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Abstract

Josephus may have looked like a loser. His nation had suffered profound military defeat
in AD 70. Throughout the empire, Jews experienced marginalization. Though Josephus had
legitimate reason to surrender his own views and conform to perspectives of the majority, he did
the opposite. In The Jewish War and The Antiquities of the Jews, he instead lays claim to victory
and recommends that others join him in his perspective on the world.

In The Conquered Conquers: The Art of Exile in Josephus, | present a framework which
seeks to account for such confidence on the part of Josephus. I demonstrate that Josephus’
literary approach mimics in significant fashion the approaches of Musonius, Dio Chrysostom,
and Favorinus. These three philhellenic philosophers were subjected to exile, yet they found
ways to retain their confidence. Though marginalized by the predominant powers of their day,
they expressed in writing specific perspectives which contributed to their sense of victory.
While Josephus was not a physical exile, the distinctiveness of his views positioned him as an
exile of thought. Like the philhellenic philosophers, Josephus also crafted his writing to lay
claim to victory in the midst of apparent defeat.

In arguing that Josephus was an exile of thought, | seek to characterize Jewish status in
the Roman Empire in the first century AD. | engage rather optimistic views of Jewish status as
presented by Eric Gruen, Martin Goodman, and Louis Feldman. | also consider the contrarian
view of Peter Schafer, who foregrounds the reality of anti-Judaism. | propose that seemingly
contradictory threads of evidence can find alignment when distinguished based on the societal
strata that produced them. After characterizing the positions of imperial administration, local
governments, and the general populace, | propose a consistent theme: there was an underlying
current of antipathy toward Judaism linked to the exclusivist nature of Jewish theology. This

current could lay low, but it also could erupt. An environment of risk was constant.



This environment of risk informs our understanding of Josephus. Though an exile of

thought in a world so different than he, Josephus humbly lays claim to victory.



Introduction
John Barclay, in a chapter entitled “The Empire Writes Back,” suggests a link between

“post-colonial theory” and Josephus.! Post-colonial theory, which initially proposes to explore
the lingering cultural effects of a colonizing power once that power has withdrawn, also grapples
more generally with the dynamic existing between dominant and subordinate peoples. Barclay,
positioning Rome as the dominant culture and Josephus’ Judaism as the subordinate one,
suggests that while Josephus may have addressed Rome in a respectful and even commendatory
fashion, subversion was lurking beneath.

As an example, Barclay describes how Josephus counters the argument by a Hellenized
Egyptian, Apion, that repeated Jewish defeat at the hands of other countries and their subsequent
subservience is evidence that Jewish culture is inferior. Josephus lists others that experienced
defeat but were not looked down upon as a consequence:

86 Baciréog Tovg én’ evoePeia Srafondévtag [Ov Eva Kpoicov], oioug éxpricavto

oLHPopPais Plov: €B v KatampnceOeicav Abnvaiov dkpomoiy, Tov év 'E@écm vaodv, Tov

&v Agh@oig, GALOVC HVpiovg, Kol 0VdElg dveidioey TadTa TOig Tadodotv, dAAL TOTC

dpdcactv.

| say nothing of such kings as have been famous for piety, particularly of one of them

whose name was Croesus, nor what calamities he met with in his life; | say nothing of the

citadel of Athens, of the temple at Ephesus, of that at Delphi, nor of ten thousand others
which have been burnt down, while nobody cast reproaches on those that were the
sufferers, but on those that were the actors therein.?

The final phrase, “. . . while nobody cast reproaches on those that were the sufferers, but
on those that were the actors therein,” is the text Barclay latches onto. Barclay’s position can be

paraphrased in this way: “Look, Josephus is subtly launching a barb at the Romans. In order to

insulate Jews from Apion’s reproach of their defeats, Josephus shows that being defeated is not

! Edmondson, Mason, and Rives, Flavius Josephus and Flavian Rome (2005) 316ff.
2 AA 2.131. This and all subsequent quotations from Josephus, unless otherwise indicated, come from Whiston’s
translation of The Works of Josephus (rev. 1987).



always evidence of inferiority. Sometimes people look down on the victors. Apion is rebutted.
But perhaps there is something more going on as well. Josephus may be subtly assaulting those
who destroyed the temple in Jerusalem. The Jews had suffered defeat, but it was the Romans
who were the victors, those who ‘acted,” and Josephus has said that reproach should be cast on
those who did the deed. Perhaps Josephus is generally deferential, but here he has taken a sort of
revenge. He continues to represent the Jews as subservient, but he has also shown himself to be
in the right. Deniability is maintained, yet Josephus has scored a hit on the Roman eagle.”

Barclay acknowledges that this argument is a bit tenuous. There is no incontrovertible
indication that Josephus was contemplating all the potential implications Barclay highlights.
One could propose that Josephus was simply trying to show the fallacy of Apion’s argument, not
intending there to be a second conquest, that of Rome, via his rebuttal. Nevertheless, Barclay
shows a door to be open. He feels justified in seeking indication that Josephus believed the Jews
had not truly been made subservient. Perhaps their victory was only a moral one, but it could
still be a victory.

It is this sense, that Josephus in some way viewed himself as being on the winning side
even after profound setback, which drives this project. In The Conquered Conquers: The Art of
Exile in Josephus, | present a framework which can, at least in part, account for such confidence.
I demonstrate that Josephus’ literary approach mimics in significant fashion the approach
employed by three philhellenic philosophers exiled by Roman emperors at the end of the first
century AD and at the beginning of the second. As those philosophers retained their sense of
superiority and a confidence that they were “in the right” in spite of their circumstances, so
Josephus could proceed with optimism in a world where his people were subject to denigration

both covertly and overtly.



To associate Josephus with such exiled philosophers, | argue first that tension did exist
between a Jew like Josephus and the world that surrounded him. So, the first part of this project
will focus in detail on the status of Jews in the Roman Empire during the imperial period.

In chapter 1 (“Jewish Status: Perspectives on the Problem”), | will engage the different
perspectives that four prominent scholars offer on the question of Jewish status during the
imperial period. Three of the scholars offer a rather optimistic view of Judaism in the Roman
period. One scholar represents a pessimistic point of view.

Erich Gruen offers a thorough and forceful jumping off point for this discussion. He
engages a significant number of fundamental issues, arguing strongly for an optimistic view of
Judaism in the imperial period. His approaches include recontextualizing negative events in an
effort to support a positive perspective, as well as challenging the truthfulness of the historical
record in order to inoculate an optimistic position against evidence to the contrary. | will engage
Gruen with respect to some of his factual claims. | will propose that some of his argumentation
may seem unnecessarily compelling because of the employment of false choices. Nevertheless,
in the end Gruen remains a forceful proponent of the optimistic view.

Martin Goodman maintains a similarly optimistic view. He proposes that while the
outward customs of Judaism were certainly distinctive, there was no behavior on the part of Jews
that would authentically threaten their neighbors. He feels that the distinctiveness of Jewish
theology was in no way foregrounded. In particular, he contends that conversions were not an
objective of Jews, and so pagans would have little opportunity to feel confronted by Judaism.

The final proponent of optimism to be considered is Louis Feldman. While he is much
more open to acknowledging that there were in fact negatives which Jews faced, he nevertheless

argues for an optimistic view of Judaism in the imperial period. He does this, essentially, based



on a single proposed observation. He claims that there were an extraordinary number of
conversions to Judaism. Whatever negatives there may have been, then, they obviously paled in
comparison to the evident attractiveness of the Jewish religion. Different currents of data on
Jewish status may exist. But in the end, if people continued to find Judaism attractive, life could
not have been all that bad for a Jew.

While Gruen, Goodman and Feldman promote an optimistic view of Jewish status in the
Roman Empire, Peter Schafer suggests the opposite. He does not deny the presence of positives
when considering life for Jews in the first century AD, but he makes clear that the negatives
cannot be dismissed as inconsequential. He foregrounds evidence highlighting the pagan
perspective that Jews hated non-Jews. He notes the presumption, as inaccurate as it may have
been, that the distinctiveness of Jewish religion was evidence that Jews looked down on others.
He also highlights the consequence of this perception: enemies responded to perceived hate with
actual hate, a despising of Jews by non-Jews. In making the case for a more pessimistic view of
Jewish status, Schéfer also seeks to identify the ultimate cause — who is to blame.

With regard to all of the optimistic and pessimistic views, | offer initial analysis and
reaction. When | have evaluated all the perspectives, | engage in subsequent chapters the
dilemma created when a similar body of evidence results in disparate interpretations, proposing a
resolution to what may appear to be incompatible views. In particular, I suggest that the various
pieces of evidence, which admittedly can appear to fall into either an optimistic or pessimistic
camp, in fact can be tied together by a particular thread: while there could be times when Jews
avoided negativity, nevertheless there was a persistent undercurrent of antipathy toward Jews
brought about by a sense on the part of some that a Jew’s maintenance of distinctive practices

and convictions was an unspoken yet clear rejection of the practices and beliefs of the pagans.



To lay the groundwork for this contention, in chapter 2 (“Jewish Status: Classifying
Ancient Views”) | consider a key feature which contributes to the seemingly incompatible
optimistic and pessimistic strands of evidence existing with regard to Jewish status in the empire.
The complicating reality is that there were multiple relevant entities each with a distinct, and
sometimes malleable, view of Judaism — imperial administration, local governments, and the
common people. Making the reality even more complex, fascinating family relationships
between Jews and influential members of the imperial family had the potential to favorably
impact imperial policy toward Jews. | examine in some detail the nature of these social
relationships and then move on to define with greater precision how the perspectives of
government entities could vary depending on the nature of that institution — imperial or local. |
also demonstrate how the perspectives of government could vary significantly from the attitudes
of the local populace. Ultimately, categorizing opinions toward Judaism based on the source of
those opinions can help bring order to an otherwise confusing collection of evidence.

Once | have characterized the various constituencies, in chapter 3 (“Jewish Status: A
Source of Antipathy”) | propose and then evaluate in detail a likely source for the antipathy
present within particular constituencies of the empire. The exclusivist nature of Jewish theology
proves a key factor in how individuals responded to Judaism. Josephus himself appears eager to
present such a concept with a tone of moderation. Careful analysis of various passages of
Josephus demonstrates that he could be careful and circumspect. At the same time, even in
Josephus the underlying reality of Jewish exclusivism remained intact. But did pagans perceive
this theological exclusivism? While there is no question that outward Jewish customs attracted
attention among outsiders, there is also clear evidence that underlying convictions were known to

those around them. | argue that this exclusivist theology could be perceived by outsiders as



threatening. Consideration is then given to assigning blame for this threat — is Jewish
theology/philosophy responsible, or can blame properly be assigned elsewhere? In the end, the
resulting tension created a sense of risk for those who sincerely embraced the Jewish perspective.

Josephus, as a Jew, operated in this environment where Jews stood out, separate in
significant ways from the society which surrounded. How did the the reality of being distinct
because of his convictions impact his literary approach? | propose that the circumstances of
three exiled philhellenic philosophers offer a template through which the writings of Josephus
can profitably be read. In chapter 4 (“An Exilic Path to Follow”) | explore the lives and ideas of
Musonius Rufus, Dio Chrysostom, and Favorinus, philosophers who were separated from their
homeland by Nero, Vespasian, Domitian, and Hadrian. In their exile, each of these men took a
philosophical stand which laid claim to victory in the face of apparent defeat.

While having much in common, each of these exiles also offered unique points of
emphasis. Musonius emphasized positives in the face of negatives, demonstrated a Stoic-like
acceptance of his circumstances, and affirmed that to be viewed as “in the wrong” does not
inevitably mean that one is “in the wrong.” Dio Chrysostom emphasized the role of the divine in
controlling the broader circumstances of life. He also claimed that the divine was a source of
help to someone like himself when facing a challenge. Favorinus is unique in that he explicitly
pointed fellow exiles to the hope of an eternal reward. Life can be hard here, but one can expect
something far better in the future.

Chapter 5 (“Josephus Follows the Path to Victory”), then, seeks to demonstrate how
Josephus’ own pathway parallels in so many ways the pathways charted by Musonius, Dio and
Favorinus. As they were physical exiles, so Josephus was an exile of thought insofar as he

embraced a theological system different from the perspectives of those around him. Yet he, in



essence, invites those on the “inside” to join him on the “outside.” He wrote what he did so that
readers might learn lessons about the way God interacts with the world. He described the proper
path toward blessing, and he invited those who read to apply their minds to God.® He laid claim
to a worldview that he believed others ought to follow. Arrogant? Delusional? Some might see
it that way. But not Josephus. Josephus was calmly employing an approach also used by other
philosophers, claiming victory in the midst of apparent defeat.

To make this case, specific comparisons will be made with the emphases of each of the
three Greek philosophers. Josephus, like Musonius, exemplified confidence in the face of the
implication that he was in the wrong, employed a Stoic-like acceptance of the circumstances as
they were, and emphasized positives in the face of negatives. Josephus, like Dio, spoke of the
dominant role of divine providence in controlling history and then highlighted his confidence
that the divine was his personal helper amidst the challenges of life. Josephus, like Favorinus,
focused on the expectation of an eternal reward. Josephus confessed that death would not be his
end; rather, he had an immortal soul and himself would come to physical life again with a perfect
body. This belief in resurrection is reinforced by his association with the Pharisees, a Jewish sect
which confessed this same confidence regarding post-death existence. In the end, Josephus
believed that everything physical could turn out badly, yet his victorious future would overcome
any sense of loss.

It is this theological/philosophical sense of victory, then, which closes the circle with the
Greek philosophers. As they could exist in exile with confidence that they were in no way lesser
men because of an unjust imperial act, so Josephus could proceed in the face of defeat and

subjugation with an optimism that transcended outward circumstance. He was convinced that he

3 Ant 1.14-15.



was on the right side of history, a committed follower of the God of Israel. Josephus’ God
controlled the present, and Josephus looked forward to a joy-filled future. His art — the art of an
exile —was his capacity in writing to lay claim to such victory in the face of apparent defeat.
Josephus did this, just as Musonius and Dio and Favorinus did. In the end, Josephus also

conquered.



CHAPTER 1 - Jewish Status: Perspectives on the Problem

Josephus was a Jew. This ethnic and theological/philosophical heritage was not
incidental to Josephus’ view of the world nor to his place in that world. While an individual, he
could never fully separate — nor would he have wanted to — his individual existence from the
history and culture of his people. To better understand how Josephus viewed himself relative to
his Greco-Roman audience, then, it becomes important not only to understand Josephus as an
individual, but also to understand the social status of Jews more generally during that period of
history.

Characterizing Jewish social status is problematic on many levels. While evidence is
abundant, a great many details are unavailable. While details are known about specific settings
and locations, it is challenging to determine the degree to which such evidence can be
generalized for the depicting of Jewish status across the empire. Evidence can seem
contradictory at times, and it is difficult to know which types of evidence are most important.

These potential challenges for characterizing Jewish social status in the first century AD
may account for the variance one finds as scholars attempt to address the issue. To get a handle
on the debate and to begin setting the stage for my own conclusions, the views of four
individuals will be presented and evaluated in some detail. The first three scholars represent, as
a group, a more optimistic view of Judaism during the imperial period. Erich Gruen (2004)
seems most categorical in this regard, actively recharacterizing potentially negative events so as
to maintain a positive characterization of Jewish social standing in the first century. Martin
Goodman (1994 & 2007) seems more ready to acknowledge negatives, but he employs strategies
to marginalize their importance. Louis Feldman (1993) ultimately arrives at a destination similar

to that of Gruen and Goodman, but he does it while fully acknowledging that so many negatives
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existed. He seeks to overcome those negatives by making a factual argument based on
demographics.

As these three scholars present a decidedly optimistic view of Judaism in the first
century, Peter Schafer (1997) offers an alternative view. He highlights the authentic hatred faced
by Jews, arguing that antipathy was real and Jews were its targets, and he ultimately arrives at a
much more pessimistic perspective on the status of Jews amidst their pagan counterparts.

As the positions of each of these four scholars are presented, | will offer periodic initial
analysis of their positions. Overall, I will seek to demonstrate that argumentation offered to
support a more optimistic view can legitimately be challenged. The corrective which Peter
Schéfer offers, on the other hand, would seem well supported and helpful in characterizing

Jewish status more generally.

Gruen’s Optimism
Erich Gruen recognizes that many events in the early empire might lead one to conclude

that Jews were a persecuted people. While he does not deny that bad things happened to Jews,
he works energetically to contextualize those events so as to suggest that life for Jews was not as

oppressive as some might make it out to be.

One way Gruen seeks to do this is by presenting Jews as little different from any other
group of people. When they did suffer harsh treatment, Gruen suggests, it was not due to some
sort of deep-seated anti-Jewish feeling. Rather, a sequencing of very understandable historical
occurrences led — in a rather dispassionate way — to the ultimate maltreatment of Jews. Writing
specifically about the widespread execution of Jews in areas surrounding Palestine soon after the

onset of the Jewish insurrection in AD 66, he opines:
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To be sure, outbreak of the insurrection brought reprisal outside the homeland.
Inhabitants of cities in the vicinity of Judea made haste to exhibit loyalty to Roman
power by turning upon Jews who dwelt in their midst and whose retaliation escalated the
violence. Large numbers fell in towns and villages of Galilee, Syria, Phoenicia, and
across the Jordan. The riots soon spread to Alexandria, and eventually to Antioch. But
pragmatic and cynical considerations prevailed. Alexandrians, Antiochenes, and others
were eager to distinguish themselves sharply from the Jews in their cities, in order to
avoid the potential wrath of Rome. . .. It will be prudent not to read that fierce
dissension and impairment back into the centuries that preceded the loss of the temple.

Very different circumstances held in that era for the life of diaspora Jews. It merits close

examination in its own terms.!

While willing to grant that Jews suffered, Gruen suggests that persecution was primarily a
consequence of specific historical incidents rather than any long-standing antipathy toward the
Jews as a race.

While Gruen does not offer in-depth analysis of the various escalations which followed
the outbreak of the Jewish revolt, one can certainly identify details of these events which would
seem to make Gruen’s case, that external events and behaviors were key triggers rather than a
simple innate anti-Judaism. In one of these incidents, Tiberius Alexander, the governor of the
city of Alexandria, sent more than two Roman legions into the Jewish quarter of the city to kill
and plunder without restraint.2 While Josephus reports that there had been constant conflict
between the Jews and Greeks, he also acknowledges that one of the sparks for a violent Roman
response was an unreasonable ignoring of the governor’s plea. After a potentially explosive
incident, Tiberius Alexander restrained his military and instead sent emissaries to some of the
Jewish leaders, begging the Jews to keep the peace. A group of seditious revolutionaries

ridiculed this effort at reconciliation. It was only when the governor recognized that some

among the Jews would insist on refusing peace that his military rampage was unleashed. A

1 Gruen (2004) 6-7.
2 JW 2.488-498.
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massacre resulted, but the complexity of events which preceded could suggest that more was
going on than simple blind anti-Semitic rage.

There is another incident which could be read as supporting Gruen’s contention that
persecution against Jews was the consequence of specific historical incidents rather than long-
standing antipathy. Josephus describes an occurrence in Antioch soon after conflict in Jerusalem
launched the war between the Jews and Romans: “But about this time when the present war
began, and Vespasian was newly sailed to Syria, and all men had taken up a great hatred against
the Jews . ..” (kaB’ 0v 8¢ kapOV O TOAENLOG AVAKEKNPVKTO, VEMGTL O €l TNV Zupiav
OVEGTOGLOVOC KOTOTETAEVKEL, TO 08 koo TV Tovdaimv mopd miow fixpale picog).® Notice the
imagery in the final phrase of the citation. A literal rendering would read, “The hatred against
the Jews was blooming (fjxuale) with everyone.” This image of “blooming” speaks of
something that was new. If one were seeking out support for Gruen’s perspective, one might
read this as opening a door to the possibility that there was no previous long-standing hatred
against Jews in Antioch. It was contemporaneous historical incidents which caused this anger to
blossom. Yes, Antiochenes did hate Jews now, but prior to this, there was no such anger. Of
course, one might propose an alternative understanding of “blossom,” that the image implies a
pre-existent “bud” representing precursors to the eventual violent outbreak of anger. But if one
views the picture of “blossoming” as focalizing simply on the fact that this anger was new, the
door remains open to Gruen’s perspective.

Another detail of this Antioch incident highlights unique historical circumstances that led
to the persecution of Jews. As Josephus’ recounting proceeds, he explains that the son of the

governor of the Jews in Antioch accused his own father before a great crowd in a theater. This

3 JW 7.46-47.
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son claimed that his father and others had decided to burn down the entire city of Antioch in a
single night. This Jewish son inflamed the passions of the Greeks, and the Greeks savagely
slaughtered many of the Jews. From Gruen’s perspective, one could emphasize that it was
treachery on the part of one Jew — perhaps exaggerating the danger for his own personal benefit
— which produced the violent reaction which ensued. Again, this event might suggest that there
is something more going on here than simple blind anti-Semitic rage.

While one can read this particular incident in Antioch charitably with regard to Gruen’s
position, and while one can also see how the previously referenced incidents in Alexandria and
in the areas surrounding Palestine might also seem to support Gruen’s perspective, such analysis
is not the only possible interpretation of these incidents. While acknowledging that there were
external triggers which may have had little to do with Jewish ethnicity and yet inspired acts of
persecution against them, a good body of evidence suggests that one dare not be too optimistic
about the general status of Jews in the Roman Empire in the century preceding and the century
following the rise of Augustus.

In the events cited above, one must explore what positioned Jewish people as so
noticeably distinct in the Alexandrian milieu. One must ask what made the relationship between
Jews and non-Jews so flammable that a single misstep could spark tragedy. While
acknowledging that an attack by Jews on Romans elsewhere could make the non-Jewish
population in Antioch nervous, the fact that hatred “bloomed” could indicate that there was a
preexistent bud on the metaphorical flower, a bud poised to burst. Perhaps there was an
underlying current of distrust or discomfort in the hearts of Greeks. Though a son’s treachery
played a notable role, that does not mean there was no preexistent deeply held antipathy against

Jews. While one can appreciate Gruen’s eagerness not to overgeneralize attitudes toward
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Judaism with regard to the large-scale slaughter of Jews in areas that surrounded Palestine after
the Jewish revolt began, at the same time antipathy was so broad-based and seemingly
spontaneous that one would dismiss with hesitance the suggestion that tension had been of long-
standing.

In fact, a significant body of evidence leads one to envision an environment where Jews
could thrive and yet remain at perpetual risk. One could make the case that there was a
pervasive, though at times admittedly stereotypical, view of Jews that was not all positive.
Josephus offers multiple characterizations which are markedly negative. He speaks of
“reproaches that are laid against us by those who bear ill will to us” (taig Vo dvopeveiog Vrd
VoV sipnuévaig tpocéyovag Pracenuiong);* “they are in a bad reputation among their
neighbors” (ak®d¢ dcovovteg DO TdV doTvyeltdvmv);® a critique by Apion who says, “if the
Jews (says he) be citizens of Alexandria, why do they not worship the same gods with the
Alexandrians” (si sunt ciues, eosdem deos quos Alexandrini non colunt);® a description of the
motivation of Arabians and Syrians as they joined the Romans against the Jews, that they did this
“out of their hatred to the Jews” (¢ ©pog Tovdaiovg picet);’ a characterizing of historians’
motives, that they would write certain things “out of hatred towards the Jews” (picgt @ mpog
Tovdaiovg).2 Then, consider a papyrus letter dated to the first half of the first century BC. While
much of the letter is indecipherable, and consequently the context is elusive, one phrase near the
end is clear: “You know that they loathe the Jews. Greet . ..” (0idac yop H11 Bdeddo<c>ovtar

Tovdaiovg. domélov . . .).°

“AA L2,

> AA 1.191 (or 192).

6 AA 2.65. A lengthy lacuna exists in all extant Greek manuscripts for Against Apion 52-113. This Latin text comes
from a manuscript ordered by Cassiodorus, the minister of Theodoric [Thackeray (1926) xviii].

" JW 5.556.

8Jw1.2.

® Tcherikover et al., Vol. 1 (1957) no. 141.
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Gruen works hard to suggest that Jewish uniqueness need not be viewed as the magnet
for anti-Jewish behavior, instead suggesting that other historical factors played the significant
roles. But that is not the only strategy Gruen employs to counter what might seem to be explicit
and undeniable references to an underlying attitude of antipathy directed against Jews. There are
occasions where Gruen might be viewed as misdirecting analysis, offering extreme options as
potential interpretations of an event with the result that all offered choices are ultimately
unsatisfactory. In the end, to avoid one clearly wrong extreme option, the evaluator can feel
compelled to select an equally unsatisfactory extreme option, one that happens to be more in line
with Gruen’s generally optimistic view. Two incidents serve to highlight this particular
approach by Gruen. Cicero’s defense of Flaccus will offer an initial sample of this persuasive
technique. Gruen’s analysis of Tiberius’ expulsion of Jews from Rome in AD 19 will provide a
second case study.

When examining Cicero’s defense of Flaccus, who had instituted a ban on the export of
gold from Asia which then prevented diaspora Jews from sending offerings to the Jerusalem
temple, Gruen asks, “Does he represent a virulent form of anti-Semitism, an example of Roman
hostility to that religion and its practitioners?”? It is true, Gruen agrees, that Cicero employed
rather harsh language against the Jews. He called their religion “a barbarous superstition”
(barbara superstitio).!! He spoke negatively of Judaism’s status both before and after the
capitulation of Jerusalem to Pompey in 63 BC:

stantibus Hierosolymis pacatisque ludaeis tamen istorum religio sacrorum a splendore
huius imperi, gravitate nominis nostri, maiorum institutis abhorrebat; nunc vero hoc

10 Gruen (2004) 20.
11 Pro Flacco 67, trans. by Yonge.
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magis, quod illa gens quid de nostro imperio sentiret ostendit armis; quam cara dis
immortalibus esset docuit, quod est victa, quod elocata, quod serva facta.

While Jerusalem was flourishing, and while the Jews were in a peaceful state, still the
religious ceremonies and observances of that people were very much at variance with the
splendour of this empire and the dignity of our name and the institutions of our ancestors.
And they are the more odious to us now because that nation has shown by arms what
were its feelings towards our supremacy. How dear it was to the immortal gods is proved
by its having been defeated, by its revenues having been farmed out to our contractors, by
its being reduced to a state of subjection.!2

But, observes Gruen, Cicero also critiques groups other than Jews. He accuses Greeks of
being liars:

verum tamen hoc dico de toto genere Graecorum: tribuo illis litteras, do multarum artium
disciplinam, non adimo sermonis leporem, ingeniorum acumen, dicendi copiam, denique
etiam, si qua sibi alia sumunt, non repugno; testimoniorum religionem et fidem numquam
ista natio coluit, totiusque huiusce rei quae sit vis, quae auctoritas, quod pondus, ignorant.

But | say this of the whole race of Greeks; I allow them learning, | allow them a
knowledge of many arts; | do not deny them wit in conversation, acuteness of talents, and
fluency in speaking; even if they claim praise for other sorts of ability, | will not make
any objection; but a scrupulous regard to truth in giving their evidence is not a virtue that
that nation has ever cultivated; they are utterly ignorant what is the meaning of that
quality, they know nothing of its authority or of its weight.*3

He accuses Greeks of being immoral: “Do not we appear to prove to you clearly enough, by the
authority of these men, the profligate habits and impudent licentiousness of the Greeks?” (satisne

vobis coarguere his auctoribus dissolutam Graecorum consuetudinem licentiamque impudentem

2 Pro Flacco 69, trans. by Yonge.

13 Pro Flacco 9, trans. by Yonge. Cicero has more to say in a similar vein. “When a Greek witness comes forward
with a desire to injure a man, he does not think of the words of his oath, but of what he can say to injure him. He
thinks it a most shameful thing to be defeated, to be detected, to allow his enemy’s innocence to be proved. That is
the contest for which he prepares himself; he cares for nothing beyond. Therefore, it is not the best men, nor the
wisest, but the most impudent and talkative men who are selected as witnesses.” (Graecus testis cum ea voluntate
processit ut laedat, non iuris iurandi, sed laedendi verba meditatur; vinci, refelli, coargui putat esse turpissimum; ad
id se parat, nihil curat aliud. itaque non optimus quisque nec gravissimus, sed impudentissimus loquacissimusque
deligitur, Pro Flacco 9); trans. by Yonge. Also, Cicero says of the Greeks, “Indeed, my speech would be
interminable if I were to take it into my head to unfold the faithlessness of the whole nation in giving evidence”
(etenim potest esse infinita, si mihi libeat totius gentis in testimoniis dicendis explicare levitatem, Pro Flacco 12);
trans. by Yonge.
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videmur?)* He then calls out Asian Greeks, whom Cicero sees as distinguishing themselves in
badness even from fellow Greeks in the Greek homeland. He accuses Asian Greeks of being
inconstant. First giving the impression of friendship, they then turned on Roman neighbors
during the Mithridatic War.

liceat mihi potius de levitate Graecorum queri quam de crudelitate; auctoritatem isti
habeant apud eos quos esse omnino noluerunt? nam, quoscumaque potuerunt, togatos
interemerunt, nomen civium Romanorum quantum in ipsis fuit sustulerunt. in hac igitur
urbe se iactant quam oderunt, apud eos quos inviti vident, in ea re publica ad quam
opprimendam non animus eis, sed vires defuerunt? aspiciant hunc florem legatorum
laudatorumque Flacci ex vera atque integra Graecia; tum se ipsi expendant, tum cum his
comparent, tum, si audebunt, dignitati horum anteponant suam.

Let me be allowed rather to complain of the inconstancy of the Greeks than of their
cruelty. Are these two men [Asian Greek witnesses at Flaccus’ trial] to have influence
with a people which they wished utterly to destroy? For whomsoever they could they
slew while in the garb of peace; as far as depended on them they annihilated the name of
Roman citizens. Shall they then give themselves airs in a city which they hate? among
those people whom, if they had their will, they would not look upon? in that republic to
the destruction of which it was their power that was unequal, and not their inclination?
Let them behold this noble body of ambassadors and panegyrists of Flaccus who have
come from the real honest Greece. Then let them weigh themselves in the balance, let
them compare themselves with these men; then, if they dare, let them compare their
dignity with that of these men.®®

Cicero does lambaste Jews, but he also brings low Greeks. He then targets with even greater
disgust those Greeks from Asia. Clearly, Gruen implies, this indicates that Cicero is not
prejudicial. Cicero is an equal opportunity critic, not one who has a particular problem with
Jewish people. Gruen concludes, “Plainly prejudice is not the issue here, only the strategy of the
advocate.”®

So, what options is Gruen offering his readers? In evaluating Cicero’s attitude toward

Jews, one choice is to see Cicero as a virulent anti-Semite. Or one can recognize that Cicero’s

14 Pro Flacco 20, trans. by Yonge.
15 Pro Flacco 61, trans. by Yonge.
16 Gruen (2004) 21.
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critiques of Jews were little more than equal-opportunity put-downs. In that case, Cicero can be
seen as displaying no prejudice but simply strategizing as an advocate with essentially neutral
views, views transformed into something aggressive simply for the benefit of winning the case.
Is that a fair choice? Surely one would hesitate to call Cicero an “virulent anti-Semite” — that
would communicate an anti-Jewish attitude that seems to go far beyond what Cicero was
displaying. But does that make the alternative correct, that Cicero can be safely characterized as
essentially neutral toward Jews? That seems extreme on the other end.

In seeking to characterize the status of Jews in the Roman Empire, then, Gruen offers
first an untenable option and then presents as the inevitable alternative an overly optimistic
option. While the reader may feel drawn to that overly optimistic option, it is only by presenting
a false choice that the optimistic option becomes attractive. The choices offered do not need to
be so extreme.

Consider an alternative, a middle road. Gruen accurately notes that Cicero was an equal
opportunity critic — Jews, Greeks, and Asian Greeks were all targets. Rather than employing the
wide target zone as evidence that Cicero’s attacks were not so much prejudicial as they were
legal strategy, what if one proposes that the attacks were a viable legal strategy precisely because
they were thoroughly prejudicial? Not all Asiatic Greeks were liars. Not everything any
particular Asiatic Greek said was inevitably a lie. But there was a perception among many
Romans that such Greeks could not be trusted. Cicero purposefully taps into that. It is strategic
advocacy, but the strategy depends on prejudice.

The key question for us is not, ultimately, whether the prejudicial opinions were factual
in every respect. As we evaluate the place of Jews in the Roman Empire, the key question is

whether underlying prejudicial opinions existed. To address this question in connection with
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Cicero’s defense of Flaccus, Gruen poses the choice of identifying Cicero as either virulently
anti-Semitic or as employing skillfully “the strategy of the advocate.” At some level, this is a
false choice. There is a third way. Cicero can possess anti-Semitic prejudice, presume that his
audience possesses anti-Semitic prejudice, and consequently employ anti-Semitic prejudice as
one of his advocacy strategies. Cicero himself, then, becomes a likely indicator of prejudice.
Cicero’s presumption about his audience implies that he considers such prejudice in others not
simply to be likely, but to be expected. Cicero’s defense of Flaccus becomes a significant
indicator of negative attitudes toward Jews in the first century BC.

Gruen’s discussion of Tiberius’ expulsion of Jews from Rome in AD 19 provides a
second example of this technique of posing two unsatisfactory choices so as to lead the evaluator
to a conclusion that conforms more closely to Gruen’s largely optimistic view of Judaism. As
Josephus presents this incident, he contextualizes it by first describing another incident of
imperial justice levied against inappropriate religious practice. He speaks of a Roman
noblewoman who was tricked into a sexual relationship on account of her devotion to the
goddess Isis.}” When Tiberius found out about this, he did not act precipitously. Rather, he first
investigated the matter. When he did discover the accusations to be true, however, his response
was severe. He crucified the priests who were involved, demolished the Temple of Isis, threw
her statue into the river, and banished the young man who had tricked the noblewoman.

Immediately after this account, Josephus presents another noble Roman woman who was
taken advantage of in the name of religion. Four Jewish men told her that they would take her

donation of purple and gold to Jerusalem and present it in her name. After receiving her wealth,

7 Ant 18.65-80.
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they spent it on themselves. The woman’s husband found out about it, he spoke to Tiberius, and
Tiberius compelled all Jews either to become soldiers or to leave the city.®

In connection with this expulsion, Gruen does refer to citations from Tacitus, Suetonius,
and Dio which point to Jewish religion as key to Jews being expelled from Rome under Tiberius
in AD 19.1° However, Gruen then offers this bottom line: “Even if one interprets all the
collected evidence as making reference to Jewish rites and practices as the primary targets of
repression, this speaks only to the public posture of the authorities, not to authentic
motivation.”?°

With this bottom line, Gruen is setting up the options from which he wishes us to choose.
Gruen ends up arguing that either one must conclude that “Tiberius was bent upon the
suppression of a distasteful and repugnant religion” and had a “determined policy to stifle Jews
as a sect and Judaism as a religion,”?! or one must conclude that Tiberius’ described repression
of Jewish rites and practices was not a reflection of heartfelt motivation to do so, but simply a
public posturing on the part of the government.?? Either Tiberius is an anti-Jewish militant or a
politician thinking about nothing more than image. This choice is well shaped if one wishes to
characterize the expulsion in a way that does not reflect some kind of underlying antipathy
against Jews in general, but such a choice appears to permit no middle ground.

It is certainly fair to note that there was not a general and widespread imperial policy to

persecute Jews. What remains relevant to the larger question of Jewish life in the Roman Empire

in the first century AD, though, is how an event like that described by Josephus could so easily

18 Ant 18.81-84.

19 Tac. Ann. 2.85.4, Suet. Tib. 36, and Dio 57.18.5a.
20 Gruen (2004) 32.

2L Gruen (2004) 32.

22 Gruen (2004) 32.
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trigger a larger persecution. In that respect, it appears that Josephus tries to account for this by
presenting the Isis incident in parallel.?®> While generally permissive toward the customs and
practices of foreigners, Tiberius leaves no doubt after this pair of religious incidents that these
religions are to be considered guests. Were some violation to occur in connection with a Roman
temple or priests, one would expect consequences. However, one would not expect the
expulsion of Roman religion from Rome. But when a foreign faith crossed a line, reactions were
less restrained.

The larger point, then, is that the worship of Isis, along with Judaism, to some degree
lived on the edge. One can agree that Tiberius did not have a “determined policy to stifle Jews
as a sect and Judaism as a religion.”?* Such an extreme position was, admittedly, nonexistent.
But to present the issue in such a way might inadvertently minimize the negativity Romans had
toward Judaism. Yes, Romans were ready to coexist. No, one could not accurately describe
Tiberius’ policy as being intended to wipe out Judaism throughout the empire. At the same time,
there was an “authentic motivation”? on the part of Tiberius that cannot be accounted for simply
by noting that Tiberius needed to teach people a lesson. Tiberius was treating crimes committed

in connection with foreign religions differently than he would have treated improprieties linked

23 While this particular example serves to demonstrate Gruen's employment of uncomfortable choices to argue his
case, his handling of this particular incident also anticipates another approach he employs — one that | will
subsequently address — that of questioning the factuality of certain events. With respect to Josephus' description of
the cause of the expulsion, the exploitation of the woman by four Jewish crooks, Gruen comments: “We need not
pause over the explanation offered by Josephus. The idea that Tiberius would penalize every Jew in Rome for the
misbehavior of four Jewish rascals cannot be taken seriously. Among other things, it would be wildly out of
character for that emperor, who frequently mitigated punishments, to indulge in overkill of such proportions.
Josephus plainly had no plausible reason to provide. The paired tales of Paulina, the deceived Isis worshiper, and
Fulvia, the deceived proselyte, represent an artificial coupling. They reek of folk-tale, romance, and fiction.” [Gruen
(2004) 32.] While such an analysis serves Gruen’s overall purpose, the largely unprovenanced presumption that
Josephus was making things up seems unnecessarily risky. The events as Josephus presents them can naturally be
interpreted in a way that is consistent with other evidence on Judaism in that period, as this project seeks to
demonstrate.

24 Gruen (2004) 32.

25 Gruen (2004) 32.
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to Roman religion. A lesson was going to be taught, but the ferocity of the consequence was
directly linked to the foreignness of the religion that was tied to the crime.?® The expulsion by
Tiberius, then, is not best characterized by emphasizing that opposition to Judaism could have
been worse. The expulsion, rather, serves as an indicator that foreign religion — in this case,
Judaism — did stand out in the minds of Roman officialdom, and not in an altogether positive
way.

In the case of Cicero’s defense of Flaccus and in the circumstance of the AD 19
expulsion of Jews from Rome, Gruen appears to advance his argument for an optimistic attitude
toward the status of Jews by offering seemingly extreme choices. The options offered are
framed in a way which might lead the evaluator to conclude that of the options presented, the
more optimistic avenue is preferable. When the available options are broadened, however, one
recognizes that events which certainly appear to be evidences of negative attitudes toward Jews

can in fact be properly interpreted in just that way.

Not only does Gruen offer seemingly extreme choices to argue for an optimistic attitude
toward the status of Jews. Gruen also directly challenges the factuality of certain claims. Three

examples serve to highlight this strategy. The first instance involves once more Cicero’s defense

26 Tacitus also describes this expulsion, speaking of the guilty as being “infected with those superstitions” (ea
superstitione infecta, Annales 2.85). The religious nature of this expulsion is highlighted in another way by Tacitus
in Annales 2.85 — individuals could avoid leaving Rome if they would lay aside their impious rites. “There was a
debate too about expelling the Egyptian and Jewish worship, and a resolution of the Senate was passed that four
thousand of the freedmen class who were infected with those superstitions and were of military age should be
transported to the island of Sardinia, to quell the brigandage of the place, a cheap sacrifice should they die from the
pestilential climate. The rest were to quit Italy, unless before a certain day they repudiated their impious rites.”
(actum et de sacris Aegyptiis ludaicisque pellendis factumque patrum consultum ut quattuor milia libertini generis
ea superstitione infecta quis idonea aetas in insulam Sardiniam veherentur, coercendis illic latrociniis et, si ob
gravitatem caeli interissent, vile damnum; ceteri cederent Italia nisi certam ante diem profanos ritus exuissent.)
Trans. by Church & Brodribb.
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of Flaccus, on this occasion considering the motives which led to Flaccus’ confiscation of Jewish
gold. The second instance of this strategy in play involves another expulsion of Jews from
Rome, this time in 139 BC. The final instance deals with yet another removal of Jews from
Rome, the expulsion by Claudius in AD 49.

The first example of Gruen challenging facts is the case of Cicero defending Flaccus. At
the heart of this case was an accusation against Flaccus. He was alleged to have inappropriately
confiscated Jewish gold that was bound for Jerusalem. Were this true, it would be strong
additional evidence against an optimistic view of Judaism in Asia Minor. Gruen seeks to
minimize the potential impact of such evidence by challenging the factual claim that the ban on
the export of gold from Asia was “directed explicitly against Jews.”?’ He says that “nothing
suggests that, and plausibility stands against it. Cicero says only that Flaccus’ edict forbade
shipment of gold from Asia and that it followed frequent senatorial pronouncements, including
one in the orator’s own consulship of 63.”%

Gruen is implying, then, that Flaccus’ action was more monetary policy than it was a
direct rebuke to Jews. If Gruen is right, the Flaccus case recedes significantly in any argument
seeking to position Judaism as under assault. But is Gruen’s interpretation a fair read of Cicero?
Does Cicero leave the door open to interpreting the ban on exporting gold as rather generic?
Does Cicero back away from the implication that Flaccus was targeting Jews?

It is true that Cicero referred to the Roman Senate’s determination, when he was consul,
that it was not proper for gold to be exported. While not identifying the scope or nature of this
rule, this reference in Cicero’s speech does seek to portray Flaccus’ behavior as consistent with

other Roman actions. But Cicero was not backing away from acknowledging the specific goal

27 Gruen (2004) 21.
28 Gruen (2004) 21. Referring to Pro Flacco 67.
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Flaccus had in mind. Cicero prefaces his stipulation that “Flaccus issued an edict establishing a
law that it should not be lawful for gold to be exported out of Asia” with the explanation, “As
gold, under pretense of being given to the Jews, was accustomed every year to be exported out of
Italy and all the provinces to Jerusalem . . .” (Cum aurum ludaeorum nomine guotannis ex Italia
et ex omnibus nostris provinciis Hierosolymam exportari soleret . . .)?® Cicero then goes on: “To
resist this barbarous superstition [was] an act of dignity, to despise the multitude of Jews, which
at times was most unruly in the assemblies in defense of the interests of the republic, was an act
of the greatest wisdom” (huic autem barbarae superstitioni resistere severitatis, multitudinem
ludaeorum flagrantem non numguam in contionibus pro re publica contemnere gravitatis
summae fuit).>® Cicero in no way is backing away from connecting the export ban to anti-
Judaism. On the contrary, he highlights the anti-Jewish rationale. Gruen’s contention that
“plainly prejudice is not the issue here” falters.

In fact, prejudice seems to be central to Cicero’s argument. Even if one were to suggest
that Cicero himself was not prejudiced and that his argumentation was purely a lawyerly tactic,
not reflecting personal feelings at all, Cicero clearly presumes that there is a healthy dose of
prejudice on the part of those deciding the case. Regardless of whether Cicero himself believed
what he was saying, there is no question that Cicero believed his approach to be persuasive. The
Jews were a recognized subgroup. They were a notable special interest faction in Roman
popular assemblies.®! Their characteristic traits were of a religious nature. It was an act of

dignity to stand against such a superstition, and Cicero is unafraid to trumpet such dignity.

2 Pro Flacco 67, trans. by Yonge.
30 Pro Flacco 67, trans. by Yonge.
31 Pro Flacco 66.
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Gruen’s strategy of challenging factual claims comes into play not only in the
characterization of Flaccus’ action against the Jews. The strategy is also significant in
characterizing the expulsion of Jews from Rome in 139 BC. This particular expulsion is not well
attested. The only extant account is located in Valerius Maximus’ Memorable Doings and
Sayings.®? Though we have the relevant section of this work only in epitome form, there are two
significant epitomes which have survived, thereby making comparison possible as one seeks to
recover the original information Valerius sought to share.

Valerius arranged historical anecdotes according to topic rather than according to time.
The nature of his groupings, then, serves as an additional interpretive tool, as one can draw
legitimate conclusions about a particular event not simply from the description of the event itself,
but also from the events that Valerius purposefully associates with it. The section including the
Jewish expulsion was titled, “Of Superstitions.” The first subject referenced was the mysteries
of the Bacchanals at Rome. Described as a “practice newly introduced” (mos novus institutus),
the rights “were abolished when they passed into pernicious madness” (cum ad perniciosam
vaesaniam iret, sublatus est).3* Many of the participants were executed. The second event
described a man who was consul in 242 BC: “Lutatius Cerco, who ended the First Punic War,
was forbidden by the senate to consult the lots of Praenestine Fortune. For they judged that
public business should be conducted under national auspices, not foreign ones.” (Lutatius Cerco,
qui primum Punicum bellum confecit, a senatu prohibitus est sortes Fortunae Praenestinae adire:
auspiciis enim patriis, non alienigenis rem publicam administrari iudicabant oportere.)3* Again,

notice the focus on the foreignness of the religion. The account of the Jews comes next. Then,

32 Goodman (1994) 82.
33 Memorable Doings and Sayings 1.3.1.
34 Memorable Doings and Sayings 1.3.2.
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the fourth and final subject referenced was the demolishing of Egyptian temples in 50 BC.
“When the senate decreed that the temples of Isis and Serapis be demolished and none of the
workmen dared touch them, Consul L. Aemilius Paullus took off his official gown, seized an
axe, and dashed it against the doors of that temple” (L. Aemilius Paullus consul, cum senatus
Isidis et Serapis fana diruenda censuisset, eaque nemo opificum attingere auderet, posita
praetexta securem arripuit templique eius foribus inflixit).>®

From beginning to end, in the section regarding superstitions, one sees a pattern of
Roman propriety rejecting foreign forms of religion, in particular when these forms of religion
began to or threatened to impact the lives of Romans. Initial tolerance seems evident — for
example, the mysteries of the Bacchanals were abolished only when (cum) “they passed into
pernicious madness.” Roman reaction does not appear to be knee-jerk. But we do get the sense
that when a religion crossed a line of propriety, as defined by Rome, or when a religion proved a
threat to Roman piety (either by ignoring Roman practice or by threatening to convert
individuals from Roman practice), then government officials took action.

It is in this context that Valerius Maximus speaks of the Jews. Both epitomes contain a
summary of this section. First, consider the epitome offered by Julius Paris, probably from the
fourth or fifth century AD.

Cn. Cornelius Hispalus praetor peregrinus M. Popillio Laenate L. Calpurnio coss. edicto

Chaldaeos citra decimum diem abire ex urbe atque Italia iussit, levibus et ineptis ingeniis

fallaci siderum interpretatione quaestuosam mendaciis suis caliginem inicientes. idem

ludaeos, qui Sabazii lovis cultu Romanos inficere mores conati erant, repetere domos

suas coegit.

Cn. Cornelius Hispalus,® Foreign Praetor, in the Consulship of M. Popillius Laenas and
L. Calpurnius, ordered the astrologers by edict to leave Rome and Italy within ten days.

3 Memorable Doings and Sayings 1.3.4.

3 According to the Loeb edition of Valerius Maximus, this is Cn. Calpurnius Piso. “The year was 139 and the
Praetor Cn. Cornelius Scipio Hispanus, apparently confused with his father, Cn. Cornelius Scipio Hispal(l)us, Consul
in 176" (47).


http://www.loebclassics.com.ezproxy.library.wisc.edu/view/valerius_maximus-memorable_doings_sayings/2000/pb_LCL492.47.xml?result=1#target_note_LCL492_47_4
http://www.loebclassics.com.ezproxy.library.wisc.edu/view/valerius_maximus-memorable_doings_sayings/2000/pb_LCL492.47.xml?result=1#target_note_LCL492_47_4
http://www.loebclassics.com.ezproxy.library.wisc.edu/view/valerius_maximus-memorable_doings_sayings/2000/pb_LCL492.47.xml?result=1#target_note_LCL492_47_4
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For they spread profitable darkness with their lies over frivolous and foolish minds by
fallacious interpretation of the stars. The same Hispalus made the Jews go home, who had
tried to infect Roman manners with the cult of Jupiter Sabazius.*’

Then, consider the epitome offered by Januarius Nepotianus:
Chaldaeos igitur Cornelius Hispalus urbe expulit et intra decem dies Italia abire iussit, ne
peregrinam scientiam venditarent. ludaeos quoque, qui Romanis tradere sacra sua conati
erant, idem Hispalus urbe exterminavit arasque privatas e publicis locis abiecit.
Therefore Cornelius Hispalus expelled the astrologers from the city, ordering them to
leave Italy within ten days, lest they tout foreign knowledge. The same Hispalus banished

the Jews too from the city (they had tried to pass on their religion to the Romans) and
threw out their private altars from public places.®

Note the consistency of the themes in this Jewish portion relative to the surrounding sections in
Valerius Maximus. It would seem fair to conclude that as a consequence of behavior that was
consistent with Judaism, a significant degree of hostility arose on the part of Romans. This
would suggest, then, that cultural, social, and political marginalization was a very real risk — and
sometimes a reality — for Jews living in the Roman Empire. While tolerance was present, so too
was the recognition that Jewish and Roman religious perspectives were at variance. As a
consequence, there would always be a barrier to full incorporation of Jews into Roman society.
Rather than highlight the marginalization evidenced in Memorable Doings and Sayings,
Gruen seeks to minimize the meaning of Valerius’ reporting. He goes so far as to say that “the
government, in short, was making a statement, not purging itself of alien ethnic groups.”*®

While elsewhere he hesitates to deny categorically that Jews were expelled from Rome in 139,

Gruen clearly wishes to question the likelihood of that happening; for certain he seeks to

37 Memorable Doings and Sayings 1.3.3. The association of Judaism with the Phrygian god Sabazius is puzzling.
Schifer (1997) offers this explanation: “It seems most likely, then, that the ‘Jupiter Sabazius’ is either a corruption of
‘Tao Sabaoth’ [‘Lord of Hosts,” a name for the Jewish God] . . . or another piece of evidence for the pagan attempts to
identify the Jewish God with Jupiter, the highest God of the Roman pantheon. From a historical point of view it is
more probable that the Jews try to introduce their ‘original” Jewish cult in Rome and that later on, either by Valerius
Maximus or by his source, this cult was identified with the one of Jupiter Sabazius.” (51)

38 Memorable Doings and Sayings 1.3.3.

39 Gruen (2004) 19.
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minimize the significance if it did occur. He suggests that proclamations of expulsion could fit
into a category of Roman laws that were passed to make a point but were “plainly unenforced
and unenforceable.”*® He notes as representative examples the sumptuary laws which dictated
what species of fish and bird could be served at the table. Surely, he suggests, the Roman
government did not follow through.*! In this context, he characterizes expulsion decrees by
saying, “Posturing rather than pragmatism took precedence.”*? He encourages further doubt as
to the actuality of expulsions with a parenthetical remark: “An occasional removal (or, at least,
proclaimed removal) of foreign groups with alien practices could cleanse the conscience without
risking serious disruption.”*

It is important to note, as Gruen does, that if one were to assume Jews were expelled in
139 BC, nevertheless there was a prospering Jewish community in Rome subsequent to that.
Either the Jewish community continued to exist because some were left behind or it renewed its
presence in Roman and then prospered. Such a resurgence, however, need not be evidence that
the action taken in 139 was somehow less heartfelt or less authentic than Valerius Maximus

appears to imply. The fact that Jews lived in Rome in significant numbers later on does not in

itself recommend dodging Valerius’ claims, characterizing them as “not constitut[ing] serious

40 Gruen (2004) 18.

41 While not contemporaneous, an action taken during the consulship of Faustus Sulla and Salvius Otho in AD 52
offers another example of a law that was likely unenforceable. Tacitus, in Annales 12.52, reports the banishment of
Furius Scribonianus, son of a consul, because he had consulted astrologers about the emperor’s death. Tacitus goes
on, “A decree of the Senate was then passed for the expulsion of the astrologers from Italy, stringent but
ineffectual.” (de mathematicis Italia pellendis factum senatus consultum atrox et inritum). One can imagine such a
law serving to communicate to Claudius senatorial support, even as it would have been exceptionally difficult to
expel all astrologers from the entire region of Italy. [Cornelius Hispanus also expelled astrologers, according to
Valerius Maximus (1.3.3, Paris epitome — see Smallwood (1981) 129). Gruen seeks to call into question whether
Jews were actually expelled by noting that even though astrologers were supposedly expelled, astrologers did not
vanish from the Roman scene. When comparing the Hispanus expulsion with the senatorial expulsion of astrologers
in AD 52, it is important to note that Hispanus’ expulsion order only affected the city of Rome, while the senatorial
order almost two centuries later targeted all of Italy. It is much easier to make the case for the country-wide
senatorial order being unenforceable than it is to suggest that a city-wide order was unenforceable.]

42 Gruen (2004) 18.

43 Gruen (2004) 19.
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evidence . . . for genuine Roman hostility to Jews.”** Whatever happened later, the 139 BC
incident need not be viewed as just a show. Valerius’ recounting is most easily interpreted as
evidence of the fundamental problem Romans had with religions that violated their sense of
propriety and/or directly challenged Roman beliefs through attempted conversions.

As we have seen, Gruen has challenged the facts in his characterization of Flaccus’
confiscation of Jewish gold and he has called into question the expulsion in 139 BC, implying
that it may have been little more than a verbal show. Gruen’s strategy of questioning details
presented by ancient authors comes into play as well in his analysis of the expulsion of Jews
from Rome in AD 49 by Claudius.

The historian Suetonius speaks of the expulsion of Jews from Rome by Claudius. He
writes, “Since the Jews constantly made disturbances at the instigation of Chrestus, [Claudius]
expelled them from Rome” (ludaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantis Roma expulit).*
Suetonius reports this event in a section where he is describing how Claudius, in many respects,
was resetting Roman practice to more traditional norms. Claudius punished freedmen who had
been so bold as to take for themselves the rank of equestrian. He made it unlawful for foreigners
to adopt Roman names. He freed the people of llium from the responsibility to pay taxes,
showing them appreciation as founders of the Roman race. He also restored a Roman temple
and reimplemented the ancient traditional practice of sacrificing a sow when treaties were made
with foreign nations.

Suetonius, then, may have viewed the expulsion of Jews as yet another example of
Claudius’ inclination to return to traditional ways. This expulsion was linked to a particular

historical trigger — there were disturbances because of a certain man named Chrestus, and so

4 Gruen (2004) 19.
4 Claudius 25.4; trans. by Rolfe.
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Jews paid a price.*® Yet the Claudian expulsion also very naturally reflects a general concern
Claudius seems to have had with regard to Jews more generally.

While not virulent anti-Semitism, Dio Cassius also serves to reveal a moderate sense of
anti-Judaism on the part of the emperor. Apparently referring to an event earlier in Claudius’
reign, Dio Cassius reports, “As for the Jews, who had again increased so greatly that by reason of
their multitude it would have been hard without raising a tumult to bar them from the city,
[Claudius] did not drive them out, but ordered them, while continuing their traditional mode of
life, not to hold meetings” (tov¢ t& Tovdaiovg mheovacavtag avdic, HoTe YOAETHS Av Gvey
Tapaytig VO 10D dyAov cEOV Thg TOAemg ipyBiival, ovk EENAace pév, T® o¢ On matpio Piw
ypopévoug ékélevoe purn cuvadpoileson).*” The mere fact that Jews were numerically
increasing raised concerns in the mind of Claudius. Now, as Suetonius reports, when
disturbances occurred, Claudius’ reaction was more forceful.

