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Torah and Greek Culture
in Josephus

1. INTRODUCTION:
THE IMPORTANCE OF JOSEPHUS FOR THIS TOPIC

There is very good reason 1o believe thar the translalors who pro-
duced the Septuagint had not only a good knowledge of the Hebrew
of the Pentateuch, as well as of the tradition of the Oral Toraly, but
alse of the Hellemistic Groek language of the thivd century B.C.E.
Nevertheless, though some have suggested that the translaion showes
the influenee of Greek philosophy, especially Plato *and even Greek
mythology ¥ it seems more likely that there is linde, iF any, synthesis of
Greek thought with Jeavish bibilical thought in that work® In panticu-
lac, the very fact thar the Scptuaging uses the singular #omos to ren-
der the word “Torah,” whereas pagans wrould abwayvs sprak of sown
in the plural when speaking of Mosaic legislation is an indication that
the translaters looked on the Torah as unigue and net just another
code of law.* In addition, the Sepuaging generally aveids, in discus-
siens of the Jewash religion, Greek terms that are used in pagan wir-
ship. 'Thus, it speaks of the bomos (zltar}, sekos (sacred cnclosure),
amel stedutom (innermost sanctuary), which are pagan werms, only with
reference to heathenship, on the contrary, when veferring (o the alar
of God, for example, the Sepluagin uses \he terml thusigsterian,
which by no precedent in pagan literatore. Likewise, the Sepluaging
has a separate word, wmantis for a beathen soothsaver as opposed to
a true prophet, For which it vses the word prophetes. o any case,
unless, a5 fow have done, we take the Letter of Aristeas, which sup-

41



42 the Torab Ti-Madda fowrnal

posedly tells 1he story of the translation and depicts 3 banguet al
whicly the translatoes spoke, an tace value, we have no wayv of deter
mining what Greck books the translators had read and wha effore, i
any, they made to synthesize their Jewish 2nd Greek learning.
Following the Septuagint, we know of a number of historians,
known o us only o [ragments—emetrius, Eupolermis, Peeuda-
Eupolemus, Artapanus, Cleodemus Malchas, Aristeas, Pseudo-Heoa-
taeus, Theophilus, and Thallus, dating variously from poerhaps the
third to the {irst century B.C.E"—who wrote in Greek and who exhibir
some knowledge of the hiblieal text, as well as some supplementary,
midrashic-like, materiul. A5 examples we may cite Pseudo-Fupalemus
repoft that Abmaham found favor with the king of Phoenicians through
teaching his peopie the movements of the sun and the nwoon” and
Arlapanus’ account of Moses' successful campaign against the
Eihiopians and of the plot of the jealous Pharach to assassinate him®
In mest cases, however, we are not even sure Lhat they were Jews;
and, cven of they were, woe have no way of knowing what dheir Gresk
and Jewnsh backgrounds were. Likewise, we have fagments of two
epic poets, Theodoms {(who may be 3 Samaritan rather than a Jew),
who presents o defense of Simeon and Levi's slaving of Hamor us the
fulfilinent of a divine oracle in revenge [or the rape of Dinah? and
Phile the Flder, who presents, for example, 3 dranatized version of
tlie ‘ekeedat, ™ as well as fragments of a fragedy by a certain Frekicl,
dating from perhaps the second century B.CE., containing, among
other things, a dialogue betwoeen 2 mysterious character named Chum
and Zipporah in which she justifics marrying 1 simanger named
Moses."! However, the fragments are lew, and we have litle indication
as o how, if at all, they consciously tried to synthesize their Greek
and Jewish [carning. Again, we have some [ragments of the philose-
pher Avistobulus. ' dating trom perbaps the second century BACE; but
aside {rovn the disputes as (o whether he was pagan or Jewish, he
gives us, since the fragments ure so few, litle mdicalion of his Jewish
and Greek background, Additionally, Philo gives us an execilent pic-
ture of his secular leaming, but he says lille about his Tewish lezarnimg,
50 that there 1s even a very real question, despite the fact that he
wrote many essays on biblical subjects, as 10 whether he knew
Hebrew an ail.™ As for Pseudo-Phila's Biblica! Antiguities, there is
scant indication of his Greek background (if any). and numerous
questions suround almost every aspect of his work " Other works of
the Apocrypha and Psendepigrapha are similady inconclusive.
Likewise, we are Lold that Rabban Gamaliel T in the latter prarl of
the first centary had a thousand studems, five hundeed of whom
studied Torah and five hundred of whom studicd bubbmar PeTsL
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("Greek wisdom": Sotak A8h, Baba Kamme 82b), but we are given
nos detail as to the nature of their Greelk studies, ler aline of the faar-
ticular works that they read ™ Similady, though 1here is very pood
reasan o think, in view of his dislegues with the Emperor Hadsian
and the wise inen of Athens (Bekborst 8B) and with the Alexandrians
(Nidderh 600-70a), that Joshua ben Hananiah bad 2 superior knowl-
edge of the Greek langouage, nevertheless, we have no indications of
the wuorks that he might have read, Farthennore, though we are told
of Rabbi Meir's disprtations during the second century with the Cyhic
philosopher Qenomans of Gadara (Genesis Rabbab 68.20), as well as
of R Judah ha-Nasi's discussions at the end of the second century
with the cinperer “Antoninus™ (e, Sanbdedrin 9lu-b), we know
nothing of the books that they read. Mareover, though we are told
(Heyripah 1507 that Greok song (presuimuhly poeined did not cease
from the mwoth of Flisha ben Abwyah, we are not informed as to
which authors particulatly influcnced bim,

Analogies have been nowed between rabbinic thought and Greek
philosophy, especially Platorusm (e, the Plalonic theory that onc
has perfect knowledge of the Forms in one’s mothers womb [Meno
81-86] and the rabhinic view [Niddib 300 that the embryo has heen
taught all the Torah) and Stoicism, in cosmology, m the doctrne of
the immaortadity of the soul, and in cthics, T either the alleged simi-
laritics are commonplace, or they inight have been formulated by any
inlclligent person.'™ As for parallets in e field of law, although there
are nearly two hundred Greek and Labn terms of law, narrowly
defined, in rabbinic lieratore, the vast majority appear only in ugpa
dic contexts. Most amazingly, despite the development of the great
system of Roman law at almest the exact time as the development of
the great system of Talmudic law, and though a much larger percent-
age of the legal terms in the Talmudic corpus come from Tatin than
had been previously thought, not a single one entered the rabbis'
active legal vocabulary ™

As for the distinction between the weritten and the ol law (Feaand
bath in Greek thoughy, in Sophocles” Awrigones 434-33, for example,
and in rabbinic writings), the term “ora! kw” has a different meaning
tor Greeks and Jews: for the [ormer it signifies natural law., whereas
[ the latter it donotes the oral exegesis of the written law ™ As for
methods of rabbinic exegesis, while it is truc that such a term as ges-
crah shavab, the comparison of similar expressions, scoms (o ans-
late the Greck phrase bt to ison or stpkesds firas isom ("decree with
the cqual®y, the Greek and Hebrew wemms are weed in very difleren
wuys ! Finally, the fact thar there are between twenty-five hundred
and three thousand words of Greek origin in the ralmuadic aned mid-
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rashic corpus, cspecially sincs the vust majority of these wards ap-
pear i such realms as mililary affairs, politics, low, acdministration,
trade, tems of food, clothing, household ulensils, and building mate-
rials and zlmest never in religious, philosophical, or literary passages,
tells us only that Greek was widely spoken and widely used in busi-
ness and governmental contacts in the Land of Tsrael; ir dees nat tell
us much about the influence of {reck lieranire and ather aspects of
Grecke cullure.

All this keaves exactly one author, Josephus, who, in the Tannaitic
period, gives us considerable informnation about both his Jewish ansl
Greek background and from which we are able 1o draw reasonably
secure conclusions as to how he synthesived the two and, o some
degiee wlal the reactions of his contemporacics were 1o his works,

2. JOSEFHUS® JEWTSH BACKGROUND

Fonunately, we have Joscphas' auobiograply, the caciest aarobiog-
ruphy Lhat has came down e us from antiquity, e docs scem boast-
ful in rhis work, but it is so apologetic, especially in view of his high-
Iy suspiciouns behavior as a4 gencral in the war against the Romans,
that he had to be careful lest he exposc himself o the charge of
hypocrisy in his avacks on his enemics, In particular, the facts tha b
was subjected to envy by John of Gischala (Eife 85), that a plot was
made against his life while he was general in Galilee (Rife 104-113,
and ihat his privileged position, under the tutchage of Vespasian and
Titus, excited eovy (f4fe 423} and even exposed him to 3 falwncaled
accusation that he had supplied anns and money to a revolulionary
(Life 424) would seem to leacd us o thiok that be would be VOory care
lul in what he said in lis delense.

losephus CAgainst Apfown 1,003 asscrls that Jews take pride in the
education of their children and that they regare it as the most essential
task in life to observe the ancestral laws and practices. 1o view of
Josephuos” Dirthe in Jerusalem (ferdsd War 1.3}, which was then the lead-
ing center of Jewish learning, and his distinguished penealogy as a
member of the first of the tweniy-four orders of priests (Zife 23 and as a
descendant of the Hasmonean kings (Zife 2}, it is very likely that we can
bolieve himn when he soys that he made greal progress in his education
{Lifer 8), which undoubtedly must have been in Jewish learning, and
that he gained 2 repuation tor an exoclien) memory arnd understanding.
That his ciducation was apparently a traditional one, centered in the
wrilien and oral Torah, seems clear from his satement (Zf 99 that
while stitl a mere boy, aboul fourteen years of age, he was so pre-
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veious that he won universal applavse Gor his tove of letters, inasmuch
as the chiel priesis and the leacing men of |erusalemn came constantly
Loy consult him for precise information on various points concerning
Jewish legal ordinances ™ That Josephus was well acquainied with all
aspucts of the Law may be seen in his extensive summary of Halakhah
in Books % and 4 of his Antfguities. Indecd, when a delegation came o
the Galilee in order to remove Josephus from his command, they wvere
instructed by the revoluionary leadership in Jerusalem o ask the
Cralileans why they should be devoted ta Josephuos, since if the
Galileans should insist on his expent knowledge of 1he laws, the delega-
tion should reton thal neither weere they ignomant of the custors of their
fathers (Z3fe 198}, the clear implicnion being that no one could deny
that Josephus was aciually supremely knowledgeable in Halakhaly Tt s
surcly significant that at the end of what is his magnum opus, 1the
Antiqueities (20.262-0%), where he summarizes his qualifiesnions for his
work, Josephus states Lhat no one else, whether Jow or Gentile, could
have been erqual o the task of issuing so accurate a treatise for the
Greek word. This must refer espedally (o qualitications for his para-
phraze and commentuy on the Bible in the first half of the drictios,
since for the post-biblical pedod a knowledge of Jewish leuming would
not have given him such an advantage over non-lewish historians. He
then procesds o give tu reason for this boast, namely that his compa-
tricks adimin that in indigenous, that is Jewish, leaming {feeedeic, "oul-
ture™y, he Lar excocls all oihers,

That Josephus mwst have been acouainted with the svritten radi-
tion of the Torah is clear rom his paraphrase of die Bible in the ficst
hall of the Antfguitdes. There is good ceason to believe that he had
aceess L Lhree texiaal traditions, one in ITchrew, wo in Greek (the
septuagint and a proto-Lucianic text), and one in Aramaic® and his
use of one or move of these lexts appears o have varied Ttom ook
o book i his paraphrase of the Bible. The fact that he sommarizes
the Fetler of Aristees at such length would scem w indicate that he
took seriously that document's claim that the wranslation of the Sep-
wagint was done so well that i should remain as it was and not be
altered CAse 12 108), and, repeating this thouglht, he concludes with
the stalenent Lhat the leaders of the Alexandrian corenunny decided
that whal had been judged to have been done welt should remain
torever (Amd 12,1097

Josephus also keeps reiterating bis strict belief in the Hteral truth of
the Bille. Thuas, in his apologetic reatise Against Apdor (1.42) he
states et although many years have elapsed since the Torah was
given, nir one has venred to add, remove, or alier even a single svl-
lable, and that every Jew, ancd this cleady includes Josephos himself
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Az A0 1.42), from the day of his Lirth, instnclively regards the
Soripiures as the decrees of God, abides by them, and is even eady,
and cheerfully, o die Tor them, He himself promises his readers (And.
1170 than he wsill set forth in his Axsigratios the precise details of the
Scriptures znd thar he will neither add nor omit anything ® Josephus
hunsell £Ag. Ap. 1.5 proudly insists that he is well versed in the phi-
losophy, presumably referring to exepesis, of the biblical weriings,
Mccording to lasephus (dg. A 2178, it any Jew—and Josephus
albwioushy intended the reader to understand that it included hioe
sell - were asked about the laws, he would repeat them all more
teadily than his own name. Tndeed, he declares (Ag. Ap. 2.204), the
Law itsell reuires that children be taught to read and o learn bath
the luwes and the deeds of their forelathers so that they may imitate
their ancestors, Lvery woeek, be says (g A 2,173, Jems—aned again
Joseplas st bave cxpected his readers to include himsell—assern-
ble o listen to a porton of the Law, Morcover, Josephus received
from Titus (fife 418) a gift of sacred books, presumably Sacred
Seripture, and he may have had this w4th him in Rome when he
wrote his dstiguities. Hence, Josephus would huve had an advantage
over those authors of New Testament books who sometimes cite the
Bikale bul with oo manuscript at hand

Josephus cenaindy waants his readers 1o believe thar he abserved all
the laws of the Torah, since he praises Moses, the vansmitter of those
laws, s highly f4g. Ap. 2.157-59) for providing the Israclites with an
abundance of good laws, which he savs ddg. Ap. 2.175%) are the most
excellent and necessary form of instruction. Moses, he savs (Ag. Ap.
2,166}, convinced the lstaelites—and the clear implication is that this
includes the authot, Joseplus himself—hat no single action and no
single thought could be hidden from God. Consequenily, noe one
could bring charges of impiety against hitn. The proof of the excel-
lence of the laws may be seen is the fact that far the Jew, and this
clearly includes Josephs (Ay. Ap. 2.183), the only tue wisdon con-
sists of refraining from every action of thought that is contrary to the
laws of the Torab as ariginally revealed. Bven of pressured by a cruel
despol (Ag. Ap. 2.277), there s no Jew who is so ouch in awe of
such o person that he has more fear of him than he has of the Torah,
Indeed, ohedicnes to 1he laws of the Torah is the highest justice {Ag.
Ap. 2.293),

Moreover, Josephus would have us belicve thar he was careful in
observing the minutiae of the Law. This is implicit in his stzlement
{Ag. Ap. 282} that “throughew our history we have kept the same
fawrs, 10 which we are eternally faithful.” Singe he is here writing an
apologelic teatise answering the chaiges of the leading anti-Semites
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among Greek intellectuals, he could hardly afford 10 make such g
statement if be did not include himsell among those whe kept those
baws. He stresses his piety in his indignant defense (£ife 133} against
the charpe made by 2 certain Jesus, the son o Jupphias, who was the
chief magistrate of Tiberias, that be had violaed the laws of the
Torah. That Jusephus wished to have his readers believe thal he was
pious, presumalbly in his abservance of the Halakbah, is clear from his
response thal he felt bouned to acquiesce to the propasal of a cortain
Aranias (Fife 290-91) that a public Fast should be announced, Jest il be
thought that he had been conternpluons of such a pious suggestion.

