4 4 

It is enough to observe that when war with Rome erupted, many Greeks and 
Romans naturally linked its causes with their suppositions about the Judean 
character. This inference chain was anticipated by Cicero when he attributed the 
devastated condition of the Judeans in 59 B . C . E . , after Pompey's subjection of Je
rusalem, with their putative alien and abhorrent nature (Flac. 69)—after equally 
convenient disparagement of the Greek and Asiatic characters (Flac. 6 2 - 6 ) . Strik
ingly similar is the extant section of Tacituss build-up to his lost account of the 
war of 6 6 - 7 3 C . E . : the Judeans embrace customs and rites that are both reprehen
sible in themselves and at sharp variance with the Romans' mos maiorum (Hist. 
5.4-5) . That Judean character, in Tacituss eyes, went some way toward explaining 
the Judean defeat at Roman hands (Hist. 5.2). 4 5 

This fundamental issue of the Judean character is Josephuss beginning point 
in War. Notice that his complaint about other writers, in keeping with the gen
eral principles of ancient historiography, is not as much about their factual inac
curacies as about their moral assessments: these so-called histories are filled with 
invective against the Judean people (War 1.2, 7-8) . Redress will come not from 
factual accuracy in any modern sense, but from the correction of such partiality. 
Recognizing the centrality of the character question helps us to see the coherence 
of Josephuss entire corpus. It lays the groundwork for Antiquities3 elaboration of 
the Judean constitution (1.5, 10) and Josephus's autobiographical treatment of 
his personal character (Life 430), and all of this reaches a summit in the Against 
Apion s vigorous defense of the Judean character along with advocacy of the Mo
saic constitution. 

2. In Greco-Roman usage, good character or virtue (apexf), virtus) was in the 
first instance about manliness: toughness, physical courage, endurance, and practi
cal wisdom. Because it is so often observed that Socrates sublimated the category of 
apexf], it perhaps needs to be stressed that the word nevertheless retained its deep 
associations with masculinity. Even ancient philosophy was largely about toughen
ing oneself to become a real man—something that Josephus, among others, dis
cusses (Life 10; Seneca, Ep. 108.14; Lucian, Nigr. 28). Well trained soldiers achieved 
by another route what philosophers pursued: they cultivated an equal contempt for 
pain and death, on the one hand, and for luxury and pleasure on the other. Plato 
indeed requires that the Guardians (^vXaKzq) of his ideal polis be both soldiers 
and philosophers (Resp. 7.525b). 

This close connection between virtue and masculinity becomes clear in what 
we might call the Spartanization of political and moral philosophy (e.g., Aristotle, 
Pol. 1270a-b, 1333b). 4 6 We catch a glimpse of this process already in Xenophon's 
encomiastic descriptions of the Spartan warrior-king Agesilaus (Ages. 8.8; 9.5; 

4 4The first volume of Stern, Greek and Latin Authors contains the essential material, 
which has been extensively analyzed. 

4 5 R. S. Bloch, Antike Vorstellungen vom Judentum: der Judenexkurs des Tacitus im 
Rahmen dergriechisch-romischen Ethnographie (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 2002). 

46Tigerstedt, Legend, 1:228-309. 
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10.1-2) and of the philosopher Socrates (Mem. 1.2.1-4, 2 .5-15; cf. 2.1.20; 3.1.6]), 
which are remarkably similar. The king was a model for those wishing to train in 
manly excellence (xotg ocvSpayaGiav aaiceiv PoD^opevoiq) because he made a 
fortress of his soul and became a master of endurance (icapxEpia). But the philoso
pher receives very similar praise for his tough regimen (8iaixcc [Mem. 1.3.5])—a 
word often associated with Spartan practice, and used by Josephus of Judeans and 
Essenes. Both men cultivated a steadfast imperviousness to external conditions: 
changes in weather, hardships, pleasures, and things feared by other men. 

Cynics, Stoics, and other philosophers found in the Spartiates' rigorous train
ing, simplicity of diet and lifestyle, displacement of marriage and family, com
munal masculine solidarity, rugged adaptability to all hardships, disdain for 
convention, keen sense of personal honor at all costs, and unflinching courage in 
the face of pain and death—albeit stripped of objectionably bellicose traits (Plato, 
Leg. 626c-d)—the realization of their own philosophical aspirations (Plutarch, Lyc. 
31.1-2). 4 7 Indeed, the simple rough cloak that continued to mark out philosophers 
through Roman times was in origin the coarse xpipcov of the Spartans. 4 8 

Roman moralists found the Spartan model singularly appealing, exempting 
the city from their typical characterization of Greeks as effeminate, preening wind
bags. Irrespective of its recent woes, old Sparta seemed a model of Cato's virtues 
enacted through a whole society:4 9 neither the attractions of money and sex nor the 
ultimate evil of death could turn the head of a man who had passed through the 
Spartan aycoyf] or a true Roman. Polybius adduced crucial constitutional parallels 
between Rome and Sparta (6.10-11, 51), evidently regarding Sparta as the bench
mark of wise government (6.50). The city remained largely decoupled from Greece's 
general fortunes, prospering as a Roman ally after the destruction of Corinth in 
146 B . C . E . and, from Augustus to Nero, enjoying special favor and native rule under 
a de facto monarchy. 5 0 Although Nero's fondness for the other Greece temporarily 
reversed this trend, it seems that the Flavian period marked the beginning of a 
second recovery for the storied city.5 1 

In Rome, masculine virtue had its own distinctive language. It seems that 
many Roman males lived in dread of being considered feminine in dress, de
portment, gait, voice, gestures, or especially sexual behavior;5 2 so it was perhaps 
inevitable that they should project these traits on rivals. A burgeoning library 
of modern studies on conceptions of barbarians, women, and sexuality has ex-

47Ibid., 1:228-2:30-48. 
4 8 Cf. P. Hadot, The Inner Citadel: The Meditations of Marcus Aurelius (Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press, 1998), 7-8. 
4 9 Wardman, Rome's Debt, 90-93. 
5 0 P. Cartledge and A. Spawforth, Hellenistic and Roman Sparta: A Tale of Two Cities 

(London: Routledge, 1989), 97-103. 
5 1 Ibid., 103. An inscription mentions Vespasian's donation to the city (IG v. 1. 691, 

SEG xi. 848). 
5 2 M. W. Gleason, Making Men: Sophists and Self-Presentation in Ancient Rome 

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995); A. Corbeill, Nature Embodied: Gesture in 
Ancient Rome (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004), 122,134. 
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posed a deep vein in the Roman male psyche, according to which men exercised 
imperium—both the right to control others, especially foreigners or women, and 
the obligation to control themselves—because of their superior virtus or male-
ness. 5 3 Writers from Cornelius Nepos to Pliny the elder connect the Romans' 
matchless virtus with their consequent imperium.54 The logical consequence was 
that Rome's enemies, indeed all other nations and especially easterners—Greeks, 
Asians, Cypriots, Egyptians, and Parthians—were at best diminished specimens 
of masculinity, emasculated and rendered impotent by the Romans, and at worst 
outright effeminate. This is, to be sure, only one side of what has often been de
scribed as a contradiction or even schizophrenia in Greek and Roman views of 
barbarians—the combination of admiration for simplicity or innocent virtue with 
contempt for troublesome enemies.5 5 But even where there was admiration for cer
tain barbarian traits, in the aftermath of a lethal conflict it was clear where trium
phant virtue lay. 

Roman representation of defeated barbarians therefore consistently stressed 
their state of aporia and impotence in the face of Roman power. Often, artists 
made use of size discrepancies, so that for example in the IUDAEA CAPTA coins 
the seated and dejected figure of Judea, often female, rarely reaches half the height 
of the proud and vigorous Roman soldier. The miniaturization of the barbarian— 
which Josephus might conceivably have had in mind when he spoke of the 
diminution of his people—reached its extreme under Hadrian, who was given 
monstrous proportions in statue as he stepped on the back of a puny barbarian. 5 6 

The frequent representation of conquered barbarians as helpless women, in jux
taposition to a towering Roman soldier, inescapably reinforces the Roman claim 
to superior masculinity. It has been plausibly argued (by comparing the remains 
of the Sebasteion of Aphrodisias) that the lost Forum of Augustus in Rome was 
constructed with a Portico of Nations depicting perhaps fifty conquered peoples 
in feminine caryatid form, precisely in order to generate "a coherent construc
tion of Roman male power."57 Ever since Crassus's disastrous campaign in Parthia 
in 53 B . C . E . , the Parthians were often portrayed in effeminate terms: assumed to 

5 3E.g., Amy Richlin, The Garden of Priapus: Sexuality and Aggression in Roman 
Humor (rev. ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992); Ibid., Pornography and Repre
sentation in Greece and Rome (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992); Susan Deacy and 
Karen F. Pierce, Rape in Antiquity (London: Duckworth, 2002); C. A. Williams, Roman 
Homosexuality: Ideologies of Masculinity in Classical Antiquity, Ideologies of Desire (Ox
ford: Oxford University Press, 1999); I. M. Ferris, Enemies of Rome: Barbarians through 
Roman Eyes (Stroud: Sutton, 2000), 1-62. 

54Williams, Roman Homosexuality, 135. 
55See generally Edith Hall, Inventing the Barbarian: Greek Self-Definition through 

Tragedy (Oxford: Clarendon, 1989); R. M. Schneider, "Die Faszination des Feindes: Bilder 
der Parther und des Orients in Rom," in Das Partherreich und seine Zeugnisse. (ed. J. Wi-
esehofer; Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1998), 95-146. 

56See Ferris, Enemies of Rome, 85-86 and plate 19. 
57Quoting Ferris, Enemies of Rome, 34, commenting on B. Kellum, "The Phallus as 

Signifier: The Forum of Augustus and Rituals of Masculinity," in Sexuality in Ancient Art 
(ed. N. B Kampen; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 170-83. 



254 JOSEPHUS AND JUDEA 

indulge in oriental luxury, they appeared on the leg carvings of Roman household 
tables as Ganymede-Peter Pan types. 5 8 1. M. Ferris has persuasively read the bi
zarre sculpture from the Sebasteion in Aphrodisias, of a naked Claudius towering 
over a female figure of Britannia, held by her hair and actively resisting but with 
one breast exposed, as a scene of imperial rape; with this he compares the sculp
ture from the same site of a naked Nero, looming over the supine female figure 
of Armenia. 5 9 After Trajan's later successes against the Parthians, with the more 
usual restraint his PARTHIA CAPTA coins personified the neighboring empire 
as cowering barbarians, often in the form of a kneeling woman. 6 0 

Even formerly virile Roman men could acquire the image of effeminacy if 
they spent too much time among the eastern barbarians, as we see in the pro
paganda against Marc Antony—portrayed as a slave at once to his passions, to 
Queen Cleopatra, and to eastern luxury. Freedom from the passions and from 
the fear of pain and death were not simply part of the enlightened life; they were 
masculine ideals. Valerius Maximus considers the craving for life, cupiditas vitae, 
a feminine trait (9.13.pr.) and contrasts those who faced death like men with 
those who were "spineless and effeminate" at the end. 6 1 

Making defeated enemies appear womanish is likely a universal tendency, as 
the jailing of a Malaysian opposition leader on sodomy charges and the sexually 
charged outrages at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay suggest. Perhaps the most 
vivid artistic representation from antiquity is on a famous Athenian wine pitcher 
from the 460s B . C . E . , featuring the naked Athenian holding his erect penis as 
he prepares to penetrate a resigned, compliant, and bent-over Persian. 6 2 The Ro
mans appear to have had an especially vigorous interest in this sort of vilification, 
or at least to have discussed it more openly. Because virtus and imperium implied 
control of others, one man's claim necessarily came at the expense of those whom 
he conquered or intimidated; the same held for Rome's dealings with foreign 
peoples. 

The Flavian revival of Augustus's CAPTA coinage rendered Judea the lat
est manifestation of the eastern menace, the most recent counterpart to Egypt 
and Parthia whose subjection (likewise coincident with the termination of civil 
war) had been so important in Augustus's foundation of the principate. 6 3 Just as 
Octavian had transformed his defeat of an Egypt allied with his Roman rival 
Marc Antony into a victory over barbarians, the Flavian forces treated Vitellius's 
redoubt at Cremona as a foreign stronghold, sacking it, and Vespasian and Titus 
parleyed their quelling of a provincial rebellion in Judea into victory in a foreign 
war. 6 4 Their victory thus merited a neo-Augustan triumph, celebratory coins, 

58Schneider, "Die Faszination," 106-110. 
5 9Ferris, Enemies of Rome, 56-59 and plate 12. 
60Schneider "Die Faszination," 100. 
6 1 Williams, Roman Homosexuality, 138-39. 
6 2 Summary discussion in Ferris, Enemies of Rome, 7. 
6 3 J. M. Cody, "Conquerors and Conquered on Flavian Coins," in Flavian Rome: Cul

ture, Image, Text (ed. A. J. Boyle and W. J. Dominik; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 107-113. 
6 4Mattern, Rome, 151,168,193; cf. Cody, "Conquerors," 109. 
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and a monumental building campaign that would reshape the city center (forum 
pads, Flavian amphitheatre, arches honoring Titus). 6 5 Judeans were portrayed 
on Vespasian's IUDAEA CAPTA (provincial IOYAAIAI E I A A Q K Y I A I ) coins 
as cowering in submission, often as a mourning woman alongside the God-like 
Roman conqueror. 6 6 

3. In Judean culture, for its part, the fullest paradigm of manly virtue, at 
both political and personal levels, was furnished by the "greatest generation": 
the leaders of the Hasmonean resistance against Antiochus IV, who had laid the 
foundation of the last independent state. The Hasmonean uprising was a primary 
source of inspiration for those who led the resistance to Roman rule and prose
cuted the revolt of 66 C . E . 6 7 It had produced vivid and heart-rending stories of 
heroism, toughness, endurance, and contempt for torture and death—on the part 
of women as well as men (2 Mace 7; 4 Mace 5 ) . 6 8 The Hasmonean literature also 
preserved claims to genetic links with Sparta (1 Mace 12:7). These associations 
help to explain Josephus's otherwise puzzling decision to begin his account of the 
war of 6 6 - 7 3 C . E . nearly a quarter of a millennium earlier, with the Hasmonean 
revolt (1.31). A proud priest who cherishes his own Hasmonean ancestry (Life 
1-6), he will exploit that glorious heritage to depict the manly Judean character, 
while at the same time displaying the Hasmoneans' wise political leadership and 
the meaning of political "freedom" in relation to foreign powers. 

4. Josephus wrote Judean War, then, as also his later works, to represent the 
Judean character after the failed revolt, when it was suffering intense ridicule as 
barbarian and womanish. There are many other things that one can and should 
say about War and its connected themes: stasis and tyranny; gubernatorial mal
feasance; Judean governance and relations with Rome; debts to the Prophets, 
Thucydides, Polybius, and later Hellenistic historians; its place in relation to "Sec
ond Sophistic" literature; literary and rhetorical devices. But what lies beneath 
all of this and lends coherence to the whole corpus is Josephus's claim that the 
Judeans deserve respect as real men. The language of War is surprisingly often 
about being a man, and Josephus even contrasts the Roman and Judean claims on 
this score. He promises not to counter the chauvinist-Roman accounts with an 
equally jingoistic Judean statement, but only to give due credit to both sides (War 

6 5 A. J. Boyle, "Introduction: Reading Flavian Rome/* in Flavian Rome: Culture, 
Image, Text{ed. A. J. Boyle and W. J. Dominik; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 1-67; Ronald Mellor, 

"The New Aristocracy of Power," in Flavian Rome: Culture, Image, Text (ed. A. J. Boyle 
and W. J. Dominik; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 69-101, e.g., chart some signal Augustan-Flavian 
parallels. 

6 6 Y. A. Meshorer, Ancient Jewish Coinage (2 vols.; New York: Amphora Books, 1982), 
2:77-8, 288-89, plate 35; Cody, "Conquerors," 109, figs. 1, 3. 

67Especially Farmer 1956; M. Hengel, The Zealots: Investigations into the Jewish Free
dom Movement in the Period from Herod I until 70 A.D. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1989). 

6 8 A. J. Droge and J. D. Tabor, A Noble Death: Suicide and Martyrdom Among Chris
tians and Jews in Antiquity (San Francisco: Harper San Francisco, 1992); J. W. van Henten 
and Friedrich Avemarie, Martyrdom and Noble Death: Selected Texts from Graeco-Roman, 
Jewish, and Christian Antiquity (London: Routledge, 2002). 



256 JOSEPHUS AND JUDEA 

1.9). Nevertheless, his exploration of Judean virtues inevitably comes at some 
cost—within his writings—to the currently inflated Roman image. For a fuller 
discussion, see chapter 3 in this volume. 

We have often been misled, I think, by Josephus's famous description of le
gionary training early in book 3, as if it were proof of Josephuss propagandistic 
activity on behalf of Rome. 6 9 This excursus claims in superlative language that be
cause of their unbelievably strict and constant preparation, Roman soldiers never 
act impulsively and their commanders never leave anything to chance (3.98-101), 
with the result that they have never been beaten, whether by superior numbers 
or by stratagem, by difficult terrain or even by fortune (3.106-7). But this was 
the purest nonsense, as Josephus's audience, and any Roman familiar with the 
disasters of M. Licinius Crassus in Parthia (53 B . C . E . ) and P. Quinctilius Varus 
in Germany (9 C . E . ) , knew. In Josephus's story itself, this excursus comes shortly 
after the shameful defeat of Cestius Gallus and his Twelfth Legion ( T O Keaxioo) 
7rcatapa, War 1.21; Life 21; f| Keaxioa) cn)p(|>opa, War 2.556) by Judean irregu
lars, which he has retold in detail (War 2 .507-555). Like the principal speeches of 
War (even those attributed to Josephus), his digression on the legions is a farrago 
of half-truths and spin, configured to suit his artistic literary purposes. It builds 
the legions up for the dismantling of that reputation in the following narrative, 
which undermines any notion that they were masters of disciplined warfare. 

The remarkable thing is that Josephus's habit of singling out Judean soldiers 
for honorable mention, as if in military dispatches, is not limited to his own cam
paign at Iotapata (3.229-230) or even to the period of the war's legitimacy under 
aristocratic direction, before the death of Ananus and Jesus (4.314-352). It con
tinues through to the end of the narrative, even increasing in his account of the 
siege of Jerusalem, though he has no sympathy for the "tyrant" commanders. At 
War 6.147-148, for example, he will list the Judean heroes according to the faction 
to which they belonged: Simon's, John's, or the Idumeans. 

When Titus arrives on Mt. Scopus and the Mount of Olives with his four 
imposing legions in glistening battle array, rather than being intimidated the 
Judeans unite their forces and rush out against the renowned Legio X Fretensis 
(War 3.65)—formerly commanded by M. Ulpianus Traianus (War 3.289), one of 
Vespasian's closest associates and among those honored by a consulship already 
in 70 , 7 0 the father of a future emperor; 7 1 now led by A. Larcius Lepidus (War 6.237), 
another favorite of Vespasian's and future governor of Pontus-Bithynia. Josephus 
emphasizes, however, the confusion and disorder of this legion, the Judeans drive 
from its new camp—until Titus manages to restore order by his personal courage 
(5.71-84). Even when the Judeans are driven down the slope, they renew their at
tack, prompting most of the Tenth to flee up the hill—in spite of their ostensible 
advantage on higher ground; the men guarding Titus must advise him also to 

69Programmatically, Thackeray, The Man and the Historian, 27-28. 
7 0P. Gallivan, "The Fasti for A. D. 70-96." CQ 31.1 (1981): 187. 
7 1 B. Isaac and I. Roll ("A Milestone of A . D . 69 from Judaea: The Elder Trajan and 

Vespasian." JRS 66 [1976]: 15-19) describe a milestone on the Caesarea-Scythopolis road 
from 69 C . E . , established by Traianus as legatus of Legio X and honoring Vespasian. 
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retreat (5 .85-97) . Josephuss ongoing comparisons frequently favor the Judeans. 7 2 

Eventually, Titus will have to abandon the legions' risk-averse behavior and turn 
to castigate his troops for failing to dare like the Judeans, who do so without 
hope of victory but only to make a raw display of their manly courage (8icc \\f\Xf\v 
tnibexfyv ccvSpeiaq, 6.42). 

Recent interpretation of War has held that Josephus wrote to absolve the 
ruling class of complicity in the revolt. 7 3 In view of the foregoing survey, I find 
this an untenable position. The very first sentence (War 1.1-3) establishes Jose-
phuss role as a general in the war, which was in any case well known in Rome 
(cf. Suetonius, Vesp. 4.5), and which he greatly elaborates in books 2 and 3. The 
many dignitaries who fled Jerusalem after the Cestian disaster he describes in the 
most unflattering terms: they deserted the city like those abandoning a sinking 
ship (2.556)—thus forsaking their most basic responsibilities as statesmen. 7 4 Of 
course, the deserters did not include either Josephus himself or the two men he 
admired most—the chief priests Ananus and Jesus (4.326-365; cf. 7.267). Rather 
than trying to avoid all responsibility for the war, Josephus demands respect for 
his people and their rightful aristocratic leaders, who made life exceedingly dif
ficult for the Romans and would have done so even more—or they would have 
reached honorable terms—had the brilliant chief priests lived (4.320-321). 

The narrative tendencies outlined here are considerably more prominent 
and structurally important than Josephuss occasional and de rigueur75 flattery 
of Vespasian and Titus, which has received disproportionate attention. It was 
merely "the cost of doing business" in imperial Rome. Moreover, what might at 
first seem obsequious groveling may turn out to be something else entirely.76 

5. Much of Wars characteristic language reinforces the ethos of Judean 
manly virtue, for example: contempt for death and terror (Kaxct(|)p6vr|ai<; 0 a v a -
xoa), xa>v 8eivd>v), endurance (icapxepia), and "in close order" (ccGpoocJ. The 
collocation of Kaxac|)p6vr|ai<; or 7r£pi(|)p6vr)ai<; ("disdain, contempt") with 
0otvaxo<; or x a Seivd ("death, terrors") is well attested in historians and moral 
philosophers of the Roman period. 7 7 But the author with the heaviest investment 
in this language is Josephus, for whom the disdain for terrors or death is a con
spicuous Judean virtue. War introduces the theme in the person of Athrongeus, 
the rebel of 4 B . C . E . (2.60), though he was not otherwise an admirable figure. 

7 2E.g., War 3.472-84,87-88; 4.39-48,91; 5.120-24,315-16,287-88; 6.11-14,33-53,285. 
7 3E.g., Goodman, Ruling Class, 20, 154-60; Price, Siege, 31-33. For a fuller discus

sion, see chapter 4 in this volume. 
7 4 See Plutarch's contemporary essay on Precepts of Statecraft. 
7 5Cf. his successful contemporary Pliny, Nat. praef.1-2. 
7 6 See ch. 3 in this volume. 
7 7 Cf. Warren, J. Facing Death: Epicurus and His Critics. Oxford: Clarendon, 2004. Of 

thousands of examples, Diodorus Siculus 5.29.2; 15.86.3; 17.43.6,107.6; Dionysius of Hali
carnassus, Ant. rom. 5.46.4; Philo, Prob. 30; Abr. 183; Musonius Rufus, Diss. 10; Epictetus, 
Diatr. 4.1.70, 71; Plutarch, Brut. 12.2; Lucian, Peregr. 13, 23, 33; Marcus Aurelius, Med. 
4.50.1; 9.3.1; 12.34.1; Polyaenus, Strat. 5.14.1; Diogenes Laertius 1.6; Phalaris, Ep. 103.3; 
Appian, Celt. 1.9; Bell. civ. 5.4.36; Cassius Dio 43.38.1; 46.26.2,28.5; 62.25.1. 
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Thereafter it becomes the chief characteristic of all Judean fighters (3.357, 475; 
5.88, 458; 6.42; 7.406), which the Roman generals can only fry to inculcate in 
their legions (6.33). Throughout Antiquities too Josephus features this Judean 
quality, beginning with an encomium on King Saul (Ant. 6 .344-347) . There we 
meet the only other example in Josephus, outside the Essene passage, of the rare 
agent-noun K0txa(|)povT|xf|c/ other would-be "despisers of terrors," he says, can 
learn from Sauls example. Most compelling are Josephus's remarks in Against 
Apion: the Judean constitution itself inculcates contempt for death (0avaxoi ) 
7t£pi<|)p6vr|ai<;), among other virtues (Ag. Ap. 2.146), and precisely in wartime 
Judeans despise death (Gavccxot) Kaxa( |>pov£iv , 2.294). Josephus's description of 
the Essenes thus embodies his vision of the entire Judean tradition. 

Josephus's phrase K c c x a ^ p o v r j x a t xcbv 8£iva>v, which he uses twice of the 
Essenes and once of Saul, is striking because this nomen agentis form ("despiser") 
hardly appears before his time, 7 8 though his contemporaries Epictetus (Diatr. 
4.7.33) and Plutarch (Brut. 12.2; Mor. 84a, 1044a) begin to use it. Yet within the 
Essene passage he has it twice, predicated symmetrically of wealth (2.122) as well 
as terrors (2.151). Both Josephus and Plutarch characterize good men as despisers— 
of death and pleasures, the two conventional human motivators—shedding the 
usually negative associations of the word "disdain" (for the laws, gods, etc.). Plu
tarch also uses the cognate verb Kaxa<|)pov£co, like Josephus, to portray those who 
despise the pleasures (Mor. 210a) and death (210f, 216c, 219e)—in Plutarch's case, 
the Spartans. 

Endurance ( K a p x E p i a ) was the most famous trait of the Spartans and the 
whole focus of their training, 7 9 emulated by philosophers (Xenophon, Mem. 1.2.1; 
2.1.20; 3.1.6). This is also an important word group for Josephus, who uses it about 
134 times, nearly half of these (63) in War—usually in relation to the endurance 
of the Judean fighters or the "steadfastness" of their defenses. In Against Apion, 
again, Josephus makes it a distinctive Judean trait ("1.182; 2.146, 170, [225], 228, 
273, 284), and three times (Ag. Ap. 2.225, 228, 273) he contrasts the Spartans' 
mere reputation for endurance with the undeniable Judean display of this vir
tue in the recent war. On Essene endurance during the war, see War 2.151-158, 
which we lack the space to discuss here. 

As for the adjective aOpooq ("in concert") it occurs forty-five times in War, 
though only twelve times in Josephus's later works. Often he seems to employ the 
term to suggest that what the Roman legions must train themselves in—disciplined 
marching in columns—the Judeans achieve spontaneously when their laws are 
threatened (War 1.81,84; 2.170,174; 6 .80,82, 86). They stream together in unison. 

6. The parallels we have already seen between Wars Essene passage and Against 
Apion s portrait of the Judean nation could be developed at some length. Space 
limitations mandate brevity, but the crucial point is that these parallels confirm Jo
sephus's use of the Essenes to exemplify larger currents in the War and in his larger 

7 8 L X X Hab 1:5; 2:5; Zeph 3:4; Philo, Leg. 322. 
79Xenophon, Ages. 5.3; 10.1; 11.9; Plutarch, Mor. 208c, 210a, 237a; Lyc. 2.2; 16.5-6; 

18.1; 29.5; Ages. 11.7; 30.3. 
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world-view. They are an integral part of his ongoing effort to explain the Judean 
character. Some parallels may be seen efficiently by a glance at the final sections 
of Against Apion (2.293-294), where Josephus idealizes Judean culture. Italicized 
phrases below match those that he applies to the Essenes in War 2.119-161: 

What greater beauty than inviolable piety (EixTEpEia)? What greater justice (SIKOCIO-

xepov) than obedience to the laws? What more beneficial than to be in concord with 
one another (npoq aXX^Xovc, opovEiv), to be a prey neither to disunion (SiiaaaGoci) 
in adversity, nor to arrogance Cbppî ovxocc,) and faction (axaaia^Eiv) in prosper
ity; in war to hold death in contempt (Oocvocxoo) Kaxoc<|>pov£iv); in peace to devote 
oneself to crafts or agriculture (xe%rjvaiq f| yEcopyiaiq); and to be convinced that 
everything in the whole universe (rcotvxa 8e Koci rcavxaxo'D) is under the eye and 
direction of God? 

Just as concord becomes a national characteristic in the Against Apion (cf. War 
2.122-123, 134, 145 on the Essenes), so also the solemnity, gravity, or dignity 
(Greek aepvoxrjc,) that Josephus identifies as the outstanding Judean trait (Ag. 
Ap. 1.225; 2.223), most conspicuously exhibited by his good self (Life 258) but by 
precious few others, 8 0 happens to be the first general point he makes about the 
Essenes: they certainly are known for cultivatinggravitas (War 2.119). In Against 
Apion 2 . 193 -196 ,199-202 , 205, similarly, Josephus attributes other fundamental 
Essene characteristics to all Judeans, including simplicity of life and an insistence 
that marital sex be exclusively for procreation. 

Again, Josephus introduces his "non-panegyric" on Judean culture in the 
Against Apion (2.145-146) thus: 

For I think it will become clear that we have laws optimally oriented towards piety 
(evaePeia), towards community (KOIVCOVIOC) with one another, and towards hu
manity ((|)iXav0pa)7tia) among the world at large; yet further, towards justice 
(8iaKaioai)vr]), towards endurance in the course of struggles (f| EV xoic, novoxq 
Kapxepia) , and towards contempt for death (Gav&xoi) 7t£pi(|)p6vr|cnv). 

All of these qualities figure prominently in Wars Essene digression. 
Lurking behind Josephuss implied connections between Essenes and all 

Judeans, then, is the ghost of Sparta. He displays great interest in the moral-
philosophical aspects of the Spartan legend. In War, Sparta appears only inciden
tally as a fallen power from the past (1.425,513,532; 2.359,381; 7.240-243). In the 
Antiquities, Josephus reproduces the letters from 1 Maccabees (12:5-23) that as
serted an ancestral bond (ox; E £ evoq etev yzvovq, Ant. 12.26) between Judeans 
and Spartans (12.225-228; 13.164-171). Louis Feldman has recently itemized the 
remarkable parallels between Josephuss life of Moses and Plutarch's biography of 
the Spartan lawgiver Lycurgus. 8 1 

In Against Apion Josephus reconciles the positive and negative sides of his 
Spartan interest. Whereas Xenophon had enthused that everyone praised Spartan 

8 0Cf. War 7.65 on Vespasian; Ant. 12.24 on the Tobiad Joseph. 
8 1 Louis H. Feldman, "Parallel Lives of Two Lawgivers: Josephus' Moses and Plutarch's 

Lycurgus" 209-42. 
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customs, but no other city was willing to emulate them (Lac. 10.8), Josephus con
cedes that "everyone eulogizes Sparta" (Ag. Ap. 2.225) but insists that Judeans 
have the better of them on every score. Although the Spartans are admired as 
the most courageous and disciplined people ever (Ag. Ap. 2.130), he says, their 
reputation is not entirely deserved. They have long since abandoned their noble 
traditions and lost their sheen (Ag. Ap. 2.273), as Plutarch (Mor. 240a-b) also 
allows, such that the Judeans have a much longer and more impressive record 
of rigorous training (Ag. Ap. 2.172), discipline, endurance, and courage—as wit
nessed by the recent war (Ag. Ap. 2 .225-231, 272-273). The Spartan constitution 
was defective in significant ways, among these in its military preoccupation and 
hostility toward others (hence Judean superiority in (|)iA,av9pco7ria), and it was 
therefore unsustainable (2 .172 ,226-230 ,259; cf. Aristotle, Pol. 1333b). At the end 
of the day, the world-renowned Spartans are for Josephus only a benchmark (Ag. 
Ap. 2.259; compare Polybius's use above), in the same genetic line as, but inferior 
to, their Judean relations. 

This three-way connection among all Judeans, Spartans, and Essenes in Jo
sephus's thought receives confirmation from an unexpected quarter. Early in the 
fourth volume of Porphyry's third-century work On Abstinence, he examines the 
Spartans as a model of the regimented diet (Abst. 4.3.1-5.2). Shortly thereafter he 
turns to the Judeans and their famous food restrictions. For Porphyry, however, 
the best examples of the Judean way are the Essenes. Between brief introduc
tory and concluding remarks on all Judeans (Abst. 4.11.1-2, 14.1-4), he focuses 
exclusively on the Essenes, borrowing nearly verbatim the passage that we are ex
amining from War 2 (Abst. 4.11.3-13.10). Curiously, Porphyry gives his sources 
for the Essenes as not only War 2 and the parallel in Ant. 18, but also the second 
book of Josephus's work "against the Greeks": i.e., Against Apion. Since Against 
Apion does not mention Essenes, Porphyry appears to have recognized the sorts 
of parallels that we have explored here, inferring that Josephus's description of all 
Judeans in Ag. Ap. 2.151-196 was really or especially about the Essenes. Perhaps 
he pragmatically assumed that an entire ethnos was incapable of living in such a 
disciplined way. Josephus himself, however, presents the Essenes as embodying 
the virtues of the entire nation. 

7. War has a symmetrical structure, which enfolds the Essene passage, con
firming in another way that it belongs fully to the narrative. At the beginning 
of Antiquities (1.7) Josephus reflects that he tried hard to "measure off' (ox>\i-
jn£Tp£Co) the beginning and ending sections of War, symmetrically, and analysis 
of War shows that he did just that. The central panel or fulcrum is occupied by 
the fateful murder of Ananus and Jesus (4.326-365; cf. 7.267), which marked the 
beginning of the tyranny, irredeemable stasis, and catastrophe. At the beginning 
and end of the work are its only discussions of the temple at Leontopolis (1.33; 
7.421), and there are many parallel stops along the way. Here I observe only that 
the Essene passage contributes to the overall symmetry. At War 2.154 Josephus 
describes the ascetics' view that at death the souls of the good return up to "the 
most refined ether" (EK XOV Xenxoxaxov aiGEpog). The only other occurrence of 
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"ether" in Josephus, except for a quotation at Ag. Ap. 2.11, comes in Titus's pep talk 
to the legions at 6.47—a roughly symmetrical location in the seven-volume work, 
with very similar nuances: Titus offers his troops the thought that souls released 
on the battlefield are welcome "into the purest element, ether" (TO KaGapcbxa-
xov axoi%8iov ai0f]p). 

Essenes in the Judean War: General Considerations 

The foregoing analysis already suggests important ways in which Wars Ess
ene passage functions in that narrative and expresses Josephuss larger concerns. 
Before discussing a few specific points within the passage, we briefly consider its 
tenor and situation in War 2. 

Context in War 2 

The Essene passage is bound securely to its immediate context both before 
and after. I once thought that the orderly and obedient philosophers were in
cluded chiefly as a foil for Judas the Galilean and his "school": whereas Judas 
rejected any recognition of mortal rulers and fomented revolt (2.118), the Essenes 
take an oath to maintain loyalty to those in charge (zolq KpaxotJaiv), because 
no one comes into leadership without God (2.140). But it seems from the context 
that the leaders intended there are Judean officials or the sect's own governors, 
rather than world rulers. 8 2 At any rate, many other connections with the narra
tive deserve mention. 

The preceding material in book 2 (2.1-118) highlights the serious shortcom
ings of the later Herodians, whose long and bitter succession struggle ends with the 
egregious Archelaus as ethnarch of Judea, probationary to possible appointment 
as king should he prove worthy (2.93). Worthy he is not, and so he finds himself 
ignominiously exiled to Gaul (2.111). Josephuss interests are, typically, with moral 
questions. In his concluding remarks, he describes the lust that drove Archelaus 
to abandon his wife and take up with Glaphyra, widow of both Herod's son Al
exander and the "Libyan" King Juba II. He also alleges this woman's wantonness, 
exposed in a dream by Alexander's ghost, which presages her death (2.114-116). 
It can hardly be a coincidence that the Essene passage provides immediate and 
sharp contrasts on all of these fronts. The first points Josephus stresses about the 
group are connected with their mastery of the passions, their awareness of wom
en's "wantonness," and their utter lack of concern about natural succession (2.119-
121). He goes on to emphasize their community of goods, opposition to personal 
distinction, and perspicuity when in positions of power (2.122-123,140). 

Josephus's association of vice and submission to the passions with women's 
influence, both in the Archelaus episode and in the opening lines of the Essene 

8 2 The counterpart to the same oath commits the Essene, should he come into a posi
tion of governance, not to distinguish himself by outward signs of power. The govern
ment in question must be local at most, possibly sectarian. 
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passage, is typical of his narrative tendencies. One small but clear example is 
the phrase "wanton ways of women" at War 2.121 (aae^yeicu yuvaiKcbv), which 
is hardly found before him, 8 3 though he uses it formulaically—of Herod's wife 
Mariamme (War 1.439), Jezebel (Ant. 8.3180), Cleopatra (Ant. 15.98), and trans-
vestite Galilean Zealots in Jerusalem during the war (War 4.562). The portrayal 
of women as "faithless" and fickle in these two contiguous passages likewise 
matches his tendencies perfectly. 8 4 

Near the end of the Essene passage, the heroic endurance of these men, to 
the point of death if necessary (2.151-158), prepares linguistically for several ex
amples of endurance in defense of the laws on the part of the Judean populace as 
a whole: under Pontius Pilate (2.169-177) and then in the face of Gaius Caligula's 
hubristic demands (2.184-205). Although the Essenes adopt a peculiar lifestyle, 
they embody Judean virtue in a concentrated form. 

"Despisers of wealth and terrors": Ring Composition in the Essene Passage 

We have noted the conspicuous double use of the agent-noun "despiser" 
(Kaxa(|)povr|Tr|q) in this passage. As it happens, the two occurrences fall near 
the beginning (predicated of wealth) and near the end (of terrors) of the passage, 
prompting one to ask whether the excursus like War itself has a symmetrical or 

"concentric" arrangement. It does. The symmetry is established at the beginning 
and end by mention of the Pharisees and Sadducees (2.119,162), and by discussion 
of women, marriage, and succession (2.119-121,160-161). In this architecture, the 
central panel comprises the twelve oaths taken by initiates (2.139-142). The piv
otal function of the central panel is emphasized by the matching verbs "reckon in" 
(evKpivco) and "reckon out" (eKKpivco), which sit as gateways before and after the 
oaths (2.138,143)—and appear only here in Josephus. Similarly, the reverence for 
the sun as a deity emerges in roughly parallel places (2.128,148), as does the rare 
phrase "they make it a point of honor" (ev Kakfo TiOevxai) at 2.123,146. 

Men at Work: The Tone of the Essene Excursus 

In keeping with Wars ethos, the Essenes appear above all as tough, hard, 
and supremely courageous men. Modern readers may be predisposed to see such 
philosophers as meek pacifists, but that is not what Josephus says. They lead quiet 
lives, to be sure, free of what are characterized as feminine emotions and plea-

83Philo, Vit. Mos. 1.305; Dio Chrysostom, 1 Glor. 2.56; and fragments of some astro
logical writers. Otherwise, wantonness was often attributed to men under the influence 
of drink and women (Polybius 10.38.2; 25.3.7). 

8 4 For the language, cf. Ant. 4.219; 13.430-31; 17.352; Ag. Ap. 2.201. On women in 
Josephus, see B. Mayer-Schartel, Das Frauenbild des Josephus: eine sozialgeschichtliche 
und kulturanthropologische Untersuchung. Stuttgart: V. W. Kohlhammer, 1995; Tal Ilan, 
Integrating Women into Second Temple History (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 85-125; 
S. Matthews, First Converts: Rich Pagan Women and the Rhetoric of Mission in Early Ju
daism and Christianity (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001). 
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sures, but that only contributes to their image of seriousness or gravitas (the first 
point made about them: 2.119). 

1. The passage is filled with the language of martial order, reminiscent of the 
Spartans: xccypoc, 7 t p o a x a a a a > , xcc£i<;, zvxa^ia, ftaicnaiq, and Siaixa. Only in 
the War context does Josephus call the Essenes a xaypa* the word that he nor
mally uses for Latin legio ("legion")—by far his most common use in War, where 
the word occurs roughly 128 times. Although he calls all of the schools by various 
names (ocipeaK;, (|)iXoao(|)ia, poipa, etc.), he uses x a y p a of the Essenes^ve times 
in this passage, and once of the Sadducees immediately afterward (2.122,125,143, 
160,161). Although he has the phrase ev xd^ei only four times in all his writings, 
two of these are n e a r each other in Wars Essene passage (2.130,133): the Essenes 
do things in an orderly way. Josephus claims that they only take action when or
dered to do so, using the cognates rcpoax&aaco and E7iixaypa (2.134,139). Other 
terms related to martial virtues that are conspicuously prominent in this pas
sage are 8iaixa ("regimen")—five of Wars eleven occurrences are in this passage 
(this is a characteristic term elsewhere for Spartan life)—and aaicnai<; or aaiceco 
("discipline," "training"—2.119, 150, 166 [cf. Ant. 1.6 and Ag. Ap. 2.192, where Jo
sephus claims that Moses perfected training in virtue, aaienai<; apexf|cj). Since 
this usage is only in War, not in the Essene passages of Antiquities, it appears that 
Josephus has shaped his account to fit War's overall martial outlook. 

2. We have noted the importance of "endurance" (icapxepia) in Josephus's 
lexicon and the word's Spartan associations. At War 2.138 he says that endurance 
was the entire goal of the tough three-year Essene initiation. Then in 2.151-153 
he gives (symmetrically) a vivid portrait of the results. Exhibiting a genuine 
contempt for death, during the war Essenes endured every kind of torture, and 

"smiled in their agonies." Although Josephus dwells on this physical and men
tal toughness, it tends to get ignored in scholarly assumptions about Essenes as 
pacifists. This section has particularly strong verbal associations with the Has
monean accounts, and it reinforces the tone of manly courage. 

3. Finally, analysis of Josephus's Essene passage reveals a concentration of 
words and phrases that most often appear in other literature, in such concentra
tion, in descriptions of the Spartans. By making this connection I do not mean to 
suggest that Josephus presents Essenes as would-be Spartans or Spartan imitators. 
To the contrary, as we have seen, he considers the Judeans superior. The Spartan 
legend had profoundly shaped the discourse of masculine ideals, however, and 
Josephus, fully aware of this, draws from this same repertoire in describing the 
Essenes. See table 1 on page 278-79 below for examples. 

Specific Items in Josephus's Description of the Essenes 

It remains to survey a few particulars of the Essene passage in context, before 
drawing some conclusions that should be helpful for any historical use of this 
material. 
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Courage, Death, Afterlife 

Because of the Qumran-Essene hypothesis, scholarly attention has focused 
most heavily on the first half of Josephuss Essene passage: the standard Utopian 
features of shared goods, common meals, and simplicity. But what Josephus 
himself features—giving it by far the largest amount of space (one fifth of the 
forty Niese sections on celibate Essenes) and placing it in the climactic pos i t ion-
concerns the Essenes' courage and contempt for death, which he claims were 
illustrated in the recent war. 8 5 He connects all this with their Greek-like view of 
immortality and post-mortem rewards for the virtuous. Here is the clearest con
nection with War as a whole. 

[151] [They are] long-lived, most of them passing 100 years—as a result, it seems 
to me at least, of the simplicity of their regimen and their orderliness. Despisers of 
terrors, triumphing over agonies by their wills, considering death—if it arrives with 
glory—better than deathlessness. [152] The war against the Romans proved their 
souls in every way: during it, while being twisted and also bent, burned and also 
broken, and passing through all the torture-chamber instruments, with the aim that 
they might insult the lawgiver or eat something not customary, they did not put up 
with suffering either one: not once gratifying those who were tormenting [them] 
or crying. [153] But smiling in their agonies and making fun of those who were in
flicting the tortures, they would cheerfully dismiss their souls, [knowing] that they 
would get them back again. 

[154] For the view has become tenaciously held among them that whereas our bodies 
are perishable and their matter impermanent, our souls endure forever, deathless: 
they get entangled, having emanated from the most refined ether, as if drawn down 
by a certain charm into the prisons that are bodies. [155] But when they are released 
from the restraints of the flesh, as if freed from a long period of slavery, then they 
rejoice and are carried upwards in suspension. For the good, on the one hand, shar
ing the view of the sons of Greece they portray the lifestyle reserved beyond Oceanus 
and a place burdened by neither rain nor snow nor heat, but which a continually 
blowing mild west wind from Oceanus refreshes. For the base, on the other hand, 
they separate off a murky, stormy recess filled with unending retributions. 