Gruen wishes to discount the implication that the Claudian expulsion represented any sort
of anti-Jewish perspective. His strategy to accomplish this is to challenge the factuality of key
aspects of the Suetonius account.

Claudius may well have coupled his ostentatious resurrection of national rituals with

action against an alien cult, especially if an excuse was found or invented that indicated

some disturbance. This reflects no inveterate anti-Judaism on the part of that emperor, let
alone a long-standing imperial hostility toward Jews. Nor, on the other hand, should one
conclude that Rome acted to put down disturbances and maintain order in the city. Jews
had no reason to promote disorder. And there is little likelihood that on this occasion, as
on others, large numbers of Jews were, in fact, removed from Rome. Jews were not

registered as such, and it would cause far more trouble than it was worth to attempt a

round-up. So far as our evidence goes, the Jewish communities in Rome gave the

authorities no reason for displeasure through the reign of Nero. Nor did they make a
peep during the rebellion in Palestine that followed. Action by the regime in Rome under

4 Rolfe (1914), in his translation of Suetonius’ history of Claudius, adds this note with respect to Chrestus:
“Another form of Christus; see Tert. Apol. 3 (at the end). It is uncertain whether Suetonius is referring to the
beginning of the Christian cult in Rome or to some Jew of that name. Tacitus, Ann. 15.44, uses the correct form,
Christus, and states that he was executed in the reign of Tiberius” (51).

47 Dio Cassius 60.6.6-7.
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Claudius, as under Tiberius and in the Republic, came only when it might benefit the
government’s image — and even then it was largely performance and ceremony.*8

Gruen challenges the factuality of Suetonius’ claims. First, Gruen says that there is no evidence
that Jews could have created sufficient disturbance as to rile up Claudius, and therefore one
should question the factuality of Suetonius’ report that Jews created sufficient disturbance to rile
up Claudius. He simply dismisses Suetonius’ reporting. Second, Gruen goes on to say that
because Jews were not officially registered as Jews, it was nigh unto impossible for Claudius to
do what Suetonius says he did. This challenges not only what Suetonius says happened, but also
what Dio Cassius says Claudius was considering at another time, refraining not because the
action of expulsion was impossible due to lack of Jewish identification but because removing all
those who were identified as Jews could cause an uproar. Third, Gruen says that because there
were times when Jews did not cause trouble, that suggests that they did not cause trouble this
time either. Finally, Gruen asserts that whatever this expulsion was, it was really nothing
substantial — it was “largely performance and ceremony.”

One can evaluate Gruen’s challenges to factuality in different ways. From his
perspective, the larger framework which he believes to be accurate about Jews — that there was
really no significant undercurrent of antipathy — requires analysis of this expulsion which avoids
any sense of anti-Judaism. The degree to which Gruen is comfortable denying the details of
Suetonius’ report, however, would suggest that an imposed template is having more impact on
the analysis of circumstances than the available data itself. The fact that Jews were not officially
registered does not mean that Claudius could not have effectively implemented an expulsion —
Dio Cassius makes clear that on a seemingly different occasion he considered the possibility and

dismissed it not because of a technical inability but because of logistical difficulty. The fact that

48 Gruen (2004) 41.
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on other occasions Jews were restrained in no way suggests that Jews could not have created a
public disturbance on this occasion. Finally, there is no indication from the reporting of
Suetonius that this was simply a ceremonious performance. Suetonius says that Claudius
expelled the Jews because they had done something wrong. Jews had transgressed norms.
Claudius imposed a consequence on Jews.

By questioning Gruen’s challenges to factuality, | do not intend to imply that Claudius
was an inveterate anti-Semite. Admittedly, that would be saying too much. By spotlighting
Gruen’s approach, rather, | intend to highlight the techniques Gruen employs to inoculate his
optimistic characterization of Judaism from events which suggest something different. The
expulsion of Jews by Claudius was clearly negative. It appears to have been a broad expulsion.
Paulus Orosius, a fifth-century author, cites an otherwise unknown citation from Josephus which
speaks in seemingly all-encompassing fashion: “In his ninth year the Jews were expelled by
Claudius from the city.”*® Thomson, in his translation of the Suetonius passage, feels
comfortable enough with the broadness of the expulsion that he adds the interpretative word “all”
— “He banished from Rome all the Jews, who were continually making disturbances at the
instigation of one Chrestus.”® In the end, Suetonius gives no indication that the expulsion was
limited in scope. The expulsion, then, fits the template introduced by Dio Cassius, who implies
that the growth of the Jewish populace in Rome was troubling to Claudius. The expulsion would

represent another instance of that negative current of thought directed against Judaism.

49 Paulus Orosius links this citation from Josephus to the report by Suetonius. The full Orosius quotation reads,
“Josephus reports, ‘In his ninth year the Jews were expelled by Claudius from the city.” But Suetonius, who speaks
as follows, influences me more: ‘Claudius expelled from Rome the Jews constantly rioting at the instigation of
Christ [Christo, or rather xpo].” As far as whether he had commanded that the Jews rioting against Christ [Christum]
be restrained and checked or also had wanted the Christians, as persons of a cognate religion, to be expelled, it is not
at all to be discerned.” [Historiarum adversum paganos libri V11 7.6.15-16, cited in Slingerland, ‘Orosius’, JQR 83,
1/2 (1992), p. 137.]

%0 Claudius 25.4; trans. by Thomson; italics mine.
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Gruen does have a reason to minimize this event. He chooses to challenge its factuality
in a number of different fashions. This approach is consistent with his handling of other
potentially challenging events. Yet in the end, permitting the events to stand as reported seems
less risky than to reframe the events so as, ultimately, to challenge their very factuality.

Gruen seeks to characterize Judaism in an optimistic light by reframing apparently
negative events. Another key line of argumentation for Gruen in his effort to characterize Jewish
status in optimistic fashion is his highlighting of circumstances which do position Jews in a
positive light. For example, he draws attention to many occurrences of Jews not being oppressed
by Roman governance. Large numbers of Jews comfortably gathered for open displays of grief
at the funeral of Julius Caesar in 44 BC.*' Eight thousand Jews from Rome publicly supported
Jewish claims in the presence of Augustus upon the death of King Herod.>? Augustus made a
special allowance for Jews in connection with the grain distribution, so that their Sabbath
strictures would not put them at a disadvantage should distribution day fall on a Saturday.>?
Since | am ready to acknowledge that in fact Jews did enjoy many positive circumstances in the
empire (this will be discussed in detail in chapter 2), | am not paying significant attention to this

particular aspect of Gruen’s argument. The key issue is not whether there were positives, but

51 Suet. lul. 84. “In this public mourning there joined a multitude of foreigners, expressing their sorrow according to
the fashion of their respective countries; but especially the Jews, who for several nights together frequented the spot
where the body was burnt” (In summo publico luctu exterarum gentium multitudo circulatim suo quaeque more
lamentata est praecipueque ludaei, qui etiam noctibus continuis bustum frequentarunt); trans. by Thomson.

52 Jw 2.80.

%3 Philo, Legatio ad Gaium 158. “Moreover, in the monthly divisions of the country, when the whole people
receives money or corn in turn, he never allowed the Jews to fall short in their reception of this favour, but even if it
happened that this distribution fell on the day of their sacred sabbath, on which day it is not lawful for them to
receive any thing, or to give any thing, or in short to perform any of the ordinary duties of life, he charged the
dispenser of these gifts, and gave him the most careful and special injunctions to make the distribution to the Jews
on the day following, that they might not lose the effects of his common kindness” (00 pfv dALd k&v taig pnviaiolg
TG Tatpidog davopaic, apydplov Tj 6ltov v pépet mavtog Tod OMpov Aappdvovtog ovdénote TovG Tovdaiovg
NAdttooe Tig xaptrog AAL’ €l kal cuvEPN Tiig lepag £BOOUNG Eveotdong yevésBau v dlavouny, dte obte Aaufavery
ob1e 8106Vl 1} CLVOAMG TL TPATTEWY TAV KOTO Biov Kol HAAGTA TOV TOPIOTY EPETTOL TPOCETETAKTO TOIG SLAVELOVOL
Tapevey toig Tovdaiolg &ig trv votepaiav TNV Kownyv erlavipwriav); trans. by Yonge.
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whether the mere fact that there were positives is sufficient for characterizing Jewish status in the
Roman Empire more generally in optimistic fashion. Key to addressing that question is whether
one can legitimately acknowledge that there were concurrent negatives of a significant sort.
Gruen seeks to maneuver around this concurrent set of negatives. It is that strategy, then, which

has drawn evaluative focus.

Gruen has employed a number of strategies to minimize the impact historical events
might have in suggesting that Jews were a marginalized group in Roman society. With regard to
massacres of Jews in areas surrounding Palestine after the beginning of the Jewish revolt in AD
66, Gruen attributes cause not in any way to a deep-seated anti-Jewish antipathy but rather to an
unfortunate brew of political and historical happenstance. He seeks to blunt the impression that
Ciceronean legal strategy depended on prejudice against Jews by proposing a false choice,
bypassing a middle-of-the-road analysis that acknowledges the presence of authentic prejudice.
He employs the same technique in characterizing the expulsion of Jews from Rome by Tiberius,
seeking to avoid the implication that antipathy against Jews played a significant role. Gruen also
emphasizes an optimistic view of Judaism in the first century by challenging the factuality of
various claims. He calls into question the role anti-Judaism played in Flaccus’ confiscation of
Jewish gold by challenging the factuality of Flaccus’ alleged motives, though in the end Cicero
himself attributes anti-Jewish motives to Flaccus. Gruen calls into question whether anyone was
actually expelled in 139 BC, even suggesting that Romans simply said they were going to do the
expulsion but never really followed through. He challenges Suetonius’ description of the AD 49

expulsion, suggesting that multiple features of the scenario Suetonius describes are inaccurate.
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In the end, the strategies Gruen employs permit him to claim that Jewish circumstances
were better than the evidence might appear to indicate. To the degree that these strategies have
weaknesses, however, Gruen’s optimistic perspective on Judaism is equally weakened. It is
important to avoid overstating the negatives Jews experienced within the Roman Empire. At the
same time, in the case of Gruen it appears than an effort to accomplish that worthy goal
ultimately understates the very real sense of differentness, and even prejudice, that was a

persistent undercurrent for Jews in the Roman Empire.

Goodman’s Optimism
While Gruen is comfortable challenging fundamental elements of reported historical

events, Martin Goodman is more open to accepting the historical accounts at face value as well
as drawing attention to the distinctiveness of the Jewish people. Yet in the end, he stands with
Gruen in minimizing certain differences and highlighting examples of the positive reception of

Jews in the Roman Empire.

Goodman, like Gruen, is interested in characterizing the status of Jews in the first century
Roman Empire. Goodman explains, “I therefore set out to examine whether the Jews of
Jerusalem in the first half of the first century CE felt themselves to be the oppressed subjects of a
hostile empire, as Judean Jews clearly did 100 years later, when the rebel leader Shimon bar
Kosiba (known to later Jewish tradition as Bar Kokhba) led them in a second bloody revolt in
132-5 CE.”* Goodman’s goal parallels closely that of Gruen. But in characterizing Jewish

status, Goodman moves away slightly from the more optimistic views of Gruen. While Gruen

% Goodman (2007) 3.
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applies energetic effort to account for apparent persecution of Jews by highlighting every
potential factor other than prejudice toward an ethnicity, Goodman maintains an optimistic focus
even while devoting attention to the relevance of Jewish ethnicity. He demonstrates this
approach initially in the overarching organization of his book Rome and Jerusalem (2007). His
subtitle, “The Clash of Ancient Civilizations,” highlights the direction that he takes. He presents
Judaism not simply as another component of the Roman Empire’s melting pot. Rather, this was
an institution with such solid delimiters that it needed to be recognized, even though it was
subordinated to an empire, as a civilization unto itself. Goodman is putting the spotlight on what
set it apart. He acknowledges that the distinctiveness of Jews was very much a potential factor
for distinct treatment.

So, while Gruen can come across as minimizing almost to the point of extinction the role
that ethnic uniqueness and consequent prejudice could have played in Roman-Jewish relations,
Goodman highlights ethnic uniqueness but then accounts for how Jews could succeed
nevertheless. He recognizes the many occasions when Romans overlooked Jewish ethnicity, but
he does not use those to discount or deny a role for ethnicity in Roman-Jewish relations.>®

Goodman’s handling of the case of Tiberius Alexander is instructive in this regard.
Tiberius Alexander was the son of Alexander the alabarch.%® Alexander had served as the

alabarch (or Jewish governor) in Alexandria, Egypt. This Alexander was the brother of Philo.*’

%5 In this project | will be focusing on Jewish-Roman relations prior to the destruction of Jerusalem. In his Rome
and Jerusalem (2007), Goodman's larger goal is to account for what he views as unprecedented hostility toward
Jews after the destruction of Jerusalem. While not ignoring what happened before the destruction, Goodman brings
to the fore his contention that antipathy toward Jews after AD 70 is due significantly to the Flavian dynasty needing
a profound event to justify their existence as emperors. Goodman suggests that Vespasian, Titus, and Domitian all
held onto the victory over the Jews as a crowning achievement and a source of continuing affirmation for Flavian
rule. Ongoing official policy and attitudes toward Jews, then, needed to be consistent with a glorying in the Jewish
defeat. (Goodman highlights the unusual emphasis Flavians placed on this victory by noting, for example, that coins
bearing the phrase ludaea Capta were minted by Domitian in AD 85, 15 years after the war was over.)

%6 Ant 20.100.

57 Ant 18.259.
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So, Alexander’s son Tiberius Alexander was a nephew of the great Jewish philosopher. From
AD 46 through 48, Tiberius Alexander served as procurator of Palestine. By that point the
territory governed by the Roman procurator was vast, including all of the country over which
Herod the Great had ruled.®® In contrast to Tiberius Alexander, his father Alexander “differed
from his son [Tiberius] Alexander with regard to his piety for God; for [Tiberius Alexander] did
not continue in the ancestral customs.”® So, Tiberius Alexander was a Jew, but he no longer
was a practicing Jew.%® Perhaps this makes slightly less stunning the role that Tiberius
Alexander ultimately played.®* He became the commander, under the overall leadership of Titus,
of the entire Roman army that besieged and ultimately destroyed the city of Jerusalem.®? A Jew
managed the destruction of Judaism’s most treasured city.

How can this be? How could an ethnic Jew ever rise to such a trusted position in an
atmosphere in which so many could look down on Jews? Would not such a circumstance be
definitive evidence that at times ethnicity could play absolutely no role in a Jew’s existence in
the Roman Empire? One might think so, yet even here, in this seemingly most obvious of cases,

Goodman reveals his readiness to attribute to Jewish ethnicity a still relevant distinctiveness. To

58 Ant 19.274-275.

5 Ant 20.100.

80 Josephus reports that while both Tiberius Alexander and his predecessor were procurators, “making no alterations
of the ancient laws, [they] kept the nation in tranquility” (o1 pndév mapakivodvteg @V Enyympiov 0®v &v ipnvn 0
£0vog diepvratav, JW 2.220). Twenty years later, however, when Tiberius Alexander was governor in the city of
Alexandria, Egypt, the term “tranquility” did not describe the relationship between Tiberius Alexander and the Jews.
Not long after the Jews in Judea rose up against the Romans in AD 66, conflict arose in Alexandria between the
Jews there and the Greeks (JW 2.487ff). At a tense moment, Tiberius Alexander did all he could to reduce tensions
by refraining from using the military against the Jews, instead sending emissaries to have a private conversation,
begging Jews not to provoke the Roman army. The Jews laughed at these pleas from Tiberius Alexander, reviling
him. When it became obvious to Tiberius Alexander that the only thing the Jews would understand was force, he
dispatched 17,000 soldiers. In the end, 50,000 Jews were killed.

81 In the interim, Tiberius Alexander had served as the governor of the city of Alexandria (6 tfig ToAewg fyepdv—
JW 2.492). Subsequently, as governor of both Egypt and Alexandria, he committed his legions to support VVespasian
(JW 4.616-617).

82 Tiberius Alexander is described as “leading the armies” (t®v otpatevpudTov dpyov, JW 5.46) and “the one ruling
over all the armies” (tod névtov T®V oTpatevpdTeV éndpyoviog, JW 6.237); personal translations.



38

offer context for this incident, he says, “... ethnic origins could be ignored if someone was
sufficiently talented.”®® This incident did not reveal Romans as blind to ethnicity. Rather,
Goodman accounts for the surprising role played by Tiberius Alexander by indicating that in his

case, Romans chose to do what they normally would not have done.

Even with what Romans might normally do, however, Goodman is hesitant to identify
their attitude toward Jews as prejudice. He contextualizes Jewish status vis-a-vis the majority
culture by referring to comments from Roman literary figures who expressed “aesthetic
judgments on black-skinned ‘Ethiopians’ and the pale faces and ‘excessive’ height of northern
Europeans.”® Insulating Romans further from anything improper, he characterizes these
descriptions as “matters of taste rather than moral or social significance.”®

Goodman is comfortable acknowledging that ethnicity can have something to do with the
Roman mindset. This might be an approach more open than Gruen’s to the possibility that there
was a persistent undercurrent of prejudice against Judaism in the Roman Empire more generally.
Yet even when Goodman comes close to affirming such a prejudice, he backs away by placing
Roman attitudes toward Jews into a category similar to attitudes which focus on “taste” rather
than on something morally or socially significant.

Goodman comes right out and says, “Romans were not racially prejudiced in the sense of

believing that some peoples were inherently inferior.”®® Goodman acknowledges that Romans

did think about the category “barbarian” and measured cultures accordingly. In such cases,

83 Goodman (2007) 151.
8 Goodman (2007) 151; italics mine.
% Goodman (2007) 151.
% Goodman (2007) 148.
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however, with proper Roman influence barbarians could become just as Roman as Romans. So,
Goodman’s characterization regarding racial prejudice may accurately portray Roman views
toward barbarians. It may, in a narrow sense, be true that they were not racially prejudiced
across the board. In fact, when it came to Jews, it might even be accurate to say that Romans
were not racially prejudiced. But that claim in itself is not enough to conclude that cultures
among which Jews lived were not prejudiced against Jews. Any generally negative feelings
toward Jews may have not had their origin primarily in race, but in some other trait unique to

Judaism — in particular, their religion.

Goodman does not ignore the role that religion could play in defining the attitudes that
surrounding culture may have had toward Jews. However, when approaching elements related to
religion, he chooses not to focus on underlying Jewish convictions and the role a passionate
commitment to them might play with regard to another who does not share the same convictions.
Rather, Goodman approaches the question of religion more via its manifestations on lifestyle. It
was more the uniqueness of their behavior that attracted attention rather than actual
philosophical/theological distinctiveness. The relationship between Jewish customs and
theology will be addressed in additional detail in chapter 3. Here, a briefer consideration seeks
to evaluate Goodman’s views.

It is certainly legitimate to suggest that outward actions initially alerted society to Jewish
distinctiveness. It is another thing, however, to imply a virtual wall between lifestyle and inner
convictions. Goodman’s creation of such a space between Jewish belief and Jewish lifestyle is
not inconsequential. This focus on lifestyle rather than theology appears to be drawn largely

from Goodman’s sense that Jews themselves did not feel it important to foreground their
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religious tenets. Goodman feels that Jews would have felt little eagerness to highlight their
convictions because, from his point of view, Jewish belief was not as exclusivist in its claims as
many contend that it was.®” This characterization of Judaism fits comfortably with Goodman’s
parallel contention that Jews were not involved in energetic missionary activity. He says, “The
generally relaxed attitude of Jews to unconverted Gentiles outside the land of Israel . . . meant
that Jews lacked an incentive for proselytizing.”®® There was less need to bring others to your
side if in fact there were multiple acceptable sides. Goodman suggests that the prevailing Jewish
view at the time was that Jews should not object to pagan idolatry as long as it was not taking
place in the land of Israel.®°

Goodman does acknowledge that there is “some evidence of a Jewish mission to win
Gentile sympathizers in the first century. . . . that some Jews felt able to justify it to themselves
seems clear. The way in which they found justification is however quite inexplicit and it may
well have been political or social rather than theological.”’® Though acknowledging some
evidence to the contrary, ultimately Goodman holds to his position. He asserts that Jews did not
feel a compulsion to bring pagans into their theological fold.”

With respect to relations between Jews and pagans more generally, then, Goodman can

observe, “So long as neither side tried to impose their views on the other, the contrast between

57 Louis Feldman, who was much more open to the possibility that Jews were involved in proselytizing,
characterizes Goodman’s position in this way: “Goodman argues that the Septuagint (Exodus 22:27), by rendering
G-d in the plural in the commandment ‘Thou shalt not revile G-d,” made Judaism tolerant of other religions.”
[Feldman (1983) 292.]

% Goodman (1994) 88.

% Goodman (1994) 58-59.

0 Goodman (1994) 87.

L Other citations of Goodman to this effect are found in his chapter entitled “Jewish Proselytizing in the First
Century” in Lieu’s The Jews Among Pagans and Christians in the Roman Empire (1992). Goodman states, “The
role of the Jews was simply passively to bear witness through their existence and piety; how the Gentiles reacted to
such witness was up to them” (72). Or elsewhere, “[The Gentiles] only duty, in the eyes of Jews, was a general
morality. Jews thus lacked an incentive for proselytizing” (74). Or again, “There is no good reason to suppose that
any Jew would have seen value in seeking proselytes in the first century with an enthusiasm like that of the Christian
apostles” (75).
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Jewish and Roman perspectives on the world was unlikely to create friction, but more difficult to
ignore was the way that people lived every day.”’? Goodman does not believe that Jewish
theology had the potential to create conflict. Lifestyle, however, did have that potential. Simply
by acknowledging that there was a feature of Judaism which could contribute to conflict,
Goodman is proving a bit more open to acknowledging a climate of negativity. Yet even in his
openness, he employs a strategy of minimization.

This focus on lifestyle rather than on theological convictions could be viewed as an
attempt to minimize the profundity of the differences. In other words, by suggesting that
lifestyle was at the heart of the issue, Goodman paves a smoother path to the conclusion that
really, friction was not that severe between Jews and those who surrounded them.”® Had he
characterized the differences as more fundamental, then one could expect consequent clashes to
be more likely and to be more severe.

Goodman is positioned to minimize the theological distinctiveness of Judaism because, as
earlier noted, he challenges the exclusivist characterization of Judaism. This particular feature of
Judaism will be examined in much greater detail in chapter 3 of this project. | will argue that in
fact Judaism was theologically exclusivistic, consequently recommending against a minimization
of the role played by Jewish theology. But even absent that argument, one may properly ask
whether it is legitimate within Judaism to create significant space between their “views” and
their outward practices. Even if Goodman were correct in thinking that Jews felt little

compulsion to speak of foundational tenets, the key unique features of their lifestyle were

2 Goodman (2007) 273.

8 In a chapter entitled “The Fiscus ludaicus and Gentile Attitudes to Judaism in Flavian Rome” in Jonathan
Edmondson’s book Flavian Josephus and Flavian Rome, Goodman writes, “Anti-Jewish prejudice in Flavian Rome
focused not on Jewish origins but on Jewish customs” (172). Admittedly, Goodman is describing events after the
fall of Jerusalem, which is not the period of time in focus in this project. Nevertheless, one sees Goodman
employing the same tactic: an attempt to split Jewish existence into components which, it could be argued, are
inextricably intertwined.
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directly informed by theological views. Jewish lifestyle involved refraining from physical labor
on Saturdays. They only did this because they believed the God of Israel must be honored as
speaking truth, and he commanded that they refrain from physical labor on Saturdays. Theology
was intertwined with practice.

Not only was Jewish theology intertwined with Jewish practice in substance. It is also
reasonable to suggest that others, even if they did not know much about Jewish theology, could
naturally have viewed such distinctive ethnic practices as having more implication than simply
being interesting and unique. While even in modern times there are certain differences in
outward practice which create no inevitable offense — for example, one may wear a blue shirt or
white shirt or eat fish instead of steak — on other occasions outward practice is perceived by the
observer as as a challenge to their own worldview. This discomfort is not inevitable with every
outsider who observes a particular practice. But given the right combination of perspectives, a
particular clothing choice can make another uncomfortable because of an association implied by
that choice. The refusal to eat certain kinds of foods at a particular time of the year may give an
unspoken profession of a certain allegiance. Variations in the outward actions of lifestyle are not
in themselves problematic. But when they are perceived as problematic, the tension arises not
from the lifestyle act in itself but from the unspoken implication that such a lifestyle choice
makes.

In the case of Jews, then, to suggest that unique features of lifestyle were inevitably
perceived as distinct from underlying theological principles seems risky. Refusal to participate
in pagan worship practices was a “lifestyle” choice. Consequent absence from a pagan temple
was in itself just a physical act. But that outward practice could not help but convey to a society

surrounding some kind of message more fundamental. Even if Romans were not passionately
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committed to a personal theology, the refusal by Jews to participate in outward religious customs
conveyed at least in some fashion a rejection of what pagans presumed to be proper.

Lifestyle and theology are distinct. Certainly there could be occasions where observers
would conclude nothing more than that Jews were different, and perhaps even intriguing. An
effort to minimize the potential perceived abrasiveness of a distinctive lifestyle, however, by
implying inevitable separation from underlying philosophical/theological principles may leave
one less than convinced. Goodman is more open to acknowledging Jewish distinctiveness. Yet
he conditionalizes that distinctiveness — in this case limiting it to lifestyle — on his path to

retaining an essentially optimistic view of Judaism in the first century Roman Empire.

In seeking to characterize the status of Jews in the Roman Empire, then, Goodman begins
from a slightly different position than Gruen does. Goodman is much more open about
acknowledging the distinctiveness of Judaism within the empire. Roman actions could be
significantly influenced by the ethnicity of the individual they were dealing with. Yet at the
same time, such a bias could be overcome. Jews were not inevitably subordinated because of
their background.

Even as Goodman is more open to acknowledging such a distinctiveness, he also works
energetically to minimize the distinctiveness. He characterizes attitudes toward Judaism in
general not so much as prejudice, but simply as a matter of taste. Also, he proposes that
interpreters insert space between the theological tenets of Judaism and its associated outward
lifestyle, suggesting that in themselves distinctions in lifestyle should not be viewed as likely

sources of antagonism.
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Simply by foregrounding to a greater degree the fact that Jewish lifestyle distinguished
them from their pagan counterparts, Goodman may be viewed as taking a gentle step away from
the more thoroughly optimistic view of Jewish status in the Roman Empire espoused by Gruen.
Yet it in the end, by minimizing the impact Jewish distinctiveness would be expected to have,
Goodman’s view of Jewish existence in the Roman Empire — like Gruen’s — ultimately is rather
optimistic.” If in fact bad things did happen, Goodman felt it was due to an anomaly — one side
was trying “to impose their views on the other.””® From Goodman’s perspective, this imposition
of views would not have been a normal activity, given his characterization of Judaism as less
than exclusivistic and given his conviction the Jews had little impetus to be involved in
missionary type activity. In the end, then, one would expect that relations between Jews and

pagans should be calm. This is Goodman’s optimistic view.

Feldman’s Optimism
Gruen reinterprets key events in Jewish-Roman history so as to maintain a sense of

generally positive relations between Jews and Romans, seeking to minimize differences that
otherwise might be attributed to the distinctiveness of the Jewish people. Martin Goodman does
more to emphasize marked differences between Jews and Romans, but he minimizes the impact

these differences would have had by sidelining Jewish religious distinctiveness. In this

" In fact, Goodman says, “Roman comments about Jews were rarely hostile before the outbreak of war in 66. Far
more common were amusement, indifference, acceptance, admiration and emulation” [Goodman (2007) 366].
When accounting for the expulsion of Jews by Claudius in AD 49, he sounds remarkably similar to Gruen, who
explained expulsions by saying that individuals were not even necessarily kicked out of the city; a public statement
simply needed to be made. Goodman writes, “It is also not impossible that the expulsion of 49 had a symbolic role .
.. This was the year that the emperor, notorious for his pedantic antiquarianism, reinstated a raft of ancient Roman
religious practices. . . . A symbolic expulsion of Jews would fit nicely. That the exile was indeed symbolic seems
confirmed by the evidence for a sizable Jewish community in the city in the time of Nero.” [Goodman (2007) 370.]
5 Goodman (2007) 273.
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connection, he denies that Jews were involved in significant missionary activity, so eliminating
yet another potential annoyance to pagan neighbors.

Louis Feldman comes to a conclusion similar to that reached by Gruen and Goodman.
He believes that the overarching trajectory of Judaism in the first century BC and the first
century AD was one of success. But he comes to that conclusion in markedly different fashion.
In contrast with Gruen, he is much more willing to accept the negative historical events —
expulsions of Jews from Rome, for example — at face value. Also, he foregrounds the fact that
people hated Jews. In contrast to Goodman, he believes that there was significant conversion
activity taking place in the centuries that preceded Jerusalem’s destruction. Also in contrast to
Goodman, he views the distinctiveness of Jewish theological thought as much more significant.
In the end, however, he still characterizes the relationship between Jews and Gentiles as
generally positive. In fact, he characterizes Judaism as in many ways attractive to non-Jews. At
the heart of such conclusions is Feldman’s conviction that significant numbers of non-Jews
converted to Judaism. Whatever the other evidence, Jewish status in general had to be positive,

Feldman asserts, or such conversions could not have happened.

Feldman begins his optimistic view of Judaism with a demographic assertion.
Employing conclusions drawn by Salo W. Baron, Feldman accepts that at the time of the

destruction of the First Temple in 586 BC, Jewish population numbered no more than 150,000.7

76 Baron summarizes his findings in the “Population” article in the Encyclopedia Judaica (2007). Baron offers an
important caution when be begins that entry by stating, “Because of the great difficulties in ascertaining human
population data in general, and Jewish data in particular, especially in ancient and medieval times, a word of caution
is even more necessary here than in most other areas of historical and sociological research. . . . In their report to the
International Congress of Historical Sciences in 1950 Carlo Cippola and his associates reported on behalf of their
Committee that ‘in the eyes of demographers bent on scientific precision and certainty all demographic research
undertaken for any period before the 18th century runs the risk of appearing as mere fantasy.”” (Vol. 16, 381.)
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By the middle of the first century AD, however, that number had increased to no less than 8
million. Adolf von Harnack, a more conservative estimator, proposes that there were 4 million
Jews in the empire at that time.”” Even if that lower number is closer to the truth, Feldman feels
that “only proselytism can account for this vast increase, though admittedly aggressive
proselytism is only one possible explanation for the numerous conversions.”’

Feldman’s primary claim is unqualified. He believes that the Jewish population increase
can be attributed in large measure to non-Jews becoming Jews. He acknowledges uncertainty
regarding the tactics, if any, which were employed — he does not know the degree of aggression
involved in Jewish missionary activity. Whatever the case, Feldman believes that positives
associated with Judaism were striking enough that huge numbers of non-Jews were attracted.

This leads to the dilemma Feldman attempts to resolve: “Our question has been how to
explain the apparent success of Judaism in the Hellenistic-Roman period in winning so many

converts and ‘sympathizers’ at a time when, apparently, Jews were hated by the Gentile

masses.”’®

While scholars can characterize the status of Jews in the Roman Empire by minimizing
apparent negativity directed against Jews, Feldman simply acknowledges the negativity. He
refers to the “hatred the masses apparently felt for them.”®® He notes that “the fact that no fewer

than eight cities in Asia Minor were pressured by the Romans to stop the harassment of the Jews

" Feldman cites Harnack’s The Mission and Expansion of Christianity in the First Three Centuries (1908) 1-8.
8 Feldman (1993) 293.
S Feldman (1993) 416.
8 Feldman (1993) 107.
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indicates . . . how deeply these privileges were resented locally. . . . 8t When discussing the
riots which broke out against Jews in communities not far from the land of Israel immediately
after the Jewish rebellion in AD 66, Feldman says that these actions indicated “that popular
resentment against the Jews was deep-seated and long smoldering.”®

In an effort to resolve this dilemma — the concurrent presence of evident negativity yet
presumed massive conversion activity — Feldman explores different potential causes for the
negativity so as to characterize the negative environment in a way that permits massive
conversions still to make sense. Presented in summary form here, each of these causes will be
evaluated in greater detail.

First, Feldman considers whether or not Jewish customs on their own were sufficiently
abrasive to engender antipathy. He discounts this possibility, believing that Jewish customs
alone did not have that capacity. Next, Feldman proposes that Jewish political and economic
success engendered opposition. While this suggestion would permit opposition to Judaism
without a concurrent opposition to the theological tenets of Judaism, there is a notable lack of
evidence for this particular claim. Feldman moves on to evaluate the suggestion that an alleged
lack of patriotism led others in the empire to be angry with Jews. While he sees attractiveness in
this, he himself acknowledges that this cannot be at the heart of the matter. Ultimately, Feldman
foregrounds the distinctiveness of Jewish theology as a likely candidate for generating antipathy

against Jews. Yet the massive number of conversions claimed by Feldman suggests that in some

way Jewish theology must have been attractive to the masses. Feldman proposes that perhaps it

81 Feldman (1993) 423. Significant privileges were granted to the Jews by Julius Caesar in gratitude for their
assistance during the civil war against Pompey. These privileges included exemption from military service, the right
to send money to the temple in Jerusalem, and the right to form corporate groups [see Feldman (1993) 93].

8 Feldman (1993) 118.
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was only the pagan intellectuals who were bothered by Jewish inflexibility; people more
generally may have had a different view.

As Feldman evaluates various sources for negativity, his ultimate goal — as was the case
with Gruen and Goodman as well — is to craft an optimistic perspective on the status of Jews in
the empire. Note that he seeks to discount possible sources of negativity that are linked to
Jewish uniqueness while being more open to sources of negativity which do not touch as directly
on Jewish theological distinctiveness. When theology does seem to engender antipathy, he seeks
to limit the breadth of any opposition. In the end, he wishes to craft a characterization of
Judaism which allows theology to be attractive so as to engender conversions.

In evaluating potential sources for antipathy against Jews, Feldman initially offers an
angle claimed by some to be significant, though in the end it seems to him like shaky ground.

He evaluates whether some of the unique outward practices of the Jews were grounds for anti-
Jewish hatred. Regular Sabbath rest led Tacitus to accuse them of laziness.®® Refusal to eat pork
led to convulsive laughter on the part of Caligula’s court.3% Circumcision, as the notable sign of
Judaism, is targeted sarcastically by Petronius as he speaks well of a slave who was perfect in
every respect, except for the fact that he was circumcised and he snored.® Yes, “the loyalty of
Jews to one another and their isolation from other people due to their restrictive code of law
provoked the charge that they hated every other people.”® But in puzzlement, Feldman
subsequently notes, “The mere fact that Jews were unlike others in their practices would not have

led others to hate them any more than it led to organized hatred or persecution of the people of

8 Histories 5.4.3. Juvenal, in Satire 14.106, speaks of the Jew “for whom every seventh day was a lazy one” (cui
septima quaeque fuit lux ignava).

8 Philo, Legatio ad Gaium 361.

8 Satyricon 68.7-8.

8 Feldman (1993) 425.
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India or Britain or Arabia, who, from a Greek and Roman point of view, were so
idiosyncratic.”® In the mind of Feldman, unique Jewish outward practices alone cannot account
for hatred of the Jewish people.®

Feldman presents another option as more attractive. He accounts for civilian hatred of
Jews by referring to important bureaucratic positions Jews held, the fact that they took advantage
of opportunity for individual economic initiative, and the great wealth which was accumulated in
the temple (while there was a shortage of gold in Italy). “What added to this envy and created
additional bitterness during this period was the rapidly increasing number of contributors due to
the success of the Jews in gaining converts.”°

In accounting for Gentile hatred of Jews due to Jewish business and financial success,
Feldman cites Josephus’ account of a fire deliberately set in Antioch soon after the destruction of
Jerusalem.®® This account occurred sometime not long after the previously referenced slaughter
of Jews by the Antiochenes, when Jews had been falsely accused of planning to burn down the
entire city of Antioch in a single night.®* In this new incident, an actual effort was made to burn
the marketplace and the archives, where public records were preserved. The same Antiochus
who had accused the Jews previously stepped forward to accuse the Jews again. Further
investigation revealed that the fire was started by non-Jewish individuals greatly in debt who

were hoping to burn the public records so that they might be freed from financial accountability.

Referring to an occasion during the French Revolution when enemies of the Jews burned records

87 Feldman (1993) 426.

8 The linkage between outward customs, theology, and the negative reactions of non-Jews will be explored in-depth
in chapter 3.

8 Feldman (1993) 425.

0 JW 7.54-62.

L IW 7.47.
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of debt that they owed to the Jews,®? Feldman suggests that this event reported by Josephus is
comparable. “Here we can plainly see the economic motive of the Jew-baiters.”%®

But how can a similar economic motive be seen in this event? It is true that the fire was
started by men who had an economic motive.** It is true that Antiochus blamed the Jews for
starting the fire.*® But nowhere is it indicated that the debt records being burned recorded debts
owed to Jews. In fact, if that were true, Antiochus’ accusation that Jews wanted to burn the
public records building would have made no sense. Jews would not have wanted to burn records
that required other people to pay them money. Nevertheless, this event is offered by Feldman as
evidence that Jewish financial success made Jews a target. It seems most difficult to make that
case from the Antioch fire.

This is not the only weakness in Feldman’s position. After agreeing with the conclusion
of Ralph Marcus® that the Alexandrian riot of AD 38 was due to “long-standing resentment at
the privileged position and influence of the Jews,”®” Feldman then acknowledges, “Ancient
writers, as we have remarked, rarely stressed or even indicated economic causes of events, and
this riot was no exception.”®® Said another way, there is no actual ancient evidence for an

economic cause to the Alexandrian riot of AD 38. Feldman attempts to minimize this absence of

evidence by suggesting that such silence among ancient historians is not due to the absence of

92 Feldman (1993) 121.

% Feldman (1993) 121.

% JW 7.60-61. “Not one of the Jews incriminated by Antiochus had any part in the affair, the whole being the work
of some scoundrels, who, under the pressure of debts, imagined that if they burnt the marketplace and the public
records they would be rid of all demands” (koi tdv pév v aitiav v’ Avtidoyov Aapoviev Tovdainv ovdeic 000’
govavnoey, dmov 88 Todpyov Empoatav dvOpwmol Tiveg dTiplor S1d xpedv avdyrag vopilovTeg, &l Thv dyopdv Koi
TG SNUOCIA KATOTPNGELOY YPAUUOTO, THG drmantioemg drodlaynyv £Egw); trans. by Thackeray.

% JW 7.55. “Antiochus accused the Jews of the deed” (tavtnv Avtioyog v mpda&w Tovdaimwy katnyodper); trans. by
Thackeray.

9% «Anti-Semitism in the Hellenistic-Roman World.” In Pinson (1946) 72.

9 Feldman (1993) 114.

% Feldman (1993) 115-116.
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such factors, but lack of focus on such factors. While one cannot eliminate the possibility of an
economic role, it is difficult to make a strong case that hatred toward Jews resonated because of
Jewish wealth.

Feldman has considered distinctive Jewish practices as well as political and economic
prominence in his effort to account for negative attitudes toward Jews. Another factor Feldman
highlights as being closely tied to antipathy was a perceived lack of patriotism. He cites with
approval Ralph Marcus, who presents as one of the underlying claims against Jews “the
accusation that the Jews were unpatriotic, inasmuch as they refused to participate in the state
cults, which, like a flag, united all the diverse peoples of the Empire.”% In a similar vein,
Tacitus tells his audience that the first thing those who convert to Judaism learn is to “to despise
all gods, to disown their country, and set at nought parents, children, and brethren” (contemnere
deos, exuere patriam, parentes liberos fratres vilia habere).1® Juvenal, in Satire 14, says that
Jews are “accustomed to considering Roman laws as unimportant” (Romanas autem soliti
contemnere leges).%

The relevance of Jewish patriotism is very much in play in Philo’s recounting of the
Alexandrian riot of AD 38. This incident, which saw native Egyptians turning on the Jewish
population of Alexandria and which resulted in the slaughtering of large numbers of Jews,
included at its outset an outwardly patriotic test. Egyptians placed images of Emperor Caligula
in Jewish synagogues. Having these images in their places of worship violated the ancient laws
of the Jews. This action would seem to highlight all the more that a lack of Jewish patriotism

was a key contributor to Alexandrian antipathy.

9 «Anti-Semitism in the Hellenistic-Roman World.” In Pinson (1946) 72.
100 Histories V.5; trans. by Church and Brodribb.
101 3atire 14.100; personal translation.
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There is little question that Greeks knew Jews would not worship the Roman emperor as
other subjects would. The key question, however, is whether this refusal on the part of Jews was
a critical — or the critical — annoyance, so that patriotic Roman citizens would instinctively recoil
at the thought of a group publicly refusing to worship their emperor and be led to riot in defense
of their leader.

Feldman agrees with Marcus’ contention that the Alexandrian riot exemplified the pagan
concern about Jewish lack of patriotism: “Marcus has already noted that this riot illustrates a
typical pattern of ancient massacres of Jews: . .. Second and more immediate, the accusation
that the Jews were unpatriotic.”'% Surely one can acknowledge that patriotism was involved.
But Philo, who supplies the vast amount of available information on the Alexandrian
disturbance, ensures that we understand precisely what role patriotism played. Philo does not
present mere patriotism as being a prime, or even secondary, cause of the riot. First, in
explaining how the Alexandrian governor Flaccus could permit the antipathy of local Egyptians
to get out of control, Philo describes an underlying terror that Flaccus had of the new emperor
Caligula. Flaccus had been an excellent ruler for five years under Tiberius, but when Caligula
ascended to the throne, Flaccus was concerned that his prior participation in a conspiracy against
Caligula’s mother, who was ultimately executed as a consequence, would come back to haunt
him.1% Playing off of these fears, former enemies of Flaccus who were now viewed by Flaccus
as friends suggested a way he could set aside the anticipated anger of Caligula. Flaccus could
preserve his position by getting the people of Alexandria passionately on his side, which he

could accomplish “by abandoning and denouncing all the Jews.”%

102 Feldman (1993) 113-114.
103 1n Flaccum 3.9.
104 In Flaccum 4.18, 23; trans. by Yonge.
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Philo offers additional perspective which explains why the populace of Alexandria was
ripe for an encouragement to persecute Jews. In the course of describing Alexandrian reaction to
the visit of Agrippa, newly appointed King of the Jews by Caligula, Philo characterizes Egyptian
feelings toward Jews more generally:

01 6’ Vo POOVOL P yvOEVOL BdoKavov Yap POGEL TO AlYVTITIOKOV KOl TOG ETEPOV

gvtuyiag 1diag VmedduBavoy sivar kakompayiog Kol dpa S1é THV TEALY Kol TPOTOV TIVEL

evoel yeyevnuévny mpog Tovdaiovg améybeiay fioyoriov €mi 1@ yeyevijohai tva Baciied

Tovdoiov ovy NtTov, §| &l avToC TIc EKacTOG PacIAEioy TPOYOVIKTV dpripNTO.

But the men of Alexandria being ready to burst with envy and ill-will (for the Egyptian

disposition is by nature a most jealous and envious one and inclined to look on the good

fortune of others as adversity to itself), and being at the same time filled with an ancient
and what | may in a manner call an innate enmity towards the Jews, were indignant at any
one’s becoming a king of the Jews, no less than if each individual among them had been
deprived of an ancestral kingdom of his own inheritance.®
Philo explains that the Alexandrians had a problem with Agrippa because of their envy. Agrippa
was the beneficiary of good fortune, and Philo says that this made the Alexandrians mad. But
there was also something more fundamental in play. Philo explains that the Alexandrians had an
attitude toward Jews more generally — they held an “innate enmity” toward them. This was an
“ancient” enmity, a hatred of long-standing.

It was this hatred, as Philo understood matters, which led the mob to calculate how they
could hurt the Jews the most. One of the first things the mob did against Jews more generally
was to “erect images in the synagogues” (gikovog &v Toic mpocevyoic avatifévoai).t?® This plan
to place statues of Caligula in the synagogues could give the impression that a Jewish lack of
patriotism was a key reason for Alexandrian antipathy. Philo claims to see right through this.

Although the troublemakers understood that erecting images in the synagogues was a violation

of the Jewish law . . . “though they knew this (for they are very shrewd in their wickedness), they

15 In Flaccum 5.29; trans. by Yonge.
16 In Flaccum 6.41; trans. by Yonge.
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adopted a deep design, putting forth the name of Caesar as a screen, to whom it would be impiety
to attribute the deeds of the guilty” (kai todt’ €iddteg 6EHTaTOL Yap THV poyOnpiav gici
katoco@ilovrar 1o Kaicapog Svopo pokdAvLLpe TomGapevot, @ Tpocirtety Tt tdv noitiov oo
Beptov). 1o
Philo characterizes the insertion of patriotism as nothing more than a clever tactic,
describing the Alexandrians’ employment of the name of Caesar as a cover for their own evil.
They possessed an ancient and innate enmity. They were intent on hurting the Jews. They knew
that if they could make it appear that the real enemy of the Jews was Caesar, then they could
cloak their own evil actions in the appearance of righteousness. They could make it appear that
they were really agents of the emperor. Fully aware that placing an image of Caesar in the
synagogue was a violation of Jewish law,*%® they could make it seem that Jews were unpatriotic
and worthy of abuse.

But as Philo notes, this was not at all the key feature of Alexandrian antipathy against
Jews. Patriotism was not the trigger. For Flaccus, the death of Tiberius and his subsequent fear
of Caligula was key. For the Alexandrian mob, an ancient and innate hatred of Jews was
preeminent. An appeal to patriotism was a masterful tactic. But it would be difficult to conclude
from this event that there was an instinctive perception on the part of the Roman populace that
Jews were authentically unpatriotic. Their religious principles could be used against them to
make them look unpatriotic. But in the end, the Roman government itself had given Jews

permission to practice their religion according to their principles. Philo notes that it was an

emperor, Caesar Augustus, who was “in the habit of confirming . . . our own laws” (10ig idio1s . .

107 In Flaccum 6.42; trans. by Yonge.
108 In Flaccum 6.42.
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. vopipoig, & kol 1@ Zefaotd eikov BePatotv).t% In reality, then, it was the Alexandrian mob
who was unpatriotic as it unilaterally dismissed the determination of Augustus that Jewish
practice should be permitted.

The incident in Alexandria, then, does highlight that an accusation of lack of patriotism
could be engineered as a pretext by enemies of the Jews. More generally, though, lack of
patriotism in itself is not easily identified as a significant basis for hatred toward Jews. This
particular incident does not demonstrate that Jews were hated because they did not love the
government enough. In the case of the Alexandrians, and in the case of others as well, one
properly can discover something more fundamental in play.

Though wishing to present patriotism as a factor, Feldman seeks not to overplay that
hand. “But that the Jew-baiters decried not merely the alleged lack of patriotism but rather
simply the fact of Jewishness can be seen in the treatment of the women, whom they seized and
forced to eat pork (Philo, In Flaccum 11.96) rather than to worship the image of the Emperor.”*°
Feldman himself appears to be giving indication that mere patriotism was not at the heart of this.
The issue was broader and touched on the uniqueness of Jewish religious principles, including

divinely mandated dietary restrictions.

109 In Flaccum 7.50.

110 Feldman (1993) 116. In Flaccum 11.96 reports, “And then, when it was found that they were of another race,
they were dismissed; for they apprehended many women as Jewesses who were not so, from want of making any
careful or accurate investigation. And if they appeared to belong to our nation, then those who, instead of
spectators, became tyrants and masters, laid cruel commands on them, bringing them swine’s flesh, and enjoining
them to eat it. Accordingly, all who were wrought on by fear of punishment to eat it were released without suffering
any ill treatment; but those who were more obstinate were given up to the tormentors to suffer intolerable tortures,
which is the clearest of all possible proofs that they had committed no offence whatever beyond what | have
mentioned.” (1’ émeldn pév éyvopicOnoay ETépov yévoug, dmeddovto modldg yap ¢ Tovdaiog dxp1Bii um
TotovpevVol TG aAnBeiag v Epevvav cuvelapfavov, €l &’ Epdvnoay MUETEPL, TPOGETOTTOV Ol AvTi BeaT®dV
TOPOVVOL KOd SEGTHTON YEYOVOTEG Kpéa yoipeta S186var kopilovtag doat pev obv eOPe KOAUGENMC GmeyElcaVTO,
undev &t SOV TPocLTIOUEIVATHL AeADoVTO® ol &’ £YKpaTESTEPUL BocavVIoTAIC TapedidovTo mTpog aiking
avnKéoTovs, Omep T0D PUNdEV AdIKETV avTig capeotat TioTig éoti.) Trans. by Yonge.
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Feldman has dismissed the role of mere outward customs in generating antipathy against
Jews. He has argued for finding a source of antipathy in Jewish political and economic success,
but the evidence for that is very slim. When he argues for attributing cause to a perceived Jewish
lack of patriotism, not only do the details of the Alexandrian incident recommend against seeing
that as key; Feldman himself seems to acknowledge that the issue was more fundamental, an
antipathy toward Judaism and its theology more generally.

Feldman does explore the impact of Jewish theology on pagan antipathy in much greater
detail. He observes, “It is this illiberality on the part of the Jews in denying the validity of any
other religion and this lack of patriotism in refusing to acknowledge the religion identified with
the state that leads to attacks on Jewish theology.”*!! He says more.

The main, most serious, and most recurrent charge by intellectuals against Jews is that

they hate Gentiles. The greatest influence on all the philosophies of the Hellenistic and

Roman periods was Socrates, who encouraged debate about basic premises. The Jew, on

the other hand, at least according to his own theory, could not debate his basic premises,

notably the miraculous revelation of the Torah at Sinai. Moreover, the Jew, most
intolerantly — at least to the pagan intellectual — asserted that the premises of pagan
polytheism were all wrong and indeed insisted that pagans, as children of Noah, were
forbidden to worship idols. Jews, ironically, welcomed others into their midst as
proselytes — but only on their terms. It is this illiberalism that is constantly attacked by
the pagan thinkers. Moreover, intellectuals, almost by definition, seek to persuade others
of the validity of their points of view; and, as we shall remark, they must have seen in the

Jews dangerous and often successful rivals to their missionary propaganda.*2
The Jews were inflexible. The Jews were illiberal. One could very much understand, then, that
negative reaction on the part of others might follow. This does seem like fertile ground for an
effort to account for antipathy against Jews. Yet, in this moment when Feldman seems to have

opportunity to present a strong rationale for hatred, he qualifies the inflexibility and illiberality of

the Jews by suggesting that perhaps they were not as inflexible as they may have seemed.

111 Feldman (1993) 151-152.
112 Feldman (1993) 125-126.
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In summary, to the intelligentsia it is precisely the unwillingness of Jews to engage in
meaningful dialogue with other religious groups on a plane of equality — a sine qua non
for the intellectual who welcomes debate — and to be ready to adopt another point of view
if it can be shown to be superior to their own attitude that proved that the Jews were
illiberal, unscholarly obscurantists. It is precisely to answer such a charge that Josephus
(Antiquities 1.161) puts a liberal attitude into the mouth of Abraham, who descends into
Egypt to an international scientific congress, so to speak, with the Egyptians, in which the
loser of the debate agrees to adopt the philosophic position of the winner. The
intellectuals could not understand the illiberalism of the Jews in failing to accord respect
to the religions of others, as Apion (quoted in Josephus, Against Apion 2.65), for
example, complained; and hence the efforts of the Septuagint, Philo (De Vita Mosis
2.38.205 and De Specialibus Legibus 1.9.53), and Josephus (Antiquities 4.207; Against
Apion 2.237) to show, on the basis of an interpretation of Exodus 22:27,2 that Jews are
actually committed to accord such respect. But these apologetics were clearly
contradicted by the Bible itself and by the oral tradition that the increasingly important
Pharisees were expounding during this very period.*'4

Even though he sees the Bible as occupying an opposing position, Feldman feels that those
seeking to defend Judaism intellectually left the door open for greater openness to the views of
others. At some level, Feldman seems to feel, then, that the conclusion by Greek intellectuals
that Judaism was inflexible was illegitimate to some degree, and Jews “in the know” worked
hard to emphasize this fact.

Note the dilemma that Feldman finds himself in. On the one hand, he sees Judaism
making great strides as they add incredible numbers of people to their faith. This presumes
pagan familiarity with the tenets of Judaism, and presumably, with their distinctiveness. On the
other hand, he sees intellectual recoil at illiberal theology and presumes that many Jews worked
hard to mitigate the implications of Jewish theology. At the same time, though, he characterizes

such attempts at mitigation as contradicting the Bible itself.

113 This passage, as well as Josephus’ account of Abram’s visit to Egypt, will be evaluated in significant detail in
chapter 3. I will demonstrate that both the use of Exodus 22:27 by Josephus and others and Josephus’ reporting of
Abram in Egypt need not be viewed as reflecting liberal views.

114 Feldman (1993) 175.
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Jewish illiberality would theoretically lead to hatred by non-Jews. But Feldman suggests
illiberality was mitigated by liberality. Yet that contradicted the Bible, and so where does that
leave one? In the end, Feldman seems to see contradictions, though he remains constant in
arguing against viewing hatred of Jews as flowing from the theological tenets of Judaism. In
fact, even to the degree that Greek intellectuals clearly viewed Judaism as inflexible, Feldman
saw an opening to minimize the relevance of those views.

And yet we must make two final remarks. In the first place, not all the intellectuals

agreed in viewing the beliefs, practices, and traits of the Jews negatively; indeed, a

sizable number among the philosophic schools of the Neo-Pythagoreans and the Neo-

Platonists admired them. Second, none of the attacks in antiquity of the intelligentsia on

the Jews, not even the blood libel, ever led to an organized physical attack on them, so far

as we can tell, with the possible exception of the riot of 38 in Alexandria. The influence
of the intelligentsia on rulers or assemblies was, to say the least, minimal. Even a Cicero
or a senator or a Tacitus, who were involved in politics, never, so far as we know,
translated his anti-Jewish sentiments into political or other measures against the Jews. In
short, the vertical alliance of Jews and rulers was unaffected by the writings or speeches
of philosophers or rhetoricians or poets or satirists.**®
In the end, then, Feldman feels that Jewish theological tenets would not have inevitably led
people in general to look down on Jews. Yes, there were some intellectuals who looked down on
Jews as a consequence of their beliefs. But there is no evidence that these individuals had any
broader impact on the opinions of others.

Feldman acknowledges that there were people who hated Jews. Yet in characterizing the
position of Jews in the Roman Empire, he recommends caution before making things seem too
negative. Feldman evaluates various proposed rationale for hating Jews. Some of his
argumentation can be challenged. Some of Feldman’s explanations seem challenged by Feldman

himself. It is almost as if he recognized that people did hate Jews, but then he keeps coming

back to a sense that they really should not have hated Jews. Whatever the strength or weakness

115 Feldman (1993) 175-176.
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of Feldman’s arguments regarding why others hated Jews, the driving force behind his
evaluation is what he views as incontrovertible fact, demographics. Demographics — the huge
increase in number of Jews over the centuries — determine that things must have been more
positive than any negatives might imply. Feldman believes that significant numbers of people
converted to Judaism. Clearly negatives could not have been too negative. In addition, potential
negatives must have faded in light of a huge list of attractions present in Judaism. It is these

attractions that Feldman addresses next.