Indeed, the very fact that Josephus on 1w separate occasions
CAnt 322186, 4.100-308; Ag. Apx 2.190-217) presents a surnmnary of
the laws of the Torah, which is, one might suppaose, really only 1an-
goential o the history of the Jews that he was interested in presenting,
is an indication of how scriously he personally took them. Signifi
candy. other historians of the lime, such us Dionysius of Halicar
rassus and Livy, in their histories of Rome, did not include surveyvs of
the laws of the Romans, angd tlis despite the acknowledgod impor-
tance of law lor the Romans from as early a time as the codification
of the Twelve Tables in 451-449 B.CR, It is likewise significant tha
Josephus introduced such a survey despite his stated inlemion {(A#r
3.223) o waite another separate treatise about the laws. To be sure,
Josephus (Ant 4198) draws a distinction between the laws pertain-
ing 1o the Jewish pality, which he says he will include in his survey,
and those pertaining to the mutmal (private) relations of man and
mar, Which he says he will reserve for a separate work. And vet, the
fact is that be introduces laws of the latter sort in his survey as well.
We may suggest that he introduces this survey lor lwo major reasons.
In the tirst place, sinee the Antiguities is an apologetic waork, he
sought to elevate the reputation of Moses as the greatest Jewish hero,
fully comparsble to the heroes of the Greeks and Romans, since in
anliguily it was thought that a great nation had (o have 1 grea
founder, Hence, just as 1he Greeks had their great lawgivers such as
the Sparan Lycurms and the Athenian Solon, and the Romans had
their grean lawgiver, Numa Pornpilius, and just as the Romans had their
greal founder, Aeneas, and just as the philosophical schools had their
great herees, Socrles, Plato, aristotle, Zeno, Epicunos, and Diogenes
the Cynic, Josephus cxtols the owering figure of Moses. Seconly,
sinee the beliefs and practices had been subjected (6 attacks aned oven
ridiculed by such prominent intellecuals as Apallonius Molon and
Apion (Ag. Ap., Book 2, passim), Joscephus regarded i as impotant o
show thal the code ol fewish law represents the highest standards of
ethics.
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3. JOSEPHUS KNOWLEDGE OF HATAKHAT

That Josephus was well acquainted with the Oral “lorah as well would
scern Lo be implicd by the et that aller attaching himsell sucocssively
o the major sects of the Jews—Pharisess, Saddocees, and Essenes—
te began (o panicipale in public affairs, following the schaonl of the
Pharisees {Life 12302 Josephus was well asare of the central impor-
tance i the Fharisees of the unwrinen luw and of the crocial differ-
ence in this matter between the views of the Pharisees and those of
the Sadducees. This scems olear from s statemnent CArg 13,2070, in
explaining the shift of John Hyrcanus from adherence we the Pharsees
to adhevence o the Sadducees, that "For the present, | wish merely 1o
explain that the Pharisees bad passed on o the poople cenain reggula-
tions handed down by former generations and ool recorded in the
laws of Moses, for which reason they are rejected by the Sadducean
group, who hold dat only those regulations should be considered
valid which were wrilen down [in Scripune], and thwt those which
bad been handed down by former generalions need not be observed
Josephus then adds that concerning these matters the two parties
came o have contreversies and serious differences (Ane. 153.298), The
fact thar Josephus states that he wishes at this point merely o explain
the substance of the controversy between the Tharisees and Lhe
Sadducees clearly implies that he was accquainted with much more
than the simple statement that the two schools disagreed on this
point® Since Josephus says (Life 1910 that the Pharisees have the
reputation of being unrivalled experts in the ancestral laws (o faertria
romime), associaled as he was with the Pharisees, he waould have us
beiigve that be (oo shared in this expernise,

Indeed, thers is much evidence that Josephus was aware of an
Oral Torah. It is reue that there are o number of cases (eertainly no
more than ten per cent of the whole bt of which we shall give some
examples) where Josephus' interpretation of biblical law does not
agree with the interpwetation of the Oral Luw that we find codilied in
the Talmud; and this gives rise o the gquestion as 1o whether
Jusephus may noet represent an earher or alierngrive version of the
Ciral Taw. For example: {1) He identities “the froit of goodly trees”
(Leviticus 23407 as the persea (4re. 3.249), 2 fleshy one-seeded firuit
of the laarel family, the most common member of which is the avio-
cado, though elsewhere (Ang. 13.572) he relers o oas 4 citron,
whereas the rabbhs (Swbbeh 35a) cleary identity it as a citran; (23 Ile
declares 1hat deblors are absolved from debts in the Jubilee year
(Ant, 3,282, whereas the biblical ext speaks of the remission of
delits in the sevemb or sabbatical year (Deuteronomy 15:1-11) £3)
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He (dnt 4.175) understands the Bible (Numbers 36-3) literally when
it declares that if a daughter marrics into another iribe the inherjtance
remains in her father's tribe, whereas the rabbis (Baba Batra 11214,
Sifre Numbers 134, p. 178 £} declare that the inheritance is trans-
ferred: (4} Llc says {Anr. 4.207), following the Septuagings under-
standing of Exodus 22:27 *1hat it is forbidden to blaspheme the gocls
which other people revere, whereas Deuteronomy 7:25 mundales the
destruction by fire of the graven images of the heathen: (53 He Cane.
4.209) says that the high priest is to read the laws cvery seven years,
whereas Scripture (Deuteronomy 31:10-1%) does oot spocify who is
lo read them, and the Mishnah (Sofab 7:9) states that i 15 the king
wha 15 read the passage: (0) He speaks (dnf 4.2400 of 2 third tlhe
(Deuteronomy 14:28-29) for the poor, whercas the rabbis wnderstand
this as taking the place of the secand tithe in the third and sixth years
of the Sablatical pericd (Rosk Hasharnagb 120 (7 He states fird.
4.248) that if 2 man betroths 4 bride in the belicf that she is a virgin
and it turns out that she is not, she is (o be stoned if not of priestly
rarentage but burnt alive if she is of priestly siock, whercas the Bible
{Deuteronomy 22:21} indicates o penalty of stoning in all such cases;
(8) According to him (A 4.250), the child bom of a levirate -
riage (Deutcrononty 2%:5-107 is the heir 10 the estate, bal 1he rabbis
{Mishoah Yensrot 4:7) declare thal the levie hilself = the heir, (93
e (And. 42635 says that the law of the rebellious child applies o
sons and davghters and does not mention the necessity of bringing
the child to be judged by a court, as prescribed by Scrplure (Dey-
reronumy 21:19), whereas the Bible iself (Deuteronomy 21183 and
the rabbis {Mishoal Sgsthoecddn 8.1 restrict the baw 10 sons alone;
(1) He likewise requires (Asr, 4,284 the condemned child w be
exposed for a day after he has een stoned o death, whereas there
is no such slemenr in the Bible (Deuleronomy 21:213; (113 He (Anr
4.273) declares that a slave woman and her children po free with ber
in the Jubilee year, bul the rabbis atficn that the children of o
Canaanite sluve woman are like hersell in all respects (Riddhushin
GBL-09%4). and they are to be regarded as property (Megiflab 23h)
(12) He (Ang. 4.278) says that il a man kicks a woman and causes her
to have a miscarmiage, he is 10 be fined by the judge, and a further
sum s 1o be given o her hosbaned, whereas Scripture (Exodus 21.22)
speaks of one fine only to be defermined by the judge; (139 He (Ag.
Ap. 21990 says Lhat the sole purpose of sexual relations in marriage is
e have children, whereas the rabbis permit such relations during
pregnancy. for cxample (Feeerat 120), and they permic (Mishnuh
Yevramot 0:0) a man L marry a woman incapable of bearing chiklren
it he has already fulfilled the commandment “Be (muitful and muld-
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ply"; Cld4) He g Ap. 2.202) declares, without qualification, that a
woman is forbidden to hwve an abortion, whereas the rabbis (Mish-
nah Obolor 7:0) stale thar an shortion is permissible if the fotus is
endangering the life of the mother; (153 He (Ag. Ap. 2.207) indicates
that for 3 judge to accept bribes is 1 capital crime, but there is no
such lawy in the Talmud; (16} He {Ap. Ap. 2.215) dectares that violat-
ing an unmarried woman is a capital crime, without ndicating
(Deuteronomy 22:23-24) vhe crucial proviso that this applics only w a
Beteathed woman (173 He {Ap. Ap. 2.271) maimtaing that imalincat-
ment (presumaldy castration) of a brute beast is a capital crime, but
there is no such penally specified in the Bible (Levitcus 22:24) or in
the Taliowel (Hegigad 140% (18) [Ie (Life 637 says that representation
of animals is forbidden by Jewish lnw, and he declares Cdry, 851595
that Solomon violawed the Law in making images of bulls under the
sca which be had set vp as as an olfering and of lions around his
oot throne, but the Talmud Cdvodad Zoarad 436) declaves that only
a human shape is bulakhically forbidden,

On the other band, thers are numerous cases where Josephus
seems o be aware of the ol tradition as we know it from the Tal-
mudic corpus. For exgmple: (1) He notes {(Asz. 32200 thar = lamhb
that is offered lor a sacrifice is to be one year old, as specilicd alsa in
the Mishnal {Feareb 5:3); (2} He declaces (dne 22610 thal a menstry-
ating worman s removed from pure things and scparsed from the
puablic on account of uncleanness, just as the rabbinic tradition states
{Sceler Fliyabuw Kabbab 16, pp. 75762, (33 He (Anr, 4202, like the
Mishnah, (Sanbedrin 0:4), indicates that Blasphemers are sioned and
banged, whereas the Torah (Leviticus 24:14-18) specifies only ston-
ing; {4) e, like the Rabbis {Berakbor 2713, speaks (Anf 42123 of
twor slaltory pravers daily; (5) He mentions CAxd, 42143, a5 does the
Talmud (Megiiah 20a) thul civic bodies are to have seven members,
{G) Ele stites (ot 4.219), as da the Rabbis (Sifrer 190, P 2307 that
the evidence of women is not acceptable; (7 e declures CAnd,
1.224), as does the Talmuod (Senbedrn 2a, 2010, that king is to con-
sult the Sanhedrin of seventy-one before cngaging in a voluntary
war, (B} Fle reduces (Ane 4.238), as dio the Rabhis (faffor 2240, 1he
number of lashes inflicted in 1the penalty of scourging from fory o
thitty-nine;, (93 1le (dnt 4.253), like the school of Hillel which pre-
vails in rabbinic law {(Gittin 904), pormits divarce for anv reason
whatsoever; (10} The penslty of paving double in the case of theft,
according to him (Aat 4.271), applies nol only if cne steals animals,
a5 in the Bible (Exedus 22:3), but also if one steals money, a provi-
sion paralleled in the Talmuod (Baba Karmre 640 {113 e (Al
4.274), like the rabbinic tradition (Tosefta Haba Mezia 2193, dis-
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cussing the law of the restinion of lost propery, dilferentiates oo
the basis of where the object was lound, whereas the Bible (Deu-
teronomy 22:1-3) makes no such distinetion; and likewise he men-
tons {Anf 4.271) public proclamation of the place where it was
found, as docs the oral tradition (Mishnah Betfa Mezia 2:1), though
it is only in the fourth conary that we bear of a rabbi (Rava, in Habu
Mezi'a 22b) who halds this view; (12) e fdnt 4.276) agrees with
the cral tradition (Tosefta Babe Mezfa 2:29)% in plicing the law of
pointing cut the road 1o one who has lost his way immediately afler
the law of bost objects; (13} He {Ant, 42770, like the rabbinic Tosefia
{habu Kamma 9540, declares than one is not punished if the person
whom he has struck remains alive several days Liclore dying; (14} Tn
his irterpretation of the fex falfionis (Brodus 21:24) he ddet 42800
gives the victim thie choice of accepting a monetary sculement, simi-
lur to the Rabhis (Bafa Kasoma 8308), who, to be sure, prescribe a
nonerry penalty and declare thar the amount is 10 he fixed by a
court; {15) He (Ag Ap. 131}, in declaring that a priest musl Aty a
woman ot Jewish birth who is not 4 proselvie, is in aceord with the
Mishnahy (Yevamat 0:3) which cquates a proselyte and 2 prostitute,
whereas the Torah itself (Leviticus 21:7) says migrely 1hat a priest Ay
not maoy a prostiwate; (16) like the Talmud (Mo'ed Kalan 27b,
Ketubor 81), he Cag. Ap 2,205) indicawes opposition 1o costly shrouds:
{173 In saying that Jews do not creat conspicucus monuments o the
dead, be {Ag. Ap 2 205) is in agresment with the Jerusalem Talmud
(Sbokatim 27, 47a); (18 I the reading of Eusebius {Praviratio
Frgngelica 8.8, 30) is rotrect, he 4y, Ap. 2.20%) agrees with the ral-
binie tradition (Aetiber 172, Mepiffab 29a) in declaring that all who
pass by 2 funeral procession musl join it

We may well ask whother Josephius could have had a wrilten
source for his version of Oral Law when the rabbinic version was not
wiitten down unnl the end of the sccond century by Rabbi Judah e
Frince. Inoreply, woe may sugpest that the very Tact that Philo (De
Specicdibus Legibush, as well as the Dead Sca Dawiascus Documend,
the Yeriple Soroff, and Miksat Ma‘ase bo-Torah, do record the fawes,
including much oral Jawe, in 2 systernatic way should lead us 1o think
that perhaps there was such a writen compendium availalle 1o
Josephus. M Josephus did have o writlen source, the most likeby
hiypothess would appear o be 1hal he had a rabbinic document or a
written Targum.s Moreover, we do have evidence thal the oral law
wis pat ke waiting in the Tannaitic period, romghly contemporary
with Joseplus, since @ manuscript of the Talmud Cdeedad Zeorab 8
M5, Muarx-Abramsony dectares that Rabbi Yeliadah ben Bava, a
youngar conternporzey of Josephos, recorderd tawes of fines.®
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We lonow that memonies in those days were highly cultivated, and,
it we are to believe |osephus (Life 8), he had, already at an eatly age,
as we have noted, gained a cepuation for excellent memonye. Slt, we
may ask whether, if the code was nol in written form, fosephus could
have remembered it several decades after he had learned it We must
recall thae, writing in Boune, Josephuos was far remeved lrom the rab-
bis of the land of tsrel whom he mighl have consulled in maness of
doubt. [Indeed, there are those who say that Jaseplus deviations
friom rabbinic law wre due precisely o the Tael that he had Tonsollen
what he had learned long befare in Jemisalem.®

I, indeed, Joseplns was so well versed in lewish law, both written
and oral, it he was an adherent of the Fharisees, and it he was as
piows as he claims, how can we explain his deviations from the oral
lawe? We imay suggest that one major reason s that his work i3 apolo-
getic in nature. Thus, Josephuas extends (Ave. 4.270) the injunction
against putting a stumbling block in front of the Hind {Leviticus
14:14, Devteronomy 27:18) inte a law that one muast point oot the
road o those who are ignorant of it This would seeen 1o be a direo
reflutation of the charge of such a biller salitist as his conenporary,
Juvenal, who declares (Saifres 141033 that Jews do not point out the
road except to those who practice the same rites, Josephus likewise
declares {Ant, 4.284) that those who dig wells are required to keep
them covered not in order o keep others (tom drawing waler Irom
thean bur ruther o protect passers-by from (alling inwy them. Here,
Livr, he secms W be answenng Tuvenal's charge (Saferes 14,104 that
Jews conduct "none bt the circumcised o the desired fountain,”

Sometimes josephus seems to have reformulated the law in order
e avoid embarrassment in comparison with non Jewish law. Thus, in
erjuating abonion with infanticide (Ag Ap. 2,202, Josephus did noc
wamt o have it appear that Jewish law was more lenient than the
Moahide law that is applicable o non-Joews, inesmuch as, according
ter the Tulmud (Sarbedrn S7h) Noahide taw, on the basis of an
interpretation of Genesis 9:8, forbids killing a fetus in the womb of its
mather ™ Moreaver, Josepling apparently Felt uneasy that Jewish law
o this topic was more lenient than thatr of Tlav (g, Fluarch, He
Placitts Phitosoprborum 5.15), who declares that a fetus is a living
brerirag.

Again, according to the earlier Roman low (fex Cornelia testamen-
rariad of 81 B.OE the penaliy inflicted upon a judge for accepting 2
bribe was oxile, the death penalty not being impeosod undl 392 CF®
Josephus £Ag. Ap. 2.207), cager that it should not appear dhat Jewish
baw was less sieingent than that of the Gentiles in such a sensifive
area, declares that a judge whe aceepls bribes suffers capital punishe-
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ment. Here aguin, Noahide law did require a deanly penally, and
Jusephus did ool want to have it appear that he was less sovers,

Moreover, Josephus' omission of the prohibiton of comverling o
Judaism the Ammonites and Moabites until the Lenth Euneration
(Deuteronony 23:4) and the Edomiles and the Egyplinns until the
third generation (Deuteronomy 23:03 seems o be medivated by his
cagerness Lo answer the charge thal the |ews are exelusivisitic and
haters of mankind.* This apologry was particulazly anponant because
Jewish success in winning converts during this period® depended
upen making it clear 10 everyone that Jews waloamed all 1hose whe
come ta them in true sincerity. Josephus himsell Ay Ap. 2.210)
insists that Judaism gives a gracious welcome “1o all who desire o
come and live under the same laws with us, . holding that it is not
fumily ties alone which constinte relationship, but agresment in The
principles of conduct.” Indeed, juscphus (Ag. Ap. 2282 pronidly
declares 1hat "the musses have long since shown much zeal 10 adopt
our religions abscervances, and there is not one city, Greek o barbar-
ian, ... o which our customs have not spread .~

However, fosephug” goul in his formulation of Jewish laws was not
solely apologetic. Thus, his omission of child sacrifice to Molech
(leviticus 18:21} was far lrom being due to apologetic PUTPOECS,
since if Josephus was interested in showing the humaniry of Judaism,
a prohibilion against child sacrifice was certaindy one law not w 1t
especially since Jews had been acoused of a blood libel {sec Ag. Ap.
280111} Again, it it were for apologetic reasons that Josephus omil
ted the prohibition of scling up an ashera tree or a pillar {Deu-
teronomy 16;21-223, Jusephus should also have omined the prohihi-
fon ugainst graven images, which he does mention {Anr 3.91, Ag.
Afo 21910 and cven emphasives. Likewise, i il were for apologetic
reasons that Josephus ommits the reference: w sacnitices to forcign gods
(Exodus 22:19), he shouid not have cxpanded Cdzed. 4.120-49) the
incident of the fornication with the Midianite women. similarly, 1he
omission of the prohibition (Beuteronomy 18:10-11) Againsl consil-
ing a soothsayer, a sorcerer, or a necromancer is inconsistenl with
Josephus' anecdote (dg. Ap. 1,200-4) abour 1he Jewish soldier Mosol-
larmus whe shot and killed & bird thar a seer was observing and who
sneeringly asked how any sound information could come rom a
creamure that could not provide for its own satety. Again, the mention
ol the prohibition ol the use of non-Jewish il ¢ Life 74Y would seem
Lo play into the hands of those seho charged that Jews were haters of
miankind. Likewise, Joscphus (Anr. 4.266) did not omil what would
seem 10 be the embarrassing law (Deweronomy 23:21 3 that onc may
chatge inlerest from 4 non-Jew but oot from a Jew, ta which
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Josephus adds as a reason, “for iUl ool just @ draw o revenue from
the misforunes of a feliow-countoyman,”

To these objecions we may remark that while i is true that
Josephus is addressing his work primarily 1o non-Jews, as we can see
itom the procm to the datiguites, Greek was the primany lamgoage
of latge oambers of Jews in Fgypt, Syria, Asiz Minor, and Bome, and
Josephus gives a number of indications that be is direcling his weock
to them as well. Thus, his highlisghting of cenain episodes, notably
the incidene of Isracl's sin with the Midiangte women (Mumbers 25:1-
% Ant. 415155 Josephus expands it from nine voerses 10 twenly five
paragraphs) and sSamson's relations with alien women (Judges 14:1-
16:31: Awt. 5.286-317), is directed, apparently, to those Jows who
sought assimilation with Genlles. Josephus (Al 4.150-51F vehe-
mently condemns Zambrias (Zimri} and bestows exalted praise upon
Phinchas, “0 man superior in every way to the rest of the youoth”
(Al A152), whe, alter all, mighl well have been condemned tor k-
ing the law inte s own hands in punling Zambnas 1o death withowt
a trial. e likewise condemns Samson Glar 5306} for tansgressing
the laws of his Torcfuthers: and viclating (e Greck word porcdde-
reevett is sed with reference o debasing of coinage) the Torb by
imitating Foreign ways, an act which, he says, proved the beginnimng
of his disaster. Mareover, we may note, laosephus makes a point of
stressing that the fortunes of Anilasus and Asinaeus, the first-century
G orobber-barons who established an independent Jewish sote in
Mesopotzmia, bepan 10 deweriorale al the very peals of 1heir suceess
heraase Anilacus, whe engaged 10 oan affain with a Pathan general's
wife, plunged into lawlessness A 18341 in vicdation of the
Jewvish code at the bidding af lust and selt-indulgence ™ Furthernore,
leest b e vegarded as haviong sold oot o the Bonans, Josepbus does
nol ol bol rather adopls cryplice language in referring (o Balaam's
prophecy of the cvertlwow af the most famous cities (presuinably
inclucing Bame) CAnt. 4.125), just as he does nol omit bhut deliberale-
Iy avolds cxpluining the meaning of the stone which, in Nebu-
chadnerzars dream, destroved the Kingdom of iran (Ant. 1021000,
which the rabbinic tadition understood worefer w the ricmph of 1the
Messiall (Tennphuma B 291-92 and Tanbumee Terumealr 7).