[156] It was according to the same notion that the Greeks appear to me to have laid 
on the Islands of the Blessed for their most courageous men, whom they call he
roes and demigods, and for the souls of the worthless the region of the impious in 
Hades, in which connection they tell tales about the punishments of certain men— 
Sisyphuses and Tantaluses, Ixions and Tityuses—establishing in the first place the 
[notion of] eternal souls and, on that basis, persuasion toward virtue and dissuasion 
from vice. [157] For the good become even better in the hope of a reward also after 

85Beall devotes just over seven pages of about one hundred (Description, 13-111) to 
this section. The German translation of Michel and Bauernfeind (Otto Michel and Otto 
Bauernfeind, De Bello Judaico = Der judische Krieg: Griechisch und Deutsch [3 vols, in 4; 
rev. ed.; Munich: Kosel, 1962]) includes little commentary in general, though it becomes 
extensive for Wars Essene passage as they suggest partial parallels with the DSS. Of the 
forty-eight notes there, four (nos. 79-82) are on this passage. 
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death, whereas the impulses of the bad are impeded by anxiety, as they expect that 
even if they escape detection while living, after their demise they will be subject 
to deathless retribution. [158] These matters, then, the Essenes theologize with re
spect to the soul, laying down irresistible bait for those who have once tasted of their 
wisdom. 

Given space limitations, I offer only three observations about this fascinat
ing passage. First, we have already observed the importance of the way in which 
philosophers face death as the acid test of their claims to enlightenment. In his 
epistle on holding death in contempt (contemno mortem), Seneca reflects that 
philosophy gets a bad name because people feel that its practitioners are all talk, 
and do not handle their own deaths well (Ep. 24.15). After describing the Essenes' 
way of life in some detail, accordingly, Josephus emphasizes the consequences 
of their philosophy for their confrontation of death. The recent war has proven 
this. Here I want to emphasize that Josephus approaches this matter, as he ap
proaches his entire work, as a participant in the general elite discussion of these 
questions. 

Seneca's brief letter is an excellent reference point, because the issues he cov
ers are strikingly similar to those linked together here by Josephus. Trying to 
help Lucilius, who seems to have a number of fears, Seneca tries to help by reduc
ing all of them to the worst that can happen: death (Ep. 24 .3 ,12 ,15 ,17 ) . If one can 
handle death cheerfully, then all other fears must fade away. In canvassing his 
subject, Seneca discusses the nature of existence as a spirit dragged down by the 
body to which nature has bound one (24.17); the terrors evoked by instruments 
of torture designed to tear a man's flesh to pieces, with the groans and shrieks of 
those being torn on the rack (24.14); one's view of what happens after death—he 
raises the specters of Ixion and Sisyphus in Hades (24.18)—as giving one endur
ance (patientia) to face both life and death (24.24); examples of those who have 
faced death not only with courage, but even cheerfully (fortiter, libenter, 24.4), 
and of those who rose to meet death by confounding their torturers with aggres
sive bravery (24.5), who did not so much yield up their spirits as they dismissed 
them (non emisit sed eiecit, 24.7). 

Josephus's description of the Essenes above puts him in the same world of 
discourse. Most impressive is the intellectual or worldly restraint that both au
thors display in connection with the afterlife. For Seneca, this means recalling the 
Socratic uncertainty principle about what awaits (Apol. 40a; later in Marcus Aure-
lius, Med. 7.32): whether death brings annihilation or transformation to spiritual 
freedom, it is nothing to be feared (Ep. 24.18). Although Seneca dares not reject 
the stories of Ixion and Sisyphus out of hand, he is notably hesitant about them 
(24.18). For Josephus, the same urbane restraint is suggested first by his remark 
that the Greeks "laid on" or "put up" (avaxiGripi) these images of the afterlife 
(War 2.156), "telling stories" (puGoXoyeco) about the postmortem punishments 
of Ixion and Sisyphus in order to encourage virtuous behavior. His astonishingly 
explicit reflection here on the social utility of such beliefs, likely inspired by his 
model Polybius (6.56.7-12), appears downright Hobbesian. We seem far from the 
world of the Scrolls. 
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Second, I mentioned earlier the importance of the Hasmonean model for 
Judean manliness and courage. It is not coincidental that Josephus opens his nar
rative with an appreciative look back to the Hasmonean heroes. He portrays them, 
however, in a distinctive way: as men who (like Wars Herod and like Josephus 
himself) supplemented their remarkable personal courage with brilliant state
craft, bringing the nation to prosperity through a pattern of flexible alliances, in 
contrast to the one-sided image of them among many contemporaries as Gods 
warriors. The Hasmonean substructure of his work becomes particularly clear 
in this passage, where the clustered key terms (twisted, torture, torture chamber, 
torment, test, endure, eating food contrary to custom, and dismissing souls to 
receive them back again) are found in such concentration elsewhere only in the 
courage-under-torture scenes of 2 and 4 Maccabees. 8 6 This again shows the deep 
level of integration of the Essene passage in his work. 

Third, the language and themes of this passage bind it closely to Josephuss 
general outlook as narrator. Others who face death cheerfully (£'50i)|io<;) include 
Josephus himself (3.382), Titus's faithful soldiers (6.184), the Judean fighters 
(6.364), and Herod's brother Phasael (Ant. 14.369). According to War 3 .320-321, 
Vespasian was deeply impressed with the courage of a Judean fighter captured at 
Iotapata: he held out under every kind of torture, and when he was finally cruci
fied he "met death with a smile." The notion of souls coming from and returning 
to refined aether after their confinement in a physical body has many and varied 
parallels in Josephus: the views of the Pharisees, his character's ruminations on 
existence at Iotapata, Titus's battlefield speech, and Eleazar speaking to the rebels 
at Masada. 8 7 

In short, Josephus continues his self-representation—a worldly statesman 
fully conversant with the issues of the day and the deepest moral-philosophical 
questions—by featuring the Essenes among War's profiles in manly courage. Al
though this fits perfectly well with his narrative, there is nothing in it to invite 
comparison with the Dead Sea Scrolls or Qumran, in substance, ethos, or geog
raphy. 8 8 But clearly we are not dealing here with a superficial "Hellenization" or 
translation into Greek. Josephus has absorbed at a profound level not only the 
language but also the categories, questions, and habits of thought of his Mediter
ranean peers. Whoever his Essenes were, they recommend themselves to this 
worldview. 

A final small matter is again revealing for the question of Josephus's autho
rial control. The phrase euovyE 8 O K £ I V (literally, "to seem to me, at least"), which 

86Thus, oxpefiX- words ("twist"), 4 Mace. 7:4, 14; 8:11, 13, 24; 9:17, 2; 12:3, 11; 14:12; 
15:14, 24, 25; alia- words ("torment"), 1:11; 6:9, 16; 7:4; 14:1; 15:19; X>%O\LEV(O ("endure"), 
1:11; 5:23; 7:9, 22; 9:8, 30; 15:30; 16:17, 22; 17:4, 12, 17, 23); paaavicrxf|piov ("torture-
chamber") and "instruments" (opyava) in that setting, 6:25; 9:20, 26; 10:5, 7,18; getting 
souls "back again," 2 Mace 7:11,14,23,29; esp. 14:46. 

87 War 2.163; 3.371-72; 6.47; 7.343-47. See in general Sievers, "Afterlife." 
8 8 See n. 85 above. The disproportionately brief commentary in Beall as in Michel-

Bauernfeind is devoted to identifying Greek parallels and suggesting that the very differ
ent conceptions of the Scrolls might nevertheless be presented here in Greek "garb." 
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he uses above (2.151), is an almost unique stylistic trait of his War. The more 
expected finite-verb phrase, epovye 8oK£i ("it seems to me, at least"), is attested 
dozens of times in earlier authors. Josephus's phrase with the infinitive appears, 
outside War, only a couple of times before the second century C . E . 8 9 Yet he has it 
here and also at War 2.479; 3.302; 4.312; 6.4. Again, the Essene passage is deeply 
embedded in Judean War. 

The following items I include also to suggest both how they fit neatly in Jo
sephus's narratives and how difficult they are to understand if the group being 
described is that of the sectarian Scrolls. 

Essenes Avoid Oil 

[123] They consider olive oil a stain, and should anyone be accidentally smeared with 
it he scrubs his body, for they make it a point of honor to remain hard and dry, and 
to wear white always. 

Since olive oil was considered indispensable in ordinary life, and presses have 
been found even in small towns of Galilee, 9 0 Josephus's claim that the Essenes 
avoided it and bathed only in cold water (War 2.129) would make them seem 
remarkable ascetics to a Greek and Roman audience. The stative verb ocuxpico 
("be parched, hard and dry") normally has negative connotations ("be unwashed, 
squalid"), indicating a condition to be relieved through rain or washing, 9 1 but 
Josephus deliberately inverts this by making dryness "a point of honor." In light 
of our investigation thus far it is noteworthy that the Spartans were also remem
bered for considering their dry—and unwashed—skin a mark of their difference 
and toughness (Plutarch, Lyc. 16.6; Mor. 237b: a\)Xpr|poi x a acbpaxa). Both 
groups thus reject conventional standards of comfort, grooming, and the lux
ury of gymnasium-baths. The same general theme is continued in the Essenes' 
wearing of threadbare clothes (War 2.126; cf. the Spartans' [and philosophers'] 
xpi^cov, above) and above all in their Spartan-like rejection of private ownership 
in favor of communal sharing and exchange as needed (2.122, 127; see table 1 
below on pages 278-79) . 

There is more. Although Romans used oil for the necessities of life, some as
sociated liberal use with Greek effeminacy. Tacitus characterizes Nero's distribu
tion of oil to the equestrian and senatorial orders as "a Greek predilection (Graeca 
facilitate)" (Ann. 14.47), and Silius Italicus has a Roman commander encourage 
his troops to destroy the Greek soldiers of Sicily because they are effeminate: 
they practice the lazy pursuit of wrestling in the shade, where they love to gleam 

8 9Plato Meno (81a) and Hippias Maior (291a); it is also in the Orphic Testimonia, frag, 
5.6, and Stobaeus, Anth. 4.1.114—both of the latter difficult to date. 

9 0P. Garnsey, Food and Society in Classical Antiquity: Key Themes in Ancient His
tory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 12-14; E. Leota Tyree and Evangelia 
Stefanoudaki. "The Olive Pit and Roman Oil Making," Biblical Archaeologist 59 (1996): 
171-78. 

91 War 4.457; Ant. 7.297; Plato, Resp. 606d; Plutarch, Num. 13.6-7; Ages. 30.3; Mor. 
193a, 365d. 
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with oil (Pun. 14.134-138). 9 2 Similarly, in Josephuss War, men who have no shred 
of self-control indulge the use of oil. At 5 .565-566, John of Gischala impiously 
distributes the sacred supplies of oil and wine from the temple to his men, who 
anoint themselves and drink heartily. This same rebel group, Josephus claims 
(4.561-562), went so far as to adopt women's ways: plaiting their hair, wearing 
women's clothes (but cf. Ant. 4.301), drenching themselves in perfume, applying 
make-up, giving in to "the passions of women," and indulging a "surfeit of wan
tonness." As surely as the tyrants' degeneracy produces a disgraceful demeanor, 
the Essenes' Spartan- and Roman-like discipline in physical appearance reflects 
their moral perspicuity. 

Though Josephus features the Essene avoidance of oil, there is no known 
parallel in the DSS. The arguments of J. M. Baumgarten and Todd Beall for see
ing in this passage an issue of oil's purity, to connect it with a particular manu
script reading of CD 12.15-17, 9 3 illustrate the methodological problem I seek to 
address. Josephus's account says nothing about purity concerns, but plainly links 
Essene avoidance of oil with a preference for dry, hard skin. 

Election of Leaders 

[122] Hand-elected are the curators of the communal affairs, and indivisible are they, 
each and every one, [in pursuing] their functions to the advantage of all. 

The adjective "hand-elected" (xEipoTOvnxoc,) occurs only here in Josephus 
(cf. the participle X£ipOTOVO\)VT£<; dXAnt. 18.22) and is rare elsewhere. The main 
alternative to being elected by show of hands was to be "lot-elected" (K^npcoToq: 
Aeschines, Tim. 21; Ctes. 29; Aristotle, Ath. pol. 55.2), as some early Christian 
leaders reportedly were (Acts 1:26). Election by show of hands implies the con
scious preference of one's peers rather than the choice of Fate (Aristotle, Ath. pol. 
54.3; Lucian, Nav. 29). 

It is unclear how this system of elected officials relates to the four-phase se
niority system ("according to the duration of their training") indicated at the 
symmetrical counterpart to this notice, at 2.150. Did the senior members take 
direction from elected officials of lesser seniority? The tension is easily resolvable 
if Josephus describes here the election of leaders from among full-patch members 
only—a status achieved only after the three years of initiation (cf. 2.138)—whereas 
the four grades of 2.150 referred to those still proceeding through the phases of 
initiation. At Ant. 18.22 the text seems to imply that both the community's fi
nancial administrators and its priests—whose tasks are significantly confined to 
food preparation—are elected to their functions. 

Contrast the DSS, which feature (a) an individual community leader known 
as the IpDD ("guardian": 1QS 6.12, 20; CD 9.18-22; 13.11, 16; 15.8-14) or TpD 

9 2Cf. Williams, Roman Homosexuality, 136. 
9 3 J. M. Baumgarten, "The Essene Avoidance of Oil and the Laws of Purity," RevQ 6 

(1967): 183 and Beall, Description, 45,142 n. 56; note the very different reading in Vermes, 
The Dead Sea Scrolls, 111. 
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("official": 1QS 6.14; CD 14.6) 9 4 and (b) group-rankings clearly dependent upon 
caste (priests, Levites, and others, possibly Israelites and proselytes, CD 14 .3 -6 ) . 9 5 

Among Josephuss Essenes, by contrast, neither the elected officials (plural, also 
at 2.129, 134) nor the four grades according to time in the order (at 2.150) have 
any connection with caste. He mentions priests exclusively in connection with a 
blessing over food in this passage (War 2.131), more generally in connection with 
food preparation at Ant. 18.22. Although Josephus himself was an immensely 
proud priest, the priests do not figure among either the ranks by seniority or the 
elected offices of his beloved Essenes. 

Essenes Have No Center or Distinctive Settlement 

[124] No one city is theirs, but they settle amply in each. 

One of the clearest casualties of the Qumran-Essene hypothesis is Jose
phus's plain statement here. The context enhances this claim by continuing to 
speak about the Essenes' lack of possessions, their easy and frequent travel from 
one city to another, and their standing provisions for such constant movement, 
with each community appointing a special officer for the care of visitors (2 .124-
125). Josephus's portrait creates the impression that a visitor to Judea should 
expect to see these (celibate) Essenes frequently traveling the roads with worn-
out clothes and shoes, sticks for protection, and little else. Significantly, every 
Essene he mentions by name—along with the Essene Gate and events involving 
the Essenes as a group—is connected with Jerusalem (War 1.78; 2.113, 567; 3.11; 
5.145; Ant. 15.371-378; 17.346). This emphasis on the ubiquity of the Essenes 
in Judea fits with his use of the group as exemplary Judeans, widely dispersed 
throughout the land, their impressive regimen is easily seen and emulated by 
others. As we have seen, their way of life reflects general Judean values, only 
practiced at a higher level. 

It hardly needs stressing (perhaps) that Josephus shows no awareness of Kh-
irbet Qumran or any other center. To imagine such a small and remote base as 

"the place of the Essenes" would undermine everything Josephus writes about 
the group. Nevertheless, Qumran interference with reading Josephus has cre
ated the common picture of celibate Essenes based in Qumran (to match 1QS) 
and married ones living in communities elsewhere (to account for the refer
ences to marriage in CD). 9 6 Such a proposal, however, in no way harmonizes 
Josephus with the Scrolls; it rather makes his narrative unintelligible. This pas
sage is all about celibate Essenes (2.120-121: he will not mention the marrying 
kind until the end, 2.160-161), and it is they who are so fully mobile, lacking any 
particular place. 

94Beall, Description, 46-47. 
95Ibid., 99-100. 
9 6Beall (ibid., 48-49) discusses scholarship on the problem of understanding this 

statement in relation to Qumran, and connects the non-Qumran locations with CD. Gray 
(Prophetic Figures, 81-89) puts Josephus's (celibate) Essenes at Qumran. 
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Essenes Revere the Sun as God 

[128] Toward the Deity, at least: uniquely pious [ways]. Before the sun rises, they 
utter nothing of the mundane things, but only certain ancestral prayers to him, as if 
begging him to come up 

[148] On the other days they dig a hole of a foot's depth with a trowel—this is what 
that small hatchet given by them to the neophytes is for—and wrapping their cloak 
around them completely, so as not to outrage the rays of God, they relieve them
selves into it [the hole]. 

Essene reverence for the sun is emphasized by symmetrical reoccurrence 
and even celebrated by Josephus. The vivid phrase "the rays of God" (xotq ax>yaq 
xov QEOX)) recalls Euripides' Heraclides 749-50 , where the Chorus calls upon the 

"luminous rays of the God who brings light to mortals," and Creon's admoni
tion to Oedipus (Sophocles, Oed. tyr. 1423-1428) not to expose his uncovered, 
polluted head to "our Lord the Sun." It anticipates Julians Hymn to King Helios 
(1.9), which gives a vivid sense of the piety that might be associated with sun-
reverence. 9 7 Josephus's verb iK8xe\)co ("entreat, approach as supplicant") is com
mon in his narratives, but its more than one hundred occurrences normally have 
God as the one petitioned. Taken together with "the rays of God" this is a strong 
statement of something approaching worship. 

Josephus's comments on this matter have long puzzled interpreters who try 
to read this passage in light of the DSS. His words are either neutralized to match 
the Scrolls' "prayers at dawn" 9 8 or they encourage arbitrary source theories on 
the ground that no observant Jew could speak thus. Indeed, the Temple Scroll 
from Qumran only intensifies the biblical prohibition of sun-worship—on pain 
of death by stoning (HQTemple 55.15-21; cf. Deut 17:2-5; Ezek 8:16-19). We 
need, however, to read this passage in light of Josephus's narrative themes and 
audience values. 

As in this passage, Josephus tends generally to personify the sun and to see 
it as a representation of God. Later in War he claims that the Zealots "polluted 
the Deity" when they left corpses unburied beneath the sun (War 4 .382-383; cf. 
3.377; 4.317). His Titus vows to bury the memory of Jerusalem's cannibalism in 
rubble, so that "the sun cannot look upon it" (War 6.217). In Ant 1.282-283 God 
synonymously parallels his watching over the earth with the sun's: Abraham's 
children "shall fill all that the sun beholds of earth and sea . . . .for it is I who am 
watching over a l l . . . ." Moses positions the tabernacle, the special house of God 
(3.100), so as to catch the sun's first rays (3.115). He also directs the Israelites, once 
in Canaan, to create an altar oriented toward the sun (4.305). The high priest's 
upper garment is woven with gold to represent the ever-present rays of the sun 

9 7Cf. Hymn, homer, cer. 35, 280; Nicander, frag. 74.39 (Gow and Scholfield); Ath-
enaeus, Deipn. 15.31.42 (Kaibel). Philo of Alexandria speaks frequently, though meta
phorically, of God as "the purest ray" or as rays of sun: Fug. 136; Mut. 6; Somn. 1.72, 116 
("the rays of God"), 239; Praem. 25; Mos. 1.66. 

98Beall, Description, 52-54. 
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(3.184). God has made the Judeans the happiest people under the sun, says Ba
laam (4.114). Saul promises victory to allies, such that "the ascending sun should 
see them already victors" (6.76; cf. 216; 8.49; 9.225). It is telling that, while other
wise intensifying the biblical portrait of King Josiah's reforms (Ant. 10.268-270; 
cf. 2 Kgs 23:19-20), Josephus entirely omits the biblical reference to Josiahs de
struction of horses and chariots dedicated to the sun by Menasseh and Amon (cf. 
2 Kgs 23:11). In his paraphrase of 1 Maccabees, he changes the phrase "Far be it 
from me to do this deed!" in his source (1 Mace. 9:10) to "May the sun not look 
upon such a thing" (Ant. 12.424). And he has Marc Antony speak of the sun's 
looking away from the murder of Julius Caesar (14.309; cf. 16.99, 108; 18.46; Ag. 
Ap. 1.306). Josephus's portrayal of the Essenes thus matches his demonstrable 
narrative tendencies, and it should neither be attributed to his sources, as if it 
were "non-Jewish," nor explained as his misunderstanding. 

For Josephus's Roman audience, Essene reverence for the sun would have 
been highly resonant. Sun-worship was widespread through the near and far east, 
at least since the emergence of Akhenaten ("glory of the [sun-disk] Aten") in the 
eighteenth Dynasty (fourteenth cent, B . C . E . ) . In early Greece, the informal wor
ship of Helios was commonplace, reflected also in the popularity of Heliodorus 
("gift of the sun") as a name. Anaxagoras's claim that the sun was merely a red-
hot mass reportedly caused outrage (Diogenes Laertius 2.12). Hesiod (Op. 339) 
mentions offering sacrifices at both the rising and the setting of the sun (the 

"holy light"), and Plato speaks of Socrates' prayers to the sun (Symp. 220d; cf. Leg. 
887d-e and Albinus, Epit. 14.6). The prestige of the sun for philosophers was 
helped along by the Stoic Cleanthes' (early third century B . C . E . ) identification of 
it as the driving principle of the world (Diogenes Laertius 7.139; cf. Philo, Opif. 
116; Somn. 187). In Utopian literature after Alexander, sun-worship continued to 
have a prominent role, inspired partly by Plato's Atlantis (Criti. 113b-121c, esp. 
115b), the travel narrative of Iambulus to an Island of the Sun (Diodorus Siculus 
2 .55-60) , and the Sacred Inscription of Euhemerus, in which the Sacred Isle (Pan-
chaia) was associated with the sun (Diodorus Siculus 5.41.4ff). 9 9 Worship of the 
sun was further catalyzed by its identification with Apollo (Euripides, Phaethon 
225; Horace, Saec. 9)—incidentally, one of Sparta's chief deities 1 0 0—a constant re
minder of which in Josephus's Rome was the statue of Helios driving his chariot 
atop the Palatine temple of Apollo. 1 0 1 The native Roman god Sol Indiges would 
eventually be eclipsed by the Syrian import Sol Invictus (the Unconquered Sun), 
who remained dominant from the third century C . E . until the rise of Christianity 
(temporarily reversed by Julian's sun worship). 

For Josephus, his audience, and his Essenes, reverence for the sun was an 
assumed component of respectable piety. We have no right or reason to interpret 

9 9 Cf. J. Ferguson, Utopias of the Classical World (London: Thames and Hudson, 
1975), 104-6. 

100Cartledge and Spawforth, Sparta, 193-94. 
1 0 1 Incidentally, Lycurgus is said to have established his constitution under the tute

lage of Delphic Apollo, and reverence for Apollo remained customary among the Spar
tans (Herodotus 1.65; Plato, Leg. 674d; Xenophon, Ages. 1.34; 2.15,17; Lac. 8.5). 
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Josephus in ways that render his Essenes more congenial to the DSS or some 
other writings. He speaks not about prayers "at dawn" but about reverence for the 
sun as in some sense the deity or the reflection of it. 

Essenes are Devoted to the Compositions of the Ancients 

[136] They are extraordinarily keen about the compositions of the ancients, select
ing especially those [oriented] toward the benefit of soul and body. On the basis of 
these and for the treatment of diseases, roots, apotropaic materials, and the special 
properties of stones are investigated. 

As others have noted, 1 0 2 this passage has a close parallel in Ant. 8 .44-49 . There 
Josephus credits King Solomon with thousands of "compositions" (auvxaaaco, 
8 .44-45) . Those volumes recorded Solomons comprehensive study of nature and 
the various properties (iSicbuma) of each form (8.44). In particular, they de
scribed the craft (TE%vr|) of exorcism, "for the benefit and treatment" (etc; 6(()EA,E-
ICCV Kal GepctTceiav) of humanity (8.55). Josephus even describes an instance of 
such therapeia (8.46) that he witnessed. The exorcist used a root (pi£cc) prescribed 
by Solomon for the purpose (8.47). So again, Josephuss Essenes are admirable ex
amples of the traits he claims for Judean culture as a whole. 

Beall makes a good case for including among "the ancients" the pseude-
pigraphous 1 Enoch and Jubilees, which mention cures through herbs and roots 
(Jub. 10.10-14; 1 Enoch 7.1; 8.3; 10.4-8) , and which were widely read by Judeans 
in the first century. 1 0 3 But there seems no reason to limit the ancients studied by 
the Essenes to Judeans. The study of roots for curative purposes had a long his
tory in the Greco-Roman world. Aristotle's prolific student Theophrastus (fourth 
century B . C . E . ) observes (Hist, plant. 9.8.1): "The powers of roots are many and 
for many [purposes], but the medicinal ones are especially sought out as being 
the most useful." The same Theophrastus devoted a work to stones and their 

"special properties" (Lapid. 3.5; 41.1; 48.1; cf. Galen, Simpl. med. temp. 12.207.2). 
The combination of roots and stones (the stones were typically broken and the 
fragments applied to certain roots) is found frequently in the medical and magi
cal writers of antiquity, not least among Josephus's near contemporaries Di-
oscorides Pedanius, 1 0 4 Cyranides, 1 0 5 and Galen. 1 0 6 Another contemporary, Pliny 
the Elder, included in his Natural History detailed studies of plants and roots 
(radices) as remedies (Nat. 24 -28) . The "virtues of roots" were among the things 
of which King Solomon was alleged by some Judean authors to have had deep 
knowledge (Wis 7:20). 

1 0 2 See Thackeray's note in the Loeb to this passage. 
103Beall, Description, 70-73. 
104Pedanius, Eup. simpl. med. 1.133.1; 2.36.4, 118.2, 119.4; Mat. med. 1.78.2; 4.91.1; 

esp. 5.126.3. 
105Cyranides 1.7.19, 8.26,10.95,17.16. 
l06Simpl. med. temp. 11.811.4; 12.41.13, 68.7. 
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Essenes Avoid Spitting—Middles and Right 

[147] And they guard against spitting into [their?] middles or to the right side and 
against applying themselves to labors on the Sabbath days, most distinctively of 
all Judeans: for not only do they prepare their own food one day before, so that 
they might not kindle a fire on that day, but they do not even dare to transport a 
container—or go to relieve themselves. 

Although it is possible that the Essene prohibition of spitting into middles 
and the right has to do with simple politeness in a group setting, both the con
text and the verbal construction (TO nxvcai ziq peaoix; f| TO 8 E ^ I 6 V pepocj 
make that unlikely. As for context, this "guarding [against]" shares a main verb 
(^vXaoaovxai) with their guarding of the Sabbath from work, which Josephus 
illustrates by their avoidance of carrying pots or even of relieving themselves 
( 2 . 1 4 7 ) . None of this implies group activity, and defecation is emphatically private 
( 2 . 1 4 8 ) . As for the language about spitting, Josephuss two pointed restrictions— 
into middles (whatever that means) 1 0 7 and to the right side—obviously leave the 
other directions open: the left side, to begin with. It is inconceivable that Jose
phus has in mind a group context, in which it would be quite acceptable to spit 
at the people on ones left. And if there are people on one's right, there must be 
people on one's left. What, then, does he mean? 

Spitting in general, but particularly into the middle area of one's body (Theo-
phrastus, Char. 1 6 . 1 4 ; Pliny, Nat. 2 8 . 3 6 ) — t h e chest or torso (eic, KOAJIOV nxxtaai; 
in sinum spuendo)—or to the right side—e.g., into the right shoe before dressing 
(Pliny, Nat. 2 4 . 1 7 2 ; 2 8 . 3 8 ; cf. Petronius, Sat. 7 4 . 1 3 ) — w e r e behaviors popularly 
thought to prevent or cure illness. The custom of spitting for luck or health was 
grounded in a belief in the curative powers of human saliva (Pliny, Nat. 3 8 . 3 5 -

3 9 ) . More likely, his peaoax; ("middles") refers to the centers of bodies—torsos, 
equivalent to KOAJUOIX; 1 0 8 —rather than to a singular group middle as normally 
assumed. If this interpretation is valid, Josephus's Essenes reject spitting for good 
luck or to ward off disease, like other enlightened observers of the time, but not 
to clear one's throat. 

It is commonly asserted that Josephus's remarks on Essene avoidance of 
spitting (albeit in two specified directions) is "strong evidence" for the Qumran-
Essene hypothesis, 1 0 9 because the Community Rule (1QS 7 . 1 3 - 1 5 ) prescribes a 
month's penance for anyone who spits into an assembly. But the superficially 
similar expression in 1QS, DOT Dtsno T n ^ pVT TVH ("and the man who 

1 0 7 Whatever it means, the unusual phrase "into middles" (etc, peao\x;) is a favorite of 
Josephus's. Outside of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who employs it nine times, it appears 
only once or twice in each of four authors. Josephus has it a remarkable fifteen times 
(also War 4.216; 6.42; Ant 3.13, 308; 5.54, 206; 9.56; 12.429; 17.130, 131; 19.261; Life 37, 
251, 255). 

1 0 8 For this literal sense, cf. Life 326, where Josephus seizes an opponent wrestler-style, 
around the peaoc,; cf. Herodotus 9.107; Aristophanes, Eq. 387; Nub. 1047. 

109Beall, Description, 96; cf. Grabbe, Judaism, 2:495; VanderKam, The Dead Sea 
Scrolls, 87. 
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has spat into the assembled group" [will be punished for thirty days]), appears 
to be "a false friend." First, 1QS7 is listing a number of truly gauche behaviors, 
mostly in the context of group meetings, that make the culprit liable to fines or 
other penance: insulting ones companions, treating communal property reck
lessly, speaking foolishly, lying down and falling asleep in the meeting, going 
naked without good reason, spitting into the group, dressing so shabbily that 
one displays private parts, guffawing stupidly, and so forth. In such a context, 
being required to avoid spitting into the group seems only decent. If we had de
tailed rules for other communities (Jesus' followers, Pharisees, Baptists, trade 
guilds, philosophical schools), we should likely find them also prohibiting this 
kind of thing. Evidently the rule was necessary. (Several gyms to which I have 
belonged have needed signs reminding people not to spit in common areas, 
and indeed to control other bodily functions). The Talmud, with characteris
tic vividness, confronts the problem of spittle build-up during prayer—along 
with belching, yawning, and sneezing—and recommends ways to avoid spit
ting (b. Ber. 24a-b) . 

In Josephus, however, the context, content, and tone are entirely differ
ent. Both his directional indicators (middles and right) and his coupling of the 
spitting prohibition with scrupulous observance of the Sabbath (2.147) and ex
traordinary care in toilet practice (2.148) suggest high purpose, not penance for 
disgusting behavior in the group. 

These few examples must suffice as a base for at least preliminary conclu
sions. Of the remainder—Josephuss treatments of women, marriage, and chil
dren in the Essene context, their community of goods, initiation, courage under 
torture, and sublime views of the afterlife (2.151-58)—much more could be said. 
But all such analysis would confirm that the Essenes of War 2 represent in con
centrated form many characteristic features of Josephus's outlook. The passage is 
remarkable for its combination of parallels and evocations of material elsewhere 
in Josephus, in Hasmonean literature, and in Greek and Roman philosophy, his
tory, and myth. 

Conclusions and Historical Implications 

This chapter has had two related goals: first to propose some rough, initial 
considerations for understanding Josephus's Essenes in context, as part of his 
narrative in the Judean War; second, to begin to think about the uses of that nar
rative for a historical reconstruction of the Essenes. The latter question has two 
dimensions: how Josephus's Essenes ought to function in de novo historical hy
pothesizing about the Essenes and, since there is already an established theory of 
Essene identity in the Qumran-Essene hypothesis, how Josephus's Essenes could 
be explained on that hypothesis. My conclusions follow. 

1. Wars Essenes contribute both to this narrative and to Josephus's larger 
program in countless ways. His later works will describe few individuals—Moses, 
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Solomon, and of course himself—as the embodiment of Judean virtues. But no 
group other than the Essenes, not even the priesthood as a body, so perfectly il
lustrates the character of the Judean people as he wishes to present it. These are 
mens men, legionaries of the soul, engaged in the serious pursuit of the virtuous 
life: disciplined, courageous, perfectly just, and contemptuous of the pleasures as 
much as of the fears that drive ordinary men. They anticipate the values he will 
attribute to all Judeans in Ag. Ap. 2. It is no accident that Josephuss great portrait 
of the Essenes comes in the War, a work aimed largely at improving the post-war 
image of the Judean national character (1.1-8). The Essenes carry the torch lit by 
the Hasmoneans of the story's opening paragraphs. 

Although many scholars have attributed Josephus's Essene passage to other 
hands, from whom he was thought to have borrowed either wholesale or in frag
ments that he then sewed together, the language and the description are de
monstrably his (even if he was influenced by sources). Even the many hapax 
legomena in his Essene passage fit the patterns of his hapax legomena elsewhere, 
namely, they serve the purposes of linguistic variation, and they tend to be 
sparsely attested before his time but amply paralleled from his contemporary Plu
tarch onward. So they cannot plausibly come from a source, but rather illustrate 
Josephus's strenuous efforts throughout War to write in the fashionable new At
ticism of the so-called "Second Sophistic."1 1 0 The high-level Greek matches Jose
phus's implied posture throughout the work, which is that of the elite provincial 
statesman-aristocrat under Roman hegemony. He has clear debts to Thucydides, 
Polybius, and Strabo, 1 1 1 among others, and his work is often comparable to that 
of his near contemporaries Seneca (for moral philosophy), Plutarch, and Dio 
Chrysostom. 

2. If we wish to reconstruct the historical Essenes in a new investigation, stan
dard method would require us first to examine all Essene evidence in detail—this 
passage and the others in Josephus along with those in Philo and Pliny, along with 
the notice preserved from Dio in Synesius. Although each of these is as distinctive 
as Josephus's in their specific emphases and language, and although that careful 
work has not yet been done, I venture to suggest that it would not be extremely 
difficult to posit a historical picture of the Essenes to explain how each of these 
authors came up with his picture of the group, without much remainder. In all 
cases they appear as exemplary philosophers, dispersed through much of Judea, 
embodying in real life the familiar utopian-Spartan male regimen (stripped, as 
everyone agreed was necessary, of Sparta's warlike disposition): sharing goods, 
living with extreme simplicity in their fellowships, facing hardship and ulti
mately death with equanimity. Pliny and Dio both admired the Essenes, exclu
sively among Judean philosophical groups; Philo and Josephus independently 
chose to feature them as shining models of the Judean life. Whether other groups 
(certain groups of Jesus' followers, Baptists, Bannus's followers, Qumraners, etc.) 

110These observations will be fully documented in my commentary to War 2 (Leiden: 
Brill, 2008). 

1 1 1 E.g., Eckstein, "Josephus and Polybius"; Shahar, Josephus Geographicus. 



276 JOSEPHUS AND JUDEA 

were also Essene must be be a secondary investigation, which can be tackled only 
when the Essenes themselves are reconstructed with some clarity on the basis of 
undisputed Essene evidence. The procedure is the same with other ancient phe
nomena: in studying the Pharisees, for example, we first come up with a picture 
on the basis of evidence for the Pharisees, only then speculating whether other 
texts that do not self-identify (e.g., Psalms of Solomon or Jubilees or Qumran's 
CD) are also Pharisaic. 

3. The Qumran-Essene hypothesis presents a number of problems, beginning 
with the methodological difficulty that it "jumps the queue" by positioning a non-
Essene source collection front and center, requiring evidence about the Essenes 
to accommodate itself to the Scrolls. It also seems to demand responses, with the 
status of default theory; scholars are defined as "for" or "against" this conclusion. 
But historical investigation knows no default theories. Our default position must 
always be one of not knowing, and unless we can build a compelling case from 
the ground up, by testing all hypotheses, we return to not knowing. 

Substantively, the hypothesis requires us to believe that the historical phe
nomenon admired by Pliny and praised by Dio, described in glowing terms by 
Philo and then by Josephus, was the group(s) that produced and cherished the 
Dead Sea Scrolls. How plausible is that? Although a sound judgment on this mat
ter could come only after a thorough historical investigation of the Essenes, and 
then a secondary exploration of all possible further affiliations, preliminary in
dications do not seem promising. Imagining that the sectarians of the Scrolls lie 
behind Josephuss descriptions faces roughly the same obstacles as imagining that 
he is describing certain early Christians or Baptists. To be sure, there are parallels 
in lifestyle (common meals, washing, community of goods), though these are not 
as close in language or in ethos as those between Josephuss Essenes and the men 
of the Alexandrian Mouseion, for example, or between them and the renowned 
Spartiates. 

But there is a simpler and more obvious problem, namely, Why, given what 
we know of Josephus (a fortiori, what we know of Philo, Pliny, and Dio), 1 1 2 would 
he fasten upon the people of the Scrolls as his ideal Judeans, when the Scrolls-
communities' mental, cultural, and social worlds are so completely at odds with 
his own? I am not a Scrolls specialist, but surveys by specialists of the central 
convictions reflected in these texts more or less agree on the general picture. 1 1 3 The 
Scrolls communities embrace rather sharp cosmic, anthropological, and temporal 
dualisms, and define themselves by these divisions: two ways and two spirits. They 
are a righteous remnant, led by Zadokite priests and also Levites, who under
stand themselves very much in opposition to a complacent and lax mainstream, 
the wicked, and the "seekers after smooth things" among others, especially the 
illegitimate Jerusalem aristocracy based in the temple—presumably, men such as 
the proud and worldly priest-aristocrat Josephus. Apocalyptically minded, if any 

1 1 2 See, e.g., the preceding seven chapters of this volume. 
1 1 3E.g., VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls, 110-19; Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls, 

41-64. 
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group ever was, they see themselves living at the end of time and they eagerly 
anticipate the end of the present order in a decisive cosmic battle. Schooled in the 
ordinances of the Righteous Teacher, they await the anointed leaders ("messiahs") 
who will lead the vindication of their cause. Accordingly, they study scripture in 
a distinctive pesher-mode, applying its words to themselves as the righteous at the 
end of time. 

It seems hard to imagine a less plausible group for even secondary iden
tification with the Essenes beloved by the likes of Philo, Josephus, Pliny, and 
Dio—even if their Essenes also have initiations, eat meals together, and prac
tice a simple regimen of life. Josephus, to speak only of him, is opposed to 
much of what the Scrolls appear to represent: he sees only pseudo-prophets and 
charlatans among those who promise the gullible an imminent end of the age. 
He himself could not be a more worldly, engaged, international figure, steeped 
in Greco-Roman rhetoric, historiography, and philosophy, now flourishing 
in Rome and trying to impress his audiences with the virtues of the Judean 
ethnos—and its ancient aristocratic-priestly constitution, of which he is the 
chief representative. 

The Qumran-Essene hypothesis requires us to believe not only that Josephus 
(as Philo, Pliny, and Dio) for some reason became powerfully attracted to the 
people of the Scrolls; it also requires us to suppose that when he came to describe 
them in detail, he portrayed them not as the Scrolls do, with all of these distinc
tive traits, but in a much more generic, Utopian-Spartan way. The mental gym
nastics involved in this attraction followed by misrepresentation, multiplied for 
each classical author, are hard to credit. 

I have no reason to insist a priori that the people of Qumran, or some group 
of Jesus-people or Baptists, could not conceivably constitute the historical re
ality behind Josephuss Essenes. Historians ought to care only about methods 
and evidence: conclusions come and go. But such an argument would need to be 
made, in place of the ongoing tendency to borrow individual items from the Ess
ene sources without context. As it is, the hypothesis causes problems with un
derstanding Josephus and his interests as an author. One needs to show, on any 
hypothesis about the historical Essene reality, how we ended up with all the an
cient portraits that we have. When the Qumran-Essene hypothesis was first de
veloped in the early 1950s, this problem was not recognized in this way because 
Josephus, in particular, was not viewed as an intelligent craftsman. Scholars felt 
free to select items from the buffet he seemed to provide, as if they were discrete 
nuggets, and reconfigure them as desired, dismissing those nuggets that seemed 
uncongenial as his misunderstanding of sources or as vaguely conceived "Hel-
lenizations" requiring no further explanation. Those courses are no longer open 
to us, however, because they are demonstrably untenable. A historical hypoth
esis about the Essenes must now explain the Essene evidence, and this will mean, 
in the case of Josephus, showing how ex hypothesi (on any historical hypothesis) 
this craftsman came to his view of the group, why he described them as he did, 
and, especially, why he gave them such large play in his carefully constructed 
work on the fudean War. 
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E S S E N E S S P A R T A N S 

The Essenes follow a prescribed regimen ( 8 i a i T a ) , 

a word used in this philosophical sense conspicu
ously in the Essene passage (5 of 11 times in War); 
otherwise, it is used sparingly: of all Judeans in 
Against Apion (1.182; 2.173-74, 235, 240 and of 
the Pharisees (Ant. 18.12, 15). 

Lycurgus laid down a comprehensive regimen 
(SiaiTa) for all Spartiates to follow (Xen., Lac. 
5.1; 7.3; Plu., Lyc. 24.1; Mor. 209f, 210a, 225f, 226f, 
227b), a discipline that Josephus elsewhere claims 
they were unable to maintain in spite of military 
prowess; contrast the Judeans (Ag. Ap. 2.235). 

"Whereas these men shun the pleasures as vice, 
they consider self-control and not succumbing 
to the passions virtue" (2.120). 

King Agesilaus, asked what benefit the laws of 
Lycurgus had brought Sparta, alleged replied, 

"contempt for the pleasures" (Plu., Mor. 210a). 

As a sign of their immunity to the appeal of 
pleasures, Essenes avoid marriage and women 
altogether (2.120)—or (in the case of one group) 
minimize their implications by marrying only 
women of proven fertility, for the sole purpose 
of procreation (2.160-61). 

The best indicator of the Spartan king Agesilaus's 
self-control is shown by his remarkable refusal to 
touch the one he loved (Xen., Ages. 5.4-6); Lycur
gus s laws treat the indulgence of sexual feelings 
as very shameful (Xen., Lac. 2.12-14). 

Marrying Essenes prove by their abstinence dur
ing pregnancy that they are coupled solely for the 
purpose of bearing children ( T E K V C O V %p£iav, 
2.161). 

The Spartan constitution is radically oriented 
toward procreation: women's chief task is pro
creation ( T E K v o 7 i o i i a ; Xen., Lac. 1.4). Although 
young men must marry, this is not for pleasure. 
They visit their wives only for brief conjugal vis
its, while still living with their male peers; wives 
and husbands can also be shared for maximum 
productivity (Xen., Lac. 1.5-10; Aristotle, Pol. 
1270b). 

Boys are adopted and raised with a rigorous train
ing in the groups principles of character (2.120). 

Boys are removed from their parents and raised by 
the community, to inculcate the values of simplic
ity and endurance (Xen., Lac. 2.2-6). 

They are despisers of wealth (2.122). They practice 
community of goods (2.122). 

Lycurgus forbade free Spartans from pursuing 
material gain; anyone found possessing gold 
or silver was fined (Xen., Lac. 7.1-6). He made 
wealth unenviable and dishonored (Plu., Mor. 
239e). 

Keeping their skin hard and dry ( T O ccuxuetv), 
they make it a point of honor to avoid the use 
of oil (2.123). 

Plutarch says that Spartiates kept their bodies 
hard and dry (croxuripol TOC acbuaxa), avoid
ing ointments and baths (Plu., Mor. 237a; Lyc. 
16.6; Ages. 30.3). 

They dress with extreme simplicity, wearing as 
few clothes as practicable and replacing them only 
when absolutely worn out (2.126). 

Spartiates go without the customary Greek tunic 
and receive only one cloak each year (Plu., Mor. 
237a). They punished a man who put a border on 
his sack coat (Mor. 239c). 

They do not buy and sell, but take from each other 
and from the common store as needed (2.127). 

Spartiates are forbidden to sell anything. If they 
need something, they freely take it from their 
neighbors (Plu., Mor. 238f). 

They have a special reverence for the sun as divine, 
addressing prayers to it (him) in the morning and 
avoiding offense to the sun's rays (2.128, 148). 

Spartans continue to revere Apollo—widely iden
tified with the sun—who is the guarantor of their 
constitution (Herodotus 1.65; Plato, Leg. 674d; 
Xen., Ages. 1.34; 2.15, 17; Lac. 8.5). 

Almost everything in their lives is ordered by their 
freely-chosen leaders (2.134). 

Even the most important Spartans live under 
obedience to their leaders: for example, they run 
when called (Xen., Lac. 8.1-4) 



The Essenes of Josephus's Judean War 279 

E S S E N E S S P A R T A N S 

The three-year Essene probation aims at produc
ing endurance ( m p x E p i a ) and resistance to all 
hardship in its members (2.138; cf. 2.150-53). In 
Against Apion Josephus makes icapxEpia a dis
tinctive Judean trait, in explicit contrast to the 
undeserved Spartan reputation for this quality {Ag 
Ap. 2. 225, 228, 273). 

KapTEpia was a renowned Spartan trait, the goal 
of their whole system of training (Xen., Ages. 5.3; 
10.1; 11.9 Plu., Mor. 208c, 210a, 237a; Lyc. 2.2; 
16.5-6; 18.1; 29.5; Ages. 11.7; 30.3) 

Essenes practice complete equality, never surpass
ing another in dress or other signs of advantage 
when in positions of authority (2.122, 140). 