Recall Gruen’s claims that many of the seemingly negative actions toward Jews were not
actually as bad as they may have seemed. Recall Goodman’s foregrounding of the
distinctiveness of Jews but also his view that Jews were not involved in missionary activity;
consequently, many of the potentially uncomfortable features of Judaism were not being
trumpeted, and as a result many were not troubled by them. Feldman is ready to acknowledge
that the theology of Judaism was in circulation. Many were converted. So, he is consequently
compelled to seek out as many positives as possible, attractive features that would have drawn
individuals to the Jewish faith, features that would have overcome any of the potential negatives
associated with Judaism.

Feldman’s list of positives is long. To begin, there was official imperial governmental
support of the Jewish people. Feldman notes, “Our survey leads us to conclude that official
government prejudice against Jews was not a significant phenomenon in the ancient world.”!6

Successive Roman administrations maintained privileges that had been granted by Julius Caesar

116 Feldman (1993) 106.
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to Jews in gratitude for their support during Caesar’s war with Pompey: exemption from military
service, the right to send money to the temple in Jerusalem, and the right to form corporate

groups.t’

While such privileges, admittedly, could have led some to envy, others may have seen
in them the attraction of status and protection.

Other factors, however, are viewed by Feldman as more critical. “Undoubtedly, religious
and cultural factors were primary inducements in winning Gentiles to Judaism.”**® The antiquity
of the Jewish religion was attractive. Strict monotheism, and with no worshipped image, stood
out. Some may have seen Judaism as guarding them against magic. Brave endurance of
persecution could be honored. There was a large community that networked across the empire.
There was inner security when one was part of the tightly knit Jewish family. The Jews had a
reputation for wisdom. Charity was practiced within the Jewish community. Accommodations
were offered for travelers. And to whatever degree the Jews had exclusivist religious claims,
well, so did the Greeks.t°

One might consider these observations by Feldman and wonder whether each of them
would inevitably have come across as positive to the Gentile community at large. Recalling
Feldman’s ultimate purpose — a desire to account for his conclusion that there were many
converts to Judaism — he is obliged to look at the glass half full when it comes to characterizing
features of Judaism.

These aforementioned traits could legitimately be viewed by some as positive. There are

occasions, however, where Feldman seems to go a bit too far in his attempt to depict attitudes

toward Jews as positive. For example, Feldman refers to Apion’s accusation that the Jews kept a

U7 Feldman (1993) 93.
118 Feldman (1993) 336. The listing of factors which follows is discussed by Feldman after this quoted citation.
119 AA 2.255-269.
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donkey’s head in the temple and worshiped it.*?> While Apion seems clearly to have intended
this to generate ridicule, Feldman suggests that given the honor donkeys received in Greek
literature, hearing such a thing would not necessarily have alienated Greeks from Jews. Feldman
explains, “According to Pausanias (10.18.4), it was their timely braying that led to the routing of
the Molossians by the Ambrakiots, who later dedicated a bronze statue of an ass in token of
gratitude; and in another instance, according to Herodotus (4.129), it was Darius’s contingent of
asses that proved most effective in the route of the Scythian Calvary.”*?* One can properly note
times when donkeys played prominent and positive roles in history, but to imagine that this
reality would have caused Apion’s mocking to fall flat seems challenging to envision.

On another occasion, Feldman refers to the fact that Tacitus, no lover of Jews, offered as
one of the possible Jewish origin stories an account that Jews came from Crete at the time of
Saturn’s expulsion by Jupiter. Feldman then explains, “The association with Saturn was with the
god who was connected with the golden age of humankind and whose return was longed for
almost messianically. The fact that Saturn was said to have the greatest potency among the
planets may explain the mixture of respect for and fear of the Jews, who were at this time
winning so many adherents.”*?> Again, one wonders whether such an implication would have

crossed the minds of many.

While some implications Feldman offers could be viewed as strained, nevertheless they
offer additional insight into the mindset Feldman brings to the question of the status of Jews in

the Roman Empire. Feldman summarizes:

120 AA 2.80.
121 Feldman (1993) 146.
122 Feldman (1993) 430.
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The masses, largely for economic reasons, may have resented Jewish privileges and may
have envied Jewish wealth and influence, but many of them saw distinct advantages —
religious, social, and economic — in adopting Judaism in whole or in part. Even after the
three great revolts of 66-74, 115-17, and 132-35, the Jews were hardly powerless and
indeed continued to win proselytes and especially “sympathizers.” In short, the
lachrymose theory of Jewish history, highlighting the weakness and suffering of the Jews,
would not, on the whole, seem to apply to the ancient period.*?3
Feldman needs a view of Judaism that permits significant conversions. As a consequence, he
needs to recontextualize any seeming negatives. He does this by attributing cause for antipathy
to features of Judaism that are not as centrally linked to Jewish theology: for example, blaming
economic success more than distinctive Jewish customs. When noting the role of theology, he
seeks to minimize the negativity by claiming that prominent Jews sought to moderate features of
Judaism which might have generated antipathy, and any negativity expressed by pagan
intelligentsia had little impact on others.

While there was hatred, then, perhaps it was not as bad as others might make it out to be.
Whatever negatives might have remained, so many attractive features of Judaism would have
overwhelmed them. In the end, Feldman claims — with confidence — that Jews experienced
conversion success. Figuring out precisely how that could have happened — resolving how both
negative realities as well as positive ones could simultaneously coexist — may be elusive. What

can be known, Feldman proposes, is that numbers do not lie — mass conversions demand an

optimistic view of Judaism in the first century.

Schéfer’s Pessimism
With Gruen, Goodman, and even Feldman, ultimately an optimism regarding Jewish

existence in the Roman Empire prevails. Not all scholars are so ready to embrace such a

123 Feldman (1993) 445.
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conclusion. Peter Schafer, author of Judeophobia, prefaces his own exploration of the status of
Jews in the Greco-Roman world by referencing the views of Louis Feldman. Schéfer pulls no
punches:
The emphasis upon both sympathy for Jews and their achievements in the Greco-Roman
world is also the declared purpose of Jew and Gentile in the Ancient World by Louis
Feldman, which being overly apologetic, however, grossly overshoots its mark. Only
once is the term “anti-Semitism” mentioned, and then—as the index expressly points
out—only to document its “inappropriateness.” No further examination of the
phenomenon, regardless of what one might call it, is offered.!?
Schéfer believes that Feldman, as he noted positives for Jews in the Roman Empire, ended up
creating an overly optimistic false impression. Schéfer stipulates from the outset that his
hypothesis will be different:
[The approach of this present book] starts from the presupposition that there did exist in
antiquity a phenomenon which may be called “hatred of Jews,” “hostility toward Jews,”
“anti-Semitism,” “anti-Judaism,” or whatever label one chooses to describe it. Although
it is true, as Gager, Feldman, and others maintain, that we also encounter a remarkable

degree of sympathy for Judaism in the ancient world, the patterns of animosity are
undeniable.*?

Schéfer does not wish to deny that there were positive features of Jewish existence in
Greco-Roman times. He does wish to present a different bottom line, though, intending to craft a
characterization that highlights the pressures Jews regularly faced. To do this, Schafer addresses
various categories of Jewish life — their history, their God, their unique practices, their
relationship with non-Jews — and shows how antipathy was a constant theme.

Schafer offers evidence of different sorts. First, he notes that pagans accused Jews of

hating all other people. This might appear an extreme indictment, but evident Jewish

124 gchafer (1997) 6.
125 gchafer (1997) 6.
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distinctiveness and their readiness to live separate lives apparently left the door open to such a
conclusion. Apollonius Molon, a first century BC Greek rhetorician who taught both Cicero and
Julius Caesar, is reported by Josephus to have reproached the Jews in just such a way: “He
reviles them as atheists and man-haters” (&¢ &0éovg kai picavOpdmovg Aowdopet).t?® Another
Greek from the first century BC, the historian Diodorus Siculus, reports an occasion when many
anti-Jewish advisors encouraged Antiochus VI Sidetes to treat Jews harshly. Antiochus had
been besieging Jerusalem in 135/4 BC, and the surrounded Jews were now seeking terms of
peace. The majority of Antiochus’ friends discouraged such terms, promoting instead a
wholesale destruction of the Jewish race. Why? “Since they alone of all nations avoided
dealings with any other people and looked upon all men as their enemies” (Lévovg yap amdviov
20v@V dxotvavnToug etvol TG mpdg dAko E0vog émyniag kol molepiovg VmolapBévery
mavtag).t?” Antiochus’ friends, having spoken about the Jewish exit from Egypt and their
subsequent conquest of land in Israel, go on: “And having organized[,] the nation of the Jews had
made their hatred of mankind into a tradition, and on this account had introduced utterly
outlandish laws: not to break bread with any other race, nor to show them any good will at all”
(ocvomoapévoug 8¢ o TV Tovdainy £Bvoc Tapaddcov Totficat TO Hicog TO TPOG TOVG
avOpdmovg: d1i ToDTo O¢ Kol VORI TavTEADS EENAAayLEVa KOTadETENL, TO Undevi dAL® EBvel
TpomélnG Kovmvelv und’ edvoeiv T mapdmov).t2 Tacitus speaks of Jews in similar fashion.
After noting the fidelity Jews display to other Jews, he says, “Against all others, [they display] a

hostile hatred” (adversus omnes alios hostile odium).1?°

126 AA 2.148.

127 Bibliotheca Historica, XXXIV-XXXV, 1:1-5, in Photius’ Bibliotheca, ed. Bekker, cod. 244, p. 379 = GLAJJ, vol.
1, no. 63; trans. by F.R. Walton, Loeb Classical Library.

128 Bibliotheca Historica, XXXIV-XXXV, 1:1-5, in Photius’ Bibliotheca, ed. Bekker, cod. 244, p. 379 = GLAJJ, vol.
1, no. 63; trans. by F.R. Walton, Loeb Classical Library.

129 Historiae V.5.
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In addition to highlighting the separateness of Jews and negative Gentile
characterizations which followed, Schéfer draws attention to Jewish religious exclusivity. While
noting that there were different pagan perceptions of the Jewish belief system, he cites an
objection raised by Apion: “If they are citizens (of Alexandria), why are they not worshipping
the same gods the Alexandrians worship?” (si sunt cives, eosdem deos quos Alexandrini non
colunt?)3® Such religious exclusivity could turn people off, but it also could result in
conversions. Even then, though, negativity could follow. Schafer highlights productive
proselytism as creating friction with the Gentile community. In commenting on pagan negativity
linked to the Jewish refusal to eat pork, he summarizes, “Whereas the beginning of this negative
attitude seems to be connected with the successful Maccabean expansion, its renewed rise in the
second half of the first and the beginning of the second century CE no doubt has to be regarded
as an expression of increasing ‘Judeophobia’ because of the success of proselytism.”3!

Schéfer does not avoid mentioning Greco-Roman perspectives on Judaism which are
positive. For example, he cites Augustine’s mention of Varro:

Dicit etiam antiqguos Romanos plus annos centum et septuaginta deos sine simulacro

coluisse. “Quod si adhuc,” inquit, “mansisset, castius dii obseruarentur.” Cui sententiae

suae testem adhibet inter cetera etiam gentem ludaeam;

[Varro] says, also, that the ancient Romans, for more than a hundred and seventy years,

worshipped the gods without an image. “And if this custom,” he says, “could have

remained until now, the gods would have been more purely worshipped.” In favor of this
opinion, he cites as a witness among others the Jewish nation.132

130 AA 2.65

131 gchafer (1997) 81.

132 Augustine, De civ. Dei 4.31.2; trans. by Dods. Also, with regard to the ancient Roman practice of worshipping
the divine without an image, see Plutarch’s Numa 8.7-8: “Furthermore, [Numa’s] ordinances concerning images are
altogether in harmony with the doctrines of Pythagoras. For that philosopher maintained that the first principle of
being was beyond sense or feeling, was invisible and uncreated, and discernible only by the mind. And in like
manner Numa forbade the Romans to revere an image of God which had the form of man or beast. Nor was there
among them in this earlier time any painted or graven likeness of Deity, but while for the first hundred and seventy
years they were continually building temples and establishing sacred shrines, they made no statues in bodily form
for them, convinced that it was impious to liken higher things to lower, and that it was impossible to apprehend
Deity except by the intellect. Their sacrifices, too, were altogether appropriate to the Pythagorean worship; for most
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Nevertheless, though acknowledging what other scholars choose to focus on — that is, the
positives — Schafer ultimately insists that such positive views of Judaism cannot set aside the
reality that there was real antipathy faced by Jews in the Roman Empire. Positives were present,
but in no way does that alter the overriding conclusion: antipathy against Jews was a constant

theme.

As Schafer wishes to foreground the reality of antipathy, he also is interested in
identifying who is responsible for such antipathy. He wishes to ensure that Jews are not viewed
as blameworthy. While other scholars could insulate Jews from being blamed for mistreatment
experienced at the hands of others by suggesting that Jews really were not that bad off — in other
words, it was not a normal occurrence that they were mistreated as a people — Schafer needs a
different strategy. He did believe that, in important respects, Jews were looked upon and treated
as second-class by various elements in Roman society. But he does not view Jews as being
worthy of blame in this regard. He refuses to acknowledge that Jews had provided non-Jews a
legitimate reason to look down on them. Rather, the source of maltreatment is properly located
not in the victims, but in the perpetrators. “[Greco-Egyptian and Greek authors] turned Jewish
separateness into a monstrous conspiracy against humankind and the values shared by all

civilized human beings, and it is therefore their attitude which determines anti-Semitism.”*33

of them involved no bloodshed, but were made with flour, drink-offerings, and the least costly gifts.” (o1t 8¢ kol &
TEPL TOV APWPLUATOV Vopodetipato tovtdnaoty adeled tdv [Tubaydpov doypdtmv, odte yap Ekeivog aicOntov 1
TadnTov, dopatov 88 kai GKkTIoTOV Kol vonTov DIeAduPavey givar T TpdTOV, 00TOG TE SiekdAvcey avOpwmoeldf kol
Lwopoppov gikdva 00d Popaiovg vopiletv. 008 v map’ avtoic obte ypoumtodv oBte mAacTOV £160¢ Og0d TpdTEPOV,
GAN’ €v ékatov EBOOUNKOVTO TOIG TPMTOLS ETEGL VOIOUG UEV 0IKOJOLOD LeV oL Kol KOAAdaG iepag ioTdVTES, dyalia
0¢ 00OV Eppoppov TolovpEeVoL SIETEAOVY, (G 0UTE G10V APopolodV Ta Beltiova Tolg xeipootv ovte Epdmtecton
0g0d duvatov dAA®C 1| vonoet, kopudii 08 Kai Té Tdv Bucitdv Exetat tig ITvBayopikiig ayloteiag: dvaipoktol Yap
foav of ye moAkai, 1’ dApiTov kai omovdic kol TV edtesoTdtwv Temompévat.) Trans. by B. Perrin (1914).

133 gchafer (1997) 210; italics original.
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Overview of perspectives
Eric Gruen characterizes the relationship between Jews and Romans optimistically,

interpreting events so as to highlight evidence of a positive relationship. Martin Goodman
acknowledges differences more openly, but he minimizes the impact which distinctive Jewish
religious tenets would have had. He reduces Jewish distinctiveness more to lifestyle than to a
fundamentally different outlook on life, and so he concurrently minimizes the likelihood that
significant disjunction would have existed between Jews and non-Jews. Louis Feldman lays bare
some of the more vicious accusations leveled against Jews, but in the end he positions them as
not having much significance. His demographic argument that the number of Jews must have
increased greatly via conversions during this period trumps any argument one might make that
Judaism was unattractive to many. So, three prominent scholars of Judaism minimize the
negative. Peter Schéfer approaches the issue from a different perspective. He believes that other
scholars have underestimated the animosity that existed toward Jews. His ultimate interest is in
explaining the “why.” But for purposes of characterizing Jewish status in the first century AD,
he does make obvious his disagreement with other scholars — he views Jewish existence more
pessimistically.

All four of these scholars begin with essentially the same facts. All four scholars
recognize that there is evidence available to promote an optimistic view of Jewish status in the
first century. They also all recognize that evidence is available to promote a pessimistic point of
view. In navigating the junction of these two streams, then, each develops a standard for
determining which of the two flows finally to follow. In the course of evaluating these four
authors, I have challenged those efforts which seek to minimize the negativity. While strategies

to minimize the negativity are strenuously employed and sincerely presented, ultimately such
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strategies appear to require a sidelining of seemingly clear data to accomplish their purpose. |
raise the following questions. Can we leave intact the factuality of those events Gruen
questions? Can we permit the standout features of Judaism — its theological perspectives and
concurrent practices — to remain inextricably intertwined rather than to be distinguished, as
Goodman seems to prefer? Is Feldman’s perception that evidence for an increase in the number
of Jews sufficient to call into question what otherwise would be clear evidence for a negative
pagan view of Judaism? And finally, does Schafer’s plea for realistic pessimism offer a helpful
corrective?

This all matters because Josephus was a Jew. In attempting to understand his negotiation
of the world in which he lived, one benefits greatly from understanding better the world in which
he lived. He lived as a Jew. He wrote as a Jew. He presents himself as inextricably intertwined
with the history and culture of his people. To understand how Josephus viewed himself relative
to his Greco-Roman audience, we need to understand Josephus not only as an individual but also
as a member of a distinctive social grouping within the empire. The more precisely we can
characterize the status of Jews in the first century, then, the more likely we are to accurately

understand the nature of Josephus’ own work.
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CHAPTER 2 - Jewish Status: Classifying Ancient Views

Understanding Josephus depends on understanding the place of Jews in the Roman
Empire. Scholarship divides into two key camps in characterizing Jewish status in the first
century AD. Gruen, Goodman, and Feldman defend an optimistic view of Jewish status.
Schéfer promotes an alternative view, one that acknowledges positives but at the same time
highlights the reality of antipathy directed against Jews in the empire.

The opinions of each of these scholars are influenced by various factors: confidence in
historical sources, decisions about which evidence to emphasize, and the starting point for one’s
line of argumentation. Characterizing Jewish status in the Roman Empire is not easy, in
particular because there are multiple non-Jewish entities which each had a distinct view of
Judaism. By classifying ancient perspectives on Judaism according to the entity which held that
particular perspective, however, it proves possible to create some order amidst the complexity.

The first entity | will consider is the imperial bureaucracy. The Roman Empire as well as
its representatives in the provinces took a particular position vis-a-vis the Jews. The second
entity comprises local government officials. For example, the magistrates of Laodicea, in Asia
Minor, were challenged by an imperial edict regarding their treatment of Jews. These
magistrates had to submit — at least in appearance — to imperial representatives, but any
preexistent views toward Jews, even if forcibly restrained, would likely represent the feelings of
everyday Laodiceans more precisely than a perspective conveyed by an imperial representative.
The third entity is the common people. Local governmental institutions can reflect the views of
those they govern, but they still operate on a different plane. In determining how to treat a

particular ethnic subgroup, they have to consider the good of the community as well as the
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relationship of their governmental body to any higher political authority. Individual neighbors of
a particular ethnic minority, however, are more free to act on their prejudices.

| will evaluate the evidence we have for interaction between Jews and non-Jews from
these three perspectives. While the evidence in totality is complex, categorizing evidence
according to these three perspectives can offer the beginnings of a path through the maze and

ultimately help identify a common thread useful for defining Jewish status in the first century.*

Imperial administration
Imperial dealings with Jews, though marked by an occasional rough patch, in general

were quite protective of Jewish rights. The origins of this protection were, in many respects,
pragmatic. Consider, for example, the credit Jews earned through their support of Julius Caesar.?
After Caesar had defeated Pompey in the battle of Pharsalus, Pompey fled to Egypt.
Upon arriving, Pompey was assassinated by advisors of the young Ptolemy and a former member
of Pompey’s own army. This assassination was an attempt to gain Caesar’s favor, but the action
provoked quite a different attitude. Caesar had planned to gain respect by pardoning Pompey.
Those who robbed Caesar of this opportunity were now considered his enemies. Achillas, one of
the assassins, was given command of the army of Ptolemy and proceeded to march on

Alexandria, where Caesar was now located with only a single legion. Part of Caesar’s plan to

! As I consider the status of Jews in the Roman Empire, I rely heavily on Josephus’ Antiquities since that is our only
source for many of the circumstances and events pertinent to this question. | refer to other literary sources where
possible and find that they present a general outlook consistent with that presented by Josephus.

2 A focus on the role that Jews played in supporting Julius Caesar is not to deny that there were good relations
between Romans and Jews before this. Rather, Jewish support for Caesar at a critical moment stands out because it
is subsequently used as a prominent rationale for good treatment of Jews. As an example of positive imperial
treatment of Jews prior to the incidents about to be described, note the decree issued in 49 BC by the consul Lucius
Lentulus: “I have at my tribunal set these Jews, who are citizens of Rome, and follow the Jewish religious rites, and
yet live at Ephesus, free from going into the army, on account of the superstition they are under” (moAitog Popaicov
‘Tovdaiovg iepa Tovdaika &xovrag kol moodvrog &v ' Eeéom mpod 10D Pripartog deioidarpoviag Eveka otpateiog
anélvoa, Ant 14.228).
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avert disaster was to enlist Mithridates of Pergamum in a rescue mission, but Mithridates’
approach was blocked at the city of Pelusium, on the eastern edge of the Nile delta.

It is at this point that Jews step into the story. The Jewish ruler Antipater, father of Herod
the Great, came to Mithridates’ aid with 3000 armed men. Antipater also rallied Arabian and
Syrian troops to the fight. With the muscle of these additional forces, Mithridates attacked
Pelusium. The story continues.

MOp1ddng 6¢ dpog €k Zvpiag eig [Inlovotov aikveitatl Kol pur deyopévey avTov TV
avOpOTOV EMOAOPKEL TV TOAY. NPioTEVCE 08 AVTITOTPOG KATAGVPAS TL TOD TELYOLG Kol
000V glomecelv mapéoyeto Toig dALOLG €1 TNV TOAWY. Kai 10 pev [Inhovciov obtwg elyev.

100G 0¢ mepi Avtimatpov kol MiBpddtny amidvtag npog Kaicapa dexmdAivov oi Tovdaiot
ot v Oviov [ydpav] Aeyouévny kototkobviec. meibel 68 Kol ToVTOVE TO ADTAOV PPOVT|cOL
KOTO TO ouoquov Avnn(xtpog Kai padota Emdeifag a0Tois g Y pravod Tod apylepEng
&meTOAAC, &V 0l ovTodg @iloug eivar Koisopog mapekdher kai Eévia kod mévto Td
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ouvOELovTag VTNKOLOV. TOVTOVG O TPocOepEVOoLE dkoVvcavTEG o1 TEplt MEUPLY EkdAovY
Kot o0Tol TOV MiBptddtny mpog £avTovg: KAKEIVOG EAMOMV kol TovToVG TapalapBavet.

So Mithridates marched out of Syria, and came to Pelusium; and, when its inhabitants
would not admit him, he besieged the city. Now Antipater signalized himself here, and
was the first who plucked down a part of the wall, and so opened a way to the rest,
whereby they might enter the city, and by this means Pelusium was taken.

But it happened that the Egyptian Jews, who dwelt in the country called Onion, would
not let Antipater and Mithridates, with their soldiers, pass to Caesar; but Antipater
persuaded them to come over to their party because he was of the same people with them,
and that chiefly by showing them the epistles of Hyrcanus the high priest, wherein he
exhorted them to cultivate friendship with Caesar; and to supply his army with money,
and all sorts of provisions which they wanted; and accordingly, when they saw Antipater
and the high priest of the same sentiments, they did as they were desired. And when the
Jews about Memphis heard that these Jews were come over to Caesar, they also invited
Mithridates to come to them; so he came and received them also into his army.®

Antipater and his Jewish soldiers played an important role in breaking through a roadblock and
then in enlisting additional Jewish support. But there was more. In the heat of a decisive battle,

the actions of Jews were critical.

3 Ant 14.130-132.
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And when Mithridates had gone over all Delta, as the place is called, he came to a
pitched battle with the enemy, near the place called the Jewish Camp. Now Mithridates
had the right wing, and Antipater the left, and when it came to a fight, that wing where
Mithridates was gave way, and was likely to suffer extremely, unless Antipater had come
running to him with his own soldiers along the shore, when he had already beaten the
enemy that opposed him; so he delivered Mithridates and put those Egyptians who had
been too hard for him to flight. He also took their camp, and continued in the pursuit of
them. He also recalled Mithridates, who had been worsted, and was retired a great way
off, of whose soldiers eight hundred fell; but of Antipater’s fifty.*

The commander from Pergamum was most gracious and complimentary when reflecting on the
danger just escaped.
MOp1ddng 6¢ mepl tovtoVv Emotéddel Kaioapt thg T€ vikng avtoig dpa Kai thg cotmpiog
aitov Tov Avtinatpov dmogaivev, dote T0v Kaicapa tote pev Emavelv antdv,
keypfobat 8¢ mapd TavTa TOV TOAEUOV €ig TG KIVOLVOOESTATO TG AVTITATP®: Kol O1) Kol
TpwOfvar GUVEPN Tapd TOVG AYBVOS OVTO.
So Mithridates sent an account of this battle to Caesar, and openly declared that Antipater
was the author of this victory, and of his own preservation; insomuch that Caesar
commended Antipater then, and made use of him all the rest of that war in the most
hazardous undertakings: he happened also to be wounded in one of those engagements.®
Though initially Antipater had been on the side of Pompey in the civil war, his strategic
conversion to the side of Julius Caesar after Pompey died® and his subsequent service to Caesar

brought immediate and rich benefit. Caesar gave him citizenship in Rome and freedom from

taxes everywhere.” He invited him to select whatever territory he would like to govern.

4 Ant 14.133-135
5> Ant 14.136.
6Jw 1.187.

" Ant 14.137.
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Antipater chose Judea and became its ruler.® Caesar declared that Hyrcanus, the high priest and
titular head of the Jewish people whom Antipater served, was entitled to have his family
continue to function in that position and to serve as arbiter should questions arise elsewhere
about Jewish customs.® Caesar also allowed Hyrcanus to rebuild the walls of Jerusalem.*®

Benefits from Rome for this rescue by Antipater and his troops, however, did not accrue
only to a few individuals. Caesar permitted freedom from taxes every seventh — the sabbatical —
year for territories of the Jews. He prohibited the raising of troops from Jewish territory and also
insisted that no winter quarters be demanded or other money exacted.!!

Yet benefits from Julius Caesar were not restricted only to those who lived in
recognizable Jewish territories. It came to Caesar’s attention that the local governing body of
Parium, a coastal town not far from Troy, had forbidden Jews “to make use of the customs of
their forefathers, and their way of sacred worship” (toi¢ matpiolg £0ect kai ispoic ypficHon). 2
Caesar’s response was categorical:

guoi Toivuov ovK ApEcKEL KOTA TAV NUETEPOV GIA®V Kol GUUUAY®V TotodTo YivesOat

ynoeiopoto kol kolvesHot avtovg v Katd To adT®dv £€0n Kol yprjrata i cUVOETVO Kol

10 lepa eloPépety, ToDTO TOETY aT®V PUNd &v Poun kekowivpévov. kol yap I'drog

Kaicap 6 nuétepog otpotnyog [kai] dratog v @ datdypott KoAvmy 01dcovg

ouvayechot KoTd TOALY LOVOLS TOVTOVG OVK EKMAVGEV OVTE YPNLOTO CUVEIGOEPELY OVTE

oLVOEVa TOLETY. OpOIMG 0& KAy® TOVS AAAOVG B1AG0VE KOAD®Y TOVTOIS HOVOLS EMTPET®

KT T0 TaTplo £0m Kod voppo cuvayecOad te kol Eotidicot. kol Vudc ovv Kahdg Exel, &l

TL KATO TOV NUETEPOV PIA®V KOl CLUUAYOV YHPIGHO ETOMGOTE, TOVTO AKLPAGL Ol TV

nePL NUAG ATV APETNV Kol EVvOLav.

Now it does not please me that such decrees should be made against our friends and

confederates, whereby they are forbidden to live according to their own customs, or to

bring in contributions for common suppers and holy festivals, while they are not

forbidden so to do even at Rome itself; for even Caius Caesar, our imperator and consul,
in that decree wherein he forbade the Bacchanal rioters to meet in the city, did yet permit

8 Ant 14.143.

® Ant 14.190-195.
10 Ant 14.144, 200.
11 Ant 14.202-204.
12 Ant 14.211.
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these Jews and these only, both to bring in their contributions, and to make their common
suppers. Accordingly, when | forbid other Bacchanal rioters, | permit these Jews to
gather themselves together, according to the customs and laws of their forefathers, and to
persist therein. It will be therefore good for you, that if you have made any decree against
these our friends and confederates, to abrogate the same, by reason of their virtue, and
kind disposition towards us.:
Notice Caesar’s logic. Yes, he refers initially to his father — Caius Caesar — and to an exception
made already at that time for the Jews’ benefit. But he concludes his appeal with a second
reference to Jews as “friends and confederates.” He then insists that the Parians annul their anti-
Jewish decrees “because of their virtue and good will concerning us” (51 TV mepl HUAS ATV
apetnv kai ebvolav). Caesar had seen evidence of friendship and good will in the rescue mission
Antipater had launched to protect the life of his emperor. Jews had fought on his side
(cvppdywv). That significant decision by Jewish leaders to step in on the side of the eventual
winner in the civil war was paying significant dividends.

These dividends continued after Caesar’s death in 44 BC.1* While political upheaval
followed the assassination, it is noteworthy that in the immediate aftermath of the death, the
Roman Senate took actions to affirm Julius Caesar’s goodwill toward the Jews.®® Also,
Dolabella, who served as consul with Mark Antony after Caesar died, sent this message to
Ephesus as the chief city of Asia:

ALEEaVOPOg Beodmpov TtpecPeutng Y pkavod tod AAeEavopov viod apylepémg Kol

£0véapyov TV Tovdaiwv Evepdvicév pot mepi Tod pn duvacOat otpatevestat Tovg

ToAlTag adToD Ot TO pnte Omha Pactdle dvvachal pte 030UTOPETY &V TAig NUEPALG

T®V cafPdtov, uNte TPOPAV TOV TATPiOV Kol GLVHOOV KATA TOVTOVG EVTOPEIV. £YD TE

oDV aToic, kafme kol ol Tpd Euod Tyepoveg, didopt TV dotpateiay Kol cuyxwpd
xpTo0ar toig matpiolg €010p01g iepdv Eveka kal ayiolg cuvayoUévols, KaBMS avToig

13 Ant 14.214-216.

14 The close relationship between the Jews and Julius Caesar is evidenced in Suetonius’ observation, in Jul 84:5, that
“in this public mourning there joined a multitude of foreigners, expressing their sorrow according to the fashion of
their respective countries; but especially the Jews, who for several nights together frequented the spot where the
body was burnt.” [Thomson (1889).] (In summo publico luctu exterarum gentium multitudo circulatim suo quaeque
more lamentata est praecipueque ludaei, qui etiam noctibus continuis bustum frequentarunt). [Ihm (1993).]

15 Ant 14.217-222. A decree concerning the Jews had been passed on February 9, 44 BC but had not yet been
registered in the Treasury at the time Caesar was Killed. On April 11, 44 BC, the Senate acted to make that happen.
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VOOV, Kol TV TpOg T0G Busiog dpapepdtoy, DUAS Te PovAopot TaDTA YPay oL KoTd
TOAELS.

Alexander, the son of Theodorus, the ambassador of Hyrcanus, the son of Alexander the
high priest and ethnarch of the Jews, appeared before me, to show that his countrymen
could not go into their armies, because they are not allowed to bear arms, or to travel on
the Sabbath days, nor there to procure themselves those sorts of food which they have
been used to eat from the times of their forefathers,—I do therefore grant them a freedom
from going into the army, as the former prefects have done, and permit them to use the
customs of their forefathers, in assembling together for sacred and religious purposes, as
their law requires, and for collecting oblations necessary for sacrifices; and my will is,
that you write this to the several cities under your jurisdiction.®

The goodwill of Julius Caesar toward the Jews had, in many ways, a simple beginning — a
military intervention that turned out well. Through the years that preceded Caesar’s death, the
goodwill continued, and death itself did not extinguish the favor. In fact, the imperial goodwill
initiated by Antipater’s bold action had residual effect for decades to come, as evidenced also by
the way Caesar Augustus responded to a collection of incidents during his rule.

Numerous cities in Asia and Libya had been trampling on the rights of Jews,
appropriating money gathered for temple contributions and making life difficult in other ways.
The Jews sent ambassadors to Augustus, who reaffirmed relevant rights by sending letters to the
provincial officials on behalf of the Jews.

“Kaicap ZePaotdg apylepeds onpapyikic Eovaiog Aéyet. £medn 10 €6vog TO TV
Tovdainv edydpiotov HPEON OV LOVOV €V TD EVESTMOTL KOPD ALY KOl &V TG
TpoyeYEVNILEV® Kol pdAloTa £l TOD €UoD TaTpog avtokpdtopog Kaicapog mpdg tov
dfjpov tov Popaiov 6 te dpytepedc avtdv Y pkavoc, £60&E pot kol @ UG cvpPoviim
petd opkopociog yvoun onpov Popaiov todg Tovdaiovg ypficBot 1oic idioig Beopoig
K0T TOV TATPLOV OOTAV VOOV, KoM ExpdvTto €l Y pravod apylepémc 0eod vyictov,
6 1€ igpdl elvon &v dovAig kai dvamépmesOon gig Teposdivpa kol dmodidosot Toig
amodoyedov Tepocorlduwyv, yyvag Te U OLOAOYETY aTOVG &v caffacty T Tf) IO avTig
TOPACKELT] ATO Apag EVATNG. v € TIC Ppadi] KAETTOV TAG iepdg PiPAovg avTdv T) T
iepa ypruota £k te capPatsiov £k te Avdpdvoc, eivan anTodv iEpdcLAOV Kol TOV Piov
avTod évexBijvar gic TO dnuociov 1@V Popaiov. t6 te yneopa 10 000V pot O’ avTdV
ongp TG Sufic evoePeiog Mg Exm mPog ThvTac dvOpdmovg koi Vrep Iaiov Mapiiov
Knvowpivov kai todto 10 dtdtaypo KeEAeL® dvatedfvar £v Emonpotdt® Ty Td

16 Ant 14.226-227.
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vevn0vtt pot H7o Tod Koo g Aciag &v Aykipn. €av 8¢ T mapafi) Tt TdV
TPOEPNUEVOV, dDoEL OiknV oV petpiav.” éotnioypaenon &v 1@ Kaicapog vad.

“Caesar Augustus, Pontifex Maximus with tribunician power, decrees as follows. Since
the Jewish nation has been found well disposed to the Roman people not only at the
present time but also in time past, and especially in the time of my father the emperor
Caesar, as has their high priest Hyrcanus, it has been decided by me and my council
under oath, with the consent of the Roman people, that the Jews may follow their own
customs in accordance with the law of their fathers, just as they followed them in the time
of Hyrcanus, high priest of the Most High God, and that their sacred monies shall be
inviolable and may be sent up to Jerusalem and delivered to the treasurers in Jerusalem,
and that they need not give bond (to appear in court) on the Sabbath or on the day of
preparation for it (Sabbath Eve) after the ninth hour. And if anyone is caught stealing
their sacred books or their sacred monies from a synagogue or an ark (of the Law), he
shall be regarded as sacrilegious, and his property shall be confiscated to the public
treasury of the Romans. As for the resolution which was offered by them in my honour
concerning the piety which I showed to all men, and on behalf of Gaius Marcius
Censorinus, | order that it and the present edict be set up in the most conspicuous (part of
the temple) assigned to me by the federation (koinon) of Asia in Ancyra. If anyone
transgresses any of the above ordinances, he shall suffer severe punishment.” This was
inscribed upon a pillar in the temple of Caesar.!’

Notice the key phrase, words which link the defense of Jewish rights by Augustus to noteworthy
deeds of Jews during the governance of Julius Caesar: “Since the Jewish nation has been found
well disposed to the Roman people not only at the present time but also in time past, and
especially in the time of my father the emperor Caesar, as has their high priest Hyrcanus . . .”
The deeds of the Jews especially (uéAiota) during the time of Julius Caesar, when Hyrcanus was
high priest and Antipater the general, continued to color the lens through which an emperor
many years later looked.'® Augustus was clearly conscious of an ennobled past as he came down

firmly in favor of Jews who were being oppressed by native populations.

17 Ant 16.162-165; trans. by Marcus.

18 To highlight just how long an imperial appreciation for past Jewish support was lingering, C. Marcus Censorinus,
who is mentioned in this rescript of Augustus, served as consul with C. Asinius Gallus in 8 BC. His name
(Censorinus) then indicates that he served as censor sometime after that, and at some point close to 3 BC, he was
appointed proconsular governor of Asia. (See Syme 1995, pp. 302-307.) The support given to Julius Caesar by
Antipater had occurred almost 50 years earlier.
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The positive attitude that emperors held toward Jews was in many ways simply pragmatic
— they were expressing appreciation for political and military support received from Jews in the
past. This atmosphere of affinity created the context for another significant contributor to
imperial favor for Jews: personal relationships between prominent Jews and those who would
become — or who currently served as — emperor.

Herod the Great deserves credit for building on good feelings spawned by the noble
actions of his father Antipater. The benefits of Herod’s relationship building seem particularly
evident in the actions of Marcus Vipsanius Agrippa, a most trusted and prominent partner of
Augustus who had been granted powers almost equal to that of the emperor. Herod had
developed a friendship with Agrippa so that Agrippa even agreed to come to Judea to be
entertained. After spending many days with Herod, Agrippa returned to lonia before the onset of
winter.® That next spring, Herod sailed after Agrippa as Agrippa was launching a campaign in
the region of Pontus. During this period,

v Yodv fiv adtd Katd TV otpateioy Hpddng, &v te 10ig TPpayUaTIKOIG GUVOYOVIGTHS

KAV TOIg KT PEPOG SLUPOVAOC, 1OVG OE KAV TATG AVEGEST Kol LOVOS OTAVTMV KOWV®VOG

OYANP@GV PEV 01 TNV gVvolay, NOEMV 08 S TNV TUNV.

Herod was all in all to Agrippa, in the management of the war, and a great assistant in

civil affairs, and in giving him counsel as to particular matters. He was also a pleasant

companion for him when he relaxed himself, and a joint partaker with him in all things;
in troubles because of his kindness; and in prosperity because of the respect Agrippa had
for him.2
After the matters in Pontus were taken care of, Agrippa and Herod traveled together through
Asia Minor. When they arrived in lonia, some Jews who lived in that area appealed to them.

The locals had been forcing them to go to court on sacred days, had been taking away money

that Jews intended to send to the temple in Jerusalem, and had been compelling Jews to serve in

19 Ant 16.15.
20 Ant 16.22.
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the army. Josephus presents the relationship that Herod had established with Agrippa as central
to the resolution of these issues.

ouvidmv odv Aypinrog Pralopévoue dmexpivato tadta- 1o pév v Hpddov mpdc adtov
gbvotdv te kai piiov Erotpog ivar iy 6todv yopilecOar Tovdaiotg, & 68 dEodoty Kai
Ko o0 Th dikono SOKEIV: DOT ), €1 HEV €060VTO Kol TAELOV@YV, OVK (v OKVIjoOL TG YE UN)
Avmodvta v Popaiov dpyny tapacyeiv. énel 6¢ a kol TpodTepoV eiMQAcLY dKvpa Un
vevéaOat, Befotodv adToic AvemnpedsTols £v Toic oikeiolg dtatelelv E0eoty. ToladTA
elmov d1éhve TOV cVAAoYoV. Hpmdong 8¢ mpocseost®dg Katnomdleto Kol Thg €1 avTov
dtbéocemc dUOAGYEL YapY. O 0& Kal €i¢ TADTO PIAOPPOVOVUEVOS IGO0V aOTOV TOPETYEY
AVTEUTAEKOUEVOG KOl KATAOTOLOUEVOG.

So when Agrippa perceived that they had been oppressed by violence, he made this
answer:—That, on account of Herod’s good will and friendship, he was ready to grant the
Jews whatsoever they should ask him, and that their requests seemed to him in
themselves just; and that if they requested anything further, he should not scruple to grant
it them, provided they were no way to the detriment of the Roman government; but that,
while their request was not more than this, that what privileges they had already given
them might not be abrogated, he confirmed this to them, that they might continue in the
observation of their own customs, without anyone offering them the least injury; and
when he had said thus, he dissolved the assembly: upon which Herod stood up and
saluted him, and gave him thanks for the kind disposition he showed to them. Agrippa
also tool<2this in a very obliging manner, and saluted him again, and embraced him in his
arms . . .2

We see Agrippa stepping in on behalf of the Jews on other occasions. He commanded
the city of Ephesus, “I will that the care and custody of the sacred money that is carried to the
temple at Jerusalem be left to the Jews of Asia, to do with it according to their ancient custom”
(tdv €ic 10 1epOV 10 €V TepocOADIOLG AVOPEPOUEVOV LEPDV XPNUATOV TIV EMUELELOV KOl
pviaknv Bovropat Tovg v Acia Tovdaiovg moteiohat kotd T maTpia).2?2 Any who stole this
money were to be dealt with. In the same letter, Agrippa also commanded the praetor “that no
one compel the Jews to come before a judge on the Sabbath day” (iva cappoactv undeig

avaykaln Tovdoiov £yydag dporoyeiv).?®

2L Ant 16.60-61.
22 Ant 16.167.
23 Ant 16.168.
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Ephesus was not the only city on Agrippa’s itinerary. A letter from Agrippa arrived in
Cyrene:

Mapkog Aypinmoc Kuvpnvaiov dpyovety fovdi] dnue yaipev. oi &v Kvprvn Tovdaiot,
vrEp OV 7o 6 TePaotoc Emepyev Tpdc TOV &v AN otpatnydv tovie Svra DAAPLoV Kai
TPOG TOVG AALOVG TOVG TG Emapyiog EMUELOVUEVOLGS, TVOL AVETIKOADTMG AVATEUTNTOL TOL
iepa yprpota g Tepoodivpa, ¢ EoTv a0TOIG TATPLOV, EVETVYOV LOL VDV, ®G VIO TIVOV
GLKOPAVTMV EnMpPealOpevol Kol MG &v TPOPAGEL TEAGV T OQEINOUEVOYV KOADOIVTO- O1C
AmoKaOIGTAVELY KATO UNOEVA TPOTOV EVOYAOLUEVOLS, Kol €1 TIvaV 1epd ypHpaTo
AENPNVTOL TAOV TOAE®V TOVG €1G TADTO ATOKEKPIUEVOVG Kol TadTo dtopldoachal toig éxel
‘Tovdaiolg keleH®.

Marcus Agrippa to the magistrates, senate, and people of Cyrene, sendeth greeting. The
Jews of Cyrene have interceded with me for the performance of what Augustus sent
orders about to Flavius, the then praetor of Libya, and to the other procurators of that
province, that the sacred money may be sent to Jerusalem freely, as hath been their
custom from their forefathers, they complaining that they are abused by certain
informers, and, under pretense of taxes which were not due, are hindered from sending
them; which | command to be restored without any diminution or disturbance given to
them; and if any of that sacred money in the cities be taken from their proper receivers, |
farther enjoin, that the same be exactly returned to the Jews in that place.?
While the letters to Ephesus and Cyrene are not dated by Josephus, in the Antiquities they are
placed after Josephus’ presentation of Herod as a close friend to Agrippa. So, it seems
reasonable to offer these additional rescripts as further evidence of positive treatment of Jews
that was fortified by the good relationship Herod established and sustained with Agrippa.
Agrippa was influential, but he was not the emperor. Of even greater consequence for
the Jewish people were relationships that linked the family of Herod with those who either were
closely related to or actually served as emperors of Rome. These connections seem to have

begun in earnest in 22 BC, when Herod had his sons Alexander and Aristobulus move to Rome

and live in the home of Gaius Asinius Pollio, the former consul who is mentioned in Virgil’s

24 Ant 16.169-170.
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Fourth Eclogue.?® Herod intended to achieve more than simply giving his sons an education or
having them associate with a famous former consul.

&yvo ToV¢ maidag avtod méume €ig Pounv AAéEavopov kai Aptotdfoviov,

ovvtevEopévouc Kaicapt. tovtolg dverdodoty kataymyn pév qv IoAdiovog oikog dvépog

TOV pdAoTo omovdacavtav tepl TV Hpddov eidiav, £peito d¢ kav toig Kaioapog

katdyesOar: Kol yop €Eedé€ato petd maong eriavlpomiog Tovg maidag: Kol didmoty

‘Hpmdn v Poacireiov dt@ Bovietot Befatodv T@v €€ adTod YEYOVOT®V,

He resolved to send his sons Alexander and Aristobulus to Rome, to enjoy the company

of Caesar; who, when they came thither, lodged at the house of Pollio, who was very

fond of Herod’s friendship: and they had leave to lodge in Caesar’s own palace, for he
received these sons of Herod with all humanity, and gave Herod leave to give his
kingdom to which of his sons he pleased.?
Herod had in mind that his sons would enjoy a close relationship with Caesar himself. This
relationship which Herod saw as important was also viewed as important by Caesar — he offered
evidence of his confidence in Herod by deferring to his choice of a successor. Some time later,
Herod’s sons Archelaus and Antipas and Philip followed in their brothers’ footsteps, also sent to
Rome for training.?’

But it was not the connections of any of these sons which proved key to subsequent
positive treatment of Jews by Roman emperors. Rather, it was a child of one of these sons who
appears to have had disproportionate influence within the royal family and, consequently, on
Jews throughout the Roman Empire.

Aristobulus was the third son of Herod the Great, Herod’s second son with his favorite —

only to be executed — wife Mariamne I. In 11 BC, when Aristobulus was about 20 years old, his

% Feldman (1985) 140.

2 Ant 15.342-343. See also Ant 16.6: “Now at this time it was that [Herod the Great] sailed to Italy, as very desirous
to meet with Caesar, and to see his sons who lived at Rome; and Caesar was not only very obliging to him in other
respects but delivered him his sons again, that he might take them home with him, as having already completed
themselves in the sciences” (év 8¢ ToVTE® T® Koupd kai Tov gig v Trodiov mAodv émomoarto Kaicopi e cuvtuyeiv
opunOeic kai Oedoacbat Tovg moidag v i Poun datpifovrog. Kaicap 8¢ té e dAla @ilo@povmg avtov Eedéato
Kol Tovg Taidag Mg 1{dn teletmbévTag év Toic pabnpoacty dmédmkey dyewy gic v oikeiav).

27 Ant 17.20-21.
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wife Bernice gave birth to one of his five children, Agrippa. Four years later, Aristobulus was
charged with treason and executed by Herod the Great. Four-year-old Agrippa was fatherless.
Bernice remarried, but her second husband Theudion was also executed, accused of conspiring
against Herod.
Bernice had lost two husbands in about two years.?® With her now six-year-old Agrippa
she moved to Rome.?° Fortunately for her and her family, she was not without friends.
‘Hpddov 100 faciiémc OAiyov mpo Tiic TeAevTiic Aypinmog &v Poun dtartdpevog kol
opotpoiag Kai cuvnoeiog avT®d TOAARG YevouEvng Tpog Apodcov tov Tifepiov Tod
aVTOKPATOPOG VIOV Kol Avtwvig Tff Apovcov Tod peydiov yovaiki €ig eiAiov deikeTo,
Bepevikng thig untpog Tineopévng mop ot Kol Tpoaywy®dv NEwKLIing TOV vidv.
A little before the death of Herod the king, Agrippa lived at Rome, and was generally
brought up and conversed with Drusus the emperor Tiberius’s son, and contracted a
friendship with Antonia, the wife of Drusus the Great, who had his mother Bernice in
great esteem, and was very desirous of advancing her son.*°
Antonia, mentioned as one who held Agrippa’s mother Bernice in great esteem, was the daughter
of Mark Antony. However, that was not her most enduring mark of distinction. Antonia’s

influence was noteworthy not because of who her father was, but because of who her husband

and — in the end even more importantly — because of who her sons were. Antonia was the wife

28 The likely death date for Herod is presumed to be between 4 and 5 BC.

29 No information is available which explains the reasons behind this move. What seems unlikely is that Bernice
would have felt that her children were in any danger (we do know that the move occurred before the death of Herod
the Great — Ant 18.143). While Herod acted viciously against sons of his whom he felt to be treacherous, he
appeared to care deeply about his grandchildren. Josephus reports, “Now Herod brought up his sons’ children with
great care; for Alexander had two sons by Glaphyra; and Aristobulus had three sons by Bernice, Salome’s daughter,
and two daughters; and as his friends were once with him, he presented the children before them; and deploring the
hard fortune of his own sons, he prayed that no such ill fortune should befall these who were their children, but that
they might improve in virtue, and obtain what they justly deserved and might make him amends for his care of their
education.” (GvETpe@ey 88 aDTOC TV TOISMV TA TEKVA TAVY EMUEADS ooy Yap T pév AdeEdvdpo &k Thagvpag
Gpoeveg dVo, Apiotofovig o0& €k Bepevikng tiig Zaidpng Ouyatpdc dpoevég te Tpeic kai Onietat dvo. kai mote
TaPOVIOV 0OTH TOV PIL®V TapacTNoApEVOg Ta Taddpila Kol TdV V€@V avakAavcag TV TOxnv niyxeto undev
TOLOVOE TSV TOIG EKEIVOV cuveELDETY, avénbévtag 8¢ apeTi] Kol cvpeopd Tod dikaiov Tag Tpoag dueiyachat, ag
moloito, Ant 17.12-13.) We presume that all of her four other children came along as well. Josephus does explicitly
state that “Agrippa was brought up with his other brethren, Herod and Aristobulus” (Aypinnag étpépeto peta Koi
Etépwv adehodv Hpddng xai Aprotopovrog, Ant 18.133).

30 Ant 18.143.



82

of Drusus the Great (or, the Elder). Drusus the Great was the brother of emperor Tiberius, and
both of them had become stepsons of Caesar Augustus through their mother Livia’s second
marriage. So, this woman who was befriending Bernice was the wife of Emperor Augustus’
stepson.

Given the friendship between Bernice and Antonia, it is no surprise that the son of
Bernice ended up being brought up with the nephew of Antonia. This nephew, Drusus, was the
son of Antonia’s brother-in-law Tiberius. Drusus was only two years older than Bernice’s son
Agrippa.3' These two little boys became such good friends that when Drusus died at the age of
35 from likely poisoning, Drusus’ distraught father, now Emperor Tiberius, did not allow
Agrippa to come into his presence. So closely was Agrippa associated with Drusus that to see
him would have reminded Tiberius of his son, and the resultant grief was something Tiberius did
not want to endure.?

Agrippa’s childhood companions included not only the son of a future emperor. Agrippa
also went to school with an emperor. Recalling that Antonia and Bernice were very close
friends, it is no surprise to learn that Bernice’s son Agrippa went to school with Antonia’s son
Claudius.®® Claudius was one year younger than Agrippa. While we do not know precisely how
close a friend Agrippa was to Claudius, we know that Agrippa’s friendship with Drusus was

strong and that Drusus and Claudius were first cousins. One could not be faulted for imagining

31 Drusus was born in 13 BC, and Agrippa had been born in 11 BC.

32 Ant 18.146.

33 Ant 18.165. In the context of explaining why Antonia was later willing to loan an indebted Agrippa a significant
amount of money, Josephus reports, “So, out of regard to the memory of Bernice, his mother (for those two women
were very familiar with one another), and out of regard of his and Claudius’s education together, she lent him the
money” (1] 6¢ Bepevikng te pviun tiig untpog avtod, cpodpa yap aAA AL ExpdvTto aide al yuvaikes, Kol avTtd
opotpo@iog Tpog Tovg aupi Khavdiov yeyevnuévng, didmaot 10 dpydprov, Ant 18.165).
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moments when a 12-year-old Drusus and a 10-year-old Agrippa and a nine-year-old Claudius
engaged each other in wooden sword fights or in more serene contests of knuckle bones.

The stage is almost set for a playing out of how these early relationships as children
became influential relationships in adulthood. But there is one more important relationship to
consider. In some ways, one could say that this relationship had its origin in a very dark
moment. We do not know exactly when Agrippa’s mother Bernice died. What we know is that
her son Agrippa had grown to a sufficient age that he was capable of putting into practice an
instinct to be overly generous in his gifts. His inclination was to spend freely, even if it meant
spending beyond his means. Josephus explains that while his mother Bernice was alive, Agrippa
restrained this inclination. However, when his mother died,

YEVOUEVOG ML T® aTOD TPOTI®, T LEV €lg mOALTEAELQY THG KOO Mpépav daitng, T & €ig

TOV dWPEDV TO U LETPW TPOTEPEVOV AVAA®GE TOV YpNUAT®V, TO TAEIGTO O €ig TOVC

Koaioapog drehevBépoug etetédecsto EAmio TpdEemg ThHg avTdv, mevia te &v OAly® mepl

adTOV V. Kod TodTo NV KOAVHO Thig &V Phun Staitng

[when] he was left to his own conduct, he spent a great deal extravagantly in his daily

way of living, and a great deal in the immoderate presents he made, and those chiefly

among Caesar’s freedmen, in order to gain their assistance, insomuch that he was in a

little time reduced to poverty, and could not live at Rome any longer.**

This struggle with managing money was a blot on Agrippa’s record which only grew as he kept
refinancing his debt with greater and greater loans. After a fair amount of time, his position had
become exceedingly dire, with debtholders coming after him.®® At a certain point, when he
sought an audience with the father of his presently deceased dear friend Drusus, the now emperor

Tiberius initially welcomed him (Tiberius’ initial reluctance to see the friends of his deceased

son apparently had faded®®). The day after Agrippa began his visit of Tiberius, however, a letter

34 Ant 18.145-146.
35 Ant 18.147ff.
3 Ant 18.146.
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arrived. This note reported that Agrippa owed the treasury of Caesar 300,000 drachmas and that
when Agrippa had been forbidden to leave a particular place until he had paid off this debt,
Agrippa had fled under cover of darkness to escape responsibility.>” When Tiberius heard this,
he was furious. He refused to see Agrippa again until the debt was paid.

What did Agrippa do? He went to the dear friend of his now deceased mother, that friend
whose nephew Drusus had been Agrippa’s childhood companion and whose son Claudius had
been his schoolmate. He went to Antonia.

N 8¢ Bepevikng te pviun g untpog adtod, cpddpa yap aAAnrog Expdvto aide ai

YOVOIKEG, Kol adTd OpoTpoiog Tpog Tovg duel KAavdiov yeyevnuévng, 6idwaot 10

apyvprov, koi avtd dmoticavit T ypéog dvemkdAvTog NV 1 P1Aia 0D Tifepiov.

So, out of regard to the memory of Bernice, his mother (for those two women were very

familiar with one another), and out of regard of his and Claudius’s education together,

she lent him the money; and, upon the payment of this debt, there was nothing to hinder

Tiberius’s friendship to him.®
Antonia made it possible for Agrippa to pay his his debts. As this permitted Agrippa’s
relationship with Tiberius to be mended, Tiberius now worked to enhance that relationship by
inviting Agrippa to become good friends with his grandson, who was also named Tiberius (he
was the son of Agrippa’s now deceased companion Drusus). Agrippa went on to play a
significant role in educating Tiberius’ grandson,® but Josephus notes as well that Agrippa
devoted significant attention to another grandson,*° the grandson of Tiberius’ sister-in-law

Antonia, the lady who had given him the loan to pay off his debt. This grandson of Antonia was

Caius, later to be called Caligula.