W Josephus does ditfer in some points from the rabbine cocle, it
wonld seem unlikely that a person who was under constunt allack
froan his fellow Jews would have dared w present such deviations
unless he had scme ground for his interpretations. One theony would
explain Lis deviations by stating either thal he s morcly paraploasing
Litslical laws; in thal case the statement CAdat 4,173 that the herilage
of Zelophehad's daughters should remain in the iribe is merely a
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restatement of the Bible (MNumbers 36:8), whereas the Rabhis (Sifra
Emer. p. 964 an Leviticus 22:3) assent that the law was in force wnly
when Lhe land was divided according to tribes. A second thecry
states that he reflects 1he law in torce in his own day (in which rase
Josephus, like Philo presumably, would be very imporant us 2 stage
in the hisory of Halakhah prior to s codification in the Mishaah), A
third theory would postulate that he refleats sectarian law; a fourth
that he is influenced Ly Thils or by Roman luw, a Fifth thal he is
more sirict than the rabdbvinie kow {for exaimple, in equating abortion
with infancicide [4g. Ap. 2.202], since, apparentdy, he did not wamt it
to appear thal Jewish law was more lenient than the Noahide law
thal is applicable 10 non-Jews, inasrmuch as, uccording w the Talmud
[S@nbedrin 57h), Noahide law forbids killing a fetos in the womb of
its meher on the Lasis of an inlerpretation of Genesis U5, or more
lenient than the view of Plato [cited by Plularch, e FPlacitis 85 oo
foorwem 3151 whao declares that a fetus is 2 living being? or that he s
preventing merely good advice racher than legal prescriptivms; a sixih
thut he reflects the law that he believes will ke tarce in the Mes
slanic future

[ expluining these diswepancies, woe may ke o parallel in the dif
lerences betwoen Josephus' descripuen fdee. 15410-110 of the Ten-
ple as against that of the Mishoah in the nuctawe Middor * which may
b explained by the hypathesis that the Mishnah represents the Period
before Herod, whereas Josephus depicts the period afler hiny, or that
the Mishnah may be sening forth the ideal, if ever the Temple is © be
rebuilt in the future. for surcly Josephos, who was himscll a membxer
aof the most eminent of all the priestly families, should bave had inti-
mate acyuaintance with the Temple's dinensions and descriprion

As o Josephus' indicanicon (A4t £ 204-651 that Lhe rebellious son is
to he exposed fur a day after he bas been staned o death and then
is 11 Twr buricd 2w night, this law is, indeed, unparalleled in Halakbab
and may reflect o practice in Juscphus own day ® apan. the et Lthat
there is no Tannaitiec parallel to Josephos' statemeny CAss. 274 thul
the finder of a losi object is o procluim the place where he found it
would suggest thatl Josephus is reflecling contemporary practice.

Kohler has suggested that Josephus' source for his paraphrase of
the laws was an older priestly document similar 1o the Zadokite
{Damascus}t Doownent originally discovered by Solomon Schechter
(and Rater Tound also in the Qumran caves) and that Jeusenhus' legal
material actually represents an older stuge of Halakhah, midway
between Sadducesism and Pharisaiso. ™ as evidence, he ones
Josephius” formulation (Axre. 4. 248) of the Low that a Dride of pariestly
parentage is bumt alive i i tuns out that she is not 2 virgin when
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bwer hushband is bed Lo belicve that she was, Elazar ben Zadok men-
ticrms Lhat be witnessed the burning of a woman, and the Rabhbis
[Sarhbedrin 528) cxplain that il must bave been a Saddocean bet ofin
thal imposced such 4 punishment. Josephus, however, has very nega-
tive commments aboau the Sadducees, namely, that in their relatons
with their peers they are as rode as wirh aliens (Wer 2.166), thal they
accommplish practically nothing CAse 18.17), and thal they ace wlerat-
ed by the masses only because they submit 1o the formulas of the
Pharisces (ibed ). I seems hard Lo believe, in views of the biler amag-
onisin between the Sadducees and Lhe Pharisees, with arhom, we
recall, Josephus identified hinselt’ dLif% 123, thar Josephus would be
influenced in his interpretation of law by such a group.

Yadin has noted that there are parallels betweeen Josephus' classifi-
cation of the ws and that of the aathor of the Temple Scrall from
Oumran and has suggested that Joseplws may hove been influenced
by the years (£ife 9-12) that be spent with the Bssenes and with 1he
hermit Bannus ¥ Moreover, there are even parallels in points of
detail: e.g., both the Temple Seroll (635} and Joseplus (Awn 4222}
state that the public officers of the nearest wwn are o wash their
hands in holy water over the bead of a beifer in expiation for an
undelected  murderer, whereas the Pable (Meneronomy 2145} states
Lthral they are Ler wash therr hands cver the heifer, without specifying
the head. Ginzherg has concuded from the fact that whercas accord-
g toy both the Hebrew Bible {1 Kings 21:13) and the Seploggzsim (1
Kings 1% there were two false wimesses against Naboth, while
Joweplws CAxe BASEY speaks of three, that Josephus is following an
carlicr Hulakhabh, which required three witnesses (that is, one acouser
and two witnesses) in cases of capital punishiment, and notes that the
Damascus Docurnent (4217, 223 similarly reouires three withesses in
capilal cases # Alsholer, however, has shown that the parallels in
clissifealion, purposs, program, and structure with e Temple Seroll
ate few and superficial, and that the diflferences are major™ As o the
procedure in the case of the undeiecied murderer, Joseplos may sim-
ply b Lollowing the Septuaging, which reads “ever the head.” or he
iy be reflecting the actual practice, since the Bible docs nol specify
over which part of the heiler the elders are 10 wash their hands,
Vinally, with regacd 10 the number of witnesses, the Tibde itscelf (Tou-
Leronemy 19013 declares that o maler shall be established through
o o Hiree wiknesses,; and Jesephus may reflect a divergent under
standing of the peculiar presoription, mncly, thar in civil cases the
number of witnesses required 15 vwe, whereas for capital cases thoee
witnesses are needed. Or, alternatively, Josephus may simply be
descrilvng che faor that three moen rose in witness againste Nabwotl,
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withouwt any indication that evidence from three witnesses is required
in swch 3 case.

Inasmuch as Josephus mentions Philo by name and identifies him
as 4 philosopher and as the head of the delegation of Jews from
Alexandria o the Emperor Gaius Caligula in the year 40 CF, (Ane,
18.239-00), and inasmuch 25 there are a number of parallels between
Josephus and Phito * and especiaily in their explanation of the sym-
bolism of the mbernacle and the clothing of the high priest {Anz. 3.
179-87, of Philo, De Vita Mosis 218,88, 2.21.101-2.24,126. De
Spectafibnes Legibus 1.35.172, Quis Rerum Divinariom Heves 9.45-46,
Lluaestiones el Selutiones i Bxodum 273, 75, 45, 112-14. 1172001
we may be empted to helieve that Josephus drew upon ihe work of
Phila, especially since Philo wrote a lcngthy and systematic account
of Jewish Lew (e Specicdibus Legibus) in four books # In pPatticular,
thete arc four instances where Josephus' interpretation of the law
agrees with Philo's Hypotbetica: the public reading of the Torah on
the Sabbath CAg. Ap. 2.175), the death penalty for abortion (Ag. Ap.
2.20:2), the prohibition of concealing anything from friends CAg. Ap.
2.207), and the prohibition w kill anirmals that have aken reluge in
onc's home {Ag. Ap. 2.213). While it is e that these are alsoe paral-
leled in rabbinic sources, the rabbinic parallels are not fjuite as pro
Cise as those in Philo. 10 paticulzr, we may note the striking parallel
in language wetween Philo (Fhpotberica 7.9) and Josephus (dg. 40,
2213 in conneotion with the animal thar has mken refuge n one's
house as a suppliant. To this we may add that Josephs' sizlemert
fAS Ap. 21000 that sexual tercourse is permitted only iF ntended
for procreation may have been jnfluenced Ly the practice of the
Fssenes (War 2161) or by Thile's remark (e Vit Masis 1.6.28) that
Moses hud sexual relations solely in order to bepet children. More-
aver, while it is wue thar the Scpluagint also interprets Exodus 22:27
(28) as tarbidding the blasphemy of other people’s wods, Josephus'
reason {4g. dp 2237 agrees with that of Philo (fe vitg Mosis
2.38.205), namely, that it is forbidden out of respeet for the very
wmame "God." Furthermore, Josephus prescniation (Asd 4.285-80) of
the: law of deposis has some similaritics in language 1o tat of Phile
(e Spectatifus Legibus 47 30310, 50 that @ hypothesis of borreraing
or of 4 common source seems plausible.

And yet, allough there are soame striking points of agreement, the
deiails in which they disagree are also so gumerous that we must
postulate an additional or a common source. As o the symibolism,
the Tach that similar interprerations are o be found in rabbinie
midrashim indicates that they ate not privately known but widely
current. Moreover, the conception, shared by Philo and Josenhuas,
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that the whole cosmas is the robe of God (Philo, D Vile Afosis
224117, and Josephus, Anf 3 184} is at least as oouch Plaionic or
Alovie as il s distincively Jewish,

‘The thesis that Josephus was influenced by Roman law has boeen
breached by a number of scholar: Coben, Juckson, and Weyl 5
Cohen, commenting on Josephus' statement (Axd, 4 272 that iF & rhief
is unable to detray the penalty imposed upan him, he is o become a
slave of the agerieved party, notes that there s no parallel in einher
ihe Bible or the Talmad but that there s m Boman law, Jackson has
suggested that Josephus' aimn in accommedating Joewish to Romman Law
ey have been to smooth his pray with his Boman audience. We may
reply, however, that Joscphos nowhere indicates that he had studied
or admired Roman faw (and modesty is not one of bis vidoes, und he
didd seek to ingratiate himself with the Woman imperial family at
leas)), and, on the contrary, he insists on the unique excellence of
Jewish lawe (And 1.22-23; A Afe 2.163)

Josephus is at times more strict than the Rabhis in his inlerpreta-
tien of the law, as notably in the case of arlistic represcolation,
where, for example (L6 63), he indicates to the Jews of Galiles that
he will lead them o destroy TTerod the Tetracch's palace because it
had been derorated wilh images of animals, and where be condenmns
fAne 3.19%) King Solomon tor breaking the Second Commandment
by putting the images of bulls and hions in the Temple, whereas the
Bible (1 Kings 7:25, 10:20) has no such reboke. The Rabhis (Avodad
Fegreeh AA3b), in contrust, declare thar all Taees are permissible excepe
that of a human. Avi-Vonah attemnpts fo explain the disorepancy by
suggesting that Josephus is reflecting the view of the Pharisess and of
thee inasses, whereas the wt that has come down to us is that of
Sadduccan aristoorats;® but this is an unlikely hypothesis sinee the
Saddurcess woere so0 low in number (A, 1R17), woere hiteralists in
their interpretation of the Bible, and apparently disappeared with the
destruction of the Second Ternple, whereas the “liberal® approach o
itnagres in wit continues and, in fact, becomes more manifest with the
passage of 1ime. A maore likely explanazion tor the Rabbas' liberalism
is that the masses of the people were liberal in matters of anistic rep-
resenarion despite all rulings, and thar the Babbis had less fear of
synoretism and assimilation since there i3 a wadifion (Yome 697,
Sanbedrin 0430, cited in the name of Rabbi Judah (second century)
or Rabli Jonultbun (beginning of the third centany, thar all idolarons
impulses had Been eradicated from amang the peopls of lstael as
early as the beginming of the Second Temple period under Bera in
the Ofth century BLCE., and since we bave a corrabariive stalement
in Judith (5:18Y, dating probably rein the Maccabean peviod in the
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second century TCE., that idol-worship had disappeared “in our
generation.” Tndeed, Licberman has observed that the one traclate of
the Talmud which deuls with idol worship, Avodab Zarab, acwally
features very litle ridiculing of idols and (hat in this respect the
Rabbis differ drastically from the church luihers, such as Clement of
Alexandria, Athenagoras, Theophilus of Antioch, Tertullian, Arnobius,
and Lactantins, who cngage in violent denunciations of graven
images.** Apparenily, the Rabbis were realists, as they were in their
attitude toward magic and charms, which are clearly forlidden in the
Bible (Deuteronomy 18:10-11) and which yet arc olerated (e.g..
Sanbedrin 683 and Shabbut 62a). Josephus, on the ather hand, had
no “constiiency” and could afford to mainiin an unyielding pos-
ture. Moreover, precisely beczuse he was accnsed of being lax in reli-
gious observance, he went ou. of his way to appear mowe strict in
matters of Jewish law.

4. JOSEPHUS KNOWLEDGE OF AGGADAH

When Jasephus (42, Ar 1.54) remarks that he is well versed in the
philosophy (philesophia) of 1he sacred writings, he implies that he
has knowledge above and heyvond the biblical ext itself, Since, as
Bacher has argued.® during the Tanmitic perind there was no clear
distinction hetween Halakhah and Appadah so far as thar relation-
ship 1o tradition is concerned, we should expect thal Josephus, when
he claims (Anr, 20.263) that he far excelled his comparriots in Jewish
learning, wished to have bis readers belicve Lhat he excelled both in
Halakhah and Aggadah. already the Scpluaging, the story of the
translation of which Josephus recounts at length {Anr. 12.11-118) and
the content of which he shows intimale knowledge, contzins numer-
ous instances indicating a knowledge of midrashic-like traditicn. ' For
example, the pliguc of arod is understood by the second-century
Eabbi Nehemiah wo consist of stinging inscols (Faodus Rabbab 11.3),
whereas the Hebrew is generally understood to refer w varied wild
beasts, this is also the cxplanation of the Septuagiot (Bxodus 8:17
That Rabbi MNchemiah derived this froem a common tradition wather
than frenn the Sepuaginn seems more likely 10 view of the Fact thar
where Lhe rabbis refer to changes made by the munslalors they al-
weavs cite aciual emendations rather than differences in the under-
stancling of the words of the text (Megiflab 9a-b, Soferfm 1.7), Again,
inasmuch as the sccond-century Rabbi Meir stales, as does e
Sepruagint (Esther 2:7), that Mordecai had married Esther {Megiffab
Tha), v is more likely thar the wranslators of the Scpluagint were
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acquainted with this uncient tradivon than that Ealbi Meir consalied
the Septuagint, since the only references to the Sepruaginal tracditions
in the rzbhinic corpus are to the changes made by the transkators in
individual words in the Pentatench rather than to passages in the
Prophets and the Writings.

What 15 most direcly relevant to cur discussion ol the relationship
ol Josephus w aggadic wadition as recorded mucty lzier in rabbinic
midrashim is the ccourrence of such raditions in the Dead Sea
Scrolls, which are contemporary with hine In & comunentary on
Genesis 9:235, “Cursed be Canaan, a lowly slave shall he be to his
brethren,” a fragmentary scroll adds: *He did not curse Ham, but
rather his son, for God had blessed the sons of Noah® (402523 % The
purullel in Midvash Genesis Rabbab 367 is remarkably similar "And
hoe said, ‘Cursed e Canaan, etc” Hum sins and Canaan is cursed? A
dispute betereen Rabbi Judah and Rabbi Nehemiah, Rabbi Judah
says, ‘Becavse it is wrillcn, “And God blessed Neah and his sons”
and there is no curse in the place of blessing, therelore, “And he
said, cursed be Canaan, etc" ™"

Hmant has noted a remarkabde affinity of raditions concerning
Jeremiah in the Qumran fragmem. (403857, dating {rom aboat 50-2%5
BCE and 2 Maccabees 2.-6, Pargleipomen levemioe, 2 Apocalypse
af Beruch, and the rabbinic Pesikta Rabbati 20 {in particular, that
Jeremiah accompanied the deportecs only o the tiver Fuphrates).
She explaing this affinity as doc 1o 2 common wadition. She remarks
that, surprisingly enough, the existence of a lost apocryphon on
Jeremiak in Iebrew was postulated long ago by several scholars®
working the apocryphal, psendepigruphical, 2nd midrashic composi-
tions. ™ Dimant and Strugnell have also noled the affinities of theme
and werminclogy shared by the Dead Sea fragments of Second Faeliel
and the later rabbinic Hekbaloth literature, and conclude that they
podnt to an underlying common exegetical tracinon !