Lycurgus banished wealth and poverty, persuad
ing the citizens to live together in equality (Plu., 
Lyc. 8.1-9.2). King Agesilaus insisted on using the 
worst bed and wearing simple dress (Xen., Ages. 
4.2; 10.2; 11.11). 

They share a special communal meal of simple 
food, admission to which is permitted only to 
full members, after probation and initiation 
(2.129-32, 137-42). 

Lycurgus instituted communal meals, the most 
distinctive trait of Spartiate life (Plu., Lyc. 10-12); 
at these meals, candidates were assessed for initia
tion {Lyc. 12.5-6). 

Their meals are free of unseemly noise (2.132). Spartan communal meals are free of outrage, 
drunken uproar, shameful behavior or speech 
(Xen., Lac. 5.6). 

They practice rare moderation in consuming food 
and drink, taking in only as much as necessary 
(2.133; cf. Ag. Ap. 2.195). 

Lycurgus ordered that Spartiates receive just 
enough food and drink, not too much or too little 
(Xen., Lac. 5.3-4). 

They swear to keep their internal affairs secret 
and they are closed to the outside world (2.129, 
141). 

They have an extremely high and severe standard 
of justice, including expulsion from the order 
(2.143-45). 

i 

Spartiates neither travel abroad nor accept foreign 
visitors (unless willing to adopt their constitu
tion); what is said at their meetings remains secret 
(Plu., Mor. 236f, 238e). 

Whereas other states punish only crimes against 
others, Lycurgus inflicted severe penalties on 
anyone failing to live the most virtuous life pos
sible; those who fail to meet the standards of the 
voui|j.a are no longer included among the peers 
(Xen., Lac. 10.4-7). 

They especially honor the lawgiver, as next in rank 
to God (2.145), in keeping with Josephuss claims 
elsewhere about Moses's super-human status {Ant. 
3.180,318-20; 4.329). 

All Spartan kings have divine ancestry and are 
treated as demi-gods at death (Xen., Lac. 15.2,9), 
but the lawgiver Lycurgus was honored above all, 
partly through a temple in his honor and annual 
sacrifices "as to a god" (Plu., Lyc. 5.3; 30.3). 

They submit to the elders and to a majority 
(2.146). 

Lycurgus, by making elders the ultimate judges 
over life and death, enhanced their prestige be
yond that of all others (Xen., Lac. 10.1-3). 

They are long-lived (2.151). The only lawgiver listed in Lucians essay on the 
long-lived {Macr. 28) is Lycurgus the Spartan. 

They have trained themselves to be contemptu
ous of pain, suffering, and death itself (2.151-53). 
For Essenes, death with honor (xov Gavaxov, E I 
JIEX' EVKkziaq) is better even than deathlessness 
(2.151). 

Lycurgus s most admirable achievement: causing 
the Spartans to regard noble death (xov KCCA,6V 
Bdvaxov) as better than a life in shame (Xen., 
Lac. 9.1) 

They study "apophthegms of prophets" (2.159). 
"Apophthegm" is a rare term, used only here in Jo
sephus, and most often associated in other litera
ture with the compact Spartan way of speaking. 

The Spartans detested lengthy speech and trained 
their young to speak, if at all, with extreme con
ciseness (Plu., Lyc. 19-20); collections of Laco-
nian ("laconic") apophthegms circulated widely 
in antiquity. 
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Chapter 9 

G cD 

PAULS ANNOUNCEMENT (TO evayyeXiov): 
"GOOD NEWS 5 5 AND ITS DETRACTORS 

IN EARLIEST CHRISTIANITY 

I recently heard a television pundit remark that "What you read in the New 
York Times is not the gospel." Although the metaphor is commonplace, two 
things remain striking about it for students of the ancient world and Christian 
origins: first, that the word gospel has persisted through the ages to the world of 
popular discourse today; second, that the meaning of the word seems entirely 
unproblematic: it is a slightly exotic variant of "truth." Field-educated people, 
and churchgoers, know that "gospel" has at least two more technical senses. It 
is both the message proclaimed by the early church and the word normally used 
for the genre of the first four texts in the New Testament canon—the gospels. Still, 

"gospel" is generally assumed to have an obvious and well-established primary 
meaning: what the followers of Jesus taught and shared. 

Scholars, of course, have a lot more to say about that gospel. The database of the 
American Theological Library Association (ATLA) lists some 25,754 books and ar
ticles1 with the word in their titles alone. I have not read even a respectable fraction 
of this literature, but already from the basic and well-known scholarship on the 
origins of Christianity some surprising and possibly disconcerting facts emerge. 
For example, the New Testament gospels do not call themselves by this name; 2 they 
receive this label only from about the mid-second century, by the time of Marcion 
and Justin.3 Further, usage of the Greek word translated "gospel" (eftccYYEAaov) for 
some reason varies dramatically among New Testament authors—a phenomenon 
admitted by specialists to be "by no means easy to understand" and "enigmatic."4 

Moreover, before the New Testament, none of the euangeli- word group had 

1 On November 6, 2007. Here is an index of proliferating publication. When I pre
pared this essay as a guest lecture in late 2001, there were only 9,239 relevant entries. 

2Cf. W. Marxsen, Mark the Evangelist: Studies on the Redaction History of the Gospel 
(Nashville: Abingdon, 1969), 149-50. 

3E.g., Justin, Apol. 66.3, and Marcion, who may have been the innovator with his 
£'6aYY£A,iov-and-6:7t6cn;oA,oc, proposal for a Christian canon, as reported in Origen, 
Comm. Jo. 5.7.1; Epiphanius, Pan. 2.123, 182. Marcion, incidentally, fully recognized the 
proprietary nature of Paul's zha^ekxov language. 

4 H. Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels: Their History and Development (Philadel
phia: Trinity Press International, 1990), 10. 
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significant currency. This is most glaringly obvious in the case of the Christian 
favorite: the neuter nominal form TO E'Dayye^iov. In spite of all these learned 
complications, however, specialists go on to debate the "gospel genre," discussing 
whether gospels are unique faith-texts or like ancient biography or perhaps aretal-
ogy; which texts should be recognized as "gospels"—what the limits of form may 
be;5 and where the term originated. Was it borrowed from the Septuagint (adapting 
the verb in Isa 52:7), from Augustan propaganda, or where?6 

Notwithstanding these refinements and debates, it seems that scholars gener
ally, like the untutored population, regard the meaning and function of TO zvay-
yzXiov within early Christianity as more or less obvious. It means "good news," 
and it is translated that way in modern editions that seek an alternative to "gospel":7 

it was the shared early Christian proclamation about Jesus. Scholars say this even 
though we fully recognize the wide diversity of perspective, language, and view
point among the earliest followers of Jesus. The term £\)aYY£X,iov, however, is not 
considered part of those early debates; it is what early Jesus- or Christ-followers 
of all varieties held in common. They may have disagreed about the nature of the 
good news, but surely no follower of Jesus objected in principle to the notion that 
Jesus brought, or his death and resurrection resulted in, "good news." 

The point is obvious enough that I may cite just three prominent examples. 
Gerhard Friederich, in his famous TDNT article on £i)aYY£A,iov, insists that the 
word was the common property of almost all early Christians, possibly even used 
by Jesus himself, and that the curious differences in usage "have been frequently 
noted but never explained."8 Willi Marxsen, who devoted a programmatic chap
ter of his oft-cited monograph on Mark to Euangelion, proposed that although 
Paul may have introduced the term into Christian discourse, "by gospel' the 
primitive community understands the preaching of salvation as carried on in the 
community"—a view that Paul merely shared.9 Harvard emeritus Helmut Koester, 
among the most authoritative scholars to have worked on E U C C Y Y ^ O V in earliest 
Christianity, is also among the most emphatic on this point: Paul's E U C C Y Y ^ O V 

was "the common gospel of the entire enterprise of the Christian mission."10 

In this brief exploratory study I wish to reassess the evidence and propose a 
different hypothesis to explain the refractory evidence. Namely, in the first Chris
tian generation (roughly 3 0 - 6 5 C . E . ) it was indeed Paul who came up with the term 
£\)aYY£^ov. Wherever he got it from—and that seems impossible to determine— 

5E.g., E. Pagels, The Gnostic Gospels (New York: Random House, 1979); R. Cam
eron, The Other Gospels: Non-canonical Gospel Texts (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1982); 
H. Koester, Ancient; B. L. Mack, The Lost Gospel: The Book of Q and Christian Origins 
(San Francisco: Harper San Francisco, 1993); R. J. Miller, The Complete Gospels (San 
Francisco: Polebridge, 1994). 

6Cf. Koester, Ancient, 3-4; R. A. Burridge, What are the Gospels? A Comparison with 
Graeco-Roman Biography (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004). 

7In texts as diverse as the NRSV, the New Living Translation, and the Complete 
Gospels. 

8Friedrich, "euocYYe^ov." TDNT 2:727; cf. 734. 
9Marxsen, Mark, 148-49. 
10Koester, Ancient, 6. 
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he understood it as a proprietary and quasi-technical term of his peculiar mission, 
outlook, and patronage circles. Other followers of Jesus (or Christ) in the first gener
ation also understood that this odd-sounding form was a Stichwort of Paul's. It was 
not at all shared vocabulary. In the second generation (ca. 65-100 C . E . ) , accordingly, 
it was only the first author to compose a narrative of Jesus' life, whom tradition calls 

"Mark" and who wrote in the spirit of Paul, who embraced T O £ \ ) O : Y Y £ A , I O V in his 
work. Writers who borrowed heavily from Mark's material but were removed from 
its Pauline outlook did everything possible to remove this eftocYY^ov language or 
neutralize it by reconfiguration. Again, T O E U C C Y Y ^ O V was not something shared 
by followers of Jesus in the first two generations. It would only come to be viewed 
this way from the third generation (from about 100 C . E . ) , in that movement toward 
homogeneity that we sometimes call "early Catholicism." 

It is simply not possible, in an essay attempting such a broad sketch, to inter
act much with the vast published scholarship on each of the texts surveyed here 
(indeed, on every particle of the New Testament). It would be counterproductive 
even to attempt it. I offer what follows as a different look at the primary evidence, 
fully aware that it risks dismissal from specialists for its bypassing of intense and 
long-standing debates, but nevertheless in the hope that it might add a slightly 
new perspective on a complex of issues. 

The Problem of T O evayyeXiov 

First, let me try to sketch the contours of the problem. The current database 
of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae11 shows nearly 22,200 occurrences of euangeli-
forms. But their distribution pattern is remarkable: the overwhelming majority 
(nearly 22,000) appear in Christian writings (including papyri) after the New Tes
tament. For a daily user of the TLG, with its comprehensive coverage of classical 
and Hellenistic Greek texts, such a distribution is impressive. This is not to sug
gest that the word group was unknown before the Christians; it was simply not 
much used in normal Greek. The singular neuter E V C C Y Y ^ O V , which is the main 
focus of our investigation, although it alone is attested 7,367 times in the TLG cor
pus, hardly appears before the Christians. Homer's Odyssey has two occurrences 
(14.152, 166), one in direct response to the other: in both cases the anarthrous 
form must mean in context, "reward [or gift] for a good piece of news"—that Od
ysseus is returning from Troy. The next non-Christian users come at the end of 
the New Testament's composition period: Josephus (War 2.420), who uses anar
throus £ X ) a Y Y £ ^ o v ironically, of terrible news for Judea that is welcomed by a 
reprehensible governor as "a good report," and the plural in connection with Ves
pasian's acclamation (4.618,656); and Plutarch, who has singular E U G C Y Y E ^ O V four 
times (Ages. 33.4; Demetr. 17.6; Mor. [Glor. Ath.] 347d twice). He supplies the ar
ticle only once (in the second example), becoming the first attested non-Christian 
writer to do so. He uses the plural a dozen times. Though more common than 

1 1 The TLG project (http://www.tlg.uci.edu/) is based at the University of California, 
Irvine, and is directed by Prof. Maria Pantelia. 

http://www.tlg.uci.edu/
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the singular, the plural euayYeAaa is also rare enough in pre-Christian literature 
that the examples may be listed. Aristophanes (Eq. 647, 656; Plut. 765), Isocrates 
(Areop. 10), Xenophon (Hell. 1.6.37; 4.3.14), Aeschines (Ctes. 60), Menander (Perik. 
993), Diodorus Siculus (15.74.2), and the L X X (2 Sam 4:10) 1 2 have one, two, or three 
occurrences each—a pittance compared to the flood that is coming with the New 
Testament. Major and prolific authors such as Plato, Aristotle, Herodotus, Thucy
dides, and Polybius do not use any form of this word group. The L X X brings new 
popularity to the verb £\)aYY£Ai£opai as well as the new feminine form eixxy-
YeAaa (2 Sam 18:20, 22, 25, 27; 2 Kgs 7:9, for JTVIBD); together they account for 
twenty-seven of the L X X ' S twenty-eight cases of the word group; the anarthrous 
plural of zvayyzkxov appears once (2 Sam 4:10). But none of this helps much to 
explain the new Christian usage of T O zhayyzkxov. 

In sum, before and around the rise of Christianity, the anarthrous plural 
zhayyzkxa, though uncommon, was by far the more usual form of the noun. 
The singular zhayyiXiov was extremely rare, and outside of Christian circles 
was not found with the article in literature before Plutarch (who has it once). The 
cognate verb was favored by L X X translators, who also seem to have introduced 
the feminine noun. 

This background, which ought to make us cautious about arguing for any ex
ternal model, throws Christian usage into sharp relief. The small New Testament 
library includes seventy-six occurrences of the neuter singular. Of these, nearly all 
(i.e., seventy-two) include the definite article (TO zbayyzkiov). Something unusual 
is happening here, which calls for an explanation. Three of the four anarthrous 
instances are in Pauls letters, where the context requires its absence;13 the fourth is 
in Rev 14:6. At about the time of the latest New Testament writings or shortly there
after, Ignatius of Antioch uses the word group twenty-four times in his very limited 
group of letters, of which fully twenty-one also have the articular neuter T O e-oay-
yeAaov. After Ignatius, Christian authors of the second century continue to use the 
word group eagerly. Among the Greek fathers, Origen, Eusebius, Cyril, Theodoret, 
John Chrysostom, and the Gregorys use the word group hundreds of times each. 
The pattern is clear: this language is markedly favored by early Christians from the 
second century, though hardly used by anyone else. 

But the real peculiarities come within the New Testament collection, and 
this is the focus of the present chapter. The letters of Paul, both genuine and 
disputed, although they occupy significantly less than a quarter of the New Tes
tament by word tally,1 4 account for sixty of the seventy-six occurrences of the 
neuter singular. After Paul's letters, Mark is the heaviest user of it, with seven 

12Koester (Ancient, 2 n. 3) counts 2 Sam (LXX 2 Kgs) 18:22, 25 as instances of evay-
yeA-iov (there plural), but he must be using a text other than Rahlfs, where they are printed 
as the feminine singular, just as 18:20, 27. 

1 3 At 2 Cor 11:4 and Gal 1:6 Paul sarcastically refers to "a different Announcement" 
as he attempts to combat defection. At Rom 1:1 he introduces this terminology to a new 
group. 

14The New Testament has very roughly 138,000 words (depending upon variants and 
editions), the letters attributed to Paul (not including Hebrews) about 32,445. 
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occurrences: so together, Paul (with pseudo-Paul) and Mark account for sixty-
seven of seventy-seven occurrences. Matthew, though it takes over more than 90 
percent of Mark's text and adds about 50 percent, has only four occurrences of 
this noun; John has no trace of the word group in any form; and the sayings gos
pel Q (like Gos. Thorn.) lacks the noun entirely. Curiously, although Luke omits 
the noun altogether and even Acts has it only twice, the Doppelwerk accounts 
for fully half of the fifty-two occurrences of the verb E'DaYyeXi^co; Hebrews also 
omits the noun, though it has the verb twice. 

In short, then, a triple movement needs explaining: first, why Paul and Mark 
seized upon the hitherto unused form T O eiaYye^iov so programmatically and 
consistently; second, why second-generation texts apart from Mark drew back 
and mainly dropped the term; and finally, why from the third generation onward 
it became extremely popular, indeed a fundamental component of Christian dis
course across the board. 

In order to get at the meaning and function of T O e\)aYYeA,iov in the earliest 
strata of Christian history, it may help to re-alienate it by translating it as some
thing other than the too-familiar "gospel," a fortiori by "good news." To begin 
with, the prefix ei) did not necessarily mean that the news in question was good:1 5 

it might either have been semantically silent, as often with the cognate forms, 1 6 or 
it might have had to do with the faithfulness or truthfulness of the one reporting. 
Second, such translations overlook the unusual form of the construction. For ana
lytical purposes we could simply call T O E-urxyY^ov "X," but for aesthetic reasons 
let us call it something like The Message, The [Good] Report, or The Announcement. 
At the outset, that is, we need to recognize the oddity of the form, which tends 
to be obscured when we group all the forms (verb, singular and plural noun) to
gether and say that they all have to do with "good news." Perhaps an analogy will 
help. We all know the English word "message" and we send messages constantly; 
there is nothing odd about the word. But if I were to ask a colleague what she was 
doing on the weekend, and she began to talk about The Message, how she aimed to 
study the The Message intently and help to disseminate it, I would quickly realize 
that she had in mind something very specific, unusual, and possibly a little weird. 
It is this oddity that Pauls first audiences heard when he began to use the unprece
dented T O zbaYyzkxov as something like a technical term. It was not "(good) news" 
{zva^zkia) in general terms, but something very specific: The Announcement. 

The Announcement in the First Generation (ca. 30-65 C . E . ) 

We begin with the earliest Christian text in existence today, 1 Thessalonians. 
When he writes this letter, Paul has recently begun his mission through mainland 
Greece. He has been traveling the Via Egnatia through Philippi with The An
nouncement, and has run into some sort of trouble; he then goes to Thessalonica, 

15Paul's £\)(XYYEXIOV was evidently bad news for many or most: unbelievers (1 Thess 
1:10) as well as his Christian opponents. 

16See Koester, Ancient, 2 and n. 3. 
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where he faces further opposition, then south to Athens and Corinth, all the 
time propounding The Announcement (2:1-2). This very brief letter is in two 
parts. First, Paul has sent his associate Timothy back up to Macedonia to find out 
how these new believers, or trusters in The Announcement, are faring (3:1-6). 
Timothy has returned to him with a good report, and Paul writes to express his 
gratitude, to consolidate that good will (1 Thess 1:1-3:13 is dominated by thanks
giving and reminiscence). But Timothy has also apparently brought back a letter 
from the Thessalonians with at least three questions for Paul to address. The sec
ond part of 1 Thessalonians (from 4:1 or 4:9) comprises Pauls response to those 
questions in order, signified by the rcepl 8& ("Now concerning") formula at 4:9, 
13; 5:1, 1 7 completed by final exhortations (5:12-28). 

Because it comes so early in Paul's career and is unencumbered by the seri
ous tensions among Jesus' followers that will come to the surface in later letters, 
1 Thessalonians is crucial for understanding the nature of Paul's Announcement. 
Its mere four printed pages include six instances of T O evctyyeAaov. Notice both 
the content of The Announcement and Paul's proprietary language about it. At 
the very first occurrence of the term, Paul makes it proprietary (1 Thess 1:5): "Our 
Announcement came to you not in word only, but also in power and in the Holy 
Spirit and with full conviction." Conveniently for us, Paul goes on to reprise for 
his audience what it was that he announced to them when he had visited them 
(1:9-10): turn to serve the living God, trust in him, and wait for his son (Christ) 
from heaven, who will rescue or evacuate his followers from the impending di
vine wrath. While awaiting this salvation, Paul has emphasized that believers are 
to live pure, blameless lives (4:1-8) so that they will be ready "at the coming of our 
Lord Jesus Christ" (5:23-24). Paul had clearly left the impression that the saving 
climax would come very soon, and he now continues in this vein as he writes that 

"we who are alive, who remain, will be caught up in the clouds together with them 
[those who have meanwhile died "in Christ"] to meet the Lord in the air" (1 Thess 
4:17). Paul expects the imminent end of the age, and this apocalyptically charged 
message is evidently the principal content of The Announcement. 

The rest of the letter, including Paul's answers to the Thessalonians' ques
tions, shows how simple and vivid this Announcement was. At least two of their 
three questions have to do with the length of time before the cataclysm arrives 
(at 5:1, they must have asked "When will at happen"; at 4:13, they have asked 
what happens to one who dies in the interim, before the cataclysm). Most im
pressive in this foundational letter is simply the frequency with which Paul re
verts to The Announcement as his constant reference point; it is what he and 
Timothy are all about. 

First Thessalonians appears to have been written from Achaia (3:1). The next 
time we meet Paul, a good deal of water has already passed under the bridge: he 
has established a group of followers in Corinth, left that city, written a letter to 

17The point is not provable, but it is highly probable given the close parallel to the 
structure of 1 Corinthians, where Paul plainly states that he is replying to Corinthians' 
questions in series (1 Cor 7:1), and he uses just this formula (7:25; 8:1; 12:1; 15:1; 16:1, 12), 
and given the abrupt transitions to new topics in both texts. 
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them after his departure, now lost (cf. 1 Cor 5:9), and, having moved eastward 
to Ephesus in Asia, received two different pieces of information from the Co
rinthian believers (1 Cor 16:8, 17). One was an oral report from an ally of his in 
the group, a woman of some means named Chloe (1:11): she has sent slaves to 
him with the news that his followers have broken into factions, some of them 
now following other Christian teachers, notably one Apollos from Alexandria. 1 8 

Paul seems to respond to that oral report concerning internal strife in the first 
six chapters. But he has also received a letter from the Corinthians with a list of 
questions (1 Cor 7:1, 25, etc.; 16:17). This time, however, the questions are not 
as simple as those from the Thessalonians. They are not naive either, but clearly 
informed by another, alternative outlook on Christian issues, an outlook that 
seems to be associated with Apolloss group. So Paul responds to these rather 
aggressive questions. Remarkably, already at this relatively early point, he is in 
serious danger of losing much of his new following in Corinth to other Christ-
teachers and potential patrons. The problem with these others, in Paul's charac
terization, is that they have too much of an investment in sophistry: rhetoric and 
wisdom, the values of the world (1:19-2:13). The main issue seems to be that they 
have come to think in terms of an internal spiritual transformation, and indeed 
resurrection, rather than being disposed to wait for a physical end of the age and 
resurrection of the dead (4:8-13; 15:12-51). 

But there is a crucial social dimension to all this. In 1:17 Paul contrasts him
self with the interloping teacher(s) by asserting that he alone was dispatched to 
declare The Announcement. In 4:15-17 we see this social dimension very plainly: 
in patronal language, Paul treats his converts as his children: "I became your 
father in Christ Jesus through The Announcement!" he will send his most faith
ful child Timothy to remind them of "my ways in Christ Jesus." These are not 
merely ideological issues; they are, perhaps above all, questions of authority and 
leadership: Paul is their father and must be properly respected. I pass over chapter 
9 with little comment, though in a short space there he mentions The Announce
ment half a dozen times (9:21-23): he will play the part of a Judean or a Gentile, 
he says, whatever it takes to win people over to The Announcement. 

First Corinthians 15:1-2 is crucial for our understanding of the place of 
Pauls Announcement in early Christianity. He invokes in typically propri
etary terms "The Announcement that J announced to you" ( T O eiayyE^iov 6 
e\)r|YYeA,iadpr|v), using as often the cognate verb to reinforce the uniqueness 
of the message (other verbs are not entirely suitable).19 As we have seen, many 

1 8 Apollos features much more prominently in 1 Corinthians than any other leader 
except Paul. Some are following him (1:12; 3:4) and Paul applies his elaborate contrasts 
between leaders and between worldly wisdom and "the cross" that he preaches to himself 
and Apollos. Paul established the group and yet Apollos has since come in (4:1-7; cf. 3:6-
15). The Corinthians have even asked whether Apollos might return to them soon (16:12), 
whereas Paul must threaten them with a return visit (4:14-21—precisely in the context of 
rival leadership). Paul even makes a clever pun on Apollos's name by connecting it with 
the wisdom of the world that God "will destroy" (1:19). 

19Also 1 Cor 9:14-16; 2 Cor 11:7; Gal 1:8,11; Rom 1:15-16. 
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of his correspondents in Corinth have apparently begun to reinterpret Christ's 
resurrection—and therefore also salvation through Christ—in internal, spiritual, 
or perhaps philosophical, terms. In this way of thinking, one need not expect the 
heavenly apocalypse that Paul had portrayed. It is a fundamental issue, and in 
restating his case for imminent future salvation Paul will recall the foundation of 
his Announcement, which he received and passed on: Jesus died, was buried, and 
rose on the third day, from where he will soon return (15:3-11, 51-58). He lists 
several appearances of the risen Christ in support of a visible and programmatic 
resurrection, culminating with the appearance of Christ to Paul (15:5-8). 

Now, Koester is in agreement with the preponderance of New Testament 
scholarship in insisting that this passage puts it beyond doubt that Paul under
stood T O etiaYYeAaov as something he shared with other Christians, especially 
those in Jerusalem. 2 0 This is mainly because of the verbs used. At 1 Cor 15:2 
Paul says that the Corinthians received (Ttapa^ajLipdvco) this from him previ
ously, and at 15:3 he repeats that "I passed on to you (napeScoKa) what I received 
(7tapEA,apov)." What follows is considered by most scholars as a received tradi-
tion from earlier followers of Christ. Scholars point out that this language of recep
tion and transmission, paralleled at 11:23, is standard in the Greek philosophical 
schools and in rabbinic literature (e.g., hyp and 10D) for depicting "the chain of 
tradition."2 1 Therefore, Paul plants himself in a line of tradition originating with 
the Jerusalem apostles, and his "gospel" also comes from them. 

Although that inference seems reasonable, I would point out that it is not 
the only or perhaps the most likely option. At 1 Cor 11:23 Paul says explicitly 
that he received the Lord s Supper tradition "from the Lord." Similarly clear 
is Gal 1:6-12, where Paul's e'DayyeAaov is again under fire from other teach
ers. Announcement-language is extremely dense in Gal 1:6-9: "I am amazed 
that your are so quickly turning from the one who called you in grace, to a dif
ferent Announcement, which is not similar! But some are disturbing you and 
wanting to pervert The Announcement of Christ." In that contested environ
ment, Paul will use exactly the same rcapaAceuP&va) terminology to describe 
The Announcement that he received, which the Galatians then also shared from 
him: "I want you to know, brothers, about The Announcement that was an
nounced by me, that it is not human. For I did not receive it from a human; nor 
was I taught it, but [it came] through a disclosure of Jesus Christ" (Gal 1:11-12). 
Precisely in response to the question, "From whom did he receive the content 
of The Announcement?" then, Paul insists that he did not get it from another 
human being. In the following sentences he will support this claim by noting 
that his own mission was well underway before he made his first brief visit to 
Jerusalem (1:15-24). 

20Koester, Ancient, 6. 
2 11 cite only three other scholars from very different perspectives to illustrate the 

strength of agreement on this point: G. Bornkamm, Paul (trans. D. M. Stalker; New York: 
Harper & Row, 1971), 113; L. Gaston, Paul and the Torah (Vancouver: University of Brit
ish Columbia Press, 1987), 66-67; B. F. Meyer, Christus Faber: the Master-Builder and the 
House of God (Allison Park: Pickwick, 1992), 118,140. 
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Back to 1 Cor 15:1-5, then: when Paul says that he handed on The Announce
ment as he received it, it seems most likely that he received it from Christ ("the 
Lord"), as he insists at 1 Cor 11:23 and in Galatians, and not from Jerusalem. It 
may be that scholars pass by this possibility because of the fairly detailed content 
of what Paul cites about the appearances of Jesus after his resurrection (15:3-5), 
and they are squeamish about supposing that Paul had such substantive discus
sions with the risen Christ. But there is a great deal that he claims to have learned 
from "the Lord" directly (e.g., 1 Thess 4:13-18; 1 Cor 15:51-58; 2 Cor 12:2-9). 
Whether such exchanges are historically plausible is not at issue here. Our goal 
is only to understand Paul's language and his perspective in using euangelion-
terminology. Since he firmly insists that he received the e'Dayye^iov from Christ 
and not from any human, that seems the best way to understand all of his ver
bally similar remarks on the subject. 

Pauls brief letter to the assembly at Philippi also has a remarkably large 
number of etayYeXiov-references (nine). The only point I wish to make here 
again concerns his proprietary tone in these passages. The Announcement 
evidently began with Paul and his mission; he thanks the Philippians for their 

"partnership in The Announcement from the first day until now" (Phil 1:5), and 
tellingly describes the outset of his own early travels as "the beginning of The 
Announcement, when I left Macedonia . . . " (Phil 4:15). Since he is now in prison, 
whether The Announcement will continue to flourish or not is an open question, 
all tied up with his personal fate (1:19-26): he is in prison for the defense of The 
Announcement (1:7), and is confident that his imprisonment will serve to ad
vance it, because his guards have now heard of it and most of his associates have 
been strengthened through his predicament (1:12-14). Once again, Timothy is 
his most trusted associate, who his son in The Announcement (2.22), and Euodia 
and Syntyche have also striven together with him in The Announcement (4:2-3). 

The same tone comes through in Pauls letter to Philemon: he is in custody 
because in the service of The Announcement (Phlm 13). 

At about this time in Pauls career, he is beginning to face the issue that 
will continue to color his reputation, for good or ill, for centuries afterward: his 
conflict with Christ-teachers who understand allegiance to Jesus as something 
internal to Judean culture, such that if Gentiles wish to follow Jesus they need 
also to identify with Judean law and community, assuming the yoke of Torah to 
the extent of male circumcision (Phil 3:2-4; Gal 4:21; 5:2). This was a perfectly 
understandable consequence of both the Judean context of Jesus and his first stu
dents and general social conditions: Gentiles who embraced Pauls Announce
ment faced the social-political predicament, before the promised evacuation, of 
not having a place in the world, 2 2 and the obvious place to turn was Jesus' own 
long-established Judean culture, which was in any case receiving considerable 
interest from people of other nations. 2 3 

22See ch. 5 in the present volume. 
2 3 The primary evidence for such interest is extensive. I mention only passages as dis

tinctive as Josephus, War 2.559; Ant. 20.17-96; Ag.Ap. 2.282-86, and Tacitus, Hist. 5.4. For 
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Paul's Announcement, however, was emphatically removed from Judean law, 
observance, or identity, and he quite pointedly renounced his own Judean past— 
counting it as "manure," he says—in order to follow Christ (Phil 3:4-9). So a con
flict was inevitable, especially since his "super-apostle" opponents apparently had 
credentials that impressed Paul's wavering followers (Gal 1:6-9; 2 Cor 11:5-15): 
they seem to have included, if at some remove, Jesus' brother James and perhaps 
other brothers (Gal 2:12; 6:12-13; cf. Acts 21:17-22), as well as some of Jesus' origi
nal students, notably Peter (Gal 2:11-14). It is not clear from early evidence for his 
Announcement whether Paul had shown much interest in mentioning Judeans at 
all, though his earliest letter does include some brief, hostile remarks about them 
as killers of Christ (1 Thess 2:14-16). But certainly when the other leaders and 
their emissaries began to infiltrate his assemblies with their alternative vision of 
following Christ, the conflict exploded: it appears in Phil 3 and apparently 2 Cor 
11, dominates Galatians, and provides the background for Romans. But for our 
present purposes, the main issue is how Paul speaks of T O eiaYyeXiov also in 
these contexts. 

Most scholars think that 2 Corinthians is a composite letter, compiled back
wards in the New Testament, so that the later chapters were part of an earlier 
letter. I share this view, and so would consider first 2 Cor 10-11. Here Paul's 
proprietary attitude is again clear, as he castigates his followers for having been 
misled by other impressive teachers. But he was the first to travel all the way to 
them, he declares, "with The Announcement of Christ" (10:14). He feels a "divine 
jealousy" (11:2). He announced The Announcement of God to them without cost. 
He alone is the one who carries The Announcement. In 11:4-7 he makes the point 
sarcastically by accusing his erstwhile followers of having readily accepted an
other Jesus, another spirit, or another Announcement— as if there were others. 

This same expression of an offended patron's deep hurt at the faithlessness of 
those in his care is equally vivid from the opening lines of Galatians, as we have 
seen. He thoroughly denounces his impressive opponents, even claiming with de
liberate absurdity: "Even if we, or a messenger from heaven, should announce to 
you an announcement contrary to what we announced to you, let him be cursed!" 
(Gal 1:8). His personal investment as the only authentic bearer of The Announce
ment is perfectly clear, as we see again in 1:11: "The Announcement, which was 
brought by me." We have already observed Paul's claim of utter detachment from 
other mortals as he explains the source of his Announcement—from Christ alone. 
In 2:5 he also claims that, when he finally did visit the Jerusalem apostles after 14 
or 17 years, he did not yield to pressure to change The Announcement. Again, it 
is proprietary and special to him. 

Finally, in this section, we turn to Paul's letter to the Romans. This is where 
the thesis of this study becomes most clearly demonstrable, for Romans is the 
only one of Paul's undisputed letters written to a Christian community that he 

different scholarly perspectives, see L. H. Feldman, Jew and Gentile, 177-446; M. Good
man, Mission and Conversion: Proselytizing in the Religious History of the Roman Empire 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994). 
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did not establish. (In chapter 10 I argue that the Christian community of Rome 
was Judean in character, values, and sympathies, though that argument is not 
necessary for this one.) Correspondingly, his use of T O eftaYYeAaov is quite strik
ing in this letter. We see throughout the assumption shared by him and readers in 
the world capital, although they too are followers of Christ, that The Announce
ment is something uniquely connected with Pauls mission. Thus in the opening 
sentence (1:1) he introduces himself, uniquely in his letters: "called as 'apostle set 
apart for an Announcement' of [or from] God." The quotation marks are justi
fied by (a) the rare absence of the definite article, which will however appear in 
the occurrences soon to follow (i.e., it is hard to imagine him dropping the article 
for one of his own audiences, familiar with The Announcement), and (b) the 
novelty of the audience for Romans. Rather than referring to The Announcement 
as something known, he prefers to introduce it carefully. Evidently, this label is 
something that distinguishes him, and for which he is known; but he must now 
lay it out on his own terms. Again in 1:9 Paul identifies his service to Christ with 
The Announcement. 

Most interestingly, in 1:13-16 he says to these followers of Christ in Rome 
that he would like to reap some harvest among them, which is to say that he 
would like bring The Announcement (8\)aYY£^icTaa6ai) to them because—note 
causal conjunction yap—he is not ashamed of T O e-uccYY^ov. 

Whoever said that Paul should be ashamed of The Announcement? This is not 
a prospect he raised at all in his confident letters to his own groups. To the extent 
that this whole long letter of Romans is indeed a defense of The Announcement, 
it shows over and over again that The Announcement was something peculiar to 
Paul and his assemblies. Paul is defending The Announcement against Judean-
Christian accusations that it not only displaces but also implicitly maligns the 
Judeans, Moses, and Torah. He is at pains to show that he is fully cognizant of 
the claims of scripture (which he quotes an unparalleled sixty times in this letter) 
and that The Announcement does not disdain these things. It does not nullify 
God s promise to Israel or to Abraham; it does not make Torah observance a sin 
(Rom 2:25; 3:1; 4:1; 7:1, 7; 9:3; 11:1, 26). His opening sentence claims that The An
nouncement was promised long ago by the prophets (1:1-2). 

But the crucial point for present purposes is that Paul considers T O Evay-
yeXiov to be his own responsibility. On the one hand, he declares it to be his in 
no uncertain terms. Note especially 2:16, referring to his apocalyptic scenario: 

"on the day when God judges the secrets of human beings, according to my An
nouncement, through Jesus Christ." At the closing of the letter (16:25)—which 
may belong after 14:23 according to some manuscripts—he similarly commends 
his readers to "the one who is able to strengthen you, according to my Announce
ment and the proclamation of Jesus Christ, according to the disclosure of the 
mystery kept secret for long times." 

Consider also Rom 15:15-20. Just as in Galatians, The Announcement is 
something that Paul alone has been charged with disseminating, by Christ, among 
his Gentile "assemblies" (another distinctive term of his mission). He has spoken 
boldly because of his calling, in the service of The Announcement of (or from) 
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God. And so, by his efforts, The Announcement of Christ has been fulfilled from 
Jerusalem to Illyricum. In 15:20, note, he does not say that he brings The Announce
ment only where other people have not done so; rather, he brings The Announcement 
where Christ has not been named. There is a big difference, and it is the same dis
tinction we saw in the letter opening, where he hoped to bring The Announcement 
to this group of Christ's followers (1:5). What the other people declare is not The 
Announcement, but only another way of speaking about Christ. 

This is the other side of the coin of Paul's proprietary claim to The Announce
ment, and his language in Romans on the subject is truly remarkable. Although 
euangeli- words appear twelve times in Romans, a work addressed to followers of 
Christ, the word-group never once refers to what the Romans already believe or 
what they have been taught by other Christian leaders. It is not something shared 
between Paul and these readers. In all his other letters, as we have seen, Paul cites 
The Announcement without hesitation as the common bond between himself 
and his followers: they have worked together in it with him, they are established 
in it, and will be saved by it; he sends Timothy off to remind them of it; and he 
appeals to it as the basis of their relationship. In Romans, however, that bond 
through The Announcement simply does not exist; it is only something he hopes 
to create when he comes to them in the future and brings his Announcement. 

It is almost humorous, therefore, to see how uncomfortable Paul is when he 
refers to what it is that the Roman Christians already believe. At Rom 6:17 he gives 
thanks that they, once slaves to sin, "have become obedient from the heart to the 
sort of teaching you were given" (dq 6v rcap£860r|T£ virnov 8i8a%fj<;)-— not to 
The Announcement. What a circumlocution! Paul is unable to say simply that 
they became obedient to The Announcement, as he would say of his own follow
ers. Similarly at 16:17 he appeals to them to watch out for schismatics and scandals, 
in opposition to—not The Announcement, but—"the teaching that you learned." 
Romans makes it clear that T O zha^iXiov is something peculiar to Paul, the 
thing for which he was designated or set apart. 

If this seems obvious from the evidence, why is such a view not common in 
scholarship? There are at least two reasons. First, most scholars continue to see 
Romans as something like the flagship of Paul's corpus, or perhaps as his most 
mature statement, and not as something written for a very unusual audience in 
unique circumstances; they tend therefore to take the sharp edges off Paul's lan
guage by harmonizing Romans with his other letters. For Joseph Fitzmyer, "my 
gospel" means only "his personal way of announcing the good news"—not The 
Announcement itself.24 Following time-honored practice in New Testament schol
arship, others simply excise inconvenient phrases such as "my Announcement" as 
interpolations.2 5 But there is no manuscript support for supposing an interpola-

2 4E.g., J. A. Fitzmyer Romans: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary 
(AB 33; New York: Doubleday, 1993), 754; cf. 231-32, 714-15, 449, 746 on some of the 
other passages discussed. This will suffice for illustrative purposes because Fitzmyer also 
discusses previous scholarship on each verse. 

2 5E.g., Koester, Ancient, 4-5 n. 4. 
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tion at 2:16, and for 16:25 it would be a long shot. At any rate, such measures do 
not solve the problem since the proprietary nature of The Announcement is clear 
throughout this letter, on the grounds sketched above. 

At this point, we can summarize the main ingredients of Paul's Announce
ment. Positively, Paul understands Jesus in apocalyptic terms. Jesus died and rose 
to save humanity in some way, and this salvation will be completed in very con
crete terms with Jesus' imminent return from heaven to evacuate his followers. 
Negatively, Paul is against any linkage between allegiance to Christ and Judaism, 
Torah observance, or Judean culture; he also rejects any special claim to authority 
by Jesus' family, brothers, or students. Finally, he repudiates any philosophical 
notion of Jesus' significance, any idea that Jesus was a wise teacher whose insights 
into life are what will save his followers. This brings us to the second generation. 

The Announcement in the Second Generation (ca. 65-100 C . E . ) 

Although we do not know when the deutero-Pauline letters were composed, 
or even that they should be called deutero-Pauline (and not authentically Paul's), 
I side with the weight of critical opinion in finding Ephesians (perhaps with Co-
lossians), on the one hand, and the Pastoral Epistles, on the other, as incompatible 
with the tone and content of Paul's genuine letters. On this view, Colossians and 
Ephesians represent a later effort to secure Paul's authority for an understanding 
of Christian life much like the one he vigorously opposed in 1 Cor 4:8-11 (a sort 
of internal, even proto-gnostic "realized eschatology"); the Pastorals, conversely, 
which show many parallels to Acts, 2 6 seek his support for later developments in 
church leadership and credal clarity. It is possible that Paul changed his views suf
ficiently over time that he himself could write Colossians (less likely Ephesians, 
which seems to borrow from it); but if he changed in that direction it is that much 
harder to imagine how he could have written the Pastorals. Our present inter
est in these texts must be severely restricted, however: only to observe that both 
sides apparently recognized the proprietary nature of Paul's Announcement and 
sought to exploit it in claiming Paul's authority. On the one hand, Colossians has 
an associate of Paul's (Epaphras) bringing The Announcement to this readership 
(1:5-7), and Paul claiming that "I, Paul, became [The Announcement's] minister" 
(1:23). Even more strikingly in the Pastorals, Paul speaks of "The Announcement 
of the glory of the blessed God, with which I was entrusted" (6 £7ciaT£t)0r|v eycb; 
1 Tim 1:11). This clear and striking language continues at 2 Tim 1:10-11, where 
the author (albeit in language that does not sound Pauline) says that Christ "il
luminated life and immortality through The Announcement, for which I was 
placed as herald, apostle, and teacher" The same author admonishes "Timothy" 
to remember Christ "according to The Announcement of mine" (KCCTa T O E v a y -
yeXiov poi); 2 Tim 2:8). The language seems unmistakable: Paul and many others 
understood The Announcement to be his. 

S. G. Wilson, Luke and the Pastoral Epistles (London: SPCK, 1979). 
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The earliest narrative account of Jesus' life known to us is the one tradition
ally called Mark. But the title that the (anonymous) author himself gave the work 
appears in our text as Mark 1:1. We can recognize it as a title because it lacks a 
verb. And that title is fascinating: "The Origin of The Announcement of Jesus 
Christ." The foregoing discussion of serious contention over The Announcement 
in the first generation suggests that such a title is highly significant. As Mar
tin Kahler famously observed in his late nineteenth-century attack on scholarly 
preoccupation with the historical Jesus, 2 7 Mark is by no means a proportionate 
account of Jesus' life. By about the half-way point (8:31-33) Jesus is vividly pre
dicting his imminent and violent death, to be followed by resurrection, and the 
author increases anticipation by repeating the prediction in short order (9:31-32; 
10:33-34). By chapter 11 of 16, Jesus has begun his final week in Jerusalem. And 
the first half of the book, rather than attempting a sequential account of Jesus' 
life, is arranged thematically: the author gives a few examples of Jesus' conflict 
stories (1:21-3:6, 2 0 - 3 4 ; chs. 11-12), his teaching in parables (4:1-34; ch. 13), and 
his miracles and cures (chs. 5 -9) . It seems that this thematic streamlining and 
lack of proportion are precisely what the author means to indicate by his title. 
Understanding the saving death, resurrection, and imminent return of Jesus 
as The Announcement, he writes to provide the immediate back-story to these 
pivotal events. 

In a nutshell, Mark's explanation is that, shortly after his immersion by John, 
Jesus found himself in implacable and lethal conflict with the Judean leaders: 
hence the importance of the conflict stories in chapters 2 and 3, which end in 3:6 
with those leaders already plotting to kill Jesus. Later in chapter 3 (3:20-22,31-34) , 
after that plot has been hatched, Jesus attributes to both the Judeans and his own 
family members—and the latter is extraordinary—the unforgivable sin of reject
ing him. In return he pointedly rejects his family, saying that his true family are 
those who do his will; his real family, for their part, think that he is crazy (3:21). 
A little later the narrator takes the trouble to name the family members involved, 
including James and Jude (prominent in the first generation), and Jesus declares 
that prophets have no honor among their own (6:1-6). In this narrative Jesus also 
rejects Judean law, according to the narrator (adding his comment to a much less 
clear statement from Jesus), by instantly nullifying the dietary laws (7:19). 

Moreover, Jesus' original students, later to be the Jerusalem apostles, are 
consistently disparaged in this story. They repeatedly fail to understand him or 
to recognize his saving mission, even though he patiently offers them repeated 
opportunities. Thus, Mark has Jesus first miraculously feed 5,000 men, but his 
students do not understand from this anything about his identity (ch. 6). Their 
hearts are hardened. Two chapters later he does almost the same thing again, 
feeding 4,000 men, and yet Mark's Jesus discovers that they are still hard-hearted 
and lacking all understanding (8:15-21; cf. 9:6, 18-29, 34; 10:32-45). Jesus will 

2 7 M. Kahler The So-Called Historical Jesus and the Historic Biblical Christ (trans. 
C. E. Braaten; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1964), 80 n. 11. Kahler applied the observation 
to each of the gospels, but began with Mark. Here his point is most easily confirmed. 
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even connect Peter very closely with Satan (8:33), and he explicitly approves a 
man who has nothing to do with the disciple group, but is effectively carrying out 
Jesus' work (9:38-41). What is astonishing is that this story never improves, but 
only gets worse. One of the students ends up betraying Jesus for money (14:10-
11); they repeatedly fall asleep at his hour of greatest need (14:37-41); they all 
desert him at his arrest (14:27, 50); and Peter famously denies him at the crucial 
moment. The last we hear of Peter concerns his nervous breakdown after this 
betrayal (14:66-72). And the story ends on a desperate note: a group of women, 
plainly told by an angel to report Jesus' resurrection to his students, instead run 
away in fear and say nothing to anyone (16:8). 