37 Ant 18.163.

3 Ant 18.165.

% Ant 18.191.

40 As will soon be explained, this decision by Agrippa later came back to haunt him, at least for a time (Ant
18.188ff).



85

Not surprisingly, Agrippa’s effort to promote a friendship with Caligula involved the
showering of generous gifts. He financed these gifts by borrowing 1 million drachmas from a
freedman of Caesar. With this sum he paid back Antonia and then used a good portion of what
remained to give presents to Caligula. What was the result? “The rest of the money he spent in
paying court to Gaius, with whom he consequently rose to higher favour” (t&v Aowmdv t@
avardpatt Oepansvov tov Fatov peildovag &v aéidpatt qv map  adtd).*!

The stage is now set. We have an accounting of the relationships which positioned
Agrippa to have significant influence in the imperial court. His mother Bernice had been very
good friends with Antonia, who was the sister-in-law of Tiberius, the mother of Claudius, and
the grandmother of Caligula. This female friendship permitted Agrippa to have childhood
association with both Tiberius’ son Drusus and Antonia’s son Claudius. Agrippa’s connection
with Claudius and Antonia’s recollection of her friendship with Bernice opened the door, during
a financially fraught period in Agrippa’s life, for a growing friendship with Antonia’s grandson
Caligula.

The first of these imperial connections to benefit the Jews turned out to be the last
relationship Agrippa initiated, his friendship with Caligula. At least initially, however,
Agrippa’s newfound friendship with Antonia’s grandson Caligula did not turn out well for
Agrippa.

npotovong O¢ &mi puéya 1@ Aypinng thg mpog 'dov giriog aimpovpévolg mote M)}:og mepl
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Now as the friendship which Agrippa had for Caius was come to a great height, there

happened some words to pass between them, as they once were in a chariot together,
concerning Tiberius; Agrippa praying [to God] (for they two sat by themselves) that

41 Ant 18.167; trans. by Feldman.
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Tiberias might soon go off the stage, and leave the government to Caius, who was in

every respect more worthy of it. Now, Eutychus, who was Agrippa’s freedman, and

drove his chariot, heard these words, and at that time said nothing of them . . .2
The foreboding mention of Agrippa’s freedman did in fact presage an unfortunate turn of events.
The freedman was subsequently accused by Agrippa of stealing some clothing. This led
Eutychus to flee. When he was caught, he sought to insulate himself from punishment by telling
the prefect of the city of Rome that he had information for Caesar with regard to his safety. He
was sent to the island of Capri, Tiberius’ residence at the time.

Tiberius was aware that Eutychus intended to make an accusation against Agrippa, but he
chose not to grant Eutychus a hearing. Instead, he just let him sit in prison. Agrippa, observing
that no evident justice had been applied to his thieving freedman, went again to the dear friend of
his now deceased mother, asking Antonia to request some action from her brother-in-law
Tiberius. Although Tiberius warned Agrippa that if he did pursue this matter, it could be
determined that Eutychus’ accusation against Agrippa was true, nevertheless Agrippa wanted the
matter investigated.*®

The hearing was held, and Tiberius found Eutychus’ accusation to be persuasive.
Agrippa was bound and imprisoned. Fortunately for Agrippa, Tiberius grew ill soon after, and
within six months Caligula had succeeded his great uncle as the new emperor. The longing

Agrippa had expressed on a chariot to his blue-blooded friend had now come to fruition.** As a

result, Caligula was now in a position to set his friend Agrippa free.

42 Ant 18.168.

43 Ant 18.183-184.

4 In Antiquities 18.292, Caligula expressed appreciation for the sufferings Agrippa had endured at the hands of
Tiberius because he had spoken well of Caligula: “Agrippa, I have known in my heart before how highly you
regarded me and how you have proved your great loyalty even amidst the dangers with which, because of it, you
were encircled by Tiberius” (Aypinna, koi TpOTEPOV [V GOL TIUTY GUVISEWY T £xp® T& TPOC Epg Kol TOAMTV sbvotow
HeTd Kvdvuvev amodetyBsicay, oic vmd Tiepiov mepiéotnc d1° avtiv); trans. by Feldman.
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Caligula did just that. And Caligula did more. For a Jew who had grown up with the
imperial house but then had struggled enough so that he returned to Rome deeply indebted,
Caligula offered a complete change of circumstance.

gita 88 1O S1adnuo meprridnoy Th keQaAf] koi Baciéa kadiotnotv avtdv i Pirinmov
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... after which he put a diadem upon his head, and appointed him to be king of the

tetrarchy of Philip. He also gave him the tetrarchy of Lysanias, and changed his iron

chain for a golden one of equal weight.*®
When Agrippa had traveled from Rome to his homeland of Israel some 14 years earlier — after
the death of his dear friend and Tiberius’ son, Drusus — he had been a pauper. In fact, he had
even depended for daily bread on the largess of his sister Herodias and her husband Herod
Antipas, who at the time was tetrarch of Galilee and Perea. But now, through the intervention of
Antonia’s grandson, he was returning a wealthy king.

Personal benefit was gained from his imperial relationship. But Agrippa’s relationship
with Caligula benefitted the Jews more generally as well. While Caligula was serving as
emperor, there was a conflict between the Jews and Greeks in Alexandria. An embassy was sent
to Rome, and Jews were accused of being unlike all others — they refused to raise a statue in
honor of Caligula, and they would not swear by his name. Caligula was enraged. Philo, an
eminent man in his own right but also brother to the caretaker of the property of Caligula’s

grandmother Antonia,*® was ready to make a defense. On this occasion, however, family

connections seemed to mean nothing to the emperor. Caligula permitted not a word. Instead, he

45 Ant 18.237.
46 Ant 19.276.
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appointed a new governor for the province of Syria and commanded that governor, Petronius, to
attack Judea and forcibly place a statue of Caligula in the Jerusalem temple.*’

Such an act would have resulted in the deaths of many, many Jews, as they were
committed to preventing this blasphemy at the cost of their lives. It so happened that at the time,
King Agrippa was not living in the territories he was governing but was residing in Rome. In
spite of the turmoil affecting Jews more generally, “King Agrippa, who now lived at Rome, was
more and more in the favor of Caius” (Aypinmog 6 6 faciredg, Ethyyavev yap €mi Poung
Sroutdpevog, Tpovkomte GAig Tf mpdg tov I'édnov peldvoe).*® Agrippa sought to take advantage
of his preferred position with Caligula on behalf of his people far away.

The plan began with an invitation to dinner. This dinner exceeded all others in its
extravagance. Josephus reports that not even Caligula himself could have equaled, much less
surpassed, it. But Caligula did not want to be surpassed, even by a friend. So, after the dinner he
made Agrippa an offer:

“Aypinno, kol TpdTEPOV PEV GOL TIUTV GUVHIEWY T P& T0 TPOG g Kol TOAATV EBVOLOY
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“Agrippa, [ have known in my heart before how highly you regarded me and how you

have proved your great loyalty even amidst the dangers with which, because of it, you

were encircled by Tiberius. And now you never fail to show kindness to us, going even
beyond your means. Consequently, inasmuch as it would be a stain on my honour to let
you outdo me in zeal, | wish to make amends for past deficiencies. Indeed, all the gifts
that | have allotted to you are but slight in amount; any service that can add its weight in
the scale of prosperity shall be performed for you with all my heart and power.” He

spoke these words thinking that Agrippa would ask for a large accession of territory
adjoining his own or for the revenues of certain cities.*®

47 Ant 18.257-261.
48 Ant 18.2809.
49 Ant 18.292-293; trans. by Feldman.
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Agrippa played coy. He did have a plan, but it was not yet time to speak his mind.*® Caligula

was astonished. He asked Agrippa yet again to request a gift. Now Agrippa spoke.

0 88, “émei mep, @ Séomota, mpodupiq Tfj off Swpedv OV dmopaivels, oithooUoL TRV PV
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Agrippa replied, “Since, my lord, in your kindness you declare me worthy of gifts, | shall
ask for nothing that would make me richer inasmuch as | am already extremely
conspicuous because of the gifts that you have hitherto bestowed upon me. But | shall
ask for something that will bring you a reputation for piety and will induce the Deity to
help you in everything that you wish; and it will bring me the renown, among those who
hear of it, of never having known failure in anything that | desired your authority to
obtain for me. Well, | ask you to abandon all further thought of erecting the statue which

Petronius has your orders to set up in the temple of the Jews.”*

Agrippa’s neck was now extended. As great as his friendship was with Caligula, Agrippa was

asking a man of sufficient pride to swallow it on behalf of a friend. Agrippa’s life was itself on

the line. Both because of the witnesses to his promise as well as the unselfishness of Agrippa,

Caligula said yes. Both the assault on Judea and the plan for placing an imperial statue in the

Jerusalem temple were rescinded.>?

50 Ant 18.294.
51 Ant 18.296-297; trans. by Feldman.

52 The role of Agrippa in this change of heart is spotlighted even in the message Caligula sent to Petronius, his

commander on the ground: “He also wrote thus to Petronius, commending him for his assembling his army, and then

consulting him about these affairs. ‘If, therefore,” said he, ‘thou hast already erected my statue, let it stand; but if

thou hast not yet dedicated it, do not trouble thyself further about it, but dismiss thy army, go back, and take care of

those affairs which | sent thee about at first, for I have now no occasion for the erection of that statue. This | have
granted as a favor to Agrippa, a man whom | honor so very greatly, that | am not able to contradict what he would

995

have, or what he desired me to do for him.”” (ypdoet Tpdg tov [etpdviov, Ekeivov Tiig e dBpoicews Tod

OTPATELLOTOG EMALVAV Kol TOD TPOG AOTOV TTEPL ATV ENECTUAKOTOG" “VOV 0V €l HEV BAVELS TOV AvoptavTa
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18.300-302.]
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What made the difference? In that moment, everything Antipater had done for the army
of Julius Caesar was but a memory. Any past positive behavior by Jews on behalf of the empire
was, in Caligula’s mind, negated by their impudence. Yet what had the power to change the
mind of an emperor? A young Jew, given an opportunity because of family relationships, had
won the friendship of the most powerful man in the world. That was it. That is what made the
difference.>® That can almost feel like cheating. Such an arbitrary impact on history might seem
to undermine one’s evaluation of as well as the relevance of larger trends. Yet such connections
cannot be minimized, and such connections did not dissipate in their influence.

Soon after enjoying the dinner offered by Agrippa and freeing Jews from danger,
Caligula was assassinated. The Roman senate saw great opportunity in this moment. There
were those eager to regain control of the Roman government, as Caligula’s administration had
made most clear the perils of imperial authority. The praetorian guard, however, had a different
view. Not only did they question whether a democracy could effectively manage the empire;
they also realized that if they had no role in selecting the next leader, that next leader might have
little interest in treating them well.>* So, the soldiery acted. They invited Claudius to accept the
throne and carried him to their camp.

The general populace was pleased, because they felt that emperors were positioned to

restrain the covetous inclinations of senators and they were convinced that Claudius as emperor

%3 It must be acknowledged that very soon after Caligula sent his letter to Petronius, he received a letter from
Petronius — who at the time did not yet know of Caligula’s change of heart — letting him know that the Jews were
passionately opposed to Caligula’s original decision, with an implication by Petronius that there might be benefit in
Caligula reconsidering his course of action. This letter launched Caligula into a rage. While we have no evidence
that he reversed his decision (and so we might say that the friendship with Agrippa continued to have influence), he
did demand that Petronius commit suicide for challenging the commands of an emperor. Fortunately for Petronius,
this letter demanding his death traveled slowly, and a subsequent letter informing Petronius of Caligula’s
assassination arrived first. (Ant 18.308-309.)

54 Ant 19.162-165; 214-215.
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could prevent a civil war.>® The senate, initially, tried to convince Claudius to submit to them.>®
They warned that much of the army was on their side and many slaves could be employed to
assist them. The ambassadors who brought this message to Claudius, however, added —
seemingly on their own — an additional thought. When they saw the number of soldiers that were
on Claudius’ side, they more meekly made a suggestion which came close to undermining most
of what they had just said:

&l te g apyng Opéyorto, mapd TG PovAg d€xeabat Sidopuévny: aicimtepov Yop Kol
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naparoppévova

That if he did desire the government, he should accept of it as given by the senate; that he

would prosper better, and be happier if he came to it, not by the injustice, but by the good

will of those that would bestow it upon him.*’
There was a reality on the ground. Yet there remained the longing of so many senators to seize
the moment and take control of the government. It was at this moment that Agrippa enters the
story.

Recall that Agrippa was a schoolmate of Claudius.>® Agrippa was only one year older
than Claudius, and the mothers of Claudius and Agrippa had been best friends. It is no surprise
that Agrippa had access to Claudius even at this most dramatic moment, and it is no surprise that
the voice of Agrippa was heard as persuasive in this time of decision. While that fickle visit by
representatives of the senate had left Claudius somewhat afraid, nevertheless “he was
encouraged [to claim the government] partly by the boldness of the soldiers, and partly by the

persuasion of king Agrippa, who exhorted him not to let such a dominion slip out of his hands,

when it came thus to him of its own accord” (&po pev Bdpoel TOV otpoaTiOTOV Ao 6& Aypinmov

%5 Ant 19.228.
% Ant 19.230.
5" Ant 19.235.
%8 Ant 18.165.
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Agrippa’s encouragement of Claudius is described in another way:
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But when he had learned that Claudius was carried away violently by the soldiers, he

rushed through the crowd to him, and when he found that he was in disorder, and ready to

resign up the government to the senate, he encouraged him, and desired him to keep the

government.5°
Not only did Agrippa have the ear of Claudius in this decisive moment; he also had the ear of the
senate. It is evident, however, which team he was playing for. He had just returned home from
encouraging Claudius to seize the throne when the senate sent for him. When he got word of
their request, he put perfumes on his head to make it appear that he had just been out on a date
with his wife. When he arrived at the senate chamber, he played dumb: “He also asked of the
senators what Claudius did” (kai fipeto Tovg Bovievtac, Ti mémpoye Khoddog).8t He made it
appear that he was very much on their side, saying “that he was ready to lose his life for the
honor of the senate” (televtdly pév dep Tod kot éxeivny sdikheodc Etotpog fv).%2

But when he gave his advice, it was advice much to the advantage of Claudius.
Admittedly, it was likely to the authentic advantage of the senate as well, given the
circumstances. However, mutual concern is not presented as Agrippa’s primary motivation.

When the senate asked Agrippa what he thought they should do, these were his carefully crafted

words:

%9 Ant 19.236.

60 Ant 19.238.

61 Ant 19.239.

62 Ant 19.240. Also, when later noting that the size of the military force on the side of the Senate was inferior to that
on the side of Claudius, he described the Senate’s military force as “ours” (ta & fuétepa, Ant 19.243).
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[He] desired them to consider what was for their advantage, without any regard to what

was most agreeable to them; for that those who grasp at governments, will stand in need

of weapons and soldiers to guard them, unless they will set up without any preparation
for it, and so fall into danger.®®
He went on to imply that the senate’s forces would lose any military confrontation. He
suggested, with continuing duplicity, that the senate send individuals to Claudius in an attempt to
persuade him to give up any claim on authority, even offering to intercede on their behalf.

The senate took his advice. They sent ambassadors to Claudius, one of whom was
Agrippa. Agrippa continued his crafty game. Not only had Agrippa shared his advice to the
senate knowing full well that he had just encouraged Claudius to keep the government in spite of
the senate. When the embassy arrived at the military camp where Claudius was located, Agrippa

communicated in secret to the emperor in waiting.
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[Agrippa] privately informed Claudius of the disorder the senate was in, and gave him
instructions to answer them in a somewhat commanding strain, and as one invested with
dignity and authority.®*
Claudius took his advice. He was circumspect in his language but firm in his intent. He would
be their emperor. As soon as they left, Claudius proceeded with even more decisiveness. He
paid 5000 drachmas to each of his soldiers and promised the same for the rest of the armies to
solidify support.

When the senate met again, soldiers who had been on their side now demanded that the

senate choose an emperor. The individual who had assassinated Caligula, Cherea, had hoped for

83 Ant 19.240-241.
64 Ant 19.245,
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a much different course of events. He was furious. He reproached the soldiers. He now said
that he would bring them the head of Claudius, a fool. The soldiers once aligned with the senate
now drew their swords, went to Claudius, and promised to be faithful to him. The senate was
suddenly alone.®®

Now the senators themselves began to reconsider. Some traveled to Claudius to pay their
respects, but the soldiers did not receive them kindly. One senator was even wounded. As the
accession of Claudius to the throne was almost complete, Agrippa steps into the story once more.
While he had been less than forthright with the senate as to his role in recent events, at this
moment,

Aypinnag 6 Bacireds mpocerddv @ Khawdiw a0l toig cuyKANTIKOIS NTidTepOV
KOTAGTHVOL: YEVOUEVOD VAP TIVOC KaKoD epi THV PovAny ody EEetv Qv EpEetev ETépav.

King Agrippa went up to Claudius, and desired he would treat the senators more gently;
for if any mischief should come to the senate, he would have no others over whom to
rule.%®
The son of Antonia acquiesced to his Jewish classmate of so many years before. The influence
of friendship was on display once more.

The events of Claudius’ ascent to power reaffirm that there was a close relationship
between the emperor and his Jewish boyhood companion. The events of this ascent to power
naturally led to great personal benefit for Agrippa. Claudius commended him by affirming to
Agrippa the kingdom that Caligula had given to him and then adding Judea and Samaria to his

domain. But the close relationship on display during Claudius’ ascent to power also appears to

have paid dividends for Jews more generally.

6 Ant 19.259.
6 Ant 19.265.
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Evidence of this emerged almost immediately. As soon as Caligula had been
assassinated, Jews in Alexandria who had been mightily oppressed during Caligula’s reign now
took courage and began to fight back against their Alexandrian enemies. Claudius’ first goal was
to quiet the conflict. But King Agrippa asked for more. Claudius complied.
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He also sent an edict, at the request of king Agrippa and king Herod,®” both to Alexandria
and to Syria, whose contents were as follows: “Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus
Germanicus, high priest, and tribune of the people, ordains thus:— Since | am assured
that the Jews of Alexandria, called Alexandrians, have been joint inhabitants in the
earliest times with the Alexandrians, and have obtained from their kings equal privileges
with them, as is evident by the public records that are in their possession, and the edicts
themselves; and that after Alexandria had been subjected to our empire by Augustus,
their rights and privileges have been preserved by those presidents who have at diverse
times been sent thither; and that no dispute had been raised about those rights and
privileges, even when Aquila was governor of Alexandria; and that when the Jewish
ethnarch was dead, Augustus did not prohibit the making such ethnarchs, as willing that
all men should be so subject [to the Romans] as to continue in the observation of their
own customs, and not be forced to transgress the ancient rules of their own country
religion;®® but that, in the time of Caius, the Alexandrians became insolent toward the

67 Agrippa’s brother, the king of Chalchis (Ant 19.277)
8 While she notes that this particular letter of Claudius is “in all probability a largely genuine document (and not
just a version of the letter),” Rajak (2001) does believe that the edict “has been falsified in places” (315). While |
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Jews that were among them, which Caius, out of his great madness, and want of
understanding, reduced the nation of the Jews very low, because they would not
transgress the religious worship of their country, and call him a god: | will, therefore, that
the nation of the Jews be not deprived of their rights and privileges, on account of the
madness of Caius; but that those rights and privileges, which they formerly enjoyed, be
preserved to them, and that they may continue in their own customs. And I charge both
parties to take very great care that no troubles may arise after the promulgation of this
edict.”®®
The logic which Claudius employed cited precedent and general Roman policy toward
conquered peoples. No nepotism was explicit. Nevertheless, this reaffirmation of Roman
treatment of Jews found its genesis in an appeal by Claudius’ friend Agrippa. The broadening of
Claudius’ target audience — moving beyond Alexandria to all of Syria — appears also to have
been a component of Agrippa’s request. Yes, one could suggest that this action by Claudius was
little more than an expected partnering with those who represented him politically in a volatile
part of the world. That facet cannot be denied, particularly as Agrippa’s brother and fellow king,

Herod, is also identified as influential in this action.”® Nevertheless, in view of the unique role

that Agrippa played in Claudius becoming emperor, evidently enhanced because of a preexistent

will not evaluate all her concerns in detail, | will mention that she challenges one point of particular relevance to the
argument that imperial policy did go to significant lengths to protect the Jews. She writes, “This Josephan edict is in
fact suspect at one further point material to our argument, when it describes an articulated policy of general
tolerance to Augustus (AJ XIX 283), saying that he wished ‘the separate peoples to be subject to their own customs
and not to be compelled to violate the religion of their fathers’. The latter is probably a Jewish elaboration on a less
ambitious original, for this picture of the empire as a consciously plural and tolerant society finds its parallel only in
another claim made by Jews, the assertion of Nicholas of Damascus, as composed by Josephus, that ‘the happiness
which the whole human race now enjoys through you we can measure by the fact that it is possible for people in
every country to go through life and prosper while valuing their own ethnic traditions’ (AJ XVI 37). Yet even
Nicholas did not go as far as to claim that the princeps himself had deliberately sought to foster ethnic traditions,
only pointing out that this was a valuable consequence of empire” (316). This approach seems to suggest that for
the description of Augustus’ motives to be credible, the Greco-Roman world would have had to be a consciously
plural and tolerant society. While one can properly evaluate any statement for its credibility, the particular rationale
offered appears to presume more of a uniformity in imperial and popular perspective than may in fact have been the
reality on the ground. 1 intend to argue that there was significant disjunction between imperial and popular
perspective in many cases, which then would permit this characterization of Augustus to stand in spite of evidence
on the ground to the contrary. [Rajak surely recognizes the disjunction between government and popular opinion
but does not seem to give that factor as much weight in this particular case (301).]

59 Ant 19.279-285.

01t is also possible — and maybe even likely — that there was some childhood familiarity between Claudius and
Herod as well, but Josephus’ narrative of events provides no explicit evidence for that.
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friendship, it seems most fair to presume that Claudius’ personal appreciation for Agrippa was
also in play when he acted in Agrippa’s name on behalf of Jews more generally.

Claudius acted on behalf of Jews more generally not only in Alexandria and in the
vicinity of territory ruled by Agrippa. In the name of Agrippa and his brother Herod, Claudius
offered reaffirmation of Jewish rights throughout the empire.

10 &’ gl TV ANV oikovpévny elyev obtwg: “TiBéprog Khavdiog Kaicap Zefoaotog
Tepuoviog apylepevg PEYISTOG dMapyIKic EEovaiag DTaTog YepoTovniEeig TO devTepOV
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aioapévolc pe xaptiopHevoc, ALY Kai oyTodg VIEp OV mopekAOnv dEiovg kpivag S
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0 TATPL0L E0M AVETIKOAVTOG PUAGGGELY, 01¢ KOl aToig o VOV mopoyyéAAm Hov TodTn
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€€ovbevilety, Tovg 1610Vg 0& VOUOVS PLAAGGELY. TODTO LoV TO S1ATAYLO TOVG BPYOVTOG
TOV TOLEWV Kol TAV KOAOVIAV Kol povvikimiov t@v &v Th Ttoiig Kol tdv €ktoc, Pactieig
1€ Kol SuvaoTog 61 TV 1diwv TpecPeut®dv £yypayachol BovAopat EKKEIpeVOV e Exety
oVK EhatTov NUEPDV TpLdkovta HBev €€ Emmédov KaADS avayvacOijvar duvaral.”

The edict that was sent into the other parts of the habitable earth was this which
follows:— “Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, high priest, tribune of the
people, chosen consul the second time, ordains thus:—Upon the petition of king Agrippa
and king Herod, who are persons very dear to me, that | would grant the same rights and
privileges should be preserved to the Jews which are in all the Roman Empire, which |
have granted to those of Alexandria, I very willingly comply therewith; and this grant |
make not only for the sake of the petitioners, but as judging those Jews for whom | have
been petitioned worthy of such a favor, on account of their fidelity and friendship to the
Romans. | think it also very just that no Grecian city should be deprived of such rights
and privileges, since they were preserved to them under the great Augustus. It will
therefore be fit to permit the Jews, who are in all the world under us, to keep their ancient
customs without being hindered so to do. And | do charge them also to use this my
kindness to them with moderation, and not to show a contempt of the superstitious
observances of other nations, but to keep their own laws only. And I will that this decree
of mine be engraven on tables by the magistrates of the cities and colonies, and municipal
places, both those within Italy and those without it, both kings and governors, by the
means of the ambassadors, and to have them exposed to the public for full thirty days, in
such a place, whence it may plainly be read from the ground.”’*

™ Ant 19.286-291.
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While Claudius offered significant benefits to Jews more broadly at the encouragement of
his childhood companion Agrippa, the existence of that close relationship should not be
understood as having given Agrippa carte blanche nor should it be viewed as suggesting that the
emperor had a positive personal attitude toward Jews in all respects. At one point, Claudius
learned that Agrippa was making the walls of Jerusalem too strong and too high. Claudius
commanded Agrippa to stop the rebuilding program immediately. Agrippa obeyed.”?> As more
evidence that Claudius’ view toward Jews was not rose-colored, Dio Cassius describes an event
in Claudius’ first year of rule:

100g 1€ Tovdaiovg mheovacavtag avdig, Hote yahemdg v dvev Tapayiic VO Tod dyAov

oQ®V TG TOAEWG eipyxOfvar, ovk ENAace pév, T® 08 o Tatpim Pim ypouévoug EkElevae

un cvvadpoilesOout.

As for the Jews, who had again increased so greatly that by reason of their multitude it

would have been hard without raising a tumult to bar them from the city, he did not drive

them out, but ordered them, while continuing their traditional mode of life, not to hold
meetings.”
So, in the very year that Claudius issued a rescript on behalf of Agrippa which affirmed Jewish
rights in Alexandria, Syria, and the rest of the Roman world, he was also restricting Jewish
activity in the city of Rome.

This split view was evidenced even in Claudius’ handling of the previously referenced
Alexandrian situation. As he composed an edict for Alexandria and Syria on behalf of Agrippa
and Herod, there was an additional set of instructions which Claudius issued. This additional

letter is perhaps referred to in the opening phrase of Antiquities 19.279, which immediately

precedes the recounting of the letter written on behalf of Agrippa and Herod. That phrase reads,

2 Ant 19.326-327.
73 Dio Cassius 60.6.6; trans. by Cary.
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“So Claudius sent an order to the president of Egypt, to quiet that tumult” (kai Kiowdiog
EMGTEMAEL T® EmopyodvTL Katd TV Afyvrtov Hote TV 6Tdoy Katootsilon).

In this added letter, Claudius first conveyed both to the Jews and to the Alexandrian
Greeks the benefits of compliance. “If you both give up your present ways and are willing to
live in gentleness and kindness with one another, | for my part will care for the city as much as |
can, as one which has long been closely connected with us” (€av tovT@V droctdvteg AuEdTEPOL
UETA TPEOTNTOC Kol @rlavOpomeiag ¢ Tpog aAAAovg (v €0ednonte, Kol Eymt mpdvolay Thg
TOLEmG ToNGopaL THY GvatdTot kaddmep 8k Tpoydvav oikiog HUiv drapyovonc).” But then
there was a threat, and a pejorative characterization, which uniquely targeted the Jews: “Nor are
[Jews in Alexandria] to bring in or invite Jews coming from Syria or Egypt, or | shall be forced
to conceive graver suspicions. If they disobey, | shall proceed against them in every way as
fomenting a [sort of] common plague for the whole world.” (und¢ éndyecbot fj Tpoceiccbot amod
Tupiog §| Aryvmrov kotamiéovtag Tovdaiovg, &€ ob peilovag dmovoiag dvovkacOicope
Aoppbvewv. € 8¢ un, mévto tpdmov avToVS EneEelevoopatl KOBATEP KONV TEWO TG OikovéVNS
vooov £Egysipovtoc.)’®

That final phrase provides a window into Claudius’ thinking. While one can understand
prohibiting a warring party from importing additional combatants, Claudius’ threat chooses to
view potential Alexandrian disobedience as something coloring Judaism as a whole. On the one
hand, this concern could be viewed as an unbiased political calculation — presuming Jewish

behavior to be monolithic, rebellion in one area will inevitably result in rebellion elsewhere.

Victor Tcherikover’s analysis of the statement might be read from such a perspective. He says

4 Ant 19.279.
5 Tcherikover et al., Vol. 2 (1957) no. 153, lines 100-104.
6 Tcherikover et al., Vol. 2 (1957) no. 153, lines 96-99.
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that “the sense of the sentence is, that the potential refusal on the part of the Alexandrian Jews to
obey his orders will signify an act of sedition, which can rapidly spread like a pest among the
numerous centres of the Jewish diaspora and threaten the peaceful existence of the whole Roman
Empire.””’
It seems fair, however, also to note that there could be a more prejudicial premise
underlying what Claudius threatens. He views Judaism — simply the fact that people are Jewish
—as a presumptive carrier of something akin to a plague. While rebellions can spread, and there
is potential for people closely connected in ideology to instinctively support those of similar
ideology, to so suddenly color an entire class of people as likely to mindlessly embrace the virus
of rebellion might be characterized in modern times as prejudicial. While we hesitate to apply
our own mores too readily, it seems at least fair to suggest that the words of Claudius in this
additional letter to Alexandria reveal the risks of portraying Claudius as inherently pro-Jewish.”
Yet all these evidences of Claudius’ negativity toward Jews — viewing wall building by
Agrippa as potentially seditious, restricting behavior of Jews in Rome, and portraying Jews in
general as susceptible to revolt — highlight even more the role of personal relationships. If
Claudius gives clear evidence that his instincts were not universally pro-Jewish, one then asks
why there could be such notable positive exceptions. The personal relationship Claudius had

with Agrippa seems very much at the heart. So powerful was acquaintance and friendship that it

overcame, at least in given moments, a broader and deeper prejudice.’®

" Tcherikover et al., Vol. 2 (1957) 55.

8 Tcherikover would enthusiastically agree. He called the opinion that Claudius was a “philo-Semitic” emperor
“obsolete.” [Tcherikover et al., Vol. 2 (1957) 48; see also Tcherikover et al., Vol. 1 (1957) 73-74 for references to
some of his contemporaries and their scholarship on the issue, as well as Tcherikover’s analysis.]

8 The expulsion of Jews by Tiberius in AD 19 would serve as another reminder that imperial attitudes were not
universally pro-Jewish even when there was a close relationship between the emperor and a prominent Jew. When
the expulsion occurred, Tiberius’ son Drusus was a close friend of Agrippa. Tiberius was clearly aware of this
friendship, as when Drusus died in AD 23, Tiberius no longer permitted Agrippa to come into his presence because
the mere sight of Agrippa would remind Tiberius of his deceased son (Ant 18.146). Nevertheless, when Tiberius
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The close relationship that Claudius enjoyed with Agrippa lingered in a significant way
even after Agrippa’s death in AD 44. While Agrippa still was alive, he had entrusted the care of
his teenage son to Claudius: “Now Agrippa, the son of the deceased, was at Rome, and brought
up with Claudius Caesar” (6 8¢ Tod te@vedtog vidg Aypinmog ml Poung qv &v 16 ypodve To0Tm
Tpepopevoc mopd Khavdio Koicopt).®% With the elder Agrippa dead, Claudius was inclined to
make the younger Agrippa ruler of his father’s territories. It was only Agrippa’s youth — he was
17 years old — that held Claudius back. Instead, he entrusted Agrippa’s kingdom to Cuspius
Fadus.

That did not mean, however, that he entrusted Agrippa’s kingdom completely to Cuspius
Fadus’ judgment. Very early in his administration, Fadus insisted that the Jews once again place
the high priest’s garments in the tower of Antonia, located on the northwest corner of the
Jerusalem temple complex, that they might be under the authority of the Romans.®* Jewish

leaders resisted, as they felt this action might result in a popular rebellion. They were allowed to

determined that Jews had behaved badly in AD 19, his son’s friendship with Agrippa did not lead Tiberius to
overlook the offense. So, a level of friendship existed between Tiberius and a Jew. And we know that Tiberius
proactively protected Jewish interests—after the anti-Jewish false accusations by Sejanus and then Sejanus’ ultimate
death, Tiberius sent letters to all provincial governors reassuring Jews that he did not embrace Sejanus’ approach
and that Jews could continue to practice their customs (Philo, Legatio ad Gaium 160-161). However, I am not
examing the case of Tiberius here primarily because there are no explicit linkages between Tiberius’ positive
treatment of Jews and the existence of a personal friendship with a Jew (like Agrippa). Nothing in Tiberius’ tenure
challenges the concept that personal relationships with emperors had a significant impact on how Jews were treated.
At the same time, there are no specific examples to cite. The best one can do is note that a generally positive
relationship existed between Tiberius and Agrippa up until the final six months of Tiberius’ reign. This is indicated
by the fact that ultimately Tiberius” hesitance to meet with the close friend of his deceased son faded, and Agrippa
did visit Tiberius and enjoy his friendship (Ant 18.161, 165). In addition, Tiberius had Agrippa play a role in
educating his grandson Tiberius (Ant 18.191). Unfortunately for Agrippa, during the last six months of Tiberius’
rule he was imprisoned because his expressed wish that Caligula become emperor in Tiberius’ place was reported to
the emperor by Agrippa’s freedman (Ant 18.185-190).

80 Ant 19.360.

81 The garments of the high priest had been kept in a tower on the northwestern corner of the temple complex from
the time of the first Hyrcanus who served as Jewish high priest, as he lived in that tower. When Herod the Great
rebuilt this tower, he chose to keep the garments in the same place but retained for himself control of the tower. His
son Archelaus did the same. When the Roman prefect Coponius took over Judea after the disastrous reign of
Archelaus, the Romans also assumed control of the high priest’s special clothing (Ant 18.93). This arrangement
lasted for about 30 years, at which point the Roman governor of Syria returned control of the garments to the Jews
(Ant 18.90). Fadus, about seven years later, is now attempting to revert to the previous policy.
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appeal to Claudius for a final determination. At this key moment, once again an Agrippa — this
time the son — tipped Roman policy toward Jews in a favorable direction:

TapayevouEVOV 8¢ €ic TV Pounv adtdv yvoig 6 vemtepog Aypinmag 0 10D
TETEAEVTNKOTOG oG, Kb  Hv fikovow aitiav, Etvyyavev 0 dV mapd Kiavdio Kaicapt,
kaOa¢ kol Tpdtepov gimopey, mapokarel tov Kaiocapa cvyympijoat toig Tovdaiolg drep
né&ilovv mepl tiig iepdc oToAT g Kol Padw mepl TovTOV Emoteiiat. Karéoag o0& KAandiog
TOVG TPEGPELC EPN TADTO CLYYOPELY Kol EKEAEVEV ADTOVG Aypinmq xdptv €idévat, TadTo
YOp €ketvov molelv A&ldoavTog

But when, upon their coming to Rome, Agrippa, junior, the son of the deceased,
understood the reason why they came (for he dwelt with Claudius Caesar, as we said
before), he besought Caesar to grant the Jews their request about the holy vestments, and
to send a message to Fadus accordingly. Hereupon, Claudius called for the ambassadors,
and told them that he granted their request; and bade them to return their thanks to
Agrippa for this favor, which had been bestowed on them upon his entreaty.®?

The letter that Claudius composed for the Jews heaped even more praise on Agrippa.

Khavdog Kaicap eppavikdg onpapyikiic €£ovsiog 10 TEUTTOV DTATOG AIT0dEdEyLEVOG
10 TETOPTOV AVTOKPATMP TO dEKOTOV TTATNP TTaTPidog Tepocoivputdy dpyovot BovAl
oNuw Tovdaimv mavti EBver yaipew. Aypinma tod €uod, ov €ya E0peya kol Exm v
ELaVT® gvoePéoTaTov GVTa, TPOSAYUYOVTOG LOL TOVS VUETEPOVS TPECPELG
gdyaprotodvrag 8¢ 7 memoinuat 100 E0voug HUdV kndepovig, Kai oitnoapévay
oTOLAIMG Kol PIAOTIU®G TV 1epav £60TjTa Kol TOV 6TEPAVOV VIO TNV E£0VGiay DUDY
givat, cuywpe

Claudius Caesar, Germanicus, tribune of the people the fifth time, and designed consul
the fourth time, and imperator the tenth time, the father of his country, to the magistrates,
senate and people, and the whole nation of the Jews, sendeth greeting. Upon the
representation of your ambassadors to me by Agrippa my friend, whom | have brought
up, and have now with me, and who is a person of very great piety, who are come to give
me thanks for the care | have taken of your nation, and to entreat me, in an earnest and
obliging manner, that they may have the holy vestments, with the crown belonging to
them, under their power,—I grant their request . . .8

Clearly Claudius felt a close connection with this young man, and he presented that
relationship as having played a decisive role. Once again, though, imperial deference to a close

Jewish friend should not be viewed as implying that Claudius was blindly inclined to do

82 Ant 20.9-10.
8 Ant 20.11-12.
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anything Jews wanted him to do. To offer just one example, Suetonius reports that “he banished
from Rome all the Jews, who were continually making disturbances at the instigation of one
Chrestus” (ludaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantis Roma expulit).34 Presuming that a
dating of this expulsion around AD 49 is reasonable,® this banishment of Jews from Rome
occurred while Claudius’ friend Agrippa II was representing the emperor as ruler over Chalcis,
in addition to serving as overseer of the temple and being responsible for appointing the high
priest. So, it would be wrong to conclude — as was the case with Agrippa | as well —that a close
relationship between a Jew and the emperor meant that the emperor would never take negative
actions against Jews. On the other hand, recognizing that an emperor’s treatment of Jews was
not perpetually and blindly positive highlights even more the power of the personal relationships
that did exist. Friendship with the emperor was able to bring about actions that otherwise may
not have been the path pursued.®®

Tracking and tracing influential connections between emperors and Jews requires a
course marked out over many years. Herod the Great and Alexander and Aristobulus provide a

beginning. The tender friendship between Bernice and Antonia provides the foundational

8 Claudius 25.4; trans. by A. Thomson.

8 See Slingerland (1992) for other views regarding this dating.

8 This pattern of Jewish influence via imperial friendships displayed itself again during the reign of Nero, though
not in connection with the imperial family’s relationship with Agrippa. In fact, the decision ultimately made by
Nero actually rejected the position taken by Agrippa in this particular instance. Agrippa had built a very large
dining room in his Jerusalem palace, a room which made it possible to see into the inner courts of the temple and
watch what was going on. The Jews did not want others to view the inner courts, particularly as this is where
sacrifices were being made. So, they appealed to Caesar. “And when Nero had heard what they had to say, he not
only forgave them what they had already done, but also gave them leave to let the wall they had built stand. This
was granted them in order to gratify Poppea, Nero’s wife, who was a religious woman, and had requested these
favors of Nero, and who gave order to the ten ambassadors to go their way home; but retained Helcias and Ismael as
hostages with herself.” (Népmv 8¢ d10k00G0G¢ AOTAOV 0O POVOV GUVEYV® TEPL TOV TPaYBEVTOG, AAAL Koi
cuveydpnoey &dv obtwg Thv oikodopiav, tfi yovoiki [onmaig, OcocePrc yop NV, Vrep TV Tovdainv dendeion
xoplopevog, 1j Tolg pev déka mpocétadev amévat, Tov & Elkiav kai tov TopdmAov opnpedoovtag map  £anTh
Kotéoyev, Ant 20.195.) While there is certainly debate regarding the meaning of the term 6eocefng, this instance
seems to make quite likely that it is referring to a proselyte, an individual of non-Jewish blood who has embraced
the Jewish religion (or, at the least, significant elements of it). The wife of Nero, with Jewish predilections, employs
her relationship with the emperor to influence imperial policy in favor of a vocal segment of the Jews.
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substance for connections that would last for decades. There were little boys who studied and
played: Agrippa and Drusus and Claudius. There were boys more grown up — Caligula and
Agrippa — who enjoyed a chariot ride, with a conversation overheard. There was a Jewish king
who could play both sides, advising a trembling Claudius and pushing along a hopeful — then
tremulous — senate. As these circumstances demonstrate, sometimes the most consequential
events in the history of Jews in the empire were tied to little more — but no less — than a
relationship between friends.

Jews appear to have enjoyed a unique advantage that was disproportionate to their
otherwise minimal capacity to impact imperial policy. In addition to having established
themselves well with the Romans by the military intervention of Antipater at a moment when
Julius Caesar was in peril, the Jews sustained a positive relationship with those in authority in
large part through a felicitous friendship between two ladies. This relationship brought together
men in youth who would become factors of great significance in later years.

As noted, imperial policy toward Jews was not universally affirming. It was not blindly
commendatory. But if one were to characterize the status of Jews in the first century AD, one
would certainly acknowledge the imperial role to be a generally protective one. Understanding
in greater detail the factors which produced this more positive imperial bent seems critical in
grappling what will become an evident dichotomy. In fact, without the recollection of military
assistance and without the influence of personal relationships, there may not have been as much
of a dichotomy. There may have been far more uniformity in negativity. But a dichotomy there
was. As it turns out, imperial support of the Jewish people often stood out in contrast, differing

greatly from the attitude of local government.
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Local governments
During the imperial period, Jews were scattered — and in significant numbers —

throughout almost every portion of the Roman Empire. Petronius, who was governor of Syria
while Caligula was emperor, reflected on the vast spread of this people:
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[Petronius] also gave a thought to the circumstances of the nation itself, to its exceeding

populousness, so that it was not contained as every other nation was by the circuit of the

one region which was allotted to it for itself, but so that, I may almost say, it had spread

over the whole face of the earth; for it is diffused throughout every continent, and over

every island, so that everywhere it appears but little inferior in number to the original

native population of the country.®’
While imperial authority often played the role of affirming Jewish rights wherever the Jews
lived, local governmental structures were not always so inclined. These institutions could craft
policies that subordinated the interests of non-native Jewish populations to the interests of
natives. One area where local governments came into repeated conflict with Jews was in the
region of Asia Minor.

Asia Minor experienced its major influx of Jews during the reign of Antiochus Ill, the
sixth ruler of the Seleucid Empire. Beginning his governance in 222 BC, Antiochus inherited a
kingdom in decline. He sought to reverse that trajectory, taking personal control of military
ventures which incrementally restored much of what the Seleucids had originally governed.
Jews played an important role in his effort to sustain his gains in Asia Minor. As Josephus
reports it, Antiochus wrote this letter to the general of his forces:

Baocthevg Avtioxoc ZevEdt 6 matpi yaipsw. el Eppocar, €0 dv Exot, Vywaive 8¢ kai

avToc. TuvBavopevog Tovg €v Avdia kai Dpuyig vewtepilovtog HEYEANG EMGTPOPTG
Nynodunv todto pot deichat, kol fovAsvoapéve pot HeTd TV eiAwv, Ti Oel TolEly,

8 Philo, Legatio ad Gaium 214; trans. by Yonge.
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£00&ev €1g TO PPOVPLOL KOl TOVG AVOYKALOTATOVE TOTOVE TV Ao Thg Mesomotapiog kol
Bapviwviog Tovdaimv oikovg dioythiovg oLV EMGKEVT HETAYOYETY. TETEICUOAL YOP EBVOVG
a0TOVG £0e6001 TAOV NUETEPOV EVAOKAG d10. TNV TPOG TOV B0V evGEPE1ay, Kol
LOPTVPOVUEVOVE & o Todg V1O TdV TPOYOVOV g ToTY 01da Kai Tpobvpiay eic
nopoKaiodvTor fodAopotl Toivuv Kaimep £pymO0VE OVTOG TOD LETOYAYELV VTOCYOUEVOVC
vopotg abtovg ypficOat toic idiotc. dtav 6 avTovS Aydyng €ig TOVSC TPOEPNUEVOLG
TOMOVG, €ig T’ oikodopiog OlKI®Y 0TOIG dMGEIC TOTOV EKAGTH KOl YDpav €iC yewpylav Kol
euteioy AUTEA®YV, Kol ATEAETS TV €K THS YG KApTAV Avioel mt £Tn d€Ka.
uetpeicOmoav 8¢ Kai dypig av ToVG TaPd THG VTG KOPTOLS AAUPAVOGLY GITOV €1G TOC TAV
Bepandvtv doTpoPds: d100cHm O Kai Tolg €ig TG Ypeiag VmnpeTodoV TO AvTAPKES, Tval
TG mop MUV TVYYXavovTeg PrhavOpomiog TPoOVHOTEPOVS TAPEXMOY ADTOVG TEPL TA
nuétepa. Tpoévolay 8¢ molod kol Tod EBvoug katd 0 duvatdv, OTWS VIO UNOEVOS
EvoyAfiTat.

King Antiochus to Zeuxis, his father, greeting. If you are in good health, it is well. | also
am in sound health. Learning that the people in Lydia and Phrygia are revolting, | have
come to consider this as requiring very serious attention on my part, and, on taking
counsel with my friends as to what should be done, I determined to transport 2000 Jewish
families with their effects from Mesopotamia and Babylonia to the fortresses and most
important places. For | am convinced that they will be loyal guardians of our interests
because of their piety to God, and | know that they have had the testimony of my
forefathers to their good faith and eagerness to do as they are asked. It is my will,
therefore — though it may be a troublesome matter — that they should be transported and,
since | have promised it, use their own laws. And when you have brought them to the
places mentioned, you shall give each of them a place to build a house and land to
cultivate and plant with vines, and shall exempt them from payment of taxes on the
produce of the soil for ten years. And also, until they get produce from the soil, let them
have grain measured out to them for feeding their servants, and let there be given also to
those engaged in public service sufficient for their needs in order that through receiving
kind treatment from us they may show themselves the more eager in our cause. And take
as much thought for their nation as possible, that it may not be molested by anyone.®

Many significant events followed this massive resettlement of Jews. Over the next 150
years, Seleucid overseers were replaced by Romans, and recollections of the original rationale
for inserting Jews into Asia Minor may have faded. What remained was a clear distinction

between native populations and the Jews. Jews continued to follow their own laws and so were

markedly different, in important respects, from their neighbors. Such distinction could lead to

8 Ant 12.148-153; trans. by Marcus.
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disagreement and conflict. Available evidence indicates that local governments regularly took a
position against Jews.

In 48 BC, the Roman proconsul had to address an issue in the city of Miletus, on the
shores of the Aegean to the south of Ephesus.®°

[Tomhoc Zepovihog [TomAiov viog I'aiBag avOvTatoc Miknciov dpyovot BovAt) oMum
yaipew. IIpvtavig Epuod viog moiitng dpétepog mpocerdmv pot v Tpdileotv dyovtt
NV Ayopoatov £dMAov Tapd TV Huetépay yvounv Tovdaiolc vudg tpoceépechat Kol
KOAVEW a0TOVG Té T€ saPPata dyetv kol Ta iepd TO TATPLO TEAETV KOl TOVG KOPTOVG
uetayepilecboat, kabmg £00¢ Eotiv avToic, adTdV TE KUt TOVG VOUOVG E00VVKEVAL TO
[Sikatov] yfeiopa. Podropot oby Dudc gidévar, 8t Sracovoag Eyd Adywv &&
GVTIKATOOTAGEWMS YEVOUEVDV EMEKPVOL LT KoADesOat Tovdaiovg Toig avtdv E0eat
ypHodat.

Publius Servilius, the son of Publius, of the Galban tribe, the proconsul, to the
magistrates, senate, and people of the Milesians, sendeth greeting. Prytanes, the son of
Hermes, a citizen of yours, came to me when | was at Tralles, and held a court there, and
informed me that you used the Jews in a way different from my opinion, and forbade
them to celebrate their Sabbaths, and to perform the sacred rites received from their
forefathers, and to manage the fruits of the earth according to their ancient custom; and
that he had himself been the promulger of your decree, according as your laws require; |
would therefore have you know, that upon hearing the pleading on both sides, | gave
sentence that the Jews should not be prohibited to make use of their own customs.*°

The local authorities had taken a clear stand against the Jews. Prohibiting Jewish practices was
no longer simple private prejudice, but official policy. What is striking about the decision by the

local rulers of Miletus is that, apparently, there was an awareness that they were taking a position

8 In considering relationships between communities in Asia Minor and Jews, it might seem appropriate also to note
Cicero’s Pro Flacco. In this document, examined previously in chapter 1, Cicero records his successful defense in
59 BC of Flaccus, who was propraetor in Asia for three years. Flaccus was accused of many injustices, including
the seizing of gold Jews had given for the temple in Jerusalem. Unlike the many other examples offered, where
Roman government officials stepped in on behalf of the Jews against the local authorities, the case of Flaccus had
the Roman government official taking the lead in oppressing Jews. What might account for this apparently different
stance on the part of imperial authorities? While it may be difficult to attribute cause with certainty, clearly imperial
attitudes toward Jews had evolved to a much more positive position by the early 40s BC. The previously cited
military action by Antipater, the father of Herod the Great, on behalf of Julius Caesar around 48 BC likely played a
significant role in transforming any negative inclinations within imperial officialdom to positive ones. Also, one
properly contextualizes the Flaccus’ confiscation of Jewish gold sometime prior to 59 BC by recalling that in that
very same time period (63 BC) Pompey had just prosecuted a successful siege of Jerusalem. Flaccus’ hesitance to
permit Jewish gold to travel to Jerusalem may have found some justification in the Jewish unrest which initiated that
conflict.

% Ant 14.244-246.
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contrary to that held by the proconsul. The very fact that Prytanes felt it was legitimate to report
the actions of those in Miletus indicates that there was a presumption that such actions against
Jews were violations of some sort. One can properly propose, then, that the governing body in
Miletus was fully aware that they were pushing the boundaries. Their dislike of Jewish practice
was so intense that they were willing to risk Roman rebuke.

Two years later, in 46 BC, Julius Caesar himself intervened in a similar conflict, this time
in Paria.%

‘TovAog I'dog Vroco otpatnyog Hratog Popaiov Haprovdv dpyovct fovAfi dnpw
yaipewv. véTuyxov pot ol Tovdaiot év ANl kai tiveg T®V mapoikwv Tovdainv Tapdvimv
Kol TV DUETEPOV TPEGPE®V Kol EVEPAVIGAY, MG DUETS YNOIGHLOTL KOADETE ADTOVG TOTG
natpiolg £0eot kal iepoig ypficOat. ol Toivuv 00K APECKEL KOTA TOV NUETEPOV PIA®Y
Koi suppdymv totadta yivesor yneiopata kol koAvesOot avtovg Civ katd 10 adTdv
£€0n kol ypnuato gig chvoemva Kal T iepd elo@EPEY, TOOVTO TOLETV AOTAV UNd " €v Poun
KekoAvpévav. Kol yop Idiog Kaioap 6 nuétepog otpatnyog [kai] Hratog v td
STAYUATL KOAD®V B1a600¢ cuVAYEGHaL KATO TOAY LOVOVG TOVTOVS OVK EKOAVGEY OVTE
YPNLOTO GUVEIGPEPELY 0VTE GUVIEMVA TTOLETY. OLOIMS 0€ KAY® TOVG dAAOVG BldcoVG
KOAD®V TOVTOLG LOVOLG EMTPET® KOTA TO TATPLo £0M Kol vOppo cuvdyesbal te Kol
gotidic0on. Koi Dpdc obv KaAdg Exel, £ T katd TdV MUETEPOV GIAMV Kol cuppbymv
YNOLoHO ETOMCATE, TODTO AKLPADGCOL S0 TNV TEPL NUAG ADTAV APETNV Kol EHVOLAV.

Julius Caius, praetor [consul] of Rome, to the magistrates, senate, and people of the
Parians, sendeth greeting. The Jews of Delos, and some other Jews that sojourn there in
the presence of your ambassadors, signified to us, that, by a decree of yours, you forbid
them to make use of the customs of their forefathers, and their way of sacred worship.
Now it does not please me that such decrees should be made against our friends and
confederates, whereby they are forbidden to live according to their own customs, or to
bring in contributions for common suppers and holy festivals, while they are not
forbidden so to do even at Rome itself; for even Caius Caesar, our imperator and consul,
in that decree wherein he forbade the Bacchanal rioters to meet in the city, did yet permit
these Jews and these only, both to bring in their contributions, and to make their common
suppers. Accordingly, when | forbid other Bacchanal rioters, | permit these Jews to
gather themselves together, according to the customs and laws of their forefathers, and to
persist therein. It will be therefore good for you, that if you have made any decree

% There is some debate regarding what location is meant. Paria is located on the coast of the Troad, east of the
Hellespont. Schirer proposes that ITapiavdv should be read Iapiwv, then referring to the island of Paros [Marcus
(1966) 561]. This island is only 10 miles away from the island of Delos, which could make more understandable
Caesar’s note that Jews from Delos were visiting their location.
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against these our friends and confederates, to abrogate the same, by reason of their virtue,
and kind disposition towards us.%

As noted when employing this citation earlier to highlight the broad geographic application of
imperial benefits to Jews, the description of Jews as “friends and confederates” likely recalled
the significant military assistance that Jews gave Caesar via Antipater, the father of Herod the
Great. Unlike the circumstance in Miletus, the implication of “acting against better knowledge”
IS not quite as strong. Nevertheless, it still is there. Julius Caesar does refer to the policies of his
father Caius Caesar, implying that tolerant treatment of Jews is surely not unprecedented and
should have been presumed. Viewing the incident more broadly, here is yet another example of
local authorities taking a strident position against Judaism, a position they are forced to abandon
only because imperial authority would permit no other way.

This theme of local authorities being eager to mistreat Jews, and even being ready to
challenge the imperial position of protecting Jews, shows itself again in the circumstance of

Laodicea around 45 BC.*

Aoodikéwv dpyoviec INaiw Paperrio [Naiov vi) vaTe yaipew. Zomatpog Y pkavod tod
apyepémg mpecPevtig dmédwkev UV TV mopd 6od &micToly, S1' g 8MAov Nuiv mopd
Y pxavod tod Tovdaimv apylepéme EAnAvBoTac Tivag ypdupato Kopiocat tepi 1od 6voug
avTAV YeYpappéva, tva té te cafPfoata avtoig &1 dyev Kai td Aoumd iepd EMTELETV KOTA
TOVG TATPiovg VOLOLGS, Omg T€ uNndeic anTols Emttdoon ol T0 PIAovg aDTOVG NETEPOVG
gival Kol cvppéyovg, adiknomn te unde eic adtovg &v T Nuetépe Enapyia, dg TpaAiliovdv
T€ AVTIEMOVIOV KOTO TPOCOTOV [T} dpéokesdat Toic mepl adTdV ded0YUEVOLS EMETAENG
oDt 00TMG Yiveshal- mapakekAficBot 8¢ og, BoTE Kol MUV YpayaL Tepl AOTOV. NUETG
0DV KoTakohovOoDVTEC TOIG EMEGTAMLEVOIS DTTO GOD THV TE EMGTOAV THV Gmododsicoy
8deEapeda kol kateympicapey €ic o Snuocia MUY ypaupato Koi mepi eV AV OV
EMECTOAKOG TPOVONGOUEV, BOTE UNOEV HepEOTvaL.