Likewise, Philo also seems to have drawn upon oral tradition, inas-
much as he says explicitly thal for his account of Moses he has
drawn upon both “the sacred books,” ehat is, the written Bible, and
“the elders of the muion® (e Vitg Maogis 1.1.4), a phrase clearly paral-
lel to Jusephus' ek pateron divdokbes (Ant. 13.297). The reference is
0y the supplemencary wradiion, whether writlen or, more probatsly,
oral, since be poes on o say that be has interwoven whal he was
told (b is, the oral wadition) with what he has read (that is, the
written tradition).

Thar fusephus’ apparent contemporany,™ Pseuda-Philo, in his #i6-
Heal Antiguities drew upon ancient traditions similar 1@ those upon
which Tangumim deew is clear (rom his tanslation (3.4 of the 1le-
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prew popher by cedring ("cedar™), which is found in the Palestinian
Targum an Genesis (14 and in several nmdrashic sources. There ane
ar least fourteen other such examples. Tegion is the number of paral-
lels berwveen Pseudo-Philo and midrashim, as cited by Avarah ded
Rossi, Cohn, Ginvberg, Jacobson, and myself. ™

Maoreover, one of the paintings of the third-century {.E. Dura
Errcprs synagogue depios Hiel 01 Kings 16:34), a confederate of the
priests ot Baal, crouching beneath the altar while a snake approaches
ey Bite bimy bu such o story s not mentioned in o Hebrew source
until much later midrashim (Exvodus Rabbah 1515, Pesibtia Kabbati
4.131) and not [ully untl the thirteenth-century Yafet (on 1 Kings
18:26), Hence that lradilion must have been more ancien.

There has been much debate as o whether Josephus depended
primarily upon written or upon oral sources [or midrashic-like tradi-
tions. Schalit believes that details which involve exposition of specific
verses derive From oral tradinions, since this s the midrashic swyle as
was eventually recorded, whereas longer traditions, such as the ac
count of Moses' campaign against the Ethiopians, are taken from
written sources.™ Since the overwhelming majority of Josephus’
changes are, indeed, minor moditfications of individual verses, this
wold indicare the paramount mporance of orab sources. Bappapot,
on the other hand, believes that Josephus was dependent upeon writ-
wen sources exclusively,™ The fact, we may add, thar there are numer-
ous details which Josepluos shares weith his presumed contemporary,
Pseudo-Phito,™ would scem o indicate a common source, It is ime-
possible to dentify this or any oher midrashic source, thoagh, as we
have inclicated above, it is perfectly pessible thar Josephos did have
aocess o written midrashic sources akin 1o the Genests Apnorphbon,
despite the fact that most Soiptural exegesis, whether in synagogal
Tatgumim or sermons or academdes, in Joseplug® day was still, quite
ohwicusly, oral in nature. The important point e be discerned is
Jesephus™ choice of cenain midrashic details from whalever source
and his reasons lor such a chedce,

Josephus has a propensity [or giving specific names of other such
data for vague biblical references—For example, the name of the man
whi inspired the huilding of the Tower ol Dabal, Woneowd (AR
L113); the name of Pharach’s daugliter who adopted Moses, Ther-
nmthis (e 2.224Y; and the name of the prophet who rebuked Ahab
for releasing Ben-hadad, Michaiah Cdar 535890 We may guess that
this characteristic is due 10 cbbinic midrashim. Bt the Tace thas
detzils of this type are found in such pseudepigraphic works as
Jubilees or in Pseudo-Philo's Biblical Antiguitios of in seciarian weorks
such as the Dead Sea Scroll's Gevesis Afmorytbon of in the Samaritan
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Aseatir” would seem o indicate that we are dealing with 2 Palestinian
and not merely sabbinic radition. Moreover, despite Josephus” state-
ment that the Jews, unlike the Greeks, do not possess mwyriads of
inconsislent books fdg. Ap. 138, the fact is that the oral tradition
dues possess numnerous varying inlerpretations of and additions o
the hiblical stories.

A clue to support the view thal Josephus was aware of and relicd
vpon Oral iradition (cf. Berakbot 10a, Jerusalem ‘Tatmud Sanhedrin
10,28k in his revision of the biblical namative may be seen in his
uwareness thart King Hezeliah was childless at the time that lis sick
aess befell him (Ane 10.25 2737 Likewise, in his conunents abour
Juhaoiachin, Josephus, as we have noted, seems o change the biblical
et completely. so ihat instead of characterizing Jehoiachin, us does
lhe Bible, ax one wha had done what was cvil in the sight of the
Lord {2 Kings 24:9, 2 Chronicles 369, he is described as being kind
and just {Asr 10.100). Remarkably. the rabbinic tradition has only
complimentary staements and not a single negalive remark about
him {e.g., Midrash Tepiticus Rabbab 19.6) %

We have a similar instance in the case ol Jehoash {oash), the king
of [srucl. The Bible uses the familiur foroula that “he did what was
evil in the sight of the Lord” (2 Kings 13110, As if that were not
encugh, it adeds that "he did not depart from all the sins of Jeroboam
the son of Nebar, which he made Lsracl 1o sin, but be walked in
them ™ The tact that he scized the gold and silver and all the vessels
of the Temple in Jerusalem would, we should exprect, lead Josephus,
who was so proud of his status as 2 priest, to condemn him otterly,
Ve, Josephus lus the very opposite view of him, remarking that he
was a good man and in 1o way lke his father Jehoahay in character
fAnr 9178y T s unlikely that josephus, wiho writes so extensively
about the kings of Judah and Isrucl, has confusced Jehoash with the
person of the same name who was king of Judah, Nor is there any
indication that Jehoash had repented. (On the other hand, there is 2
rabbinic tradition that Jeheash was rewarded with victory over the
Aramcans because he had refused to listen 10 the accusations
bronght against the prophet Amos by Amaziah (Sedfer Flipabu Rih.
hgeh 10,84}

A sirilar hint tat Josephus was acqoainted with a tradition which
we find later reduced to writing in the Talmud may be found in con
nechon with Zedekiah. According w the Bible, Zedekiah is clearly
condutnned for having done what was evil in the sight of the Toed (2
Kings 24:100. On the cther hand, the rabbinic tradition, while, 1 be
sure, erilicizing him for the cgregions crime of swearing Faisely o
Nebuchadnerrzar and not abiding by his oath (Pesikle Rabbarti 26,120,
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Nedarim 65a, Tanbuma 8 Fxodus 33), also cites him as an cxample
of a leader who was virlwous whereas his gencration was not
{Arakbin 17a). Josephus, like the rabbis, presents both sides of
Zedeliah, on the one hand remarking that he was contemptuous o
justice and dury Az 10.103), and on the other hand mentioning his
guodness and sense of justice CAne 10.120). Tnterestingly enough, a
fragment found amang the Dead $ea caves presents the tradition that
casts Foedekiah in a Favorahle light with the staiement that “Zedekiah
shall enter in that day inle the covenant 1o petform and Lo cause the
perlormance of all the law” (404700 5 The fuct thar traditions known
to the writers of the Dead Sca manuscripts and o Josephus turn ap
later in rabbinic literature cin most readily be cxplained by the
hypothesis that bath drew upon a commeon tradition: the hypathesis
that the rablis deew upon Jusephus seems unlikely in view of the
fact that they never menlion him by name, whereas it is the practice
of the rubsbis 1o cile their sources when known to them.

Another instance where fosephus may well bave been aware of
midrashic tradition is his treatment of the passape (Daniel 1:4) which
speaks of Danicl and his companions as youths “without blemish,”
wlercas there is o rabbinic radition, based on the passage (Danicl
L4} that the king instructed his chicf eunuch 1o educate the vouths,
that thesy were cunuchy (Serbedrdn 9302 Josephus, apparently aaarc
of the wradilion, reselves the problem by omitting wmention of their
Reing eunuchs and by stating that they were entusted w0 “ngors”
{Ant. 10.186).

Rappapont cites 299 instances where Josephus parallels midrashic
traditions that are not recorded until 4 later, often a much later, peri-
ad ¥ To these may be added numerous other instnoes in Joscphus'
portaval of various biblical personslities. ™ Tor cxample, we may
note that Joseplus was apparenty aware ol the equation of Esau and
Bome Chinted at in Ard 1.273), which is later found also in rabbinic
tracliticsn {Crereesis Keebbah 65,2135 Josephus is well aware of the
dition, alse found in the rabbinic Aggadah (Turgum on 2 Kings 411,
Midrash Hagadol ed. Schectwer, 3371, Exoefuy Rabboh 314, Tanbumnag
Mishpetine 3. that Obadiah, the sweward of Ahab, supported prophets
with the money which he bad bormowed (Ane 9470 He likewise is
aware of the fradition idemilyng the widow for whom Elisha per
formed the miracle with the jar of oil as the wile of Obadiah (Aar
0.47; cf. Tarduma Ki fissa 5, Midrash Mishle 31.27). The Church
Fathers, il we may judge rom Buschius (Demonstratio Brangelica
f.18.34 42), were aware of Josephus’ knowledge of the oral radition,
since Busebis there calls avention to the fact thar though the earth-
quike which oocurred in the tme of King Uzziah (Zechariah 24:5) is
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not mentioned in the Book of Kings, Josephus, writing, as he says,
on the basis of the denterosss, that is the oral radition, ne only men-
bons it but describes additional details in connection with that inci-
dent (At B225)

Moreover, the Rabbis themselves, in the reading or translation of
cortain embartassing passages [rom the Bible, declare that in the sYh-
agogue the following are w be read L not vanslated: the incident
of Revben's intercourse with his fathers concubine (Gencsis 35 22
and the second account of the Golden Calf (Exodus 32.21-2%)
(Mishnah, Megrlfat 4100, Particolarly striking is the mling stated here
that the blessing of the pricsts (Numbers 6:24-263, the incident of
Dravid and Bathsheba {2 Samwel 11:2-17), and the beginning of the
mcident of Amnon and Tamar {2 Samuel 131 are not only net 1o he
transfated but are not even lo be read, Imerestingly, Jusephus s in
uccord with the Mishnali in omitting the incident of Roeuken and
Billuzh, the second account of the Golden Calf, and the Llessing of
the priests, though he does not omit the incidents of David and
Bathsheba and Amnen and lamar, To be sure, the Rabbis {ibid))
expressly declare that the incident of Judah and Tumar {Genesis 383
and the fest account of the Golden Calf (Kxodus 32:1-20% are both
tcad and rranslated, whereas Josephus omiss talth, In the Ciemara oo
the above passages, the Rabbis add to the list of passages Lhat are to
tr: read and rranslated the account of creation (Genesis 13, the story
of Lot and his daughters (Genesis 19:31-38), the curses and blessings
promised 1o lsrael {Levitcus 26 and Dewteronomy 27), the story aof
the concubine in Gibeah (Judges 19-20), the passupe from Exckiel
(16:1) about Jerusalem's abominations, and the rest of the incident of
Amneon and Tamar (2 Samuel 13:2-22} (Meutfiab 25a-b), Josephus has
all of these but does not actually enumerate 1he blessings and curses
and cmils the passage from Fzekicl (as he does most prophetic pas-
sugest From this we can see that the Rabbis did take the liberly 1o
onit the translation or even the very reacling of certain passages; and
from the comments of the Gemara on the list we can readily dedoce
that there were disputes among the Rabbis as to how to deal with
specilic passages. Ilere, too, Josephus and the Rabhis apprear o he
drawing upon a conmnon tradition.

5. JOSEPHUS' KNOWLEDGE OF GREEK CULTURF,

The fact that Josephus chose o write s mgrrgnl opus, the Ax-
figueities, in Greek and that he specifically says (ant. 1.3) that he
undertock it in the heliel that the whale Greckspeaking world woald
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find it worthy of attention meant that he had to impress his proposed
Greek audicnoe with his knowiledge of the language and of the litera-
ture. Indeed, at the end of his work he conbidently asserts (Awne.
20.262) 1that no one else, whether Jew or Gendle, would have been
aquat 1o the task of writing such a history as he has just completed
50 accurately tor the Greek world. Though he admits (4g. Ap. 1.50)
that he needed assistants in translating the fewish War from Aramaic
inte Greek, he asserts (st 2002030, in concluding his Antiquities,
that he labored sirenuously 1o masier Greck prose and poctry, afer
having gained a knowledge of Greek grammar, though he alsa here
admits that the habitual use of his nagve toongue, presumably Ara-
maic, prevented hus allaining precision in the pronunoation of Greels
When he adds fdxe 20,205 that many have laboviously undertaken
tr master Greek bul Lhat searcely two or three have succeeded, the
clear implication is that he is one of these. That he had a good wark
ing knowledge of Greek seems evident from the Bact thal soon afler
hie had completed his twenty-sixth year he was called upon to make
a ip o Rome in order to attemnpt o secure the release of some
priests who had been held captive there, He would bardly bave been
chosen for such a delicate sk iF he did ool have a good koowledge:
of Greek, since all conversations that he had in Bome were surely in
that language. Moreover, he could hardly have succecded in his mis-
sion dwough his contacts with Alilrus, an actor at cour whe was of
Jewish origin, and aith Poppaea Sabina, the Empercr Nero's consort,
it he did not have o good command of Greek. Fuithennore, his close
relations with the generals (and later cmperons) Vespasiun and Titus
were possible only it they shared a common language, Greck.
Likewise, his close rcelationship with his patron, the non-Jew
Bpaphrodilus, 10 whom he dedicated theee of his four works, his Life
and Anrigeeitfes (Lffe 4300 and his cssay Agarnst Apion (113 and whe
was the person to whom he expresses his debt Canf. 1.8) in cocour-
aging hitn tor write a history of the Jews, would surely net have been
peassible il there woere a language barrier between them,

Thal Joscphus was scquainted with moch of Greek literature is
evident from the number of awheors that he mentions, particularly in
his Againsr Apion, though, admitedly, he may be citing some of
themm at second hand: the poets Homer CAg. Af. 1.12), Hesiod (Ag.
Ap 116, and Choerilus (4g. 4p. 1.172); historizns Cadmuos of Miletus
CAp. Ap 113 Acusilavs (Ag. Ap. 1.13), Hellanicus {Ag. Ap. 1.16),
Ephoms @Az Afr 5160, Tumeas (A2, Ap 1160, Herodotus {4g. 40
1.16), Antiochus of Syracuse (dg. Ap. 1.17) Philistus {Ag. Ap 1.17),
Callias (dg. Ap. 1.173, the authars of Allhides {(Ag. Afr 1170, the histo
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rians of Argos (g Ap. 117, Thucydides (4g. Ap. 1.18), Manctho {Ag.
Ap. L72), Dius (Ag. Ap. 1.112), Menander of Fphesus {Ag. Ap. 1.116),
Berosns (Ag. 4p. 1129, Philostratus (Ag. Ap. 1.144), Megasihenes
[Ag. Ap. 1.144), Hermippus {Ag. Ap. 1.163), Hecatasus of Abdera {Ag.
Ap. 1.183), Agaitharchides (Ag. Ap. 1.205), Hieronyruus fAg. Ap.
L2133, Theophilus {Ag. Ap. 1.216), Theodotus Cap. Ap, 1.216), Conon
fAg. Ap. 1.216), Zophyrion (4g. Ap. 1.216), Aristophancs {Ag, Ap.
1216}, Mnaseas (dg. Ap. 1.218), Hermogenes (Ag. Ap. 1.216), Fuhe-
ments (A2 An. 1216), Doemetrius of Phalerum (Ag. Ap. 1.218), Eupo-
lemus (Az. Ap. 1.218), Theapompus (Ag. Af. 1,221 Pulyerates (g,
Ap. 12210, Chacremaon (Ag. Ajr 1.285), Lysimachus CAg. Ap. 1304,
Apton (Ag. Ap. 2.1} Polybius {Ag. Ap. 2 84), Strabo fAg. Ap. 2.84),
Nicolas of Damascus (Ag. Ap. 284), Timagenes (Ag. Ap. 2843, Castor
(Ag. Af. 2.84), and Apallodorus (Ag. 4. 2.84), the philosophicrs
Flereoydes of Syros (Ag. Ap. 1.14), Pythagotras {dg. Ap. 1.14), Thales
{Ag. Ap. 1.14), Theophrasts (4g. Ap. 1.167), Clearchus (A, Ap.
1.170), Posidonius (4g. Ay 2.79), Anaxagoras (Ag. Ap. 2. 168), Blato
(Ag. Ap. 2108), and 1he Stoics (Ag Ap. 2.168)% and the thetorician
Apullonius Molon {4g. 4p. 279, This makes a total of three poets,
forty-one bistorians, eight philosophers, and one thetorician men-
Lioned Iy name.