If we seek a place within early Christianity for such a text, it is easy enough 
to see that Mark has roughly the same positive and negative sensibilities as Paul. 
Positively, Mark is an apocalyptic narrative, giving story form to Paul's vision of 
imminent cosmic turmoil and evacuation of the faithful. This is how the king
dom of God, and thus salvation, will arrive. At 9:1 Mark's Jesus looks ahead to the 
end of the age: "There are some standing here who will not taste death before they 
see the kingdom of God come with power." The major block of Jesus' instruction 
in this narrative, which is famously sparing in elaborating such teaching, is the 
apocalyptic discourse of chapter 13. It promises the imminent end in dire terms, 
describing great cosmic upheaval as The Announcement is conveyed to the world, 
before the chosen are evacuated to heaven (13:13, 26 -27) . Negatively, Mark is 
relentlessly harsh on the very things that had posed the most serious challenges 
to Paul's Announcement: the Jerusalem apostles (Jesus' original students), status 
claims made by or for Jesus' family members, and the claims of Judean law on 
followers of Christ. 

It is no surprise, then, that the author not only titles his work The Origin of 
The Announcement but even puts The Announcement—unqualified—in Jesus' 
mouth as the content of his own teaching. After his immersion (1:14-15), Jesus 
is said to have gone about "declaring The Announcement" and calling people to 
trust in it. At 8:34-35 and again 10:29 Mark's Jesus anticipates that his followers 
will persecution and loss "for the sake of The Announcement." At 13:10 Mark's 
Jesus even insists that The Announcement must be proclaimed to all the Gentiles 
before the end comes—just as Paul's letters show him setting out to do. And when 
the woman anoints Jesus in Bethany just before his death, Jesus remarks that her 
act will be remembered whenever The Announcement is proclaimed throughout 
the world. The author has a profound investment in The Announcement and, not 
coincidentally, shares Paul's outlook on following Jesus. 

Just as Paul's use of T O zxtoqyzkxov was distinctive in his generation, so Mark's 
was unique in the second generation. The text we know as Matthew, although it 
borrows about 92 percent of Mark, taking both its basic framework and much of 
its content from the earlier work, manages to give an entirely different impression 
of what it means to follow Christ. The title of this work (1:1)—"The Book of the 
Genesis of Jesus, Messiah, son of David, son of Abraham"—already makes clear its 
different bent. It will plant Jesus firmly in the soil of biblical-Judean tradition. This 
is reinforced by the following genealogy (1:2-17), which traces Jesus to David and 
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Abraham, and then by the infancy narrative with its many evocations of Moses' 
birth story and explicit citations of scripture fulfilled (1:18-2:23). 

The birth narrative also automatically raises the stature of Jesus' mother 
and family vis-a-vis Mark, and one of the few things Matthew omits outright 
from Mark is the paragraph about Jesus' family thinking he was crazy (Mark 
3:20-21). Matthew stunningly overhauls Mark's grim portrayal of Jesus' stu
dents, unabashedly changing the endings of stories so that instead of being hard
hearted, blind, and dumb, they worship Jesus and fully recognize his identity 
(e.g., 14:28-33; 17:13); Matthew's Jesus even goes so far as to name Peter as the 
rock on which he will build his church (16:16-18). This is a major validation, over 
against Mark's dismal portrait of these men, and it completely recontextualizes 
those critical comments that Matthew retains. And of course the story ends with 
the comprehensive redemption of the disciples in the so-called "Great Commis
sion" (28:16-20), where Jesus entrusts his ongoing mission to them. 

As for Torah, not only does Matthew omit Mark's editorial remark about 
Jesus' canceling the dietary laws (Matt 15:17), but he also has Jesus insist at length 
(5:17-21) that he did not come to abolish the law, and that anyone who defaulted in 
even the least of the commandments or taught others to do so would be least in 
the kingdom. He even admires the Pharisees as teachers (not doers) and insists on 
the laws of tithing (23:2-3, 23). Matthew's Jesus was sent to "the lost sheep of the 
house of Israel" (10:6) and sees converts as coming to sit at table with the Patri
archs (18:11). Abraham appears six times, over against one appearance in Mark. 

What becomes of The Announcement in this Judean-Christian narrative? 
This writer was much more apprehensive about the term than his Marcan source. 
Even though he followed Mark as conservatively as possible, he first removes any 
reference to The Announcement from his title, completely changing the frame
work. Next, whereas Mark had introduced Jesus right away as proclaiming The 
Announcement (unqualified), Matthew postpones this summary reference to 
4:23, after the author has given full play to biblical citation and allusion. This au
thor has Jesus talking instead about "The Announcement of the kingdom" (as also 
at 9:35; 24:14)—the "kingdom of heaven" being Matthew's preferred way of de
scribing Jesus' teaching. 2 8 In the story of the woman's anointing Jesus for burial, 
Matthew borrows Mark's language, following it very closely. But whereas Mark 
had Jesus say that her deed would be told wherever The Announcement was pro
claimed, Matthew slightly but significantly modifies it: it will be told wherever 
this euangelion—perhaps "this bit of good news"—is declared. So T O evccyyeAaov 
has been either dropped (only four remain of the eight in the much shorter text of 
Mark) or reworked so as to remove all traces of a eftccyyEAaov that can be referred 
to absolutely as The Announcement. 2 9 This is a neat way for the author of Matthew 

2 8The word "kingdom" (or "reign, sovereignty") appears some fifty-six times in Mat
thew, usually joined with "heaven." Mark has it only eighteen times, normally as the 

"kingdom of God" (of which Paul speaks a number of times), never kingdom of heaven. 
2 9Whether through carelessness or charity, the author leaves just one reference to 

The Announcement, unqualified (Matt 26:13), but by that point the audience should 
understand "announcement of the kingdom." 
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to preserve his source while modifying it essentially for his own purposes—and 
distancing himself entirely from Pauls distinctive Announcement. 

The Announcement in the Third Generation (ca. 100-135 C.E. ) 

I assign Luke-Acts to the third generation without great confidence, but be
cause I have argued elsewhere that the authors knowledge of the later volumes 
of Josephuss Antiquities, at least perhaps as orally presented, best explains the 
peculiarities in their overlapping material. Since the Antiquities can be dated to 
93/94 C . E . , that would put Luke-Acts at least around 100 C . E . 3 0 And such a date, 
perhaps even a later one, would fit with the tendencies we are about to survey. 
Nevertheless, I do not wish to give the impression that I have an insupportable 
confidence about the date, which does not matter much for our purposes here. 

In the two-volume Luke-Acts, we have a text that takes a different approach 
from both Mark and Matthew. On the one hand, in agreement with Matthew 
the author forcefully rejects the idea that Jesus himself had already broken with 
his Judean environment: Jesus is scrupulous in synagogue attendance and ob
servance of the law, and he even likes to have dinner with the Pharisees—three 
times! 3 1 But Luke-Acts also rejects Matthews implication that Jesus issued en
during instructions that the Torah should be followed to the letter. The author 
achieves this balance by writing somewhat as a historian, and by writing two 
volumes. Having the luxury of one narrative for Jesus' career and another for the 
first Christian generation, he can show that different things were true and valid 
at different times, and they must be diachronically differentiated. The unique 
advantage of his narrative over other existing accounts, he claims, is that he will 
relate Jesus' deeds and sayings "in order" (1:1-4). During Jesus' lifetime, to be 
sure, he was a teacher who lived his life wholly within Judean culture and taught 
mainly about how to live, about reaching out to the poor and the marginalized. 
After his death and resurrection, however, everything changed, and the crucial 
requirement thereafter was to trust in his saving work. In a series of further reve
lations, although the apostles began their work in devoted attention to the temple 
and the law, Judean law was gradually sidelined as a requirement for all, and 
Gentiles were welcomed into salvation. 

In the narrative of Luke, therefore, T O £ \ ) O : Y Y £ A , I O V has no place, and it is ut
terly absent. As we have seen, the cognate verb is used remarkably often, but now 
in a clearly non-Pauline, non-technical, and familiar way. For example, Jesus 
declares that he has come to bring good news—not The Announcement—to the 
poor (Luke 4:18; 7:22). He does speak several times of bringing the good news 
(or announcement) of the kingdom of God, but for Luke this kingdom of God— 
during Jesus' lifetime—is also understood as largely immanent (rather than im
minent), growing, and directed at the real poor above all (Luke 6:20; 10:9-11; 

3 0S. Mason, Josephus and the New Testament, 251-95. 
3 1 See ch. 11 in the present volume. 
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11:20; 17:20-21; 18:16-17). Luke's omission of the noun T O euayyeAiov cannot be 
accidental, given the range of material at the author's disposal, his use of Mark as 
a major source, and his knowledge of Paul's career and the first generation. It can 
only be the result of a deliberate program on the author's part to remain free of 
Mark's Pauline emphases and keep Jesus fully within the orb of Judean culture. 

Like Matthew, or more so, Luke fully rehabilitates the disciples of Jesus, not 
only calling them apostles but also establishing the office of apostle as the foun
dation of the church, such that even when Judas shamefully defects, his "office" 
must be taken by another (Acts 1:20-21). Judas was aberrant, not an extreme ex
ample of the disciples' general untrustworthiness as in Mark. Peter is also fully 
redeemed: in the resurrection story he receives a personal appearance of the risen 
Jesus (Luke 24:34). In spite of his misguided denial, Peter will become the domi
nant leader in the first third of Acts, fearlessly leading the young church in its 
daring adventures. 

Acts, rather than the narrative of Jesus' life in Luke, certainly has more of a 
Pauline flavor, in keeping with the author's plan of distinguishing the conditions 
of Jesus' life from what came later. Nevertheless, it does not concede to Paul the 
unique status that he claimed for himself; it does not even allow him the title of 
apostle—in the proper sense3 2—which Paul himself had consistently featured in 
his letters. Rather, Paul and his Announcement are entirely assimilated to the 
harmonious early Christian project, initiated by Peter and the Twelve. Here we 
have indeed the beginnings of "early Catholicism," as many scholars have ob
served. Paul is domesticated and harmonized with the program. 

In the book of Acts, T O euccyyeAiov appears only twice, and only once does 
it come from Paul (20:24). The first occurrence, and characteristic pride of place, 
is given to Peter. It is Peter (in Acts) who is the champion of the Gentile mission. 
Paul is present when the following scene occurs (15:7, emphasis added): 

After much debate had passed, Peter stood up and said to them: "Men, brothers! You 
know well that from the earliest days God made the choice among you that it would 
be through my mouth that the Gentiles would hear the message of The Announce
ment and believe!" 

Here we see the utter displacement of Paul, and at the same time his domestica
tion to a safe, apostolically grounded Christianity. He is allowed to mention T O 
eurxyyeAaov once near the end of his story (20:24), but now as "The Announce
ment of grace" Paul's distinctive language—as, presumably the large mission 
field that he had developed in Asia Minor and Greece—has been fully co-opted 
into a much more comprehensive, less urgently eschatological program, all under 
the authority of those claiming links to the Jerusalem apostles. Paul's hybrid sta
tus could not provide for an authentic succession. 

3 2 Of course, the word CUIOGTOXOC, is used of Paul at Acts 14:4,14. Since Barnabas is 
there named before Paul as an "apostle," however, and especially given this work's pro
tection of the authoritative apostolic office for the Twelve (1:20-21), in these passages the 
word must have its non-technical sense of "missionary." 
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Luke-Acts is in this respect quite like its roughly contemporary third-
generation texts: 1 Clement, the Epistle of Barnabas, and the letters by Ignatius, 
bishop of Antioch. 1 Clement almost sounds like Paul when it recalls his confron
tation of Corinthian divisiveness by citing what he wrote "in the beginning of the 
e'DayyeXiov" (1 Clem. 47.2), but this does not seem to indicate an awareness of 
Paul's unique Announcement, since the author has recently said that Christ sent 
all the apostles euayyeXa^opevoi (42.3). Barnabas (5.9; 8.3) likewise understands 
T O euayyeAaov to have been entrusted to the twelve apostles. Ignatius is the most 
liberal of this group in using T O E-uccyyeAaov in an absolute sense—an impressive 
twenty-one times, as we have observed. But everything has now changed from 
Pauls letters, for Ignatius too understands T O euccyye^iov as something expected 
by the prophets, 3 3 taught by all the apostles, shared by all Christians, and super
vised by bishops (Phld. 5:2: "the EuayyeAaov of our common hope"; cf. Smyrn. 
6:5-8). Ignatius fills its meaning with an eclectic mix of ingredients from Paul, 
Matthew, and Hebrews—including everything from the virginal conception of 
Jesus (Trail. 9.1-2; Smyrn. 1.1) to the superiority of Christ's high-priesthood and 
the doctrine of incarnation (Phld. 9.1)—while downplaying or omitting com
pletely Paul's characteristic emphasis on Jesus' imminent return. 

Conclusion 

From the methodological point of view, my principal aim has been to re-
alienate the language of gospel in the study of early Christianity. We need to do 
this with early Christian language in general, which has long been so familiar that 
it has lost whatever shock value it may have had for the first generation of Jesus' 
followers; it is no longer easy to see the oddly formed peaks and crags through 
the fog of tradition. In the case of T O e-oayye^iov, the common view that it simply 
means "the good news" shared by all followers of Christ does not explain the evi
dence, the highly unusual form; Paul's proprietary tone and use of other language 
for other ways of following Christ; and resistance to Paul's mission-language ex
cept in the Pauline Mark. I do not care about the word "Announcement," but have 
used it as a place-holder to help analyze the pathways of this intriguing term. 

I have argued, therefore, that Paul's letters show him proclaiming The An
nouncement as his personal mandate: he was given this Announcement-
concerning the imminent evacuation of believers and punishment of the 
rest—directly by the risen Christ, and considered himself alone charged or "set 
aside" to deliver it. Both Paul and his contemporary Christian leaders understood 
this language to be distinctively his. His letters reveal plainly that he was jealous of 

3 3Cf. Rom 1:1-2, where however the rhetorical context is entirely different, as Paul 
unusually tries to win recognition of The Announcement from a Judean-Christian group 
in Rome. By Ignatius's time (Phld. 8.2) it is important to show that the evayyeAaov super
vised by the bishop is fully grounded in scripture, but anyone who doubts this must yield 
to the bishop's authority. 
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it, and of those within his groups—once dedicated to The Announcement—who 
were defecting to follow other leaders with different teachings. From their side, 
Pauls Announcement was evidently offensive, or at least seriously deficient, for 
it undercut much of Jesus' own teaching and practice as his disciples understood 
it. Most importantly, The Announcement sidelined Jesus' closest associates from 
their positions of authority. In Romans, writing for a prominent Judean commu
nity in the world capital, Paul tried hard to defend it against its image of having 
departed, even recklessly, from Judean law and culture. 

In the second generation, the anonymous follower of Paul who wrote Mark 
tried to establish the origin or back-story of T O exxxyyEkiov in Jesus' allegedly im
mediate and lethal conflict with Judean leaders. Others, while borrowing his basic 
material, tried to improve upon his effort by creating radically new frameworks; 
this inevitably meant pruning away the more potent Pauline features, above all 
the conspicuously characteristic euccYY^ov-language. The much longer Mat
thew preserves only a few instances of the term, and then only by neutralizing it 
with qualifications to remove its absolute status. John, Q, and Thomas, which all 
consider salvation largely a function of truly understanding Jesus' words or teach
ings, omit any trace of eftaYYeXaov-language. How their authors would shudder 
to think that scholars have been so keen to label these works "gospels"! 

Luke-Acts reflects the beginning tendency of third-generation texts to har
monize, homogenize, and domesticate the divergent streams of earliest Chris
tianity. Luke removes T O e u a Y Y ^ o v utterly from Jesus' world, insightfully 
putting it off to the time of the apostles, where it is nonetheless robbed from Paul 
to pay Peter. At about the same time, 1 Clement, Barnabas, and Ignatius reveal 
no hesitation in boldly using T O E U C C Y Y ^ O V , but now it has been stripped of its 
most characteristic and divisive Pauline connotations, broadened to encompass 
aspects of all Christian outlooks, and thereby made safe as basic vocabulary of an 
incipient "orthodox," hierarchically administered, catholic church. 



Chapter 10 

G cD 

"FOR I A M NOT ASHAMED OF THE 
GOSPEL' (ROM 1:16): THE GOSPEL AND 

THE FIRST READERS OF ROMANS 

In this chapter I argue that two old problems of scholarship on Romans—the 
question of audience and Paul's peculiar use of gospel language (EuayYe^iov / 
EvayyeXiCpiiai)—can be solved together. Paul uses the language of gospel with 
restraint because he is addressing a group of Christian Judeans ( T O D S C C I O I ) , 1 

whose manner of loyalty to Jesus does not yet correspond to Paul's euangelion.2 

The Audience of Romans 

The Problem 

To call the audience of Romans a problem is admittedly special pleading 
on my part. In the celebrated "Romans debate" of recent years, the question of 
audience has not been a noteworthy bone of contention. Most critics recognize 
a conflict between the heart of the argument (1:16-11:36), which seems directed 
toward Judeans, and notices in the letter's opening and closing sections that seem 
to address Gentiles (1:1.5-6, 13-15; 11:13; 15:15-21). But this tension has usu
ally been resolved by privileging the references to Gentiles: the audience is most 
commonly portrayed as essentially Gentile, with at best a vocal Judean minority. 3 

lTo ancient ears, To\)8aio<; signified "Judean," no less than PccpaAcbvioc, and Alyvn-
xioq meant "Babylonian" and "Egyptian," respectively. Non-natives who had fully ad
opted Judean ways were also called "Judeans" by observers, who were certain that Judean 
culture was an alternative to one's own ancestral traditions (Epictetus, Diatr. 2.9.19-21; 
cf. Tacitus, Hist 5.5; Juvenal, Sat 5.14.96-106; Origen, C. Cels. 5.41.4-6). See ch. 5 in the 
present volume. 

2 To avoid a priori interpretation of the Greek term commonly rendered "gospel," I 
shall simply transliterate it as euangelion. For our purposes, one could as easily say, "let 
euangelion = X." 

3Cf. K. P. Donfried, ed., The Romans Debate (Rev. and exp. ed; Peabody, Mass.: Hen
drickson, 1991). The ten essays from the original volume (1977) all agree on a Gentile audi
ence; of the thirteen new studies, only F. Watson, "The Two Roman Congregations: Romans 
14:1-15:13" (pp. 203-15) proposes a Judean majority. Representative commentaries, which 
posit a Gentile majority, are: M. Black, Romans (NCB; London: Oliphants, 1973), 23; E. 
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This consensus is broad enough that recent monographs have tackled aspects of 
the purpose of Romans on the assumption of a Gentile readership.4 

Still, it is not difficult to find admissions, from those who suppose a Gentile 
audience, that their supposition fits uncomfortably with the main argument of 
Romans. Thus R Lampe: 

Methodologically, these unambiguous statements [sc. those referring to Gentiles] 
must take priority over the impression easily suggested by the rest of the letter's con
tents, that in Romans a chiefly Jewish-Christian readership is envisaged.5 

Likewise J. A. T. Robinson finds a Gentile majority even while admitting that 
"the whole epistle presupposes a Jewish, Old Testament and rabbinic background 
and would be unintelligible to those who knew nothing of it."6 Although W. G. 
Kummel characterizes Romans as "essentially a debate between the Pauline gos
pel and Judaism, so that the conclusion seems obvious that the readers were Jew
ish Christians," he nevertheless deduces a Gentile readership because "the letter 
contains statements which indicate specifically that the community was Gentile-
Christian."7 Kummel is adamant: "Any attempt to gain a picture of the readers of 
Rom[ans] must be made from this established point of view."8 

It is odd, however, that contemporary scholars should attribute axiomatic 
importance to the introductory references to Gentiles, when F. C. Baur could 
make precisely the opposite assumption. Unlike most of his predecessors, the 
early Baur saw chapters 9-11 as the core ("germ and center") of the argument of 
Romans, and this only confirmed his reading of chapters 1-8, which made it "im
possible to suppose that he [Paul] had any other readers than Jewish Christians 
before his mind."9 This reasoning was so widely followed for a few decades that 
in 1876 H. J. Holtzmann could pronounce the demise of the "older opinion" that 

Kasemann, Commentary on Romans (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 15; J. A. Fitzmyer, 
Romans, 33. It is curious that C. E. B. Cranfield's influential commentary (A Critical and 
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans [ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1975], 
1:20-21) has had so little influence on this score. Denying that 1:6, 13ff.; 15:15ff. implied a 
Gentile community, he argues that the community was mixed, with substantial groups of 
both Judeans and Gentiles. 

4 L . Gaston, Paul and the Torah, 22-23, 116; N. Elliott, The Rhetoric of Romans: Ar
gumentative Constraint and Strategy and Paul's Dialogue with Judaism (JSNTS 45; Shef
field: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990), 20-21, 67, 95, 105, 167; L. A. Jervis, The Purpose 
of Romans: A Comparative Letter Structure Investigation (JSNTS 55; Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic Press, 1991), 77,103-104,159-60. 

5P. Lampe, Die stadtromischen Christen in den ersten beiden Jahrhunderten: Unter-
suchungen zur Sozialgeschichte (WUNT 2/18; Tubingen: Mohr (Siebeck), 1989), 54. My 
translation. 

6 Wrestling with Romans (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1979), 7. 
7W. G. Kummel, Introduction to the New Testament (trans. H. C. Kee; Nashville: 

Abingdon, 1975), 309. 
8Ibid., 310. 
9 F. C. Baur, Paul, the Apostle of Jesus Christ: His Life and Work, His Epistles and His 

Doctrine; A Contribution to the Critical History of Primitive Christianity (2 vols.; 2d rev. 
ed.; trans. E. Zeller; London: Williams and Northgate, 1876), 1:338. 
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Romans addressed a Gentile readership. 1 0 Today, however, Baur's thesis is almost 
universally dismissed as a curiosity. Scholars routinely cite against it the "clear" 
references to Gentiles in 1:1-15 and l l :13 . n 

What should we do, then, with a letter that, while apparently addressed to 
Gentiles in parts of the opening and closing, devotes itself to Judean concerns, 
namely, the distinction between Judeans and Greeks (1:18-2:16), circumcision 
and physical descent from Abraham (chs. 3 - 4 ) , the status of Torah (chs. 6 - 8 ) , 
and the election of Israel (chs. 9-11); and in which Paul calls his readers "people 
who know the law" (7:1), flatly states that they formerly lived under the law (7:4-6; 
8:3), speaks to them as Judeans in the second and collective first person (2:17-29; 
3:9, 27; 4:1), and expects them to appreciate an unparalleled abundance of scrip
tural allusions—even to such arcana as the mercy seat on the ark of the covenant 
(3:25)? Within the introduction itself, in spite of its putative address to Gentiles, 
Paul introduces a unique complex of references to the prophets of holy scripture 
(1:2) and King David (1:3). Why? Schmithals has formulated the problem with 
customary clarity: "The content of chs. 1-11 appears, in both its details and its 
whole thrust, to speak against the Gentile-Christian identity of the addressees."12 

To make the common thesis of a Gentile majority more viable, scholars have 
tried in various ways to mitigate the force of chapters 1-11. Thus we have seen 
claims that the "law" known by the readers of Romans (7:1) could mean "law" in 
general 1 3—even though it contains commandments such as "you must not covet," 
and is called the "holy" law under which Paul and his readers have lived, now 
supplanted by the coming of the spirit (7:5-12); that Gentiles could equally well 
be described as "those who know the law"; and that they too would have been 
concerned about scriptural interpretation and problems like the status of Israel. 1 4 

Other scholars have understood the argument of Romans to be an epitome of 
Pauls previous teaching or a primer for his impending trip to Jerusalem—in ei
ther case, not specially relevant to concerns of the Gentile-Christian community 
in Rome, though addressed to them. 1 5 

Moreover, study of the diatribe and of rhetorical genres has been exploited 
to argue that because Paul's "interlocutor" is a rhetorical device, the typically 
Judean questions that Paul answers need not reflect the community's own prob
lems at all. For example, when Paul disavows "sinning so that good may come" 
(6:1; 3:8), he is not responding to a Judean caricature of his own teaching, but is 

10"Umschau auf dem Gebiet der neutestamentlichen Kritik," Jahrbuch fur protes-
tantische Theologie 2 (1876) 280; cited in W. Schmithals, Der Romerbrief als historisches 
Problem (SNT 9; Gutersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1975), 27. 

1 1 Schmithals, Problem, 27-28; W. Wiefel, "The Jewish Community in Ancient Rome 
and the Origins of Roman Christianity'> in The Romans Debate (ed. Donfried), 85-86,96. 

1 2 Schmithals, Problem, 11. My translation. 
13Kasemann, Romans, 187. 
14Cranfield, Romans, I, 18-19; Fitzmyer, Romans, 34. But see Schmithals, Problem, 

87-88. 
1 5T. W. Manson, "St. Paul's Letter to the Romans—and Others"; G. Bornkamm, "The 

Letter to the Romans as Paul's Last Will and Testament"; and J. Jervell, "The Letter to 
Jerusalem," in The Romans Debate (ed. Donfried), 3-15,16-28, and 53-64. 
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himself ruling out an antinomian position among Gentile Christians. 1 6 Having 
defined Romans as epideictic rhetoric, D. Fraikin remarks on Rom 1:18-3:20: 

We are faced, then, with the interesting fact that Paul, in a discourse whose goal is to 
strengthen the Gentiles in the gospel, provides them with the arguments by which he 
would make his understanding of the gospel and its consequences credible to Jews.17 

Fraikin explains Pauls tactics by suggesting that the Gentiles of Rome would 
have been deeply concerned about how Judeans viewed their faith, and so Paul 
provided them with a rationale. The most ambitious attempt to reinterpret the 
main argument of Romans along these lines is N. Elliott s revised dissertation, 
which contends that Pauls confrontation of Judean arguments is meant to serve 
as a paradigm for his Gentile readers, as a "protasis" to which they should supply 
the "apodosis": if the Judeans have no special claims against God's wrath, how 
much more shall we Gentiles lack them? 1 8 

Without dismissing a priori all future attempts to make Romans meaning
ful to Gentile readers, we may observe that these efforts have not so far proven 
compelling. The readers of Romans were not highly educated as a group, 1 9 and we 
should not credit them with the subtlety of doctorands. Elsewhere Paul is candid 
about his main points, and so we should assume that the language of Romans— 
including not only the "logic" that seems to enthrall interpreters, but also the 
sound of the words and phrases, the emotive tone with which Paul declares his 
esteem for Judean traditions (1:2-3; 3:1-2, 31; 7:12; 9:4-5; l l :25-36) 2 0 —was in
tended to find a ready reception. Paradoxically, it is the "rhetorical" approaches 
to Romans, with their debates about epideictic and deliberative kinds, or about 
where the exordium ends, that have become the worst offenders against the cri
teria of intelligibility and persuasiveness. It strains the imagination that Paul 
could have intended such indirect arguments to find any resonance with Gen
tile readers, no matter how well they understood the mechanics of the diatribe. 
Significantly, a specialist in rhetoric from outside the circles of N T scholarship 
supposes that in Romans Paul faces "two main rhetorical problems," viz., his lack 
of personal acquaintance and "the probability that there will be among them 
[the readers] those clinging to the law and hostile to aspects of his message."21 

1 6 W. S. Campbell, "Romans III as a Key to the Structure and Thought of the Letter," 
in The Romans Debate (ed. Donfried), 261-62. 

1 7 D. Fraikin, "The Rhetorical Function of the Jews in Romans," in P. Richardson and 
D. Granskou, eds., Anti-Judaism in Early Christianity (ESCJ 2; Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier 
University Press, 1986), 1:98. Emphasis added. 

1 8N. Elliott, Rhetoric, 131-32,141-42. 
19Lampe, Christen, 135-63. 
2 0N. Elliott, for example, seems to miss the crucial non-rational aspects of rhetoric 

when he suggests that Judeans would not have been persuaded by Paul's logic (Rhetoric, 
171-73). W. Wuellner's oft-cited essay ("Paul's Rhetoric of Argumentation in Romans: An 
Alternative to the Donfried-Karris Debate over Romans," in The Romans Debate [ed. Don-
fried], 128-46) recognizes the importance of ethos, at least in principle (p. 133-34,137). 

2 1 G. A. Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism (Chapel 
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1984), 152. Kennedy is also sensitive to non-
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Schmithals is right: a Gentile community receiving this letter should have sent it 
back as misdirected mail! 2 2 

One clever strategy for increasing the Gentile readership of Romans requires 
that the word croyyevrjc;, which is used of Andronicus, Junia, and Herodian in 
the greetings of chapter 16 (16:7,11,21), be read as a code for Judean Christians. 2 3 

Lampe infers that therefore the other twenty or so names on the list (i.e., most of 
them) are Gentile. 2 4 But the word Gvyyzvxyq ordinarily means "relative" or "kin," 
not "fellow national." In its six N T occurrences outside of Paul, it always refers to 
& family member.25 In its only Pauline appearance outside of Romans 16, the word 
is likewise paired with aSzXfyoq, "brother" (Rom 9:3). That both words refer to 
Israelites in that case (9:4) does not suggest that a-oyy£vf|<; should mean "Israelite" 
elsewhere, any more than aSeA^oc, should. They are metaphors indicating filial 
affection. Paul includes everyone mentioned in Romans 16 under one or another 
term of endearment—my beloved (16:5, 8 , 9 , 1 2 ) , brother/sister (vv. 14 ,15 ,17) , fel
low worker (vv. 3, 6, 9, 12), mother (v. 13), and relative (vv. 7, 11, 21)—effectively 
rotating these terms to suit the individual. Within this context, where he is try
ing to build bridges with affectionate language, we may not single out Gvyyevf\q 
and read it as a cipher for "Judean."26 

Perceiving the difficulty in dissociating Pauls discussion of Judean issues 
(chs. 1-11) from the real needs of the readers, several critics have drawn the inevi
table but problematic conclusion that the Gentile recipients themselves must have 
had a strong attachment to Judean ways. 2 7 Schmithals proposes that the readers 
had been Gentile adherents of the synagogue, like virtually all first-generation 
converts to Christianity, 2 8 but could not follow through as far as proselytism, 
and so found in Gentile Christianity an attractive alternative. 2 9 But what sort 
of Gentile Christians, who could be so matter-of-factly addressed as Gentiles 
(1:6,13), would be inclined to think that God was the God of Judeans only (3:29), 
would be tempted to boast about their role as a light to the nations (2:17), could 
be grouped with Paul as physical descendants of Abraham (4:1), or would as
sume the indispensable importance of circumcision (2:25)? Gentiles who had 

rational indices such as Paul's arrangement of words, including rhetorical questions, "to 
express emotion" (p. 155). 

22Schmithals, Problem, 31-32. 
23Cranfield, Romans, 1:18; Lampe, "The Roman Christians of Romans 16," in The 

Romans Debate (ed. Donfried), 224-25; F. Watson, "The Two Roman Congregations: Ro
mans 14:1-15:13," in The Romans Debate (ed. Donfried), 208, 210-11. 

2 4Lampe, "Romans 16," 224-25. 
2 5Cf. Luke 1:58; 2:44; 14:12; 21:16; Acts 10:24; John 18:26, and LSJ ad loc. 
2 6In 16:21 Paul identifies Timothy as 6 cuvepyoq po\>, and three other current com

panions—Lucius, Jason, and Sosipater—as GDyyevfjc, poo). Does he mean that the three 
(of uncertain identity) are Judeans, while Timothy, who was apparently born of a Judean 
mother and circumcised (Acts 16:1-3), is not? 

27Schmithals, Problem; A. J. M. Wedderburn, "The Purpose and Occasion of Ro
mans Again," in The Romans Debate (ed. Donfried), 196-97, 201 (with qualifications); 
and Fitzmyer, Romans, 33-36. 

28Schmithals, Problem, 76-82. 
29Ibid., 83-91. 
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embraced Christianity because it lacked the stringent requirements of Judean law 
would presumably not have adopted a traditional Judean standpoint over against 
Paul. We have several letters from Paul to Gentiles—also former God-fearers on 
Schmithalss view—and those letters are not like Romans. 

The diplomatic solution of a mixed audience, with no clear Gentile or Judean 
majority, does not really help to explain the evidence. 3 0 For if there was an im
portant enough Judean contingent to account for Romans 1-11, then Paul had 
no business addressing his readers without qualification as Gentiles, Greeks and 
barbarians. I suspect that many commentators recognize this problem, for they 
tend to speak of the Gentile audience only when discussing the introduction, 
but then casually allow references to a Judean minority when dealing with other 
parts of the letter. 3 1 

This is by no means an exhaustive account of the exegetical maneuvers 
that have been offered as plausible ways of explaining the Judean and Gentile 
references of Romans. Braver souls have attempted more comprehensive clas
sifications.32 My purpose is only to plead for a reappraisal. Given that, by most 
accounts, the heart of Romans 1-11 deals with Judean concerns, and in view of 
the inescapable rhetorical requirement that a letter resonate with its audience's 
sensibilities, are we really certain that the few references to Gentiles mean what 
they seem to mean at first glance? Would it not be more efficient to reexamine 
those three or four statements than to turn the whole letter inside out in defense 
of a Gentile readership? 

External Evidence 

Such external evidence as we possess for the earliest Christian community 
in Rome also poses formidable problems for the hypothesis of a Gentile com
munity. Virtually everyone agrees that Christianity took root within the estab
lished Judean community of Rome. This consensus is grounded in the notice of 
Suetonius about the activities of one "Chrestus," which is plausibly, but by no 
means certainly, understood as a corruption of "Christus," in turn taken to mean 

"Christian teaching" {Claud. 25.4) . 3 3 

30Ibid., 44-50. 
3 1 An example of this common slide is Kummel (Introduction), who declares flatly 

that "community was Gentile-Christian" while discussing the greeting (p. 309) and then 
allows that it was "not purely Gentile-Christian' when discussing other features of the 
letter (p. 310). 

3 2For the older and mainly German material, see Schmithals, Problem, 13-62. A syn
opsis of the newer studies is in Elliott, Rhetoric, 21-43. On the purposes of Romans in 
general, see Jervis, Purpose, 11-28; Donfried, The Romans Debate, xli-lxxii. 

3 3It is easier to mention some dissenters: M. Sordi, The Christians and the Roman 
Empire, trans. A. Bedini (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1986), 25-26; S. Benko, 
Pagan Rome and the Early Christians (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984), 18. 
Suetonius's friends Pliny (Ep. 10.96) and Tacitus (Ann. 15.44) both know that Christus 
was the founder of Christianity, and Suetonius himself later mentions the Christiani 
(Nero 16.2). How, then, could he be so mistaken here? 
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However we interpret (or reconstruct!) Suetonius, other evidence confirms 
the Judean origins of Roman Christianity. First, the Christian community in 
Rome was not Pauline, and Paul understands himself as the pioneer in his "eu-
angelion of the foreskin" (Gal 2:9). His self-understanding and the conflicts that 
he faced over this euangelion (cf. Gal 2:2; 1:10-11; Acts 21:21, 28) would be inex
plicable if there had been a prior Gentile mission on the same terms. Peter and 
the others had gone to Judeans (Gal 2:7), he says, or had compelled Gentiles to 
Judaize (Gal 2:14; 6:12-13) . 3 4 It is easiest, therefore, to envisage a non-Pauline 
community at Rome in the forties of the first century as Judean-Christian. 

Second, Roman Christianity maintained a decidedly Judean ambience long 
after Paul's time. 3 5 This is indicated variously by 1 Clement (90s C . E . ? ) , with its "low 
Christology" and arsenal of Judean allusions;36 Hebrews, which is often thought to 
have been addressed to Rome; 3 7 Christian borrowing of Judean burial customs; 3 8 

the Marcionite prologue to Romans, which asserts that the Roman Christians had 
been taught the "law and prophets" by false apostles;39 the assertion in Ambro-
siaster's prologue that Roman Christianity began "according to a Judean rite";40 

widespread traditions that Peter preached in Rome under Claudius;41 and Taci-
tus's evidence (below). Whatever the historical value of the patristic traditions, 
they at least agree on the surface with other indications that Roman Christianity 
took root in the synagogues, and this is the common scholarly view. 

It is often argued, however, that the putative Gentile majority among Pauls 
readers in the 50s resulted from Claudius's expulsion of Judeans from Rome in 
49 C . E . W. Wiefel asserts: 

Expulsion of the Jews from Rome also meant the end of the first Christian congrega
tion in Rome, which up until then had consisted of Jewish Christians. In Paul's letter 
to the Romans, written a few years after these events, we meet a new congregation.42 

3 4 Antioch is no exception, for Paul is already at the scene when we first hear of Gen
tile Christians there (Gal 2:11). Cf. F. Watson, Paul Judaism and the Gentiles: A Sociologi
cal Approach (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), 50-56. 

3 5In general, see Lampe, Christen, 58-63. 
3 6 H. B. Bumpus, The Christological Awareness of Clement of Rome and Its Sources 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 8-10. 
37Kummel, Introduction, 401. 
3 8 H. Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1960; 

repr. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 55. 
39That is, the traditional Vulgate prologue to Romans, from the third century or 

earlier, credited by some twentieth-century scholarship to followers of Marcion; see J. J. 
Clabeaux, "Marcionite Prologues to Paul," ABD 4:520-21. The Latin text is conveniently 
available in commentaries such as Cranfield, Romans, 1:20 n. 2. 

4 0E.g., in Cranfield, Romans, 1:20 n. 1. The "Ambrosiaster" is the anonymous com
mentator whose work was attributed to Ambrose of Milan; for the original see CSEL 
LXXXI: Pars 1, cols. 5f. English translation is in Donfried, "A Short Note on Romans 16," 
in his Romans Debate, 47. 

41Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.14.6-25.2 (citing Papias in support); Irenaeus (Haer. 3.1.1) 
has Peter and Paul laying the foundations of the church in Rome. 

42Wiefel, "Community," in The Romans Debate (ed. Donfried), 93. Cf. W. Marxsen, 
Introduction to the New Testament (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1970), 95-104; Donfried, in his 
Romans Debate, xlv-xlvi, lxx-lxxi, 104-106; Elliott, Rhetoric, 51; Fitzmyer, Romans, 33. 
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When the Judeans returned following Nero's accession in 54, ex hypothesi, they 
found a Gentile community securely in place. The resulting tensions between the 
two groups are, according to some interpreters, reflected in Rom 14-15 . 4 3 This 
reconstruction sometimes claims further support from Tacitus's notice that Nero 
punished Christians for the great fire of 64 (Ann. 15.44), which is taken to imply 
that (Gentile) Christians were clearly distinct from Judeans by that time. 4 4 

But there are serious problems with an expulsion of "all Judeans" under 
Claudius and the Neronian persecution of an obviously Gentile-Christian 
community. 

Claudius's Expulsion of Judeans 

However they reconstruct Claudius's policies with respect to Roman 
Judeans—as a single disciplinary action in 41 or 49 , 4 5 or a ban on meeting in 41 
followed by expulsion order in 49 4 6 —most recent writers agree that a wholesale 
expulsion of Roman Judeans under Claudius is improbable. 4 7 The evidence may 
be summarized as follows: 

1. Expulsions of groups from the city tended to be haphazard and piecemeal af
fairs, more symbolic than comprehensive, with plenty of practical exceptions. 4 8 

2. Although an expulsion of some Judeans under Tiberius is well attested, 4 9 

the literary evidence for Claudius's action is sparse and contradictory; but the 
movement of tens of thousands of Judeans could not have escaped attention.5 0 The 
strongest statement comes from Suetonius's list of Claudius's policies pertaining to 
foreigners (Claud. 25), which asserts without elaboration that the emperor "expelled 
from Rome the Judeans who persistently rioted at the instigation of Chrestus" (Iu-
daeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit; 25.4). 7f "Chrestus" is a 
garbled reference to "Christian teaching," then Suetonius has a hazy picture of the 
event at best. Even if we arbitrarily took the rest of his statement at face value, the 
syntax would suggest only that militant Judeans were driven out. 5 1 

Describing the beginning of Claudius's reign, Cassius Dio stresses that the 
emperor did not expel the Judeans, because of their great numbers; he prohibited 

43See the summary in Elliott, Rhetoric, 55-56. 
44Fitzmyer, Romans, 35. 
4 5V. M. Scramuzza, The Emperor Claudius (Harvard Historical Studies 44; Cam

bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1940), 151; Leon, Jews, 21-27; G. Ludemann, 
Paul, Apostle to the Gentiles: Studies in Chronology (trans. F. S. Jones; Philadelphia: For
tress, 1984), 164-71; F. Millar in Schurer-Vermes, Jewish People, 3.1:77 n. 91. 

4 6 A. Momigliano, Claudius: The Emperor and His Achievement (trans. W. D. Hogarth; 
Oxford: Clarendon, 1934), 30-34; Fitzmyer, Romans, 32 and the works cited there. 

4 7To the works mentioned in the two preceding notes add Baur, Paul, 1:328 (already!); 
Cranfield, Romans, 1:18; Lampe, Christen, 6-7; L. H. Feldman, Jew and Gentile, 96-97. 

4 8See Tacitus, Hist. 1.22; R. Macmullen, Enemies, 125-26,132-33. 
49Josephus (Ant. 18.83-84), Tacitus (Ann. 2.85), Suetonius (Tib. 36), and Cassius Dio 

(Roman History 57.18.5). 
5 0On the number of Judeans in Rome see Leon, Jews, 135. 
5 1 Since the participle qualifies Iudaeos: Leon, Jews, 24. 
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them from assembling, while permitting them to maintain their ancestral way of 
life (Roman History 60.6.6). It is possible that Dio later mentioned an expulsion 
of Judeans by Claudius, in the part of his narrative only partially preserved in 
Byzantine epitomes, 5 2 but that speculation would make the silence of Josephus 
and Tacitus (below) doubly problematic. And the hypothetical missing material 
would need to explain why an expulsion was feasible later, but not in 41. Further, 
in context (60.5.1-8.3), Dio seems to be describing hallmark policies that showed 
the character of Claudius's reign: they may have begun in 41 C . E . , but they were 
not limited to that year. 5 3 Dio apparently understood Claudius's Judean policy to 
have involved something less than expulsion. 

Josephus and Tacitus are utterly silent, even though Tacitus's account of this 
period is extant in full (Ann. 12), and he elsewhere relishes the punishments in
flicted by Roman arms on the misanthropic Judeans (Hist. 5.1-13). Josephus's si
lence is most conspicuous. Rather than ignoring well-known events that might 
reflect badly on the Judeans, he usually explains them away as the fault of another 
group or a few untypical Judeans. 5 4 He could not have expected to make his points 
effectively by ignoring such an obvious counter-example to his main arguments. 
Moreover, he remembers Claudius as supportive of Judeans, even though he does 
not otherwise present Claudius in the best light, and other evidence for Claudi
us's dealings with Judeans generally confirms Josephus's impression.5 5 Agrippa I, 
who had spent his early years in Rome with Gaius and Claudius (Ant. 18.143-146; 
165-166), undertook dangerous negotiations to secure the reluctant Senate's en
dorsement of the new emperor (Ant. 19.236-247). Claudius rewarded Agrippa 
with a large kingdom (Ant. 19.274-275) and thereafter supported established 
Judean rights. 5 6 

If we discount the fifth-century Paulus Orosius's mistaken claim that Jo
sephus mentioned an expulsion of the Judeans in the ninth year of Claudius's 
reign, 5 7 then the assertion of Acts 18:2, that Claudius had commanded all Judeans 
to leave Rome before Paul's visit to Corinth, is isolated. But the assertion fits the 

5 2 The epitomes begin with bk. 61. 
5 3Cf. the games instituted on the birthdays of Claudius's parents (60.5.1), the prohibi

tion of emperor worship (60.5.4), or the disbanding of the clubs (60.6.7). 
54See Mason, Josephus and the New Testament, 52-84. 
5 5 Cf. Scramuzza, Claudius, 11-18. 
5 6 He issued a strong edict confirming Judean rights in the empire, in addition to 

the one that secured Judean civic status in Alexandria (Ant. 19.278-91; cf. 302-11). Jose
phus remarks, "By these edicts Claudius Caesar showed what he had decided about the 
Judeans" (Ant. 19.292). The rest of his narrative confirms this impression, for Claudius 
even overrules his governors in siding with the Judean positions (Ant. 15.407//20.7-14; 
War 2.245//Ant. 20.136; War 2.245//Ant. 20.136). Dio confirms Claudius's gratitude to the 
Judean Agrippa (60.8.2), and papyri show the emperor supporting Judean rights in Al
exandria (P. London 1912) or condemning the anti-Judean activists Isidore and Lampon 
(CPJ 2.156; cf. Momigliano, Claudius, 35; Feldman, Jew and Gentile, 96-97). 