The magistrates of the Laodiceans to Caius Rubilius, the son of Caius, the consul sendeth
greeting. Sopater, the ambassador of Hyrcanus the high priest, hath delivered us an
epistle from thee, whereby he lets us know that certain ambassadors were come from
Hyrcanus, the high priest of the Jews, and brought an epistle written concerning their
nation, wherein they desire that the Jews may be allowed to observe their Sabbaths and

9 Ant 14.213-216.
% Marcus [(1966) 577] offers this date, citing Juster (1914) 146 n. 7.
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other sacred rites, according to the laws of their forefathers, and that they may be under
no command, because they are our friends and confederates: and that nobody may injure
them in our provinces. Now although the Trallians there present contradicted them, and
were not pleased with these decrees, yet didst thou give order that they should be
observed, and informed us that thou hadst been desired to write this to us about them.
We therefore, in obedience to the injunctions we have received from thee, have received
the epistle which thou sentest us, and have laid it up by itself among our public records;
and as to the other things about which thou didst send to us, we will take care that no
complaint be made against us.®*

Not only had the Laodiceans been comfortable restricting the rights of Jews. When the issue was
brought before the proconsul, representatives of another community just 80 miles to the west,
Tralles, openly expressed displeasure with the consul’s decision. The Laodiceans’ mention of
this in a note professing readiness to obey suggests their own displeasure at the ultimate decision.
In addition, Rajak characterizes the final words of this memorandum as less than positive: ...
the Laodiceans too were intending to drag their feet and offering no clear sign of obedience with
regard to the Jewish matter.”®® Yet again, then, there was readiness on the part of local
authorities to act contrary to the imperial position whenever they could get away with it. When
restrained, there was resentment.

In Ephesus, sentiment toward Jews appears similar to that expressed in their neighboring
towns, Tralles and Laodicea. In 42 BC, the Ephesians issued this decree:

gmi mputdvemwg Mnvoeilov unvog Aptepusiov T Tpotépa £00&e T® OMu®, Nikdvop

Everjpov ginev sionyncopévoy tdv otpotnydyv. Smel dvivydviov Tédv &v Ti moAet

Tovdainv Mdpkw TovAim ITovtiov vie Bpovtw dvBvrdte, dmwg dymot ta capPata kol

TAVTO TOIDCV KOTA TA TATPLAL DTGV €01 UNSEVOC 0TOTG EUTOODV YIVOUEVOD, O

oTPATN YOG GLVEXDPNGEY, 000yt 1@ oMW, Tod Tpdyuatog Popaiog avikovtog,

undéva koAveshat Tapoatpeiv v @V coffdtov quépav undE tpattecdot Emttipiov,

EMTeTPAEOaL 6~ o TOIG TAVTO TOLETV KT TOVG 1610Vg aTMY VOLOC.

When Menophilus was prytanis, on the first day of the month Artemisius, this decree was

made by the people:—Nicanor, the son of Euphemus, pronounced it, upon the

representation of the praetors. Since the Jews that dwell in this city have petitioned
Marcus Julius Pomperus, the son of Brutus, the proconsul, that they might be allowed to

% Ant 14.241-243.
% Rajak (2001) 323.
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observe their Sabbaths, and to act in all things according to the customs of their
forefathers, without impediment from anybody, the praetor hath granted their petition.
Accordingly, it was decreed by the senate® and people, that in this affair that concerned
the Romans, no one of them should be hindered from keeping the Sabbath day, nor be
fined for so doing; but that they may be allowed to do all things according to their own
laws.%
Again, when a local Asia Minor community had opportunity to establish policy on its own, it
enforced regulations which were anti-Jewish. Jews knew full well that their only hope for policy
reversal was an appeal over the heads of the leaders in Ephesus. The proconsul granted their
request, which the Ephesian leaders recognized and implemented. However, once again it
appears that subtle reluctance is embedded in the presentation of this decree. With the words
“the matter belonging to/pertaining to the Romans” (tod npdypartog Pouaiolg dvikovtog), the
Ephesian rulers seem to make obvious their own preference even as they submit to authority.
One might paraphrase, “This is a Roman opinion, not an Ephesian one.”
As Josephus shares examples such as this and then refers to other similar decrees which
were made on behalf of Jews,® he offers an interesting angle on what he has just reported. “I
cannot suppose anyone so perverse as not to believe the friendship we have had with the
Romans, while they have demonstrated the same by such a great number of their decrees relating
to us” (00déva 6 obtme Nynodunv okadv, ¢ ovyi kol mepi Th¢ Popaiov uiv motedoset
PavOpomiac, STt TavTV Kol S8 TAeOVeV EnedeifovTto mpdg Mudc Soyudrwmv).?® Yes, Josephus
was interested in demonstrating that the Jews had a good relationship with imperial authorities.

But there is another conclusion one properly draws from the same decrees — Jews could have

very bad relationships with local authorities.

% Whiston’s translation reflects a variant reading, which adds tfj BovAfj xai prior to t® dnpo.
9 Ant 14.262-264.

% Ant 14.265.

% Ant 14.267.
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Imperial compulsion could address symptoms of those bad relationships, but such
compulsion in one moment did not guarantee solicitous treatment years down the road. Less
than 30 years had passed since the Ephesian decree which protected Jewish Sabbath practice.
Now, in 14 BC, Herod the Great was traveling through lonia with Agrippa, who was serving as
governor of the eastern provinces at the time. As Miletus and Ephesus were prominent lonian
cities, one properly reads Jewish complaints to Herod and Agrippa in view of decrees issued
almost 30 years earlier which were to protect the interests of Jews.

161 0¢ mepi TNV Toviay avTdV yevopévev moAd TAfiBog Tovdaimv, 0 Tag TOAES DKEL,

TPOCTEL KOpoD Kol Tappnoiog EXsAnupévol, kol tag nnpeiog Eleyov, ag Emnpedlovto

pnte vopo1g oikelolg Empevor xpficBan dikog te dvaykaldpevot 0106vaL Kot EnMpeloy TV

e0BuVOVTOV Vv iepaic Nuéparg, 52 kai tdv eic Tepocoivpa ypnudtov dvatifepévov

AQUPOTVTO GTPATEIDY Kol AELTOVPYIDV AvaryKalOIEVOL KOWVMOVETY Kol TPOG TadTaL

Somavdy Tdv iepdv xpnubtov, Ov desidncav oist Popaiov adtoic émtpeydvtov Kot

T0VG oikelovg Lfjv vopoug.

But now, when Agrippa and Herod were in lonia, a great multitude of Jews, who dwelt in

their cities, came to them, and laying hold of the opportunity and the liberty now given

them, laid before them the injuries which they suffered, while they were not permitted to
use their own laws, but were compelled to prosecute their lawsuits, by the ill usage of the
judges, upon their holy days, and were deprived of the money they used to lay up at

Jerusalem, and were forced into the army, and upon such other offices as obliged them to

spend their sacred money; from which burdens they always used to be freed by the

Romans, who had still permitted them to live according to their own laws.1
Roman policy toward Jews had been made very clear to the Ephesians. In fact, when Agrippa —
in response to the request brought to Herod and himself — agreed to grant the request, he did so
with this in mind, that “what privileges they had already given them might not be abrogated” (a

Kol TpéTEPOV EiAPacty dkvpa pr yevéson).2%t In other words, the Jews should not have had to

ask again. What they were requesting had been given to them already by Roman authorities.

100 Ant 16.27-28.
101 Ant 16.60.
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Strikingly, the very same message had to be communicated to the Ephesians yet again
about 10 years later, in 4 BC. At that time the proconsul Julius Antonius wrote,

‘Egeciov dpyovstv PovAdf] onue xaipew. ol év 1] Acig Kototkodvieg Tovdaiot £160i¢
DePpovapiorg dikarodotodvti pot &v Epéom vmédeitav Kaicapa tov Lefactov kai
Aypinmay cuykeywpnkéval antoic ypiiobat toig idiog vopolg kai E0ecty, dmapydg te, 6¢
€KOOTOC VTV €K THG 1010g Tpoapécems evoePeiag Eveka TG TPOg TO Oelov dvakopdng
GUUTOPEVOUEVOLG TTOLETV AVEUTOSIGTMG. TITOVV T€, OTMOC KAY®D OLOIME TOIg VIO TOD
TeBactod kai Aypinma So0eioty TV &unyv yvounv BePardom. D odv Podopot gidévar
€V 10ig 00 XePactod Kol Aypinma POVANUOCY GUVETITPERELY OOTOIG XpTicOat Kol Totelv
KOTO TO TATPLOL YOPIG EUTOOIGHOD.

To the magistrates, senate, and people of the Ephesians, sendeth greeting. As | was
dispensing justice at Ephesus, on the ides of February, the Jews that dwell in Asia
demonstrated to me that Augustus and Agrippa had permitted them to use their own laws
and customs, and to offer those their firstfruits, which every one of them freely offers to
the Deity on account of piety, and to carry them in a company together to Jerusalem
without disturbance. They also petitioned me, that |1 would confirm what had been
granted by Augustus and Agrippa by my own sanction. | would therefore have you take
notice, that according to the will of Augustus and Agrippa, | permit them to use and do
according to the customs of their forefathers without disturbance.?

The repetition of decrees and the consistent reluctance of Ephesians to comply, along with the
additional examples from Miletus and Laodicea and Tralles, all reinforce the same general truth.
While the imperial position was often favorable to Jews, we have numerous examples of local
authorities taking a negative stance.

This negative view toward Jews on the part of local authorities was not limited to Asia
Minor. After addressing persecution of Jews by Alexandrians in Egypt in AD 41, Emperor
Claudius gives indication that the issue was broader by agreeing it would be good to have local
governments throughout the empire affirm Jewish rights.

KaA®c ovv Exetv koi Tovdaiovg Tovg &v movti Td VO NUdC Kdou® T ThTpa E0n

AVETKOAVTMG GUAACCELY . . . . TOVTO OV TO SldTaYLLO TOVG PYOVTOS TV TOAE®V Kol

TAV KOAOVIDV Kol LOLVIKITI®V TAV &V TN Ttolig Kol TV EkToc, PacIAEIg T€ Kol SLVACTOG

ol TdV 1dilov mpesPevtdv EyypdyacOar fovropan Ekkeipevov te Exetv 00K EhatTov
NUEP®V TpLakovta 60gv £E EMMESOV KAADC AvayvwacOijvol dvvatail.

102 Ant 16.172-173.
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It will therefore be fit to permit the Jews, who are in all the world under us, to keep their
ancient customs without being hindered so to do. . . . And | will that this decree of mine
be engraven on tables by the magistrates of the cities and colonies, and municipal places,
both those within Italy and those without it, both kings and governors, by the means of

the ambassadors, and to have them exposed to the public for full thirty days, in such a

place, whence it may plainly be read from the ground.

On the one hand, imperial support of the Jewish diaspora was relatively consistent from
the time of Julius Caesar through the rule of Claudius. On the other hand, resistance to such
accommodations appears to have been persistent in many local governmental bodies. In
attempting to characterize the status of Jews during the imperial period, one properly recognizes
this evident dichotomy. One also must then weigh which of these two competing forces had a
more significant effect on the day-to-day living of Jews. In an effort to help determine that, we

consider the third key player in defining Jewish status in the first century Roman world: the local

population.

General populace
While local governmental attitudes surely tell us more about the day-to-day interactions

between Jews and non-Jews than imperial rescripts might, the policies of local governments
would be expected to be more constrained than the attitudes of the populace more generally.
Local governments not only would be expected to calibrate their policies relative to imperial
threats and promises; they would also have to contemplate the consequences of their actions on
public peace and tranquility. As individuals, local authorities might wish to implement the
prejudices of their people in the harshest of manners, but in the end they may refrain because

they are responsible for avoiding community conflict. Seeing how willing local governments

103 Ant 19.290-291.
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were to implement measures against Jews is all the more striking, then. But even those measures
may not fully reveal the depth of antipathy which could flow more freely through the words and
actions of common people who perceived no concurrent responsibility to consider the public
good.

What were the attitudes of common people toward Jews? In his Studies in Josephus’
Rewritten Bible, a commentary on Josephus’ Antiquities, Louis Feldman concludes with a list of
“factors and goals that influenced Josephus most in his rewriting of the Bible.”% One of
Feldman’s proposed factors was Josephus’ “insistence that gentiles do not hate Jews.”%
Feldman goes on to say, “In his effort to establish better relations between Jews and non-Jews
Josephus emphasizes that Gentile nations are not motivated by hatred of the Jews.”1%

While Josephus certainly had an interest in highlighting examples of Jews having good
relationships with Gentiles, it may not be as easy to demonstrate that Josephus was emphasizing
a universal non-hatred of Jews by Gentiles. In fact, the very presence of so many rescripts from
Roman officials defending Jewish rights cannot help but expose the antipathy which prompted
such defense. Rajak observes, “Paradoxically, Josephus, in arguing for harmonious coexistence,
highlights situations of tension, because the situations often conclude in the legal or quasi-legal
interventions which constitute the only tangible evidence he can produce of good treatment of
the Jews. In arguing his case, he tends also to be suggesting its opposite.”*%” An even larger
question, however, is whether Josephus himself believed that there was a universal non-hatred of

Jews by Gentiles. He was interested in promoting harmonious coexistence, but it seems he was

also well aware of underlying tensions that existed.

104 Feldman (1998) 543.
105 Feldman (1998) 558.
16 Feldman (1998) 558.
107 Rajak (2001) 329-330.
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Feldman, to support his contention that Josephus had an agenda of insisting that Gentiles
do not hate Jews, offers as one example the account of Haman and Esther. This story, included
both in the Hebrew Bible as well as in Josephus’ Antiquities, is presented by Josephus with some
modification relative to the biblical account. Feldman’s methodology highlights such additions
or subtractions relative to the biblical story and then attempts to identify a Josephan agenda
behind those changes. In the account of Haman and Esther, Feldman suggests that one key
Josephan “addition” is found in the characterization of Haman’s motivation. Yes, Haman was
motivated to destroy the Jews, which might seem to suggest that Gentiles hate Jews. But
Feldman claims to see a Josephan modification, one which recontextualizes Haman’s hatred so
as to minimize its application with regard to pagan attitudes toward Jews more generally.

Esther was a Jew who had become the wife of the ruler of Persia in the fifth century BC.
She had an uncle, Mordecai, who refused to bow down before Haman, a man the Persian king
had chosen to honor. Josephus accounts for Mordecai’s action in this way: “But Mordecai was
so wise, and so observant of his own country’s laws, that he would not worship the man”
(Mapdoyaiov 8¢ S8 cogioy kai TOV oikofey oTod VooV od mpockvuvodvtog dvipomov).t%
Haman would not stand for this.
napa(pukaéag 0 Auowng emvvbaveto, mobev . padov 8 avtov Svra Tovdaiov
nyavm(mcsv Kail PO £aVTOV €lmey, O oi pgv Ehevdepot Ilépcan mposkvvodoty adTdv,
oV10¢ 0¢ doDA0g MV ovk Aol TodTo Totelv. kol Tmpnoachatl BeAncag TOv Mapdoyoiov
aOTOV PV aithoactot Tpoc kOANGY Tapd 10D PacIAE®MS LKpOV ynoaTo, TO £6vog O
avToD OEYVE® AV a(powtcsat Kol yap (pDGSl 101 Tovdaiolg anmyBdveto, dtt Kol TO YEvog
TV ApoAnkitdy, €€ GV v odToc, V1 adTAY S1éEOupTO.

Haman, having observed this, inquired from what people he came. And when he learned
that he was a Jew, he became indignant and remarked to himself that whereas the free-
born Persians prostrated themselves before him, this man, who was a slave, did not see fit

to do so. And although he wished to be avenged on Mordecai, he considered it too little
to ask that he alone be punished by the king, but decided to exterminate his whole nation,

108 Ant 11.210.



117

for he naturally hated the Jews because his own race, the Amalekites, had been destroyed
by them.10®

Feldman focuses on Josephus’ claim that Haman did what he did because his own people, the
Amalekites, had been militarily crushed by ancient Israel hundreds of years before. What does
Feldman conclude?

Josephus presents the unscriptural detail attributing Haman’s hatred of the Jews not, as

Haman later tells Ahasuerus, to the Jews’ misanthropy (Ant 11.212) but rather as a

natural (¢voet) consequence of his being descended from the Amalekites, who had been

destroyed by the Jews (Ant 11.211). Here hatred of the Jews is depicted not as an eternal

Jewish-Gentile conflict but rather as the result of a particular, even a personal, grudge.*°
Is this what Josephus is doing? Did he add this detail regarding Haman’s Amalekite heritage so
as to lead his reader to conclude that there was no pervasive anti-Judaism present in the Persian
Empire, but that this was simply an issue of personal long-standing resentment between two
men, one the descendant of a defeated neighbor of ancient Israel?

First, there may be legitimate debate as to how much of an addition to the Biblical text
this mention of Amalekite heritage really is. It is true that the Bible does not explicitly ascribe
the word Amalekite to Haman. Rather, Esther 3:1 describes Haman as an Agagite. However, 1
Samuel 15:8 notes that Agag was the king of the Amalekites, notable because he was
inappropriately kept alive by King Saul of Israel after a battle, only to be executed by the prophet
Samuel 1! That noteworthy king apparently was sufficiently honored that descendants of the

Amalekites became known as Agagites.’'? Feldman acknowledges this connection in a footnote:

“Presumably, Josephus derives the notion of Haman’s Amalekite descent from the fact that Agag

109 Ant 11.210-211; trans. by Marcus.

110 Feldman (1998) 530.

1111 Samuel 15.

112 Note also the view of Keil & Delitzsch (1971) 780: “Agag (v, the fiery) is not the proper name of the Amalekite
king defeated by Saul (1 Sam. 15:8), but the title (nomen dignitatis) of the Amalekite kings in general, just as all the
Egyptian kings had the common name of Pharaoh, and the Philistine kings the name of Abimelech.” This view
would establish even more strongly a linkage between the terms “Agagite” and “Amalekite.”
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was king of the Amalekites.”**® What Feldman views as a Josephan addition, however, is
Josephus’ foregrounding of this ancestry and his implication that this ancestral connection was
central to Haman’s action.

It is true that Josephus explicitly links Haman’s Amalekite ancestry with Haman’s desire
to punish more than just Mordecai, but instead to abolish the entire Jewish nation.*'* It is fair to
note that Josephus felt this personal linkage played a role. But is it fair to present this
“motivation inspired by one’s Amalekite heritage” as an addition to the biblical account, and
therefore a clear sign of Josephus’ agenda with regard to characterizing in general the
relationship between Gentiles and Jews?

While the biblical account may not be as explicit as Josephus’ story, its manner of
presenting certain pieces of material certainly could be read as linking quite closely Haman’s
Amalekite heritage and his attitude toward the Jews. In Esther 3:1, the first time that Haman’s
name appears in the Esther account, Haman is described as “Haman, son of Hammedatha, the
Agagite.”'*® It would seem fair to presume that the author is inviting the reader to have Haman’s
heritage in mind — he is an Amalekite (an Agagite) — as they learn what happens next. But could
not the mention of heritage simply help identify who this Haman is, in a vein similar to the
mention of Haman’s father?

At the next significant dramatic moment, after Haman has made his request to punish the
Jews and readers are now wondering how the Persian ruler will respond, again Haman is
described as the Agagite. His name is mentioned seven times in between those two positions,

and his heritage is not referred to. But when the Persian ruler gives him his signet ring to employ

113 Feldman (1998) 525.
14 Ant 11.211.
MO 8T RDTRTTIR TEDN
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as he pleases, then Haman is again described as an Agagite. Yet once more, could not the
mention of heritage simply help identify who this Haman is? Perhaps, but first, there is
something added after the mention of his heritage. “So the king took his signet ring from his
finger and gave it to Haman son of Hammedatha, the Agagite, the enemy of the Jews.”*'® Notice
the phrase that is added: “the enemy of the Jews,” or more precisely, “the one who is acting as an
enemy of the Jews.”t’

There was no need for the author of Esther to mention again that Haman was an Agagite.
That fact had already been established. But this is a dramatic moment. This is the moment when
Haman received authority to do the wicked deed he had planned. This is the moment when the
author chose to highlight the nature of Haman, that he was one acting as an enemy toward the
Jews. When seeing the word Agagite again, Jewish readers would naturally have associated
Agagites, who were Amalekites, with the recollection that they were traditional enemies of the
Jews. This was the first nation that attacked Israel after its departure from slavery in Egypt,
assaulting them before they had even reached Mount Sinai.'*® This was the nation that Moses
said God would be in perpetual war against, from generation to generation.''° This was the
nation God asked King Saul to destroy because they had attacked Israel as it departed Egypt.1%°
A Jew reading Esther’s description of Haman could hardly have been unaware of the Agagites’

history. It seems fair to conclude that Jewish readers would have picked up on this antagonistic

connotation already from the beginning of the account in Esther 3. Then, when the phrase “the

116 The New International Version (2011) Esther 3:10.
Sl thin Il

118 Exodus 17:8ff.

119 Exodus 17:16.

120 1 Samuel 15:3.
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one acting as an enemy toward the Jews” is added in Esther 3:10, this would simply have
reinforced that historical association.

All this is shared not to challenge the fact that Haman’s heritage had something to do
with his hatred of the Jews. Quite to the contrary, it clearly did have something to do with it.
But is it safe to say that Josephus’ decision to explicitly connect Haman’s action to his heritage
constitutes the addition of an “unscriptural detail?”’*?* Again, perhaps one could view it that
way, but the scriptural presentation, while admittedly not explicit, nevertheless implicitly makes
that very point. As a consequence, one cannot confidently say that the account of Haman is an
example of Josephus trying to manipulate his recounting of history to make it appear that Gentile
nations had a good relationship with Jews. Mentioning that Haman hated Jews because he was
an Amelekite is not an addition to the Scriptural text of a sort that seeks to imply less general
hatred toward Jews. Rather, it is simply a delineation of concepts already embedded in the
Scriptural text, doing nothing to enhance a “gentiles do not hate Jews” agenda.

In fact, there are sufficient additional details in the Esther-Haman story Josephus tells
which would make the very opposite point. Josephus demonstrates that in the land of Persia,
there was a very significant anti-Jewish sentiment and population. Even if one were to grant that
Haman did what he did only because he was an Amalekite, there were many others in the Persian
Empire who had anti-Jewish inclinations but no linkage to the Amalekites. Josephus makes this
obvious by reporting that on the day Haman had intended Jews to be killed, Jews were given
permission to kill enemies of the Jews instead. On that day “the Jews at Shushan slew five

hundred of their enemies” (tovg &v Xovcoig Tovdaiovg dmokteivol TdV ExOpdV Tepi

121 Feldman (1998) 530.
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nevtaxosionc).t?? The next day they killed 300 more of their enemies.!?® But even more
informative as to the general tenor of sentiment toward Jews throughout the Persian Empire,
Josephus reports, “Now there were slain by the Jews that were in the country, and in the other
cities, seventy-five thousand of their enemies” (anéBavov 8¢ kol VIO TGV &V TH] YOPU Kai TOdg
dAhong moreowv Tovdaiov Tdv &xOpdv avtoig Entaxiopvpiot kal mevtokicyilor).t?* For so many
enemies to be Kkilled, so many enemies needed to exist. While popular antipathy against the Jews
could be kept in check, Josephus was making evident that there was a broader discomfort with
Jews that had infiltrated the Persian Empire.?

Even on the basis of details which Josephus himself reports, then, it would be difficult to
conclude that Josephus felt it realistic to make the case more generally, as Feldman suggests, that
“gentiles do not hate Jews.”*?® Josephus certainly worked to demonstrate that any dislike of
Jews was unjustified. He certainly gave evidence that governmental action could restrain and
undermine any popular dislike of Jews. In fact, as Esther’s uncle Mordecai was given the
authority that had once belonged to Haman, Josephus reports:

o1 8¢ dpyovieg TV catpomeldV Kol ol TOpavvol koi ol Bactheic kol ol ypoppoTeig elyov
&v Tiuf] toug Tovdaiovg: 6 yap ék Mapdoyaiov eofog Nvaykalev adToOVG COPPOVETLV.

But now the rulers of the provinces, and the tyrants, and the kings, and the scribes, had
the Jews in esteem; for the fear they were in of Mordecai forced them to act with
discretion.t?’

122 Ant 11.288.

123 Ant 11.290.

124 Ant 11.291.

125 While the Persian ruler was ultimately ready to defend those who shared his wife Esther’s ethnicity, Josephus
does note that Esther married him without telling him what her ethnicity was. As we have no explicit mention of
rationale, we can say little with certainty. One might propose that her hesitance was linked, in some fashion, to an
awareness that her ethnicity was not universally viewed as a positive.

126 Feldman (1998) 558.

127 Ant 11.287.
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Yet even in the effort to highlight government’s capacity to promote Jewish interests, once again
Rajak’s observation that Josephus paradoxically highlights the tension seems to ring true.?
Josephus’ mention of Mordecai’s clout reveals that even the government officials in Persia
would have been disinclined to support the Jews, except for the fact that they were afraid.

Threats of force and official retribution could protect the Jewish people. That Josephus
could confidently claim, and he did, both in his presentation of the Persian Empire as well as in
his description of Jewish status in the Roman Empire. But Josephus does not seem to have on
his agenda what would be an insurmountable goal, an “insistence that gentiles do not hate
Jews.”?® Josephus does not make the case that popular opinion was instinctively inclined in a
pro-Jewish direction. Rather, the incident recorded in Esther provides an example — going so far
as to offer numerical definition — of widespread dislike of Jews among the populace more
generally.

Evidence of similar dislike is present in the Roman period as well.*** Common people in
the Roman Empire could have very negative attitudes toward Jews. In this regard, while one
might challenge Feldman’s phrasing of a particular Josephan goal and his analysis of a particular

event in ancient Israel, it is important to note that Feldman was seeking primarily to characterize

Josephus’ intentions and was not discrediting, in substance, a claim for widespread antipathy

128 Rajak (2001) 329-330.

129 Feldman (1998) 558.

130 One might also note the observation of Hecateus of Abdera, a late fourth century BC Greek philosopher of lonia,
who reflected on the status of Jews in his day: “Whereupon he adds, that although they are in a bad reputation
among their neighbors, and among all those that come to them, and have been often treated injuriously by the kings
and governors of Persia, yet can they not be dissuaded from acting what they think best; but that, when they are
stripped on this account, and have torments inflicted upon them, and they are brought to the most terrible kinds of
death, they meet them after a most extraordinary manner, beyond all other people, and will not renounce the religion
of their forefathers” (totyapodv, enoi, Kol Kok®dG AKOVOVTEG DO TMV ACTLYEITOVOV Kol TOV EICAPIKVOVUEVOV
Tavteg Kol TpomnAakiiopevol moAAdkig Vo TdV [epowdv Paciémy kal coTpandy oV dvvavtal petamelcOijval i
dtovoig, AAAL YEYLUVOUEVOC TTEPL TOVTOV Kal aikiolg Koi Bavatolg devoTdtolg HaAloTa TavVTOY Gravtdot p
apvoduevor o matpia, AA 1.192-193/191). This observation by Hecataeus offers a bridge between the Persian
period and the Roman period, noting that negativity toward Jews spanned the gap.
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toward Jews in the Roman Empire. He himself refers to “the hatred the masses apparently felt
toward them” in the Hellenistic and Roman periods.’®! Rajak refers to “the frequent alienation of
Jews from their neighbors.”**? She notes that “at the local level, Jews on the one hand and
Greeks and natives on the other were often profoundly hostile to one another.”*3* Multiple types
of evidence support such a contention: a papyrus in Egypt speaks of hatred; documented
historical events offer examples of antipathy; and literary men made observations which
negatively characterized the Gentile-Jewish dynamic.

The relevant Egyptian papyrus is a mysterious letter dated to the first half of the first
century BC. This letter is largely indecipherable. Nonetheless, one phrase near the end is clear:
“You know that they loathe the Jews. Greet ...”*3* In his commentary on this document,
Tcherikover notes, “Unfortunately, the identity of the people who are said to ‘loath the Jews’,
and whether the writer and the addressee are Jews themselves, cannot be ascertained.”*®® What
Tcherikover does feel confident concluding is that if the likely dating of this document to the
first half of the first century BC is accurate, . . . it would seem to be the first known example of
anti-Semitic feeling in the daily life of Hellenistic Egypt.”*3®

This papyrus stands out for a number of reasons, but perhaps the most significant is
simply the fact that it exists. While documentary evidence for imperial attitudes toward Jews is

abundant and similar evidence for local governments’ attitudes toward Jews is sufficient, one

could expect to work harder to find evidence for the thoughts of the common person. While this

131 Feldman (1993) 107.

132 Rajak (2001) 322.

133 Rajak (2001) 301.

134 Tcherikover et al., Vol. 1 (1957) no. 141. This citation, along with some other references that will be made, were
briefly mentioned earlier in this project when summarizing negative attitudes held toward Jews in the Roman
imperial period.

135 Tcherikover et al., Vol. 1 (1957) 256.

136 Tcherikover et al., Vol. 1 (1957) 256.
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papyrus leaves many questions unanswered, Tcherikover’s observation seems fair — that both the
author and the recipient of this letter are well aware of an attitude that exists toward Jews. This
general attitude, then, is fairly presumed to be that of people generally, at least that of people in
Egypt or in a particular portion of Egypt. This papyrus is a hint that whatever imperial policy
may have been toward Jews, pro-Jewish governmental positions need not imply pro-Jewish
popular opinion.

Documented historical events give additional insight into the attitudes of common people
toward Jews. It becomes clear, for example, that anti-Jewish attitudes in Egypt as reflected in a
first century BC papyrus did not dissipate in the century that followed. As noted earlier in
chapter 1, a group of Jew-haters in the city of Alexandria —home to the largest population of
Jews in Egypt — maneuvered themselves into positions of influence with Flaccus, the lieutenant
governor of Alexandria and the area surrounding it.*3" As Philo describes it, this proved possible
because Flaccus had despaired of having a good relationship with the new emperor Caligula after
Caligula executed two of Flaccus’ close and influential friends.!® In his grieving, he began to
turn against advisors who truly cared about him and instead welcomed the deceptive words and
appearances of those who at heart remained his enemies. Those enemies “devised a most
grievous design against the Jews” (BovAevpa Bovievovot kotd TV Tovdaimv dpyaledratov).
What is most significant, however, is not the feelings of these individual influential advisors.
Rather, what communicates volumes is the strategy they believed would work. These conspiring

advisors addressed Flaccus:

137 This Flaccus, Aulus Avilius Flaccus, was appointed prefect of Egypt in AD 32 by Tiberius (Philo, In Flaccum
1.2). Heis distinct from Lucius Valerius Flaccus, who served as governor in Asia and was defended by Cicero in
Pro Flacco.

138 philo, In Flaccum 3.8-16. By AD 38 Caligula had executed Tiberius Gemellus, the grandson of emperor
Tiberius, as well as Naevius Sutorius Macro, the prefect of the praetorian guard.

139 Philo, In Flaccum 4.21; trans. by Yonge.
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All your hope from the child of Tiberius Nero has now perished, and that which was your

second best prospect, your companion Macro, is gone too, and you have no chance of

favour with the emperor, therefore we must find another [most capable] advocate, by
whom Gaius may be made propitious to us, and that advocate is the city of Alexandria,
which all the family of Augustus has honoured from the very beginning, and our present
master above all the rest; and it will be a sufficient mediator in our behalf, if it can obtain
one boon from you, and you cannot confer a greater benefit upon it than by abandoning
and denouncing all the Jews.°
These new advisors to Flaccus persuaded Flaccus that he could get the populace of Alexandria
on his side if only he abandoned and denounced the Jews. They were right. A good number of
Alexandrians, pejoratively characterized by Philo as ones accustomed to “idleness and laziness”
(&pyiav kol oyoAnv) in contrast to the “ordinary and well-regulated” (kafeotmdg Kol dNPUOTIKOS)
residents,'*! were eager to make life difficult for Jews and so placed images of Emperor Caligula
in the synagogues.'*? Anti-Jewish sentiment clearly was preexistent. Those advisors to Flaccus
who wanted to cause trouble knew they just needed to give it free rein.

One can appropriately conclude that in Alexandria and perhaps in Egypt more broadly
there was an undercurrent of antipathy against Jews which could rise to the surface given the
right circumstances. Surely this did not affect all Egyptians, but the number infected by anti-
Judaism appears substantial. Yet one might argue that the Alexandrian circumstance was unique

compared to the Roman Empire at large. Perhaps Egyptians had greater reason to dislike Jews

because Jews occupied such a significant section of Alexandria, meriting even their own Jewish

140 philo, In Flaccum 4.22-23; trans. by Yonge.
141 philo, In Flaccum 6.41; trans. by Yonge.
142 Philo, In Flaccum 6.43.
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ruler, the alabarch. One might propose that Alexandrians perceived Jews to be an authentic
physical threat given their numbers and consequently saw religion as a convenient way to
undermine them.

There may have been unique circumstances in Egypt, but that did not mean that anti-
Judaism was unique to Egypt. Philo presents the fear that the anti-Jewish actions in Alexandria,
which ultimately turned violent, would find affirmation throughout the empire and spread.

Kai §€0g M, 1 ol mavtayod TV dpopunv xeidev Aapoviec Ennpedlmaot Toic moritoug
avtdV Tovdaiolg €ig T0C TPooeVy g Kol T0 TATpLo VE®TEPILOVTES

And there was reason to fear lest all the populace in every country, taking what was done
in Egypt as a model and as an excuse, might insult those Jews who were their fellow
citizens, by introducing new regulations with respect to their synagogues and their
national customs.4®
Philo presents the danger as real and universal. He views antipathy to be widespread. He
characterizes non-Jews elsewhere in the empire as primed to take advantage of an “opportunity”
(v aeopunv). Equally important, he does not limit that group eager to take advantage of
opportunity to the politicians or the prominent. He simply speaks about “those everywhere” (oi
novtooD). It seems fair to conclude that Philo presumed a meaningful portion of the empire’s
populace was ready to oppose the Jews.

Philo speaks of this widespread group of perceived opponents as being present also at an
earlier time, during the rule of Augustus. In his Embassy to Gaius Philo states, “Therefore, all
people in every country, even if they were not naturally well inclined towards the Jewish nation,
took great care not to violate or attack any of the Jewish customs of laws” (totyapodv ot
mavTood Tavieg el kol voet Siékevto mpdg Tovdaiovg vk edpevig eDAAPDC elyov &mi

kaBopécel Tvog Tdv Tovdaikdv vopinmy mposdyacdar).2** The restraint exercised in not

143 philo, In Flaccum 7.47; trans. by Yonge.
144 philo, Legatio ad Gaium 159; trans. by Yonge.
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attacking Jewish custom resulted from protective actions taken by Augustus.}*® Philo’s
observation here, however, serves to highlight yet again that a significant component of public
opinion could be inclined against Jews. Such views could be restrained, but that did not mean
such views were not present and looking for opportunity to act.

As we have seen, evidence of general antipathy against Jews is found on a papyrus letter,
common people demonstrated antipathy against Jews in the environs of Alexandria, and Philo
acknowledges that an antipathy toward Jews existed throughout the empire so that others could
view events in Alexandria as an excuse for persecuting Jews in their own communities. This
characterization by Philo of the empire as a whole is not without support — there were places
other than Alexandria which could prove hostile to the Jewish people. lonia was one of those
places.

In attempting to discern the attitude local lonian populations had toward Jews, one might
initially cite the multiple interventions on the part of imperial authority to require local
governments to treat Jews well. Evidence of local government opposition to Jews makes it likely
that the local populace was opposed to Jews as well. This presumption seems explicitly affirmed
in a circumstance involving Augustus’ trusted partner and representative, Marcus Agrippa.
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We also know that Marcus Agrippa was of the like disposition towards the Jews: for

when the people of lonia were very angry at them, and besought Agrippa, that they, and

they only, might have those privileges of citizens which Antiochus, the grandson of

Seleucus (who by the Greeks was called The God), had bestowed on them; and desired
that, if the Jews were to be joint partakers with them, they might be obliged to worship

145 philo, Legatio ad Gaium 144-158.



128

the gods they themselves worshipped: but when these matters were brought to trial, the

Jews prevailed, and obtained leave to make use of their own customs, and this under the

patronage of Nicolas of Damascus; for Agrippa gave sentence, that he could not

innovate, 4
This passage speaks to the intervention of imperial authorities on behalf of the Jews. It also
presumes that in some way the citizens of lonia employed representatives, as the entire body of
them would not have appeared before Agrippa. But at the same time, this incident gives every
indication of popular discontent with Roman tolerance of Jews and Jewish practice: “the people
of lonia were very angry at them” (t@v yap Tovev kivnbéviev €n’ avtovg). Non-Jewish
individuals did not want Jews to be treated the same as they. Because of religious differences,
lonian natives felt the Jews should be excluded from citizenship.

In this particular case before Marcus Agrippa, the rights of Jews were preserved. At the
same time, this effort to rob them of their rights speaks powerfully of the opposition of the local
populace. One might even go on to propose that popular attitudes in lonia toward Jews likely
would have grown even worse after such a decision was rendered. Rajak concludes, . . . the
Jews in the cities were constantly dependent upon Roman support in any struggle to hold their
own against Greek authorities whose attitude was often hostile. A vicious circle was soon no
doubt created, in which renewed appeal to Roman intervention served to incur further local
hostility.”47

Popular antipathy toward Jews in lonia is attested also by a decree of the city of
Halicarnassus, a community just south of Miletus on the Aegean Sea. While the decree itself

aims to protect Jews, it reveals not only the possibility of original reluctance on the part of those

who issued to the decree (the action is taken because of Roman advice), but also an awareness

146 Ant 12.125-126.
147 Rajak (2001) 322.
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that there are those who would choose to violate the decree were it not for threatened
consequences. In other words, positive behavior toward Jews on the part of at least a portion of
the local populace had to be coerced.
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The decree of those of Halicarnassus. “When Memnon, the son of Orestidas by descent,
but by adoption of Euonymus, was priest on the [...] day of the month Aristerion, the
decree of the people, upon the representation of Marcus Alexander, was this: Since we
have ever a great regard to piety towards God, and to holiness; and since we aim to
follow the people of the Romans; who are the benefactors of all men, and what they
have written to us about a league of friendship and mutual assistance between the Jews
and our city, and that their sacred offices and accustomed festivals and assemblies may
be observed by them; we have decreed, that as many men and women of the Jews as are
willing so to do, may celebrate their Sabbaths, and perform their holy offices, according
to the Jewish laws; and may make their proseuchae at the seaside, according to the
customs of their forefathers; and if anyone whether he be a magistrate or a private
person, hindereth them from so doing, he shall be liable to a fine, to be applied to the
uses of the city.”48

Threats with financial consequences were issued. Obedience was demanded. While pro-Jewish
on its surface, such an approach offers yet more evidence that the local populace could
instinctively have pursued a different course.

lonia was not the only site of tension. On the eastern shores of the Mediterranean, just as
Emperor Claudius was beginning his rule, “the young men of Doris, preferring a rash attempt
before piety and being naturally bold and insolent, carried a statue of Caesar into a synagogue of

the Jews, and erected it there” (Ampitot veavickot ThHg 0610TNTOG TPOTIOEUEVOL TOAUAY Kol

148 Ant 14.256-258.
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TEQPLKOTES £lvat mapaPorng Opacsic Kaicapog dvdpiévta kopicavieg eic tv tdv Tovdaimv
cuvayoyrv avéstoav).1® This incident was not orchestrated by the local governing authorities.
In fact, when Publius Petronius, the governor of Syria, wrote a letter to the leaders of Doris
demanding the arrest of those responsible, he sought to distinguish between the local authorities
and the unruly mob.
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| therefore ordain that Proculus Vitellius, the centurion, bring those men to me, who,

contrary to Augustus’s edict, have been so insolent as to do this thing, at which those

very men who appear to be of principal reputation among them, have an indignation also,

and allege for themselves, that it was not done with their consent, but by the violence of

the multitude, that they may give an account of what hath been done.**
Every indication suggests that this action was generated not by officialdom, but by members of
the local population who acted on individual initiative. Whatever positive position the Roman
government might take toward Jews, that could not set aside instinctive and seemingly visceral
actions by members of the local population against Jews.

Perhaps the most striking display of popular discontent with Jews occurred when the
Jewish revolt against the Romans began in AD 66. After Jews had executed a Roman garrison in
Jerusalem, spontaneous pogroms erupted in cities that neighbored the land of Israel.

ot tag mEPLE TG Zuplog TOAELS KOTOIKODVTEG TOVG Top ~ £anToic Tovdaiovg

SLALOUPAEVOVTES GV YOVOIEL KOl TEKVOLS AVIIPOLY OVOEUTOV OOTOIG oitioy ETIKOAETY

&xovtec: obte yap £mi Popoiov ATooTAGEL VEDTEPOV TL TEPPOVIKESHY OVTE TPOC AVTOVG

gkelvoug €x0pov 7 émifoviov.

Those that dwelt in the neighboring cities of Syria seized upon such Jews as dwelt among

them, with their wives and children, and slew them, when they had not the least occasion
of complaint against them; for they did neither attempt any innovation or revolt from the

149 Ant 19.300.
150 Ant 19.307.
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Romans, nor had they given any marks of hatred or treacherous designs towards the
Syrians.°t

What motivated this slaughter?
AL Kol o0Tol TOVG €V Ol TOAESY AaUPavOUEVOVS ATTEGPATTOV OV LOVOV KT HiCOG,
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Yvpiav Enelyev tapoyn, kol tioo TOMS gic 600 dmpnTo otpatdneda, cwTnpio O TOig
£1épotc Nv 1O ToVC ETEPOVG POGGL.
For they killed those whom they caught in their cities, and that not only out of the hatred
they bare them, as formerly, but to prevent the danger under which they were from them,
so that the disorders in all Syria were terrible, and every city was divided into two armies
encamped one against another, and the preservation of the one party was in the
destruction of the other.!2
It is true that when an initial slaughter of Jewish citizens in Caesarea Maritima, on the western
edge of Israel, took place, Jewish forces retaliated against other communities in the area. So,
non-Jews in communities that surrounded the land of Israel had good reason to fear that they
themselves might be in danger. But Josephus does not present that factor as the only motivating
force. He speaks of actions taken against Jews “not only out of the hatred they bare them, as
formerly” (ob pévov katd picog, mg mpdtepov). There was a pre-existing hatred present in many
communities neighboring the Jewish lands. With the trigger of violent action pulled, this hatred
erupted into violent action of its own.
Whether in Alexandria or lonia or Syria, one recognizes a theme of local populations
bearing antipathy against Jewish people. While imperial authorities sought to protect Jews and

while local governments at times were compelled to follow suit, what seems undeniable is that so

many different locations in the empire reflected an undercurrent of dislike for Jews.

151 | ife 25.
152 JW 2.461-462. Note that Josephus is describing events which followed the onset of the Jewish revolt in two of
his works, the Jewish War and the Life.
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This undercurrent of discomfort with Jewish people displayed itself as well in literary
works produced at the time. Authors from the first century BC through the beginning of the
second century AD make evident that all was not copacetic between Jews and non-Jews.

While initially a defense in a court case, Cicero’s Pro Flacco was preserved in written
form and serves to offer an initial read on the attitude many Romans had toward Jews. Flaccus
served as a governor in Asia, and in 59 BC he stood trial for various alleged improprieties.
Cicero’s defense of Flaccus, addressed in additional detail in chapter 1 when considering Eric
Gruen’s views on the status of Jews in the Roman Empire, includes a moment when Cicero
praises Flaccus for confiscating the gold that Jews had intended to contribute to the Jerusalem
temple. Cicero says, “To resist this barbarous superstition [was] an act of dignity, to despise the
multitude of Jews, which at times was most unruly in the assemblies in defense of the interests of
the republic, was an act of the greatest wisdom” (huic autem in resistere severitatis, multitudinem
ludaeorum flagrantem non numguam in contionibus pro re publica contemnere gravitatis
summae fuit).®® Cicero encouraged those judging the case to concur with Flaccus’
determination to “despise” (contemnere) the Jews. Cicero then stigmatized the inhabitants of
Jerusalem, describing their city as “a city so prone to suspicion and to evil speaking” (in tam
suspiciosa ac maledica civitate).!>

In considering these critiques, one might fairly note, as | have in chapter 1, that in Pro
Flacco Cicero did not target only Jews with his condemnatory speech. He also spoke of various
groups of Greeks in similarly demeaning terms.'® One might also suggest that Cicero may not

have deeply believed everything he was saying, choosing to employ striking invective simply in

153 Pro Flacco 67, trans. by Yonge.
1% Pro Flacco 68, trans. by Yonge.
155 Pro Flacco 9, 12, 20, 27, 60, 61.
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the interest of winning his case. In other words, perhaps Cicero was not as anti-Jewish as his
words may convey. Yet even if those ameliorating observations are true, the larger point in
attempting to discern the attitudes of common people toward Jews is the fact that Cicero felt
these insults would be persuasive. Cicero was tapping into something. There is no indication
that such accusations against Jews would have been considered politically incorrect. To the
contrary, Cicero believed such accusations would bring those evaluating the case onto his side.
Cicero’s Pro Flacco offers helpful insight, then, into the prevailing winds of perspective
regarding Jews, attitudes likely also held by the general populace.

Cicero was not the only author to offer such a view. The first century BC rhetorician
Apollonius Molon called Jews “atheists and man-haters” (d0¢ovg kai poavOpodmovc).t>
Lysimachus, the first century BC Egyptian grammarian, also attributed this “man-hating” trait to
Jews. He reported that when Moses was leading the Jews out of Egypt, he commanded them “to
have no kind regards for any man, nor give good counsel to any, but always to advise them for
the worst” (uite avOpdToV TIvi DvVorcey uite 8p1oTa GLUBOLVAEVGELY AL Ta yeipova). !
The historian Diodorus Siculus, who wrote in the second half of the first century BC, speaks in
similar fashion. He describes the Jews who had recently escaped Egypt and were now settling in
the land of Canaan:
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The refugees had occupied the territory round about Jerusalem, and having organized the

nation of the Jews had made their hatred of mankind into a tradition, and on this account

had introduced utterly outlandish laws: not to break bread with any other people, nor to
show the many good will at all.*>®

156 AA 2.148.
157 AA 1.310/309.
158 Biblioteca Historica, XXXIV-XXXV, 1:2 = GLAJJ, vol. 1, no. 63; trans. by F.R. Walton, LCL.
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Strabo, in his Geography, offers another negative characterization of Jews. He suggests that
Moses actually started off the Jewish nation on the right foot, but bad priests who came later
were the cause of superstitious practice.

Enelt’ QloTopévav &l TNV lEp®SHVNY TO HEV TPAOTOV SEICIONUOVOV, ETELTA TUPAVVIKDY
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Afterwards superstitious persons were appointed to the priesthood, and then tyrants.
From superstition arose abstinence from flesh, from the eating of which it is now the
custom to refrain, circumcision, excision, and other practices which the people
observe.®

Tacitus critiques Jewish practice in unrestrained terms.

Hi ritus quoquo modo inducti antiquitate defenduntur: cetera instituta, sinistra foeda,
pravitate valuere. nam pessimus quisque spretis religionibus patriis tributa et stipes illuc
congerebant, unde auctae ludaeorum res, et quia apud ipsos fides obstinata, misericordia
in promptu, sed adversus omnis alios hostile odium.

This worship, however introduced, is upheld by its antiquity; all their other customs,
which are at once perverse and disgusting, owe their strength to their very badness. The
most degraded out of other races, scorning their national beliefs, brought to them their
contributions and presents. This augmented the wealth of the Jews, as also did the fact,
that among themselves they are inflexibly honest and ever ready to shew compassion,
though they regard the rest of mankind with all the hatred of enemies.'®

Tacitus says more. He calls their worship “tasteless and mean” (absurdus sordidusque).®! He

identifies Jews as “this vilest of nations” (taeterrimam gentem).'®2 He characterizes elements of

their Sabbath practice as evidence of “[the Jews being led by] the charm of indolence”

(blandiente inertia).1%3

159 Geography 16.2.37; trans. by Hamilton.

160 Histories V.5; trans. by Church and Brodribb.

161 Histories V.5; trans. by Church and Brodribb.

162 Histories V.8; trans. by Church and Brodribb.

163 Histories V.4, trans. by Church and Brodribb. Specifically, Tacitus notes that while initially they rested only on
the seventh day, they also were to dedicate every seventh year as a year of rest.
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A lawyer, a rhetorician, a grammarian, historians, and a geographer critiqued Jews. The
satirist Juvenal contributes something as well, noting not only the perceived trait of laziness but
also highlighting the alleged lack of concern for other people. In his Satire 14, where he explains
how children naturally follow the bad habits of their parents, Juvenal speaks about the children
of a Jewish father:

Quidam sortiti metuentem sabbata patrem

nil praeter nubes et caeli numen adorant,

nec distare putant humana carne suillam,

qua pater abstinuit, mox et praeputia ponunt;
Romanas autem soliti contemnere leges
ludaicum ediscunt et servant ac metuunt ius,
tradidit arcano quodcumque volumine Moyses,
non monstrare vias eadem nisi sacra colenti,
quaesitum ad fontem solos deducere verpos.
sed pater in causa, cui septima quaeque fuit lux
ignava et partem vitae non attigit ullam.

Then there are those that, blessed with a father who
Reveres the Sabbath, worship only the clouds in the sky
And its spirit, who draw no distinction between the pork
From which their father had to abstain, and human flesh,
And who swiftly rid themselves of even their foreskins.
It’s their custom to ignore the laws of Rome, the Judaic
Code being that which they study, adhere to, and revere;
The Pentateuch, the mystic scroll handed down by Moses:
Nor do they reveal the way to anyone but a fellow-believer;
Leading only the circumcised, when asked, to the fountain.
It’s the father that’s to blame, treating every seventh day
As a day of idleness, separate from the rest of daily life.164

Juvenal portrays Jews as unpatriotic, rude, and lazy. But just as was the case with Cicero, whose
personal views might still be elusive even as he presented Jews in a bad light for the sake of his
client, one might wonder whether Juvenal really believed what he was writing. Was he
exaggerating just to make a joke? Again, as with Cicero, even if that were true, a key point

would still stand, particularly as one seeks to identify the perspectives of the common people:

164 Satires X1V.96-106; trans. by Kline.
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Juvenal felt that his audience would get it. Juvenal wrote as he did because he presumed such
thoughts would ring true. He, along with so many other authors of the era, strengthens the case
for claiming that there was a persistent anti-Jewish undercurrent which operated instinctively in
the minds of so many during the empire period.

The Roman government was quite protective of Jewish rights. Local political authorities
were less so, though they moderated their opposition because imperial authority put the foot
down. The populace in general did not always honor such constraints. Whether in Asia Minor
or Egypt or Syria, common people were ready to take active steps against Jews when provided
the opportunity. As | have demonstrated, documentary evidence, recorded historical events, as
well the observations of literary men all point to an undercurrent of anti-Judaism among the

empire’s population.

Overview of ancient views
In attempting to characterize the status of Jews in the first century AD, then, the evidence

might initially seem to point in different directions. In the end, however, there is a consistent
thread. Local government and everyday people appear, in general, to be on the same page. The
apparent exception to the rule was imperial authority. However, when one identifies the
influences that impacted the position of imperial authority, one no longer sees such a dichotomy
in views toward Jews.

The attitude Julius Caesar had toward Jews was directly impacted by the rescue mission
Antipater launched when Caesar was surrounded in Egypt. Given the instinct to respect the
policies of the assassinated princeps, it is no surprise that succeeding emperors maintained a
protective approach toward Jews. That approach was significantly enhanced by personal

relationships that developed between members of the Jewish aristocracy and the imperial family.
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Most notably, Agrippa I and his connections with Caligula and Claudius set the tone for official
imperial pronouncements for many years.

The reality of these external influences on imperial policy is not inconsequential to our
overall characterization of the status of Jews during the imperial period. The important roles that
personal relationships and prior history played in protecting the Jews leave the door wide open to
the possibility that absent those “interventions,” imperial policy may have been much more
negative toward Jews. Because of the impact of family connections, imperial policy becomes
less an indicator of what people in general thought of Jews than it is an indicator of the power of
relationships. Because of the impact of heroic deeds on behalf of Julius Caesar by Antipater,
imperial policy becomes less an indicator of what the general populace thought of Jews than it is
an indicator of the sense of appreciation that a beneficiary can have toward a donor.

In fact, Rajak characterizes Roman authorities in this way: “[Their] deeper instincts were
by no means wholly tolerant when it came to strange oriental cults.”*®® There are more explicit
glimpses of this — the expulsions of Jews by Claudius in AD 49 and Tiberius in AD 19.%%¢ But
even without these glimpses, it seems reasonable to suggest that imperial authorities crafted their
positions toward Jews not because of instinctive affection, but because of personal connections
and past heroic deeds.

If imperial policy fades as a likely indicator of what life was actually like for a Jew, then
the views of local government and the common people concurrently rise in importance. The

negative attitudes incontrovertibly demonstrated by local governmental institutions and the

165 Rajak (2001) 302.

186 Surely other hints could be added: for example, the fact Claudius restricted the ability of Jews to meet together in
AD 41 (Dio Cassius 60.6.6-7) and that, in his rescript to Alexandria which protected Jews from the Greeks, he
warned Jews by explaining that disobedience on their part could lead him to view their people as a plague on the
Roman world (Tcherikover et al., Vol. 2 (1957) no. 153, lines 96-99).
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general populace become much more meaningful indicators of Jewish status. Suddenly, there is
no longer such a mixed message regarding the status of Jews in the empire. Yes, they had
imperial defenders who preserved, for the most part, their peace and security. As a consequence,
in many cases they were able to survive and even thrive. Yet there was a consistent undercurrent
of prejudice present almost everywhere, clearly existent among the common people and within
local governments and periodically surfacing even at the highest levels of imperial power. This

undercurrent remained an ongoing threat.
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CHAPTER 3 - Jewish Status: A Source of Antipathy

If one grants that the circumstances for Jews in the first century AD were at times
negative, at times positive, but at all times perilous, it becomes important next to identify the
cause. One seeks to determine the forces which generated this undercurrent, persistent among
the populace, present in local governmental structures, and existent even though often repressed
or overcome among imperial authorities.

Just as there have been significant efforts to minimize the negativity Jews faced in the
imperial period, so also are there attempts — once antipathy is acknowledged — to normalize it by
suggesting that it was the simple consequence of political happenstance. Shaye Cohen accounts
for antipathy against Jews in this fashion: “Anti-Judaism was the consequence of political strife
between the Jews and their neighbors in both Judea and the diaspora. The revolt of the
Maccabees against the Seleucid Empire marks the entrance of the Jews into the rough-and-
tumble world of the politics of the Hellenistic world.”* As Cohen presents the Maccabean revolt
as one political trigger for anti-Judaism, he views other anti-Jewish incidents as caused by mere

(13

political factors. “. .. the persecution of Judaism by Epiphanes, the attack on Alexandrian Jewry
by the mob, and the destruction of the Temple by Titus were each caused by local factors and not
by some deep-rooted anti-Judaism.”?

One can certainly acknowledge the impact of local political factors. But Cohen is not
simply saying that political actions were involved. Surely politics did play a role. But Cohen’s

emphasis on the politics is a purposeful deemphasis — even a denial — of the alternative, that there

was inherent underlying antipathy against Jews which was also in play. Cohen simply states,

1 Cohen (2006) 40.
2 Cohen (2006) 40.
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“Anti-Semitism did not exist in antiquity, but anti-Judaism did.”® He defines this anti-Judaism as
that which results from political strife. In other words, having equated anti-Judaism with that
which results only from political issues, he essentially says that there was no other source of
underlying antipathy against Jews. In fact, such antipathy did not exist.