It is clear in his essay Against Apico that Josephus had reviewed a
great amount of Greek literature looking for references to the Juews,
inastuch as ane of the charges of the detractors of the Jems ws 1hat
the Jews had not been deemed worthy of menlion Eu,-' the Dest
known Greck historians (Ag. Ap. LZ) in this quest one guesses that
he was aided by the larpe bbrury which, according Lo Suidas {s.e.
Epaphroditasy, had 30,000 volumes, that his patron, Fpaphroditas, is
siied 10 have posscssed, It is surely impressive that Josephus knows
tAg. Ap 117 what maodern schaolarship did not come 10 recognie
until the research of Friedrich Augustus Wolf established it ar the end
of the cighteenth cenpary, mamely that Homer was, indeed, illiterate
and produced his poetry orally, I is likewise impressive that he
knowes that nowhere in all of Homer daes be use the word HEOTROS
(Ag. Ap. 2155); unless he received this information [rom a handboolk,
this sould seem o imply that he knew Homer's works so thoroaghly
thut he was able 10 make such 2 stalement without bencefit of 4 con.
cordance. IUis, furthermore, impressive th Jozephus s actually able
fo comeel the statements of such a noted historian as Fphors {Ag.
Ap. 1,673 Indeed, at the beginning of his Jeaish War (1.10) and again
throughaou his essay Apgiast Apfor (e, 1.19) he airacks the reliabil-
ity of the Greek historians, comparing their inacauracy wilth the acey-
racy of the records of the high priests (4g. Ap, 1.36).
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Josephus must have known the Greek historiographical tradition
well to be able to declare CAszd, 1,13%) dhat mention of the fiver Phut
anel of Lhe adjacent region Phute is te be found in most CGreek hislon-
ans. Josephuas himself had to know Greek hiswory weell to be able o
asserl (Ant 4.12) that there is no paralicl, whether among Grecks or
barbarians, to the sediton of Korah, Likewise, he must have read
widcly in history to be able to state {4n4. $.284) that such a slaughter
was never recorded o buve oceurred in @y war of Greeks o barbar-
iams soch as that which 100k place in the slaying of Jerohoam's sol-
diers by Akijah and his army. We find 2 similar comparison in
Josephus’ staternent CAze. 11.299) that neither among Geeceks nor bar-
barians was ever so savage and impious a deed ever done as was
cominitted by the pricst Joannes in killing his brother Jesus. This is
alsor the vase in Josephus' remade (Ase 18,207 thar such qualitics of
character as 1he Fssenes possessed were never found previously
among Greeks or barbarians, even {or a bricf period. If he tells us, as
he does (Wer 44000, that he fecls no need o narrate in detai the
cvents of the reigns of Nero, Galba, Orthe, and viellus, sinee, as he
says, they are commonly known and have been deseribed by numer-
aus tireek and Koman historians, the mmplication is clear thae he him-
self was no less conversant than the average intelligent reader with
these chajers of hiskony,

The verv fact that Jossphus compares the religious groupings of
the Jews to the Greel philosophical schools, asserting (£2f 123 that
the Pharisces arce a secl very similar 1o the Stoics (mplying that the
Sadducees are comparable to the Epicureans) and that the Essenes
CAnr, 15537} tollow the Pythagorean way of lile, i an indication of his
philosophical interests and the interests (hat he expected his audi-
ence W have, sinee such compartsons would hardly appear to be ger-
mane 10 one who viewed hadaism in its strictly religious dimension,

in addition, from the vehemenece with which Josephus (A
10 277-800 attacks the Epicureans lor excluding Providence from
human atfairs, a criticism which he laler repeats (Against Apion
2.180), we can see thal he was well acquainted with the doctrines of
this group. Indeed, on a number of occasions, Josephus appears to
be respording o the Epicarean position. Thos, the fact thar he chose
1o conclude his account of Dandel and, indeed, of Book 1) of the
Anstigaeities, \hat is (he Qst half of (e entire work, with no fewer
than five paragraphs {d#r. 1L277-81) (o doemonsraie how mistaken
the Epicureans were in assenting {Ant 10,2780 that the world runs by
ity own moverment (Futontatos) withour a guide or other power is an
indication of how muoch imporance be attached wo this lesson on the
power of Providence in lnmman atfairs.
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Josephus had o have read widely in the field of philosuphy 10 be
abie to make a blanket statement (dg. Ap, 2,168} that nearly all the
philosophers appear o luve held similar views concerning the nature
of God, No philosopher was more popular in the [ellenistic Age than
Plalis® and Josephus had 1o know the dialogues of Plato well o be
dble 1o assent (Ag. Ap. 2.221) that, on examination, his laws wil be
tound to be [requently easier to follow than the Jewish code. His
knowledge of Plato is paticularly manifest in the specch which he
ful ity the mowth of Clearar ben Jair at Masads (Wear 7.%44-48) in
which the latter speaks of the relationship of body and soul and of
the nature of immortality in language closely parallel o that of Plac's
Phaecto. Moreover, Josephus had 1o have knowledge of the religious
and philosophical beliefs of the Greeks 1o be abie ta assert, in
describing graphically {War 2.155-54) the rewards of the viruous and
the punishments of the wicked (and to name specifically the
archexamples of wickedness—Sisyphus, Tantalus, lxion, and Tinus)
in the afterlile, thay the Essenes shared these beliefs with the Greeks,

That Fosephus was well acquainted with the anthrepomorphic
nature of Greek religion s evident from his comparison of the depic-
ton of God in the Torah with the podrayal of the gods by the law-
givers of the Groecks (At 1.22-23) Inasmuch as most of these refer-
ences 1o Groeck Inemlure occur in un apolopetic work, Apainst Apion,
Josephus had to e careful in his statements ahour the various
authors lest they or their successors, in their rebuttals, accuse him of
misTepresenting their vicwes,

6. GREEK INFLUJENCE IN JOSEPHUS'
REWRITING OF BIBLICAL HISTORY

The apologaic aim of foscphus may often be seen in the Helleni-
zation of his narrative, both in language and in ideas, so as 10 appeal
to his Greek-educated readers. In particulsr, we may nole his debt to
Homer, Iesiod, Aeschyvlus, Sophodles, Euripides, Herodots, Thu-
cydides, Plaio, and Agistode.

Josephus shows his knowledge of Homer in a number of passages
(Art. 7.067: Ag. Ap. 112, 214, 2,155, 2.256). e actually quotes Ho-
met’s Had (14.90-01) when discussing the conspitacy o assassinate
Gaius Caligula (Ane 19.92), though, admittedly, he may have Found
this in the source which he wied for the account of the consparacy.
e ofien uses distinctively Hometic epithets, in particular pofutropos
(*manifold,” “versalle™) (War 1.347, 7.272. 74591 Anr. 1.8, 2.30%,
10142, 15179, 15,416, 171235}, In parlicular, we may call attenion to
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a phrase ctearly reminiscent of Homer when Joscphus declares that
Isaac was born on the tiweshold of Abraban's old age fepi geros
audoi} (Anr. 1.222). The fac ihat this phrase occors in the fiad
{22.00) in connection with Priam, who addresses his son Heoior
before the latter goes off 1o his last fareful battde with Achilles, malkes
its wie in the conlext of the ‘Akedad all the more poignant and
pathetic ecause of the parullels berween the aged futhers, Abraham
and Priam, and their promising sons, who are apparenily about to die
in the flower of vouth.

Josephuos is chearly indehted 1o Hesiod in a number of places,
cspecially in his description of the early ages of mankind. Thus, the
notion that early man lved free from evils and toil and that old age
did et seoen ovenake him is found in Hesiod's description in the
Woanrks ervacd Dhaps (90-93), which emplovs several words found later in
Josephus (4nt. 1.46).% Josephos cisewhere mentions Hesiod's report
that the ancients lived for 2 thousand years (Aat. L10K) and noles
thal Lthe historian Acusilaus often corrects Llesiod (Ag. Ap. 1,163

That Josephus was acquainted with the works of Acschylus is indi-
cated by his use of such a phrase as opore men givetai ta porima
("the przclicable things become impracticable™) {Anz. 1.143, which i
clearly reminiseent of the very reverse Tormufation in the choral pas-
sage in Avschylus (Prometbens Beasned O04). afrwa porisos (“making
possible the impossible™), the only other extant anther whe wsed
these two words thus in paradoxical juxtaposition.

There is also very good rveason [or assuining thal Josephus kngor
the works of Sophocles. In pamticular, we may note that o the bibli-
cal account of Moses' death (Deuateronomy 343 Josephus has added
lamenling people, a walk to the mountain, companions on Moses'
linal walk, and “disappcarznoe” (Aef 4.323-20), details which are
found in no other post-biblical source, though those sources recount
Mirics' last hours in far greater delail than does the Bible, And vet, it
is precisely rthese derails that are [ound in Svphocles' Qedipus at
Cialonis

Furthwrnere, the key incident ilbustrating Solomon's wisdom is the
case of the two mothers who gave birth o chiklen, one of whom
dicd, while bolb claimed the living child as her own (1 Kings 3:10-
282, A notable addition in Joscphus' verswon of this incident is his
stuement thal when no one could see what judgment o give bt all
were mentzlly blinded, as by a riddle, in finding a solution, Solomon
alone devised a plan CAse, 8.30). There are four distinetive elements
in this stalement which do ool appear in the onginal (1 Kings 5:.23%-
270, whether in the Hebrew or in the Septoagint or in the Locianic
Greek version: 13 others had attempied and failed w deteninine whe
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the real mother was; 2) these others are spoken of as mentally bling-
edi 31 to solve the question required the use of intelligence; 4) the
case s compared to a riddle. What is pamioulacly striking is 1that all
tour elements zre lound in Sophocles” Oedipus Tyranns,

There is substartial evidenoe®™ that Jasephus weas familiar weirh the
play fxagoge of the Hellenistic Jewish tragedian Ezekicl, which was
much influenced by Furipides, both in vocabulary and siyle as well
a3 in dramatic lechnigue and structure.™ In addition, Euripides’ indlu-
ence on Josephus may be seen in the latter's description of Tshmael's
dying state, where Josephus employs the same rare word for expi-
ing, psukborragous, literally "letting the soul break locse, which
Euripides uses (Alcestis 200 and Hercufes Furens 123, 324, the laner in
precisely this [orm) (A, 1.218). There are several striking paralicls
between Tsaag and lphigenda, notably in the enthusiasm with which
they both approach the sacrifice and, in partticular, in such a3 state-
ment as lsaac’s, that he could not even consider rejecting the deci-
sion of Godd Cart. 1.232) and Iphigenia's, that she, 2 mortal worman,
could not stand in the way of the goddess (Buripides, fobisenia o
Awlis 30G), There is pathetic irony in the fact that Abraham seeks
happiness only through his son, who, paredoxically, is about to be
sacriticed, just us there is irony in the chorus” ode (phigenta at Aulis
S00-91% that begins, “Ch! olif great happiness of the great’” One ey
also note Josephus temarkable addilion to the billical narrative in
which Godd declares that ITe gave His arder to Abrabam “from no
craving bor human blood” CAse 1,233}, wiich is clearly in contrast (o
the statement of Artemis, who is said to rejoice in human sacrifices
Ciphigenia df Aufiv 1524-25),

That Josephus is, indeed, influcnced by Greek tragedy may be de-
duced fram the fact that, in one of his typical generalizations abous
buman aature, he declares that when men attain power they lay
aside their moderate ways "as i thoy were stage masks" (Anz, 6.204).
Aware that his Greek readers would appreciate motifs familiar (rom
Greek tragedy. he rewriles the hiblical narralive of the Flood by
stressing that mankind was full of overweening pride (hubris, a key
word in Greek tragedy) (s 1,73, 1000, Likewise, wo are rald, Gol
tried o tame the [sraclites’ insolence (bubriy) before Deborah's
judgeship began, s that they might be more moderate (sopbronosin,
anceher key word in Greek trageecly) in the future (Asr, 52000 Owver
and over again Josephus refers to Jeroboam's outrages against God
atwd the laws as babris (Ant. 8245, 26%, 2770 Aguin, Ahasuerus’ justi-
fication for his dismissal of Vashti is lrer Swbrds (Awe 11192930 Tf
Jephihah and Saul make rash vows they are aiticized for losing con-
trol of reason (Ase. 5260, 6.117) and, in an explanation so ofien



Fongis H, Meldman 71

tound in Greck tragedy, thds is said to be due 1o success ar prosperi-
ty. Uzziah, he says in words that are aglmost taken out of a Greel
tragedy, was led o sin “by his biilliant good lorune and the great-
ness of his power’ fdut. 92230 Again, josephus condemns Haman,
ity terms furniliar from Greek tragedy, for not showing maderation in
lirne of his prosperity (Ase 11.277)

Jasephus shows his indebledness to llerodotus in numerous
places, particularly in his description of Moses' march during his cam-
paign against the Ethiopians {As. 2.243-47). He there gives details
about the winged serpenls which he put to flight with ibises, & pas-
sapre which would remind the reader of Herodolus' account (2,730 of
the wingad snakes which comye flving every spring from Arabia
tewards Tpypl and are slopped by ibises which destroy them all,
Josephus would seem to be alluding Lo 1this passage when he
remarks that he will refrain [rom saying more about the ibises and
snakes, “lor Greeks are not unacquainted with the nature of the ibis®
CArd. 2.24737" Josephus' version of the death of Abab (Ant 5409,
418-200 shows his tendency to restate Joewish notions of divine power
and prophchic detenmination in erms of the classical Greek conceps
of fale and ragic destiny, as found especially in Greck tagedy and in
llerodotus ™ The ancient reader would also think of Laius and
Credipus who, o5 much as they red o avoid the fate about which
they bad been wamed by the oracle, failed o do so. Puthenmore,
onc recalls the slatement of the Choms in Euripides’ Hggpofptas when
they beheold the bBlameless Hhippolytus in his siricken siate. Though
they feel anger at the gods {1140), yel, as they know, there is no
escape from what most be (1236). Similarly, in Euripides' ffelen
{1301}, the Dioscuni declare that they did not save their sister
Clyvtemnestra, “for Moira's compulsion led where it must.” One also
recalls how, in Herodotus (7.14-18), after a delusive dream warns
Hoerxes that unless he undenakes the war against Greece he willk be
brought low as swifily as he had become great, a similar dream
orcurs 10 Arfabanus, Xerxes uncle, warning bim apuinst opposing
"what must be" {717}, whercupon Xerxes is convinced that this is a
divine warning. Thus we sce, as Chrysippus the Stoic put it, that
there was no way in all of these cases o avoid the dire predictions
baesczanse of the necessity that is pant of fale ™

The influence of Thucydides may be seen bolh conocprually and
linguistically. As 13 the farmer, the maost important examples arce @ be
seen in the molding of biblical herocs, nolably Moses, in the guise of
Thucydides” ponrait «f his ideal of leadership, Pericles, Just as
Thucydides {2.60) underlines Pericles’ ability to persuade the tasscs,
s0 Josephus, whe, sipniflicantly, omis bolh of the biblical references
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lo Moses” speech impediment (Exaduys 4:10 and 6:12), siresses (Awr
1.328) Moses' ability to find favor with the masses in every way
thraugh speech. Indeed, whereas in the Bible (Exodus 3:1) Moses
and Aaron go joinfly to Pharaoh, with Aaron presumably as the
spokesmian, to ask him o free the Lsraelites, in Josephos (A, 22810
Moses goes alone. Morcover, both Thucydides (2.65.4) and Josephus
fAret. 323, 4.22-23, 26) highlight the fickleness of the masses and
their readiness to be swayed by demagogues, whom both despise so
greatly. Like Thueydides in his portrayal of Pericles, Joscphus empha-
sives Lhe constant criticism ditected by the masses toward their great
leader Moses,

Furthermore, Thueydides stresses that civil strile is the great ensmy
of stability (3.82-84); and Josephus over and over again mentions this
theme, notably in his account of the rebellion of Karaly CAnl, 4.11-66)
arnwl the spostasy of Zimri (Zambriasy (Asr 4.141-55 ).

One paricular instance which will illusirte Josephus' dependence
upen Thucydides is his desaipton of (e plague that followed
David's census. The Bible {2 Samuel 24:10-17) presents no descrip-
tone at all of this plague, whereas Josephus {Ane. 7.324-26) presents
several details which have a striking resemidance to Thucydides
avcount (2.48-52) of the great plague which afflicted Athens at the
beginning of the Peloponnesian War ™

Iringy, Thackeray, and Shutt have ciled Josephus’ use of a num-
ber of characteristics ol siyle, which are favorites of Thucydides™ In
patticular, Josephus, in his account of the Might of the Amorites €Ans.
4.89-93), has drawn upon Thucydides' description (7.83-84)} of the
retreat from Syracuse.™

[nasmuch as Plate was probably the most imponant single intellec-
wal force in the process of Mellenizalion in the East during Lhe
Hellenistic period,™ it is not surprising, as we have already nete, thac
Josephus displays his kuowledge of Plawe in a numiber of places. Thus
he borrows, withoat specifically mentioning i, from the Fimaeus
(£2B-C) the notion that ~inthe Greck world everything will te [ound
1o be modern, and daling, so to speak, from yesterday or the day
before” (g, Ap. 1.7). He correctly temarks that 1he philosophy of
Maia is addressed only to the few, whercas 1the Toralv's teachings are
intended for tie many (Ag. Ap, 2.168-09). He deliberately cumbats the
idea that God had collaborators in the work of creation CAg. Ap,
2.192), although he mentions the names af neither Plalo nor Philo,
whe held such a view, He cites Plato by name as one admireed by the
Greelis (or his dignily of characier and persuasive eloguence bt
ridiculed by self-styled expert stalesmen (Ag, Ap. 2.223). That he js
acquainted with Plato is clear from his remark that if one exanines
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Plato's laws, they will be tound frequently less demanding than the
Jewish code and more closely approxitnating the praclive of the mass-
es (A Ap 22240 Te koews (i) (had Plate himself bas admitted
that i is not safe to express the true opiniun abowt. God to the igno-
rant masses (fimacts 28 His use of the word demfaurger in o
[erting bty Godd's creation of animals (Arnr. 1.32) is presumably intend-
ed to remind the wader of Mate’s desrinourgos, the creator of Plalo's
visibbe world in the Fimesens (40C), He cites the opinion of those who
regard Flato's discourses as Irilliant but cinply CAg. Afe 2225, He is
aware that Flato banishes the pocts, including Homer, from his jdeal
state in order w proven. them from obscuring with their Lables the
vorred. doctrine about God (dg. Ap. 22503 Finuliy, he declares that
Plato tolbowed Moses in prescribsing that all the citizens must study the
laws and learn them verbatim, and that foreigners must not be permit-
ted 1o mix af random with the citizens (4g. Ap. 225737

Josephus’ knowledge of Anstotle is clear fcom his exrended ac-
count of Aristote’s meeting wih 2 learned Jew (Ag. Ap. 1.176-83} and
trom his acquaintance with Aristotelian temminclogy ™

There are sl other ways in which Josephus has Hellenized the
bilalical pamative. Thus, In his words CAre 1.156), Abraham presents
a sophisticated proof for the exlstence of God, derived from the
Stotcs, nmnely that il the heavenly bodies had been endowed writh
independent power they would have provided for rheir own unifor-
mily. Since they lack this quality one must suppose a commander
whe direcis them, Moreover, when Abraham journeys to Fgypt (Ar
1.161), he is ready, in the spitit of llellenistic philosophic disputa-
tions, o adopt the Fgyptian priests’ doctrines o be finds themn superi-
or o his own, or, 1 he should win the dehate, o conven. them (o his
beliels ™ According 10 Josephuas f4re 1.167-88), Abraham introduced
the Egyptians to arithmetic and transmitted to them the laws of
astronomy, which the Fgyplians, in lurn, passed on o the Groeks.