5 7History Against the Pagans 7.6.15. A typical assessment of Orosius's work is that 
of G. F. Chesnut ("Eusebius, Augustine, Orosius, and the Later Patristic and Medieval 
Church Historians," in Eusebius, Christianity, and Judaism [ed. H. W. Attridge and 
G. Hata; Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1992], 687-713): "a very bad history. It 
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known tendency of Luke-Acts to place Judeans at odds with Roman authorities 
and Christians alike, 5 8 and an exaggerated "all" is a feature of Lucan style. 5 9 

In sum, Claudius's measures, whatever they were, do not seem to have ef
fected a decisive change in the life of the Judean community at Rome. Hence they 
offer no external support for the putative shift from Judean to Gentile Christi
anity. This conclusion is reinforced by Pauls own claim that he has longed to 
visit the Roman community, whose faith is known worldwide (1:8), for "many 
years" (15:23). Writing within three years of Neros accession (54 C . E . ) , 6 0 which 
allegedly permitted Judeans to return to Rome, Paul addresses his readers as a 
well-settled community. And his main argument (chs. 1-11) continues to assume 
their Judean background. It is, as Baur recognized long ago, "opposed to all his
toric probability" that an edict of Claudius brought any essential changes to the 
constitution of the Roman Judean community. 6 1 

Nero's Persecution of Christians 

Equally problematic is the supposition that Christians were clearly distinct 
from Judeans in Rome by Neros time because Nero punished Christians and not 
Judeans for the great fire of 64. Although Tacitus is the only ancient author to 
connect the punishment of Christians with the fire, it seems that Nero did take 
action against some Christians at this time. 6 2 The problem is that, in doing so, 
he displayed a knowledge of Judean-Christian affairs that was ahead of its time, 
and that we should have expected only from an insider. Whereas Roman gover
nors had difficulty distinguishing Christians from other Judean-based groups, 6 3 

Judean authorities tended from the outset to see all forms of allegiance to the 
crucified Nazarene as alien. 6 4 It is this Judean perspective that Nero shares, and 
not that of his own elite Roman circles. 

was neither well organized nor coherent, and constantly confused myth and legend with 
real historical events" (p. 697). 

58See recently S. G. Wilson, "The Jews and the Death of Jesus in Luke-Acts" in Anti-
Judaism (ed. Richardson), 1:155-64; J. T. Sanders, "The Jewish People in Luke-Acts" in 
Luke-Acts and the Jewish People: Eight Critical Perspectives (ed. J. B. Tyson; Minneapolis: 
Augsburg, 1988), 51-75. 

5 9Lampe, Christen, 7. 
60Suggested dates for Romans run from 51 (Liidemann, Paul, 263) to 53 (Sordi, 

Christians, 23) to 55/56 (Cranfield, Romans, 1:14) to 57/58 (Fitzymer, Romans, 87). The 
date depends on how one assesses: the relation of Acts 18 to the Gallio inscription; the 
impact of (Felix's brother) Pallas's removal from Nero's court in 55; the date of Festus's 
arrival in Judea; and the interpretation of the "two years" in Acts 24:27. 

6 1 Baur, Paul, 1:329. 
"Suetonius mentions the fire (Nero 38) and the punishment of Christians (16.2) 

but does not connect them. The claim that Nero persecuted Christians is widespread in 
Christian authors, e.g., Eusebius, Church History 2.25. 

63This situation is presupposed by Acts 23:29; 24:5; 25:19; John 18:31; 19:6. 
6 4Only so can we explain: the Judean Paul's persecutions of Christians (Gal 1:13); 

subsequent Judean opposition to the Christian Paul (Acts 21:21,28); the deaths of Stephen 
and the two Jameses in Jerusalem (Acts 7; 12:2-3; Josephus, Ant. 20.200). 
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Writing some fifty years after the fire, the ex-consul Tacitus still knows the 
Christians as a sub-group of Judeans. He says that the superstition spread "not 
merely in Judea, the source of the disease (originem eius mall), but in the capi
tal itself. . ." (Ann. 15.44). He goes on to charge the Christians with "hatred 
of the human race" (odium humani generis), which is the same accusation that 
he makes against Judeans in general (Hist. 5.5). Further, according to a famous 
passage from Sulpicius Severus, which is commonly thought to have originated 
with Tacitus, Titus reasoned that in destroying the temple in Jerusalem he would 
extinguish the Christians along with the other Judeans (Sacred History 2 .30.6) . 6 5 

Whatever one makes of that very late passage, which may owe much to Sulp
icius, even in the early second century Tacituss aristocratic friends Pliny and 
Suetonius plainly know little about the Christians except their name. The spare 
material that they provide reflects only a dawning awareness of this "new super
stition," even though they, like Tacitus, moved in the highest Roman circles. 6 6 

How, then, did Nero have such clear knowledge of the Christians as distinct 
from Judeans? This was precisely the period of his notorious marriage to Poppea 
Sabina (62-65 C . E . ) . Without deciding the precise significance of the term "God-
fearer" (BeoGepfjcJ that Josephus applies to this woman (Ant. 20.195), we may 
recall that during her brief marriage to Nero both she and the Judeans enjoyed 
unusual influence in the imperial court. 6 7 Two separate embassies from Judea 
were able to secure important concessions from Nero at this time, both of which 
arguably ran counter to his immediate interests, and in both cases Josephus at
tributes Neros favor to the mediation of Poppea (Ant. 20.195; Life 16). 

The contrast between these successful Judean missions to Nero and his pun
ishment of the Christians, at about the same time, suggests the ingredients for a 
solution. In looking for a scapegoat for the fire, Nero could plausibly have tar
geted any of the foreign groups based in the sectors of the city that remained in
tact, which probably included the transtiberine (Tacitus, Ann. 15.40). Christians, 
like other Judeans, would not likely have participated in his religious ceremonies 
to appease the gods, and so would have attracted further suspicion. 6 8 Since he 
apparently singled out the Christians with clarity of purpose, the circumstantial 
evidence suggests that he took advice from insiders, just when Poppea was at the 
height of her influence.6 9 It is unnecessary to posit that Judean community lead
ers themselves initiated such actions, 7 0 but it seems plausible at least that a friend 

6 5 The admission in this same passage that the two religiones are opposed to each 
other may be the anti-Judean Sulpiciuss own gloss; it does not seem to fit with the claim 
that they are a single religio or with Titus's logic on the temple, which should be credited 
to Suplicius's source. 

6 6 Pliny (an ex-consul), Ep. 10.96; Suetonius (secretary to the emperor Hadrian), 
Nero 16.2. 

6 7On Poppea's influence in general, see M. T. Griffin, Nero, 101-3. 
68Ibid., 133. 
6 9Nero reportedly murdered her in 65, but he was so obsessed with her memory that he 

had Sporus castrated and renamed "Sabina" to play her role; Dio 62.27.4; 28.2-3; 63.13.1-2. 
70Benko (Pagan Rome, 14-20): Judeans in Rome started the fire as a result of mount

ing tensions with Roman authority in Judea. They then blamed the Christians. 
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of the Judean community educated Nero on Judean-Christian differences. On 
this hypothesis, the name "Christian" was then aired for the first time in higher 
social circles. It would be remembered, however, only as the name of an egregious 
Judean faction until Pliny had occasion to investigate the group more fully. 

Obviously, we lack the controls to make this or any other reconstruction of 
Nero s intentions compelling. But this much is clear: we cannot simply infer from 
Neros reported action against the Christians that Roman Christianity was pre
dominantly Gentile by 64. Tacituss own description of this event confirms other 
external evidence that Roman Christianity maintained a strong Judean connec
tion throughout the period in which Paul was active—in the 50s. 

References to Gentiles in Romans 

If the body of Romans seems to address Christian Judeans, and the external 
evidence tends to support that conclusion, then the few references to Gentiles in 
this letter carry a considerable burden. Schmithals puts the matter in sharp relief 
when he claims that the hypothesis of a Judean audience "runs aground on the 
simple fact—and it is the decisive argument—that the passages already noted, 1.5, 
13ff.; 11.13; 15.15ff., admit no other meaning than this: Paul addresses his readers 
as Gentile Christians."7 1 But are these passages so clear that we should go to any 
lengths to preserve the Gentile-Christian majority in Rome? 

To be sure, the few advocates of a predominantly Judean readership have not 
often dealt with the references to Gentiles more convincingly than the majority 
have explained the "Judean" material. Baur held that the £8vr| of the introduc
tion, among whom the Romans seem to be included (1:5-6), should be under
stood not as "Gentiles" per se but only as the "nations." But granted that the same 
word has both nuances, in the immediate context Paul cites his apostleship to 
the e6vr| in question (1:1); so one cannot avoid the "Gentile" connotation. Baur 
felt it necessary to concede that 11:13-36 was a digression directed at the Gentile 
minority.72 J. C. O'Neill, for his part, simply excises some of the offending refer
ences to Gentiles (1:6, part of 1:15) as scribal glosses.7 3 This is an extreme case of 
Matthean logic, on the removal of offending parts, though is perhaps still pref
erable to forfeiting the whole body. In support of his argument that Paul wrote 
Romans to persuade a Judean majority among the Roman Christians to adopt his 
gospel, Watson echoes a proposal of Baurs followers on l :5 -6 , 7 4 and in another 
context I have suggested interpretations of all the Gentile passages that indepen
dently agree with this reading of 1:5-6, as follows.75 

7 1 Schmithals, Problem, 27. My translation; emphasis added. 
72Baur, Paul, 1:332-34. 
7 3 J . C. O'Neill, Paul s Letter to the Romans (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1975), 33, 37. 
74Watson, Paul, 103. 
7 5S. Mason, "Paul, Classical Anti-Judaism, and Romans," in Approaches to Ancient 

Judaism, New Series 4 (South Florida Studies in the History of Judaism 81; ed. J. Neusner; 
Atlanta: Scholars, 1993), 141-80, esp. 171-75. 
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1 . In 1 : 5 - 6 Paul compares his own mission directly with that of the Roman 
Christians: he was called ( K A T | T 6 < ; ) to be an apostle ( 1 : 1 ) "among all the Gen
tiles, among whom you also are called of Jesus Christ" ( E V Ticccriv xoiq eOvnaiv, 
. . . tv olc, ECTE K C C I i)|i£i<; K A T | T O I TricrcD Xpiaxot)). Paul does not say that the 
Romans are Gentiles any more than he says that he is a Gentile. Both he and 
his readers are called to be among the Gentiles. This is an appropriate way of 
describing dispersed Judeans who live in the capital of the pagan world. 7 6 That 
Paul means to evoke Israels priestly mandate among the nations/Gentiles (Exod 
1 9 : 4 - 6 ) seems likely also from his parallel remarks in 1 5 : 1 6 : God called him "to 
be a servant (AxiTCupyov) of Christ Jesus to the Gentiles (e0vr|) in the priestly 
service (i£poi)pyo'uVTCc) of the gospel of God." Thus, 1 : 5 - 6 does not imply that 
the Roman Christians are themselves Gentiles. 

2 . In 1 : 1 3 Paul indicates his desire to come to Rome "in order that I might 
harvest some fruit both among you, and even so among the remainder of the 
Gentiles" (KCCI EV b\iiv Kcc0cb<; K C C I E V TOI<; Xouuoiq £0v£mv). This notice would 
indicate a Gentile readership at Rome, however, only if one assumed that "the 
remainder of the Gentiles" stood in relation to "you." Yet elsewhere in this let
ter, the "churches" (or assemblies, £KKA,r|C7ioci) of the Gentiles are distinct from 
the community at Rome—with the possible exception of 1 1 : 1 3 , to which we shall 
return below. For example, Paul is carrying "the offering of the Gentiles [not of 
some Gentiles']" to Jerusalem ( 1 5 : 1 6 ) — a n d Paul does not so much as suggest a 
Roman contribution, even though he has bent every effort to get money from 

"the Gentiles" ( 1 Cor 1 6 : 1 - 2 ; 2 Cor 8 - 9 ) . Again, his mission in the east has se
cured "the obedience of the Gentiles" ( 1 5 : 1 7 ) . He even presumes to convey the 
gratitude of "all the churches of the Gentiles" to Prisca and Aquila ( 1 6 : 4 ) , whom 
Acts portrays as Judeans (Acts 1 8 : 2 ) . He also thinks that he has fully preached the 
gospel among the Gentiles of the east, and now wishes to head for Spain and the 
west ( 1 5 : 1 9 ) . 

Accordingly, I submit that "the remainder of the Gentiles" in 1 : 1 3 stands in 
contrast to the Gentiles of the east. This reading is supported also by the phrase 
ev xolc, Xoinolc, £0vr|Giv, which must mean the remainder (cf. Xoinoc) of the 
Gentiles—the ones who are left—and not merely "others."77 He will harvest some 
fruit both among the Judean-Christians of Rome, in passing, and then continue 
the mission for which he was called among the western Gentiles. Pauls audience 
did not need to read the letter through to discover that he was planning to go to 
the remainder of the Gentiles in the west, for Phoebe and her entourage would 
have presented an oral report in bringing the letter, and associates like Prisca and 
Aquila doubtless knew his long-range intentions anyway. 

3 . Verses 1 : 1 4 - 1 5 , which seem to premise Pauls intention to visit Rome 
on his obligation to "both Greeks and barbarians, both wise and foolish," are 

7 6 Cranfield (Romans, 1:20) accepts the plausibility of this reading. 
7 7Pace Fitzmyer, Romans, 247, 250. Nor can the phrase easily apply to Gentiles al

ready evangelized in the west; contra Cranfield, Romans, 1:20; Jervis, Purpose, 108. 
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an insufficiently recognized problem. The apparently easy conclusion, that the 
Christian community is therefore Gentile, 7 8 does not explain the xe K a i con
struction of the two pairs (1:14): both Greek and barbarian, both wise and foolish. 
C. H. Dodd had to admit, perplexed, that the distinctions have "little real force 
in this setting."7 9 The most natural grammatical readings, if they give full weight 
to both X E K a i and o'Sxcoq, seem excluded by their absurdity. 8 0 Paul cannot mean 
that he wants to meet foolish barbarians in Rome, after having dealt with wise 
Greeks for so long, or vice versa, or that he would like to visit a community with 
both elements. His work so far has been precisely in the classically Greek areas of 
the world, where wisdom was also a significant issue (1 Cor 1-4). If he means to 
apply these categories to his Roman readers, his words amount to a substantial 
insult. They also render improbable any explanation of the letter body, including 
the hypothesis of a mixed Gentile-Judean community. 

Granting that the most obvious readings do not work well, we may proceed 
to several considerations that suggest another interpretation. 

a. The derogatory categories "barbarians" and "foolish"81 make better 
sense with reference to a third party than as a description of the readers 
themselves. 

b. As is well known, the Roman empire was broadly divided along lin
guistic lines into the east, which was united by the Greek language after 
Alexander, 8 2 and the "barbarian" west, loosely linked by administrative 
Latin superimposed on the native languages. We have in the yet-unvisited 
western regions, then, a ready referent for Paul's statement. 

c. This clause comes immediately after the one (1:13) in which Paul in
dicates his plan to go to the "remainder of the Gentiles," which I have taken 
to mean the Gentiles of the western Mediterranean. Though it would be ex
tremely gauche for him to find barbarians and foolish persons among his 
current readers, it would make quite decent sense to contrast rhetorically the 
western Gentiles with those of the classically Greek regions in which he has 
worked thus far (Asia Minor, Macedonia, Achaia; Rom 15:19, 26). This refer
ent would explain the xe K a i : "I cannot rest content with the Greeks [in the 
east], but must proceed also to the remainder of the Gentiles, for I am obli-

7 8So Kasemann (Romans, 20—apparently); Jervis, Purpose, 104. 
7 9 C. H. Dodd, The Epistle of Paul to the Romans (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 

1932), 8. 
80Cranfield (Romans, 1:83-85) realizes that there is a problem but ends up with an 

implausible solution: Paul divides Gentile humanity in two different ways (v. 14) and then 
declares his intention to visit Rome because he is apostle to Gentiles (v. 15). But Cranfield 
has already rejected claims of a Gentile majority in Rome (p. 21). Fitzmyer (Romans, 251) 
searches for barbarians among Paul's converts in the east! 

8 1 See H. Windisch ("pccppccpoc,," TDNT 1:548) on the unsavoury connotations of 
the word. 

8 2 On the pervasiveness of Greek in the east, see now F. Millar, The Roman Near East, 
31 BC-AD 337 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1993), 527-28. 
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gated to both Greeks and barbarians, both wise and foolish." With a touch of 
sarcasm that he hopes his (Judean) readers will appreciate, Paul employs the 
language—which had now lost much of its real force 8 3—that Greek speakers 
had customarily used of others. 

d. If this is what Paul has in mind, then O\)TCQ<; does not mean "I am 
coming to you because I am obligated both to Greeks and barbarians, and 
you people of course fit this description," but rather, "in fulfilling my obliga
tion to both Greeks and barbarians, I must naturally pass through Rome; 
hence my desire and opportunity to visit you." This interpretation matches 
Pauls sense in 15:19-24 exactly: it is his mission to Spain that will bring him 
incidentally through Rome. 

e. The adverb O U T C X ; can point forward to a following premise, as well 
as (or instead of) backward; it often does so in Paul. 8 4 Although the major 
English translations make verse 16 a new paragraph, that sentence begins 
with yap, which is a natural sequel to O U T C X ; . 8 5 And the substance of verse 16 
serves rather well as justification for Pauls stopover in a Roman-Judean com
munity, which will occur in spite of his normal obligation to Greeks and bar
barians: "for I am not ashamed of the euangelion, for it is the power of God to 
everyone who trusts, to the Judean first and also to the Greek!" Although he 
has been entrusted with a euangelion for Gentiles, he is not ashamed for the 
Judean Christians to hear it as well ( m i ftpiv). Indeed he believes that the eu
angelion, inasmuch as it levels all humanity before God, requires acceptance 
from Judean Christians too (below). That is why he does not hesitate to bring 
this gospel also to them (euayyEAiaaaOcu; 1.15), whether in writing (the let
ter) or in person (the visit). 

Thus we should arrange the four verses in question as part of the same para
graph, somewhat as follows: 

I do not want you to be ignorant, brothers, that I have often intended to come to 
you—and have been prevented from doing so until now—in order that I might have 
some fruit among you, just as also among the remainder of the Gentiles. [For] I am 
obligated to both Greeks and barbarians, to both wise and foolish. [That is why I plan 
to head west; cf. 15:19-24]. Hence the readiness on my side (TO KCCC' epfc rcpoODpov) 
[but dire you willing?] to bring the euangelion also (iced) to you who are in Rome: for 
I am not ashamed of the euangelion; it is the power of God for salvation to everyone 
who trusts, first the Judean and also the Greek. 

Although still connected logically (by another ydp), verse 17 introduces the reve
lation of Gods righteousness and faith, and so fits more closely with the sequel 
(vv. 18ff.). 

83See A. Momigliano, Alien Wisdom: the Limits of Hellenization (Cambridge: Cam
bridge University Press, 1971), 7-11. 

8 4Rom 5:15,18; 6:19-20; 10:6; 11:26; 1 Cor 4:1; 5:3-4. 
85Cranfield (Romans, 1:86) links v. 16a with what precedes. 
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4. For the next reference to Gentiles we must look all the way to 11:13, and 
this fact itself must be important for understanding the letters audience. There 
Paul has just argued, with great delicacy and nuance, that by admitting Gentiles 
to salvation God has not forgotten his eternal covenant with Israel (9:1-11:12). 
That he speaks of Israel in the third person (9:3-5, etc.) does not imply that his 
audience is Gentile, since he also speaks of the Gentiles in the third person (9:24, 
30; 11:11-12), and the particular Israelites in question are those who, unlike him
self and the Judean-Christians (as I am arguing) of Rome, have not come to trust 
Christ (10:1; 11:1,7). This whole part of his argument is in the abstract, dealing as 
it does with global questions of salvation history. 

Paul has argued that the Gentiles were admitted to the promises by the sov
ereign act of God (9:14-24), because Israel was (by and large) blind and stubborn 
(11:3-10). Nevertheless, the admission of Gentiles is designed at least in part to 
provoke Israel to jealousy (9:23; 10:19; 11:11-12). Having just made this point 
using the third person for all parties concerned, Paul now adopts the second per
son: "Now I am speaking to you Gentiles" (11:13). After his excruciatingly careful 
argument addressing Judean concerns, he proceeds to warn the Gentiles bluntly 
not to become complacent, for just as they were "grafted in" to make Israel jeal
ous, they too might be cut off if they prove faithless (11:17-25). He closes with a 
stunning revelation that accentuates the derivative and provisional place of the 
Gentiles. When the "full number" of Gentiles has come in, all Israel will be saved 
(11:25-26)! The entire argument of chapters 9-11 is thus a unity, defending Paul 
against charges that his gospel nullifies the promises to Israel. 

Does this second-person aside to the Gentiles in 11:13-32 imply that his 
readership includes Gentiles? I think not. The context seems to require that the 
Gentiles in question are not those of any particular locale, but the ones he has 
been speaking about all along, namely, 8 6 the fruits of his Gentile mission who 
have come into salvation (9:30; 10:19; 11:11-12,13b), the very ones among whom 
he has been performing the "priestly service," and from whom he has collected 
the offering for Jerusalem (15:16, 26 -27) . He addresses them directly here, in 
imaginary convocation, for obvious rhetorical effect. Having castigated Israel for 
failing to please God, he risks confirming his reputation for having dismissed 
Israel's heritage (3:8, 31; 6:15; 7:7; cf: Gal 4:30; Acts 21:21, 28). So he must balance 
the scale and reassure his Roman audience: the Gentiles have not taken over; they 
will be similarly punished if they should prove complacent. Although he could 
perhaps have made the same theoretical point by continuing to speak of the Gen
tiles in the third person, it is more effective to look his own converts in the eye 
in absentia, while his readers look on, and sternly caution them. In any case, the 
conclusion of the passage (11:25-36) reinforces the integrity of chapters 9-11, and 

8 6 M. Black is on the right track when he observes that Paul speaks through the Gen
tiles of Rome "to the whole Gentile world" (Romans, 144). Kasemann (Romans, 305) con
curs: "These verses are directed to the Gentiles, without exclusively addressing the Roman 
readers." Evidently, these commentators only include Roman Gentiles among the readers 
because they have concluded from 1:5-6,13 that the community included Gentiles. 
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so prevents us from treating 11:13 as a departure from his global reflection to 
speak of the internal situation in Rome; there is no break in the argument here. 

5. The only other basis commonly cited for positing a Gentile majority among 
the Roman Christians is the content of chapters 14-15, in which some interpret
ers have found evidence of strained relations between the "weak" (hypothetically 
Judean-Christian) minority, who worry about dietary restrictions (14:2,21) and cal
endar observance (14:5), and the "strong" (Gentile-Christian) majority, who have 
no such scruples. Paradoxically, however, even some of those who find a Gentile 
majority in Rome consider this passage rather a generalized paraenesis that does 
not deal with internal Roman problems, 8 7 while it is a proponent of the Judean-
majority hypothesis who may be the most emphatic representative of the view that 
a Judean-Gentile conflict is in view.8 8 We may assert at the outset with some confi
dence, then, that chapters 14-15 do not require a Gentile-Christian majority among 
the audience of Romans. 

Abstinence from meat and wine, though a widely-admired (and seldom-
practised) regimen in the ancient world, was by no means characteristic of 
Judeans; they were in fact known for their use of wine. 8 9 Watson is quite right that 
individual Judeans are said to have abstained in peculiar circumstances, when 
properly prepared food and drink were unavailable; but this observation cannot 
be applied to routine life in Rome, where there was such a large Judean popula
tion for nearly two centuries before Paul. Even if, as Watson speculates, Christian 
Judeans were no longer welcome in the transtiberine quarter (but how could they 
be excluded, since the quarter was not exclusively Judean?), the other parts of the 
city in which Judeans also lived—the Campus Martius and Subura—would have 
had the necessary services to support kashrut90 A vegetarian diet without wine 
could more easily be predicated of a heroic sub-group of either Judean or Gentile 
Christians than of Judean Christians as a bloc over against Gentiles. 

In discussing these questions, we must bear in mind the overall shape of 
chapters 14-15. The main purpose of the general discussion of strong and weak 
is apparently to prepare for Paul's final appeal: ''Welcome one another, therefore, 
as Christ has welcomed you" (15:7). It needs to be stressed, because it is often 
overlooked, that this exhortation is not evenhanded. The following two verses, 
beginning with ydp, reiterate the point of the whole letter (1:2-4,16; 3:29): Christ 
became a servant to the circumcised in order to confirm the ancient promises, 
and so that the Gentiles might glorify God. Paul is chiefly concerned that Judeans 
welcome the Gentiles of his mission, and thus recognize his particular "gospel." 
Accordingly, Paul supports his appeal with a string of biblical proof-texts for 
Gentile salvation, all of which feature the word Gentiles (15:9-12). Those who 

8 7 G. Klein, "Paul's Purpose in Writing the Epistle to the Romans," in The Romans 
Debate (ed. Donfried), 36; R. J. Karris, "Romans 14:1-15:3 and the Occasion of Romans," 
in The Romans Debate (ed. Donfried), 65-84. 

88Watson, Paul, 94-98. 
89Persius, Sat. 5.179-84; Plutarch, Quaest. conv. 4.6.2. 
9 0See Leon, Jews, 137. 
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accept scripture as normative, evidently, should feel bound to accept the Gentiles. 
There is by contrast nothing here about welcoming Judeans. As throughout the 
earlier bulk of the letter, Paul continues a one-sided appeal to his Judean readers 
for consideration of Gentiles. Finally, and most important of all, this passage 
leads directly into Pauls summary of his "priestly work" among the Gentiles 
(15:14-29). The Gentiles of Pauls mission are the ones in need of welcome, and 
the whole letter is aimed at preparing that welcome. 

To summarize thus far, whereas N T scholars have found the references to 
Gentiles in Romans so compelling that they have postulated a mixed community 
with a decisive Gentile majority, I have argued that the bulk of the letter, which 
should be given interpretative priority, indicates a Judean audience, that the few 
references to Gentiles can be more plausibly explained in other ways, and that the 
admittedly sparse external evidence also suggests a Judean form of Christianity 
in Rome at the time of this letter. 

The criterion for assessing these proposals is not whether each one is imme
diately obvious. If they had been obvious, we should not have come to our cur
rent impasse. My argument is that, given the contradictory surface impressions 
created by Romans, and the dead ends that the Gentile hypothesis has created, 
we ought to ask whether that hypothesis is securely based. I would contend that 
the proposals above solve more difficulties than they create. Paul wrote the letter 
to persuade a Judean-Christian community to give his "gospel" for Gentiles a 
sympathetic hearing. 

The Gospel in Romans 

Peculiarities ofEuangelion Language in Romans 

With this argument in hand we may broach our second problem: Why does 
Paul uses euangelion language in such a peculiar way in Romans? Four pecu
liarities may be noted. (The following argument is contextualized by the broader 
survey in chapter 9 of this volume.) 

1. Paul likes to use the noun euangelion, and does so thirty-eight times in the 
undisputed letters. But Romans, his longest letter, and the one that seems to be 
devoted to elaborating his euangelion, uses the word only nine times. Six of these 
instances occur in the opening and closing sections that we have discussed, with 
reference to his own mission and the faith of the Gentiles (1:1, 9, 16; 15:16, 19; 
16:25). In the same proportion, two of the three occurrences of the verb euange-
lizomai in Romans fall within those same passages (1:15; 15:20), and the third is 
in a biblical quotation (10:15). Of the remaining three occurrences of euangelion: 
one falls within the short aside to Gentiles that we have discussed, speaking of 
the Gentiles' acceptance and Israel's rejection of the euangelion (11:28); in 10:16 
Paul speaks in similar salvation-historical terms of the Judeans who have not be
lieved the euangelion; and in the third case he appeals to "my euangelion'(2:16). 
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The upshot is that Paul nowhere speaks of the euangelion as something shared by 
him and his Roman Christian readers. 

To appreciate the significance of this point one needs to recall the central role 
of the euangelion in Pauls other letters, where it is the explicit basis for his bond 
with his readers: "For you remember our labour and toil. . . while we preached 
to you the euangelion of God" (1 Thess 2:9); "For in Christ Jesus through the eu
angelion I gave birth to you" (1 Cor 4:15); " . . . thankful for your partnership in 
the euangelion from the first day" (Phil 1:5); "Let your manner of life be worthy 
of the euangelion of C h r i s t . . . striving side by side for the faith of the euangelion" 
(Phil 1:27); "Even if our [shared] euangelion is veiled, it is veiled only to those who 
are perishing" (2 Cor 4:3); " . . . your obedience in acknowledging the euangelion 
of God" (2 Cor 9:13); "we did not y i e ld . . . , that the truth of the euangelion might 
be preserved for you" (Gal 2:5). This sense of partnership between Paul and his 
readers in the euangelion is absent from Romans. 

Its absence is the more striking because Paul has ample opportunity in this 
long letter to cite the euangelion when he speaks of what the Roman Christians 
have believed, obeyed, or been taught. Strangely, when these opportunities arise, 
Paul opts for awkwardly guarded locutions: "But thanks be to God that you who 
were slaves of sin have obeyed from your hearts the sort of teaching to which you 
were given over (Sv 7cape860r|Te Turcov 8i8axf|<;)" (6:17). 9 1 This exultant passage 
positively demands euangelion, but Paul conspicuously avoids it. Why? Similarly, 
he closes the letter with an admonition to beware of those who create distur
bances, "contrary to the teaching which you have learned" (16:17). Although he 
recognizes their faith, and addresses them with terms of endearment, Paul does 
not cite the euangelion as the common basis of faith or ethics. 

It is a rhetorical necessity that a writer or speaker establish common ground 
with his audience, and Paul does this at every opportunity in Romans. He cites 
a common scriptural heritage (1:2-3), physical descent from Abraham (4:1), 
commitment to Israel (3:1-2; 9:4-5), shared esteem for the law (3:31; 7:12), and 
common friends (ch. 16). But the euangelion is not common ground. Paul's 
assumption of a certain distance between this audience and his euangelion is 
highlighted by the phrase "my euangelion," which he uses only in Romans (evccy-
yeAiov pot); 2:16; 16:25). 

2. That he associates this euangelion with himself and his Gentile con
verts, but not yet with his Roman readers, is indicated already by his opening 
self-identification: "Paul, slave of Jesus Christ, called as [or "to be"] apostle spe
cially assigned to the euangelion of God" (icA,r|Td<; anoaxoXoc, a<|)copiapevo<; 
eiq eftayyeAiov QEOV 1:1). It is important here to clarify the sense of the perfect 
passive participle of ct(|)opi£co—"set aside, reserve, appoint"—which I have with 
deliberate provocation rendered "specially assign." 

Commentators have generally referred the phrase to an internal, psychologi
cal, or spiritual "consecration." Paul is thus portrayed as either reflecting upon 

9 1 Commentators, it is fair to say, do not make good sense of this line; R. Bultmann 
simply excised it as a "stupid insertion" (cited in Cranfield, Romans, 1:323). 
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his "conversion" to Christianity, in which he was separated by God from his 
Pharisaic past (cf. Phil 3:5-6) , or piously recalling the language of Jeremiah about 
separation for God's work while still in the womb (cf. Jer 1:5; Gal 1:15). 9 2 But why 
make these points here and now, in this particular letter? What could they mean 
for these readers? No other letter opening presents Paul as "set apart." 

Although purely theological senses are always possible, we ought to prefer 
one that relates Pauls language to the concrete situation of the letter. In this case, 
I would argue, Paul thinks of himself as specially assigned vis-a-vis the other 
apostles to the euangelion of God. This would entail a strong reading of the phrase, 
for if Paul were in his own mind the apostle responsible for the euangelion of God, 
then the euangelion would also in some sense also be reserved for him. 9 3 

We may note three data that support the stronger reading. First, the parti
ciple stands next to the noun "apostle." Although a comma is usually inserted 
between the two words, so that they are independently related back to "Paul," it 
seems at least equally plausible that the participle qualifies the immediately pre
ceding "apostle"; he is "apostle assigned to the euangelion of God." 9 4 His euange
lion distinguishes him from the other apostles. 

Second, we know from Gal 2:7-9 that Paul really does consider himself the one 
apostle, in contrast to the others, who has been charged with the Gentile mission. 
And in that context he associates the word euangelion (explicitly) only with his 
mission (Gal 2:2, 5, 7). His letters elsewhere reflect his keen awareness of being 
different from the other apostles on account of his mission to the Gentiles (1 Cor 
9:2; 15:9-10; 2 Cor 11:5). If euangelion has a special significance for the Gentile 
mission (below), then it would make sense for Paul to portray himself in Rom 1:1 
as its special representative among the apostles. 

Third, in Paul's only other self-referential use of the verb "set apart" (oc<|>o-
pi£co) he connects it with the euangelion and his Gentile mission: "when he 
who had set me apart since my mother's womb and had called me was pleased 
to reveal his son in me, so that (!va) I might proclaim (euayyeAi^copcti) him 
among the Gentiles . . ." (Gal 1:15-16). Whatever pious embellishments Paul 
might have bestowed on the term (e.g., his call "from the womb"), the point is 
clear enough that he considered himself specially reserved for the euangelion 
among the Gentiles. 

92Black, Romans, 34; Cranfield, Romans, 1:53; Kasemann, Romans, 6; Fitzmyer, Ro
mans, 229, 232. 

9 3Cf. Josephus, War 2.488: successors of Alexander the Great "reserved" (ot<|)cbpiaav) 
for the Alexandrian Judeans their own quarter of the city. 

94Cranfield (Romans, 1:53 n. 1) dismisses this possibility as "very clumsy" for rea
sons that escape me. In an unpunctuated text intended for oral presentation, it would be 
even clumsier to add a third qualifier to the original "Paul" (in addition to "slave ..." and 

"called . ..") and expect the hearers/readers to ignore the immediately preceding words, 
which stand in the same case and number. While I might have preferred a definite article 
before "apostle" to make this reading absolutely clear, that would perhaps be too strong 
for the occasion; the customary reading would require, by contrast, an "and" between 

"apostle" and "set apart." Why not allow at least a dual apposition? 
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3. Another indicator of the distance between Paul and his Roman readers 
on the question of euangelion is the defensive posture of his opening statement, 
which colors the whole of the letter: "For I am not ashamed of the euangelion' 
(1:16). Why should he be ashamed, or even raise the rhetorical prospect of shame? 
In his letters to Gentiles, as we have seen, the euangelion is self-evidently true 
and decisive; shame is not a prospect. Possibly, he raises the issue in Romans only 
because he assumes the emphatic agreement of his readers—"Of course, Paul, 
one could never be ashamed of the euangelion that we all hold dear!"—as a way 
of establishing a common base. But overwhelming contextual indicators speak 
against such an interpretation. The whole letter is defensive, responding to real 
or alleged concerns from a Judean perspective (Rom 2:25; 3:1,8,27,31; 4:1; 6:1,15; 
7:1, 7, 12; 8:2-3; 9:1-5; 11:25-36). 

Further, we know—it is not a matter of speculation—that some Judean 
Christians did think that Paul should be ashamed of his euangelion.95 They as
sumed that he had corrupted the apostles' teaching in order "to please men" (Gal 
1:10-12), and that he had effectively written off Israel and its traditions (Acts 
21:21, 28). In social terms, the appearance of having jettisoned ones ancestral 
laws and of having openly challenged the esteemed leaders of the group, who had 
in this case been associates and relatives of Jesus himself, would easily explain 
the charge of "disgrace."9 6 

Scholars routinely note that the "sender" portion of Romans is much longer 
than usual in Paul's letters. They routinely suggest also that he has inserted an 
existing creed after the introduction of himself (1:2-3), and some allow that this 
must have been intended to cement the bond with his readers. 9 7 But these observa
tions need to be focused more sharply, and as a problem: Why does Paul, imme
diately after mentioning his own name and his special euangelion (1:1) pile up 
clauses connecting that euangelion with Judean scripture and history? Why is it so 
untypically urgent for him to say this before he even gets to his "hello" (1:7)? 

It seems to me that the attribution of 1:3-4 to a "pre-Pauline formula" has 
dulled our sensitivity to the defensive tone of this novel introduction. Paul says that 
the euangelion about Jesus was announced in the prophets of holy scripture, and 
that Jesus was a scion of David according to the flesh, yes (1:2-3); but his resurrec
tion from the dead puts things on another plane entirely. Now designated son of 
God in power according to the Holy Spirit, he is the Lord who invites the obedience 
of Gentiles as well (1:4-5). That verses 2 -3 are concessive is signaled by the vivid 
contrast between the boo-word "flesh" and the hurrah-word "spirit." The connota
tions of these categories would not be lost on any ancient reader, and elsewhere 
Paul applies them with rhetorical force precisely to the distinction between Judean 
Christianity and his euangelion (Phil 3:2-3 ,18-20; 2 Cor 3:15,18; Gal 3:1-5). 

9 5See G. Ludemann, Opposition to Paul in Jewish Christianity (trans. M. E. Boring; 
Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), esp. 35-115. 

9 6Cf. Josephus's assessment of Apion, Ag. Ap. 2.143-144. 
9 7Dodd, Romans, 4-5; Cranfield, Romans, 1:57; Kasemann, Romans, 10-11; Fitzmyer, 

Romans, 228-30. Jervis (Purpose, 72-75, 85) draws attention to the unusual length of the 
"sender" field. 
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Paul is thus not arguing here for a balanced view of Jesus' human and divine 
pedigrees, or simply citing a creed. 9 8 He is making a programmatic statement 
that sets the pace for what will follow from verse 16, after the obligatory thanks
giving: he is out to explain and defend the "euangelion of God" among readers 
who have not yet accepted it. 

4. Finally, just where we should most expect to find the euangelion invoked 
as common ground, in his otherwise generous thanksgiving, Paul confounds us 
by referring to "my intention to bring the euangelion also to (e'DayyeWaaaBai) 
you who are in Rome" (1:15). What a thing to say in an otherwise diplomatic letter 
opening! In his typical letters to Gentiles, the verb consistently refers to the past, 
when Paul first established the community with his euangelion." It is therefore 
unlikely that his Roman readers, who were already well established (1:8), valued 
the euangelion as a term of self-evident supreme good, in the way that Paul did. 
If they had done, his comment would have been a direct insult. We should rather 
conclude, in line with everything we have seen so far, that euangelion-langudige 
has special significance for Paul and his Gentile mission. 

How do these peculiarities in Paul's euangelion language relate to the ques
tion of audience? A detached reading of K. Donfried's Romans Debate would 
show that they do not make good sense on the common hypothesis of a Gentile 
majority. G. Klein's proposal, that Paul intends to provide the Gentile Roman 
community with a proper apostolic foundation, is perhaps the most fully articu
lated. 1 0 0 It is also widely rejected. 1 0 1 It would be more plausible if Paul's apostle-
ship had been evident to anyone but himself and his closest associates (cf. 1 Cor 
9:2). In any case, it does not derive from a natural sense of euangelizomai. 

The Gospel and Judean Christianity 

If Paul's readers were Christian Judeans, we have a simple and probable so
lution to the difficulty—probable, because it hinges on a demonstrable trait in 
Paul's use of euangelion. He most closely approximates the possessive "my euan
gelion" of Romans when he deals with the Judaizing threat in his own churches. 

In writing to Corinth and Galatia, as we have seen, Paul cites the euangelion 
as the basis of communion with his readers. He was the one who established 
them in the euangelion, and he encourages them to maintain their loyalty (1 Cor 
4.15; 9.18; 2 Cor 4.3; 9.13; Gal 2.14; 4.13). In both locations, however, Paul's teach-

9 8 On this reading, I see no reason to suppose that Paul is using a creed at all. If he is, 
he has thoroughly adapted it to his current need. 

9 9 1 Cor 1:17 (linked with baptizing); 9:16,18; 15:1-2; 2 Cor 10:16; 11:7; Gal 1:8,11, 16, 
23; 4:13. He occasionally uses the verb, sarcastically, of others' activities in his churches 
(Gal 1:9). 

100Klein, "Purpose," 29-43. 
1 0 1 Donfried, "Romans 16," 44-45; Watson, "Congregations," 213; P. Stuhlmacher, 

"The Purpose of Romans," in The Romans Debate (ed. Donfried), 241 n. 25; Elliott, Rheto
ric, 22-23, 28-29; Jervis, Purpose, 26, 163 (although she does think that Paul wishes the 
Romans to accept him as "their apostle"); Fitzmyer, Romans, 76. 
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ing is challenged after his departure by advocates of a Judean Christianity that 
proves very appealing to his Gentile converts. Paul vehemently denounces these 
interlopers and their ideas. 

His language is revealing. Where his opening thanksgiving would normally 
stand, an angry Paul marvels that his Galatian converts have so quickly turned 
to "a different euangelion, which is not merely another variety of the same" (eiq 
exepov E'DayyE^iov, 6 oi>K eaxiv aXXo; 1:6-7). The Judaizers, indeed, "wish to 
pervert the euangelion of Christ. But even if we ourselves or an angel from heaven 
should bring a euangelion different from the euangelion that we brought to you 
before, let him be accursed!" (1:8) In the face of this Judaizing challenge, he be
gins to use terms approaching the possessive "my euangelion" of Romans: he in
sists that "the euangelion that was proclaimed by me" comes directly from God 
(1:11). Similarly, he speaks of his dealings with the Judean-Christian leaders in 
Jerusalem: "I laid before them the euangelion that I proclaim among the Gentiles" 
(2:2). Does Paul really recognize any other euangelion7. He seems plainly to iden
tify "the euangelion of Christ" with what he preaches. 

Most impressive, when Peter and the rest of the Judeans withdraw from 
common meals with Gentiles, to satisfy a delegation from James, Paul castigates 
them for not being "straightforward about 'the truth of the euangelion" (2:14). 
Evidently, the scruples of these Judeans prevent them from embracing what Paul 
considers the euangelion—in spite of his exhortation that failure to do so involves 
rebuilding what has now been smashed to pieces (Gal 2:18) and nullifying the 
grace of God (2:21). Similarly, in the preceding sentences Paul has declared that 
he did not yield to certain "false brothers" who objected to the freedom that he 
took in Christ Jesus, "so that the 'truth of the euangelion might remain among 
you" (Gal 2:5). Since the false brothers evidently promoted a Judean Christianity 
like Peter ("to enslave us," 2:5; "you compel Gentiles to judaize," 2:14), it is impos
sible to avoid associating the two events. For Paul, the truth of the euangelion is 
what he preaches among Gentiles. 

We observe the same phenomenon in his correspondence with the Corinthi
ans. Although he has given them birth through the euangelion, now in the face of 
a Judean challenge 1 0 2 he accuses them: 

If someone comes and proclaims another Jesus, whom we did not proclaim, or 
if you receive a different spirit, which you did not formerly receive, or a differ
ent (exepov) euangelion, which you did not formerly accept, you happily adopt it! 
(2 Cor 11:4) 

These passages seem to show that Paul is unwilling to connect full-blooded 
Judean Christianity—of the kind that would maintain a traditional Judean regi
men in spite of the death and resurrection of Jesus—with his euangelion. And it is 
only in this context of conflict with "Judeanism" that Paul so qualifies his use of 
euangelion. Although he faces many other problems within his churches, he does 
not link those problems to a "different euangelion" (cf. 1 Corinthians). 

See Liidemann, Opposition, 80-97. 
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I concede that Paul does not maintain an obvious and one-sided antipathy 
to Judean Christianity; nor does he withhold the term euangelion with perfect 
consistency. He is at least superficially ambivalent toward Christian Judeans. He 
formally acknowledges the apostleship of the Jerusalem leaders (1 Cor 9:5; 15:9; 
Gal. 2:2); he goes out of his way to reach a diplomatic agreement with them (Gal 
2:1-10); he devotes a remarkable amount of energy, over several years, to the col
lection for the saints in Jerusalem (2 Cor 8 -9 ; Rom 15:25-29); and he admits 
Judean believers as brothers and sisters. Within the context of the Jerusalem 
agreement, he implies that Peters preaching to the "circumcision" parallels his 
own ^euangelion of the foreskin" (Gal 2:7)—though he does not actually call Pe
ter's preaching euangelion. Similarly, when he discusses apostles' finances, his 
quotation of Jesus' remark (1 Cor 9:14) seems to suggest that the other apostles 
too proclaim the euangelion. But he does not quite say it, and the sequel seems to 
isolate him and his euangelion from the others once again (9:15-18). 