Significant evidence has already been offered to argue for a strong undercurrent of
antipathy that existed even apart from major political events. To understand how Cohen
attempts to bypass such evidence, consider one example, the previously cited literary volleys
launched by Tacitus. Among other insults, Tacitus identified Jews as “this vilest of nations”
(taeterrimam gentem).* Rather than view such denigrations as reflecting a preexistent bias,
Cohen sees Tacitus’ verbal disparagement of Jews as essentially contrived. He describes
Tacitus’ assault as little more than propaganda to “justify the Roman destruction of the Temple
in 70 CE.”®

Yet even if one were to affirm a more contrived propagandistic motive, it would still
seem that Tacitus’ words are evidence of a broader undercurrent of antipathy. Propaganda is
crafted to tap into preexistent biases and sensibilities. Even if Tacitus was not reflecting his own
personal feelings, his manipulation of information to tap into the feelings of others is evidence
that others had such feelings, feelings which would affirm Tacitus’ claims against Jews.

That said, there seems little reason to believe that Tacitus’ effort was manipulative
propaganda. There seems no reason to deny that Tacitus authentically felt what he was

communicating. Cohen’s effort to recontextualize Tacitus’ words is certainly faithful to Cohen’s

3 Cohen (2006) 40.
4 Histories V.8; trans. by Church and Brodribb.
5 Cohen (2006) 40.
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view of anti-Judaism, but it seems to expose the weakness of suggesting that anti-Jewish feeling
was essentially — and, in the end, exclusively — political.

The view which Cohen promotes has been characterized as functionalist: “ancient anti-
Semitism was not based on the ‘essence’ of Judaism, however defined, but rather on very
concrete political conflicts.”® The alternative approach, identified as the substantialist view,
proposes that while political events certainly are not to be ignored, “pagan anti-Semitism in the
ancient world is fundamentally of a religious character.”” With such words Jan Sevenster
positions the bulk of causation for an antipathy undercurrent on the nature of Judaism. This
approach presumes that there is something about the essence of Judaism which contributes
uniquely to anti-Semitism. This perspective highlights the distinctiveness of Jews and attempts
to define the particular features of Judaism which can be linked to antipathy.

Should one pursue a substantialist approach, a number of additional questions come into
play. Are the Jews at fault, or should those who permitted antipathy to arise in their own hearts
be to blame? Were outward customs responsible for the antipathy, or was there something more
fundamental in play? Is it simply the fact that the Jews were different and strange which led
others to despise them, or was it their theology? Did non-Jews know Jewish theology? Did they
need to know it in order to be troubled by it? Ultimately, what was it that led to this otherwise
difficult-to-explain undercurrent of negative feeling which was repeatedly directed at Jews

without any clear external cause?

& Schiifer (1997) 4, citing conclusions drawn by Isaak Heinemann in his essay “Ursprung und Wesen des
Antisemitismus im Altertum” [Festgabe zum Zehnjahrigen Bestehen der Akademie fiir die Wissenschaft des
Judentums 1919-1929, Berlin (1929) 76-91] and in his entry on “Antisemitismus” in Paulys Realencyclopadie der
Classischen Altertumswissenschaft [Supplementband V, Stuttgart (1931) cols. 3-43]. Scholars who pursue a
similarly functionalist line include Elias Bickerman, Martin Hengel, Christian Habicht, and Klaus Bringmann,
though, as Schéfer observes, these fundamentally “functionalist” scholars do embrace some elements of the
alternative substantialist approach [Schéfer (1997) 5]. Italics in quotation are original.

7 Sevenster (1975) 89.
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In the process of addressing questions like this, I will propose a primarily substantialist
view which highlights the linkage of separatist customs with a theology that is substantially
distinct and implicitly condemnatory. Judaism was exclusivistic. As such, it conveyed an
inevitable message about other approaches. In an effort to challenge the contention that Judaism
is exclusivistic, one might suggest that Josephus himself was rather flexible theologically. | will
argue that any hints that Josephus viewed his religion as less than exclusivistic speak more to a
technique of patient and gentle persuasion than they do to personal uncertainty about whether
Judaism was the only right path. In an effort to minimize the potential impact of exclusivist
claims on the part of Judaism, one might suggest that pagans were not really that aware of Jewish
theological claims; they simply were familiar with odd customs. | will argue that the inextricable
linkage between customs and underlying theology cannot safely be overlooked. With those most
distinctive Jewish customs, there was a consistent meta-message which spoke to deeper truths.

In this connection, rather than seeing those deeper truths as simply informing outward practice
but then dissipating as to their relevance, | will suggest that strange outward customs bothered
non-Jews because there was an instinctive recognition on the part of many pagans that the deeper
philosophical/religious claims underlying such customs challenged their own understanding of
truth. While the nature of this challenge may not always have been clear to those on the outside,
it was certainly present and in the end was assaulting the core of who non-Jews were. Finally, in
linking negative responses to Judaism to Jewish theology, one might presume that Jewish
theology must consequently be to blame. | will argue that it was not the theology itself that was
blameworthy, but the reactions of others to that theology.

Jewish theology challenged the philosophical and religious worldview of the non-Jewish

world. While not always explicitly stated, Jewish theology viewed other worldviews as lacking,
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or more directly stated, as wrong. Understood in this way, such theology was implicitly
condemnatory. Non-Jews could choose to overlook or ignore such an evaluation. Some thought
about it most carefully and were drawn to conversion. But an additional group of significant size
did think about it — or just instinctively perceived it without deep thought — and found themselves
deeply offended. When events permitted, this instinctive, internal, visceral antipathy against
those who could seem so nonthreatening — but who possessed convictions which could be
perceived as violently assaulting — would erupt. In the end, this potential for pagan reaction
created an environment of risk. It is in such an environment of risk that the author Josephus

operated.

Exclusivism and Judaism
When seeking to characterize the relationship between Judaism and the non-Jewish world

in such terms, it is important first to identify whether the Jewish religion was in fact exclusivist
or not. In other words, for one to suggest that the Jewish religion was implicitly condemnatory
of all other worldviews requires evidence that the Jewish religion believed itself to be the only
right way.

Exclusivity, if such a term can properly be applied to Judaism, would not have been the
exclusive claim of Judaism. Apollonius Molon, a Greek rhetorician who served as an instructor
of Cicero and Julius Caesar, launched a multilevel accusation against the Jews, one feature of
which — as reported by Josephus — was this: “that we [Jews] do not admit of such as have
different notions about God, nor will we have fellowship with those that choose to observe a way

of living different from ourselves” (81t un mapadeyopedo Tovg GALUIG TPOKATEMUUEVOVG dOEMIG
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Josephus responds succinctly: “Yet even this habit is not peculiar to us; it is common to all, and
shared not only by Greeks, but by Greeks of the highest reputation” (&AL’ 006¢ ot EoTv 1610V
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In offering evidence of this, Josephus refers first to the Lacedaemonians but then makes a
compelling case with regard to the Athenians.
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As for the Athenians, who glory in having made their city to be common to all men, what
their behavior was, Apollonius did not know, while they punished those that spoke
contrary to their laws about the gods, without mercy; for on what other account was it
that Socrates was put to death by them? Certainly, he neither betrayed their city to its
enemies, nor was he guilty of sacrilege with regard to their temples; but on this account,
that he swore certain new oaths, and that he affirmed, either in earnest, or, as some say,
only in jest, that a certain demon used to make signs to him [what he should not do]. For
these reasons he was condemned to drink poison, and kill himself.%°

After including some additional examples of individuals threatened with punishment because of
heterodox religious claims, Josephus offers this concluding statement:
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Can one wonder at their attitude towards men of such authority when they did not spare
even women? They put Ninus the priestess to death, because some one accused her of
initiating people into the mysteries of foreign gods; this was forbidden by their law, and

8 AA 2.258.
® AA 2.259; trans. by Thackeray.
10 AA 2.262-263.
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the penalty decreed for any who introduced a foreign god was death. Those who had

such a law evidently did not believe that the gods of other nations were gods; else they

would not have denied themselves the advantage of increasing the number of their own.*

Athens could take a hard line with regard to religion. While not expressed as starkly, the
perspective that lonian Greeks presented to Marcus Agrippa hints at a similar instinctive
inclination to presume one’s own religion correct and others inadequate. In an argument against
granting Jews citizenship, these lonians expressed the desire that “if the Jews were to be joint
partakers with them, they might be obliged to worship the gods they themselves worshipped” (&i
ovyyeveic eiotv avtoic Tovdaiot, o€PecBon Tovg avtdv Osovc).t2 Rather than being completely
open about religion, feeling that all can worship whichever gods they wish — and it should not
have any impact on citizenship — the lonians felt their standard ought properly be applied to
others. Though in this case their “standard” was that religions should not be exclusive about
which gods they worship, in a very real way they were themselves being exclusive. They were
saying that any group that believed certain gods were wrong should not be treated the same as
others.

Whether to greater or lesser degrees, the principle of religious exclusivity, then, was not
the sole possession of any one group. But was Judaism itself exclusivist in nature? Was it
unwilling to embrace competing philosophical/theological claims? The details of Josephus’
reference to Athenian exclusivity might suggest that there should be little debate with regard to
Josephus’ own view of Judaism. Speaking of theological exclusivity in general, Josephus states,
“Yet even this habit is not peculiar to us; it is common to all” (GAL’ 00d¢ To0tT’ Eotiv id10vV HUdV,

xowov 8¢ mavtav).t In highlighting the fact that exclusivity was possessed by other prominent

1 AA 2.267-268; trans. by Thackeray.
12 Ant 12.125.
13 AA 2.259; trans. by Thackeray.
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cultures, he openly acknowledges that this principle of exclusivity was a feature of Judaism. He
was not embarrassed about this. He did not try to minimize it. He took an accusation that
blamed them for exclusivity and said, “Yes, but we are not the only one.”

In spite of such a seemingly clear statement, some suggest that Josephus was in fact more
open with regard to religion than such phrasing might imply. The proposed implication is that
Jews in general must also have been more open. The ultimate goal of such argumentation, then,
is to reduce the likelihood that antipathy directed against Jews could have been caused by Jewish
theology. If Judaism was actually conciliatory and flexible with regard to other religious points
of view, it might seem less likely that individuals would have persecuted Jews for their religion.

In order to buttress this claim of openness on the part of Josephus, scholars cite elements
of Josephus’ rewriting of the Old Testament biblical text which, it is proposed, have Josephus
adding details to Biblical accounts in order to undercut any aura of exclusivism. Such proposals
can even be made in a context of suggesting that one must keep the door open to the possibility
that Jews were syncretistic.'4

On their face, such claims may seem difficult to believe, given Josephus’ seemingly clear

embrace of exclusivity in his response to Apollonius Molon.*> While a closer examination of the

14 Goodman goes even further, suggesting that Judaism was open to universalism — that there were multiple valid
paths to God, and so there was no need for Jews to persuade the pagans. Feldman cites this view of Judaism as a
potential challenge to his own claim that many converted to Judaism [(1993) 291-292]. If Goodman is right and
Jews in general believed that Judaism was unimportant for obtaining a share in the world to come, why would any
effort be made by Jews to convert non-Jews? Feldman responds not by contextualizing or rebutting various rabbinic
citations which could be read to support a more universalist view. Rather, he cites other rabbinic opinions which
state precisely the opposite, ones which note the cruelty and immorality of Gentiles as a group. Clearly, he
concludes, Jews had reason to convert Gentiles. While some of the rabbinic citations offered in support of the
universalist bent (Tosefta Sanhedrin 13.2; Baba Bathra 10b) certainly would benefit from further evaluation and
contextualization, it seems fair to note that while there may have been variation of opinion among Jewish teachers, a
predominant vein even in rabbinic thought did lean strongly toward an exclusivist opinion. In addition,
understanding as clearly as possible what Josephus himself believed about this matter is of greater significance to
this project rather than a characterization of any variation that may have existed within Judaism more broadly. With
that in mind, then, further analysis of rabbinic argumentation can be deferred.

15 AA 2.259.
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rationale can demonstrate the challenges of characterizing Josephus’ position, in the end there is
neither reason to suggest that Josephus backed away from exclusivity nor evidence that Judaism
as a whole embraced syncretism. On the contrary, the evidence can safely be read as consistent:
Josephus, as well as many Jews more generally, viewed Judaism not only as distinct from the
philosophical/religious worldview of others, but also as exclusively correct.

If one wished to propose the opposite, that Josephus and Jews more generally did not
view Judaism as exclusivist, one might understandably begin with Josephus’ retelling of
Abram’s trip to Egypt. In the face of potential disaster brought on by famine in the land of
Canaan, Abram traveled to the land of the Nile for food. While the biblical text in Genesis 12:10
attributes no motives to Abram for this trip other than avoiding starvation, Josephus speaks of
additional motives.

AMpod 6¢ ypovorg Hotepov v Tovdaiav katarapovtog , APpapog Alyvrtiovg

g0S0OVETY TLOOUEVOC pETaipEY TPOG ohTOVG TV TPOOVOG THC T Apboviog Tiig Ekeivmv

nefEEmv kol @V iepéwv dkpoatng £c0uevog Mv Aéyotev mepi Oedv- 1 yap kpeiccooty
e0pebeiol KaTaKoAOVONGEY 1) LETOKOGUNGELY AVTOVG £l TO PEATIOV OOTOG AuEVOV

QpOvAV.

Now, after this, when a famine had invaded the land of Canaan, and Abram had

discovered that the Egyptians were in a flourishing condition, he was disposed to go

down to them, both to partake of the plenty they enjoyed, and to become an auditor of
their priests, and to know what they said concerning the gods; designing either to follow
them if they had better notions than he, or to convert them into a better way, if his own
notions proved the truest.®

Louis Feldman focuses on Josephus’ characterization of Abram’s “open” attitude. He

notes that the additional details Josephus reports — particularly, Abram’s willingness to follow

“better things if they are discovered” — could have been added by Josephus as “an answer to the

16 Ant 1.161.
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charge that the Jews are illiberal in being unwilling to listen to other points of view.”!’ Feldman
further characterizes Josephus’ account:
The rabbis, like Josephus, speak of Abraham as a missionary, but in the rabbinic writings
about him there is no philosophical setting in the Hellenistic style of real debate,
including a willingness to be converted if defeated an argument; instead, the picture is of
a dogmatic missionary proceeding systematically to win converts. Josephus, sensitive to
the charge that the Jews are aggressive missionaries, is careful to modify this picture.'®
Feldman then characterizes the way Josephus finishes his account of Abram in Egypt as
emphasizing the same “liberal spirit . . . with which Abraham’s Egyptian excursion had
begun.”*®
One can certainly read Feldman as questioning whether or not Judaism can properly be
characterized as exclusivist, believing itself to represent the only accurate worldview.
Admittedly, Feldman does not explicitly state that Josephus viewed Judaism as potentially in
error and still in need of correction from Egyptian wise men. Feldman does not explicitly state
that Abram’s interest in conversing with Egyptian wise men reflected lack of confidence with
regard to what he already knew about God. But later, in his “Conclusion” chapter of Jew &
Gentile in the Ancient World, Feldman does say this:
Furthermore, there are syncretistic elements in several apparent Graeco-Jewish writers,
such as the statement in the Letter of Aristaeus (16) that the Jews worship the same God
as the Greeks do (Zeus or Dis) under another name. Moreover, Philo speaks of Moses as
initiating the Jews into mysteries. Again, several documents in the papyri referred to the
Ptolemies as gods. Likewise, inscriptions on tombstones speak in terms of pagan
mythology. Furthermore, there are numerous charms and amulets with various names of
the biblical G-d side-by-side with those of pagan deities.?°

This concluding paragraph seems to offer insight into Feldman’s larger purpose. It seems fair to

suggest that he believes Judaism of the Hellenistic and imperial periods to be less than

17 Feldman (1993) 134.
18 Feldman (1993) 134-135.
19 Feldman (1993) 135.
20 Feldman (1993) 421.
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exclusivistic in substance. He seems to be leaning heavily toward — though never explicitly
stating — a view that Judaism as an institution was more flexible on theology than might initially
be presumed. Feldman is not simply suggesting that there may have been a few individual Jews
who had more liberal views. He offers his evidence in the context of understanding Judaism as a
whole.

The care with which he evaluates the account of Abram in Egypt, then, and his repeated
emphasis on the liberality of Abram, is hard to read apart from the larger context of Feldman’s
effort. It seems fair to presume that one can read his analysis of Abram’s visit to Egypt in the
context of his larger desire to leave the door open to Judaism being syncretistic. But does the
account of Abram in Egypt leave open such a door? Or perhaps more precisely, does the account
of Abram in Egypt inevitably lead to the conclusion that such a door is open?

Just a few paragraphs before the description of the trip to Egypt, Josephus introduces
Abram.

Sevog v cuveival Te mepl Tavimv Koi moavog Toic dkpompévolg Tepi te GV eikdoeiey ov

Sopaptdvov. 610 TodTo Kol epovelv ueilov €n’ apeti) TV GAAOV NPYUEVOS Kl TV TTEPL

10D 0g0D 86Eav, fiv émact cuvéParvey eivar, karvicon koi petaBolelv Eyvm. TpdTog ovv

TOAd B0V amoervacOat dnpovpyov TV OAwV Eva

He was a person of great sagacity, both for understanding all things and persuading his

hearers, and not mistaken in his opinions; for which reason he began to have higher

notions of virtue than others had, and he determined to renew and to change the opinion
all men happened then to have concerning God; for he was the first that ventured to
publish this notion, that there was but one God, the Creator of the universe.?
Abram is described as someone who wants to renew and change people — kawvicot kol
uetaPareiv. He is described as someone who is not in error — o0 dapoaptévov.

His views proved quite troubling to his Mesopotamian neighbors. When they objected,

he did not express an openness to their perspective and a concurrent willingness to change his

2L Ant 1.154-155.
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own. To the contrary, when confronted with those who confessed differently than he, Abram
was forced to leave his native land.

O Gep Xoddaimv te Kol TV GAA®V MEGOTOTAUTAYV GTAGIUCAVI®MV TPOC ADTOV
petokelv dokipdoog kata fovAnotv kai Bondeiav 1od Beod v Xavavaiov Eoye YRV

For which doctrines, when the Chaldeans and other people of Mesopotamia raised a

tumult against him, he thought fit to leave that country; and at the command, and by the

assistance of God, he came and lived in the land of Canaan.?

This is the context which immediately precedes Josephus’ account of Abram visiting
Egypt. While the account of Abram’s visit to Egypt might, by itself, make one think that perhaps
Abram was uncertain of his own convictions and exceptionally open to adopting the views of
others, the context which precedes suggests otherwise. Every indication is that Abram was
firmly convinced that there was only one God. So certain was he that he moved his family to a
completely different place because of his convictions. It would not make sense that now,
without any pressure of persecution, he would suddenly be ready to surrender such convictions.
Is that what Josephus’ mention of Abram’s interest in finding out if Egyptian priests had “better
things” (kpeicooowv) to offer needs to imply? Or is it possible that Josephus was not reversing
his earlier characterization of Abram, his description of Abram as “not mistaken in his
opinions”? Perhaps Josephus was simply presenting Abram as someone who was always willing
to learn more things. In other words, Josephus can be presenting Abram’s interest in speaking to
the Egyptian priests not to imply an uncertainty with regard to the convictions he already had.
Rather, Josephus presents Abram as open to accepting additional information which was

consistent with his convictions but added improved and enhanced — “better” — insights.

22 Ant 1.157.
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On the other hand, perhaps a slightly different emphasis is in play, that Josephus is
highlighting the humility of one who is fully committed to the truth. One who is convinced he
has the truth need not be arrogant in his defense of it, because he knows that the truth ultimately
will prevail. So Abram is humble, open to listening, convinced that in the end what is true will
win out. Is Josephus simply highlighting that humble attitude of Abram rather than implying that
Abram’s commitment to the one true God was in question?

Admittedly, it is hard to say with certainty what Josephus was trying to suggest. Yet
even if the previously mentioned scenarios were not the ones Josephus had in mind — even if one
would go so far as to say that Josephus’ view of Abram would have allowed Abram to say to the
Egyptian priests, “I am wrong, you are right, [ am going to change” — that itself would not have
constituted a less-than-exclusivistic view of religion. To the contrary, every indication is that if
Abram had been persuaded, then he would have viewed his improved conclusions as true and not
in error and as superior to any conclusions that differed. The whole premise of Abram’s trip to
Egypt was, according to Josephus, to accurately embrace and profess that which was true.

Of course, while one might be challenged to understand the preexistent Abramitic
motives as presented by Josephus, in the end the listening tour conducted by Abram resulted in
absolutely no changes to his convictions. Not only did he not find any “better things,” but
instead he discovered many improper ideas which needed correction. He intervened in some
intra-Egyptian religious disputes and, “confuting the reasonings they made use of, every one for
their own practices, demonstrated that such reasonings were vain and void of truth” (diartoov

TOUC AOYOVG 0DG ETO10DVTO TEPL TAV 1dimV Kevodg kol umdev Exovtag aAndec anéponve).?

23 Ant 1.166.
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In the end, then, the account of Abram’s visit to Egypt not only gives no indisputable
evidence of flexibility within Judaism, but in fact it offers a case study for the opposite. Judaism
was subjected to close scrutiny and was determined to be correct. In addition, the tenets of
Judaism confronted the thoughts of others and exposed them as false. Even Josephus’ additions,
then, are not safely characterized as crafting a syncretistic concept of Judaism. The account of
Abram’s visit to Egypt offers no firm rationale for subsequent Jewish openness to other
religions. On the contrary, if anything, Josephus’ additions highlight that even when one humbly
lends a listening ear to the ideas of others, the ultimate conclusion will be the same — even well-
reasoned rebuttals cannot in the end undermine or call into question the well-founded
convictions of the patriarch.

This account of Abram in Egypt is the one that might appear to leave the door most open
for a less-than-exclusivistic view of Judaism. Yet if this is the door most open, perhaps this
indicates just how strong the evidence is for the alternative view, that Judaism was and, during
the time of Josephus, continued to be an exclusivist religion.

If the account of Abram in Egypt provides the “door most open,” Josephus’ presentation
of the biblical account of Elijah and the prophets of Baal may be employed to demonstrate that
the door was really quite closed.?* Jewish exclusivity is not only on display — it is the focal point
of the account. Elijah served as a prophet during the reign of Ahab, king of the northern
kingdom of Israel during the 9" century BC. Josephus, in describing this wicked king, reports
the heterodox worship deviations of King Ahab and then notes as well the blatant idolatry he

learned from his non-Jewish wife Jezebel.?® Josephus then presents the deserved divine

241 Kings 17:1 - 18:46.
%5 Ant 8.316-318.
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punishment: the prophet Elijah comes to Ahab and announces a kingdom-wide consequence of
drought.

After a period of time, Elijah sought a follow-up audience with Ahab. As Josephus
retells the story, the prophet explained to Ahab the reason for the drought:

0 8 0082V Ymobwnedcag aVTOV Eimey GmavTa To Sevd TEmomKévar Kol O YEvog anTod
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Thereupon the prophet, without flattering him in the least, said that it was Achab [sic]

himself and his family who had brought on all these misfortunes by introducing foreign

gods into the country and worshipping them, while their own God, who was the only true
one, they had abandoned and no longer gave Him any thought.?
Exclusivity is in focus. There is no openness to considering the validity of other deities. In fact,
the consequences which befell Israel were a direct consequence of pursuing a syncretistic path.
Josephus presents these details in unvarnished fashion.

But there is more. Elijah asked Ahab to gather together his own prophets, who were
supporting his false ways, as well as those prophets who supported the religious practices of his
foreign wife. These individuals, along with a crowd of onlookers, gathered at Mount Carmel for
a contest between the gods of Ahab and his wife Jezebel and the God of Elijah. To this large
group of people Elijah spoke.

HéEYPL TOTE dnpNUEVOLG aTOVG TH dtovoiq kol Talg d0&aig ovTmg Pubcey Epooke:
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gkelvoug Ol Bpnokedey anTolc cuvePodAEVE KATAKOAOVOETV.

“How long will you live thus in uncertainty of mind and opinion?” He also exhorted

them, that in case they esteemed their own country God to be the true and only God, they

would follow him and his commandments; but in case they esteemed him to be nothing,

but had an opinion of the strange gods, and that they ought to worship them, his counsel
was, that they should follow them.?’

% Ant 8.335; trans. by Marcus.
27 Ant 8.337.
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At first glance, one might imagine that Elijah is truly open to having them make a choice —
“There are two good options, the God of your country or strange gods; the only bad option is if
you try to have both.” But it is evident that this was not at all the thought behind Elijah’s
question. His challenge to them was a rhetorical exposing of their hypocrisy. Yes, it was true
that thinking they could have both was wrong. It was not possible to be faithful to their nation’s
God while simultaneously disobeying everything he had said about other gods. Thinking one
could have the best of both worlds was not possible. But what about the other two options —
deciding to go exclusively with their nation’s God or with the strange gods?

As Josephus continues the story, it is evident that these two options were not equally
good. The contest was fire. To determine which god was true, first Ahab and Jezebel’s prophets
would call upon their gods to light their sacrifice on fire. Then Elijah would do the same with
his God. The first group of prophets had no success. Even cutting their bodies could bring no
demonstration of supernatural strength. Elijah then prayed. He asked God “to make manifest his
power to a people that had already been in an error a long time” (no€iv 1@ Temhovnuéve ToADY
HOM xpOVOV Aad avepdy TV avtod dvvauy).2

The contest was held to demonstrate that there really was no choice — there was only one
true God. The final prayer of Elijah characterizes the syncretistic practices of the Jews as
evidence of error — he refers to them as “a people that had been in an error” (t® nemAovnuUéve . .
. Aa®). When fire does now fall from heaven and consume the sacrifice of Elijah, there was no
question in the minds of the onlooking crowd what the lesson was.
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Now when the Israelites saw this, they fell down upon the ground, and worshipped one

God, and called him The great and the only true God; but they called the others mere

names, framed by the evil and wild opinions of men. So they caught their prophets, and,

at the command of Elijah, slew them.?
Not only did they understand the positive side of the lesson, that there was only one true God.
They also confessed that anything else called a god was nothing of the sort — they described
these “gods” as inventions of men. But not only did they confess both the positive and negative
sides of their newfound understanding. They also gave evidence that their theology was not
simply conceptual. They took action. They seized those once honored as representatives of the
divine and destroyed them.

Whatever one might wish to propose with regard to Josephus’ approach to theology, it is
difficult to dodge the implications of this account. Clearly there is no hesitance on the part of
Josephus to present the Jewish God as the only one worthy of worship. There is no hesitance on
the part of Josephus to confront a Gentile audience with a stark evaluation of other so-called
gods. There is no hesitance on the part of Josephus to use a story, full of drama and intrigue and
violence and blood, to characterize the options for a religious path as a matter of life and death.

One might suggest that Josephus was constrained by the biblical text. He had no other
choice. Perhaps this really was not his own personal belief. Is that theoretically possible? It
surely could be. But as was previously noted, scholars have worked hard to argue that Josephus
purposefully adjusted the text, when he felt it necessary, to make Judaism appear less exclusive.
Such a suggestion is made with regard to the account of Abram in Egypt, previously discussed.
As noted, though the account of Abram and Egypt need not lead to such a conclusion — it can be

seen as itself supporting a theology of exclusivity — the very fact that scholars see Josephus as

capable of changing the text for ulterior motives highlights even more the implications of the

2 Ant 8.343.
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Josephan Elijah/Ahab text. The key elements of his text track the biblical text very closely. No
significant changes — additions or subtractions — are made. Even employing the logic others
might use to try to present Josephus as less exclusivist, one would end up concluding here that
Josephus himself was comfortable with the exclusivist character of this text.

Josephus had no theological problem presenting his God in such terms. In the end, the
Elijah/Ahab component of Josephus’ re-presentation of the Old Testament offers strong evidence
for the exclusivist view of Jewish theology, both on the part of Josephus as well as in Judaism
more generally.

Such a characterization of Jewish theology was not unknown to those outside of Judaism.
Tacitus, in his Histories, reports that “those who come over to their religion adopt the practice,
and have this lesson first instilled into them, to despise all gods™ (transgressi in morem eorum
idem usurpant, nec quicquam prius imbuuntur quam contemnere deos).>® He says more:

profanos qui deum imagines mortalibus materiis in species hominum effingant; summum

illud et aeternum neque imitabile neque interiturum. igitur nulla simulacra urbibus suis,
nedum templis sistunt.

They call those profane who make representations of God in human shape out of

perishable materials. They believe that Being to be supreme and eternal, neither capable

of representation, nor of decay. They therefore do not allow any images to stand in their
cities, much less in their temples.!
Dio Cassius, writing about a century after Tacitus, understood the same to be true.
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They are distinguished from the rest of mankind in practically every detail of life, and

especially by the fact that they do not honor any of the usual gods, but show extreme
reverence for one particular divinity. They never had any statue of him in Jerusalem

%0 Histories V.5; trans. by Church and Brodribb.
31 Histories V.5; trans. by Church and Brodribb.
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itself, but believing him to be unnameable and invisible, they worshiped him in the most

extravagant fashion on earth.32

Josephus presents Judaism as an exclusivist religion. He does not view this as a position
unique to Judaism, explaining that Athenians and lonians could also insist on a certain theology.
As Josephus presents Abram as open to listening to what others had to say, that need not imply
that he viewed Abram as concurrently less confident in his own convictions. Josephus’ account
of the exclusivist actions of Elijah toward the prophets of Baal demonstrates his comfort in
portraying Judaism as the only proper path. Finally, Josephus’ understanding of Judaism as
exclusivistic was not simply his own personal view; non-Jews like Tacitus and Dio Cassius were

also aware that Jews refused to honor the gods of others.

Exclusivism and moderation
While Josephus presents the Jewish religion as exclusivistic, Josephus also gives

evidence of moderation in his presentation of Judaism. As was mentioned with regard to the
account of Abram in Egypt, so moderate can Josephus’ approach seem that some read into it a
less than exclusivistic view of Judaism. Is moderation in fact undermining exclusivistic
conclusions like those expressed in the account of Elijah and the prophets of Baal? Or is
Josephus offering both exclusivistic and non-exclusivistic views of Judaism, leaving the reader
to decide which elements of a self-contradicting author to embrace? Or is there a pathway
through the various elements of Josephus’ presentation which permits the reader to see in

Josephus a consistent yet nuanced understanding of Judaism in a pagan world?

32 Historia Romana, XXXVII, 17:2 = GLAJJ, vol. 2, no. 406; trans. by E. Cary.
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Such a pathway exists. Evidence which might suggest a more open view toward other
religions should instead be viewed as an indicator of persuasive technique. Josephus, by virtue
of his exclusivist beliefs, possessed the conviction that ultimately it would be better for those
who were not Jews to embrace realities made evident by Jewish theology. In an effort to be
persuasive, Josephus wishes not to strong-arm someone into an appropriate set of
understandings. Rather, he wishes gently to convince. When presenting a hard-to-believe event,
he speaks in terms that a questioning reader might appreciate. When reflecting on the evident
exclusivity which non-Jews might be annoyed by, he seeks carefully to nuance and
contextualize.

Such patience and gentleness could be viewed as something less than absolute personal
conviction. But such literary approaches can also simply reflect a recognition on the part of
Josephus that any journey to Judaism would likely include multiple small steps rather than one
big one. His ultimate desire was to have others carefully consider the workings of the divine in
the history of the Jewish people. His ultimate hope seems to have been that others would see the
hand of the Jewish God at work and take away appropriate lessons from that divine work.
Josephus was asking a lot. His patient and gentle writing approach enabled incremental steps
toward that goal.

Josephus, when explaining his rationale for composing a history of the Jewish people,
notes in the prologue to the Antiquities that historians can have many different reasons for
initiating their work. Some write to show off. Others compose to give thanks to those who were
involved in the historical events being reported. Josephus did not write for either of those
reasons.
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But others there are, who, of necessity and by force, are driven to write history, because
they are concerned in the facts, and so cannot excuse themselves from committing them
to writing, for the advantage of posterity; nay, there are not a few who are induced to
draw their historical facts out of darkness into light, and to produce them for the benefit
of the public on account of the great importance of the facts themselves with which they
have been concerned. Now of these several reasons for writing history, I must profess
the two last were my own reasons also; for since | was myself interested in that war
which we Jews had with the Romans, and knew myself its particular actions, and what
conclusion it had, | was forced to give the history of it, because | saw that others
perverted the truth of those actions in their writings.*

Josephus wanted to get the facts right. But this was not just an arbitrary interest in
getting accurate material into written form. Josephus expands on these words by noting that he
had a specific audience in mind as he wrote his Antiquites: “Now | have undertaken the present
work, as thinking it will appear to all the Greeks worthy of their study” (tavtnv 8¢ v
gveotdoay gykeyeipiopon mpaypateioy vouilov dract paveicBor toig "EAncw a&iov
omovdiic).>* Josephus felt that non-Jews could particularly benefit from what he was going to
compose. But this was not simply an effort by Josephus to spawn generic academic intrigue
among Greeks and Romans. Josephus had something bigger in mind.

10 GUVOAOV O& HAMOTA TIS v €K TaVTNG paBot Thg ioTopiag €0eAncag avtiv dtelbely, Ot

101G pev Beod yvoun katakoAovfodot kai To KaAdg vopodetndévta purn ToAudot

napafaivery Tavta katopBodtor TEpa ToTEWS Kol YEPAG EVdOLOVIN TPOKELTOL TTOPAL
0goD- k0’ 6oV 8’ v ATOGTMO!L THG TOVT®V AKPPODG Empereiog, dmopa LEV YiveTo TA

TOPIUA, TPETETOL O €1G CLUPOPAS AVNKESTOVS & TL TOT &V MOG AyaBoV dpav

omovddcmoty, 1N Toivuv TovE EvigvEopuévoug Toic PAIOLS TapakaAd®d TV YvoOuny 0@

TPOCAVEYEY Kol doKale TOV Nuétepov vopoBEtny, el v 1€ vty a&img avtod

KaTeEVONoE Kol Tf) SuVALEL TpEmOVGOG del Tag Tpatelg dvatébeike mhong Kabapov Tov

nepl avTod PLAGENG AdyoV ThG Tap  dALOLG doyfovog pubBoioyiag: Kaitol ye doov €mi
HAKEL XpOVOD Kol TOAOLOTNTL TOAMYY lxeV Eel0v YELSBY TAAGUATMV- YEYOVE Yap TPO

33 Ant 1.3-4.
3 Ant 1.5.
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ETOV doyMmv, €0 6cov TANB0G aidvog 00 adT®V ol TotTol TOC YEVEGELS TAV OedV,
HATL YE TAG TAV AvOpOTOV TPAEELC T} TOVC VOLOUG AVEVEYKETV £TOAUMGAY. TO UEV ODV
axpiPt] TOV &v Taig avaypagaic Tpoimv 6 Adyog Kotd TV oikeiov TaEy onuavel: TodTo
Yap 10 ToyTNg TowGEW TG Tpaypateiog EnNyyEAdpuny o0dEV Tpocheic 0v8 o
TOPOUAITOV.

But, speaking generally, the main lesson to be learnt from this history by any who care to
peruse it is that men who conform to the will of God, and do not venture to transgress
laws that have been excellently laid down, prosper in all things beyond belief, and for
their reward are offered by God felicity; whereas, in proportion as they depart from the
strict observance of these laws, things (else) practicable become impracticable, and
whatever imaginary good thing they strive to do ends in irretrievable disasters. At the
outset, then, I entreat those who will read these volumes to fix their thoughts on God, and
to test whether our lawgiver has had a worthy conception of His nature and has always
assigned to Him such actions as befit His power, keeping his words concerning Him pure
of that unseemly mythology current among others; albeit that, in dealing with ages so
long and so remote, he would have had ample licence to invent fictions. For he was born
2000 years ago, to which ancient date the poets never ventured to refer even the birth of
their gods, much less the actions or the laws of mortals. The precise details of our
Scripture records will, then, be set forth, each in its place, as my narrative proceeds, that
being the procedure that | have promised to follow throughout this work, neither adding
nor omitting anything.®®

For non-Jews who were interested in learning about Jewish history, this history would teach a
lesson. The lesson would not be a political one. The lesson did not revolve around the
characteristics of strong leadership or the kind of political system which would permit a state to
prosper. The lesson was theological. When one follows the will of God and does not violate
those laws of finest quality which have been laid down, everything turns out right, in a manner
beyond belief, and a reward of happiness is directly dispensed by God. On the other hand,
whenever one deviates from strict obedience to these laws, calamity awaits.

Who was this God? And to which laws was Josephus referring? This was not a generic
appeal on Josephus’ part. The laws were distinct from “the laws” (Tovg vopovg) of “the poets”
(ol momzai). The laws were given via “our lawgiver” (tov nuétepov vopoBétnv), Moses. The

God associated with this lawgiver is the one who gave these laws through Moses, the God of the

3% Ant 1.14-17; trans. by Thackeray.
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Jews. Is he the equivalent of non-Jewish gods, but simply with a different name? Josephus
makes clear there is a distinction as he contrasts the Jewish God with “the gods” (t@v 0e®dv) of
“the poets” (oi mowntai).

In considering Josephus’ rhetorical persuasive technique, one can safely stipulate that
Josephus was not seeking to dodge a confrontational truth. Josephus was not attempting to make
it seem like there were no differences between Jews and non-Jews. Josephus was not cloaking
his ultimate purpose in verbal misdirection. Josephus gently makes it clear that those who are
interested in reading his text will discover a profound lesson: when one follows the will of the
Jewish God and strictly obeys those divine laws given through the lawgiver Moses, blessing will
follow. This Jewish God stands in contrast to the other gods of the Gentiles. These Jewish laws
stand in contrast with laws presented in non-Jewish literature. Josephus was gentle, but as he
presents his purpose for writing, he leaves no doubt that he intends to highlight the uniqueness —
the exclusivity — of Judaism.

Josephus has an exclusivist message to offer. But Josephus is aware that his audience
may not be instinctively inclined to embrace his announced purpose. So, Josephus crafts an
approach which recognizes this, yet still seeks to be gently persuasive. Already in these
prologue paragraphs, one detects features of a style Josephus will continue to employ as he
presents challenging truths to curious but as-of-yet unpersuaded readers. First, Josephus seeks to

normalize interest in Jewish theology. He precedes his announcement of purpose by mentioning
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non-Jews who, on their own, were interested in learning about Judaism — Epaphroditus® and
Ptolemy 11 Philadephus.®” The curious did exist. Josephus simply seeks to satisfy them.

Next, Josephus emphasizes that any acceptance of what he says ought to be willing, not
begrudging. When actually stating his purpose, he presents himself not as an ideologue intent on
forcing his beliefs upon another, but as a humble teacher eager to make instructive material
available for any who might want it. In explaining what he wants readers to learn, he
emphasizes that the envisioned audience is under no compulsion: “But, speaking generally, the
main lesson to be learnt from this history by any who care to peruse it . . .” (10 cOvorov d¢
HOAMGTE TIC v £k Tavng uddot Ti¢ ioTopiag 0edicag anthy S1eddeiv).®® Only those who “care
to peruse it” are potential subjects for Josephus’ persuasion.*

These willing readers are not left unchallenged, but Josephus’ approach is non-

combative. Having stipulated this presumption that those who read his Jewish history are in fact

3% Ant 1.8: “However, some persons there were who desired to know our history, and so exhorted me to go on with
it; and, above all the rest, Epaphroditus, a man who is a lover of all kind of learning, but is principally delighted with
the knowledge of history . . .” (loav 8¢ Tvec, ol OB Tiic icTopiac &m’ odTV e TPOVTPETOV, Kol LiAMoTa 31
navtov Enagpoditog avip dracay pev idéay matdeiag NyonnKmg, Sopepoving 6¢ yoipmv EUTEPIOLG TPUYUATOV . .

37 Ant 1.10: “I found, therefore, that the second of the Ptolemies was a king who was extraordinarily diligent in what
concerned learning and the collection of books; that he was also peculiarly ambitious to procure a translation of our
law, and of the constitution of our government therein contained, into the Greek tongue” (eDpov toivuv, 811
[rolepaiov pev 6 devtepoc pdAiota 61 Pacieds tepl madeiov kai BAimv cuvayynv oTovddoas E5apETmc
EPoTiun O tov fuétepov vopov Kol tv kat’ adtov drdta&y tiic molteiog gic v ‘EALGSo vy pHeTafareiv).

3 Ant 1.14; trans. by Thackeray.

39 Josephus’ commitment to avoiding any sense of compulsion when presenting Jewish convictions to others is
evident also in an account recorded in his Life: “At this time it was that two great men, who were under the
jurisdiction of the king [Agrippa], came to me out of the region of Trachonitis, bringing their horses and their arms,
and carrying with them their money also; and when the Jews would force them to be circumcised, if they would stay
among them, I would not permit them to have any force put upon them, but said to them, ‘Everyone ought to
worship God according to his own inclinations, and not to be constrained by force; and that these men, who had fled
to us for protection, ought not to be so treated as to repent of their coming hither.” And when I had pacified the
multitude, | provided for the men that were come to us whatsoever it was they wanted, according to their usual way
of living, and that in great plenty also.” (Katd todtov T0v koupdv doucvodvtotl Tpog pe dVo PeYIoTAvES TOV DO TV
g€ovaiav 10D Pacthémg €k Tiig T@V Tpoayovitdv xdpog Emaydevol Tovg Eavtdv iTmovg kol OmAa, yprHaTe o'
vmokopilovreg. Tovtoug meprrépuvecOon Tév Tovdoinv dvaykaldviov, ei Oélovoty eivar mop  onToig, ovk sloca
BlooBijval, phok@v deiv ExacTov Katd TV £00Tod Tpoaipesty TOV 00V edoefelv, GALG un peta Piog, xpfvol 6
TOVTOVG 01’ AGPAAELOY TPOG NUAS KATAPLYOVTOG [T) LETOVOELY. TeloBEvTog 08 ToD TA00VG TOIC fikovoy avdpdoty Ta
TPOC TNV cuvioT dlawtav dravto wapeiyov dayddg, Life 112-113.)
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ones who “want” (¢0eAncag) to do it, Josephus is now even more direct. “At the outset, then, I
entreat those who will read these volumes to fix their thoughts on God” (1o toivuv tovg
gvrevéopévoug Toig PBAiolg mapakaid v yvouny Bed mposavéyew).*° Though more direct,
still this appeal to view one’s reading as a theological quest is not couched in presumptive and
universal terms, though his view of God would certainly have permitted him to state things more
stridently. Instead, he issues to an already willing audience a gracious invitation and humble
plea: “I entreat” (mapakol®d).

Next, when inviting readers to think more carefully about Jewish laws, he does not
employ absolutist terminology but simply asks them carefully to consider. Though he could
have said, “I know these laws are right and they are the best for you,” he instead positions the
legislation of Moses as something that needs to be evaluated by them, “to test whether our
lawgiver has had a worthy conception of His nature” (doxiualetv 1ov nuétepov vopobétny, el v
e Uty aElog avtod katevonoe).*! Obviously Josephus was not calling into question his
already stated certainty that the laws of Moses were right and best. He had just finished saying
that his purpose for writing was that others might learn that when Moses’ laws are followed,
blessing ensues, but when those laws are violated, calamity comes.** Josephus was not changing
his tune in the space of twenty words. Josephus was not implying that his conviction regarding
Jewish exclusivity was suddenly being called into question. Instead, Josephus was employing
useful persuasive technique. By inviting his readers to “put our lawgiver to the test,” he was

giving them the space to be potentially persuaded.

40 Ant 1.15; trans. by Thackeray.
41 Ant 1.15; trans. by Thackeray. Capitalization of “His” original.
2 Ant 1.14.
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If in fact Josephus was right, he knew that the “testing process” would in no way
undermine his claims. On the contrary, his approach indicates that his own conviction — and
what he wishes to become the conviction of others — is based completely on the facts as they
stand. No manipulation is necessary. No literary tricks are required. No strong-armed tactics
are needed. His openness to evaluation, then, does not reveal lack of certainty. Rather, his
confidence makes him comfortable going as far as he can to recognize where his readers are
coming from — from a place of curiosity and uncertainty — and then to affirm the legitimacy of
taking time to personally evaluate all that he is saying.

Josephus also demonstrates his gentleness by presenting clear contrasts in indirect
fashion. A key tenet of Judaism was that there is only one true God. A key tenet of Greek and
Roman religion was that there were many gods. Rather than position these two contradictory
beliefs in such close spatial and logical proximity so as to leave the reader no choice but to
choose sides — and that only a few paragraphs into his twenty-volume work — Josephus
demonstrates deftness and patience. While noting that the Jewish God is unique — it is only by
following his principles that one proceeds well through life*® — the contrast with the plurality of
Gentile gods is embedded in a discussion about the antiquity of Jewish writings compared to
Greek and Roman ones: the singular Jewish God — 6god — is noted in Antiquities 1.14, while the
multiplicity of pagan gods — t@v Osdv — is not mentioned until Antiquities 1.16. Then, Josephus
only gently hints at another significant distinction between the Greek and Roman gods relative to
the Jewish God — the gentile gods had “origins/beginnings” (tdig yevéoeic),** while those familiar

with the Jewish God would have known that he was eternal.*®

43 Ant 1.14.
4 Ant 1.16.
45 AA 2.167: “Moreover, [our legislator Moses] represented God as unbegotten, and immutable, through all eternity,
superior to all mortal conceptions in pulchritude; and, though known to us by his power, yet unknown to us as to his



The data is there. A curious and perceptive reader will not miss Josephus’ point. But the

issue has not been shoved in the reader’s face. Josephus does not draw attention in
confrontational fashion to the distinctions that clearly existed between Jewish and Gentile

concepts of the divine. Does this lack of aggressiveness imply that Josephus was open to

multiple views of God? Not at all. This was persuasive technique, not evidence of uncertainty.

The gentleness of Josephus’ persuasive technique is evident already in the opening

prologue paragraphs of the Antiquities. This approach is found elsewhere as well, including in

his delicate handling of miracles. Consider, for example, Josephus’ recounting of the miraculous

dividing of the Red Sea.

As the Jewish people were fleeing slavery in Egypt, Pharaoh and his army had trapped

Israel on the edge of the Red Sea. There seemed to be no escape. But then, as Josephus reports,

Moses acted:

tomtel ) Poktnpig TV OdAatTav. 1) 6 Vo T TANYNG dvekdmn Kol €ig adTV
VTOY®PYGUSA YOIV apinct TV yijv 680v EPpaiolg elvar koi guyrv. Movoic 8& Opdv
v €medvelay To0d 00D kai TO TEAAYOS EKKEXWPNKOS aTOIG TG 1diag NTeipov TPATOC
gvéParvev avti) kol Tovg ERpaiovg Exédevey Emecbot d1d Oeiag 660D ToloLUEVOLS TV
nopeiay Kol 1@ KvoOve TV mapdvtov Torepiov ndopuévoug Kol xbptv Exovtag ot Tnv
Tapdrloyov oUTmg £€ avTod cmTnpioy Avagaveicay.

He smote the sea with his rod, which parted asunder at the stroke, and receiving those
waters into itself, left the ground dry, as a road and a place of flight for the Hebrews.
Now when Moses saw this appearance of God, and that the sea went out of its own place,
and left dry land, he went first of all into it, and bid the Hebrews to follow him along that
divine road, and to rejoice at the danger their enemies that followed them were in; and
gave thanks to God for this so surprising a deliverance which appeared from him.®

essence” (Eva adToVv Améenve Kol dyévntov kol Tpog oV aidtov ypovov avorrointov mhong idéag Ovnriig kdAlel
Srapépovta kol Suvauel pev Muiv yvopipov, omoiog 8¢ kat ovsiav [éotiv] dyvootov).
46 Ant 2.338-339.
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Josephus goes on to explain that the Israelites made it through the Red Sea safely, while the
Egyptian army was destroyed when the sea returned to its place. This incredible salvation led
the Hebrews to sing. They were free.

After reporting these incredible events, Josephus makes clear that while he is comfortable
confronting his audience with seemingly unbelievable detail, he is just as eager to acknowledge
the challenge his audience might have in accepting such details. He wants to be gentle. He
wants to be patient. He wants to be accommodating in whatever way possible.

gy pev ovv g eDpov & Toic iepais PiBroig oBtwg EkacTov TOVTOV TopadEdmKa
Bavpdon 0 undeic Tod Aoyov 1O Tapddo&ov, &l dpyaiolg AvOpdToLg Kail Tovnpiog
aneipoic evpEdn copiag 000¢ kai 610 Baddoong eite katd fovAncy Beod glte Katd
TOVTOUATOV, OTTOTE Kol TOIC el TOV AAEEavOpov TOV Bacidéa thig Maxedoviag x0eg Kai
npoONV yeYovooty meympnoe to [Hopevitov mérayog Kai 000V GAANV 0VK EXOVGL TAPETYE
v ot adtod kataiboot v [lepodv Nyepoviay 1o Bgod Bedncovtoc, Kol ToDTo TUVTES
oporoyodoty oi Tog AAeEAvSpov TpaEelc cuyypayduevol. Tepl LEV 0DV TOVTMV MG
EKAOT® OOKET OLOAAUPOVET®.

As for myself, | have delivered every part of this history as | found it in the sacred books;
nor let anyone wonder at the strangeness of the narration, if a way were discovered to
those men of old time, who were free from the wickedness of the modern ages, whether it
happened by the will of God, or whether it happened of its own accord,—while, for the
sake of those that accompanied Alexander, king of Macedonia, who yet lived,
comparatively, but a little while ago, the Pamphylian Sea retired and afforded them a
passage through itself, when they had no other way to go; | mean, when it was the will of
God to destroy the monarchy of the Persians: and this is confessed to be true by all that
have written about the actions of Alexander, but as to these events, let every one
determine as he pleases.*’

Note both Josephus’ confidence in what he is saying as well as his evident gestures to the
anticipated incredulity of his audience. He expresses his confidence by defending his
presentation as consistent with the “the sacred books” (iepaig fifroig). He elsewhere speaks
about the nature of the content and authors of these sacred books: “Every one is not permitted of

his own accord to be a writer, nor is there any disagreement in what is written; they being only

47 Ant 2.347-348.
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prophets that have written the original and earliest accounts of things as they learned them of
God himself by inspiration” (dte ufte TO VIOYPAPEY ADTEEOVLGIOL TAGLY GVTOC UNTE TIVOG £V
TOIC YPAPOUEVOLG EVOVOTG SLUPMVING, AAAL LLOVOV TAV TPOPNTMV T, LEV AVOTAT® Kol
TOAOLOTOTO, KATd TV mimvotoy TV amd Tob 0god pafovrov).*® Josephus was confident in what
he was saying because he believed the ultimate author of the texts which guided him to be God
himself.

Nevertheless Josephus, in recognition of the fact that not all would have such confidence
as their starting point, tries to meet people where they are at. He suggests that if people are
unwilling to accept the events as possible due to direct intervention by the divine, might they
admit that something could happen spontaneously, on its own? While such a proposal might
strike one as potentially compromising Josephus’ personal conviction, the fact that he seems to
retain his personal conviction while at the same time making such a suggestion leads one to
conclude that, rightly or wrongly, he views his approach as uncompromising yet acceptable
persuasive technique. Finally, in his presentation of a potential parallel to the proposed
“spontaneous/on its own” interpretation of the Red Sea splitting — the Pamphylian Sea during the
time of Alexander — he ends up still attributing even that event to the “the will of God” (tod 6g0d
fedcavtoc).*® He wants to be sensitive to his audience. At the same time, he seems unable to
restrain his inner confidence that all these things were the work of God.

That said, he does finally conclude his presentation by inviting each reader to make their
own decision: “But as to these events, let every one determine as he pleases” (nepi pév ovv

T00TOV MG kAot dokel StohapPavéto).®® Does such a concluding thought inevitably imply

48 AA 1.37.
49 Ant 2.348.
50 Ant 2.348.
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that Josephus himself was uncertain as to the nature and origin of the splitting of the Red Sea?
As was mentioned in the analysis of the prologue to the Antiquities, Josephus’ invitation “to test
whether our lawgiver has had a worthy conception of His nature” (doxiudletv tov fuétepov
vopoBémy, £ TV te PVoV dEimg antod kotevonoe)® need not be understood as evidence of
personal uncertainty, but rather as evidence of confidence and an openness to have one’s
convictions put to the test. In similar fashion, Josephus’ invitation to the reader to “determine as
he pleases” need not imply personal uncertainty. One might certainly question whether such a
phrasing could lead a reader astray, making it seem like it really did not matter how one
understood the event. In other words, one might question the wisdom of this particular phrasing
in Josephus’ persuasive rhetorical approach. But it nevertheless seems likely that such phrasing
did not reveal doubt on the part of Josephus, but rather a desire to be as well received as possible
though he knew that so much of what he was sharing was of a most challenging sort.

In this connection, it is noteworthy that a similar concluding phrase is added by Josephus
after describing miraculous events surrounding the giving of the law at Mount Sinai: “Now, as to
these matters, every one of my readers may think as he pleases; but I am under a necessity of
relating this history as it is described in the sacred books” (kai mepi pev T00T®V MG BovAeTan
QpoVeiT® EKACTOG TOV EVIELEOUEVDV, EOL O AVAYKT TaDTO IGTOPETV KaBdmep €v TOIC iepaic
Biproig avayéypamtar).? Would Josephus, in connection with a central event of Jewish history
and theology — the giving of the law at Mount Sinai — be saying that he himself was uncertain as
to the veracity of the account? Though Feldman elsewhere seems comfortable acknowledging a

greater openness by Jews toward other theologies, in this particular case he mentions with

51 Ant 1.15; trans. by Thackeray. Capitalization of “His” original.
52 Ant 3.81. For another example of this phrasing in Josephus, see Ant 4.158 (after the account of Balaam cursing
the Israelites).
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approval a conclusion reached by Gerhard Delling: “It is obvious, as Delling 1957-58, 300 and
306, remarks, that Josephus himself is not expressing any doubt on the matter, since he would be
guilty of blatant self-contradiction if he were to doubt that G-d was the author of the Law.”>3

Josephus’ invitation to his readers to “think as they pleased,” then, was simply Josephus’
rhetorical way to avoid heavy handedness. Such an approach could have had the unintended
effect of undermining a wavering reader’s growing confidence in what Josephus himself
believed to be true. But Josephus’ likely intention was to remove stumbling blocks. He knew
that not all would immediately or even ever agree with him, but he clearly was eager to avoid
losing readers in the process of his persuasive effort.>*

Josephus shows his eagerness to be persuasive, even as he presents the exclusivity of the
Jewish God, in yet another way. On occasion he employs nuance when characterizing the
attitude Jews should have toward other gods. There are certainly occasions when such nuance is

not foregrounded. The previously discussed account of Elijah and the prophets of Baal is an

53 Feldman (1998) 432.

54 Another example of apparent openness on the part of Josephus is found after Josephus presents the prophetic work
of Daniel, highlighting how multiple historical events demonstrated the accuracy of what Daniel had prophesied.