Moreover, since music was o the Greeks “a second language”™ of
divine origin (Pseudo-Plutarch, D Afusica 3. 11318114240, we should
not be surprised that fosephus asserts (4nr. 2 3460 —withouwt any bib-
lical basis—uthat Moses composcd his song in bexameler verse, There-
by inchcating 1hat il was n the same opic meter as the great poems of
Homer. Similarky, in releming 1o Moses” linal message 1o the Lsraelites,
Josephus asserts {Are 4.3 that Moses recited o thein g poom in
bexameter verse. Bul Moses in Jozephus is nat merely a poet and a
singer. He is also, on his own indtiative (Anz 3.291), the inventor of o
musical imstrument, o silver trenpet, which mukes him comparable 1o
Hermes, the inventor of the lyre, and Athena, the invenlor of the
flute, in this respect.
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7. THE S¥ NTHESIS OF TORAH ANID»
GREEK CULTURE IN JOSEPHIIS

Apparently, if we may judge from the talmudic passage (Sotad 49,
Haha Kawrma 82b) relating that the patriarch Rabban Gamaliel 11 in
the latler part of the first century, contemporaneously with Josephus,
had a thousand students, five iondred of whom suadied Torah and
tive hundred of whom studied Greek wisdom (hodtmar yersiif), this
scemed incomprehenstlale w the other scholars, who fell ‘hat one
should study only the Torah day and night. The exception was grant-
ed to the patriarch ondy in order to train people in Greek culiure so
a5 10 able to converse with the Roman administrawors. Moreover, it is
clear that Greck culiure wwas not to be studicd in pagan gymnasiums
and academies but rather under the careful guidance and in the
Torah amosphere of the patriurch himself, In any case, the nornm, as
expressed in the Talinud in this very passage reflerring to Rabban
Cramaliel's academy lor the study of Greek, is expressed by the
proclamation issued by the rabbis during the civil war between
Iyreanus and Aristobulus: “Corsed be the man who would 1each his
son Greck wisdom.” Tinully, the Rabbis differentiated strongly be-
twoeen the Greek languape, 1he beauty of which they recognized
{Megiflah 9, and Greek onliure, which they proscribed.,

And yet, we may mention Eupolonus, who is regarded by maost
scholars as 2 Jewish histarian who Aounshed in Palestine io the mid-
dle of the second century B.C.E¥ who wrow in Greek a work on a
biblical theme, appurcolty entitled Concerning the Kings in e
Wi may note his stalement,™ clearly inlended to impress a Gregk
audience, thal Moses was the first wise man, that he invented the al-
phabset, which, he says, the Phoenicians received lrom the Jews and
which the Greeks received from the Phocnicizns,

Even sach ultra-pious Jewish secls as the Essenes and the [ead
Sed Sect appurenty had some conlact with Hellenism. Thus, the
Essenes” siress on the ordering of the world, oven before creation,
reflects similarities o the hymn to Zeus by the thud century B.CE,
Al philosapher Cleanthes ™ Noting 1hat astrological [rugments have
Been found among the Dead Sea fragments, Hengel declares that
astral and solar theelogizing could never have gained significance
had it not been for the victorious progress of astrology in the Hel-
lenistic cra. He further argues that there are direct peints of contact in
the military technicue of the War Scrol], which he postulates is based
ant a Hellenistic book of maics® Moreowver, the form of the Essene
communily reminds us, in oar least soine respects, of the law of asso-
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ciations in the Ilellenistic poriod ® Tndeed, the presence ol Greck
documents in the Dead Sea caves would indicate that knowledpe of
Greek had penetrated even the mest extreme coligious groups, Most
strikingly, a manuscript of the Minor Prophets in Greek has been
tound in the Dead Sea caves.

In addition, the colophon of the Greek book of Lsther indicales
that the translaticn was done in Jerusalemn in the laver pant of the
second century BCE IU s against this background that we can un-
derstand |he vransformation in that wotk of Flaman nto o Macedo-
nian who sougl to beway the Persian kingdom wo the Macedonians.
Furthermore, Hengel points owt that the Greek of the additions to
this book is sulstantally better than that of the transtated passapges *

Josephus, to be sure, alludes w the opposition Lo the swdy of
Greck coltoee in his statement at the ened of the Arfiguites, “Our
peaple,” he says, “do not Bvor those persons who have mastered the
speech of many nations, or who adorn their style with smoothness of
diction, because they consider that ool only s such skill commen o
ardinary freemen but that even slaves who so choose nmy acguire it
But they give credit for wisdom to those alone who have an exact
knowledgs of the law and who are capable of Terpreting the mean-
ing of the Holy Scriptures™ (A 20.204). Inasnuch as this senatence
comes immediately after the statements that his compacioes 2t
that he far cxcels them in Jewish learning while ul the same lme hoe
exccls in his knowledpe of he Greek language and Incrawre, he is
cdearly referring 103 those who view such an atempt as his own at
synthesis of Torah and Gresk culture as unaceeptable,

Mevertheless, there is evidence that not evervone shared this criti-
cisi. In the fiest place, it the central committes directing the war
elfort in Jerusalem entrusted Josephos with the command in Galilee,
the most populous Jewish area and the most imporant at the begin-
ning of the war since the Roman governor of Syria would first
descend into that area, they apparently did not think et Josephos!
knowledge of the Greek language and Goeek culware would be a
drawhack in paining the favor af the people of Galilee. Moreover,
Josephus' coolemporary and tival, Jusws of Tiberias (Life 400, was
well versed in Greek and indeed later wrole a hislory in Greek of the
cvents, His knowledge of Grock cubure is indicated by his mention
of am ancedote, in his book The Cenealogy ™ relating that, at Socrates’
irial tor atheism, Plate ascended the plaform bu was showed down
by the jury. lle apparently (Life 36-42) had a considerable following
in Galilee; and there is no indication that his knowbedge of Greek
culure wus held apuinst him. That he apparently saw oo contadic
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Lion berween his knowledge of Greek literature and his knowledwse
af the Torah is indicated by the fact, cited by Jerome ™ that he also
composed commentaties on Scripture.

Funthermore, Josephus (Life 189) speaks of %imon the son of
Gamalicl T as highly gifted in intelligence, but with no indication that
he is the father of the Gamaliel who had the thousand students anel
with no indication of backlash against his son. Simon, we may note,
was influential with the central commitice directing the evobrlionar-
ies’ war-ellort (Life 190), as we can see trom the [act that when John
of (ischala sought to have Jasephus removed from his command in
Calilee, it was to Simon that he sent a delegation, hoping 10 entreat
him to induce Lhe national assembly in Jerusalem o depose him, But
there is no indication that Simon or the delegation that approached
him used as an argument in seeking Josephns' tecall the Tact that e
was 1 Hellenizer,

Furthermore, Josephus actively uses his knowledge of Greek cul-
ture to confirm biblical accounts, Thus, one of the most scrions
charges against the Jows, as we see [rom Josephus” reply, was that
the Bible lacked historicity, particularly as to the anticpuity of the Jews
(Ag. Ap. 1.69 (1} Hence, to refute the claim that the Flood, as
described in the Bible, is 2 myvih, Josephus very effectively cites Lhe
evidence of non-lewish writers, namely Berosus, Hieronymus, Mna-
seas of Patara, and Nicolas of Damasens (s, 193-94), and asserts
that relics of the ark have been proscrved in Armenia Cant 1.9, The
fact that Juscphus uses same word for Noah's ark {larnaka, Anf,
1.771 which is used by Apallodarus (1.7.2), Tucian (£ Dea Pyrfa 12),
and Pluarch {2 968F) in connection with Deucalion's ark, rather than
the Septuagint’s word {gfhotos, Genesis 6:143, is an indication that he
sought to have his reader identify the two floods.

Moreover, anticipating the skepticism that readers might have to
the biblical statements concerning the longevity of Lhe patriarchs,
Josephus (Ant. 1.107-08) cites the evidence of no fewer than ten his-
lowrtans—~Manetheo, the annalist of 1the Egyptians; Berosus, the compdl-
er of the Chaldzean traditons; Mochus, Hesliasus, and Hieromyinus,
authors of Phoenician histories; and Hecataeus of Abders, Hellanicos,
Acusilaus, Ephorus, and Nicolas of Damascus—who report that the
ancients lived for a thousand years, precisely the time limit of the
patriarchs, Appealing 10 his Greek gudience, he even gives as one of
the reasons why God accorded them a longer life the fact that He
wished 10 promote the utiliey of their discoveries in astronomy and,
geametry (Ant 1.100). Le also goes o great lengths to identify the
areas scilled by the descendants of Neah by the names known (o the
Crreaks (At 1122-47),
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Because he apparenty realized that there were people who dis-
pulcd the existence of Abrabam, Josephos (4w 1158 cites the ovi-
dence of the non-lTewish histocrian Berosus, whe is quated as saying
that “in the tenth generation after the Flood there lived among the
Chalde=ans a just man and great and versed in celestial lore.” He fur-
ther confinmns Abraham’s historicity and agprandizes his stas by cit-
ing CAnr 1.190-60) another non-Jewish historian, Nicolas of Damas-
cus, who speaks of Abrabam as actuaslly reigning in Damascus and
notes that the name of Abram is sill celebrated in tha region. Like-
wise, Josephus cites Menander to confirm the historicity of a drought
during the rejgn of Ahab, even when that non-Jewish author in past
cantradicis the Bible {Ant. 83247

Becanse one of the stock charges apainst the Jews is excessive
creduliny {e.g., Horace, Satires 1.5.97-183), Juscphus tends o down-
grade miracles or 1o presen. scientilicdike cxplanations of them, or to
rive the reader the chaice as to bow o interprel them® Thus, to
make the mirscle of the caossing of the Sea of Heeds mare credible,
he appeals o a parallel incident in Greek history, namely the case
where the Pamphylian Sea retired before the advaace of the ammy of
Alexander the Great (Ane 2.545).

{me device which Josephus, like Thile (c.p., De Vit Mosis 2.0.88
and 12177 ([}, employs in solving difficubies is the use of allegory, a
method which had been employed especially by the Slones in inler-
preting Homer's and 1esicd’s veferences to the gods. In particular
iAnt. 5.181-83), he resorts 10 alleyory 1o explain the wabernacle as
svinbolic of the earth and the sea, the twelve foaves upon the
Temple whble as the tvelve months, the candelabrum with its seven
lamps as the seven planets, the @apestries of four matenals denoting
the four elements, and the high priest's garments signifying the pars
of the universe, Thus the Jews' seemingly irational nales with regard
tex the Temple and its cult are made o scemn o be inaccord with the
nanre of the cosmos.

Apparenily, Joscephus was also sensitive to the charge thal the
Torah was not of divine ahaorship. Significantly, he omdis all six of
the passages in the Bible (Genesis 12:0, Genesis 2204, Exodus 24:4,
Deuteranomy 1:1, Deuteronomy 3:11, and Deuteronomy 34:1-12)
which are listed by fhe wwellth century Abraham Ibn Ezea as prescnt-
ing serious questions as to the authorship of the Torah. Likewise, the
Rubbis {Yoma $2a-b) list Five passapes in the Torah, (Genesis 4,7,
497, Exodus 17:9, 23:53%; Deuteronomy 31;14) the grammatical con-
staction of which remains undecided. All are cmitted by Josephus.

Furthermare, that the {ricndship betwesn Solomon and Hiram was
imporant in refuting the charge that Jews hale non-Jews muy be seen
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from the fact that Josephus devotes a goodiv portion of his apobo-
gulic reatise Against Apion CL1HR27) 1o reproducing evidence from
the: Phoenician archives and from the works of Dius and Manctho of
Lphesus ta illustrate the excellent relations beween Solomon and
Hiram und to confirm the antiquity of the Temple (g, Ap. 1.106-8)%
There is guod reason, says Joscphus, wlhy the erection of the Temple
should be mentioned in the “I'yrians records, since Hitam, king of
Tyre, was a friend of Solomon and, indeed, had inherited this friend-
ship from his (Hiram's) father {Ag, Ap. 1.109-10). Thus, accinding to
Josephus, it is the non-Jew Hiram who inherited the friendship [rom
his [ather, whereas in the Bible iU is Solomon who inherits (rom his
lather o triendship with Hirrn (2 Samuel 11, 1 Kings 5:1I}. Josephus,
for apologelic reasons, cxalts in this friendship (Ag. Ap. 1.110.
Hence, whereas in the Bible, Hiram simply sent cedar trees to David
(2 Samuel 5113, Joscphus says that Hiram cut dosvn the finest timber
from Mount Libunus {4g. Ap. 1110, That this friendship carried with
Hoa great deal of prestige may be deduced from the Faer, proudhy
noted by Josephus, that the Phoenicians were an ancient prople and
that Hiram lived more than 150 years before the lounding of
Carthage (g Ap. 217183 Moreover, in o most unusul digression,
Josephus calls special attention to the fac. that copics of the corre-
spondence beiween 1iram and Soloman are to be found not imnly in
the Bibde but alse in the Tyrian archives (4x¢. 859 and then adds
that he has recorded these maters in detail because he wanted his
readess to know that he hus related nothing more than whar is true
and il he has nof, by inserimg o his history various plausible
and seductive passages meant to deceive and cniertain, attemnpled o
avaid critical inquiry (Ane. B.363. This pFassage is, of course, reminis-
cemt of Thueydides’ implicd auack (1.21.1) on Herodotus for CLNPOS-
ing a work with 4 view to pleasing the ear rather than 1o telling the
truth, and of his insistence that his own history is not intended as “a
prive-cssay 0 be heard for the moment but as a possession for all
time” (1.22.4), Joscphus then concludes with an apologia for his craf
as historian: “Nor should we be indulgently held blameloss if we
deparl from whit is proper to a historical nurrative; on the contrary,
we ask Lhat no hearing be given us unless we are able o esmblish
the tmuth with demonstrations and cunvincing evidence.”

The lact that, according to Josephus, many of the riddles and
problems which Tfiram and Solomon sem. each other were still [pre-
served in Tyre in Josephus’ own day (Ag. Ap. 1.171) is imporant not
only in bolstering Solomon's reputation for wisdom bul also for
stressing the friendship and high respect which a Jewish leader had
for 4 non-few, since while it is tue that Josephus docs assert thar
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Solomon showed greater proficiency and was the deverer of the e,
ir is still quire @ complimment for Hiram that he could be compared
with Solomon and that Solemoen found it interssting and challenging
to exchange problems and ridddles with him. As (urther evidence of
the historicity of the relations between Solomon and Hiram, Jose-
phius, on iwo occasions, cites the words of Menander, who translated
thie Tyrian records from the Phoenician language into Greek (st
814446, Ag. Ap. 1.116-29),

Moreover, at the hegivming of the Antiguitier (1113, in recounting
the story of the translation of the Torah into Greek, Josephus states
that the high priest Eleazar granted the request of Prolemy Philadel-
phus to send a delegation to translate the Torah even though he
could have refused if it had been agninst Jewish policy to engage in
such a mranslation. Hence, there was, almest at the very heginning of
meaningful comtact between Jewish and Greek culture, 2 precedent
for finding an accommwrdation for the two, I is surely romarkable
that with o many enemies constantly looking for poins in which o
critivize Josephus, no one, al least ro judge from his own accouant,
even raises the gquestion as o bowe he, claiming o be a good Jew,
could huve found tme 10 devote himself to the acquisition of the
Greek language and (o mastery of Greek culture. Apparcntly, the
conflict of Torah and Greek culiure was not a major issue.

NOTES

1 Sce Leo Prijs, fudische Tradiion in der Sepiuaginitea (Leiden, 19440

2. Alleged Platonisms, such as the anslation of by ra-vofu (Genesis 1020 by
povering kel abataseeieasos (unscen and anfarmocd®y, hacdly prove diat e oans-
lavors belicved with Plato that prior o the visible weoeld there existed an invisatile
world; miher. (hey were confronted with @ phrase wvhose meoaning was veny
obscuee, Apain, the manslation of goeboredbeg (Geaesis %143, “your Lelly,” Ty fof
stethed sou fead fee Borffed Cupon your clest aod belly”) Twodly proses that the
ranilators were awarc of the Plamnic diviswome of the borman Gaculties ow e
tativnl, spitited, wnd appetitive, assigoed especlively W the head, e chest, and
the abdomen. Ideed, i dey bad been infloenced Ty Plawnism, it womild soem
maares Bikely that they wiold hasve shown it throoghaoe and, in particulae, intro-
doced e menst Tarnoos Platenie Hweory, duat of Forms.

GCroek clements, such s the references o Titans (2 Samucl 5:18, 227 Siccns (ol
30:2%, Micah 1:8; Isasabh 1321, 34:13, 43:2(, ]1’_"I'1’:|'|’!|:ia.|"| 2."-';39}_. s the lwan ol
Amalthia (Job 42:143, a5 wcll a5 the metrics of the Book of Provers (ses 1enne SL
John Thackeray, ~The Boetrvy of the Greal Rook of Proverbs" fourral of
Theofagice! Srucdies B3 [1913]; 40-00). cccur i books outside the Pentaweoch.
frdeed, the reference o Titans s ot an indication of the acoeptance af Grock
reayihological Deliefs, inusmoch as the word Titan then, as now, had non-theologi-
cal connuotatioms as well, as 35 posnted out by Ralph barcus, < jewish aod Grock
Elemens in the Septoaging,” in Alexander Mane e ab, ods., Tows Staztere fubifos
Vifume (Mow Yok, 19463, 227-43.