None of this, however, can obscure the fact that his most vehement repudia
tions of the law, circumcision, and those who advocate them arise out of disputes 
within the Christian camp (Philippians 3; 2 Corinthians 3 , 1 0 - 1 3 ; Galatians 3 - 4 ) . 
He openly curses his Judean-Christian opponents, ridicules them, calls them 
names, and consigns them to perdition (Phil 3:2,19; 2 Cor 11 :3 -4 ,13 -15 ,26 ; Gal 
1:8-9; 5:12; 6:12). He admits that the status of the Jerusalem apostles really means 
nothing to him after all (Gal 2:6). He counts his own Judean past as "dung" in 
the face of the new creation (Phil 3:7-8). Although we might prefer to think that 
he admits their teaching, at least grudgingly, as a "different kind of euangelion" 
(Gal 1:6; 2 Cor 11:4), we quickly realize that his language is sarcastic; for just as 
there is no Jesus or spirit other than the ones that he has preached, so there is no 
other euangelion. 

It is not plausible, in my view, that Paul says all of this only because some 
Judaizers have interfered with his Gentile converts, and that he otherwise has no 
objection to Judean Christianity. 1 0 3 Such a conclusion does not adequately explain: 
his vigorous arguments for the end of the law in principle, even where he is not 
writing to his own converts (Rom 10:14); his consistent claim that the categories of 
Judean and Greek no longer apply in Christ (2 Cor: 5:17; Gal 3:28; Rom 10:14); his 
confrontation of Peter (implicitly also Barnabas, James, and others) for not aban
doning what Peter understood as appropriate behavior for a Judean (Gal 2:11); his 
personal example of abandoning Torah observance in the light of Christ's coming 
(Phil 3:4-9); and the widespread impression that he encouraged other Judeans to 
follow suit (Acts 21:21, 28)—a charge that was hardly invented by the author of 
Acts (cf. Rom 3:8, 31; 7:7). 1 0 4 It is no coincidence that Paul's relations with Judea 
were always strained: originally driven out of Judea because of his preaching to the 
Gentiles (1 Thess 2:15-16), he returned only when absolutely necessary, for brief 
periods, and always with anxiety (Gal 1:18; 2:1; Rom 15:31-32). 

1 0 3Pace K. Stendahl, Paul Among Jews and Gentiles (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976), 
2-3; Gaston, Torah, 137. 

1 0 4See Ludemann, Opposition, 55-59. 
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This ambivalence toward Judean Christianity, which seems to result from the 
tension between a clear ideology (Judaism per se has been supplanted by Christ) 
and political constraint (Paul must in practice get along with Judean Christians), 
is precisely what we find in Romans. On the rhetorical level, he is polite and 
even expresses the hope that he might learn something from his audience (1:12). 
He considers issues of importance to Judeans with great delicacy and nuance 
(1:16-11:36). But in the end, though he gives them as positive a face as he can, his 
positions are bad news for traditional Judean culture. In light of Christ's coming, 
circumcision, physical descent from Abraham, and Torah observance have lost 
their crucial significance (3:21; 4:14); in the current moment of salvation history 

"there is no distinction between Judean and Greek" (10:12; cf: 3:9). 
Corresponding to this ambivalence, and wholly in keeping with the tenden

cies of his other letters, is Pauls use of euangelion in Romans. We have seen that 
he does not invoke it as a common basis with his readers. Nevertheless, in Rom 
10:16 he seems to be referring to Israel when he quotes Isa 53:1 in support of his 
claim that "they have not all obeyed the euangelion." If we applied rigorous logic, 
we should conclude that some Judeans therefore have obeyed the euangelion, and 
we should perhaps infer from this alone that Paul recognizes Judean Christian
ity as a form of euangelion. But even on such tight logic, he might only con
nect Judeans like himself—whom he will presently offer as a prime example of 
faithful Israel (11:2)—or Prisca and Aquila (16:3-5) with the euangelion. More to 
the point, we cannot employ rigorous logic in view of his demonstrable strategic 
flexibility when speaking to Judeans (cf. 1 Cor 9:21-22; 10:32-33). In spite of his 
posture of openness in this letter, Paul is disinclined to use the language of euan
gelion for what the readers have already believed. 

Summary and Conclusion 

I have set out to consider two problems: the audience of Romans and the pe
culiarities of Paul's euangelion-language in this letter. The former problem arises 
because the references to Gentiles in the opening and closing sections do not 
match the heart of the letter itself, which presupposes a Judean-Christian audi
ence, or the external evidence, which attests to the Judean ambience of Roman 
Christianity through the first century. I have argued that these few references to 
Gentiles (a) cannot take methodological priority over the orientation of the let
ter as a whole and (b) can be plausibly understood in ways that do not involve a 
Gentile audience. It is much more economical to understand them this way than 
to interpret the rest of the letter as if it were addressed to Gentiles. 

A case in point is Paul's peculiar use of "gospel" language in Romans, which 
was our second question. Paul's defensiveness about his euangelion, his desire to 
bring it to the Roman Christians as if it were something new, and his marked 
reluctance to call what they have already believed euangelion, are all difficult to 
explain by means of a Gentile-majority hypothesis. Yet these phenomena fit well 
with Paul's observable tendency in other letters to reserve euangelion-langmge 
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for his unique mission to the Gentiles, and to withdraw it from shared discourse 
with his converts when they move toward Judean Christianity. The data make the 
best sense, in other words, if Romans is addressed to a group of Judean Chris
tians. That Paul was the first Christian to use euangelion-language, and that he 
used it with a particular bearing on his Gentile mission, suggests that the word 
group was not as meaningful to non-Pauline Christians. 1 0 5 

Of course, there may have been some Gentiles among the Roman Christians, 
perhaps Judean sympathizers or even proselytes, but the letter does not deal with 
their particular concerns. 

1 0 5 This conclusion would have obvious implications for historical-Jesus research; but 
see already G. Friedrich ("euayY^iov," TDNT 2:727): "It is thus doubtful. . . whether 
Jesus ever spoke of euayyeAiov." 



Chapter 11 

G D 
C H I E F PRIESTS, SADDUCEES, PHARISEES, AND 

SANHEDRIN IN LUKE-ACTS AND JOSEPHUS 

It may seem odd at the end of the twentieth century that one should venture 
upon a new study of the Judean (traditionally "Jewish": see ch. 5 above) leaders in 
Acts. Acts and every other first-century source that mentions these groups have 
been known for nearly two millennia. If the object is to compare the portrayal in 
Acts with what is known historically about the chief priests, Sadducees, Pharisees, 
and Sanhedrin, has this not been done many times already? Remarkably, it is only 
within the last twenty years that scholars have begun seriously to study the func
tion of the Judean leaders in the narrative of Acts. And it is no longer (or not yet) 
possible to speak of "what we know" historically about the Judean leaders. 

These two phenomena are related, for the new focus on the roles of Judean 
leaders in particular texts results from the same intellectual forces that brought 
down the house of cards that formerly passed for historical knowledge. To be sure, 
intensive scholarly energy on our theme, following the rise of critical history and 
the emancipation of European Jews, produced great manuals of historical knowl
edge about the N T Umwelt. But since the turn of the century, broad intellectual 
movements exposing the problems of bias, perspective, context, construction, 
particularity, otherness, and diversity, have filtered through the academy.1 These 
general intellectual tendencies have been catalyzed by particular advances. Jacob 
Neusner's reappraisal of the rabbinic corpus, which provided much of the fuel for 
old constructions of the Judean leaders, shows that this literature makes a coher
ent statement about its time of composition, not about the first century. 2 Archaeo
logical discoveries, the recovery of lost writings, and the reappraisal of known 
texts have further helped to overturn the first critical syntheses, which tended to 
cobble together a monolithic system of thought from bits and pieces in a variety 
of sources. 3 The hallmark of our time is a profound historical agnosticism. 4 

1H. C. Kee, Knowing the Truth: A Sociological Approach to New Testament Interpre
tation (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989) 1-64. 

2 J . Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions, 3:234-38. 
3Cf. M. Smith, "Palestinian Judaism"; Neusner, Rabbinic Traditions, 3:320-68; R. A. 

Kraft and G. W. E. Nickelsburg, eds., Early Judaism, 1-30; G. G. Porton, "Diversity in 
postbiblical Judaism," in Early Judaism (ed. Kraft and Nickelsburg), 57-80. 

4S. Mason, "The Problem of the Pharisees in Modern Scholarship," in Approaches to 
Ancient Judaism, New Series 3: Historical and Literary Studies (SFSHJ 81; ed. J. Neusner; 
Atlanta: Scholars, 1993), 103-40. 
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This dissolution of reliable historical knowledge has rendered it all the more 
urgent to understand what is in each particular text. Since we do not possess the 
past itself, but only a few stories and physical remains from it, we should first try 
to understand what we have, rather than what we lack. So N T scholars have begun 
to return to the texts for their own sake, not merely as sources for patchwork his
torical reconstructions, and they have been greatly assisted by a new rapproche
ment with literary criticism. 5 They have begun to read the gospels and Acts more 
curiously, with attention to rhetoric, 6 plot and character, implied readers, narra
tors, and authors. 7 So we have seen a spate of studies on the Judean leaders not 
as historical figures but as literary characters: in Matthew, 8 Mark, 9 Luke-Acts, 1 0 

Josephus,1 1 and rabbinic literature. 1 2 

The new concern with texts as coherent stories does not preclude historical 
questioning. But it does mean that historical questions should not be asked too 
quickly, as they were before.1 3 History can no longer be done positivistically, by 
looking at discrete statements in various authors and asking whether these state
ments are right or wrong as expressions of fact. Evidence only has meaning in 
context, as part of someone's story. If we do not know what it means in context, 
we cannot use it for historical purposes. In the wake of the collapse of old con
structions of the Judean leadership groups, every new historical hypothesis must 
demonstrate a grasp of the stories from the period, show how an author chose 
to use the leaders in particular roles, and state how this particular historical re
construction plausibly explains these many uses: if hypothesis X is right, then 
authors A, B, C, and D came to their views of the matter in this way.1 4 The mod
ern reconstruction will not be the same as any ancient story. But it must plausibly 
show how the ancient stories—the evidence to be explained—came into being. 

5Cf. already N. Petersen, Literary Criticism for New Testament Critics (Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1978). 

6G. A. Kennedy, Rhetorical Criticism. 
7 E . P. Sanders and M. Davies, Studying the Synoptic Gospels (London: SCM, 1989), 

224-51. 
8D. R. A. Hare, The Theme of Jewish Persecution of Christians in the Gospel Accord

ing to St. Matthew (SNTSMS 6; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967); S. van 
Tilborg, The Jewish Leaders in Matthew (Leiden: Brill, 1972). 

9M. J. Cook, Mark's Treatment of the Jewish Leaders (Leiden: Brill, 1978). 
1 0 J . Ziesler, "Luke and the Pharisees," NTS 25 (1978-1979): 146-57; R. L. Brawley, 

Luke-Acts and the Jews: Conflict, Apology, and Conciliation (SBLMS 33; Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1987); J. T. Sanders, The Jews in Luke-Acts (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987); R. P. 
Carroll, "Luke's Portrayal of the Pharisees," CBQ 50 (1988): 604-21; J. A. Darr, On Char
acter Building: The Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke-Acts (Louisville: 
John Knox, 1992). 

1 1G. Baumbach, "The Sadducees in Josephus," in Josephus, the Bible, and History 
(ed. Feldman and Hata), 173-95; C. Thoma, "The High Priesthood in the Judgment of 
Josephus," in Josephus, the Bible, and History (ed. Feldman and Hata); Mason, Josephus 
on the Pharisees, 196-215. 

12Neusner, Rabbinic Traditions. 
13Neusner, Rabbinic Traditions, 3.320-68. 
14Mason, Josephus on the Pharisees, 1-17. 
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These considerations make the following study of the Judean leaders in Luke-
Acts quite different from what one might have come up with even fifty years ago, 
in spite of the fact that the "evidence" has remained constant. First, the author of 
Acts wrote the work as a sequel to the Gospel of Luke, so interpreters of Acts can 
only engage the story properly by first examining the Gospel. We cannot pull out 
Gamaliels speech or some other episode as somehow reflective of Lukes com
munity, but must start at the beginning and deal with the whole story. Second, we 
cannot assume any historical knowledge about the groups in question as an ex
ternal referent. And since an original historical investigation would require prior 
analysis of all relevant texts, it is beyond our scope. Jacob Neusner,1 5 Ellis Rivkin, 1 6 

and Anthony Saldarini 1 7 have all tried their hands at historical reconstructions 
of the Pharisees (or several leadership groups) 1 8 in the new way—after first inter
preting each relevant source in its own world—and they are to be applauded for 
realizing what is required. Still, none of their proposals yet commands sufficient 
support to serve as a secure body of knowledge. Strangely, the two most recent 
reconstructions of the Jewish groups, 1 9 while recognizing the negative implica
tions of Neusner's work, do not seem to see the need to explain the ancient stories 
in any comprehensive way. 2 0 

Instead of comparing Acts with "history," which we do not have ready-made, 
it seems to me that we must begin to treat it as another kind of evidence, alongside 
the only contemporary Judean narratives that mention these Judean leaders— 
the writings of Flavius Josephus. Luke-Acts is arguably the most important early 
Christian statement on the Judean leaders, because of its unparalleled size and 
historical self-conception, and the Josephan corpus is without question the most 
important non-Christian witness. By developing interpretations of the Judean 
leaders in these two complex narrative sets, one might hope to establish a pro
legomenon to historical reconstruction of the groups. Although in the original 
version of this essay 2 11 tried to bring the two into comparison as wholes, space 
constraints here require me to abbreviate much of the Josephus section. Much 
of that material is represented in some way by other chapters in this volume (es
pecially chapters 5 and 6 on a contextual reading of his Pharisees). I retain only 
enough of the second part and conclusion to suggest the lines of comparison. 

The secondary literature on Luke, Acts, Josephus, and each of the 
Judean groups is so vast that responsible interaction would have produced a 

1 5 J . Neusner, From Politics to Piety: The Emergence of the Pharisaic Judaism (Engle-
wood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1973). 

16Rivkin, Revolution. 
1 7 Saldarini, Pharisees. 
18Ibid. 
19Sanders, Practice and Belief, 317-490; Grabbe, Judaism, 2:463-554. 
20See S. Mason, "Revisiting Josephuss Pharisees," in Judaism in Late Antiquity, pt. 3: 

Where We Stand: Issues and Debates in Ancient Judaism (4 vols.; ed. J. Neusner and A. J. 
Avery-Peck; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 23-56. 

2 1S. Mason, "Chief Priests, Sadducees, Pharisees and Sanhedrin in Acts," in The Book 
of Acts in its Palestinian Setting (ed. R. Bauckham; vol. 4 of The Book of Acts in its First-
Century Setting, ed. B. W. Winter. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 115-77. 
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multi-volume book rather than a chapter. In the available space I can only sum
marize three recent and comprehensive interpretations of the Judean leaders in 
Luke-Acts, before proceeding with my own analysis of the primary texts. Paren
thetical notes indicate studies that I have found unusually helpful, whether I 
agree with them or not. 

The State of the Question 

In 1987 Robert L. Brawley and Jack T. Sanders 2 2 published the first two com
prehensive studies of the Jewish leaders in Acts. Each knew the others work in 
progress, but they came to quite different assessments of Lukes overall purpose 
and of his use of the Jewish leaders. Five years later, John A. D a r r 2 3 tried to refine 
their efforts with closer attention to narratological method. The common con
cern of all three to identify the literary function of Jewish leadership groups in 
Luke-Acts marks an advance over previous work and provides a useful starting 
point. 

Jack T. Sanders 

Sanders's interpretation of Luke's social context follows that of Robert Mad-
dox. 2 4 This Gentile-Christian community faces an identity crisis caused by the 
competing claims of Judaism to the same texts and tradition. Luke and his read
ers share a Pauline outlook. 2 5 The legitimacy of the young church's interpreta
tion of scripture with reference to Christ is challenged by the established Jewish 
community and by Jewish Christians who call for Torah observance. 2 6 Luke's 
response is to show that the Jewish people are misguided, that they have both 
rejected God and been rejected by God. Gentile inclusion is now divinely autho
rized; non-Christian Jews and Jewish Christians who seek to remain observant 
have been written off by God. 2 7 

Sanders arrives at these conclusions after considering first how the main 
leadership groups and Jerusalem function in Luke-Acts (chs. 1-2). With the ex
ception of two incidental references to high priests (Luke 3:1; Acts 19:14), the 
chief priests and elders along with their associated scribes are consistently hostile 
to Jesus and the young church. 2 8 The attitude of these leaders provides one im
portant reference point for Luke's view of the Jews. Luke even implies that it was 
Jews who executed Jesus; here and elsewhere he imagines Jewish soldiers directed 

2 2 See n. 10 above. 
2 3 See n. 10 above. 
2 4 R. Maddox, The Purpose of Luke-Acts (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1982). 
25Sanders, Luke-Acts, 316-17. 
26Ibid., 130, 314. 
27Ibid., 54, 110-11,317. 
28Ibid., 20. 
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by the chief priests. 2 9 The four Herods in Luke-Acts also persecute Jesus' group 
(John the Baptist, Jesus, James) when behaving as Jews; when acting as secular 
leaders, however, they tend to acquit (Jesus and Paul). 3 0 Jerusalem functions as 
the "locus classicus of hostility to God, to his purposes, to his messengers."31 Luke 
normally uses the term Sanhedrin (synedrion) for a place, the "courtroom" of the 
Jewish council, though he can also use it of the assembled body. 3 2 

Acknowledging the apparent ambivalence of Luke-Acts toward the Jewish 
people, who sometimes support Jesus and the church but sometimes oppose them, 
Sanders proposes that one look first at the speeches to determine Lukes funda
mental view. There he finds a consistent portrait: "the Jews are and always have 
been willfully ignorant of the purposes and plans of God expressed in their famil
iar scriptures. . . ." This view is "repeated over and over in every possible way ad 
nauseam?11 Jesus' keynote sermon in Nazareth (Luke 4:16-27) and Paul's final 
assessment (Acts 28:25-28) serve to frame the other speeches as declarations of 
Jewish rejection. Although there was a time in which the prospect of repentance 
and salvation was duly offered, by Stephen's speech in Acts 7 repentance is no 
longer an option. 3 4 If one then interprets the Jews' narrative actions in light of 
the speeches one finds that, in spite of early support for Jesus and the church, ul
timately "the Jews have become what they from the first were":35 intransigent op
ponents of the divine will who are rejected by God. 3 6 

With this portrait of the Jewish leaders and people in hand, Sanders turns to 
the Pharisees. The problem is that they appear quite friendly to Jesus throughout 
the Gospel, with their dinner invitations, warning to flee Herod Antipas, and 
absence from the passion narrative. 3 7 Most of their disputes concern the proper 
interpretation of the Law. 3 8 In Acts, the Pharisees remain basically friendly, as 
the speech of Gamaliel and their siding with Paul in the Sanhedrin indicate; 
strangely, the only obstructionist Pharisees are the Christian Pharisees of Acts 
15:5, who insist that Gentile Christians be circumcised and observe Torah, and 
whose views Luke rejects. 3 9 

Sanders finds in this episode the key to Luke's use of the Pharisees. In the 
Gospel and here in Acts, "Pharisees" stand for those Jewish Christians who dis
miss Gentile Christianity (and Luke's community) as illegitimate; Luke's stories 
about Jesus' eating with sinners and Sabbath freedom are meant to confront 
those Jewish Christians. 4 0 The Pharisees/Jewish-Christians appear to desire Jesus' 

29Ibid., 9-12. 
30Ibid., 20-2. 
3 1 Ibid., 26. 
32Ibid., 4-5. 
33Ibid., 63. 
34Ibid., 54-5. 
35Ibid., 81. 
36Ibid., 81-3. 
37Ibid., 85-8. 
38Ibid., 90-1. 
39Ibid., 94-5. 
40Ibid., 95. 
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company, but they do not understand him or his program. They are therefore the 
hypocrites whose leaven must be avoided, and Luke dismisses them along with 
non-Christian Jews. 4 1 But Luke also uses the friendly non-Christian Pharisees of 
Acts, Gamaliel and the others on the council, to "underscore the linkage between 
Christianity and the ancestral Israelite religion."42 Thus, Pharisees fulfill two 
roles in Lukes effort to exclude Judaism from Christianity: they represent Chris
tians who do not see the implications of Jesus' coming for Judaism (in Pauline 
terms) and they serve as sort of official Jewish greeters and guarantors of the 
Christian movement. 4 3 

Sanders devotes nearly half of his book 4 4 to a linear reading of Luke-Acts in 
order to justify his thematic analysis in situ. 

Robert L. Brawley 

Brawley agrees with Sanders that Luke-Acts comes from a Pauline church, but 
the rest of his analysis is diametrically opposite. Far from providing a rationale 
for the severance of Christianity from Judaism, Brawley's Luke seeks to reunite 
Pauline Christianity with Judaism, to draw "authentic Jews toward Christianity 
and authentic Christians toward Judaism."4 5 This rapprochement requires the re
habilitation of Paul, which is the main burden of Acts. In the face of Jewish and 
Jewish Christian criticism, Paul must be shown a faithful Jew, in direct continuity 
with the unimpeachably Jewish Peter. 4 6 In Brawley's view, Jewish repentance and 
salvation remain options through to the very end of Acts; even Acts 28 claims that 
some of the Roman Jews were "persuaded" by Paul (Acts 28:24). 4 7 

In support of his thesis, Brawley takes a minimalist approach to the text. 
That is, whereas most scholars have seen particular figures and situations as para
digmatic of the Jewish/Christian problem at Luke's time of writing, Brawley insists 
that they be confined to their plain sense. Thus, the rejection at Nazareth does 
not foreshadow universal Jewish rejection, but reflects only the rejection of some 
people at one place and one time. 4 8 Acts does not show a steady movement away 
from Jerusalem to the ends of the earth, because there is a constant return to Je
rusalem throughout. 4 9 Acts 1:8 ("to the ends of the earth") remains unfulfilled in 
the text itself. Unlike Paul's own letters, Luke-Acts knows of no Pauline Gentile 
mission; Paul has a diaspora mission, which includes Jews and Gentiles, and he 
puts more effort into the Jewish mission. 5 0 Most important, the "architectonic" 

41Ibid., 110-1. 
42Ibid., 97. 
43Ibid., 112. 
44Ibid., 156-299. 
4 5 Brawley, Luke-Acts, 159. 
46Ibid., 42-3; 66-7. 
47Ibid., 141. 
48Ibid., 26. 
49Ibid., 36. 
50Ibid., 49. 
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structure of Acts highlights not the spread of Christianity, but the parallel be
tween Peter (ch. 1-12) and Paul (chs. 13-28) . 5 1 The many standard legitimation 
techniques of Hellenistic literature used by Luke confirm that Luke is out to de
fend Paul. 5 2 

How do the Jewish-Judean leaders fit in Lukes agenda? Like many others, 5 3 

Brawley is impressed by the friendliness of the Pharisees in Luke-Acts—a dis
position that confounds the form-critical staple that hostility to the Pharisees 
increases as the Synoptic Tradition develops.5 4 Although Luke is critical of their 
character, tosses in a stock slander (Luke 16:14), and takes over some negative 
comments from his sources, he has a marked concern to present the Pharisees 
as "respected and authoritative representatives of Judaism who can hover close 
to the edge of Christianity. Moreover, Luke likely expects some of his readers to 
identify favorably with the Pharisees, and he uses them as a point of contact." 5 5 

Brawley notes Lukes assumption that the Pharisees are the most eminent Jewish 
group, to which he finds parallels in Josephus and rabbinic literature. 5 6 

By contrast, the Sadducees are inauthentic representatives of Israel, who are 
unmasked by the Pharisee Gamaliel, "the genuine Jew on the verge of affirming 
Christianity."5 7 Brawley parallels Gamaliels speech, which implicitly makes the 
Sadducees "God-fighters" for their determination to expunge Christianity, with 
Josephus s portrait of the Sadducees as rejecting divine intervention in human af
fairs. 5 8 He suggests that Josephus and the rabbis exaggerate when they claim that 
the Pharisees dominate the Sadducees in public life (cf. Josephus, Ant 18.17), pro
posing rather that the Sadducees controlled the Sanhedrin through most of the 
first century, though they must have accommodated the Pharisees somewhat. 5 9 

Most closely allied with the Sadducees in Luke-Acts are the chief priests, the 
leading antagonists of Jesus and the church. 6 0 Luke distinguishes ordinary priests, 
such as the Baptist s father Zechariah (cf. also Acts 6:7), from these wealthy aris
tocrats. 6 1 Jerusalem and the temple, which Luke sees as interchangeable, are im
portant for him not primarily as the locus of opposition to God {contra Sanders) 
but as the navel of the earth, the meeting point between heaven and earth. 6 2 

As for the Jewish people, Brawley disagrees with Sanders's claim that their 
response can be categorized as univocal rejection. He finds two responses, de
pending upon whether they act on their own or are led by the chief priests. In the 

5 1 Ibid., 42-3. 
52Ibid., 51-67. 
5 3Cf. Ziesler, "Luke and the Pharisees," 146-57. 
54Brawley, Luke-Acts, 85-6. 
55Ibid., 84. 
56Ibid., 95-6. 
57Ibid., 97-8. 
58Ibid., 117. 
59Ibid., 113. 
60Ibid., 111. 
6 1 Ibid., 110-1. 
62Ibid., 127-30. 
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former case they repent, and repentance remains a live option through the end of 
Acts (28:24). There is no final repudiation of the Jews in Acts. 

John A. Darr 

Darr's work brings the question of Luke's characters to a new plane of sophis
tication. He seeks to develop "a reader-response (or pragmatic) model attuned to 
the Greco-Roman literary culture of the first century."6 3 Of the Jewish groups, 
Darr discusses only the Pharisees; yet his crucial methodological observations 
warrant attention here. 

Against both formalist and reader-oriented literary theory, Darr holds that 
the meaning of texts is produced by the dialogue between text and reader. When 
a text is read, it becomes a literary "work." Texts necessarily assume some knowl
edge on the part of readers because they leave all sorts of gaps to be filled in. The 
readers extra-textual resources—here, knowledge of Greek language, ancient 
Mediterranean cultural scripts, classical literature, literary conventions and 
reading rules, and common historical and geographical data—are indispens
able to the operation the work, a symbiosis of author and reader. The first-time 
reader is tractable, open to change in light of new information as the narrative 
progresses. She or he "builds characters" with each new engagement. The reader 
does not compare Luke-Acts with Mark or Q, but tries to create a coherent view 
from the text itself. Critical interpretation of Luke-Acts, therefore, requires the 
scholarly reconstruction not of the text's historical community but of the most 
plausible dialogue between text and reader. 

How, then, does Darr read the Pharisees of Luke-Acts? First, he criticizes the 
studies of Sanders and Brawley for atomizing the narrative in redaction-critical 
fashion. They try to isolate what is characteristically Lukan by comparing Luke 
with his sources and by valuing the end of the story more highly than the begin
ning. 6 4 Over against his sources, and especially in Acts, Luke seems to present the 
Pharisees positively. Darr contends, however, that a linear reading of the text cre
ates a much more complex picture of these characters. They provide a "paradigm 
of imperceptiveness," ironically observing Jesus and his followers but failing to 
perceive their significance.6 5 In Luke's rhetorical world, characters are graded ac
cording to their level of perception; of all the dramatis personae, the reader is per
suaded to reject the faulty attitudes of the Pharisees. They "become caricatures of 
a morality to be avoided, for it blinds and deafens one to God."6 6 

To fill out this reading, Darr walks through each major episode involving 
the Pharisees. Luke encourages the reader to think of them from the beginning 
(Luke 5:17) as a homogenous group, each of whose members knows what the 

6 3Darr, Character, 14. 
64Ibid., 86-9. 
65Ibid., 86-7. 
66Ibid., 92; emphasis original. 
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7 1 Ibid., , 100. 
72Ibid., , 103, 106. 
73Ibid., , 106. 
74Ibid.5 , 114-15. 
75Ibid., , 116. 
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79Ibid., ,119. 
80Ibid.3 . 120. 
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others know. 6 7 Collectively, they criticize Jesus because of their failure to per
ceive (Luke 5:22). 6 8 The opening conflict stories of Luke 5 - 6 establish a contrast 
between two models of response to Jesus—that of the unrepentant Pharisees and 
that of the repentant sinner—which will operate throughout the Gospel. 6 9 The 
Pharisees grumble against Jesus 7 0 and reject Gods purpose. 7 1 Whereas many 
scholars have found redeeming value in the Pharisees' three dinner invitations 
to Jesus, Darr contends that Luke deliberately confounds the readers expecta
tions of a symposium in these stories by silencing Jesus' Pharisaic companions, 
emphasizing their unworthiness to share narrative space with him. 7 2 Their warn
ing to flee Herod Antipas (Luke 13:31) Darr interprets as an expression of nefari
ous motives, because they have themselves plotted against Jesus (11:53-54) and 
the narrative has not prepared the reader for any friendliness on their part. 7 3 In 
the famous "kingdom of heaven" saying (Luke 17:20-21) Darr finds Jesus de
nouncing not heavenly signs but the Pharisees' practice of "observing" without 
perceiving (cf. rcapaTnpecfl in 6:7; 14:2). The final episodes of the Pharisee and 
toll-collector (Luke 18:9-14) and the triumphal entry (19:39) confirm the Phari
sees in their collective role as imperceptive, arrogant, "unmarked graves" full of 
internal filth.74 

Although Acts omits any strong criticism of the Pharisees, Darr proposes 
that the reader who knows the Gospel must interpret Acts's Pharisees in a 

"highly ironical" way. 7 5 Thus, Luke's claim that Gamaliel was "well respected 
by the people" is no compliment, given the fickleness of the people. 7 6 He and 
the council free Peter only out of fear, not because of justice. 7 7 And the implicit 
contrast between Gamaliel and council-member Joseph of Arimathea (Luke 
23:50) does not help Gamaliel's image: "the Pharisaic leader suffers in compari
son with the Arimathean." 7 8 The council's actions are tragically ironic, "sadly 
misguided, presumptuous, even ludicrous." 7 9 Gamaliel reinforces the readers' 
perception of Pharisees as seeing but not perceiving. 8 0 The Pharisaic believers 
who precipitate the apostolic conference (Acts 15:5) are clearly on the wrong 
side of God's plan. 8 1 And Paul's "Pharisaic defense" (Acts 23:1-10; 26:4-5) is 
a clever ad hoc strategy suited to his situation before the Sanhedrin, which no 
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more reveals his true thinking than does his appeal to Greek philosophy when 
on trial in Athens (Acts 17:22). 8 2 

Thus, Darr finds in Luke-Acts a consistent portrayal of the Pharisees as dra
matic representatives of attitudes not to be followed. 

Luke-Acts: An Interpretation of the Story 

It is a commonplace to observe that the interpretation of parts requires con
stant attention to the whole, and vice versa. My interpretation of the chief priests, 
Sadducees, Pharisees, and Sanhedrin differs from those mentioned in part be
cause I have a different conception of "parts" and "whole." Before considering the 
particular passages of interest to us, therefore, I should sketch my interpretation 
of the larger story. 

Whenever a Greek or Latin text contains a prologue, we should pay careful 
attention to it because that was the place, at the very opening of the roll, where 
the author was expected to reveal something germane about the aim and scope of 
the work. 8 3 In spite of its brevity, the prologue to Luke-Acts contains the standard 
features found in historical prefaces: 8 4 importance of the subject, weakness of 
previous treatments, unique credentials of the author, author's efforts to secure 
the truth, and the author s thesis. Thus: 

Since many people have taken it upon themselves (ercexetpTiaav) to draw up an 
account of the events that have been fulfilled among us, even as those who from 
the outset were eyewitnesses and attendants of the word passed them down to us, 
it seemed only fitting that I, who have investigated everything precisely (ocKpiPox;) 
from the start, should write in an orderly manner (KaOe f̂jc,) for you, most excellent 
Theophilus, so that you might know the reliable foundation (xf|v oca<|>&Axtav) of the 
things that you have been taught. (Luke 1:1-4) 

Since Luke bases his eagerness to write on the fact that others have already writ
ten, he must find their work defective.8 5 Elsewhere in Luke-Acts the verb im-
%£ip£CO, which he uses of the earlier works, has the sense of futile, misguided, or 
presumptuous effort (Acts 9:29; 19:13). Luke promises that he will demonstrate 

"the reliable foundation" (aatyaXeia) of what Theophilus has learned. The three 
occurrences of the cognate adjective a.G$aXr\q in Luke-Acts (Acts 21:34; 22:30; 
25:26) refer to sorting out the truth in the midst of competing claims; this paral
lels the common use of the term in both historical work and philosophical quests 
for truth (Plutarch, Superst 171 E; Justin, Dial. 8.1). Luke says, in effect: "you 
have heard various accounts; now I shall tell you what really happened." His story 
is meant to outshine those of his predecessors. 

82Ibid., 124. 
8 3Earl, "Prologue-Form," 856. 
8 4 A. J. Toynbee, Greek Historical Thought: From Homer to the Age ofHeraclitus (New 

York: New American Library, 1952), 29-97. 
8 5 Sterling, Historiography. 
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How so? Because only Luke has researched everything "with precision (or 
accuracy)," only he is in a position to write "in an orderly manner." The adverb 
Kcc0£^f|<; appears five times in Luke-Acts (also Luke 8:1; Acts 3:24; 11:4; 18:23), 
but nowhere else in the N T . We conclude that he intends orderly progression to be 
the distinguishing feature of his narrative. 8 6 

Lukes concern with proper sequence operates at many levels. Most obvi
ously, his unique inclusion of a second volume dealing with the young church 
allows him to make distinctions unavailable to other gospel writers. Whereas 
they tend to present Jesus himself in cosmic conflict with Judean culture, making 
him overturn the dietary laws (Mark 7:19), speak of the "church" (Matthew 16:18; 
18:17), or openly discuss his identity (John 3:11-21 etc.), only Lukes Gospel can 
afford to leave Jesus wholly within the Judean world because it awaits a second 
volume. Luke postpones until then the cancellation of dietary laws (Acts 10:14; 
11:9), use of church language (Acts 5:11; 7:38, etc.), and open discussion of Jesus' 
identity until after the resurrection (2:36; 4:11, etc.). Lukes treatment of the Bap
tist and his students in their relationship to Jesus' group is likewise distinguished 
by development (Luke 3:2-22; 7:18-23; Acts 19:1-7). 

His concern with sequence also functions at a basic stylistic level.87 It be
comes clear first in the abrupt shift at Luke 1:5 from the business-like historical 
prologue to the scene with Zechariah in the Jerusalem temple. Luke sets the stage 
with authentic "period language" that creates an old-fashioned atmosphere, filled 
with angelic appearances, where actors spontaneously break into poetic verse. 
Throughout the entire two-volume work he will quietly adjust his language to suit 
the scene, from synagogues to governor's courts to a shipwreck. 

Corresponding to Luke's dynamic style is his constantly evolving narrative. 
The golden prehistory of the birth narratives, in which characters compose po
etry on the spot, establishes the conditions of irony by having incontrovertible 
authorities declare who Jesus is—the descendant of David and son of God, who 
will restore Israel's glory and defeat its enemies (Luke 1:32-33, 69-70)—in ad
vance of the story. In 3:1, however, Luke retreats to a "real" world in which Jesus' 
identity is not yet an issue of open debate. This is a fairly stable environment in 
which he spends his time helping the poor, the sick, and the sinners. When Jesus 
arrives in cold and barren Jerusalem, however, the situation quickly deteriorates. 
He is arrested, beaten, paraded before Herod Antipas, bitterly denounced by the 
Jerusalem leaders, and executed. This intense suffering and conflict, though viv
idly described, occupies a relatively short section of the story (chs. 19-23). 

Jesus' resurrection recaptures the air of peace (Luke 24:36) and hope. But 
the story has taken a decisive turn, for his identity is now clear from scripture 
(24:26-27, 4 4 - 4 7 ) . References to Jesus in Acts maintain this two-stage scenario: 
he was a righteous teacher, healer, and prophet, whom God declared or made 
Messiah by raising him from the dead (Acts 2:36; 10:38; 13:27-31). The days of 

8 6 L . T. Johnson, "Luke-Acts, Book of," ABD 4:404-20 (here 405). 
8 7 J. M. Dawsey, The Lukan Voice: Confusion and Irony in the Gospel of Luke (Macon: 

Mercer, 1986), 1-41. 
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ambiguity are now over: it is imperative to repent and trust in the risen Jesus 
for forgiveness of sins, for outside of him there is no salvation (Acts 4:12). A 
succession of divine revelations to Jesus' followers is matched by their increas
ing separation from Judaism: the conflict leading to Stephen's death, on (false) 
charges of attacking fundamental Judean institutions; Peter's reluctant mission 
to the Gentile Cornelius, in which God declares the Judean dietary laws null and 
void (Acts 10:14; 11:9); and the divine decision, finally ratified by the apostles, 
to admit Gentiles without requiring that they adopt Judean cultural markers 
(15:12-29). 

The remainder of the book (chs. 13-28) portrays the exploits of the recent 
convert Paul. We cannot infer from this focus, I think (against Brawley), that the 
rehabilitation of Paul was Luke's major concern. The narrowing of group history 
to the characterization of individual lives was a well-established strategy, which 
allowed writers to develop psychological motives and build rounded charac
ters. 8 8 Paul was an obvious choice for one who wished to describe the separation 
of Christianity from Judaism—if we may use these problematic terms for this 
purpose. 

Luke's constantly evolving narrative makes any articulation of his "theology" 
hazardous. 8 9 In view of these constant shifts, it is important to notice where the 
story ends. We find in Acts 28 that the Judeans have proven unresponsive, so 

"this salvation" has gone out to the Gentiles (28:25-28). For some time now, Luke 
has begun to speak of "the Jews" without qualification as opponents of the Chris
tians (12:3, 11; 14:4-5), even while allowing that many Judeans believed (13:43; 
14:4). By the end of Acts the reader has come to associate the term "Judean" with 
unbelief and opposition. This is where Mark and John begin Jesus' story, but Luke 
delays hardened opposition until the end. Only his readers will know that it was 
not always so, that the story was much more complex. 

It is surprising that the dynamic qualities of Luke-Acts, which have been 
well known for so long, 9 0 have had relatively little impact on studies of Luke's 
overall aim or his presentation of the Judean leaders, which usually posit a static 
view of some kind. I conclude from the preface and the story itself, however, that 
these obvious shifts are the point. Over against other Christian authors, Luke 
sees himself charting a gradual development of Christianity from Judean roots. 
He writes as a historian, seeking to correct accounts that confused Jesus before 
and after the resurrection. This is the "reliable foundation" that he offers Theo-
philus. We need not suppose, then, that his Pharisees or other Judean leaders 
have any direct correspondence to figures known to his readers; he uses these 
figures because he thinks that they were important in Jesus' career. 

Critics have identified many other themes in Luke-Acts. For our examina
tion of the Judean leadership, one is particularly germane: Jesus appears as a 

88Thus Feldman has been able to study Josephuss biblical paraphrase as the history 
of key figures (see his Rewritten Bible). 

8 9 Johnson, "Luke-Acts," 405. 
9 0Cf. M. Dibelius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles (London: SCM, 1956), 123-37. 
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philosopher,9 1 and his students as a school of Judean philosophy.9 2 Even though 
Luke does not call Jesus a philosopher, or Christianity a philosophy, it is not a 
daring thesis that he assumes the category. Our identification turns on the au
thor s and readers' shared extra-textual resources. If these characters behave as 
philosophers were known to behave, then the reader will have perceived them as 
philosophers. [See chapter 7 in this volume.] 

Recall that first-century "philosophy" was not primarily a matter of abstract 
reasoning. Philosophers of all stripes called for a simple lifestyle, free of con
ventional worries. Over against the entrenched class system, they railed against 
the prestige of birth and especially against wealth and luxury (Seneca, Ep. 17, 
108.9-12). They promised true happiness (e\)5aipovia) only to those who lived 
the philosophical life—advocated by their school. 9 3 Against the pervasive rhe
torical tradition, they demanded that words and actions accord, that one really 
be what one seemed to be; thus, hypocrisy or false living was a primary target of 
their preaching (Seneca, Ep. 20.2). They disavowed philosophers who taught inef
fective cliches or pointless abstractions, and above all those who asked for money. 
Epictetus complained bitterly about philosophers unworthy of the name, who de
lighted in abstract reasoning. He insisted that true philosophy was a cure for the 
soul. It required that the "sick" person first realize his illness and then seek help 
(Diatr. 2.9; 19; 3.21.30-38; Seneca, Ep. 15.1). The acid tests of effective philosophy 
were 7tappr)cria, the ability to speak the truth no matter what the consequences, 
and contempt for death. 9 4 

Many aristocrats acquired a broad knowledge of philosophical issues dur
ing their tertiary education, 9 5 but it was generally understood that they should 
hold themselves apart from serious commitment to a particular school. Real 
commitment to the philosophical life, such as Epictetus demanded of his audi
ences and Lucian delighted in satirizing, required virtual "conversion" (peTOt-
voicc, e7uiaTpo(|)r|) to a counter-cultural lifestyle (ptocj . 9 6 This might involve a 
change in dress, diet, and demeanour (Seneca, Ep. 5.2; 14.4). Serious pursuit 
of philosophy, therefore, required a degree of detachment from public affairs, 
(Quintilian, Orator 11.1.35; 12.2.7; Seneca, Ep. 7 -8; Lucian, Nigr. 3 -37) , though 
such retirement was unbecoming to Roman nobility (Seneca, Ep. 108.22; Taci
tus, Agr. 4.3). In Rome itself, philosophy had long provided a home to vestigial 
republican sentiments, and these affiliations only complicated the philosophers' 

9 1 C. H. Talbert, Literary Patterns, Theological Themes and the Genre of Luke-Acts 
(SBLMS 20; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1974), 89-98; Brawley, Luke-Acts, 56-62. 

9 2S. Mason, "Greco-Roman, Jewish, and Christian Philosophies," Approaches to An
cient Judaism, New Series 4: Religious and Theological Studies (SFSHJ 81; ed. J. Neusner; 
Atlanta: Scholars, 1993), 1-28. 

9 3 H.-F. Weiss, "Pharisaismus und Hellenismus: zur Darstellung des Judentums im 
Geschichtswerk des judischen Historikers Falvius Josephus," OLZ 74 (1979): 427-29. 

9 4 R. MacMullen, Enemies, 63-69. 
9 5 H. I. Marrou, Education, 206-16. 
9 6Nock, Conversion, 173. 
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ambiguous social position. 9 7 Opposition between zealous philosophers and rul
ers was proverbial (Epictetus, Diatr. 1.29.10; Cassius Dio 65.12.1-2; 13.1). 

So, while the philosophers of bygone ages were esteemed in public imagi
nation and a certain philosophical literacy was de rigueur in polite society, the 
figure of the philosopher as gadfly, endlessly attacking social convention, was 
unattractive to those who had a stake in the status quo. 

Luke does not need to call his characters philosophers for the first-century 
reader to understand their philosophical overtones. John the Baptist leads an 
extremely simple life, repudiates the privileges of birth from Abraham, demands 
a change of thinking (jietdvoia), and calls for ethical behavior (Luke 3:2-14). 
Before long, his fearless speech lands him in trouble with an ostensibly powerful 
ruler—in reality, a "reed shaken by the wind" who prefers soft clothing and com
fort (3:19-20; 7:24-25). And the established philosophers of the day are impervi
ous to his teaching. These images were familiar to Lukes readers: whatever else 
he was, John was a Judean philosopher. Josephus presents him in somewhat the 
same way (Ant. 18.116-119). 

Similarly, notwithstanding Jesus' classically Judean, messianic, and prophetic 
identifications in Luke-Acts, he appears in first-century Galilee as a philosopher, 
a teacher who gathers students. In spite of humble origins among the poor, this 
teacher is quickly recognized for his effectiveness. Other teachers respect and con
sult him, though he is critical of them and prefers to teach among the socially un
desirable fringe groups. For them, his message has a powerful ethical thrust. He 
demands that the wealthy erase time-honored social distinctions and include the 
outcasts in their own lives. He requires that his own followers leave their homes 
and sell their goods. This ascetic behavior is necessary if they are to be effective 

"salt"—a metaphor, like that of the gadfly, which emphasises their countercultural 
role. He is frank in his criticism of the established philosophers for being ineffec
tive: hypocrites, lovers of money, irrelevant logic-choppers, concerned with out
ward appearance and not reality. 

Lukes Jesus and his students, by contrast, bring effective teaching, always ac
companied by deeds, a combination that preserves them from the philosopher's 
biggest pitfall—hypocrisy.9 8 For Luke, Jesus is a physician in Epictetus's sense: his 
words and those of his followers pierce the heart of the hearer and bring about 
a conversion (jiExavoia). Like Socrates, Jesus is brought to trial for causing an 
upheaval in the society of his day. He faces death with perfect equanimity. 