He then reflects, “Now, as to myself, I have so described these matters as I have found them and read them; but if
anyone is inclined to another opinion about them, let him enjoy his different sentiments without any blame from me”
(8yd pév mepi TovTOV Mg EDPOV Kol dvéyvav obtmg Eypaya- &l 8& Tig dAlm¢ So&dley PovAceTan TEpi avT@Y,
avéykAntov ExETm TV Etepoyvopocsvvny, Ant 10.281). Must Josephus’ words “let him enjoy his different
sentiments without any blame from me” (avéykAntov &xétm v Etepoyvapocvvny) be viewed as implying that
Josephus is open to multiple views of truth, and that in the end he does not have complete confidence in his own
convictions? Just a few lines earlier, Josephus explains that God showed Daniel those things which he wrote down,
and there was a natural consequence of that activity: “insomuch, that such as read his prophecies, and see how they
have been fulfilled, would wonder at the honor wherewith God honored Daniel; and may thence discover how the
Epicureans are in an error” (dote ToOG Avayvdokovtag Kol to cvpufaivovta okorodvtag Bavpdlew ént tf mapa
Beod Tyf] Tov Aaviniov kai tovg Enkovpeiong €k tovtmv gvpiokew memiovnuévoue, Ant 10.277). Josephus is
clearly not comfortable with the beliefs of the Epicureans. He suggests that one evaluating all of the information
will conclude that Epicureans are wrong. Yet he persists in being gentle in presenting his perspective. Further
characterizing the Epicureans, he says, “Those men seem to me very much to err from the truth” (dokxodot pot
oOdpa. TG aAnBovs 60ENs dapaptdvery, Ant 10.280). Josephus’ use of the words “doxodoi pot” offers rhetorical
insulation for his claims. His rhetorical cushion “let him enjoy his different sentiments without any blame from me”
(dvéyrintov éxétm tiv étepoyvopocsvvny) does something very similar. Again, Josephus ought not be read as
calling into question his previously and clearly stated convictions. Rather, one can properly see such phrasings as
technique, an effort by one with categorical convictions to be gently persuasive.
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example of this. Josephus’ reporting of this event makes obvious that traditional Jewish belief
embraced the concept of the exclusivity of the Jewish God. The account of Elijah and the
prophets of Baal also makes obvious that a representative of God can, under circumstances
where one is compelled to make a clear confession, even mockingly expose the falsity of other
gods. Josephus reports that “when there appeared no effect of the prayer or invocation of the
prophets upon their sacrifice, Elijah derided them, for they might either be on a journey or
asleep” (émnel 6 00OLY anfvta mapd THG VYT Kai TTi¢ EmKANcewe 00oAo1 TOIC TPOPNTALS,
okontov 0 HAlog peydAn Pof) kalelv antovg ékéleve ToVG 000G 1| Yap AmodN eV avTovs Ty
xafevdev).>® This unnuanced reporting of derision (ckdntov) is followed, in Josephus’
account, with an evaluation of false gods more generally. After fire fell from heaven and
devoured the altar of Israel’s God, “Now when the Israelites saw this, they fell down upon the
ground, and worshipped one God, and called him The great and the only true God; but they
called the others mere names, framed by the evil and wild opinions of men” (O1 6 Topaniiton
1001 106VTEg Emecov Emi TG YT kal mposekhvouy Eva Beov kol péytotov Kai aAnbT| povov
BmOKAAODVTEG, TOVG & BAAOVG OVOLOTL HTTO PAVANG Koid GvorTov 36éng memompévouc).>® Again,
Josephus determines that this was not a place for nuance.

While Josephus is clearly comfortable presenting an exclusivist view of Judaism and
while he is comfortable presenting even the mocking of idolaters when stakes are the highest, he
also presents Jews as ones having been required, generally speaking, to treat the worship of
others with respect. In listing laws given by Moses, Josephus recounts:

Braconpeito & undeig Beovg odg moAelg GAAatl vopilovot. undE cuAdv iepd Eevikd, und’
v ETOVOLUGHEVOV 1) TIVL Oe® KeHAOV AopPAVELY.

55 Ant 8.339.
%6 Ant 8.343; capitalization of “The great . . .” reflects Whiston’s translation.
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Let no one blaspheme those gods which other cities esteem such; nor may anyone steal
what belongs to strange temples; nor take away the gifts that are dedicated to any god.®’

In his work directed against Apion, Josephus says:
€Y® 0 ovK av £BovAounV mepl TOV map  ETEPOIS Vopipwy EEeTalev: T Yap adTAV MUV
QUAATTELY TATPLOV 0TIV, OV TOV AAAOTPI®V KOTNYOPELV. Kol Ttept ye ToD unte yAevalew
unte Pracenuelv Tovg vopulopévous Beolg map  ETEPOLG vTikpug MUV 6 VopoBEtng
ameipnkev avtiig Eveka Tpoonyopiog Tod Oeod.
Now | have no mind to make an inquiry into the laws of other nations; for the custom of
our country is to keep our own laws, but not to accuse the laws of others. And indeed, our
legislator hath expressly forbidden us to laugh at and revile those that are esteemed gods
by other people, on account of the very name of God ascribed to them.%®
Josephus describes Moses as forbidding the blaspheming of foreign gods. Moses prohibited
stealing from temples which belonged to foreign gods. Jewish custom was not to accuse the
laws of others. Josephus reports that Moses expressly forbade Jews “to laugh at” (yAevalew)
foreign gods, out of respect for the name “God.” Nowhere is Josephus saying that these gods are
valid and authentic. But a reader surely perceives a new nuance being employed by Josephus.
While the content may not explicitly contradict exclusivity, the tone is certainly more moderate.
It is important to note that Josephus’ claim that Moses expressly forbade Jews “to laugh

at” foreign gods may not actually be an accurate recounting of what Moses said. In making this

claim, Josephus appears to refer to Exodus 22:27. In the Hebrew Masoretic text, this verse reads

RN XY g2 X0 D2pn XD 0°g98. The Septuagint translates in this manner: 6odg 0b

KOKOAOYNGELS Kol dpyovTag Tob Aaod cov o kakd¢ épeic.® A modern English translation reads,

“Do not blaspheme God or curse the ruler of your people.”®® The key translation issue in this

verse is how one handles the term 2°72X (Elohim). Josephus translates this Hebrew plural form

57 Ant 4.207.

8 AA 2.237.

% Rahlfs (2006) Ex 22:27.

80 The New International Version (2011) Exodus 22:28. Note the variation in verse numbering — verse 27 in
Masoretic Text and Septuagint is the equivalent of verse 28 in modern English translations.
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as a plural, “gods.” He consequently associates the term with foreign gods, as there is only one
true Jewish God. This approach on the part of Josephus appears to match the conclusion of the
Septuagint, which also translates the term as a plural: fsov¢ 00 Kakoloynoelg.

Two issues arise in this connection, however. First of all, is it legitimate to translate the
plural Hebrew word as a plural Greek or English word? Second, if it should be translated plural,
is the word “gods” in this case referring to divinities?

With regard to whether the translation of the term should be singular or plural, the

Hebrew word, though plural in form, is repeatedly used to refer to the singular divinity
worshiped by the Jews. For example, in Genesis 1:1, 0°77% (Elohim) is paired with a singular
Hebrew verb, noting that in an important respect the seemingly plural noun is to be viewed in the
singular — “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.”®! So, the term 077§

(Elohim) in Exodus 22:27 ought not inevitably be read to refer to a plurality of gods and thus be
presumed to refer to foreign gods.

Even more important, however, is the question of whether the term, if it is to be
translated as a plural, actually refers to divinities. The very same plural term for God is used
earlier in the same biblical chapter of Exodus, in verses 8 & 9, and in those verses the plural term
cannot be referring to foreign gods. The New International Version translates Exodus 22:8-9 in
this way:

But if the thief is not found, the owner of the house must appear before the judges
(0°777%, Elohim), and they must determine whether the owner of the house has laid hands
on the other person’s property. In all cases of illegal possession of an ox, a donkey, a
sheep, a garment, or any other lost property about which somebody says, “This is mine,”

both parties are to bring their cases before the judges (2578, Elohim). The one whom
the judges (2°;72%, Elohim) declare guilty must pay back double to the other.®2

61 The New International Version (2011) Genesis 1:1. :y8a DX 27wa DX 07528 X172 WR12
62 The New International Version (2011) Exodus 22:8-9; Exodus 22:7-8 in the Masoretic text and in the Septuagint.
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The English equivalent for 2°j2& (Elohim) in this section is “judges,” that is, those who

represent God.%® Though the NIV does offer as a footnoted option “God,” the context makes
obvious that whatever the translation, the entity or group of people in mind are integrated into
the Jewish community. Jews would theoretically go to human Jewish judges, who would be
representatives of God, to determine their cases. Jews could theoretically go to the singular God
himself for adjudication, but it would be quite the stretch to conclude that Jews were being asked
to go to foreign gods for help in such circumstances.

Given the close contextual use of the same term that then is used in Exodus 22:27, it
seems far more likely that Exodus 22:27 is focusing on something other than foreign gods. It
would seem quite likely that this passage is focusing in its entirety on Jewish judicial practice —
they are not to revile their judges, and they are not to curse their ruler. If this is correct, then
Josephus’ conclusion that Exodus 22:27 is referring to foreign gods is highly problematic.

Though Josephus appears to be wrong in his interpretation of Exodus 22:27, his potential
misunderstanding of this verse is very understandable given the possible influence of the

Septuagint translation as well as the interpretive challenges associated with the verse.®* In

8 The Constitutions of the Holy Apostles, a collection of writings dated to AD 375-380, draws a similar conclusion,
though moving even further so as to make a contemporaneous application. It equates the “judges” of Exodus
22:27/28 with bishops in the Christian church: “He is your ruler and governor; he is your king and potentate; he is,
next after God, your earthly god, who has a right to be honoured by you. For concerning him, and such as he, it is
that God pronounces, “I have said, Ye are gods; and ye are all children of the Most High.” And, “Ye shall not speak
evil of the gods [Exodus 22:28].” [2.26.31; Roberts (1886)].

8 It is suggested that Philo had an understanding of Exodus 22:27 similar to that of Josephus. This is possible,
perhaps even likely. Notice, however, that Philo does not explicitly cite the Hebrew Bible in his encouragement,
making it possible that he was offering his own advice based on more general Old Testament principles. In De
Specialibus Legibus 1.9.53, Philo writes, “Moreover, he also enjoins his people that, after they have given the
proselytes an equal share in all their laws, and privileges, and immunities, on their forsaking the pride of their
fathers and forefathers, they must not give a license to their jealous language and unbridled tongues, blaspheming
those beings whom the other body looks upon as gods, lest the proselytes should be exasperated at such treatment,
and in return utter impious language against the true and holy God; for from ignorance of the difference between
them, and by reason of their having from their infancy learnt to look upon what was false as if it had been true, and
having been bred up with it, they would be likely to err” (mpootdrtel 6& pun, TopoGOV aVTolg icovopioy Kol
icotéhetlay EMMADVTOLG TOPEXEL KATEYVOKOOL TOD TATPMOL Kol TPOyoviKoD THeov, ctopapyig ypricactat kai dyoiivm
yvAdoon Pracenuodvtag odg Etepot vopifovot Bgovg, tva urn kakeivot drakivndévieg a un 0 eOeyEwmvran katd
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addition, even without this verse, Josephus could have properly emphasized that Jews, though
they rejected foreign gods, were not to use underhanded and immoral and rude tactics to make
their case. Most important, however, his ultimate use of this verse — even if inaccurate — serves
to highlight his eagerness to present Jewish exclusivity with a moderate tone.

Josephus’ eagerness to persuade led him to balance Jewish exclusivity with a reminder
that Jews were to treat the religions of others with respect. They were not to rob temples. They
were not to accuse the laws of others. They were not to ridicule those that others viewed to be
gods. Surely such words could have struck some non-Jews as accommodating. But knowing
that Judaism was not divinely required, in every circumstance, to physically destroy the worship
of others would help non-Jews better grasp the heart of Josephus’ persuasion, that he was eager
to help and not to hurt. Hearing Josephus assure them that Jews were not to treat as a light thing
— with humor and jesting — the sincerely held religious practices of others again gave evidence to
readers that Josephus wished to be their friend and not their enemy.

At the same time, a larger question arises: was such moderation on the part of Josephus
undermining his exclusivist views? By encouraging others not to make fun of false gods, for
example, was he affirming the legitimacy of foreign gods? A small piece of one of Josephus’
most significant moderating comments, found in Against Apion, hints at the answer to this
question. The larger context of the comment leaves no doubt. Previously cited prior to the
discussion of Exodus 22:27, these are the moderating words:

€Y® 0 ovK av £BovAouny mepl TOV map ETEPOIS vopipwy E€eTdlev: T Yap adTAV MUV

QUAATTELY TATPLOV 0TIV, OV TOV AAAOTPI®V KOTNYOPELV. Kol Ttept ye ToD unte yAevalew

unte Pracenuelv Tovg vopulopévous Beolg map  ETEPOLG vTikpug MUV O VopoBEg
aneipnkev avtijg Eveka tpoonyopiog Tod Oeod.

100 §vtg 6vtog: ayvoig yap tig dtapopdc, Gre T0 Yeddog g aAndEg mpopaddvtes £k Taidmv Kol cHVTPOPOV
gyovieg, E€apoptioovral); trans. by Yonge.
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Now | have no mind to make an inquiry into the laws of other nations; for the custom of
our country is to keep our own laws, but not to accuse the laws of others. And indeed, our
legislator hath expressly forbidden us to laugh at and revile those that are esteemed gods
by other people, on account of the very name of God ascribed to them.®®
Josephus begins this paragraph with an imperfect verb (¢fovAdunv) and év. This construction,
identified as a Past Potential, denotes past potentiality or probability.®® The words are most
precisely translated, “I would not have wanted to probe further concerning the laws which others
have.” The imperfect verb and év indicate that what Josephus wanted, however, would not be
what Josephus now would do. In other words, the statement of Josephus’ openness to leaving
the laws of others alone is in fact phrased in a way which indicates he will do the opposite of
what he otherwise would have wanted. Yes, it was his desire to avoid conflict. Yes, it was not
his custom to randomly target the laws of others for ridicule. Yes, he had a generous and patient
heart. But did such a heart coexist with an openness to back away from his own personal
conviction that Jewish laws were best?

Moderation ought not be interpreted as flexibility with regard to exclusivity. In the
paragraph that follows this paragraph of moderation, Josephus explains why his desire to leave
the laws of other nations alone is a desire that will be left unrealized. “But since our antagonists
think to run us down upon the comparison of their religion and ours, it is not possible to keep
silence here” (tdv 8¢ xatnydpov d1i tiig dvTimapadécemc Hudg EAEYXEY 0lopEVOV 0Dy 010V TE
xatactondv).b” When directly confronted, Josephus will not back down. He proceeds to
directly address features of Greek religion which contradicted revealed Old Testament truth. The

notions he dismisses include “that [Greco-Roman gods] may be allowed to be as numerous as

they have a mind to have them; that they are begotten one by another, and that after all the kinds

5 AA 2.237.
8 Smyth (1920) paragraph 1784, page 402.
57 AA 2.238.
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of generation you can imagine” (apiOu® pev 6mdcoovg v avtol OeAnowotv ano@ovouevor €&
GAANAOV &€ YIVOLEVOUG KOl KOTA TavTOiovg TpOTOVG yevésemv).5

Even in his stridency he still maintains his desire gently to persuade. He precedes his
recounting of inappropriate pagan religious notions by saying that he is not the only one who has
said these things — Greeks admired for their wisdom have said similar things.%® He follows his
critique of pagan religion in a similar vein:

TODTO SIKOIMG LEPYEMG TOAATG AELODGY 01 PPOVIGEL SIOPEPOVTEG KOl TPOG TOVTOLG

Kawysk(bch, el TV Be®dV TOVG PV Ayevelovg Kol LePAKLa, TOVG 08 TpesPuTEPOVS Kal

YEVELDVTOG €Tvo Y1) SOKETY,

And justly have the wisest men thought these notions deserved severe rebukes; they also

laugh at them for determining that we ought to believe some of the gods to be beardless

and young, and others of them to be old, and to have beards accordingly.’
He positions his harshest words — the fact that pagan notions are worthy of “rebuke” — not as
coming from his pen, but as coming from the mouths of “the wisest men.” Josephus’ interest in
persuasion remains prominent. But he is, nevertheless, quite plain with regard to his feelings
about other gods. He characterizes those wisest men as ones who “laugh at them”
(kotoyehdow).

This is striking, given his just-stated conviction that one should not “revile” foreign gods.
Josephus might seem to be breaking his own rule. But he is not. Instead, he is helping his
readers understand just what he means to say and what he does not mean to say. In the
Antiquities he had presented as divine law this prohibition: “Let no one blaspheme those gods

which other cities esteem such” (Braconpueitm 8¢ undeic Beode odg moLelc Aot vopilovot).”

Just a few paragraphs prior to his Against Apion mention of wise men laughing, he mentions the

88 AA 2.240.
9 AA 2.239.
0 AA 2,242,
™ Ant 4.207.
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law again: “Indeed, our legislator hath expressly forbidden us to laugh at and revile those that are
esteemed gods by other people, on account of the very name of God ascribed to them” (nepi ye
10D pnte yAevalewv unte Pracenuelv Tovg vouopévong 0goic map " ETEPOLG GvTikpug MUV O
vopoBémg ameipnkev avTiic Eveka mpoonyopiag Tod Oeod).”? Yes, there were definitely
circumstances when it was wrong to ridicule foreign gods. But there were clearly also times
when it was acceptable. Josephus is, in this place, helping thoughtful individuals understand
how a prohibition against laughing and ridiculing can coexist with a description of Elijah
mocking Baal prophets whose gods are not responding to their pleas.”

What unravels the riddle? What permits the prohibition and then the seeming violation
to comfortably coexist? The prohibition on laughing is an appeal to decorum. The seeming
violation with Elijah on Mt. Carmel is not a violation at all, but an occasion where decorum was
no longer in place. Josephus is making clear that any encouragements to decorum ought not be
understood as evidence of theological moderation with regard to exclusivity. Decorum is to be
employed wherever possible. Mocking and ridicule ought not be the characteristic trait of Jews
when they observe individuals of other religions. But if somebody directly challenges a Jew
with regard to revealed truth, then shaming can be used defensively. Elijah’s ridicule can
properly expose a lie. The laughing of “the wisest men” can properly rebut an error.”* While
Josephus is eager to avoid any appearance of pride or dismissiveness, Josephus will not hesitate

to stand up for truth.

2 AA 2.237.

8 Ant 8.339: “Elijah mocked them and told them to call their gods in a loud voice, for either they were on a journey
or were asleep” (okamtv 6 HAiag peydAn Pofi kalely adtovg ékéleve Tovg BeoVg: 1) YOp Amodnuely avTovg 1
Kkabevdew); trans. by Marcus.

4 AA 2,242,
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This Josephan flexibility which depended on the circumstance helps one characterize
other examples of openness on the part of Josephus. They ought not be viewed as compromising
exclusivity. Rather, such instances are properly viewed as manifestations of rhetorical
persuasive technique. He wants readers to view Judaism as accommodating as it can possibly
be. He wants initial non-Jewish impressions to be positive. But such an eagerness ought not be
positioned as evidence that Josephus was subtly surrendering his conviction of Jewish
exclusivity. To the contrary, the softness of Josephus’ approach was intended to permit such
convictions to be carefully considered over the course of time with the ultimate hope that those

convictions would be embraced.”

Customs and theology
Judaism, and in particular the Judaism reflected by Josephus, was an exclusivist religion.

Any elements in his texts which appear moderate possess this feature due to his persuasive style,
not because of hesitancy with regard to his convictions. One can certainly envision, then, how
such strongly held theological positions, which implicitly condemned the theological positions of
non-Jews, could be viewed by non-Jews as offensive and result in negative, even violent, counter
reactions.

Moving along such a line of logic, however, presumes that it was in fact the theological
positions of Judaism which really got under the skin of non-Jews. Before proceeding any

further, it becomes important to determine whether this was in fact the case. Were non-Jews

S A presentation of unwavering Josephan convictions in a context of gentleness occurs also in Against Apion 1.37-
38. There he refers to the text of the Hebrew Bible, information that men learned by inspiration from God, and then
concludes, “Twenty-two books, which contain the records of all the past times; which are justly believed . . .” (800
8¢ pova mpodg toig gikoot Pipriia Tod mavtog Exovio ypoOvoL TNV Avaypapny, Td dikaing temictevpéva). He does not
directly confront one who might believe differently, but he does clearly state his position and notes that the one who
acts “justly” (dwaimg) will concur.
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even aware of Jewish theology? Might non-Jews have only been aware of the customs of Jews
and little more? Might any antipathy have resulted simply from some kind of annoyance caused
by countercultural customs rather than from something deeper, a visceral sense of having been
philosophically and theologically assaulted?

Shaye Cohen seeks to sideline significantly the role that philosophical/theological beliefs
played in the religion of any ancient people. In his book From the Maccabees to the Mishnah, he

29

introduces a section entitled “The Jewish ‘Religion’” by saying, “In the eyes of the ancients, the
essence of religion was neither faith nor dogma, but action.”’® In identifying the distinctiveness
of Judaism he says:
Both Jews and Gentiles recognized that the Jews denied the gods of the nations and
claimed that their God alone was the true God, the Lord of the universe, but for both Jews
and Gentiles the boundary line between Judaism and polytheism was determined more by
Jewish observances than by Jewish theology.”
Cohen, then, would seem ready to minimize the likelihood that the theological position of the
Jews could get under the skin of non-Jews. Questions like “were non-Jews even aware of Jewish
theology” would appear almost nonsensical in Cohen’s view, as he seems to suggest that not
even Jews would have focused on the distinctiveness of their theology vis-a-vis the Gentiles.
Cohen views Josephus as reflecting this mentality as well. In spite of what has
previously been noted with regard to Josephus’ focus on theological concepts — for example, his

front-loading the 20-volume Antiquities with an overarching theological statement of purpose’® —

Cohen sees certain phrases of Josephus as implying a different position:

76 Cohen (2006) 51.

" Cohen (2006) 51-52.

78 “Upon the whole, a man that will peruse this history, may principally learn from it, that all events succeed well,
even to an incredible degree, and the reward of felicity is proposed by God; but then it is to those that follow his
will, and do not venture to break his excellent laws;—and that so far as men any way apostatize from the accurate
observation of them, what was practicable before, becomes impracticable; and whatsoever they set about as a good
thing is converted into an incurable calamity;—and now | exhort all those that peruse these books to apply their
minds to God; and to examine the mind of our legislator, whether he hath not understood his nature in a manner
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Josephus defines an apostate as a Jew who “hates the customs of the Jews” or “does not
abide by the ancestral customs.” He defines a convert to Judaism as a Gentile who,
through circumcision, “adopts the ancestral customs of the Jews.” These definitions omit
the theological tenets of Judaism.”
While it is certainly fair to say that Josephus used such phrasings to describe adherents and non-
adherents to Judaism, it does not seem fair to imply that a failure to describe in greater detail
such an individual’s linkage to theological tenets is itself evidence that theological tenets were
not important to Jews. If one refers to “customs,” that need not imply a purposeful sidelining of
theology.

Cohen, however, sees the sidelining of theology as central to understanding ancient
Judaism. He concludes that “Judaism was not defined as a theology.”® Yet with such a
statement, might we read Cohen more flexibly? When he says that Judaism is not “defined” as a
theology, is he simply noting that people in general were more familiar with the outward
manifestations of Judaism than they were with its internals? That does not seem to be the extent
of Cohen’s emphasis. Recall Cohen’s introductory statement: “The essence of religion was
neither faith nor dogma, but action.”®! He is seeking to downplay the role of theology most
broadly.

He himself seems to find this effort challenging. While not permitting countervailing

details to adjust his conclusion, he does qualify citations which highlight supposed failure by

ancients to focus on beliefs or faith by noting, “These facts do not mean that the ancients had no

worthy of him” (10 cbvolov 8¢ HAMGOTA TIg v €K TavTng pabot ti|g iotopiag £0eAncog oty deAbeiv, dti Tolg pév
Be0d yvoun katakoAovhodot kol T KoA®dSG vopobemBévta pn toApudaot mapafaivev mavta katopBoitor mépa
niotemg kal yépog evdaipovia mpokertat Tapd Bgod- kKab dcov 6 av ATocT®Gt Tig ToOVT®V AKplPols Empeieiog,
Gmopa. HEV yiveTal TO TOPYLO, TPETETAL 08 €15 GUUPOPAS AVNKESTOVG O TLTOT AV MG AyaBov dpdv cmovddcmaty, 1o
Toivov ToVG £vievEopévoug Toig Pifiiolg TapakaAd TV yvauny 0e® tpocavéyely kol dokipdle Tov uétepov
vopoBéty, gl v te pvo aing avtod katevonoe, Ant 1.14-15).

9 Cohen (2006) 52.

8 Cohen (2006) 53.

81 Cohen (2006) 51.
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deeply felt beliefs about the gods.”®? In the midst of his efforts to minimize the role of theology
in the rabbinic literature, he does acknowledge, after highlighting that significant amounts of
detailed and sustained analysis are applied to legal matters (as opposed to theological ones),
“The rabbis have many things to say about God, sin, atonement, the creation of the world, the
election of Israel, the covenant, the Messiah, the reward of the righteous, the punishment of the
wicked, and the resurrection of the dead.”®

Cohen realizes the challenge of trying to downplay the role of theology too much.
Nevertheless, he persists in seeking to minimize the place that theology played in any ancient
religion. If he is right, can it even be proposed that the theological position of the Jews could get
under the skin of non-Jews, when supposedly neither side would have cared that much? Would
not one need to conclude that whatever it was that created an undercurrent of antipathy against
Jews, it must have been something simply outward? Cohen’s views appear to leave no choice —
one must lean heavily in the “outward” direction.?*

As | have argued, however, even with these most aggressive efforts to sideline the role of
theology in ancient religion, Cohen is compelled repeatedly to acknowledge the role of theology.
While it is certainly fair to note, within Judaism, that there is significant emphasis on outward
behavior, it is most risky to presume that such an emphasis presumes inevitable deemphasis of
more profound theological claims. A much more likely scenario is one which presumes linkage

between customs and underlying theological claims. Should such a linkage be demonstrated, it

can subsequently be proposed that a question examining whether customs or theology is the key

82 Cohen (2006) 51.

8 Cohen (2006) 52.

8 While Cohen’s skeptical view of the role of theology is employed here to demonstrate the opposite — that even
when one has such a skeptical view, one still seems compelled to acknowledge a role for theology — Cohen’s view
of why Jews were hated assigns cause not to their outward customs. Instead, he believed that “Anti-Judaism was the
consequence of political strife between the Jews and their neighbors in both Judea and the diaspora” [(2006) 40.] As
noted earlier, Cohen is a Functionalist when it comes to characterizing opposition to Jews.
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feature of anti-Jewish feeling is in fact posing a false choice. One should not view such a
question as being answered by one or the other. Rather, one would answer such a question
safely only by offering a solution that is “both-and.”

Seneca, it seems, paves a path for just this conclusion. Cited by Augustine in The City of
God, Seneca first speaks very negatively about the Jews. “Meanwhile the customs of this most
wicked race have been such influence that they are now received throughout the world. The
vanquished have given laws to their victors” (Cum interim usque eo sceleratissimae gentis
consuetudo convaluit, ut per omnes iam terras recepta sit; victi victoribus leges dederunt).8> But
all is not negative. In seeming begrudging admiration, Seneca adds, “[The Jews] are aware of
the origin and meaning of their rites. The greater part of the people go through a ritual not
knowing why they do so” (Illi tamen causas ritus sui noverunt; maior pars populi facit, quod cur
faciat ignorat).%

Seneca’s words of admiration highlight a reality that is fundamental but perhaps easily
overlooked. Customs are outward, and religious customs can be practiced without consideration
of underlying meaning. But that does not mean that outward practices have no underlying
meaning. Seneca felt the Jews knew the meaning, the causas. Seneca felt the Jews knew the
“why,” the cur. Seneca seems to leave the door wide open for dismissing the legitimacy of that
false choice, the choice proposing that either customs or theology is the key player in anti-Jewish
feeling. Seneca exposes as false the premise that any emphasis found in Jewish theology on

outward practice is ipso facto evidence against Judaism possessing a well-known and sincerely

8 Latin from GLAJJ |, 186; The City of God, VI, 11; trans. by Goodman (2007) 373. It is interesting that Martin
Goodman (2007) draws attention to Seneca, as Goodman himself did not believe there was much negativity directed
at Jews. He chooses to recontextualize events that would have seemed to indicate negativity (366-372), but when he
does speak of Seneca, he acknowledges a challenge. “More difficult to locate in its proper context is the rhetoric of
Seneca in the time of Nero” (373).

8 Latin from GLAJJ |, 186; The City of God, VI, 11; trans. by Goodman (2007) 373.
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embraced underlying theological basis. If one finds a mention of or an emphasis on Jewish
customs, then one should not ask simplistically whether Jews focused on outward behavior or on
inner conviction. Rather, one properly contemplates an integration of the two. Jews were taught
to keep in mind principles when engaging in distinctive outward customs. Any highlighting of
customs, then, should not inevitably be interpreted as evidence that theology was not in play.

Granted, Jews could be prone to the same deficiency that Seneca observed in most other
people — they could go through religious motions while ignorant of, or at least not thinking
about, the theological basis. Yet should a Jew focus on outward customs and be dismissive
toward inner realities, this would not be evidence that theology made no difference to Judaism.
Rather, it would be an example of deviation from what was to be.

Having noted that customs need not be viewed as inevitably distinct from theology — in
fact, in the case of the Jews, quite the opposite is true — one then properly asks whether this
linkage of theology to outward practice had an impact on non-Jews. Said another way, one could
stipulate that customs and theology were commonly linked in the mind of the Jew, but does that
mean that such a linkage would have been communicated to those who observed the Jews?
Would non-Jews have viewed customs as something more than just outward behaviors? Could
distinctive behaviors have served as signposts to underlying theological realities, realities which
would have challenged a non-Jew? For some — even many — non-Jews, could outward customs
have been a testimony to Jewish theological exclusivity, a philosophical/theological claim that
had the potential to spark offense, resentment, and retribution?

While Martin Goodman does not address these questions directly, he does offer an
opposing view, one which presents Jewish customs as rather innocuous. Recalling that

Goodman, overall, has a rather optimistic view of the status of Jews in the Roman Empire, he
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does acknowledge that Judaism had many practices which were distinctive. However, he does
not consider it likely that such practices would have contributed to a sense of antipathy.
Speaking primarily of the city of Rome, he observes, “If Jews were lazy, would not eat pig, or
mutilated the sexual organs of their sons, these practices had no effect on their neighbors. Jews
might be ridiculous, intriguing, mysterious or contemptible, but they were certainly not
dangerous to the safety and prosperity of Rome.”®” Summarizing the attitude he believed non-

Jews had toward Jews, he speaks of the details he has offered as “evidence for general toleration

of Jewish ancestral customs.”’®

Goodman views Jewish customs as mere outward behavior which could lead neighbors to
laughter and ridicule, but certainly not to retribution or violence. However, Josephus assumes a
tight linkage between Jewish customs and theological implications, as well as a coordinate
deeply felt agitation on the part of non-Jews, when he relates the appeal of the lonians to Marcus
Agrippa:

duotov 6¢ 1L TovTe Kol Mdapkov Aypinmav ppovicavta mepl TdV Tovdaiwv oidauev: TdvV
vop Tovav kivnévtav €n” adtovg Kai deopévmv Tod Aypinmov, tva T ToAttelag, v
a0Toig EdmKev Avtioyog 0 Lelevkov vViMVOG O Tapd Toig "EAANGy Ocdc Agyopevog, povot
uetéAbwoty, a&lovvimv d, el ouyyeveic giotv avtoic Tovdaiol, oéfecbat ToLC aOTOV
Be0v¢, Kai dikng mepl ToVTOV GLGTAONG £viknoav oi Tovdaiot Toic avT@v €0t ypricHat
ouvnyopnoavtog avtoig NikoAdov tod Aopacknvod: 6 yop Aypinmag AreenvoTo Undsv
avTd KoviCew €Etvat.

We also know that Marcus Agrippa was of the like disposition towards the Jews: for
when the people of lonia were very angry at them, and besought Agrippa, that they, and
they only, might have those privileges of citizens which Antiochus, the grandson of
Seleucus (who by the Greeks was called The God), had bestowed on them; and desired
that, if the Jews were to be joint partakers with them, they might be obliged to worship
the gods they themselves worshipped: but when these matters were brought to trial, the
Jews prevailed, and obtained leave to make use of their own customs, and this under the
patronage of Nicolas of Damascus; for Agrippa gave sentence, that he could not
innovate.?®

87 Goodman (2007) 374.
8 Goodman (2007) 374.
8 Ant 12.125-126.
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The resolution of this matter makes clear that the Jews were to be permitted to continue in all of
their customs — “1oig €0ect” is plural and so refers to something more than simply their
allegiance to a single God. The fact that the lonians sought, as a key remedy, obligatory worship
of their own gods indicates that though the outward customs of the Jews were well known,
lonians clearly recognized a theological basis behind the Jewish customs. The distinctiveness of
Judaism was intimately connected to their exclusive commitment to a single divine being.
Finally, the distinctive Jewish customs with their clear theological linkage left the lonians very
agitated (t@v yap Tovev kivnBévtov). The non-Jews were not simply laughing or ridiculing.
They were seeking retribution.

This example demonstrates that outward customs can convey something more than just a
distinctiveness of behavior. Yes, there may have been circumstances where outsiders were
content to leave oddity be. But for the lonians, a deeper chord was struck. For the lonians, a
clear linkage was recognized between outward customs and a theological basis. For Jews, this
linkage was presumed. For non-Jews, customs could help communicate a reality that lay behind
the customs. As Seneca observes, there was meaning behind Jewish customs. The lonians
appear to have instinctively recognized this meaning, and they further concluded that the deeper
philosophical/religious claims underlying such customs were in fact challenging their own
understanding of truth. This was not acceptable. The lonians worked very hard to punish Jews
for this.

The lonians were not the only non-Jews who perceived a close connection between
Jewish customs and underlying theology. During the reign of Caligula, when Flaccus was

governor of Alexandria, an anti-Jewish mob determined “to erect images [of Caligula] in the
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synagogues” (eikovog &v taic mpooevyoic avati®évon).?® Clearly they understood enough of
Judaism to know that worshiping an emperor as a god was problematic. Their initial tactics were
theological. But they did not stop there. Philo goes on to explain how they determined if a
woman was a Jew and consequently worthy of torture:

AL’ v, O v, Bhov 1O Tpdypo EmiPovds Thc drotopiog DAAKKOL Kol TRV dYAmV, OV
ATE VGOV KOl YOVOATKES. OVK v Ayopd YOap LOVoV AAAG Kol &v Héow T Bedtpm kabdmep
ailyUaA®TOl cUVNPTALOVTO Kol L TV GKNVIV €0’ OT® OMNTOTE GLKOPOVTOVEVIL
TOPYYOVTO PETH TIVOC BPOPHTOL Koi dpyolemtdng DPpenc: eit’ metdn pév
gyvopicOncav £€pov yEvoug, ameldovto ToALAG Yap m¢ Tovdaiag dxpii] U motoduevol
g aAnOeiag Vv Epevvav cuvelauPavov, i &’ pdvnoav NUETEPAL, TPOGETATTOV Ol AVTi
Ocatdv TOpOvVOL Kai deomdTan yeyovoteg kpéa yoipeto S186var kopilovtag doot uiv ovv
QOP® KOAAoEMS AmeyeHGAVTO, UNOEV £TL SEWVOV TPOGVTOUEIVAGAL ATEADOVTO: Ol O’
EYKpaTESTEPUL PAGOVIGTOIS TOPEdIOOVTO TPOG aliKing AvNKESTOVG, dmep TOD UNdEv
GOKETV aOTAG COPESTATN THOTIC £0TL.

The truth is, as | have said already, the whole business was a deliberate contrivance
designed by the cruelty of Flaccus and of the multitude, in which even women were
included; for they were dragged away as captives, not only in the market-place, but even
in the middle of the theatre, and dragged upon the stage on any false accusation that
might be brought against them with the most painful and intolerable insults; and then,
when it was found that they were of another race, they were dismissed; for they
apprehended many women as Jewesses who were not so, from want of making any
careful or accurate investigation. And if they appeared to belong to our nation, then those
who, instead of spectators, became tyrants and masters, laid cruel commands on them,
bringing them swine’s flesh, and enjoining them to eat it. Accordingly, all who were
wrought on by fear of punishment to eat it were released without suffering any ill
treatment; but those who were more obstinate were given up to the tormentors to suffer
intolerable tortures, which is the clearest of all possible proofs that they had committed
no offence whatever beyond what | have mentioned.®

The Alexandrian mob had an understanding of Jewish theology — they placed images of Caligula
in synagogues, recognizing that this violated the Jewish commitment to a single deity. But they
also had a clear understanding of a more seemingly mundane Jewish custom, the eating of pork.
In their persecution practice, they employed an assault on theology in the case of men and an

assault on customs in the case of women. There is no indication that they felt one approach

% Philo, In Flaccum 6.41; trans. by Yonge.
% Philo, In Flaccum 11.95-96; trans. by Yonge.
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would be inferior to another. There is no indication that they believed one would be less
effective than the other. This perception of equivalence of the part of Alexandrians highlights
that pagans themselves did not not see much space between Jewish theological tenets and Jewish
customs. They viewed them as a package. Distinctive customs were inextricably intertwined
with distinctive — and for non-Jews, potentially offensive — theology. Greeks in lonia saw
clearly a linkage between Jewish customs and their worship of a single divinity; Gentiles in
Alexandria understood the same.

In summary, then, it seems most fair to propose that while distinctive Jewish customs
were unproblematic for some, for so many others they were inextricably intertwined with Jewish
theology and consequently Jewish exclusivity. This linkage was presumed on the part of Jews.
But this linkage was so often recognized by non-Jews as well. Seeing how tightly customs and
theology were connected, then, helps account for the contention that broad-based antipathy arose
against Jews as a consequence of their theology of exclusivity. Yes, it is true that customs would
have been the most visible feature of Judaism within a Gentile community. To acknowledge that
Jewish customs were well known, however, need not undermine the proposition that it was the
theological position of Judaism which really got under the skin of non-Jews. Even in the minds
of many non-Jews, Jewish customs and Jewish theology were inextricably intertwined. Constant
observance of distinctive Jewish customs could bring to mind repeatedly the distinctiveness of
Jewish theology. One of the key distinctives of Jewish theology, Jewish theological exclusivity,
stood out in a society with plural gods and plural religions. When such a theological concept is

promoted in a seemingly more pluralistic society, one would expect an impact.
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A challenge implicit

In considering the status of Jews during the empire period, | have proposed that while
official imperial policy could be protective, nevertheless Jews lived a precarious existence. The
natural next question is why. In recommending a substantialist view — that there was something
about who Jews were in substance that made the greatest contribution to the undercurrent of
antipathy — | have proposed that exclusivist theology was at the heart. In evaluating Josephus, it
is evident that he himself lays claim to such a theology. Admittedly, he couches his claims in
gentle and accommodating terms, but not because he wishes to undermine his conviction of
exclusivism. Rather, he employs persuasive technique so as to avoid unnecessary opposition and
facilitate a path toward an ultimate embracing of his positions. In the end, though, exclusivism
remains. Should one then wish to propose, however, that it was not such fundamental
theological claims that were connected to non-Jew opposition, but simply the oddity of Jewish
customs, I have offered evidence which demonstrates the close tie between an awareness of
Jewish customs and an awareness of Jewish theology. With this repeated linkage shown to be
present, the door is kept wide open to a claim that theology was at the heart of antipathy.

Having highlighted the exclusivist nature of Jewish theology and having suggested that to
whatever degree customs played a role, they were quite capable of functioning as implicit
pointers to exclusivist theology, I will now consider the impact such theology could have on non-
Jews. Stated succinctly, Judaism posed an implicit challenge to the beliefs of others. Stated
more fully, exclusivist Jewish theology challenged the philosophical and religious worldviews of
the society that surrounded it by essentially characterizing them as lacking, and ultimately, as
wrong. This stark characterization was not always explicitly stated, and even when made clear,
non-Jews could choose to overlook or ignore any implications. Some who did not overlook the

implicit condemnation were actually drawn to conversion. But others who thought about it — or
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who instinctively perceived it without deliberate consideration — found themselves deeply
offended. When they understood what Judaism was saying about them, there was for many an
instinctive, internal, visceral antipathy that could lay low but, when events permitted, could also
erupt.

To suggest that such a sequencing reasonably explains the undercurrent of antipathy that
seems to have existed in the first century AD, | must first demonstrate that Judaism was in fact
perceived by others as an implicit challenge to their own convictions. The objection of lonian
citizens to Jewish theology offers just such an example. The appeal of lonians to Marcus
Agrippa, previously described, included a proposed solution. The nature of this solution —
demanding that Jews worship the gods of the lonians — makes clear that lonians did in fact view
Judaism as an implicit challenge to their own beliefs. The remedy for this challenge was to
impose their own lonian beliefs on Judaism.

This example alone could make a strong case that the Jewish theological position of
worshiping only one God could rub many the wrong way. The circumstance of Alexandrian
citizens placing an image of the emperor in Jewish synagogues offers additional support. While
involving more political complexities, this Egyptian situation does highlight, at the least, that
non-Jews understood Jewish theological objections well enough to know what would spite them.
As to whether Alexandrians felt their own theology personally assaulted by the theology of
Judaism, one might add Josephus’ reporting of the objection of Apion: “If the Jews (says he) be
citizens of Alexandria, why do they not worship the same gods with the Alexandrians?” (inquit,
si sunt ciues, eosdem deos quos Alexandrini non colunt?)® Just as was the case in lonia,

Egyptians could view Judaism as an implicit denial of their own beliefs. The remedy for this

92 AA 2.65.
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challenge was to impose their own Egyptian beliefs on Judaism. So, in Alexandria as well, the
exclusivism of Jewish theology was tied closely to the perception on the part of non-Jews that
native theology was concurrently being rejected.

Simply from those two situations, one can make a strong case that Jewish exclusivist
theology could be perceived by others as an implicit condemnation of their own. More evidence
would be helpful, however, evidence which initially seeks to reinforce the fact that non-Jews
were well aware of the theological underpinnings of Judaism. For them to feel bothered by
Jewish beliefs, they would have had to know them or at least would have had to experience a
strong instinct as to the implications of Jewish belief. They would have needed an understanding
deeper than a simple awareness that Jews did not work on Saturday or that Jews circumcised
their infant boys. Then, if it can be demonstrated that there was for many an awareness of
Jewish belief, one needs next to identify in what respect Jewish belief would have been
perceived a threat. Was Jewish exclusivism a political risk? Did it challenge people’s
patriotism? Or was it much more personal? Finally, if the threat was perceived in a most
personal fashion by non-Jews, who is to blame?

To substantiate the claim that Jewish exclusivist theology could be perceived by others as
an implicit condemnation of their own views of the divine, it is important to reaffirm just how
aware non-Jews were of the theological underpinnings of Judaism. Louis Feldman offers this
observation:

That indeed the pagans largely objected to the Jewish contempt for other religions is

evidenced in Pliny the Elder, who refers relatively often to the geography and products of

Judea but who has only one reference to the Jews that may be regarded as anti-Jewish,

namely (13.46) where he describes a variety of dates called chydaeus (i.e., “abundant,”

“common”) by the Jews and then gratuitously adds “a race remarkable for their contempt
for the divine powers” (contumelia numinum insignis).%

% Feldman (1993) 152.
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A closer look at the context may help account for Pliny’s description of the Jews and
perhaps make it appear a bit less gratuitous. It so happened that the particular date Pliny was
describing had religious significance among the Romans. Pliny explains, “The variety of this
class which we offer to the honour of the gods is called chydaeus by the Jews” (nam quos ex his
honori deorum damus, chydaeos appellavit iudaea gens).** The Greek term yvdaiog can simply
mean “abundant,” but it also can refer to something that is “common, vulgar, coarse.”®® One can
propose, then, that in their naming of this particular type of date, Jews were purposefully
denigrating pagan divinities. It is only after noting the apparently pejorative term Jews used to
label these dates, then, that Pliny goes on to describe Jews as “a race remarkable for their
contempt for the divine powers” (gens contumelia numinum insignis).*® Adolf Hausrath makes
the linkage explicit: “To the great naturalist [the Jews] especially seemed to be a ‘gens
contumelia deorum insignis,” because they termed the use of dates as applied in the temples “the
Chydaeus” — date-filth.”%’

Even if the Jewish name for these dates was simply descriptive — they were common
dates — and not pejorative, Pliny’s words still make clear that non-Jews were cognizant of the
distinctive Jewish theological position — they showed “contempt for the divine powers.” But if
the Jewish name for these dates was in fact pejorative, then Pliny’s comments reveal even more,
suggesting that purposeful actions on the part of the Jews made it even more unlikely that

Gentiles would miss their theological distinctiveness. One might go on to suggest that Jewish

% Natural History 13.46; trans. by Rackham (1968).
% Liddell et al (1996).

% Natural History 13.46; trans. by Rackham (1968).
9 Hausrath (1878) 178.
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actions like naming the dates could have been viewed by non-Jews not simply as an implicit
condemnation of their own convictions, but as an explicit one.

Pliny is not the only author who makes it obvious that it was not simply outward
practices of Judaism that were commonly known, but the theological positions behind those
customs as well. The fact that Jews worshiped their God without an image was highlighted by
Varro, and interestingly, in a positive light. Varro’s views are cited by Augustine:

Dicit etiam idem auctor acutissimus atque doctissimus, quod hi soli ei uideantur
animaduertisse quid esset Deus, qui crediderunt eum esse animam motu ac ratione
mundum gubernantem, ac per hoc, etsi nondum tenebat quod ueritas habet (Deus enim
uerus non anima, sed animae quoque est effector et conditor), tamen si contra praeiudicia
consuetudinis liber esse posset, unum Deum colendum fateretur atque suaderet, motu ac
ratione mundum gubernantem, ut ea cum illo de hac re quaestio remaneret, quod eum
diceret esse animam, non potius et animae creatorem. Dicit etiam antiqguos Romanos plus
annos centum et septuaginta deos sine simulacro coluisse. “Quod si adhuc, inquit,
mansisset, castius dii obseruarentur.” Cui sententiae suae testem adhibet inter cetera
etiam gentem ludaeam . . .

The same most acute and learned author [Varro] also says, that those alone seem to him
to have perceived what God is, who have believed Him to be the soul of the world,
governing it by design and reason. And by this, it appears, that although he did not attain
to the truth,—for the true God is not a soul, but the maker and author of the soul,—yet if
he could have been free to go against the prejudices of custom, he could have confessed
and counselled others that the one God ought to be worshipped, who governs the world
by design and reason; so that on this subject only this point would remain to be debated
with him, that he had called Him a soul, and not rather the creator of the soul. He says,
also, that the ancient Romans, for more than a hundred and seventy years, worshipped the
gods without an image. “And if this custom,” he says, “could have remained till now, the
gods would have been more purely worshipped.” In favor of this opinion, he cites as a
witness among others the Jewish nation . . .%8

Varro is aware that Jews worshipped their God without an image. Emperor Claudius also was
aware of Jewish theological niceties, referencing in a rescript to the governor of Egypt his
understanding of why the actions of Caligula were so offensive.

Ale&avdpeig 08 EmapBijvor katd TV map  avtoig Tovdaimv €ni tdv I'aiov Kaicapog

YPOVOV TOD S0 TV TOAAMV ATOVOLaY Kol Topa@pocvvny, 0Tt un mapafijvot n0éAncey 1o
‘Tovdaiwv &€Bvog Vv matprov Opnokeiov Kai OOV TposayopedeY aVTOV, TATEWVMOGAVTOG

% De civ. Dei 4.31.2; trans. by Dods (1984).
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a0ToVG: BovAopot undgy o1a v Faiov mapappocHviyy Tdv dikainv 1@ Tovdaiwv 0vel
TOPOTENTOKEVAL, PLAAGGESHOL & aTOTC Kol TA TPHTEPOV SIKALDUATO EUUEVOVGL TOIG
idioig £€0eotv

But that, in the time of Caius, the Alexandrians became insolent toward the Jews that
were among them, which Caius, out of his great madness, and want of understanding,
reduced the nation of the Jews very low, because they would not transgress the religious
worship of their country, and call him a god: I will, therefore, that the nation of the Jews
be not deprived of their rights and privileges, on account of the madness of Caius; but
that those rights and privileges, which they formerly enjoyed, be preserved to them, and
that they may continue in their own customs.®®

Claudius understood that the Jews were exclusivistic in their theology. Tacitus, cited earlier to
demonstrate that Jewish theology was exclusivistic, makes evident that he understood that, and
much more, about the Jewish religion:

transgressi in morem eorum idem usurpant, nec quicquam prius imbuuntur quam
contemnere deos, exuere patriam, parentes liberos fratres vilia habere. augendae tamen
multitudini consulitur; nam et necare quemquam ex agnatis nefas, animosque proelio aut
suppliciis peremptorum aeternos putant: hinc generandi amor et moriendi contemptus.
corpora condere quam cremare e more Aegyptio, eademque cura et de infernis persuasio,
caelestium contra. Aegyptii pleraque animalia effigiesque compositas venerantur, ludaei
mente sola unumqgue numen intellegunt: profanos qui deum imagines mortalibus materiis
in species hominum effingant; summum illud et aeternum neque imitabile neque
interiturum. igitur nulla simulacra urbibus suis, nedum templis sistunt; non regibus haec
adulatio, non Caesaribus honor.

Those who come over to their religion adopt the practice, and have this lesson first
instilled into them, to despise all gods, to disown their country, and set at nought parents,
children, and brethren. Still they provide for the increase of their numbers. It is a crime
among them to kill any newly-born infant. They hold that the souls of all who perish in
battle or by the hands of the executioner are immortal. Hence a passion for propagating
their race and a contempt for death. They are wont to bury rather than to burn their dead,
following in this the Egyptian custom; they bestow the same care on the dead, and they
hold the same belief about the lower world. Quite different is their faith about things
divine. The Egyptians worship many animals and images of monstrous form; the Jews
have purely mental conceptions of Deity, as one in essence. They call those profane who
make representations of God in human shape out of perishable materials. They believe
that Being to be supreme and eternal, neither capable of representation, nor of decay.
They therefore do not allow any images to stand in their cities, much less in their temples.
This flattery is not paid to their kings, nor this honour to our Emperors.*%

% Ant 19.284-285.
190 Histories V.5; trans. by Church and Brodribb.
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Though writing at a somewhat later time, Dio Cassius — also cited earlier in the presentation of
Judaism as exclusivistic — offers yet another reminder that non-Jews were familiar with Jewish
theological concepts.

Keyopidaton 3¢ amd TV Aowmdv AvOpmdrmv EC TE TAAA TO TEPL THV dlanTay mavO dC

elmelv, kol PaA1et ’ dtL TV pev ALV Be®dv 00dEvVa TILDGLY, Eva 0€ Tva ioyupdS

oéfovoty. 0vd’ Ayodpo o0OEV < 0V > €v adToig ToTE TO1G Tepocordolg Eoyov, dppntov
8¢ 31 ko Gedf] odTov vopilovreg slvar mepiocodTaTo AvOpdTmYV Opnokedovot.

They are distinguished from the rest of mankind in practically every detail of life, and

especially by the fact that they do not honor any of the usual gods, but show extreme

reverence for one particular divinity. They never had any statue of him in Jerusalem
itself, but believing him to be unnameable and invisible, they worshiped him in the most
extravagant fashion on earth.

Non-Jews were familiar with the theological underpinnings of Judaism. Pliny, Varro,
Claudius, Tacitus, and Dio Cassius all give evidence of this. Jan Sevenster offers a helpful
summation of the awareness non-Jews had of Jewish theology:

... the people of the ancient world had some idea of what was behind the aui&to,

separateness, of the Jews. The exclusive worship of the God of Israel in obedience to this

one god led to their strange way of life and to their violent resistance to the worship of
other gods, to their refusal to participate in the cult of those gods.%?
As Sevenster notes and the cited authors and emperor reflect, non-Jews were not only aware that
Jews were distinctive, that they had customs which reflected a separateness relative to their
neighbors; non-Jews were also aware of the underlying theology.

This awareness makes it possible, then, for there to have been a reaction to separatist

theology on the part of non-Jews. But in order to characterize such a potential reaction with

precision, one needs to identify in what respect the exclusivist theology of Judaism was

perceived to be a threat. Was the theology of Judaism viewed as a threat to the political structure

101 Historia Romana, XXXVII, 17:2 = GLAJJ, vol. 2, no. 406; trans. by E. Cary.
102 Sevenster (1975) 96.
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of the empire? Closely connected to that, was Judaism problematic because it insulted the innate
patriotism of those who lived in the empire? Or in its essence, was negative reaction to Jewish
theology a much more personal and visceral reaction — was Judaism perceived not so much as an
assault on one’s country but as an assault on one’s self?

The words of Juvenal in his Satire 14 have been previously cited — particularly in the
discussion of Louis Feldman’s view of the status of Jews in the Roman Empire — to acknowledge
that some characterized Judaism as an opponent to the empire. Juvenal writes, “It’s their custom
to ignore the laws of Rome, the Judaic Code being that which they study, adhere to, and revere”
(Romanas autem soliti contemnere leges ludaicum ediscunt et servant ac metuunt ius).*®® In this
particular statement, it seems unlikely that Juvenal is suggesting that Judaism purposefully
violated elements of the Roman civil code. When he refers to “leges,” it would seem more likely
that he is referencing the “principles” or “rules” of Roman religious observance. Given that
Roman religious observance was inextricably intertwined with the Roman political system,
however, it is understandable that Romans may have viewed the religious practices and tenets of
Judaism as a threat to the political order.

Cicero employs similar logic when characterizing Judaism in his defense of Flaccus. In
describing the worship of the Jews prior to the turmoil that was ultimately repressed by Pompey
in 63 BC, Cicero says, “While Jerusalem was flourishing, and while the Jews were in a peaceful
state, still the religious ceremonies and observances of that people were very much at variance
with the splendour of this empire and the dignity of our name and the institutions of our
ancestors” (stantibus Hierosolymis pacatisque ludaeis tamen istorum religio sacrorum a

splendore huius imperi, gravitate nominis nostri, maiorum institutis abhorrebat).X** In slightly

103 Satire 14.100-101; trans. by Kline.
104 Pro Flacco 69; trans. by Yonge.
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opaque fashion, Cicero positions the religious practices of the Jews: they are contrary to the
“splendor of the empire.” Precisely what “splendor” refers to may be uncertain, but there is no
question Cicero feels that goodwill can be gained among those judging his case by suggesting
that Judaism was a religious opponent to the nation as a whole.

Continuing in this vein of Roman characterization of Judaism, Schafer brings his book
Judeophobia to a conclusion by saying, “The deeply felt threat that the Jewish superstition might
succeed in finally destroying the cultural and religious values of Roman society is the very
essence of Roman hostility against Jews.”'®® While focusing on “cultural and religious values,”
given the tight integration of culture and politics in the Roman imperial system, it seems safe to
include Schifer’s view under the category of those who would suggest that Judaism was
perceived by some as a threat to the political structure of the empire. Schéfer is suggesting that
Judaism was viewed not primarily as a threat to the convictions of individuals, but as a
potentially destabilizing force for Roman society as a whole.

So, did fears that Jewish religious practices and values would undermine the empire’s
Roman cultural foundation play a role in negative views toward Judaism? It seems fair to
suggest that those concepts were important to at least some Romans. However, two key
considerations argue against raising this factor to a level of great significance.