R



B0 The Tovah T Madda fournal

4. I has Deen arpued (see Charles W, Lodd, The Bifile and the crreeks |Loodon,
19530, 33340 yat e very anslation of the word Toseedr bae the Grock somos
Claw,” “custon™) repeesenied the introduction of 3 basic Greek and un-jewash
concepl, mamudy, thit the Tocah s legalisue, i contrast e plesi, naone or nagr-
al v, andd et Judaism s condmolled by costom Cromost, as rellected i Ilec
doins' famogs story (3 35) camparing the way in which the Greeks and the
Indians are guided by in thesr methods of disposing of the dead. Blowever, sne
might argue that there is also comsnderabsle evidence of the divine origin and
vature of the concepr ol aeteod o Greek lierature of the classteal pedcd feg. i
Soplwdes’ Antigedse, 334-53) and theoeafoer, as we soe in the by af the thind
century 15.G.E. dwnic philasopher CTeanthes Cap, Hans F A, von Aman, ed.,
Slotceonrm Veternm Fragerenty, Vol 1 [Leipzig, 1903], 121, feagnent no. 5370, whis
assonts that the all-powerful Zovs conmols the wonld Qurcegh romsoy Ciee Alan F.
segal, "Torah and Nomos in Receon Sclwlaly Discussion,” Studies fr Befipfoe
rActares Rofighenses) 13 (1984 1928 Indeed, not even Adquils, thongh connmitted
o an absolutely liveral vaoslation of the Scrptanes, conld find 2 beter translation
fear the word Torah.

e Flias Qickoerman, The fers fa the Grook Ape (Cambridpe, bass,, TO8R), 114-15.

. For the fragments, sec Cauk B Holladay, ed., Frapmenls from Hellemivtic fewsich
Authars, Vol 10 Fistorians (Chice, 983}

7. Citerl by Fuschis. Pracparanio Bugspelfcd 9.17 4.
i Cited by Buschivs, Pracparaifo Buanpeliva 9,07 7-14.
&, Cited by Euselous, Proeparatio Epergefiea 9.22 H-9a.

Ik Zieed by Buselnus, Proefmraio Sroageiice 9201,

11, Cired by Fusebios, Pvegaoreio Frangefica 928,40 For e fragments see Carl B
Viclladay, ed., Fragments frmm Hellenistic feuish Authors. Vol 20 Poats (Allanla,
Tkl

14, For the fragments see Carl & Helladay, od., Fragments from Hellemistic feaih
Arcthins, Vol. 3 Arisgabuelus (atlantz, 19950

13, New my fewr and Gewtile o te Ascford Workd: Alfiteces g frtevactinns from
Ao reter oo fustimian (Priteccton, 19933 55, Harmy A Wolfson, Piifn- Foasda-
Hims of Refigicus Philosapby 4n fedatsm, Christiceily, ard Wiam, Vol | {Camn-
hriclges, Mass., 1947], 80, thinks that Philo koew enough Hebrew to be oabic
chedk, in the original when necessacy, the Greek transliion of 3 piven passage;
bt in wicw of te Lact duat ine Fhila s time the epigraphical aml papyiclogical evi-
denes indicates that Ilebrew was almost unknown 3o Egyprn, the burden of pro
rcsts of those wlo assent tat he did koow that langoage. In any case, il secms
hard beheve that one wlnn koew Hebeewss and saote i such detail alwut Dhiblicat
episcdes would not bave consulted the original fext and a1 least occasionally hae
quoted fom i, especially when it differcd from the Sepiuasio wanslation. 1n par-
tculer. we nede thar Thilo (D¢ Decafare 24.121-22 and DBe Specialebus Leatbs
A28y follows the Scproagion in placiye the prohibition of adulery as the sxd
comnmypndment. rathos than the extant | lelwew st which places it seventh. As 4
the: occasional places wlwre Philo bas eopmologics of Hebeew names duat aee not
found i Jee Bilalocal e, he Ly have derived themn Oran an onomasticon such
a5 bas Lewen decovered inoa papynis ot Oxoydvinchius, See avid Rokeab, ©4 New
Unomasticon Fragment from Oxvebyochos and Philo's Etymologies,” feorcl iy
thendngical Spdies 19 (1908 TOR2

14 Seeonow the magnificent edition, which nevertheloss feaves moost of the maor
cestnns about e work unresolved, by Howeard Jacobsun, A Cummertary on
Preqedo- Pl s Liber Anitgaeitcicns Biblivamem, 2 vols, (Leiden, 1998

15, The anly meference o an extant Greck Wik w be found inthe rabbinic weitogs
is et thes “books of Homer” i the Mishnah O¥oslaing 460, Te reading, hemecyver, js
disputcd, For the alwernate readings sco Sant Lieberman, Heflemism in Sfereish
Palestine (New York, 193000 106 n. 38, The maber s thoroughly discussed by
Licberman, in Melignism, 108-53, who, aller noting serious objectivns o e iden-
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ttication with §Eomer, concludss that the seference 38, indeed, w Tomer, bar theat
the: howskes of Homer were prodsably net included inthe catepory of “Gresk wis-
doan,” and that thoy wore conplioycd in cxcecises for thosc shilidren whio did not o
anny case sty Teaah,

S vy discussion in Jow cerd Cestile in the Ancfent Wonld (Gabose, 0o 130, 32-34.

. Bee Dhnicl Sporhor, A Dctignery of Coesk and Lesin Tieenms i Rabbinie fileraiune

(Tammag G, 1984), and Ranon Fatroff, “Sporher's Dictionaey of OGreek and Latin
Lewal Fenoe e Rablbinac Literature—a Revicw Essay,” foterna! for the Study nf
Joecdzeivm My (U984 105-206, Sarouel FKiauss, Griechiscie wad fatciwische Lobn-
wodinter im Terlmued, Midresch wmd Singum, Vol 1 (Beding 1850, 231 estimated
the rane of entrics of Grock to Latin loanweords im rabbinic tets b one bundred
Ler wone, altboupt i the Greck and Latn index in bis work, vol. 2. pp. 633-84, the
radic i approximately en o one, In Speiber's volume the matic s about three w
onc, Soo B Rateofl, 204,

See v Jew @id Centile i the Ancient Wordd (above, 0o 133, 32-38

%ee 5 Lisberman fabove, n 15), 5962,

Some have thought that tos claim w peecocioustcss s & commaonplace such as
we finl in Plutarch Othesows 6.4, Sofox 2, Themstocies 2.5, fHon 4 2, Almeancder
5.1, Fomudes 8 Cheern 23, Quinlus Coarus O fstery of Afesandor 1), Philosteatos
{Lyfe of Apaitonius of Teama 17110, Paeudu-Calbisthenes (Alcoandor Romanad,
Cunon {(Merratfones 44, where we find the example of Brangelos of Miletu s,
Apcilodurus (Bitftotheca 1.7.4, whore wie find the examples of Amplotecs and
Alarmnan the seo of Callbvkoc), 1 Enach 106, 11 (where Soah blesas God wdie
stll in the hands of o medwiled, Philo (D Vi Maric 1.3.20-24, 00E3-200 and
Tubilees (31-1Z, where Atoubam i3 depicted as a child prodigy]. See Charles 11
Talhert, "Prophecies of Fulue Greamess: The Canrnbuation of Greco-Boman
Biograplies 0 a0 Undorstanding of Tubke 1:5-4:15%" in 2be Liadne Liofmssan:
Staealiey o Craus Conprol of Fumar Seeats Presemled fo Lo If. Sbermgn. od
Jamuess Lo Crenstiee and Saomel Sandmel (Mews York, T8, 133, Similaly, the
Rabbis speak of the mecocicusncss of Moah, Abraham, Taac, Moses, Sanson,
Samued, and Ehial, See Clmcles Porrot *Les recies dlonfance dans Lo Haprada
anterienr: au e sidcle Je odne &0, Recherchay e sciemce refigfenne 53 (1907 )
81-518. Cf Luke 240, 3% where we arc told thao the chilel Josoas “gres and
became stenng, Filled with wisdony, and dee freor of God was upon him.. A
Jesus mereased in wisdom and o statone and o fvor with God and man”

See, vy, Chnstopher T Begg, foseglizas’ Acootrd of the Egrly DHrcded Mararchy
CAf 6 21T $20) Renndeing dhe Bitde {Leuven, 19930, especially pp. 2-5

It seems baedly convineing te say thal Joseplus s smply naon elliog the ooth, tha
he is caeeless, o thae ho depencls upon the mornoce of bis jeaders, knowing
howe difficalt it wookd Be for them i check wp on him, witl manwscrpts being
relatively scarce and with theve boing no indices. Aftor all, since the Arftguines
was writlen in Greck, it would appear lilkecly that remclers, some of wluoo wene
presummably Hellenized Jews, would have access 1o the Sopboagint. Moreover, il
we may judgs from Paewdi-Longinus” paraphrse of Gonesis 103 and LY-10 70w
the Subdiree 9.9), the Septuaging was sullcienty well knowm, at least e some
intellectoals, so that Paondo-longinus, presumably a non-Tew, does not have e
hother 4o identaly the *lawegiver of the Jews " [0 s clear, mweeaver, frome the high
praise that Puewde-Longinus gives o the Bible that be wis aoguatniedd with moch
more Joom the Biple than this passagee alone, Apparendy, tis kind of program-
mualic stalement. a5 wo sco i owher histordans of the e (e Monvsios of
Hahcarnassos, Thepelicder 5 and A), i menced mersly to assurc the reader 1hat
the: hastorian bas dooe his research hemestly, As o the claages which Joseplns
Tias mmade o the narrative pocions of the Bible, porhaps what he mcans when be
suws that has sct forth the previse detadls of the Seriphoncs is that he has no meodi-
fied the Jewish radition generally, =hich inchded the omal tradition s latec
embodied i the micrashim,
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see Hios Hiboer, “Mew Testament, ©7T Cuotations in te,” drcbor Sibde Micton
ary, Yol 4 19920 1001104,

This is 1the teanslation nf Lifr 12 by S Mason, Hlapius fosopbass or the Pharsees:
A Lompasition Critfced Stusly (Lenden, 19913, 34736,

1t is onwe that elsewhers, in suonmarizing the diflerences betoeesn the Tharisess
and the Sadducees (W 2. 16468, 4n0. 13.171-73, 15.12-17), Jrwicphos focuses on
the differences in thelr anitudes wwand Fate and free will and dees not spacify
that the main difference betwocn themn was an e guestion of the acceplance o
non-aceeplance of the Gral Toadition. though this is implied fdnr 18160 o the
stateinent L the Sadducees shserve only the laws of the ‘Torah. The explunation
perliups for this cmission is that Josephus s arkiessing his nm-jewish Greck
audience, who, thinking in terms of e paalle] Greek phllosophical sechonls, dwe
Epicurcans and the: Stoecs, focused thelr amention on the amitude wweacd free will
and doweoninism. As to e reasnn why Josephi docs uention the difference in
the atitucles toward the Oral Torah i recuunting the eilent in conmmection itk
Jeohey Llyecanus (dad. 132070 (he explanation wonld seem o he thar io Quan case i
Is precisely the oral wradition that led the Pharisess 10 prosent de view, whicly so
angered Jobn Llyresnus chat be shifiod eligious allegisnce, dun the penalty fur
stander was stripes and chams

Sn also Philu, £ Vg Mogls 2.26.205 and Lhe cpecialtbus Lepilues 1.7,52, hasephus
himself {Ag. Ap 2.237) gves the same teason For this telerance, namely, out of
reverence o the wony wond “Cod, 7

o B Marews Dliaki, Flasies fesgabee wend die Hafue b (Tierhin, 185830, 27, n. 36,

Cited by David Goldenberg, The Healakfad i fosephns and in Tonnaitic
Litereerury A Comperalivg Sty (unpohlished dissertion, Dnupesis 1Inversity,
L,

C. g Fernard Bevel, "Some And-Toaditiongl Laws of Josephus,” fewish Quartordy
Aoerden 14 {1923-240. 203301,

- See Steven Riskan, “The Halakluh in Tosephos as Refloened Apatrst Aptow ancl

The Life funpulbilislet master's thesis, Yoshiva Universioy, 19700

sec Haim Colin, “Yosches Flavius ke-Historion shel Dine Onshing” Ha Cadoersited
THT (19730 28-%6

Soe, ©op, the extremely wdluential thetorician apafionius. Molon, whe i the firs
centary BOE. (afr Joseplues, Ag. 45, 2.238), condeinned the Tews [or refesing
Admission L persons with other preconceived ideas abour God and for decliniog
1o ssociale with those b have clisen Ha Edl:lp'[ a difforent owede of Tife  Fyvery
the historian Hecareuws of Abders, writing ahour e yoear 300 B.CLL {a, Diodurus
43,40, whr weas, vithe whabe, very woll disposed womeard the Jews, characterioesd
the Jewish made of life a5 somewhal unsocial (gparatropon, Sinhuman™ and hos-
ole o frrcigners {risoxeond. This alleged hemtility to nou-ews reached the print
of a bload Wbl ciecalated by Apion o e Bl contary (e, Joscphus, Ag. Ay 3,89
1023 ehat when Antiachu Epiphanss eoteeed the Teanple in the sevomd conmry
B.CE. he was hailed wath yroat reiiel Ly 2 Greck wlo wold hinn Tow he had been
kidoapgmed anck shut up in the Terople, where he was held incommunicado and
was Lallened wp onomost lavish feasts. The Gieek 5 maid o bave soon discoversd
thae this was 2 pactice frlloreed by the Tews each year, aod thar it would culmi-
nale in his being sacrificod inoeconrdance with thoic customary ririal, afier wehich
the: Jowes would pertake of O Acsh of the sacrificial victin amd Swear an carth ol
hostiling tw the Grocks. Daomoeritus Gap. socda, “Trmokritos”}, a lustorian in the Gest
cehtury CE., similady refors to the sacrifice by Qe Jews of o slrarger (ion specifi-
cally a Greekd He says that the sacrifios oocureed wvery seventh yoar awd adds that
th Fewes msced o kill their vietion by cacding bis flesl i small picoes.

SOC My fowe e (RRtie fre e Anclens World labove, n. 13}, ZBR-247.

See the discussion i my frscpbos wad Modom Sehalgrsing (1937-1980) {lerlin,
1984 ), d-44,

Goldenbeeg (alsove, 0. 28), 61-64, citcs widrashic cvidence 1hat execwed crimials
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were delibesately Lefi unbaried fur specific peiods of fime fo EXOIEY rurposes.
Kaufmann Kuliler, "The Halakhik Portions m Jusephus Antguities IV, 8, 543"
ir his Sfrelies, Adelresses, and Personal Fapers (Now York, 1051 ), 74,

Yigarel Vadin, od., The temple Scrall, Yol 1 Ccrusalem, ToNS) (Z, 0294, 503,

Louis Guvelery, Fhe Tegords of the feres. Yol & {Philadclphia, 1925 312 5 30,
David Adustider, “Chy the Classificndon of Judaic Laws w the Antiquities of Jiase-
plias andd the Tempbe Soroll of Qunean,” Assecigrion Sur jewizh Studies Rerdon 78
CI9HE-H30- 1-14.

The: parallels are particulacly swiking betwern the preface to the Antiguities (ol
Philo, L Opificio Mundt 1-5, and Josephus, Ans 1,21, on e estian as oe why
the: Trirah beging with creation rader than with 3 statement of due laws): the des
criptian of Abralam's amack the Assyrians (Philo, e Afvabamo 10,2233, Jose-
phws, A 1177 the interpretation of the name Ahel (Phiko, e ATfprasions Aliree-
Bamd 13.74; Inscpls, And. 152 and the inlerpretaton of the name Isbmacl
LPhilen, £ Mytatione Nommpm 37 2005 Jusephus, Anr 1,790, The sumnilarily in
imterpreration of wanes may, however, be due to mual depoodence UpIn cnn-
mastica, such as have boen found on papya o Egypr Sce D Bukeah (above, 1.
13}, 70.82.

i the wlnde gquestion of Josephus dependerce upon Philo, see my_fosgphiag and
Modorn ebolfarihinn (above, oo 54, 410-18; Stour 1. Robortson, ~The Acoount 4l
the Ancient lsrelite Tabemacle and First Priesthond o the Seweishy Antignttics of
Flavius Josephus™ Cunpullisliod dissemation, Amenberg Research Tngtiogte, 19910
AHT-HL

semucl Belkin, il cord the Onal Lot The Phitonic Initerpretanion of Mildiced Fan
far Refanion fa Ibe Pulestinian Halzhal (Cambridge, Mass, 19400, 22 23, aller come-
pating the: daws dascussed by Mhiln witly the same laws as Tound in due works of
Jusephus, cancludes: -Cn whole, T believe that Phila, the Alexandrian, Ko meore
dheat Palcstingan law dan Joscphus, e Judean” and Qs dlempite the Tacl thad
Fhilo docs not mdicale that he was thoroughby versed in Jewish tadinons, whens-
as joscphus boasts that he was As an example where Philo showes o koowleclge
of Halakhaly ot is superiar e thar of Jowicphus, he ciles Joscphus’ emoes (dre,
32024273} moexpounding the laws conceming the fubilee, namety in siating
thae debis ace cancelled and dvar o slave soman aod her childeen g Trees, bug
Philo may wepresent the theeretical law and Josepbus may ropresent the acna
practice when the law was in effed. A5 to due latler case, whether the phrass
wadbe, alw free” refers wooa wilt soguired prioe wo- slavery o f9 e liberation of a
wibe acquired while he was a slave is vnclear. Kobert ¥, Gallant, “Jusephus’ Fxpo
siions of Uiblical 1am Ao Internal Anabysis” {unpulilished dissertation, Yale T
wersily, 19HH) 248, stggests thal Joscphus may lave bocn deliberalely vagec o
ander 1 allow for the possibility of intcepretige lis oveesimplifed slatement oo oa
roanner cnnsistenr wall the compeeyitaes of the Diblical wext