In Acts the philosophical overtones are even more striking. Like the Pythago
reans and the Judean Essenes, the early Christians practice communal ownership. 
They speak out before crowds and authorities with perfect freedom (7tappr)cria). 
Following Jesus' example, Stephen faces death without fear, even asking forgive
ness for his judges. In Athens, Luke's Paul has no qualms about ranging Christian 

97MacMullen, Enemies, 46-94. 
9 8 Healing and exorcism were certainly not incompatible with a philosopher's voca

tion (Josephus, War 2.136 [on Essenes]; Ant. 8.41-44 [on Solomon]; Philostratus, Life of 
Apollonius ofTyana 4.20. 45). 
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alongside Stoicism and Epicureanism. Paul is a model of Christian effectiveness 
when, by his composure in the face of death, he saves his ship-mates from drown
ing and casually shakes off a deadly snake. These are the marks of a true phi
losopher. The Pharisees, Sadducees, and Christians (Nazarenes) are described as 
aipEaeiq, a term often used of philosophical schools." 

Admittedly, many of Lukes categories—prophet, Holy Spirit, Messiah, 
scripture—do not fit the typical language of the Greek philosophical schools. Yet 
Philo and Josephus are instructive here, for they present Judaism as a philosoph
ical culture while also preserving its biblical connections (Ant. 1.25). Josephus 
portrays Abraham, Moses, Solomon, Daniel, and other Judean figures as great 
philosophers, and claims that the Greek philosophers borrowed from Moses. 
This does not prevent him from talking simultaneously about the laws, the 
priesthood and temple, or prophecy. In the same way, Luke's evocation of philo
sophical themes does not compromise his much-discussed biblical motifs. 1 0 0 

Chief Priests, Sadducees, Pharisees, and Sanhedrin in Luke-Acts 

With this background in view, we turn to the particular passages in Luke-
Acts that mention chief priests, Sadducees, Sanhedrin, and Pharisees. 

In Luke 

Pharisees 

Unlike Mark (12:13) and Matthew (3:7; 16:6; 21:45, etc.), the Gospel of Luke 
keeps the Pharisees quite separate from the Sadducees and chief priests, who ap
pear only in Jerusalem. The Pharisees operate in the broad expanse of Jesus' work 
among the common people before that final conflict. No doubt, this distinction 
reflects Luke's concern for correct order. 

We first meet the Pharisees when Jesus has summoned a circle of his own 
students. The reader sees, first, that the Pharisees are coupled with teachers of the 
law (vouoSiSaaicaXoi), or perhaps that they are teachers of the law if this con
struction is epexegetical. 1 0 1 Luke uses vopo8i8aaKo:A,oi only here in the Gospel, 
substituting "scribes" or "their scribes" hereafter (5:30); this suggests that he uses 
the descriptive term to help explain who the Pharisees were at their first appear
ance. The reader learns further that they have a broad base in the Judean world: 
they have come from "every village of Galilee and Judea and Jerusalem" to ob
serve the new teacher (Luke 5:17). They appear, therefore, as established teachers, 

"Mason, Josepus on the Pharisees, 128. 
1 0 0Cf. now C. A. Evans and J. A. Sanders, Luke and Scripture: The Function of Sacred 

Tradition in Luke-Acts (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993). 
1 0 1 The only other occurrence of the word is in Acts 5:34, where Gamaliel is called 

both a Pharisee and a vopo8i8&cncaA,o<;. 
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who assume the responsibility to scrutinize other teachers. No other teachers will 
surface outside of Jerusalem. 

Tension builds quickly when Jesus declares a paralytic forgiven. The scribes 
and Pharisees first accuse him of "blasphemy" (5:21)—not a technical charge in 
Luke, but generally improper speech (cf. Luke 22:65; 23:39; Acts 13:45; 18:6). The 
tension is resolved for the moment when Jesus demonstrates his virtue by curing 
the man, at which point "ecstasy seized them all and they glorified God" (Luke 
5:26). 

Another problem follows, however, when Jesus associates with toll collectors 
and sinners, whom, it now appears, the Pharisees consider unworthy associates 
for a teacher (5:30). Jesus' response to this challenge seems important for un
derstanding Luke's view of the Pharisees: "Those who are well have no need of a 
physician, but rather those who are ill; not for the righteous have I come, but to 
call the sinners to a change of thinking" (5:31-32). In context, this saying implies 
that the Pharisees and their associates—the healthy and the righteous—do not 
need what Jesus has to offer. Jesus does not yet condemn the Pharisees, but clearly 
distinguishes his aims from theirs. 

Three further controversies show significant differences between Jesus and 
the Pharisees, and indicate that he is an enigma to them. But the issues remain 
unresolved as far as the reader knows. The Pharisees ask why his students do not 
fast, as do their own and the Baptist's (5:33); they ask why his students are al
lowed to pluck grain on the Sabbath, when this is "not permitted" (6:2), though 
his counter-argument from scripture suggests that this action is permitted (6:3); 
and they watch to see if they can accuse him for curing a man on the Sabbath 
(6:7), but his combination of cure and argument confounds them. Luke finishes 
this block of five conflicts with the remark that the Pharisees were thoroughly 
discomfited; they were "filled with incomprehension, and discussed with one 
another what they should do in the case of Jesus" (6:11). Their mission of inspec
tion has failed to give them a basis for judging the new teacher, so the reader 
awaits the sequel. 

We next encounter Pharisees after Jesus has given his powerful speech on the 
plain, in which he outlines the consolation that awaits the suffering and the suf
fering that awaits the comfortable (6:20-26), after he has cured a foreign soldier's 
servant, revived a widow's dead son (7:1-17), and lauded John the Baptist's work. 
Here Luke interjects that, whereas the people and the toll collectors gladly ac
cepted John's immersion, the Pharisees and "lawyers" (or "legists" [J. T. Sanders], 
for vopiKoi) set aside the will of God by refusing immersion (7:30). This aside, 
important because it reliably conveys the author's view, is the strongest note of 
condemnation so far. It is not only that the recognized Judean teachers have dif
ferent aims from Jesus, but at least in their response to John's teaching they are 
out of step with God's will. 

Luke's criticism is soon followed, however, by a leading Pharisee's invitation 
to Jesus to join him for dinner (7:36). This odd juxtaposition sets in motion a pat
tern that will continue throughout the Gospel. Jesus will criticize the Pharisees 
at every opportunity, but they nonetheless continue to treat him as a respected 
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colleague. Their cooperation with this gadfly who never stops challenging them 
reinforces Lukes picture of the Pharisees as obtuse: they simply do not under
stand the criticism. 

The Pharisee who invites Jesus appears as a man of substance, since the guests 
"recline" for dinner; the house in view was not the typically cramped apartment 
of a town dweller but a residence large enough to accommodate couches for eat
ing. That the woman should hear of Jesus' meal at the Pharisee's house while she 
was in town, and that she should know where to find it (Luke 7:37) confirms that 
this was an affair of high society on the local scene. Simon the Pharisee is among 
the relatively few comfortable residents of Galilee. 

Although hosts might invite a wide range of guests, from prospective patrons 
to their own clients, Jesus appears in this story at least as an fellow teacher, per
haps a guest of honor, who might be invited to discourse after dinner for enter
tainment (Martial, Epigrams 11.52). 1 0 2 Simon's unspoken shock at Jesus' behavior 
in acknowledging the sinful woman 1 0 3 indicates that he expected something else, 
that he had viewed Jesus as a worthy colleague. This surprise would be perfectly 
intelligible to the reader in view of the erotic connotations of the woman's action, 
and the traditional associations of women who attended banquets. 1 0 4 Jesus' vehe
ment response to Simon, in which he points out the host's failings in contrast to 
the woman's self-effacing love, is left unanswered by the Pharisee (7:44-47). In 
the light of Jesus' previous encounters with Pharisees, we should probably put 
this down to Simon's utter perplexity, which the reader might well share. The 
last we hear of him, Simon addresses Jesus respectfully and seems willing to take 
correction from him (7:40). If he was a poor host, the reader also sees that Jesus 
is not a typical honored guest, consorting with a woman and publicly accusing 
the host. Luke's story is much more sophisticated than simple castigation of the 
Pharisees or exaltation of Jesus. 

Pharisees do not appear again explicitly until Jesus worked a good deal more 
among the people, when another Pharisee invites him to dine (Luke 11:37). Since 
Luke has closely associated Pharisees and legists, however, we should note that 
it was a legist who tested Jesus' knowledge by asking him what he must do "to 
inherit eternal life," and then, "who is my neighbour?"—the question that elic
ited the parable of the good Samaritan (10:25). The former question shows that 
the legist accepts the notion of an afterlife, as do Jesus, the Pharisees, and the 
people. He also "seeks to justify himself" (10:29), which is typical behavior of the 
Pharisees in Luke. 

In the second meal scene, a Pharisee invites Jesus to a luncheon—or perhaps 
simply to "dine" (ctpiaTdco). Luke's variation of the language at least indicates 
that we are dealing with a common occurrence in Jesus' life. Again, the guests 

1 0 2 P. Veyne, A History of Private Life, vol. 1: From Pagan Rome to Byzantium (Cam
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1987), 188-89. 

1 0 3 K. E. Corley, Private Women, Public Meals: Social Conflict in the Synoptic Tradi
tion (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1993), 63,124. 

104Corley, Private Women, 24-79. 
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recline (avaninxa}) in comfortable circumstances (11:37). Here too the Phari
see is surprised at this teacher's behavior, and Jesus responds with a customarily 
stinging attack. Luke says that "when the Pharisee saw it, he was amazed that 
he [Jesus] was not first immersed [o\)K . . . epa7cxia0r|] before the meal" (11:38). 
Within the narrative world, of course, Luke's choice of word is significant. The 
reader has already learned that the Pharisees were not immersed by John, a seri
ous violation of divine will (7:30); yet here they criticize Jesus for not being im
mersed before dinner, a routine issue that exposes their pettiness. 

But what should Luke's readers have understood by this immersion that 
Jesus failed to perform? Commentators often imagine that, because the Phari
sees were involved, and Mark mentions Pharisaic hand-washing (Mark 7:3), Luke 
also refers here to "ceremonial hand-washing."1 0 5 This conclusion seems strained, 
however, in view of what the passage actually says. The word parcTî eo connotes 
drenching or immersion, and there is no reference to hands. Jesus goes on to talk 
about washing the inside and the outside, where the inside clearly has to do with 
human motives (11:39-41). Therefore, the issue seems to be the inside and outside 
of the person, not hands. And the implicit comparison with John's immersion 
only strengthens this sense of washing the whole body. 

Now, it was common enough for a host to invite a dinner guest to visit the 
baths with him before the meal, thus providing a whole afternoon and evening 
of activity (Martial, Epigrams 11.52). I submit that all of the narrative clues so 
far about the Pharisees' comfortable circumstances would incline the reader to 
understand the charge thus: an upscale Pharisee host is offended at Jesus' declin
ing a friendly invitation to bathe before dinner. That much would be intelligible 
to any Mediterranean reader. In addition, some readers perhaps knew that in 
Judean culture full immersion was required to remove common kinds of im
purity (Lev 15:13-27). If so, Luke may be suggesting that the Pharisee was scan
dalized at Jesus' failure to take advantage of his private immersion pool before 
eating. Though immersion before dinner was not mandated in scripture, and we 
do not know to what extent it was a Pharisaic norm, the assumption may simply 
be that most teachers would be happy for the chance to purify themselves as often 
as possible.1 0 6 In any case, the issue seems to be a full immersion, and the Phari
see's shock that Jesus should demonstratively decline the proffered opportunity. 
Jesus' behavior might be shocking also to the reader, whether as simple refusal 
of a host's offer or as an implicit challenge to common piety. Jesus continues to 
behave as a gadfly. 

The ensuing discussion contains three woes against the Pharisees and three 
against their colleagues the legists, who are also present at this impressive meal. 
Under the general charge of being concerned with external convention rather 
than thoughts and attitudes—the eternal complaint of the philosopher—Jesus 

1 0 5P. F. Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts: The Social and Political Motiva
tions ofLucan Theology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 122; Darr, Char
acter, 103. 

106Sanders, Practice and Belief, 217-30. 
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accuses the Pharisees specifically of worrying about tithing insignificant herbs 
while neglecting important issues of justice, and of loving honors (11:41-43). 
Most interestingly, he describes the Pharisees as "indistinct memorials [or tomb
stones], which pedestrians walk all over without knowing" (11:44). This image 
is quite different from Matthews whitewashed tombs (Matthew 23:27). It seems 
from Matthew's note that Judeans marked tombs so that pedestrians could avoid 
corpse uncleanness; 1 0 7 as reputedly exact teachers, the Pharisees would presum
ably be among the more careful in this respect. Jesus' charge would then mean 
that while the Pharisees worry about marking other graves, they fail to mark 
themselves out as places to be avoided! (Cf. the similar association of them with 
leaven to be avoided at 12:1.) Without such knowledge of Pharisaic custom, the 
reader might simply infer that they, in contrast to Jesus and his students, fail to 
distinguish themselves from society as a whole; they are ineffective set pieces like 
the sophists of Greek culture. 

This biting dinner speech offends (\)|3pi^co) the legists as well, but their re
spectful complaint ("Teacher. . . ") only invites Jesus to turn on them with even 
sharper invective (11:45). Rather than helping people, he alleges, they burden 
them with unreasonable tasks; they block the path to knowledge (yv&Giq) and 
do not find it themselves. Their obstructionist behavior leads them to oppose true 
prophets and apostles—the name that Jesus has given a few of his leading stu
dents (6:13)—just as their counterparts in biblical history did (11:47-51). There is 
a considerable overlap between the "false prophets" or court prophets of biblical 
history and the sophists of Greek culture. While Luke's explicit language puts the 
Pharisees in continuity with these biblical predecessors, the first-century Greek 
reader could not avoid associating them with Sophists. 

The close relationship between Pharisees and legists is confirmed by Luke's 
closing remark, that when Jesus had left the house following this confronta
tion, they together (now called "scribes and Pharisees") began "to bear a seri
ous grudge, and to draw him out with questions concerning many other matters, 
laying an ambush to trap him with something that might come from his mouth" 
(11:53-54). Rather than taking the criticism to heart and examining whether they 
might actually change their ways, the offended philosophical elite simply look 
for ways to show up this new teacher. Their opposition is nothing like the chief 
priests' later effort to kill Jesus; it is at the level of academic debate between "safe" 
philosophers who have long secured an established place in the status quo and a 
small group of upstarts who challenge that order. 

This conflict is developed in the following paragraph. Jesus' teaching and 
healing draw "tens of thousands of people," for they find real help from him. But 
he warns them not to seek help from the Pharisees. "Watch out for the leaven of 
the Pharisees, which is pretense!" (12:1). Seeking out leaven was a basic Judean 
custom for the Passover season, quite possibly familiar to Luke's readers from 
scripture (Exod 13:6-8). As recognized teachers, the Pharisees themselves would 
presumably have given guidelines for ensuring that all leaven was scrupulously 

107Ibid., 72. 
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removed. Jesus' warning is again sarcastic: the Pharisees are the leaven that one 
needs to worry about! That he bothers to warn the people about the Pharisees 
agrees with many other indications in the story that at the people generally con
sidered the Pharisees their teachers. Jesus presents his own more effective teach
ing as an alternative to their established way. 

The Pharisees' offense at Jesus' criticism does not, surprisingly, lead to hatred. 
Luke presents their motivation as the normal human psychology of affront and 
envy. For soon after, when push comes to shove, some Pharisees come to warn 
Jesus that Herod Antipas "wants to kill" him (13:31). This notice out of the blue 
seems important for maintaining the reader's perspective on the relationships 
among the characters. Jesus has been in almost daily contact with the Pharisees, 
yet in spite of his regular and sharp criticism, the only revenge that they are either 
interested in or capable of is the satisfaction that might be found in embarrass
ing him on the basis of some teaching or other. Herod Antipas operates on the 
quite different plane of raw power. He has hardly appeared in the story at all, yet 
we learn first that he imprisoned and executed the Baptist (3:19-20; 9:9) and now 
that he wishes to kill Jesus. The reader understands that such major political fig
ures have a different scale of values and means at their disposal. Jesus' students 
and the Pharisees are, comparatively speaking, in the same boat here. They both 
live and function among the common people. Herod is most closely matched by 
the Jerusalem authorities, who actually control some machinery of government. 
There is no good reason (pace Darr) to see the Pharisees' warning as duplicitous; 
all of the contextual indicators point the other way. 

In particular, the following paragraph has Jesus invited yet a third time to 
dine with "one of the leading Pharisees," this time at a Sabbath meal (14:1). Again, 
it is a lavish affair with a large number of guests and many couches, typically ar
ranged in order of honor. Again, the philosopher Jesus proceeds to challenge the 
whole banquet etiquette of his fellow guests (cf. Lucian, Symp. 8 -9 ) , by proposing 
that those eager to sit at the most honored places—closest to the host—go first to 
the least desirable couches, from which they may be summoned (14:7-11). Then 
again, they may not be summoned—a large risk for those concerned about their 
image, but not a concern to those who truly know themselves! These are precisely 
the sorts of social conventions exposed by true philosophy (Lucian, Mgr. 3-37) . 

An even more devastating critique of dinner culture comes when Jesus next 
discusses whom to invite (14:12-14). His insistence that hosts not invite their 
friends, brothers, relatives, or rich neighbours, who might repay them with a re
ciprocating invitation, was as radical as his coming demand that potential stu
dents abandon their homes. Hosts might invite some humble folk to dinner out of 
patronal obligation, perhaps feeding them less expensive fare than the others. But 
it was widely accepted that one should seek out equals and more distinguished 
guests, and that one might justifiably be offended if they accepted another invita
tion instead (Pliny, Ep. 1.15). Jesus' criticism would only make sense if he too had 
been invited as a respectable teacher. In the first-century Mediterranean context, 
his insistence that hosts seek out as dinner guests "the poor, the disabled, the lame, 
and the blind" was no less peculiar than it would be today. Although the Christian 
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reader will side with Jesus, Luke is evidently not trying to present the Pharisees as 
evil, only as insensitive to the magnitude of human need and unwilling to take the 
extreme steps needed to become effective "salt" (below). 

How did the Pharisees respond? We learn first that they were still watching 
Jesus carefully when he came to the house (14:1). Either en route or soon after his 
arrival, a man with dropsy confronted him. Jesus, after challenging the Pharisees 
on the question of Sabbath cures (14:3), cured the man with a touch and dismissed 
him (14:4)—apparently indicating that the man was not part of the banquet. The 
Pharisees' response is ambiguously stated: "They were incapable of answering 
back to these things" (14:6). Did he, then, win them over? At least, he dominated 
the rest of the dinner-time discussion. And when he made his observations about 
inviting the disabled to dinner, one of his fellow diners enthusiastically agreed 
that future reward was vastly more desirable than present repayment (14:15). 

By this point, the reader is getting a fairly well rounded picture of Lukes 
Pharisees. They are much more complex than simply "friends" or "enemies" of 
Jesus. A complex of further encounters in chapters 14-18 solidifies the reader's un
derstanding of the Pharisees. The first comes immediately after the banquet with 
Pharisees, and provides a striking contrast between Jesus' way and the Pharisees'. 
He makes frightfully clear the conditions of becoming his student (14:25-35): utter 
disdain for the most basic social categories (father, mother, wife, children, broth
ers, sisters, one's own self), "carrying one's own cross"—a vivid image of suffer
ing in the first-century Mediterranean, and abandoning all of one's possessions 
(14:33). Only so can one become effective salt, not the kind of salt that has become 
useless (pcopav6f|)—like the Pharisees (14:34-35)! 

On hearing Jesus' itemization of student requirements, the Pharisees grumbled, 
while characteristically missing the point of this ascetic regimen, that he included 
among his pupils toll collectors and sinners, the most unworthy sorts of people. 
This complaint confirms their assumption that he is a fellow teacher, for if they 
were rabid opponents like the later chief priests and Herod Antipas, they would 
not care what sort of students he chose. 

The whole complex of parables in 15:3-16:13 comes in response to the Phari
sees' grumblings; at the end (16:14) they have been "listening to all these things." 
Without detailed analysis here, we observe that the first three parables have a 
common and simple point, namely, there will be more celebration over the lost 
who are found than over the ones who have always been safe. These parables are 
transparent allegories, in which the ninety-nine sheep who stay on the path are 
equated with the "righteous who have no need of rethinking" (15:7), whereas 
both the lost sheep and the lost coin are interpreted as the sinner who has a 
change of mind (15:7, 10). The gripping story of the lost son is equally clear: the 
Pharisees are the older son (6 7rp£ap\)T£po<;), who have served the father for 
countless years and never once transgressed his commandment (o\)8£7tOT£ ev-
ioXr\v 7uapf|A,0ov), while this son who has associated with harlots is celebrated 
(15:29-31). The father generously allows that the older son has always been cher
ished, and has always had access to everything of the father's (15:32). All of this 
confirms that the Pharisees are the safe, righteous, and healthy, who do not 
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need Jesus' teaching, though in other contexts he finds them culpable for having 
squandered their privileged position. 

When, at the conclusion of the final parable of the group, Jesus declares 
that one cannot serve God and mammon (16:13), "the Pharisees, being lovers of 
money ((^i^otpyopoi), turned up their noses at him" (16:14). The charge of loving 
money was a stock accusation of some philosophers against others from at least 
the time of Socrates (Diogenes Laertius 6 .56) . 1 0 8 It fits so precisely with the image 
of the Pharisees that Luke and the reader have been building so far, as compla
cent sophists who hold lavish banquets among their friends, that the reader might 
wonder at Luke's failure to launch this attack before now. 

Similarly, Jesus' following words reprise all of the previous Pharisee stories: 
"You are those who justify yourselves before people, but God knows your hearts; 
for what is exalted by people is an abomination before God" (16:15). This ob
servation sums up the Pharisees' place in the whole scheme of "high and low, 
honor and shame, internal and external, truth and convention, reality and ap
pearance," which runs as a subtext throughout the Gospel of Luke, and which 
was of paramount concern to ethical philosophers of Luke's time. The Pharisees 
have entirely lost their bite by allying themselves uncritically with the wrong 
sides of these pairs. 

Jesus' most compassionate statement to the Pharisees comes when they next 
inquire of him, still the respected teacher, "when the kingdom of God comes" 
(17:20). In this famous passage, Jesus responds that the kingdom does not come 

"after observation, nor will they say, Took, here it is!' or 'There it is!' But look, the 
kingdom of God is within you" (17:22). Evidently, the Pharisees do not under
stand, and Jesus quickly turns to his students. Although the kingdom saying has 
caused endless discussion, it presents no real difficulties in the portrait of the 
Pharisees that we have been building. Jesus is declaring that the Pharisees have 
the kingdom in themselves, as the "older brother" with heaven's resources at their 
disposal, as the righteous and healthy of society; but as we have seen time and 
again, they squander their potential. They are not the ones to do it. 

Their preoccupation with appearance and self-justification is exposed one 
more time in the famous parable of the Pharisee and the toll collector (18:9-14). 
Here, Pharisees are understood to typify those who "are persuaded that they 
themselves are righteous and vilify everyone else" (18:9). 

The utter incomprehension of the Pharisees is illustrated again by their final 
scene in the Gospel. Standing with Jesus at the eastern approach to the temple, 
they heard the large crowd of joyful students praising God and citing Ps 118:26: 1 0 9 

"Blessed is the king who comes in the name of the Lord" (19:38). Some of the 
Pharisees among the crowd said, "Teacher, admonish your students." They still 
call him teacher, but they do not understand his program or the momentous 
events unfolding before them. 

108Brawley, Luke-Acts, 61, 86. 
1 0 9Cf. J. A. Sanders, "A Hermeneutic Fabric: Psalm 118 in Luke's Entrance Narrative," 

in Luke and Scripture (ed. Evans and Sanders), 140-53. 
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Chief Priests, Sadducees, and Sanhedrin 

Chief priests, Sadducees, and Sanhedrin may be treated together because 
they are closely related in the Gospel, appearing only in the climactic Jerusa
lem narrative (Luke 19:45-24:53). Lukes reference to the serving high priest(s) 
(ocp%i£p£i)<;) at Luke 3:1 is simply a chronological marker. In Luke 9:22, shortly 
before the travel narrative, he has Jesus predict that the Son of Man will be tried 
and killed by the "elders and chief priests and scribes." This points ahead to the 
Jerusalem narrative. The other thirteen occurrences of ap%i£p£\)<;, along with 
every occurrence of Sadducee (Ia88oi)Kccio<;; once) and Sanhedrin (aweSpiov; 
once), come in the Jerusalem story. 

These basic narrative facts already begin to shape the readers evaluation of 
the chief priests, Sanhedrin, and Sadducees. They stand in stark contrast to the 
only other significant Judean leaders of this narrative, the Pharisees. In Jerusa
lem, there is no more debating over modes of Sabbath observance or associa
tion with sinners, but only lethal conflict. Unlike the Pharisees, the temple-based 
leadership controls a police force, and it can execute its will immediately. 

Jesus' "passion predictions" do not dominate the story here as they do in 
Mark. The two predictions after 9:22 (9:43-45; 18:31-34) mention only "men" 
and " Gentiles" rather than the temple leadership as Jesus' killers. Since the 
Pharisees themselves do not plot Jesus' death (contrast Mark 3:6), and since 
Luke includes much special material of a general ethical nature in the body of 
the work, the effect of the passion predictions on the reader is to create disso
nance. Why must Jesus die, when he is doing so much good, and getting along 
so well with other teachers who respect him? The opening statement of the travel 
narrative (9:51) and the lament over Jerusalem (13:33-35) confirms that things 
will be different there. 

This difference is closely related to the theme of reversal that runs through 
the entire Gospel. Jesus set out to bring good news to the poor, sick, and sinners, 
but this message is bad news for the rich, the powerful, and the self-satisfied righ
teous. Since the bulk of his career has been among the common people, he has 
mainly spoken good news and hope. Jerusalem is different because it represents 
the seat of power in Judean life, the home of the central Judean government (even 
the Roman governor and Galilean tetrarch are there), and the economic heart of 
Judean society. Whereas Jesus has been bringing good news to the deprived, he 
will now confront the powerful with bad news (cf. Luke 6:20-26). 

Once Jesus arrives at the gates of Jerusalem, there is no more leisure for gen
eral ethical observations. From the eastern gate he predicts the city's destruction 
because it remains oblivious to the time of its "inspection" (19:44). As soon as he 
enters the temple, he drives out the merchants and begins to teach (19:45). Within 
two sentences of describing his entry, the narrator brings us face to face with the 
authorities we have vaguely expected all through the story: "The chief priests and 
the scribes, even the highest ranking of the people, sought to kill him" (19:47). 
Jesus' life has taken a decisive turn; this is no longer the world of the common 
people and Pharisees. For Luke's readers, who understand the Romans' ruthless 
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intolerance of upheaval in the provinces, and who possibly also know that the 
Jerusalem temple was a regular scene of trouble (cf. Josephus, War 2 .43,224) , the 
temple incident would suffice to make the chief priests' actions plausible. It is not 
clear that Luke means to condemn the Jerusalem leadership. His portrayal seems 
more resigned: they were completely blind to Jesus' significance, and acted as one 
might have expected of them. 

Chapter 20, immediately following this announcement of the chief priests' 
aims, comprises six conflict stories. It is worth comparing these with the ear
lier controversies involving the Pharisees and the ordinary people in Luke 5 - 6 . 
There, the issues were academic (definition of Sabbath observance, appropriate 
times for fasting, Jesus' right to announce forgiveness of sins, his choice of as
sociates), and nothing came of them. Now, however, the chief priests, who have 
already decided to kill Jesus, are in his audience (20:1). Their first question goes to 
the heart of the matter: Who are you, that you should teach here (20:2)? It is not 
what Jesus teaches in the temple that causes problems, for we are told only that 
he was teaching (19:47; 20:1); that activity is the point of the controversy. Jesus' 
authority had never been a serious issue in his dealings with the Pharisees. They 
did wonder about his forgiveness of sins at their first encounter (Luke 5:26), but 
he temporarily convinced them by his actions; their later surprise at his actions 
came precisely because they accepted him as a fellow teacher. Here, the chief 
priests assume an exclusive right to teach in the temple, and so they want to know 
what he is doing here. Since they have determined to kill him, and are not likely 
to be persuaded by any answer, their question is sarcastic. 

Jesus answers enigmatically, but then boldly relates an allegory that chal
lenges their legitimacy. In failing to recognize his mission, he says, they are like 
wicked tenant farmers, who have abandoned their accountability to the vineyard 
owner and so dismiss or kill his messengers, even his son. With this provocation, 
the "scribes and chief priests sought to lay hands on him at that moment" (20:19). 
But in contrast to Jesus, who speaks fearlessly though he lacks any protection 
from visible authority, these well-armed and seemingly powerful figures are ac
tually powerless to execute their wishes because "they feared the people" (20:19). 
Their paralysis only confirms Jesus' judgment of them. 

To protect their image from further damage, these weak authorities must en
gage in subterfuge: withdrawing from the scene, they send in spies who pretend 
(\)7COKpivo|iai) to be decent (SiKaioq) people (20:20), just as the chief priests 
themselves pretend to be divinely ordained rulers. These spies blatantly lie, claim
ing that they accept Jesus' teaching as from God (20:21). Once again, Jesus rep
resents the philosophical ideal of absolute integrity and fearlessness over against 
the sham of the social structure. With perfect composure, he sees through the 
chief priests' machinations (20:23). The chief priests and their spies, since they 
are paralyzed by fear of their own people, hope to frame Jesus by finding some
thing that will persuade the Roman governor to take action (20:21). 1 1 0 Contrary 

1 1 0In supposing that the governor would be present in Jerusalem, Luke seems here to 
anticipate his later note (22:1) that the feast of Passover was near. 
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to plan, however, the spies themselves are both intimidated by the people and 
amazed at Jesus' answer to their question (20:26). 

Enter the Sadducees, for their only scene in the Gospel. They are "one-trick 
ponies," whose sole noteworthy characteristic is that they go around saying 

"there is no resurrection" (20:27). In doing so, they seem to represent the empty 
theology of the Jerusalem establishment who, like the rich man of Luke 16:25, 
already have their consolation. The Sadducees present a clever scenario to Jesus, 
in which a woman who has married several times dies. Whose wife will she be in 
heaven? Jesus, who has always assumed the resurrection in his earlier teaching, 
in agreement with the people and the Pharisees, has no difficulty exposing the 
silliness of the question (for Luke). The witless Sadducees are reduced to silence, 
after conceding, "Teacher, you spoke well" (20:39). This failure of the Jerusalem 
establishment to convict Jesus by his words only focuses attention more closely 
on the chief priests' motives. Why, then, do they wish to kill him? 

Jesus now takes the offensive, driving home the theme of reversal by expos
ing the (alleged) greed of the temple authorities. He asserts that the scribes like 
to "devour widows' houses" and then cover up their rapacity with a facade of piety 
(npofyaGEi; 20:47). He illustrates this story with the example of a poor widow who 
is just then depositing two small coins in the temple treasury, while the rich deposit 
their large gifts (21:1-3). Although Jesus simply remarks on the relative abundance 
of the widow's gift, without explicitly condemning the temple authorities (21:4), 
the context seems to convey Jesus' general criticism of the temple's financial affairs. 
He proceeds immediately to predict the destruction of the whole temple edifice, in 
response to those who are naively impressed by its superficial beauty and votive 
offerings (21:5-6). 

Following this prediction, we are reminded that, whereas the people are 
eager to hear Jesus' teaching (21:38), the chief priests and scribes are looking 
for a way to kill him, though they fear the people (22:2). They find their means 
in Judas, whom Satan enters just at this time (22:4-5). After Jesus' final meal, a 
crowd of "chief priests and captains of the temple and elders" (22:52) comes se
cretly to arrest him on the Mount of Olives. Once again, Jesus fearlessly exposes 
their cowardice. This apparent small triumph of the authorities represents the 
reign of darkness (22:52-53). 

From the Mount of Olives Jesus is ushered to the very heart of the Jerusa
lem establishment, the residence of the high priest (22:54). After he had been held 
overnight, "the Senate (rcpeapDiepiov)111 of the people convened, chief priests and 
also scribes, and they led him into their council chamber (cn)ve8piov)" (22:66). 
Inasmuch as this synedrion is distinguished from the persons involved as a place 
to which one can go, we conclude with Sanders that Luke uses the term here of 
a building or room. Unlike the other Gospels, Luke does not place this trial by 
Judean authorities in the high priest's house. Perhaps he knows that trials were 
conducted in a special chamber. 

1 1 1 This is the only occurrence of the word in Luke, though it appears also in Acts 22:5 
as a term for the council. 
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Interestingly enough, although Luke seems to assume that the high priest 
led the TtpeaP'oxEpiov, since Jesus goes from the high priests house to the court 
(and cf. Acts 5:17, 21; 7:1; 23:2), nothing is said of the high priest himself dur
ing Jesus' trial. All of the councils statements are collective (Luke 22:67; 23:2, 
10, 13), though the other Gospels put the same words in the high priest's mouth 
(e.g., Mark 14:61,63). It is possible, given his confusing statements about the high 
priest's identity elsewhere (Luke 3:1; Acts 4:6), that Luke did not know who the 
high priest was, and did not want to put his whole narrative under suspicion by 
naming the wrong man. Or we might suppose that he intends to broaden the 
blame for Jesus' death to the whole chief-priestly college. Perhaps he thinks that 
chief-priestly cliques were more central to the operation of the Senate than any 
particular high priest. 

Although Luke is not explicit here, he seems to suggest that Pilate handed 
Jesus over to soldiers under the chief priests' control: "Jesus he handed over 
(TiapeScoKev) to their will" (23:25). 1 1 2 We hear no more of the chief priests by 
name, but the context suggests that they are the principal members of "the rulers" 
(oi apxovTEq) who ridicule Jesus on the cross (23:35). Nothing in the narrative 
so far has prepared us for the notice in Luke 23:50-52 that a "good and righteous" 
member of the council (Poi)A,£'uTf|<;), who was awaiting the kingdom of God (a 
Pharisee?), should ask to give Jesus a proper burial. Luke's claim that Joseph of 
Arimathea had not consented to the council's decision highlights Luke's earlier 
rhetorical exaggeration in making the whole council responsible (23:1). 

We conclude that the chief priests function in the Gospel of Luke as the 
embodiment of the powerful who have bad news awaiting them (Luke 6:24-26). 
Whereas Jesus has been very successful among the people, in spite of his con
stantly criticizing the Pharisees, his encounter with the supremely hypocritical 
chief priests brings him immediately into fatal conflict. They want him executed 
on any charge because he challenges their authority by assuming a teaching role 
in the temple. They hold the city and the temple in their hands, and they have 
police at their disposal. But they are paradigms of pretense, worried about ap
pearances, weak and fearful in spite of their instruments of power, while the 
apparently powerless Jesus confronts them with perfect composure. The chief 
priests are the driving force in the Judean council led by the high priest, and they 
meet in a auveSpiov. The Sadducees are flat characters in Luke, vaguely associ
ated with the Jerusalem leadership. 

In Acts 

We have considered the Gospel of Luke at some length because it provides 
the indispensable literary context for the Book of Acts. We have seen that a great 
deal changes in Acts, following the death and resurrection of Jesus. It is in many 
ways a new world, for Jesus' identity as Messiah is now openly declared by his 
apostles. Still, the story remains based in Jerusalem and the chief priests, Saddu-

112Sanders, Luke and Scripture, 9-12. 
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cees, Sanhedrin, and Pharisees continue to play important secondary roles that 
build upon their earlier roles in Jesus' career. Because the Pharisees often appear 
together with the others in Acts, it will be unnecessary to treat the leadership 
groups under separate heads. 

Since this story begins in Jerusalem, the reader of the Gospel knows enough 
to anticipate some trouble for Jesus' followers from the very group that executed 
Jesus himself. That opposition is not long in coming. Jesus' followers explode upon 
the scene when they receive power from heaven, which enables them to proclaim 
Jesus' resurrection boldly, and to confirm their teaching with spectacular cures. 
They quickly attract 3,000 followers to their group, who sell off their possessions 
and join in this counter-cultural school initiated by Jesus (Acts 2:1-47). One of 
their cures involved a lame man who used to sit begging by one of the temple gates, 
where the only help he had ever received from Judean leaders and passersby was 
in the form of charitable donations. His healing at the hands of Peter and John 
caused a commotion in Solomon's Portico, at which they began to proclaim Jesus' 
resurrection, the need for a change of mind, and trust in this new revelation from 
God (3:11-26). 

It comes as no surprise to the reader that, "the priests, the commander 
(aTpaxnyoq) of the temple (guard) and the Sadducees came upon them, greatly 
exercised on account of their teaching the people, and their proclaiming in Jesus 
the resurrection of the dead" (4:1-2). There are two issues here: (a) that Jesus' 
students are teaching the people without authorization in the temple area, and 
(b) that they are talking about resurrection in the case of Jesus. Both issues recall 
Jesus' experience in the temple, where his authority to teach was questioned, and 
the Sadducees confronted him on the issue of resurrection. The added twist here 
is their teaching in Jesus' name. Since his crucifixion was engineered by the chief 
priests, they are indignant that his students are still active. Also in keeping with 
the reader's expectations, these nameless, rather flat figures exercise their power 
quickly. They arrest Peter and John and hold them over for interrogation the next 
day (4:3). In spite of the arrest, however, 5,000 more men believe as a result of the 
apostles' teaching (4:4), which underscores the leaders' helplessness in the face of 
divine action. 

On the next day, "the leaders and the elders and the scribes in Jerusalem" 
gather to try Jesus' students. Strangely, it is only now that Luke troubles to men
tion some names. In the opening of the main Gospel narrative he had confusingly 
dated the Baptist's career to the time when "Annas was high priest and Caiaphas" 
(Luke 3:2)—confusingly, because the reader expects one high priest's name. In 
the narrative of Jesus' days in Jerusalem, the serving high priest plays no role. 
Yet now, in discussing the trial of Peter and John, Luke allows that among those 
gathered were "Annas the high priest, and Caiaphas and John and Alexander and 
as many as were of the high priest's family" (4:6). This passage seems to confirm 
that Luke thinks of Annas as serving high priest, but that only makes it more 
problematic in relation to Josephus's account (below). 

What the temple-based authorities—leaders, chief priests, scribes, elders, 
and Sadducees—wish to know is the where these men get their authority to teach 
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(4:7). As in Jesus' case, they demand confirmation of what they already know, 
that they do not want these men teaching in the temple. The apostles' reply cites 
the same irritating passage from Ps 118:22 that Jesus had used in his conflict with 
these leaders (4:11; cf. Luke 20:17), concerning the stone that the builders rejected. 
The temple leaders quickly make the connection, realizing that the apostles' re
markable boldness of speech (7iappr|aia), the philosopher's prized virtue, comes 
from their study with Jesus (4:13). Their deliberations take place in a room called 
a synedrion, which people can enter and exit (4:15). 

As in the Jerusalem narrative of the Gospel, the leaders are in a political pre
dicament. They realize their inability to deny the cure of the lame man because 
it is now well known to the people (4:16). Nor are they able to punish Peter and 
John "because of the people" (4:21). But instead of giving even the slightest atten
tion to what the miracle might mean about the new teaching, they stubbornly 
proceed with their plans to silence Jesus' group by forbidding them to teach "on 
the basis of Jesus' name" (4:18). The issue here seems to be practical and political: 
they do not want the name of a recently crucified troublemaker perpetuated as a 
rallying call in the temple area. Peter and John, for their part, are unable to cease 
speaking of what they have seen and heard (4:20). This divinely revealed teaching 
is inevitable, in spite of the powerful chief priests' designs. 

The point is reinforced by what happened next. When the apostles continued 
their teaching in spite of the warning, "the high priest and all those with him, 
the school of the Sadducees then current (f| ohca aipeaiq T G > V I a 8 8 o i ) K a i c o v ) , 
were filled with zeal and laid hands on the apostles, and placed them in the public 
prison" (5:17). Once again the authorities used their visible powers to effect their 
goals, "but an angel of the Lord" opened the prison doors and told the apostles 
to return to teaching the people in the temple, which they did. The reader must 
smile as he or she sees the exalted high priest convening "the synedrion [here, the 
body more than the place] and the whole Senate of the sons of Israel" to try the 
apostles again, but finds the cell guarded, locked, and empty (5:23)! Instead of 
asking what this might mean and pondering the divine will, the high priest stub
bornly uses the force at his disposal, the commander (aTpaTrjyoc;) of the temple 
guard with his officers, to arrest the apostles. Again, the commander must seize 
them carefully, without visible force, so as not to arouse the ire of the people 
(5:26). When the apostles appear before the synedrion (both the room and the 
place are suggested), they make the same point as before: they are simply obeying 
God (5:29). The temple leadership is ignorant of God's will; it was responsible for 
killing the one whom God himself has exalted as prince and savior (5:31). "Those 
who heard [those meeting in the synedrion] became infuriated and wanted to kill 
them" (5:33). 

What comes next is a complete surprise to the reader—even more than Jo
seph of Arimathea's appearance after the collective council action against Jesus 
(Luke 23:1, 51). Whereas he has consistently separated the popular Pharisees 
from the aristocratic Sadducean-priestly leadership of Jerusalem, Luke now in
troduces a Pharisee in the Sanhedrin! "Now a certain Pharisee in the synedrion 
by the name of Gamaliel, a teacher of the Law honored by all the people, stood up 
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and ordered the men to be taken outside for a moment." (5:34). On the one hand, 
this first reference to a Pharisees in Acts fits everything we remember about them 
from the Gospel: they are the esteemed popular teachers of Jesus' world. On the 
other hand, what is this Pharisee doing in the Jerusalem council led by the high 
priest, which both the Gospel and Acts have thus far portrayed as a chief-priestly 
and Sadducean preserve? The Pharisees' presence in the council will become in
creasingly important as the narrative of Acts proceeds. It seems doubtful that 
Luke means to highlight the tension; rather, he is quietly introducing Pharisees 
in the council for a new rhetorical situation. This can only mean that he has 
always known about their presence, but suppressed that information when dis
cussing the events related to Jesus' death. And this implies that he has a specific 
role for the Pharisees in his narrative, which he does not wish to confuse with the 
Sadducean chief priests' role. 

Gamaliel's speech provides further clues about the Pharisees' perspective. It 
also shows Luke's concern for verisimilitude. Although the Christians would not 
see themselves as a faction comparable to the followers of Judas or Theudas, Ga
maliel compares these groups as a councillor might plausibly do. He is the only 
councillor we have met who has the slightest interest in discussing the Christians' 
claims, and this alone sets him apart from the chief-priestly councillors, just as 
the Pharisees of the Gospel, who loved to debate issues, were different from the 
chief priests there. 

This is the first occasion in which chief priests and Pharisees come into direct 
contact, and the result is illuminating. Against the chief priests' wish to kill the 
apostles, this popular teacher insists, "Consider carefully what you are about to 
do to these men!" After recounting the examples of Theudas and Judas, whose 
movements came to nought, he concludes, "So also now I am saying to you, leave 
these men alone and let them be. For if this scheme or this effort is of human 
origin, it will be smashed to pieces. But if it is from God, you will not be able 
to smash them—lest you be found God-fighters" (5:38-39). This lone Pharisaic 
voice in what we had thought was a chief-priestly Senate then persuades the 
others (5:39). How can this be? Luke does not explain. Perhaps Gamaliel was 
a uniquely skilled orator, or admired by the other councillors. But the narra
tive indicators point in another direction, namely, the leaders are afraid of the 
people, and the Pharisee Gamaliel is highly respected by the people. The reader's 
most likely assumption, I submit, would be that Gamaliel carries disproportion
ate weight because he represents the popular will. His position is opposed to that 
of the council majority, but they defer to him because of his popular standing. As 
always, they must temper their own aims by considering the people; only now we 
learn that the people's school is represented in Senate. 

To conclude from Gamaliel's articulation of the narrator's own view here— 
Christianity cannot be stopped—that Gamaliel stands on the verge of Christian 
faith would be to miss Luke's narrative indicators. 1 1 3 He is no more a partisan of 
the Christians than he is of the other popular groups mentioned. But it is equally 

Contra Brawley, Luke-Acts, 97-98. 
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misguided to see him as a wicked man motivated by fear, or to contrast him 
with Joseph of Arimathea in Luke 23:51—a bit of a stretch. 1 1 4 Why must each 
character be a paradigm of good or evil? Luke has a historians concern for veri
similitude. Gamaliel appears as a shrewd popular politician, weighing popular 
piety against administrative needs. Like the Pharisees of the Gospel, he adopts a 
cautious wait-and-see approach, which does not preclude a sound flogging at the 
synedrion (5:40). 

At this point, the narrative could go one of two ways: the presence of an in
fluential Pharisee in the Senate might portend increasing openness to Christian
ity on the part of the chief priests, or the Pharisees and people might increasingly 
assimilate to the obstructionist tradition of the Senate. 