Vo Cerher, SCivil Brendage in Jeweisl aod Boman Lawe” in fowis Crinzbern fubifee
Vidleme om the Gocesivm of His Soumnieth Bithelgy (New York, 1945), 11930
Bornand 5. Jackson, oy in fouted and Comparatioe Fegal Hivory (Leiden, 147350,
At Hemeich Weyl, e fodischon Strafpesorze bot Fleninn fosgbus in dhrem
Vordrdlrats zee Scbrift undd Flalacke (8 siver Emifeittong: Flavineg fosephius Gher die
Hdiseben Cieichishdfe wnd Rickte) (Balin, 19000, On the question as to wletler
Joscplws kuew cnmgh Latin b be abde o follow decussions of Roman lnwe, see
Neney 5L 1 Thackeray, fosepbues the Man and the Mistoram (New York, 1925,
T19-20; Diaved Dkabe, ~Threwr Logal Motes on Insephus sl His Sofreoder. o
Duartery Reaviere W3 (19770 190-94; and my _fosebbec amd Modern Sehodearship
Labwwee, 1o 340, Hab,

tichael Avi-Yonah, Sefental Arn in Roman Paletime (Rome, 19610, 235-27

5. Licberman Cabove, n 150, 136,

Willelm Hacher, Die Apgade die Tatten 2ol od., Vol i Ctrsshborg, 1905 ),
A7FHD.
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See LoPrijs (abovee, mo 10

See e comoents by Moshe [ Beroseein, "40Q252: From Be-Wrillen Bible o
Biblical Commentary,” fowrmal of feudsh Stdies 45 {1994 W11, Neverhcless,
Bernstein, po 1L n 38, i wary of secing o connection betescen Qurteane amd
ralilvinie: exegesis, sinoe he believes that the sirople-sense namne of e readings
makes such hypoeses ienoows. lul as the cxamples boegin o moliply wdth the
pubdication of previously unpulblished tragments, the likelihnod of 3 common -
Uition inwcreuses, especially where, g hero, the language is similar,

Long aga, Lowis Cineherg, “Haruch, spocalvpse of ™ Jfewsh Ercypclopedia, Vol, 2
(Moew orke, T2 555, argued that the author of Pesigtr Sabdali had Lelure him
a1 obd Hebsew pndrashe

Drevcaab Do, “fn Apeeovphon of Jeremdah from Caaee 4 CPQARP=40389 §G).°
in et Sueercen Texts el Studies: Procesdings of the Fiesr Moetiee of he
frirerratdioelet! Crpedrizentior i Quentvasr Stusfies, Paris 1992, ed. Geomge 1. Brooke
CLesicdenrs, 190040 15, 1920, 28-29

. Devorah Dimont and Jahn Stoogoedl, “The Merkabadl Yision in Secored Bzl

QA8 407 Revue de Qumvan 14 (100, 547,

» For the daee of Pseudu Plilo, see nosw 1 Jacobson {abowe, no 140 199-210,
CAZarmh ded Ross, Meor Eacyim (Mamuaa, 1373-75k Loopold Cohay, “An

Apocrypdal Waock Ascribed w Philo of Alewandria.” fersiss Onarorfy Retdete, .
10 (18%ar 3l4-3d: L Gdnebwerg (abews, no 381, Vals, 5-0; H. Jacobson Cabowve, Ta
14y and my Padepomenon o Bilical Angudtics of Phifo Ty MUK fames {(Mew
York, 19717, Taovifi-lac,

Abrraham Schalit, frans and od., Fosofies, Kadetondod ba-Yebrdim, Yol 1 {lorasa-
Lesrta, 1904, soxmix-xli.

- alnme Rappaport, Agadd wid Excpese Bed Flaedus fusepaboes (Wen, 19300, o,

Soeomy CPralcgomenon” (above, w533, Weiid-ixvi, and my “Fpilcgomeonon te
Vscuda-Tinilc's Liter Astiguita s Sitdicarens (LARD " Fuamel af Feudrh Shedtes 24
CLETA): 3 67, ] liawe noted thicy parallels betwcen Toscphus and Bseudo-Phite
Caleinder Zeoun, “LErwigungen Psewdo-Thilns Quellen vand Zew,” Jotrral for e
Staerfy of fdedtsan 11 1380k 4%, n. 43, has added another} thar me w Te found in
no oibier work Quan has come down toows nd Fiftcen cases where Josepbios is not
along meagresings with Fseudo-hilo: bot wehere both oy 1eflect commam radi-
ton. That, however, the relationship botrcon Joseplus and Psewdo-Philo is nor a
sicnple maller may be deduced e e Baet it 1 have noted thiny-sis instances
wlere they disagree.

- lar parallels betwecen Josepls and Asatic, see Moses Gaster, The dsafte. The

Swmarilan Bonk af the Secvals of Mases together with the Piernn or Samariian
Cipmsenizery e the Sararian Story of tbe Lyvatl of Moses (London, 1827), 65-79,
who has, howecver, strotehed die evadence

Christophor T. Bepy, “Llesekiah's Wness wnel Visit according o Jusephus, ™ Extecling
Biblfcos 3% (1905 366

Cl. wther ciativns in L Gingberg (above, 0 38, Yol #, 7Y, n 132 sceomy
“Juseplwas” Poreai of Jehedachin,”™ Proceedings uf the American Piiesoflical
Suctary 1391 (199350 27-30.

Eri: lacson, "4470 and e Anpelic Bebabilitation of Wing Zedekiab,® feud Sec
Fhiscrrerigs | (L0941 210 28,

5 Rappapoar tabove, n. 553, 1-71.

See oy venmews arbicles listed inJascpbius’ Poawat of fephihah,” in The fews m the
Hellerisric-Ruman Wordd: Sendivg fn Memiory of Mercbem Stern. od, Tsulal M.
Galei, Aharom Oppenhcimer, and Dhndel B Schwans (Jemisaleom, 19663, 087, o 3.
e my tlasephus’ Podrait of Jacels,”! fewish Qusoterly Besierr 70 (TSS90 130
33

Ser Moses [ladas, “Plaw in Bellenistc Fusion,” forimed! of e oy of Idess 19
CLO3ED: 3-V4 fderm, Hellonfsthc Cufture: Foiion and Diffusion (New Yok, 19500,
TI-HL
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3. Theodor Mommsen, “Caroclivg Tacites und Cluvios Rors " Hermes 4 {18700 320-

22, suggests that the source 15 e lest history of Clovivs Tutes; hut | have chak-
lenged this (see oy “The Sources of [oscphus Aatiguities, Tioak 19,7 fatomys 21
1962 320350,

artlr 1. Troge, Homer or Mases? Early Christian Tateprotations of the Histury of

Crpltre {Tubingen, 19800, 37, Hkewise suggests that it is weasemable o conchude

thar Joseplws had read |lesieel and had him inomind while “rranstsing” the pre-

bristesry o Clenesis imtg a0 Janguage intellipible Tor Tis Groek audicnee,

e Howard Jacobson, “fosephus on the Death of Masez” in Trig Ledtre: Foaps

aid Notes Presemted i fobn Piasert, od, HLY Jocelvn anel 4. Huan (Taverpoal,

14930 and, mere briefly, james O, Tabor, “Retrning 1 the Uiviain™ Joseplus

Portrayal of the Thsappoarances ol Buuch, Elijah, smd Maoscs, fourral of fiiblicad

Litergirere 108 {19867%: 225 Chaoswpber 1. Begg, “Joscphus's Poawavad ol the Dis-

appeadances o Enocli, Elijgh, and Moses: Some Observations,” foureed of Hiblicoa!

Lferatre [O0 (3900 GU2, argues that in the ond Joseplus negates the wholg

presston of Meses” disappesranes: with his closing aflinnation that in realine

Mepses diel nat “reurn o the divioit® bot simply died. This does nar, homeever,

chitract froen the point that, prior t this “corcecten,” Josephus has desceibed e

elisappoaranee of bMoses in terms closely povatlel w duse wed by Sophacles.

Sed: Howard Jacohson, The Exagoge of Evekfel (Cambridge, 19483}, 37-358,

. Joscph Wieneke, “Ezechielis Judaer Puewae Alexandrini Fabulac Quae Inscellaiur

Exagoge Fragmema” {onpubbished dissertanion, Monster, 194312 and Peler .

Fraser. Frofemeic Afevandria, Yol 1 Oford, 1972,

Lo Josephus' indebtedness wo Herodotus, see also Demmbard Urine, Flawds

Josepbus undd sefre Schriftes in ibrem Verbdiinds zom fucleniuime, zor griechisch-

romischen Welt nnd zum Christentume wmft pricchlscher Worthonkordnnz zum

Megeerr Testomente prod 1 Clenensbrigfe mebst Sach- und Namer- Verzeichnis,

Arbung: Inhalt nelnr Sechreginer zn “fosepbns der Geschichisschraiber”

[Cititeesloh, 19157, 16d-08, who gives o st of 63 words fom Buook T of Herodotos

which are distinctive: with him and which appea m Jusepbus, From the other

books of Heradotns he cowors aver 1100 expressions which are vsed by Jose-
phus. For firther parallels. see also Guilelows Schroidt, “De Flavii [osephi Blo-

curiane Ohsorvationcs Criticae” falreddcber fir classivebe Philologie, Sappl 20

(Leipzig, 189490 909-100 Sver Bk, Merodfolistieon in der flidivehen Archénlagie des

Soseplos wnd thre fexikritisebe Sedewipng. Kunyl  Humonisiogg
Vererishapesamfunidel T Luad, dele Kegioe Societads Fumanionm Cfterarvim

Lupidensts, Wol, 2 (Lund, 1943-48), 27-62, 2%, especially pp. 389-44. Wo have al-

1eady jemmekend alaove diat 1he ploase gpd persor oo (T omothe throshold of old

age"}, which we cited [oon Lomer, appeacs also in Herodotos (300400 Tnall B

e, ane showld note bt Tere Elecodotus (1A actually says somcthing slightly

different Trom fosephos (Ard 1.223), for he spegkes of the blessing of Living 1o see

gringdchildren born 1o nnets snns, edqenns Toscphus speaks of the hope of seeinge
ane's son wnscathed,

Joscph Blenkinsopp, *Prophecy and Priesthood inn Josepluos,” foumed of fewib

Stedivg 25 {1074 230 62,

CSee von Anion Calwwe, 1. 40, 27071, Likewise, Hecale, before giving hinth to
Faris, drewmt Wial she bad given Lieh woa firebrand that consumed all of Troy,
an] corequently exposed the infaot, only e bave hin sockiod by 3 bear, fousd
by a shepherd, and eveonally rized W flfill the prophcoy CApoiodous 3125,
Hyginws, Fabulz 410 Again, an omacle foretold hat the senoof Danae, the deugh-
ter ol Koy Accisiog ol Ao, was desimed wr kill Acnisios, sehoreapon he shut her
up in an undetgrownd chamber, only e ke Zoos visic hoe and beget a0 chuld,
Terscs, who, indeed, Adfilted the prophecy (Apolladors 2.4.1; 11yginus, Fabuwle
a3,

730 Sarmecl 5 Krdtek, Medictag and Avgione in the Works of Flavtus fosspboes (Leiden,

18494), 196-00.
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Hans Toouner, Daterstichungen: dher fosgtbus (Mabag, 1690, 1-35: H, Thackery
Cabonee, mo 431, 110-14, Motzent L1, Shatt, Stedies i Ao (London, 19610, 83-
73 H. Thackeray, pp. 105-17, goos sa far as to post o - Thoaeydidean lack” whose
assistance o Jusephus is pasticularly eviden! in Kooks 17-19 of the Awmtiguitios, a5
well as an assistant steeped i the wors of Soplwcles for ool 13 and 16 of the
Auntigrtties. We may euestion this dweory for the following reasoos: (1) frmiephus’
sitement {Ag. Ap 150 that he wsed fellowe-workers lor the sake of the Grock
vecars in bis discussion of e composition of the War, where H. Thackeray, p.
1, iromdcally is forced toe admat that be cunnot plopomt the natsee @nd cetent of
their help, though, of cuurse, v may add, it 98 nol wocommon in antiguity oo
an autdwr W indicate 4 sourec where e employod none and e ful o ddicate i
whers b did use it (2} There are Suphodean and Thooydidean traces throaghou)
the Wier and the dstigettes, as Blclanan Stcin, Do Waorderdenze in her Bl
Suelaivien van Flagius fosepbus Camsterdam, 19370, has shown £33 The TCRETCC
of many of the: Sophoclean and Thueydidean pheases in dwe other Greek works of
thee poriod. ootably Dionesius of Halicamassus, as David | Ladoucenr, “Studies i
the Lanpuape and istoringraphy of Flavivs Josephos (unpublished dhssertation,
Brotwn University, 15770, hies proicted ot sluows that they characienee frl-centu-
iy Greck rutber than reflect the proclivities of 2 speciab assistant, (4) Me Tac that
Joseplwes wserl Strabe in Baoks 13153 slevws that thers is oot a shap dividing line,
as Thackeray contends, borreen [useplos' work onding o Book 14 and 1the assis-
tapt’s wowrk, commening m Bouk 1% 030 If Joscphus used an assistant far the
Antigreities, we wobld bave expected hine o ose coe for Agades apien, wluach
was cnmplced oot fong afervacds and which, by Mackeray's owenoadmissione,
shoewes: great literary skall, Tul for the weiting of which be posiuares o assistan,
T The Artfg tties veas writlen sfter Joseplog bad been in Bome for menty yeas,
TF bz hyad badd any comstact with the Jows of lome, it was, most prabablv, in Greek,
2 judpe feon the inscriptions of the Jewish catacombs from thar pediad. | lence,
fie b baedly the same noed for assistants for the Antigrttier as [or Qe War SMost
likely [rsephus himsclf seas at du ime making 2 special study of Thucydides, far
exanple, and hence the Thucvdidean plrasealogy, 5ee oy seview of Hoenry ST
Vhackeray, fosspbic the Man arod the Hivtorigs, 0 fouria! of the dmericas
Crienletl Sociery WY CI970: 545-94. (thers wha have coicized Thackeray's assis-
tant hypothesis are George € Richards. "The Composition of [nscphuos’
“Aanticpuitics.” " Cfegsfodl Chearierfy A3 C1935% 30401 Holerl 1H. Shutt, St s
ey (londan, 196L), 3035, S0-77; André Pelletier, Fusies fosiphe, Adapiatonr
ae ler fgttwe of Avistde. Divee roatcifun aifcisamie comilre a0 RBoime (Pariz, 196320, 251 i,
Tessa Wajnk, fosophas: Fhe Historiaw and Hite Soedely (Philadeiphiz. 1984), 62-63,
253-36. Por Bilde, Mawvzes fseihus bolitoen fenisalem and Bome iz Life, Hix
Works, aiid Their hupuricence (Shotficld, 198RY, 13234,

H. Thackeray {abiowve, 0. 430, 121

See M. 1adas fabiose:, m. &40

O Josephus” indcheedness o Blaws, se funher B Brdoe (alaove. n. T, 19495,

e the uamerous cxamples cited by B Brioe, 210-14.
e my "Abraham the Gieek Fhilesopher in Josepls,” Fransackions of e Arerr-
i Phifalomtcal Assoc feffoer W (1O68): [93-54,

o See TR Nolladay Gabove, 0 G, 930 To be sure. Joseplius (Agairst Apiore 1216

meniiong Hupolemuos in his discussion of Greck. gt ws, pugan, historigns who
wrole about [ewish atfairs. But Busehius, Histortg Eoelesiastiva 5,13 7, and Jerome,
ide Virds flhastribos 38, speal of him as a Jewish wethor, and [acoly Freudembal
Hellemistisehe Studies: Alexander Polyhistor waed die vost b orbaliensn Rosta
fiidische und soawgritanischer Gescldchiverke (Broslau, 15741, H2-130, has
argued; both onthe basis of 1lelraisnas in his oguage and of his reatment of
biblical hiswory, that e lved in Palestine. See also lien Zion Waclwolder.
Erpofemus: A Study of fudaeo-Creel Literature (Cinvinnati, 1974, 1 5, They nete:
his considerable knowledw: of and devotion o e Tempte by Jerosalem
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This is the titie piven Ly Cleonent of Alesandrip, Stromats 1.23.15% .4,

Cired by Chement of Alexandria, Stromrats, dhid

See Marting blenpel, fudaitm and Helleidsm, Stadier fn Their ERooNSEGE (0
Falesting dhering the Fadv Holfendstic Pertod | {Philadelphia, 19740, 216 47,

Sec Marmin Hengel, "Quimran und e Heblonismus © do Duemtrae. So fitd, sa
mhéolopre, ef son wilfens, el Marrhins Taeloor (Paria, 1978, 33472

- Moshe Weinfell The Orgasfzatipnal Patlorr and e Penwd Code of the Quwran

St A Comfarison with Cuilds and Kelfgicus Associgtions of-the flallewisiic-
Roman Pertod (Tribouey, 19800, Tas prosenteel 0 poin-Eyr-ponnt examination of the
crpanisanion of dus Qumran conwnioy and bns noted congruences with the niles
of seventeen religions associanions (dasad) and guilds of the Hellemmstic Boomn
world, notably those of Prelermaic Egypl ranging feom the thind cenury [LCE. 10
the sevond cenny CE.

. Martin tlengel, in callaboration sith Chrisrople Mackschies, $he ‘Hellerization ' of
Suedcee I the Fivr Crentery after Chetsr SLonclon, 19599, @5

. Aiesd by Dicgenes Eacrtins 241,

L Jormac, e Ve Shesreites 14

L See oy fossbbaes gad Mocler Scbodansbin {above, no 34 47780

. The conesprmdence belween Solomaon and Hiram and thein friendship aee alse

cated and discussed al length by Fupolemuos (g Fuschius, Pracpeesetto Bigelice
Ad.1-200.

o the grest valoe atachod o angigquing in ancicnt tioes see oy e and Serdile
in thy Aveceewrt Worlid Gibove, au 130 177200,