The death of Stephen marks a significant shift. Up to that point, many thou
sands of the people have believed. Even a large number of priests have accepted 
the new faith (6:8). These are not chief priests, but they are linked with the temple 
establishment. When Stephen begins to preach in Greek-speaking synagogues, 
however, his opponents instigate false witnesses who allege that he speaks 
against Moses, the laws, and the temple (6:11-13). Although the reader knows 
the charge to be mischievous, in view of Lukes pronounced emphasis thus far 
on Law-observance among Jesus' students, we see an ominous change now, for 
the false witnesses are able to stir up the people against Stephen (6:12). When 
Stephen is brought before the synedrion, the high priest has broad support for his 
execution; there is no question of fearing the people or dealing with the Pharisees. 
Stephen accuses the whole people (7:51-53), and one of those who consents to 
Stephens death is Saul (8:1), who turns out to be a Pharisee (26:5). 

Christianity has been tarred with the accusation that it aims to overturn 
Judean tradition, and this charge brings the Pharisees, who otherwise have quite 
different interests from the chief priests, into cooperation with them on the 
Christian problem. A major persecution of Christians breaks out in Judea (8:1-3). 
Whereas until now the high priest s authority has seemed limited to Jerusalem, 
on this issue he public cooperation for a nation-wide disciplinary action (8:3; 
9:1-2). The temple-based opposition to Christianity is now solidifying with the 
apparent inclusion of Pharisees and many of the people. 

Paradoxically, we soon see that there is something to the charge that Chris
tianity overturns Judean custom, though this was not yet true when Stephen 
died. In a pivotal revelation to Peter, God declares all food and all humanity 
clean (10:15,28; 11:9). The abrogation, or drastic relativization, of the dietary laws 
constitutes a massive break with even the most popular forms of Judean obser
vance. It is no coincidence that, of the eighty-three occurrences of Toi)8aio<; in 
Luke-Acts, seventy-three come after the revelation to Peter. Only now are "the 
Judeans" mentioned without qualification as a body distinct from, and basically 
hostile to, Christians (e.g., 12:3,11; 13:5,45; 14:1; 17:5; 18:12; 22:30; 23:12,20; 24:9). 
Unbelieving Judeans are more and more allied with the Jerusalem leadership as 
a stubborn bloc. The apostolic council, by recognizing the divine directive to 

1 1 4Contra Darr, Character, 116-17. 
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admit Gentiles without circumcision (15:8-10, 28), seals the non-Judean (or not 
necessarily Judean) character of Christianity. As the Judeans collectively fail to 
follow the successive revelations of Gods will, they and the Christians appear 
headed toward complete mutual isolation. 

An incident retold in chapter 19 illustrates the distance between Judeans and 
Christians by that point. Among the traveling Judean exorcists in Ephesus are 
allegedly seven sons of a high priest (or chief priest) named Sceva, who resort to 
using Jesus' name in their exorcisms. But even the demon can see through them 
and ridicules their ineffectiveness: "Jesus I'm acquainted with and Paul I know, 
but who are you?" (19:15). The story continues the old theme of the chief priests' 
uselessness, but now they now appear as a spent force, an object of derision more 
than even a minor irritant. 

Yet this growing momentum toward separation also highlights Luke's effort 
to prevent any final schism. While tending to speak of Judeans without qualifica
tion as non-Christians, he nonetheless insists that "many Judeans" continued 
to trust in Jesus (13:43; 14:1; 17:4, 11-12; 18:8; 19:9; 20:20; 28:24). Everywhere 
Paul goes on his Mediterranean mission, even when taken to Rome in chains, he 
seeks out the local Judean-expatriate community to convince its membership 
that Jesus is their Messiah (13:5, 14:1; 16:13; 17:2-3; 28:23). He typically grounds 
his teaching in Judean (biblical) history, and both he and the apostles continue to 
observe Judean Law in general—notwithstanding the relativization of the dietary 
laws (15:10; 18:18; 24:16-17). Luke has the proconsul Gallio in Corinth recognize 
that the question of Paul's faith is an internal Judean matter (18:14-15). Even as 
many priests have already adopted the new faith, so also many "from the school 
of the Pharisees" believe (15:5). 

An essential element of Luke's strategy to unite Christianity and Judean cul
ture is his portrayal of the church as a Judean philosophical school alongside the 
Pharisees and Sadducees. In the earlier chapters of Acts, both Pharisees (15:5) 
and Sadducees (4:17) have been called by the name associated with philosophi
cal schools: aipeaiq. When Paul is arrested on his final trip to Jerusalem, his 
encounter with the synedrion (here signifying the council more than the place) 
affords Luke an opportunity to forge this link between Christianity and Judean 
culture. 

In this case, the synedrion is called together by the Roman tribune holding 
Paul. The high priest Ananias heads the Senate now (23:2). Paul claims not to 
know that he is the high priest when he lets loose an insulting remark after being 
struck in the mouth (23:3), but his ignorance may well be feigned. Although Luke 
has never divulged this before, it suddenly serves his rhetorical purpose to have 
Paul realize that the synedrion is divided between Sadducees and Pharisees: "the 
one section comprises Sadducees and the other Pharisees" (23:6). Paul seizes on 
this fact to create a diversion. He claims to be a Pharisee on trial simply because 
of his belief in resurrection—which, Luke reminds us, the Sadducees reject, along 
with angels and spirits (23:8). Paul's claim causes "great commotion" as the two 
schools square off against each other, with the Pharisees conceding that Paul 
might indeed have heard from an angel or a spirit (23:9)! 
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The story is filled with irony and sarcasm. Since its main point seems to be 
that Paul cleverly devises a ruse to save himself, we should not put too much 
weight on particular items. The whole narrative of Luke-Acts has told us that 
Christianity is essentially different from Pharisaism, and that Jesus' resurrection 
is a unique case abundantly supported by evidence and divine demonstration. 
In light of all that has happened, the Pharisees and Sadducees would be truly 
stupid to fall for Paul's claim. The author is making sport of these Judean schools. 
Nevertheless, the joke has a serious side. First, the Pharisees' belief in resur
rection confirms that Christianity belongs in the orbit of Judean philosophical 
culture—even though resurrection might seem strange to Gentile philosophers 
(17:32). Second, the Pharisees' openness to Paul, comical though it is, recalls Ga
maliel's more serious openness and the Pharisees' lost opportunities of bygone 
days; now, their academic debates with the Sadducees about resurrection are lu
dicrous, given their incomprehension of Jesus' significance. Luke's division of the 
Senate into only two parties fits his narrative here, but we know that can present 
it otherwise in different situations; it is unclear exactly how he really perceives 
the council's make-up. 

More clues for understanding the church's relationship to Judean leaders are 
furnished by Paul's defense before Felix at Caesarea. The high priest, still rely
ing on outward human measures while blithely ignoring God's will, enlists the 
aid of an orator (prjicop) named Tertullus. The appearance of an orator on the 
high priest's team gives the story of the Judean leaders a sense of closure, with 
no little humor. Luke's readers know that truth is not be found in rhetoric. There 
had always been a stand-off between those interested in the truth, whether phi
losophers or historians, and orators, whose talent lay in making the worse case 
appear the better. And now, finally, the high priest has employed an orator in his 
service—a fitting move for the "whitewashed wall" (23:3)! Tertullus's speech, typi
cal of a servile golden mouth, reeks with obsequiousness toward this notoriously 
impious governor (as the readers perhaps understand). 1 1 5 Still, Luke has Tertullus 
call Christianity a school (aipeaiq) alongside the other Judean schools: Paul is "a 
ringleader of the school of the Nazarenes" (24:5). The Christians appear as a philo
sophical school within Judean culture, bearing the standard of truth against the 
rhetoric and sophistry of the others. They are persecuted in the same way that all 
truth-telling philosophers have always been persecuted by sophists. 

Admittedly, Luke's Paul implicitly rejects the label of a "school" ("the Way, 
which they call a school"; 24:14), but that is because for him Christianity is now 
the only way, and not simply one "choice" (cf. aipeoucci). His reluctance does 
not stem from disagreement that Christianity belongs within Judean culture, for 
he protests his fidelity to the Judean people (24:16-18). By putting the term on 

1 1 5 Luke's Paul, by contrast, directly confronts Felix on issues of righteousness, self-
control, and coming judgement (24:25). His brief flattery of Agrippa II at 26:3 seems in
tended as sharp sarcasm, in view of the presence of Agrippa's lover-sister Berenice (25:23), 
who serves no narrative function i f not to make the reader recall their widely rumoured 
liaison. 
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Tertullus's lips, Luke can claim that Christianity is at least accepted by Judeans as 
a one of their own schools, which identification helps to locate it socially within 
the Mediterranean world. 

That the word carries no negative connotation is shown by Paul's use of it 
again in his defense before Agrippa. This scene draws together many aspects of 
Luke's treatment of the Judean leadership groups and so provides a fitting conclu
sion to our survey of Luke-Acts on this question. Paul says in part: 

All the Judeans know my way of life right from my youth, which was spent from the 
beginning among my people and in Jerusalem; they have known me all along, i f they 
are willing to declare it, that according to the most precise school o f our [Judean] 
piety I lived as a Pharisee ( k o c t o c xr\v aKpiPEGTaTnv ai'peaiv Tf|<; r^iEXEpac, 0pr|-
GKEiac, e ^ n a a ^ a p i a a i o c j . (Acts 26:5) 

So the Pharisees are, as the reader has come to suspect, the most famous and 
precise of the Judean schools. At least for someone in Paul's position, not being 
a priest, there seem to be no stronger Judean credentials than alliance with the 
Pharisees. 

Paul continues: 

And now it is on the basis o f our forefathers' hope in the promise given by God that 
I stand on trial, for which hope our twelve tribes earnestly worship night and day, 
aspiring to grasp it. Concerning this hope I am accused by the Judeans, O King. But 
why is it thought incredible by all o f you that God raises the dead? (Acts 2 6 : 6 - 8 ) 

Thus far Paul stresses the closeness between the Christians' root claim, that Jesus 
was raised, and Pharisaic belief. In doing so, perhaps he recalls for the reader the 
whole Gospel of Luke and the early part of Acts, in which the Pharisees main
tained a cautiously critical interest in the new teaching. They shared the belief 
of Jesus and his students in a future resurrection in which rewards and punish
ments would be meted out. In one of its two basic claims (the dying Messiah is a 
more contentious issue not raised here), Christianity stands in continuity with 
the views of the most exacting school. But this theoretical point of agreement 
has long passed by the time of Luke's Paul, as God's successive revelations were 
missed by most Pharisees and other Judeans. 

Paul goes on: 

Indeed I myself thought it necessary to put up strong opposition against the name of 
Jesus o f Nazareth. That is what I did among the Jerusalemites: I locked up many of 
the holy ones in prisons, having received the authority to do so from the chief priests, 
and as they were being killed I cast a vote against them. And often punishing them 
in synagogues everywhere I tried to coerce them into repudiating [this name]—I 
was boiling over with rage to the extent that I pursued them even into other regions. 
(Acts 26 :9 -12) 

He recalls here his own entry into the Christian story, right at the moment when 
Judeans as a whole began to turn against Stephen and the other Christians be
cause of rumors that they were overturning Judean tradition in the name of this 
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Jesus. Saul the Pharisee was a vital part of this coherent Judean effort led by the 
chief priests. The usual gulf between chief priests and Pharisees (with the people) 
assumed in the Gospel and as late as Gamaliels speech, had now been overcome 
for the sake of the Christian problem. Nevertheless, Paul goes on, God compelled 
this member of the Pharisaic school to accept Jesus as Messiah, and he could not 
disobey the heavenly revelation (26:12-19). The reader knows that some other 
Pharisees also believed. 

Thus, on the one hand, Lukes view is that Christianity is the only way, the 
only proper response to Gods revelations, which stand in complete continuity 
with the biblical heritage and promises. Nevertheless, from a social perspective, 
the main stream of Judeans see it as a new "school" alongside those of the Phari
sees and Sadducees. Lukes own use of "Judeans" without qualification to mean 
non-Christians belies this claim. The two communities are indeed separate by his 
day, and Christian groups are mainly Gentile. But this basic narrative assumption 
throws into relief Luke's efforts to plead the church's genuinely Judean heritage. 
The church may be understood as the school that fearlessly proclaims the truth, 
though it is opposed by complacent sophists in positions of power, who are stereo-
typically unwilling to examine themselves or change their thinking (pexdvoia). 

Conclusion 

The Book of Acts, then, opens with the same impression of Judean leaders 
that the Gospel had developed. After Jesus' resurrection, the Judean people con
tinue to respond faithfully to the message of Jesus' followers, accepting Jesus' 
messiahship in the tens of thousands. This broad popular response is predictably 
opposite to that of the Sadducean, temple-based leadership, whose antagonism 
operates at several levels. Politically, they are upset at the continued propagation 
of Jesus' name. Socially, they reject the untutored apostles' ambition to teach the 
people in the temple precincts. Theologically, they find the doctrine of resurrec
tion absurd. Their comically futile attempts to stamp out the budding Christian 
movement in the face of divine intervention, reinforce their image as powerless 
pretenders, always fearful of popular resentment. 

Between the people and the Jerusalem leaders stand the Pharisees. They are 
popular teachers, widely respected for their precision (otKpifteia). Only now do 
we learn, however, that the Pharisees are represented in the Jerusalem council. At 
the outset, things still look hopeful as the influential Pharisee Gamaliel is able to 
persuade the council that the Christians should be left alone for the time being— 
a view that accords with his roles as both pragmatic councillor and mediator of 
popular sentiment. The reader will ultimately discover that Pharisees constitute 
one of the two major blocs in the council, a fact suppressed by Luke to serve his 
earlier points, but Luke never abandons his basic assumption that the two parties 
represent different constituencies and views. 

This essential difference of outlook between the schools intensifies the drama 
when, after some false reports about Stephen's teaching, the whole Judean people 
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begin to unite behind a bipartisan coalition on the Christian problem. The sort 
of basic conflict between Christians and "the Judeans" that is assumed as basic in 
other gospels develops only now, late in the day; the gulf is widened by Christian 
relativization of the dietary laws and full inclusion of uncircumcised Gentiles. 
Significant numbers of priests and Pharisees trust Jesus as Messiah, and pockets 
of the Judean diaspora supplement their numbers, but this leaves a large residue 
of hardening Judean opposition. While conceding this growing separation, Luke 
nonetheless tries to maintain the church's position within the orbit of Judean 
culture by casting it as another school in addition to the Pharisees and Sadducees. 
In reality it is more than a school, since it alone has been faithful to successive 
divine revelations, but it is at least perceived as a school by other Judeans. 

Luke has nothing to say about the vexed question of the Judean Senates com
petence to inflict the death penalty. But he assumes throughout his narratives 
that the council can both condemn and execute offenders against Judean law. The 
Senate led by the chief priests plans to kill Jesus, the apostles, and Paul; they do 
kill Stephen without impediment. Their decision to have Jesus tried by Pilate, we 
have seen, stems not from an inability to try capital cases (cf. John 18:31) but from 
their customary fear of the people (19:48; 20:6,19). When this fear prevents them 
from seizing Jesus themselves, they send spies to ask him about tribute to Caesar, 
hoping that his answer will provide grounds for a trial by the governor (20:20). 
That would remove Jesus but still leave them free of popular resentment for the 
move. The reader concludes that they would have seized and executed Jesus had 
it not been for this pervasive fear. 

Although we cannot offer detailed assessments of other scholarship on our 
theme, the foregoing interpretation of the Judean leaders in Luke-Acts may serve 
as tacit confirmation of some points and disconfirmation of others in the work 
of Sanders, Brawley, and Darr. In my view, their common oversight is their de
sire to make the Pharisees a static symbol of some kind, though Lukes whole 
narrative seems to resist static identifications. To make sense of all the narrative 
indicators, one must respect Lukes avowed historical interest—in describing how 
things got to be the way they now are—and shed the old form-critical bugbear 
that requires each item in the story to correspond to some aspect of the reading 
community's life. 

In Josephus 

We are fortunate indeed to possess the narratives of the first-century Judean 
historian Josephus. They also discuss the Judean leadership groups in question, 
but from an entirely different perspective. Whereas Luke disdains the Jerusalem 
establishment, Josephus is a proud member of it. Luke could never have written 
these words: 

What could be more beautiful or just than to have placed God as governor of the 
whole universe, to assign to the common priesthood the administration of the 
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greatest affairs, and to have entrusted to the high priest the governance of all the 
other priests? (Ag. Ap. 2.185) 

With the aristocrat Josephus we enter a new world of values, which may be con
trasted with Lukes according to the following scheme of their differing value 
systems (though it should not be pressed for other purposes): 

LUKE-ACTS JOSEPHUS 

God God 

Jesus and his followers The Chief Priests, Priesthood, Sadducees 

The Judean People—and the Pharisees Essenes 

Chief Priests and Sadducees The Judean "mob"—admirers of the 
Pharisees 

Whereas Luke-Acts contains 38 references to chief priests, 6 to Sadducees, 
and 35 to Pharisees (so Pharisees and chief priests appear about equally), Jo
sephus has 372 references to chief priests, 13 to Sadducees, and 44 to Pharisees. 
His work thus has much more to do with priestly circles; he has much less inter
est than Luke, proportionately, in the Pharisees. This divergence of perspective 
comes through in all of Josephus's narratives, which we shall now briefly sum
marize. This basic difference between Luke and Josephus should, however, make 
us all the more aware of any shared assumptions about the realities of Judean 
society, which are all the more useful for historical reflection because they come 
from such diverse perspectives. 

Judean W a r 

In post-war Rome, the captured Judean general Josephus first wrote an ac
count of the war, to combat the anti-Judean histories that had already appeared. 
Although those histories have not survived, we may infer from later Roman ac
counts (Tacitus, Hist. 5.1-13) and from Josephus's own story (e.g., War 1.2, 7-9) 
that they at least (a) presented the revolt as a typical expression of the rebellious 
Judean national character and (b) portrayed the Roman victory as another tri
umph of Roman Fortune, which defeated the Judean God. Josephus argues, by 
contrast, that (a) the revolt was an untypical action, engineered by a handful 
of power-seeking "tyrants" who duped the masses—against the whole train of 
Judean tradition, which advocated peaceful observance of the laws (War 1.9-
12)—and (b) it was the all-powerful God worshiped by the Judeans who used 
the Romans, to whom he had entrusted world power at this moment of history, 
to punish his people for their sins, particularly for the rebels' pollution of the 
temple in Jerusalem. As a priest of the conquered nation (1.3), Josephus will offer 
an authoritative Judean account to help alleviate post-war hostilities. 

In this temple-centered history, the chief priests play a critical role. From the 
beginning of the Hasmonean story through the Herodian and subsequent peri-
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ods, the reader is regularly informed about the identity of the serving high priest 
(1 .31 ,56 ,68 ,109 ,194 , etc.). Josephus assumes everywhere that the high priest and 
his associates are the authorized rulers of the nation. These chief priests regu
larly appear in epexegetical union with "the powerful" (oi Sworroi) and "the 
eminent" (oi yvcbpipoi) (2.243, 301, 316, 318, 336, 410, 422, etc.). These groups 
are often called simply "the leaders" (oi ap%ovT£<;) (2.237, 333, 405, 407, etc.). A 
first-century reader would quickly understand that these are the wealthiest and 
most educated Judeans, the aristocratic leaders of society. 

Occasionally they are mentioned alongside "the council" (f) po\)A,r)), which 
seems to be largely their preserve (2.331, 336). When this Senate first appears in 
the narrative, Josephus mentions it casually, as if it needs no explanation that Jeru
salem should have its own po\)A/f|, as Rome and other cities had theirs (1.284,285; 
7.65,107). The Jerusalem council, Josephus claims, had a meeting chamber—also 
called a po\)A,f) here—beside the Xystus, or public meeting place (5.145; cf. 2.344; 
4.243; 6.354). One scribe (6 ypappaxeox;) of the council, a priest, is mentioned by 
name (5.532). Josephus also mentions incidentally a commander (axporrriYoc;) of 
the temple precincts, to whom the sentries report (6.294). Interestingly, the word 
a w e S p i o v in War consistently refers to an ad hoc official meeting; Josephus 
almost always speaks of its being convened (otOpoi^co) or dissolved (8IOCAA)CD) on 
a single occasion (1.559, 571, 620, 640; 2.25, 81, 93; 6.342). 

The significance of the chief priests for this narrative lies in the fact that they 
anchor the "moderate" position over against the rebels. As the proper guardians 
of the temple and its program, they understand the importance of sustaining 
the temple service at all costs, even though they too are deeply offended by the 
behavior of Roman officials in Judea. Their insistence on peace brings them into 
direct conflict with Josephuss rogues' gallery: Eleazar son of Yair and the Sicarii, 
Menahem, John of Gischala, Simon son of Giora, the Idumeans, and Zealots. Al
ready during Felix's tenure as governor, in the fifties, the sicarii murder the high 
priest Jonathan (2.256). When Gessius Florus plunders the temple and some of 
the Judeans mock him, the chief priests intercede to alleviate Florus's anger and 
maintain peace (2.301-304). When he then callously slaughters Judeans in the 
upper market area, the chief priests implore the incensed people not to retaliate 
(2.316). They themselves represent the people's complaints to Agrippa, to try to 
have Florus removed (2.336), but continue to plead with the people not to lead 
them into open rebellion (2.411-416). The reader knows that the chief priests will 
be ineffective, however, when one of their own younger members joins the revo
lutionaries (2.409), and Josephus notes that "not one of the revolutionary party 
would listen" to the aristocrats' pleas (2.417). 

From this point onward, the chief priests and their associates become the 
object of deliberate and violent opposition from the rebels. Some rebels set fire 
to the high priest's house along with the royal palace and public archives where 
debts were recorded (2.427). They murder the chief priests Ananias and Ezechias 
(2.441), and the Idumeans later kill Jesus and Ananus (4.314-318). Josephus's edi
torial eulogy on the last two leaders makes clear his sympathy for their position: 
their love of the temple and its service, their commitment to peace and national 
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honor (4.319-325). The rebels crown their impiety by electing to the high priest
hood a simpleton from the countryside who was "not even descended from high 
priests" (4.155-157). Josephus complains throughout the narrative that his own 
views and those of the chief priests were unappealing to the common people, who 
saw hopes of political, social, economic, and religious salvation in the rebels' vain 
promises (e.g. 6.286-287; cf. 2.4, 427, 253-260) . 

Pharisees and Sadducees do not play a significant role in the main drama of 
War, appearing only in the first two volumes as part of the backdrop. This liter
ary fact is itself important: the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes represent old 
and, if we may use the term in this context, "normal" Judaism—the kind that 
obtained before the revolt. The rebels represent a radical departure from all such 
customary Judean thinking. This does not mean that Josephus himself is fond of 
either Pharisees or Sadducees. (Please see chapters 5 and 6 in this volume for an 
overview.) 

The Sadducees will not appear again in War. Nor will the "Essenes" under 
that precise name, though Josephus will mention that John the "Essaios" (perhaps 
from the same group, or someone from Essa?) entered the conflict on much the 
same terms as he himself did (2.567; 3.11). The Pharisees make one further brief 
but telling appearance, when their "most eminent" members join forces with the 
chief priests and powerful ones to dissuade the people from revolt (2.411). This 
casual notice reflects Josephuss continued assumption that the Pharisees are the 
most prominent of the "schools," since Sadducees and Essenes are not mentioned 
here, but the reader is left to speculate on their exact social status. The prominent 
Pharisees are no more able than the chief priests and their associates to stem the 
revolutionary tide. In this struggle for the hearts and minds of the people, the 
Pharisees appear on the leaders' side over against the rebels, but this whole coali
tion is sadly unable to divert the nation from ruin. 

Judean Antiquities, Life, and Against Apion 

We may treat together Josephus's magnum opus, Judean Antiquities, and his 
autobiography, Life, which he wrote as an appendix to the longer work. In con
cluding this survey, I shall also include a note on Josephus's last known composi
tion, the Against Apion, which mentions only the priesthood. 

The preface to Antiquities identifies it as a sequel to the Judean War (Ant. 
1.1-4), but in a somewhat different rhetorical context. Rather than writing pri
marily to refute false accounts, Josephus now addresses those who, like Ptolemy 
Philadelphus and his patron Epaphroditus, are "eager" to learn of Judean antiq
uity and culture (1.9-10). Outside of his writings there is abundant evidence that 
some Romans at the end of the first century were attracted in varying degrees to 
Judean culture. 1 1 6 For such an audience Josephus describes Judaism as the noblest 
and "most philosophical" way of life ever devised, far superior to the readers' 

1 1 6H. J. Leon, Jews, 10-35. 
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own unreasonable native mythologies (1.18-26). Only the laws of Moses bring 
what is most sought after by the philosophical schools: happiness (evSaipovioc) 
(1.14,20). On the basis of these laws, God rewards virtue and punishes crime with 
perfect consistency. Josephus's presentation of Judaism as an effective system in 
contrast to all others provides an interesting parallel to Luke's portrayal of Chris
tian teaching as uniquely effective. 

As in War, the chief priests are visible everywhere in the narrative of 
Antiquities-Life. In the preface Josephus takes as his model the high priest Eleazar, 
who consented to the translation of Judean scripture into Greek (1.11-12); Eleazar 
appears as the authorized leader of the nation. In summarizing the measures re
vealed to Moses at Sinai, Josephus details the high priest's clothing and its cosmic 
significance (3.159-187) and describes the appointment of Aaron as the first su
preme priest (3.188-192). Stones on the high priest's clothing used to shine, he says, 
to indicate God's presence with his people (3.214). 1 1 7 When Moses had finished re
ceiving the laws, he consigned them to the priests for safeguarding; the high priest 
and his subordinates administer the Judean laws (4.304). As he wends his way 
through the biblical era and down to his own day, Josephus again identifies the 
reigning high priest at each period (4.152; 5.318; 6.122,242, etc.; 10.150-152; 11.73, 
9 0 , 1 2 1 , 1 5 8 , 2 9 7 , 3 0 0 , 3 0 6 , etc.). At the end of the book, moreover, he recapitulates 
the entire high-priestly succession (5icc8o%f|; 20.261) from Aaron through the 
period following Archelaus's removal (20.224-251). In casting Judaism as a philo
sophical culture founded by Moses and the high priests as "successors," Josephus 
recalls the language of the philosophical schools, which typically traced a list of 
true successors who preserved the teachings of the founding philosopher intact 
(Diogenes Laertius 6.13,19; Seneca Ep. 40.3) . 1 1 8 

Josephus differs from Luke on the identity of the serving high priest at the 
time of Jesus and his first followers. He has Annas I as high priest in the period 
6 -15 C . E . , and Caiaphas as his fourth successor (Ant. 18.34-35, 95), whose tenure 
from 18-37 C . E . would cover the period of Jesus' death and the church's origin (cf. 
Matt 26:57). Although Luke implies that Annas was the serving high priest then, 
Josephus can be almost equally confusing when he calls an individual "high 
priest" long after his term of office (War 2.441; Ant 20.205; Life 193); but unlike 
Luke, he usually provides enough context to clarify the matter. According to Jo
sephus, Annas was a particularly distinguished high priest, whose five sons all 
subsequently served in the office (Ant. 20.197-198); his family was thus a major 
force in chief-priestly circles through the whole period from 6 to 70 C . E . S O it is 
conceivable that a later writer could also see him as the power behind the office 
even in Caiaphas's time, though one would have expected Luke to be clearer in 
Luke 3:2. Luke concurs with Josephus that Ananias was high priest during Paul's 
Jerusalem trial (Ant. 20.103, 131; Acts 23:2). 

The new rhetorical situation in Antiquities dictates a somewhat different use 
of the high priests as characters over against War. Now, in keeping with his theme, 

Thoma, "High Priesthood," 196-99. 
'Mason, Josephus on the Pharisees, 235-39. 
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Josephus must distinguish good and bad actions of high priests. The errant high 
priests include the greedy and mean-spirited Onias, who brought the nation to 
the brink of disaster in the Ptolemaic period (12.58), and the later Hasmonean 
high priests who fell dramatically from their ancestors' glory through their self
ish intrigues (13 .300-319,431-432) . But the most striking examples of transgres
sors are those whom Josephus had praised effusively in War, when he was using 
them as foils to the rebel leaders. In Antiquities the moderate Ananus is accused 
of injustice for convening the Judean council without the Roman governors per
mission (20.199), and King Agrippa II deposes him for this reason (20.200-203) . 
This same chief priest accepts bribes to have Josephus ousted from command of 
the Galilee (Life 193, 196). And on the eve of the revolt the former high priest 
Ananias (also praised in War) has his servants rob the poorer priests of their 
tithes, leaving them to starve to death (20.206-207) . These actions, together with 
Ananias's use of bribery to maintain his power (20.213), are a major cause of sub
sequent divine punishment (20.214, cf. 218). 

As in War, Josephus assumes that the high priest heads a council or Senate. 
Moses tells the people that such an aristocracy (apiaxoKpaxia) , rather than a 
monarchy, is the best possible constitution (4.223). 1 1 9 When the people implore 
later Samuel to appoint a king, he is deeply upset because, being a righteous man, 
he hates kingship and is "strongly committed to aristocracy" (6.36). Josephus al
ters the biblical narrative of Joshuas time to make the great commander consult 
the high priest and his Senate (y£poi)aia) (5.15, 43, 55). Interpreting the cycles 
of sin depicted in Judges, Josephus asserts that "the aristocracy was falling into 
corruption: no longer did they appoint the Senates or the leadership formerly leg
islated," which failure resulted in discord and, ultimately, civil war (5.135). When 
the Judeans return from captivity, they live under a government that is "aris
tocratic, with the rule of the few" (6tpiaxoKpaxiKf| pexa 6A,vyap%ia<;) (11.111). 
A letter from Antiochus III mentions the Judean Senate as the governing body 
(12.138,142), and Jonathan the Hasmonean writes as high priest, on behalf of "the 
Senate and body of priests" (13.166,169). Although the later Hasmonean princes 
create a monarchy (11.111), and so begin the decline of the dynasty (13.301), the 
Roman Gabinius restores the aristokratia when he sets up regional councils in 
Judean territory (14.91). The emperor Claudius again writes to the "rulers, coun
cil, and people of Jerusalem" (20.11). This body judges at least some capital cases 
(Ant. 14.167; 20 .200-202) . 

Josephus makes much of the fact that Herod and Archelaus altered tradition 
by appointing "insignificant persons" (aanpo i ) to the high priesthood, not those 
from the Hasmonean line. With the death of Herod and Archelaus's departure, 
however, "the high priests were entrusted with the leadership of the nation" (xfjv 
8 E Ttpoaxccaiav xot) eOvoix;; 20.251). These notices confirm that for him the 
nation is properly an aristocracy, and that Herod's rule was an aberration. This 
view may explain the virtual disappearance of the council led by the high priest 
during Herod's reign. 

119Thoma, "High Priesthood," 201. 
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Outside of Herod's reign, the term ai)V£8piov in Antiquities often means 
the regular Judean Senate led by the high priest. This usage begins when Ga-
binius establishes five synedria of which Jerusalem is the first (14.91). That the 
Jerusalem synedrion was continuous with the older Senate led by the high priest 
(in Josephus's story) is indicated by the complaint of the Judean leaders to the 
high priest Hyrcanus II that Herod has killed bandits in Galilee without a trial 
before the synedrion, as the Law requires (14.167). Bowing to their pleas, Hyr
canus convenes the synedrion (14.168,170,171,177-180) . In this story, one of the 
councillors—who turns out to be a Pharisee (15.3-4) , though Josephus chooses 
not to say so here—fruitlessly insists that Herod be punished, against the will of 
the majority. Paradoxically, when Herod becomes king he kills all the members 
of the synedrion except this one (or two? 14.175; 15.4). That is not the end of this 
council, however, for (according to one version known to Josephus) Herod later 
pressured it to approve the execution of the high priest Hyrcanus (15.173). Once 
Herod becomes king, Antiquities uses synedrion of the ad hoc meetings convened 
by him (16.357-367; 17.46). It is not clear whether the synedrion that later permit
ted the Levites to wear linen was the standing council or another ad hoc group 
(20.216-217). But clearly, Josephus assumes that the Judeans were normally gov
erned by a council led by the high priest (cf. also Ag. Ap. 1.30; 2.185). 

Early in the sixties, the high priest Ananus's convening of a (the?) synedrion 
in the absence of a Roman governor leads to his removal (20.200, 202). Even 
though the council was still led by the high priest, he did not have the power to 
convene it without Roman approval. Note that in Acts the Roman tribune can 
summon the council (Acts 22:30). 

The clearest picture we get of the inner workings of any Jerusalem council in 
Josephus comes in his account of John of Gischala's attempt to have him withdrawn 
from the Galilee (Life 189-198). Whether this body, T O K O I V O V TCOV TEpoaoA^ixcbv, 
was the regular Senate is not immediately clear. 1 2 0 The serving high priest, who 
seems to have been Matthias son of Theophilus (Ant. 20.223), does not surface in 
the proceedings; the leading figures are the former high priests Ananus and Jesus. 
One gathers from the parallel in War that the rebels (mysteriously) won over those 
members of the ruling class that remained in Jerusalem and then appointed them 
leaders (War 2 .556-568). Since the individuals involved were also the customary 
leaders of the people, however, this group appears as a makeshift war cabinet, a 
subset of the regular leadership (cf. 2.411). 

In any case, our question concerns the function of T O K O I V O V TCOV 

T£poaoAA)|xiTcbv in the story of the Life. Josephus can call this koinon "the syne
drion of Jerusalem" (Life 62), or simply "the leaders" (oi rcpcoTOi) of the people 
(Life 28). His terms appear interchangeable. He seems to favor the expression T O 
K O I V O V TCOV TepoaoAA)uiTCOV in the Life as a way of insisting upon the legiti
macy of his military appointment (65, 72, 190, 254, 267, 309, 341, 393). He was 
selected by "the body politic of the Jerusalemites." The Life gives us no reason to 
suppose that the war council was essentially different from the ordinary Senate 

Price, Siege, 63-67. 
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that governed the state under the high priest's leadership. Elsewhere in Josephus, 
T O K O I V O V can refer to a standing council headed by the high priest (Ant. 6.17; 
13.366), though the meaning of the phrase is flexible. 

No matter how typical this particular council was, it is significant that 
John reportedly tried to use his influence with Simon son of Gamaliel, a leading 
and respected Pharisee on the council from a "very illustrious family," to effect 
his aims. In response to Johns request Simon "tried to persuade (ImiQzv) the 
chief priests Ananus and Jesus, son of Gamalas, and some others of their bloc 
(axocaECoq)..." (193). The situation assumed here has some parallels to what we 
found in Luke-Acts: chief priests and Pharisees have different constituencies and 
aims; the Pharisees are not the official powers but are able to sway the chief priests 
often enough that the Galilean considers it worthwhile trying to use Gamaliels 
influence here. Josephus claims, however, that Ananus pointed out the difficul
ties involved in persuading the council to take such action, since "many of the 
chief priests and leaders (oi npoEaxcbxaq) of the people" would testify to his abil
ity as commander. Unfazed, the eminent Pharisee allegedly resorted to bribery 
in order to accomplish his goal. Finally persuaded by these underhanded means, 

"Ananus and those with him" sent a delegation of three Pharisees and one other to 
replace Josephus (196-198). The Pharisee succeeded, one way or another. 

In comparison with the chief priests, the Pharisees and Sadducees receive 
little attention in Antiquities-Life. Please see chapters 5 and 6 in this volume. 

Josephuss Against Apion offers a brief, systematic rebuttal of Judaisms lit
erary defamers along with a positive statement of the culture s principles. The 
priesthood and its leadership play an important role as guardians of this peerless 
heritage. The Jews' ancestors put in charge of their records "the most excellent 
men (oi otpiaxoi)," namely, priests (1.30; cf. Life 1). In Judean culture, the great
est precautions are taken to ensure that the priestly aristoi remain ancestrally 
pure (1.31). Judean records, accordingly, contain the names of their high priests 
in succession through 2,000 years (1.36). In his famous discussion of the Judean 

"theocracy" (2.165), Josephus further celebrates the priests' care for the laws: 
"This responsibility included the precise administration of the Law and of the 
other pursuits of everyday life; the priests were charged with supervision of all 
affairs, the settlement of legal disputes, and the punishment of those condemned" 
(2.187). His emphasis on the condemnation of criminals reflects his view that 
only the Judean laws deal effectively with crime (2.276-278; cf. Ant. 1.20-22). 
The priests, supervised by the high priest (2.185), are the agents of this uniquely 
effective system. 

Conclusions 

In Acts we have the second volume of a work that seeks to chart the develop
ment of Jesus' followers from a movement within Judaism to a largely Gentile group 
rejected by most Judeans. To sketch and justify this development, Luke makes ex
tensive use of certain Judean groups—the chief priests, Sadducees, Pharisees, and 
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synedrion—as background characters. Our chief aim has been to understand how 
these groups function in the story of Luke-Acts. Although we have an ultimately 
historical interest, that history does not exist anywhere in advance. We can only 
try to recreate the history once we understand the evidence that needs explaining, 
of which Luke-Acts is a significant part. Lukes contemporary Josephus wrote the 
only non-Christian narratives of the time that mention the groups in question. 
So, instead of trying to compare Luke-Acts to "history," I have propose a com
parative analysis with Josephuss narratives as a way of throwing Lukes portrayal 
into relief. 

Luke and Josephus present radically different viewpoints. For the Christian 
author, Jesus brought his divinely authorized teaching to the common people, 
and especially to the outcasts among them. In doing so, he had to contend with 
the Pharisees, who completely dominated popular piety outside of Jerusalem. 
Jesus was severely critical of these established teachers for forfeiting their respon
sibilities by failing to help the people. They were the salt that had lost its flavor, 
righteous guardians of conventional piety who were blind to the peoples needs 
and Jesus' effectiveness. He, by contrast, summoned a group of students who 
lived heroically countercultural lives while bringing real help to the masses. The 
Pharisees, though often alarmed at Jesus' actions, remained cautiously open to 
this popular teacher. 

When he came to Jerusalem, however, he encountered an altogether different 
group of leaders: the aristocratic, Sadducean, God-denying, chief priests, with 
their executive council and police force. Their immediate opposition to Jesus was 
intended to be lethal, though Luke makes fun of their impotence. They finally 
managed to arrest and execute Jesus, with unacknowledged supernatural inter
vention. The Jerusalem establishment was very far indeed from God's will. These 
lofty authorities lived in constant fear of popular sentiment, to which they regu
larly acceded. 

In Acts, the story has fundamentally changed as a result of Jesus' resurrec
tion, which makes acceptance of his messiahship a divine requirement. At the 
outset, the common people support the new teaching in large numbers and the 
Pharisees continue their role as cautious observers. With the circumstances that 
lead to Stephen's death, however, the Pharisees (who now appear in the Jerusa
lem council itself!) and the people close ranks with the chief priests, to present 
a more or less galvanized Judean opposition, in spite of cross-overs through the 
remaining narrative. While acknowledging this growing separation, Luke insists 
that the Christians only did what was required by God, and that they have by no 
means abandoned the Judean heritage. The Judeans view the "Nazarenes" as a 
philosophical school alongside the Pharisees and Sadducees. As a self-conscious 
historian, Luke has tried to correct the pictures of the Judean leaders in the other 
Christian texts known to him. 

Josephus, in marked contrast to Luke, is an enthusiastic spokesman for 
the Judean aristocracy. He believes that the laws delivered to Moses by God are 
the finest in the world; the priestly aristoi led by the chief priests are the autho
rized guardians of this cosmic treasure. He looks on the common people with a 
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combination of pity and contempt because they are vulnerable to whatever self-
appointed leaders come along, who often create serious problems for the duly es
tablished leadership. In War, this tension plays itself out in the struggle between 
the chief priests and the rebel leaders for the peoples hearts and minds; Josephus 
admits that the chief priests failed. In Antiquities, which deals with Judaism in 
more stable times, the Pharisees are the people's troublesome advocates, though 
they are not as bad as the rebel leaders. Josephuss later works elaborate his por
trait of the chief priests as guardians of the nations glorious tradition, even while 
conceding that some chief priests have brought God's punishment on the people 
(Antiquities). 

The basic divergence of religious perspective between Luke and Josephus 
makes their agreement in basic assumptions remarkable. This coincidence may 
be summarized as follows: 

1. The chief priests were the traditional Judean aristocracy, who had supreme 
control of national affairs from their base in Jerusalem. They were the highest 
Judean authorities in the land when there was no king, exercising control over 
the temple service, promulgating the laws, and trying cases. They typically ruled 
by means of a council or Senate headed by the serving high priest, which had a 
designated meeting place in or near the temple precinct. Neither author claims 
that this council had always ruled on the same terms, but both assume conciliar 
aristocratic rule as the norm. The council envisioned need not fit the old picture 
of an independent, representative parliament, 1 2 1 but Luke and Josephus both as
sume that it was a regular body with an executive function. The chief priests had 
security or police forces at their disposal, tried capital cases, and executed offend
ers. In spite of their visible authority, however, the chief priests always had to be 
concerned about popular sentiment, often mediated by the Pharisees, which fre
quently hampered their own program. We note, incidentally, that most ancient 
ruling bodies were profoundly concerned to conciliate the people, even in Rome, 
the center of world power. 1 2 2 

2. Luke and Josephus describe more of what the Sadducees did not think 
than what they did think. For both, they were a philosophical school holding 
sceptical views. They had a tiny base in the aristocracy, including at least some 
members of the family of Ananus (Annas), though Luke estimates Sadducean 
influence in chief-priestly circles more highly than Josephus. According to both 
writers, Sadducees denied life after death and consequently the notion of post
mortem rewards and punishments. Their rejection of the Pharisees' special tradi
tions along with their different social status led to the ongoing conflicts that Luke 
and Josephus describe. Luke's claim that the Sadducees recognized "neither angel 
nor spirit" (Acts 23:8) would fit broadly with their rejection of immortality and 
non-biblical tradition if the reference is to a more elaborate, extrabiblical ange-
lology and demonology accepted by the Pharisees. If Luke indicates a categorical 

Thus far Goodman, Ruling Class, 113-18; Sanders, Practice and Belief, 472-81. 
MacMullen, Enemies, 172-73. 
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rejection of ayye^oi, even those of the Pentateuch itself, his claim stands alone. 
Both authors lack any sympathy for Sadducean positions. 

3. Luke and Josephus understand the Pharisees as a philosophical school oc
cupying a middle ground between the chief-priestly aristocracy and the masses. 
Their roots were with the people, among whom they enjoyed a long-standing 
reputation for precision in the laws and great piety. Their influence does not ap
pear as authoritative control, but arises from shared aspirations, an important 
part of which was the hope for resurrection and judgement. The common people 
(Luke: largely outside of Jerusalem) had little to do with chief priests, but treated 
the Pharisees as authorized teachers. Yet the most eminent Pharisees, those from 
distinguished families such as Gamaliels family, held positions in the Senate. 
Because they were perceived to represent popular opinion, they were often (Jose
phus: routinely) able to sway the councils decisions, though both authors suggest 
that they constituted a minority in the council. In the face of certain popular 
leaders, such as militants and charismatics who precipitated the revolt (in Jose
phus) or Jesus of Nazareth (in Luke), even the Pharisees failed to maintain the 
peoples complete confidence. 

These agreements are striking even if, as I think likely, Luke was familiar 
with the later volumes of Josephus's Antiquities.123 Whether he knew Josephus's 
work or not, Luke's account of Jesus' relationship with the Pharisees and chief 
priests is independent, reflecting assumptions that he at least partly acquired 
from elsewhere. It is important for historical consideration that these agreements 
are in matters assumed by Luke and Josephus: neither author is interested in the 
Pharisees, Sadducees, or Sanhedrin in and of themselves; they use these figures as 
part of the understood scenery of first-century Palestine. Far from inflating the 
Pharisees' influence out of a desire to support them, for example, both authors 
assume it in order to complain about it. This must be explained by scholars who 
wish to argue that historically the Pharisees enjoyed no such influence. Similarly, 
their shared assumption that the high priest ordinarily headed a council of some 
sort requires explanation, even if the notion of a standing "Sanhedrin," such as 
the Mishnah tractate of that name presents, does not match the evidence of these 
Greek texts. 

This summary of agreements between Luke and Josephus is of course not 
yet historical reconstruction. My goal has been to help prepare for historical rea
soning about the Judean leadership groups by clarifying their functions in two 
of the most important narrative collections on the issue. Historical hypotheses 
must account for these and all other relevant stories. Even some recent recon
structions of the Judean leadership groups do not show how the hypotheses ad
vocated would explain the narratives as we have them—on any comprehensive 
interpretation of those narratives. Paradoxically, nearly two thousand years after 
the chief priests, Sadducees, Pharisees, and Jerusalem court flourished, we await 
satisfactory explanations of their lives and times. 

Mason, Josephus and the New Testament, 251-95. 
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