First, emperors repeatedly defended the Jewish right to practice their religion. As has
been noted, there were occasions when Jewish practice was suppressed by emperors to a limited
degree — the expulsions of Jews from Rome by Tiberius in AD 19 and Claudius in AD 49. But
by far the general tenor of imperial treatment of Jews is one of toleration and protection. One

considers the multiple letters of instruction to cities in Asia Minor, referenced earlier in the

105 Schafer (1997) 210.
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discussion about local government opposition to Judaism. One recalls the letter from Claudius to
Alexandria, insisting that Jewish rights be defended. While a case has been made for emperors
having been influenced by personal relationships with prominent Jews, nevertheless the
emperors who defended Judaism surely did not feel that they were undermining the empire in the
process. This suggests, then, that while a lawyer like Cicero or a satirist like Juvenal can observe
that the principles of Judaism contrasted with the principles of Roman religion, it goes too far to
suggest that such a tension was viewed more broadly — particularly in higher echelons of power —
as an authentic threat to the empire.

Not only do the actions of emperors argue against the proposal that Judaism was viewed
as a threat because it might undermine Roman political structure. The fact that anti-Judaism
could thrive absent an interest in defending Roman politics also argues against seeing Roman
politics as key to understanding the threat of Judaism. The actions of the Greeks in Asia Minor
demonstrate this clearly. The anti-Judaism of inhabitants of Laodicea or Ephesus or Miletus,
who were ultimately rebuked by Roman officials for their persecution of Jews, would not have
originated from a love for the Roman Empire. In fact, it was the Roman Empire that took a
position against their anti-Judaism. Something else was going on.

Suggesting that Judaism aroused antipathy because it was viewed as an actual political
threat to the empire seems hard to demonstrate. But could the threat have been less profound,
yet still be linked to Roman society as a whole and individuals” commitment to it? Was there a
sense of personal patriotism that was challenged by Judaism? The Alexandrians and their
insertion of images of Caligula into the synagogues in their city might seem to recommend such

a perspective. Was not their innate patriotism insulted by the religious views of Jews? Were
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they not passionately defending their emperor in the face of those who refused to honor him in a
particular way?

While their use of images of Caligula might initially suggest patriotism, the argument has
already been made that this was a manipulation of a symbol in support of quite different ulterior
motives. But even if one would wish to make the case that this was authentic patriotism, the
subsequent actions of Claudius make clear that the imperial government was not on the
Alexandrians’ side. If participants had thought that patriotism was involved, how confusing
Claudius’ ultimate response — that Jews “may continue in their own customs” (ppévovact 1oig
idio1g £0eotv) — would have been.1® The institution they would theoretically have been
supporting turned against them, with Claudius taking a position diametrically opposed to the
actions of the Alexandrians. If there was any patriotism involved, it was exposed as misguided.
But far more likely is that patriotism really had no role at all. Judaism was not viewed as a threat
primarily because it challenged the patriotism of non-Jews.

Rather than being viewed as a political or patriotic threat, it would seem that Judaism
engendered such opposition because it was viewed as a personal threat. The theological claims

of Judaism, consciously considered by some or just instinctively perceived from the separateness

106 Ant 19.285. A larger portion of Claudius’ rescript to Alexandria reads, “In the time of Caius, the Alexandrians
became insolent toward the Jews that were among them, which Caius, out of his great madness, and want of
understanding, reduced the nation of the Jews very low, because they would not transgress the religious worship of
their country, and call him a god: I will, therefore, that the nation of the Jews be not deprived of their rights and
privileges, on account of the madness of Caius; but that those rights and privileges, which they formerly enjoyed, be
preserved to them, and that they may continue in their own customs. And I charge both parties to take very great
care that no troubles may arise after the promulgation of this edict.” (A eEavdpeig 8¢ Emapbijvon kotd tdV map’
av1oig Tovdaimv éni Tdv ['aiov Kaioapog ypdvav 1od did Tiv ToAAV drdvolay Koi Topa@pocvvny, 6Tt ur
napafivat n0EANceY 10 Tovdainv €Bvog v mdtprov Bpnokeiov kai Bedv Tpocayopedew adTOV, TATEWVMOCUVTOG
avTov¢ Bodropat undev dia v [aiov mapappociviy tdv dikaiov 1@ Tovdaimv EBvel Tapanentokéval,
pvAdcoeoBal 6 adTolg Kol T0 TPOTEPOV SiKadUTH EUUEVOVGL TOTG 10i01¢ EBeaty, AuEOTEPOLS TE drakeledopat TO1G
pHépeot mieiotv momoacHor Tpoévolay, dmwg undepio tapoyn yévnton petd 10 mpotedijvai pov 1o didtaypo, Ant
19.284-285.)
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engendered by Jewish customs, were an implicit challenge to the convictions of any who were
not Jewish.

Gavin Langmuir seeks to downplay the role that Jewish theological claims could
theoretically have played:

... those who identified with [the Persian, Greek, and Roman] cultures could hate or

ridicule Jews without feeling any threat, other than the fact of difference, to the

foundations of their own sense of identity. Though they hated Jews for what Jews were

really doing — or not doing — they had no need to examine seriously the beliefs of

Judaism and try to demonstrate their errors. Their anti-Judaic hostility thus differed little

from many other instances of ethnocentric hostility throughout history. %’
While it is true that Jews were a different ethnicity — and ethnocentricity in some form could
surely also have contributed to anti-Judaism — there are good reasons for avoiding the
implication that any role for ethnicity ought concurrently to sideline a significant role for Jewish
theology.

In passages cited earlier to note that non-Jews were familiar with Jewish theology, both
Pliny and Tacitus highlight the role religion — not simply ethnicity — played in conveying
negativity. Pliny describes Jews as “a race remarkable for their contempt for the divine powers”
(gens contumelia numinum insignis)'% and Tacitus says that Jews teach others “to despise all
gods, to disown their country, and set at nought parents, children, and brethren” (contemnere
deos, exuere patriam, parentes liberos fratres vilia habere).1% Clearly there was negativity in the
minds of those authors as they characterized Jewish convictions.

In addition, it seems fair to propose that these characterizations by Pliny and Tacitus

reflected some personal feeling by the author toward such theological angles. Their descriptions

go beyond mere neutral reporting. These authors are highlighting features which directly

107 Langmuir (1990) 6-7.
108 Natural History 13.46; trans. by Rackham (1968).
199 Histories V.5; trans. by Church and Brodribb.
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assaulted the most fundamental attitudes that they and many of their countrymen would have
had. Simply the harsh tone of their words, then, offers strong support to the contention that non-
Jews could view the theology of Judaism as personally threatening.

The concept of personal threat stands out as central in the recently referenced lonian
appeal to Marcus Agrippa. Presuming that the Ionians’ own worship of their gods can be
considered personal in some respect, the solution that lonians offered to Marcus Agrippa
indicates that lonians viewed the unique practices of Judaism as something more than simply
ethnic distinctions — they wanted Jews to be compelled to have the same personal religious
practices as they did. They requested that “if the Jews were to be joint partakers with them, they
might be obliged to worship the gods they themselves worshipped” (i cuyyeveig gictv avtoig
Tovdoiot, 6EPecBn TOVS oyTdY Heong). 10

While Seneca does observe with regard to non-Jews that “the greater part of the people
go through a ritual not knowing why they do so” (maior pars populi facit, quod cur faciat
ignorant),t* Josephus makes evident that any such ignorance would not necessarily make non-
Jews’ interaction with their own pagan religion less personal. The Ionians’ personal
commitment to their own theology and religious practice is characterized by Nicolas, a Jew
advocating against the lonions before Agrippa, in this fashion:

€l 0¢ T1g avTovg Epotto 60 TovT®V Bdtepov E0EAotey dv dpapedijvar, 0 Ciiv fy 0 TATPLOL

€0n tag Toumag Tag Buciag Tag £0pTdg, 0 Toig VOLOUEVOLS TPOGAYOLGL BEOTS, €V 010,

Ot vt piAAoV aipioovtol Tadeiv §j KotaAdoal Tt TdV TaTpimv: Koi Yop ToUS TOAELOVS

o1 ToAAo1 610 TadTa aipodvTol GuAATTONEVOL U Tapafaively avTd, Kol TV e0dapoviay,

fiv VOV 10 copmav Tdv avOpomwv Yévog 01’ vpdg Eyel, ToOVT® HETPODHEV TO g€etvan Katd

YOPAV EKAGTOLG TO OiKelD TILACY adEEWY Kol dalTiv. TODTO UEV 0LV 0VK AV ovTol Tafely

Enopevol Bralovton dpav kot dAAov domep ovy opoimg doefodvteg, eite OV oikelmv €ig
0gov¢ 0cimV dpeAoiey, €ite T0 0ikeln TIOLY AVOCIMG KOTAADOLEV.

110 Ant 12.125.
11| atin from GLAJJ |, 186; The City of God, VI, 11; trans. by Goodman (2007) 373.
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And if someone should ask them which of these two things they would rather have taken
from them, life or their country’s customs, including the processions, sacrifices and
festivals which they observe in honour of the gods in whom they believe, | know very
well that they would rather suffer all manner of things than violate any of their country’s
customs. Indeed, it is for the sake of these that most men undertake war, so careful are
they not to transgress them. And the happiness that the whole human race now enjoys,
thanks to you, we measure by the fact that it is possible for people in every country to
live and prosper while respecting their own (traditions). And what our opponents would
not choose to suffer themselves, this they forcibly try to do to others, as if they were not
acting just as impiously in violating the sacred traditions of others as they would in
neglecting their own sacred duties to their own gods.*?

Convictions regarding sacrifices and divinities clearly weighed heavily, then, even if it is to be

acknowledged that non-Jews were not as aware of theological underpinnings as Jews were.

These personal convictions led a whole group of people to seek a political remedy, an imperial

compulsion to stop Jews from being theologically different.

If having one’s personal convictions threatened resulted in antipathy toward those on the

outside — those who were not only Jews theologically but also ethnically — the reaction toward a

convert from one’s own people, where distinction in ethnicity played no role at all, was even

more raw. The second-century AD Greek philosopher Celsus might at first appear to be a voice

of moderation, seeming to speak against the kind of reaction evidenced in lonia. As he goes on,

however, he offers yet more evidence of how Jewish theology can be interpreted as a personal

€l Hev on kotd TavTa teplotéAhotey Tovdaiot Tov 1610V vopov, 00 PEUTTA aDT®V, EKEIVOV
O HAALOV, TV KOTAAMTOVIOV T0 6pETepa Kai To Tovdainy tpocmolovpévey. Ei & ¢ Tt

coPMTEPOV £100TEG GEPVOVOVTOL TE KOl TV dAL®V Kowvaviay <ac> ovk £ icov kabapdv
GTOCTPEPOVTOL . . .

If indeed in accordance with these principles the Jews maintained their own law, we
should not find fault with them but rather with those who have abandoned their own
traditions and professed those of the Jews. If, as though they had some deeper wisdom,

112 Ant 16.35-37; trans. by Marcus.
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they are proud and turn away from the society of others on the ground that they are not on
the same level of piety . . .13

Celsus initially conveys moderation. For Jews who wanted to live according to their own Jewish
principles, Celsus was content to “live and let live.” Celsus quickly makes it obvious, though,
that one such as he who was living this “moderate” approach could still experience the very same
kind of personal offense that the lonians did. Celsus targets converts. Converts from one’s own
people have a much closer relationship with the majority culture than any member outside one’s
own ethnicity might. Celsus viewed those who converted not simply as making a free and
personal adjustment. Celsus viewed the embrace of Judaism as a powerful and pointed personal
rebuke to those who did not convert. An embrace of Jewish theology did result in a completely
different attitude toward the divine. An embrace of Jewish theology did result in a turning away
from many past practices.** An embrace of Jewish theology was, in essence, saying something
about the non-Jewish theology a convert had previously called their own. This statement about
non-Jewish theology was then saying something about those who had not converted. This was a
problem, felt Celsus.

Pliny, Tacitus, the lonians, and Celsus all convey a sense of negativity toward Judaism.

This negativity does not seem to flow from a political perspective. Patriotism does not seem to

113 Alethes Logos, cited in Origen, Contra Celsum, V, 2:41 = GLAJJ, vol. 2, no. 375 (pages 256 & 286); trans. by H.
Chadwick.

114 As pagans viewed conversions to Judaism as offensive because of a rejection of pagan views, Jews saw the same
conversions as powerful affirmations of their own views. Philo, in De Virtutibus 33.179, says, “All those men
therefore who, although they did not originally choose to honour the Creator and Father of the universe, have yet
changed and done so afterwards, having learnt to prefer to honour a single monarch rather than a number of rulers,
we must look upon as our friends and kinsmen, since they display that greatest of all bonds with which to cement
friendship and kindred, namely, a pious and God-loving disposition, and we ought to sympathise in joy with and to
congratulate them, since even if they were blind previously they have now received their sight, beholding the most
brilliant of all lights instead of the most profound darkness” (évtag ovv, 6601 TOV KTioTV Koi Tatépa ToD TavTog &l
Kai un €€ apyiic oéPew NElmcav GAL’ Dotepov povapyiov avti ToAvapyiog AoTUCAUEVOL, PIATATOVS Kol
GUYYEVEGTATOVC DTOANTTEOV, TO HEYIGTOV £1¢ QMY Kai oikeldTTA TOpacYOpEVOLE BoPIAEC BOC, Oi¢ ¥pT) Kai
ovvndecbat, kabdmep av &l kal TvEAOL TPdTEPOV dvieg AvEPAeyay €K PabuTaTOL GKOTOVG AVYOEBESTATOV MG
180vteQ); trans. by Yonge.
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be the consistent driving force. Discomfort with Judaism, at least for many, finds its source in
the exclusive claims of Judaism and their implicit condemnation of competing claims. Many
may have chosen not to think about this. Others may have thought about it and decided it was
not worth getting upset about. But it seems most legitimate to propose that the sense of personal
threat, if not explicitly recognized, was so often implicitly perceived. It was this personal threat
that had the capacity to account for so many of the manifestations of anti-Judaism in the first
century. At times this negativity was suppressed by political forces. At other times it may have
receded into the background because of the press of other issues or because of the busyness and
outward successes of life. But at opportune moments — made opportune by a variety of factors —
the underlying undercurrent of antipathy could raise its ugly head, and Jews became targets.

If one positions Jewish exclusivist theology as posing an implicit challenge to the
convictions of others, a subsequent conclusion may be inaccurately drawn, that Jewish theology
itself was to blame for any antagonism that resulted. Shaye Cohen seems to draw this
conclusion, at least in part. While he subsequently qualifies his statement so as not to place full
blame on the Jews, '™ he offers this perspective on Apion’s demand that Jews should worship the
same gods as the Alexandrians:

As Apion, the leader of the “anti-Semitic” party, asked, “If the Jews wish to become

Alexandrian citizens, why don’t they worshiped the Alexandrian gods?” — An excellent

question. The Jews wanted equality with tolerance, to be allowed to be the same as

everybody else while also being different from everyone else, and Apion rightly
refused.!®

Cohen seems to anticipate that many might raise an eyebrow at such an analysis. In a footnote

he adds, “If it be objected that I am following the ‘anti-Semitic’ interpretation of the events in

115 Cohen later adds, *. . . but here, I concede, perhaps we must allow for a certain degree of ‘anti-Semitic’ feelings
to account for the scale and severity of the [incident].” [Cohen in Berger (1986) 47.]
116 Cohen in Berger (1986) 46.
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Alexandria, I believe that the reconstruction is correct no matter what its origin.”**’ His larger
point, however, seems clear. He is suggesting that significant responsibility for the troubles Jews
experienced in Alexandria rested on Jews. They were unreasonable in presuming that exclusivist
religious claims could coexist with a full-fledged partnership in a community.

It would seem that Cohen’s analysis reinforces the concept that Jewish exclusivity is
instinctively perceived as threatening. Cohen himself views such a theological perspective as
something that ought not be permitted to coexist with full-fledged partnership in the community,
and so he feels that Apion was justified, to a significant degree, in his response to the Jews.
However, while properly affirming the fact that Jewish exclusivity can be personally threatening,
Cohen’s view that such a theological position is inevitably blameworthy can be challenged.

Josephus does challenge it. In explaining why he had recounted official decrees which
spoke favorably of Jews, he says, “And if | frequently mention these decrees, it is to reconcile
the other nations to us and to remove the causes for hatred which have taken root in thoughtless
persons among us as well as among them” (rotodpon 8¢ TOAAAKIS ATV THV LvAuNV
EMOOAAATTOV TO YEVN Kol TAG umepukviog Toig dAoyioTolg MUdVY Te KaKeivov picovg aitiog
vreoupodpevoc).tt® He characterizes those who have engendered any justification for hatred as
“thoughtless,” as unreasonable. With such a statement, surely Josephus is not viewing his own
theological positions as worthy of blame.

Josephus characterizes the negative reactions of opponents to Judaism in another way:

TOVTOV NUAG APOIPODVTOL KOT EMMpELa, xpipota HEV 6 1@ 0@ CLLEEPOUEY EMMVLLLL

drapOeipovteg Kol povep®DG 1EPOGLAODVTEG, TEAN & EMTIOEVTEG KAV TOAC £0PTOIG ByOVTEG

€mi dkaoTnpLo Kod Tpaypoteiog GAAAG, ov Katd xpeioy TV GUVIALAYUAT®V, OAAL KOT'

Empelav thic Opnokeiog, v cuvicoaotv MuUiv, Hicog oV dikatov ovd  avTeE0VCIOV ODTOIG
nemovOOTES.

117 Cohen in Berger (1986) 46.
118 Ant 16.175; trans. by Marcus.
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Now our adversaries take these our privileges away in the way of injustice; they violently
seize upon that money of ours which is offered to God, and called sacred money, and this
openly, after a sacrilegious manner; and they impose tributes upon us, and bring us before
tribunals on holy days, and then require other like debts of us, not because the contracts
require it, and for their own advantage, but because they would put an affront on our
religion, of which they are conscious as well as we, and have indulged themselves in an
unjust, and to them involuntary hatred.*°
Josephus characterizes the hatred of opponents as “not just” (o0 dikaiov), but then he says
something more. He calls their hatred “not in their own power, not voluntary” (006’
avteEovotov). It is intriguing to see how translators handle “o0d° dvte€ovoiov.” Ralph Marcus,
in the Loeb translation, translates it “unauthorized.”*?° Tessa Rajak offers the translation “[not]
legitimate.”*?! But Liddell offers as a definition “[not] in one’s own power, free.”*?? While
Marcus and Rajak appear to insert an external standard into the definition of the term — the
hatred is unauthorized or illegitimate, presumably according to some kind of external standard —
there seems no reason to move beyond the targeted, self-contained nature of the term. The words
“ovd’ avte&ovotov” highlight the instinctive nature of anti-Jewish behavior — it is “not in one’s
own power.” What Josephus is saying is that the negative reactions of non-Jews to Jews reflect
something so deep and instinctive and visceral that they themselves may not fully understand
why they are feeling the way they do. To the degree they do understand, they are being unjust.
To the degree that they are reacting instinctively in an unexplained way, they are still in the
wrong. Whatever the source of their antipathy, Josephus insists that it is not Judaism that is to
blame, but those who are assigning blame to Judaism.

These citations from Josephus are one response to the presumption that if one views

Judaism as exclusivist, that inevitably means that Jewish theology must include some

119 Ant 16.45.

120 Ant 16.45; trans. by Marcus.
121 Rajak (2001) 331.

122 | iddell et al (1996).
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blameworthy facet. Another response to this presumption could come from the fact that many
non-Jews were converted. Feldman contends that Judaism grew as it did only because of
conversions. He refers to “Jewish success not only in winning converts but also in gaining
‘sympathizers.””*?® Clearly the very features of Jewish religion which could somehow be
repulsive to some were powerfully attractive to others. Ironically, even Cohen —who wishes to
assign some blame to Jewish theology for the negative reactions of non-Jews — recognizes the
complexity of the issue and notes Judaism’s potential to attract:
The Greco-Roman world consisted of those who hated Judaism, those who were
indifferent to it, and those who loved it. . . . Judaism’s denial of the pagan gods and
refusal to be incorporated into the religious system of the civilized world (beliefs that
could be called “Jewish anti-paganism”) aroused both hatred and admiration. A
discussion of “anti-Judaism” in antiquity that ignores the other half of the question, the

power of attraction exerted by Judaism on the Greco-Roman world, is lachrymose
indeed.?*

If individuals are being brought into Judaism, could that suggest that the theology itself is not to
blame but rather something about the individual who was responding to the theology? The mere
fact of conversions cannot answer that question definitively. But the fact of conversions can, at
the least, leave the door open to the conclusion that exclusivist theology need not inevitably be
blameworthy should negative reaction on the part of some ensue.

Having noted that the exclusivism of Jewish theology is at the heart of antipathy that
resulted, must that mean that Jewish theology is to blame? Apion would say “yes.” Shaye
Cohen would concur, at least in a respect. The citations from Josephus, on the other hand,
openly object to this conclusion. Josephus’ view was that Judaism in no way was to blame for
the negative reactions which were produced. Admittedly, Josephus was an adherent of Judaism

and so might be expected to have such an opinion. At the same time, his status as a Jew did not

123 Feldman (1993) 119. See chapter 1 for further discussion of Feldman’s views regarding conversions.
124 Cohen in Berger (1986) 47.
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inevitably mean that his point of view was illegitimate. Regardless, the bottom line is that there
is a way to view negative reaction to Jewish exclusivist theology through a lens that does not
place blame on the Jew. The reality of conversions to Judaism seems to offer support to this
perspective — even outsiders could come to see nothing essentially blameworthy in Jewish
theology and practice.

If Jewish exclusivist theology need not inevitably be blamed, blame for antipathy against
Jews rested elsewhere. Josephus proposes that unreasonable and even involuntary reactions to

Jewish exclusivity on the part of non-Jews were the cause of the undercurrent of antipathy.

Overview of Jewish status
Defining the status of Jews in the Roman Empire in the first century AD involves

significant complexity. Through the classification of ancient perspectives on Judaism according
to their source, however, some patterns emerge. While imperial Roman administration
repeatedly stepped in to defend Jewish rights, to a large degree their actions represented
pragmatic political payback for favors formerly offered rather than a fundamental appreciation of
Judaism. In addition, significant family relationships between Jews and the imperial family had
the capacity to influence governance in favor of Jews. Absent those historical and familial
factors, it is possible that imperial administration would not have been as favorable to the Jewish
people.

The mere fact that imperial administration had to step in so many times to protect Jews
hints at a concurrent reality — Jews needed protecting. When moving on to consider the
decisions of local governments as well as the perspectives of the general populace, clear strains
of pervasive antipathy against Jews become obvious. These ground-level views would seem to

represent much more meaningful indicators of Jewish status in the Roman Empire than some
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imperial rescript might. In fact, in the end, it seems that the message regarding the status of Jews
is not as mixed as it may initially have appeared. While important imperial protection made it
possible for many Jews to survive and even thrive, yet a distinct undercurrent of prejudice
infiltrated the general populace and local government and even, periodically, imperial
governance itself.

This persistent undercurrent of prejudice had a source. While outward Jewish customs
served as the face of Judaism, the sense of separateness that such customs communicated had the
potential to tap into something much deeper in the psyches of the pagan communities that
surrounded. Judaism was an exclusivistic religion. Its adherents confessed a proper path to
follow, and even as Josephus was clearly interested in presenting Jewish principles in as
moderate away as possible, he too gently made obvious his desire that others recognize the value
in and ultimately honor the principles of the God of Israel.

This exclusivist approach, then, contained within it an implicit challenge to those with
alternative views. Many may have been oblivious to this sense of challenge. Others may have
recognized it but decided to ignore it. But for some, the sense of personal threat, if not explicitly
recognized, could be implicitly perceived, and that sense of threat had the capacity to account for
various demonstrations of anti-Judaism in the first century. That did not mean that Jewish
theology in itself was to blame. But it did mean that adherence to Jewish theology could create
for a Jew an ongoing sense of risk. This risk was no small thing, not because it was often or
even regularly realized but simply because it was always there. To at least acknowledge this risk

seems helpful in understanding the status of Jews in the Roman Empire in the first century AD.
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From antipathy to exile
Recognizing this risk, then, helps us better understand the world in which Josephus

wrote. While in so many ways he was integrated into his society, because of the nature of his
beliefs there was an embraced implicit condemnation of his society. Josephus was different from
those around him. Josephus did not fit in to the world in which he lived. His Jewish beliefs, by
definition, distinguished him in a most fundamental way from so many strangers, so many
neighbors, and even so many of his friends. Josephus could not escape his separateness.
Josephus was not alone in being separate from the society that surrounded him. In the
two chapters that follow, I will explore the circumstances of three philhellenic philosophers who
were separated from society both by imposed physical exile as well as by the uniqueness of their
philosophical views. In spite of their marginalization, they retained confidence in their
philosophical principles and professed a sense of victory in spite of apparent defeat. The
experiences of these individuals will provide templates, then, for a characterization of Josephus’
own approach as one marginalized, himself an “exile of thought” who yet retained his sense of

victory.
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CHAPTER 4 — An Exilic Path to Follow

The world in which Josephus lived was only too familiar with exile. Tacitus, describing
the circumstances of AD 69, speaks of “a sea filled with exiles” (plenum exiliis mare).! The
rhetorician Lucian reflects on the proliferation of exiles, highlighting the capacity of this
phenomenon to bring honor to the exile rather than primarily shame. In fact, the faux
philosopher in Lucian’s Peregrinus sees such status as so attractive that he purposefully exiles
himself. Sure enough, just as he wished, others spoke admiringly of him as “the philosopher
exiled because of his free speech and excessive freedom — and on these grounds, he joined the
company of Musonius, Dio, Epictetus, and anyone else who found himself in such a
predicament” (6 @1AdG0QOG d1d TNV Tappnciov Kai TV dyav éhevbepiav éEehabeic, kai
TPOCHAALVE Kot ToVTO T Movowvin kol Alwvt kol Emkt)to kol &1 11g dALog &v mepiotdost

Tol001N £Y6vET0).2

Exile as punishment
While some may have associated honor with personal exile, the default mode was to view

exile as what it was intended to be, a punishment. Dio Chrysostom, in presenting his own
wrestlings with the concept, characterizes the general attitude toward exile: “So [since it seemed
that I would be an exile,] | began to consider whether this matter of banishment was really a
grievous thing and a misfortune, as it is in the view of the majority” (tote §° ovv, énei pe pevyey
£00&¢ev, E6KOMOVV TOTEPOV OVTMG YUAETOV TL KOl SLGTLYES €1 TO TG PLYT|G MG KATA TV TOV

TOAAGV S6Eaw).3

L Hist 1.2.
2 Lucian, Peregrinus 18; trans. by Whitmarsh (2001) 135.
3 Dio Chrysostom, 13" Oration 2; trans. by J.W. Cohoon.
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This “majority” view — that banishment is a “grievous thing and a misfortune” — would
have found affirmation in the words of one who was arguing before the Senate for an imposition
of exile. Thrasea Paetus, a senator during the rule of Nero, was arguing against the death
sentence at the trial of Clutorius Priscus. While taking a stand in that regard, he in no way gave
the impression of promoting leniency. He viewed the alternative penalty he proposed still to be
harsh. He argued for Priscus’ exile, highlighting the mental anguish exile had power to produce:

multo cum honore Caesaris et acerrime increpito Antistio, non quidquid nocens reus pati

mereretur, id egregio sub principe et nulla necessitate obstricto senatui statuendum
disseruit: carnificem et laqueum pridem abolita et esse poenas legibus constitutas quibus
sine iudicum saevitia et temporum infamia supplicia decernerentur. quin in insula
publicatis bonis quo longius sontem vitam traxisset, eo privatim miseriorem et publicae
clementiae maximum exemplum futurum.

This House is not obliged, under such an excellent ruler, to impose the maximum

sentence that the act deserves. The executioner and the noose were abolished long ago;

the laws laid down penalties which inflict punishment without brutalizing the judges or
disgracing the times. Let him forfeit his property and be sent to an island, where the
longer he drags out his guilty life, the better example will he be of private misery and
public clemency.?
Exile was considered one example of “penalties laid down by the law” (poenas legibus
constitutes). To experience exile was to be inflicted with “private misery” (privatim
miseriorem). Exile was not execution. But it was presented as the next best — or worst — thing.

In an ironic twist, this senator who recommended exile because of its capacity to bring
misery was mentored by the philosopher Musonius Rufus.> Musonius, who would become an
exile himself, is employed later in this chapter as an example of one who sought to
recontextualize exile — that it need not be “private misery,” as Thrasea Paetus characterizes it. In

fact, Musonius wrote, “But if you are bad, it is the evil that harms you and not exile; and the

misery you feel in exile is the product of evil, not of exile. It is from this you must hasten to

4 Tacitus, Annales 14.48.5-7; trans. by Bauman (1996) 84.
® Claassen (2001) 66.
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secure release rather than from exile” (&1 6& Tvyydvelg KaKoc v, 1) Kokio 6€ PAATTEL Kol 00y 1)
QUYN® Kol TV Y& MOV 1 Kokio 6ot Emdyst, ovy 1 euyn: 810 TaHTNg dmoAvOfval 6€l oe omeddev
ndAiov i Tig uyic).b In spite of his mentor’s views, however, Thrasea Paetus is clear regarding
his own perspective on exile: it is a purposefully miserable experience.

Ovid would have agreed. He presents a similar negative view on being separated from
one’s homeland as he describes relegation.” While scholars debate whether Ovid actually
experienced relegation personally or whether he was just writing about it, in the end his
characterization of the experience clearly expected to find resonance in a society familiar with
such an imposed punishment. In the Tristia, one of Ovid’s exilic compositions, the poet
describes the hurt of recollection, the fears of an unknown and dangerous place, and the impact
of exile on one’s own mental perspective and capacity.

Scribis, ut oblectem studio lacrimabile tempus,
ne pereant turpi pectora nostra situ.

difficile est quod, amice, mones, quia carmina laetum
sunt opus, et pacem mentis habere volunt.
nostra per adversas agitur fortuna procellas,
sorte nec ulla mea tristior esse potest.

exigis ut Priamus natorum funere ludat,

et Niobe festos ducat ut orba choros.

luctibus an studio videor debere teneri,

solus in extremos iussus abire Getas?

des licet in valido pectus mihi robore fultum,
fama refert Anyti quale fuisse reo,

fracta cadet tantae sapientia mole ruinae:

plus valet humanis viribus ira dei.

ille senex, dictus sapiens ab Apolline, nullum
scribere in hoc casu sustinuisset opus.

ut veniant patriae, veniant oblivia vestri,
omnis ut amissi sensus abesse queat,

8 Lecture ix, 51-52; trans. by Lutz.

" Relegation was distinct from exile in that one was permitted to retain ownership of property left behind. While this
is not an inconsequential distinction (see, for example, Ovid in Tristia V.xi.9-10; 15-18; 21, where he clarifies for
his wife that he has been pronounced not an exile but one who has been relegated [Wilson (2002) 58]), for purposes
of characterizing the emotional state of those separated from their homes under compulsion, the experiences of
relegation and exile will be viewed as more similar than different.
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at timor officio fungi vetat ipse quietum:
cinctus ab innumero me tenet hoste locus,
adde quod ingenium longa rubigine laesum
torpet et est multo, quam fuit ante, minus, . . .
sic utinam, quae nil metuentem tale magistrum
perdidit, in cineres Ars mea versa foret!

You write: | should lighten my sad hours with work,
lest my thoughts vanish through shameful neglect.
What you advise is hard, my friend, since songs

are the product of joy, and need a mind at peace.

My fortunes are blown about by hostile winds,

and nothing could be sadder than my fate.

You’re urging Priam to dance at the death of his sons,
and Niobe, bereaved, to lead the festive chorus.

You think poetry and not mourning should claim

one ordered off alone to the distant Getae?

Grant me a heart strengthened by the vigorous power
they say Socrates had, who was accused by Anytus,
wisdom still falls crushed by the weight of such misfortune:
a god’s anger’s more powerful than human strength.
That ancient, called wise by Apollo, would have had
no more power to write in this situation.

If | could forget my country, and forget you,

if all sense of what I’ve lost should leave me,

still fear itself denies me peace to perform the task,

I live in a place encircled by countless enemies.

And add to that, my imagination’s dulled, harmed

by long disuse, and much inferior to what it once was. . . .
If only my Ars Amatoria, that ruined its author,

who anticipated no such thing, had turned to ashes!®

The pain of relegation left Ovid wondering whether one could be more grieved. Cicero seems to
feel the same.

Cicero, who certainly did personally experience what he describes, lived through a period
of relegation that exceeded a year. During that time, he composed voluminous correspondence
to his friend Atticus which, among other things, bemoaned his fate. In a letter composed in 58

BC, he writes:

8 Qvid, Tristia V.XI1 1-22, 67-68; trans. by A.S. Kline.
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me ita dolere, ut non modo a mente non deserar, sed id ipsum doleam, me tam firma
mente ubi utar et quibuscum non habere. Nam, si tu me uno non sine maerore cares, quid
me censes, qui et te et omnibus? Et, si tu incolumis me requiris, quo modo a me ipsam
incolumitatem desiderari putas? Nolo commemorare, quibus rebus sim spoliatus, non
solum quia non ignores, sed etiam ne rescindam ipse dolorem meum; hoc confirm, neque
tantis bonis esse privatum quemqguam neque in tantas miserias incidisse. Dies autem non
modo non levat luctum hunc, sed etiam auget. Nam ceteri dolores mitigantur vetustate,
hic non potest non et sensu praesentis miseriae et recordatione praeteritae vitae cotidie
augeri. Desidero enim non mea solum neque meos, sed me ipsum. Quid enim sum?

... though I do grieve, yet | keep all my mental faculties, and it is precisely that which
vexes me—I have no opportunity and no one with whom to employ so sound an intellect.
For if you cannot find yourself separated from one individual like myself without sorrow,
what do you think must be my case, who am deprived both of you and of everyone else?
And if you, while still in possession of all your rights, miss me, to what an extent do you
think those rights are missed by me? | will not enumerate the things of which I have been
despoiled, not only because you are not ignorant of them, but also lest | should reopen my
own sorrow. | only assert this, that never did anyone in an unofficial position possess
such great advantages, or fall into such great miseries. Moreover, lapse of time not only
does not soften this grief, it even enhances it. For other sorrows are softened by age, this
one cannot but be daily increased both by my sense of present misery and the recollection

of my past life. For it is not only property or friends that I miss, but myself. For what am
1?°

Cicero is tortured by his separation. Yet his is not only a sorrow of lost associations. It is a pain
of lost connection even with himself — exile had created a crisis of self-identity. In the most

subtle and deepest fashions, exile could be torturous.

Exile moderated
Exile was presumed to be punishment. The senator Thrasea Paetus presents exile as the

harshest of consequences, short only of execution. Ovid presents separation from one’s
homeland as capable of producing inordinate grief. Cicero depicts his own relegation as capable

of robbing even his own self from himself. Yet while examples abound of exiles giving

® Cicero, Letters to Atticus Book 111 Letter 15; trans. by E.O. Shuckburgh.
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expression to this pain, there were also efforts by some to contextualize exile in a way that would
permit it to be less grievous.

Ironically, Cicero himself offers an example of such optimism. Plutarch also stands out
as a notable proponent of such a perspective. Both of these prominent individuals engaged the
topic of exile and sought to position it in such a fashion so as to bring encouragement to those
who were struggling. In the face of exile, they projected optimism. These individuals, then, are
worthy of consideration as one seeks models for Josephus’ own handling of his virtual exile.
They have the potential to serve as a useful pattern against which Josephus’ own optimistic
approach can be compared.

Positioning Cicero as a potential model for optimism in the midst of exile does seem a bit
ironic. He is the very one who claimed almost to have lost his very identity through the
experience of exile.’® Was that optimism, or was that verging on despair?

In the case of Cicero, the passage of time and perhaps the change in circumstances, as he
was no longer an exile himself, seem to have had an impact on his perspective. Cicero was now
ready to offer optimistic advice to others. He seeks to lessen the pain of exile by reminding his
friend Fadius that he can reflect on blessings though separated by distance:

tu vero, qui et fortunas et liberos habeas et nos ceterosque necessitudine et benevolentia

tecum coniunctissimos, quomque magnam facultatem sis habiturus nobiscum et cum

omnibus tuis vivendi . . . omnibus his de causis debes istam molestiam quam lenissime
ferre.

You indeed — seeing that you keep your fortune and your children, and have me and the

rest closely bound to you by the ties of intimacy and goodwill, and also because you are

likely to have every opportunity of living with me and all your friends . . . for all these
reasons then you ought to bear that trouble of yours with as light a heart as possible.*

10 Cicero, Letters to Atticus Book 111 Letter 15.
1 Cicero, Letters to Friends Book V Letter 18.2; trans. by Williams.
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Fadius can consider the fact that his fortune remains intact, and his family as well. Friends
remain. Hope endures, as Cicero believes that his ultimate return from exile is likely.

Cicero also attempts to bring perspective in the midst of exile by reminding others that
suffering is not unique to their situation. He addresses Manlius Torquatus in this fashion:

etsi ea perturbatio est omnium rerum, ut suae quemque fortunae maxime paeniteat
nemogque sit quin ubivis quam ibi, ubi sit, esse malit, tamen mihi dubium non est quin hoc
tempore bono viro Romae esse miserrimum sit. qua re, etsi multarum rerum desiderio te
angi necesse est, tamen illo dolore, quo maxime te confici audio, quod Romae non sis,
animum tuum libera.

Though the universal upset is such that each man thinks his position the worst possible,
and that there is no one who does not wish to be anywhere but where he is, yet | feel no
doubt that at the present moment the most miserable place for a good man to be in is
Rome. . .. Therefore, though you must necessarily be pained by the absence of many
objects, yet from that particular sorrow, with which | am told that you are specially
overpowered—that you are not at Rome—pray free your mind.?

Attempting to ameliorate pain by reminding the hurting that others hurt too might be viewed as

cold comfort. Nevertheless, Cicero seems authentically to be trying to help.
Cicero employs additional themes in his effort to comfort those who are exiled. Jo-Marie

Claassen, in her Displaced Persons, summarizes the approaches Cicero employs in his letters:
... private grief is small against public woe, exile is preferable to watching in person the
debilitation of the state, the addressee’s woes are temporary, the exile must count his
present blessings, particularly the kindness of family, friends and children; the blows of
Fortune are part of the human condition; public life is experiencing a convulsion which
will end an era; death will bring relief; the exile must undertake literary studies as a
means of curing grief; time brings change; the addressee must work for his own relief by
a conscious moral effort; a consciousness of innocence and rectitude brings in her
comfort.!3

Cicero is certainly open to acknowledging the grief that exile can bring. But in general,

he consistently suggests that when one views exile from a broader perspective, one can embrace

12 Fam 6.1; trans. by Shuckburgh.
13 Claassen (1999) 79.
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the positives and arrive at an ultimate peace. While it does not seem that Cicero found himself
capable of this perspective while he himself was an exile, it is evident that he believes a more
optimistic perspective to be possible, and he encourages his friends to view events in that way.

Cicero is not the only one who sought to shine a brighter perspective on the hardships
associated with exile. Plutarch does the same. His approach comes across as energetic and
heartfelt. In his lengthy essay On Exile, he seeks to bring comfort and perspective to a man from
Sardis who had not been exiled to a particular place, but he had been prohibited from returning to
his home. 4

To set the stage, Plutarch does not soft-pedal the pain exile can bring. “But let us grant
(as many say and sing) that it is a grievous thing to be banished” (§ot® 6¢& dewvov, domep ol
moloi Aéyovat kai ddovatv, 1 euyn).r> Yet he procedes immediately to offset the bad with the
good. “So there are also many things that we eat, of a bitter, sharp, and biting taste, which yet by
a mixture of other things more mild and sweet have all their unpleasantness taken off” (koi yap
TOV PPOUATOV TIKPO TOAAY Kol OpLéa Kol ddkvovta TV oicOnciv Eottv, ALY HryvOVTES aTOTG
Evio TOV YAKEOV Kol Tpoonvév TV dndiav dpaupoduev).t® Exile is bitter. But there are other
bitter things in life which people do not notice very much. So, one should not assume that exile,
though bitter, will ultimately taste bad.

Plutarch offers additional ways to reframe an experience that is painful.

Kaitol yeAdpev v dBeAtepiav tod pdokovtog &v ABMvang Beltiova celqvny etvor THG &v

KopivOm, tpémov Tiva 10 adtd Tacyoviec dTov dugtyvoduey, £mi EEvng YEVOUEVOL, TNV

YRy, TV Bdhattay, TOV dépa, TOV oVpavov, A¢ ETepa Kol Sapépovia T®V cLVHO®V.

We shall certainly laugh at his folly who shall affirm there was a better moon at Athens
than at Corinth; and yet we in a sort commit the same error, when being in a strange

14 Plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 12.
15 Plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 3; trans. by Goodwin.
16 Plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 3; trans. by Goodwin.
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country we look upon the earth, the sea, the air, the heavens doubtfully, as if they were
not the same, but quite different from those we have been accustomed to.’

With these words, Plutarch implies that a broader perspective can help the exile realize that
things are not as different as they might initially seem. The exile should be content that the place
where he now lives has the same component elements as the place he left. There is still dirt
there. There is still air.

By speaking of bitter foods and a single moon in the sky, Plutarch employs creative logic
to help the exile smile and be more accepting of his circumstances. Plutarch addresses the
consequences of exile in other ways as well. He notes that those whose exile entails significant
financial loss have opportunity to rebuild their accounts.

TAODTOV eV YOp amofarovio Padimg Kol TayEms ovK E0TV GAAOV GuVAYOYETY, TATPIG O

yiveton oo oG 000G avOpaTe ypficBot pepabnrortt kol pilag Exovtt mavtoayod Ly te

Kol TpE€pecBol Kol Tavti TOT® TpcopHecshul SuvapEvag

It is not easy indeed for him that has lost his wealth quickly to gather it up again; but

every city becomes presently that man’s country who has the skill to use it, and who has

those roots which can live and thrive, cling and grow to every place.!®
Exile does return an individual to square one, but there is hope for financial recovery.

Plutarch offers more encouragement. He acknowledges that exile separates one from the
many experiences of one’s former life, but he then proposes that this can be viewed as a positive.
Plutarch says that an exile who is handling things well will sing these words of Pindar: “I’ve
little land and so not many trees, But free from sorrow I enjoy much ease” (époi 6° OAiyov
d¢dotan pv yag, 80ev @ dpiic, ov mevhéwv & Elayov, ov otaciov).l® Building on this theme of
separation from the cares of life, Plutarch shines the spotlight even more brightly on this

proposed benefit of exile.

17 Plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 6; trans. by Goodwin.
18 Plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 7; trans. by Goodwin.
19 Plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 9; trans. by Goodwin.
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Gvip 8 pmy TETVPOUEVOG TOVTATAGT UNSE OYAOUOV®DY 0K GV, OTHOL, HELYOLTO THY TOYMV
OLVEANVVOUEVOG €1G VI|o0V, AAL" émaivéaeley OTL TOV TOADV dAvv kol pépPov Eavtod, Kol
TAGvVaG &V amodnuiong, Kol Kivduvoug &v Baidoon, kai 0opOPovg &v ayopd, mtepiehodoa,
péviov kol oyohoiov Kai dnepicmactov Kai idtov fiov mg aAnddg didwot . . .

And, indeed, a man that is not puffed up with conceit nor madly in love with a crowd will

not, | suppose, have any reason to accuse Fortune for constraining him to live in an

island, but will rather commend her for removing so much anxiety and agitation of his
mind, for putting a stop to his rambles in foreign countries, to his dangers at sea, and the
noise and tumult of the exchange, and for giving him a fixed, vacant, undisturbed life,
such a life as he may truly call his own . . .%°

So, not only does exile set one free from negatives. The absence of such negatives opens
the door for something many crave — an undisturbed life which one can truly call one’s own.
Plutarch goes on to say, “We, whilst we pore upon one part of banishment which is ignominious,
overlook its vacancy from business, and that leisure and freedom it affords us” (obtwc tiic eLYTg
TPOG &V UEPOG TO AO0EOV EVIEIVOUEVOL, TAPOPDUEV TNV ATPOYUOGVVIV KO TV GYOANV Kol TNV
glevdepiav).?t An exile is wrong, suggests Plutarch, to contemplate only the shame that can be
associated with exile. Let the exile recognize benefits that so many can only wish for, but the
exile actually enjoys.

Plutarch makes multiple arguments to soften the blow of exile. He employs creative
logic — he associates the bitterness of exile with bitter foods overcome by attractive flavors and
he tries to moderate the loneliness of exile by noting that basic elements of dirt and air are
present in the new place as well. He redirects the exile to the future, suggesting that the prospect
of future financial gain can soften the blow of vast resources lost. He recontextualizes the loss of

previous activities, noting the burden of such activities and then highlighting the freedom and

flexibility in one’s now empty schedule.

20 plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 11; trans. by Goodwin.
2L plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 12; trans. by Goodwin.
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There is one more argument Plutarch makes. As he brings his On Exile to a close, he
ventures more deeply into the world of philosophy. He presents his conviction regarding the
origin of the soul. He describes an existence for the soul which preceded association with the
body, a time when the soul was free to fly and wander. However, it was subsequently “tied and
linked to the body” (§vdedepévn td codpoart).?? When combined with the body, the soul lost the
memory of its former glorious state.

Had the soul retained its memory of its former glorious state, it would seem more likely
that small moves from place to place on the earth would have little impact. The soul would
recognize the greatness of the change from its former existence to its present one and see all
earthly movement, including exile, to be comparatively inconsequential. However, because of
the soul’s forgetfulness, “if she is forced to make little removes here from place to place, the soul
hereupon is ill at ease and troubled at her new and strange state” (v pkpov éviadbo témov £k
oMoV TaparLaty, Svcovacyetel koi Eevomadei).

Plutarch is helping an exile understand why he experiences discomfort in his new
circumstances, even though there can be so many reasons — as Plutarch confidently shares them —
for having a more copacetic view of the separation. The discomfort arises because the soul is ill
at ease. Yet that does not mean an exile is without hope. Plutarch immediately asserts that “no
place can deprive a man of his happiness” (év@pdmov 8¢ 00deig dporpeiton TOmog evdarpoviow)?*
and offers a few final examples of individuals who maintained their composure in exile.

When offering a path for optimism in the face of exile, Plutarch does not pretend that

such circumstances cannot bring pain. In fact, in his final philosophical section, he validates the

22 plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 17; trans. by Goodwin.
23 Plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 17; trans. by Goodwin.
24 Plutarch, Moralia—On Exile 17; trans. by Goodwin.
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pain by attributing it to something so deep that exiles may not even be able to understand it. Yet
Plutarch offers multiple techniques for redirecting the exile and subordinating the pain.

Happiness, he contends, is not dependent on place but on perspective.

Exile overcome
During the imperial period, exile was not an unfamiliar occurrence. While exile was

plainly and properly viewed as punishment, various individuals sought to recontextualize the
experience so as to permit a more optimistic perspective on the part of the victim. Recalling
again the larger project, | am arguing that Josephus may be viewed as writing from the
perspective of exile. While not physically exiled in the same sense as others, he was part of a
group that was, in many respects, separated from contemporary culture as a whole. So, while
Josephus was not an exile of land and space, one can propose that he was an exile of cognition
and perception. His beliefs set him apart. Yet as he wrote, he presents not a pessimistic view of
his status as one who is different — one who is an “exile” — but instead he is optimistic. In fact,
he wishes those who are “free” to join him in his “exile.”

As striking as this may seem, there were other individuals more or less contemporary
who also presented an optimistic take on an apparently pessimistic set of circumstances. Cicero
and Plutarch, even as they recognized the difficulties, sought to insert some optimism into the
normally negative experience of exile. Might these two men, then, offer a helpful template
against which one can compare the approach of Josephus?

In some ways, the answer to that question could be yes. Both Cicero and Plutarch
address the concept of separation from surrounding society. Both encourage positive attitudes in
the face of a negative. But there are facets of the writings of these individuals which do not

connect as well to the experience of Josephus. Cicero offered consoling letters to exiles as one
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who had experienced exile himself, but in those months when he was actually an exile years
before, he presented a very different attitude than the one promoted in his letters of consolation.
Then, while Plutarch clearly applied a great deal of thought to the experience of exile, Plutarch
himself had never experienced exile. In the cases of both Cicero and Plutarch, then, there is
arguable separation between a perspective offered in literary form and the reality of what it was
like to actually live out separation with optimism. While Cicero offered optimism, it is
challenging to reconcile that with his clearly pessimistic view when actually an exile. While
Plutarch offered optimism, one may wonder whether he sufficiently understood the pressures an
exile could feel. In sum, these may not be the best witnesses one could bring for authentic
conquest in the face of exile.

In seeking models for Josephus, then, might there be better subjects for comparison? Are
there exiles who not only plotted out an optimistic pathway in literary form but also tested and
authenticated that pathway through real-life experience? And among those who had the real-life
experience of exile, are there ones who did not only talk a good game after the fact, but actually
laid claim to victory in the very moment of their trauma?

Three individuals stand out. These individuals lived more or less contemporaneously
with Josephus. These individuals were exiled. They wrote of their exilic experiences in terms
that conveyed not simply a sense of perseverance, but a sense of conquest. In addition, this sense
of conguest is conveyed not in contrast to the way they really felt when they were exiled.

Rather, this sense of conquest is offered as their authentic take on their own challenging
circumstances. They did not simply write about the potential for conquest. They themselves had

actually conquered.
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Musonius Rufus, Dio Chrysostom, and Favorinus are these conquering philosophers.
They will serve to characterize the course that Josephus followed in so many ways. Their lives
spanned a period from the mid-first century to the mid-second century. All three were exiled.
Musonius Rufus was exiled by Nero and then again by Vespasian;?® Dio Chrysostom was exiled
by Emperor Domitian; and Favorinus was exiled by Hadrian.

Not only were these three similar in that they had exilic experiences. They also had close
ties intellectually. The connections began with Musonius serving as Dio’s teacher. This linkage
is identified by Marcus Cornelius Fronto, a Roman grammarian and rhetorician active in the
mid-second century AD, in a letter defending his right to use eloquent speech. In this letter,
whose recipient is unknown to us, Fronto offers a list of famous individuals who also employed
artful words: “What in our own recollection of Euphrates, Dio, Timocrates, Athenodotus? What
of their master Musonius? Were they not gifted with a supreme command of words, famed as
much for their eloquence as for their wisdom?” (Quid nostra memoria Euphrates, Dio,
Timocrates, Athenodotus? Quid horum magister Musonius? Nonne summa facundia praediti
neque minus sapientiae quam eloquentiae gloria inclyti [sic] extiterunt?)? In this listing of the
eloquent, both Musonius and Dio are included. Musonius is presented as Dio’s master — Dio is
the student.

Dio apparently learned well, and ultimately he became Favorinus’ teacher. Philostratus,

in his Lives of the Sophists, describes this relationship in the context of an appointment that

% This second exile of Musonius is attested in only one place, in the Chronicles of Jerome (Anno 2096) where he
writes, “Titus recalled Musonius Rufus from exile” (Titus Musonium Rufum de exilio revocat). Because there was
an occasion where Vespasian expelled many philosophers from Rome but specifically excluded Musonius, some
scholars doubt this citation by Jerome. They question whether a Vespasian who was kind to Musonius early in his
reign would subsequently exile him so that he would be in need of Titus’ help. Clearly, however, the passage of
time and changes in circumstances can result in a change of imperial perspective. There seems to be no strong
reason for calling into question the second exile of Musonius.

% Fronto, 2.50-53. Latin and translation from the 1920 Harvard University Press edition; trans. by Haines.
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Favorinus received to be high priest. Favorinus was reluctant to take on this responsibility, and
he was intending to argue that philosophers traditionally have been exempt from such public
service. When he learned that Emperor Hadrian was going to oppose his effort to escape
responsibility by saying that Favorinus really was not a philosopher, Favorinus had a sudden
change of heart:

“Evomviov pot,” Een “o Pactred, yéyovey, O kai Tpoc o€ xpn eipficOar: émiotic Yap pot
Alwv 0 5180doKaA0g EvovbEéTel pe VTEP TG dikNg Adywv, 6Tt U EavToig Hovov, AALY Kol
¢ moTpiot yeydvapev: Drodéyopat 81, & Pacthed, Tv Aettovpyiay kol T® S18acKAAD
neiBopon.”

“O Emperor,” he cried, “I have had a dream of which you ought to be informed. My
teacher Dio appeared to me, and with respect to the suit admonished and reminded me
that we come into the world not for ourselves alone, but also for the country of our birth.
Therefore, O Emperor, | obey my teacher, and I undertake this public service.”?’

Musonius had been the teacher of Dio. Dio became the teacher of Favorinus. Favorinus
completes the circle by himself referring back to Musonius. In explaining how philosophers who
show contempt for exile can have very different reasons for doing so, Favorinus writes:

QUYTG & av kai ETepot

[61 dAAac alitiog koTappovioatey, GAX O [Z1]
[vorevg Awyéving kai K[p]a[t]ng [6 Onplafiog kai]
.. [ad 10 11.] w[mo]g [xa]i [ad 11 11.]

[....xolo Tv]ppnvog Movodviog kateppd[vn]
o[av obtot] on picel T@V matpidwv ovdE Ex[0pa]
[tV cpet]épwv TolTdY, GALY TG TOPOVTA

ntof opara® mavra hg avBpamvo domalope[vo]t.?

Different people may show contempt for exile for different reasons, but Diogenes of
Sinope, Crates of Thebes, [Chrysippus of Soi], [Dio of Prusa], and the Etruscan
Musonius showed contempt for it out of neither hatred of their fatherlands nor enmity

27 Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 490; trans. by Wright.

28 No space should exist between the 1and the o. Efforts to ensure that dots were under both letters resulted in the
extra space.

2 The Greek text is from Barigazzi’s Favorino Di Arelate Opere. This is the text which Whitmarsh used for his
translation.
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toward their fellow citizens, but because they accepted as part of the human condition all
the circumstances that befell them.*

Favorinus refers to Musonius one additional time. In listing individuals who suffered
apparent disaster yet would be considered more fortunate than those who appeared to be
successful, he writes:

Tig 8¢ ovK av amobavelv <paAAov> eBEatto Mg
Yokpdng §j (v g Avutog kai Méintog; Tig
0€ ovK ElnuidcOon padiov g IepkAnc 1y
kplat]eiv og KAéwv; tig 8¢ 0 méveshau
paAlov og Apioteiong fj mhovtelv mg Kol
Mo, Kol NTipudcedot wg

OpacvBoviog 1 dpyev wg Kprriag, kai ped
vew og Movc[@v]iog 1j Bacidevey g Né
pOV;

Who would not pray to die like Socrates, rather than to live as Anytus and Meletus did?

Or to be punished like Pericles rather than to hold power like Cleon? To be poor like

Aristides rather than rich like Callias, to be stripped of one’s position like Thrasybulus

rather than to rule like Critias, to be an exile like Musonius rather than to rule like

Nero?%!

Admittedly these references by Favorinus to Musonius do not of themselves establish a
linkage between the two, any more than the mention of Nero indicates some connection between
Favorinus and the emperor. Evidence suggesting a connection lies in the teacher-student
ancestry. But the citations do demonstrate that Favorinus was not unaware of his philosophical
ancestor. The citations make evident that Favorinus had great respect for a man who had

preceded him on the exilic path and had charted a course that he himself would ultimately

follow.

30 On Exile 2.1; trans. by Whitmarsh.
31 On Exile 23.1; trans. by Whitmarsh.
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Musonius, Dio, and Favorinus all shared the experience of exile. They also enjoyed a
close association intellectually, which makes it no surprise that many views on exile were also
held in common. Finally, these three individuals shared the perspective of being cultural
outsiders.

Absent that factor of being a cultural outsider, Seneca might seem another good candidate
for serving as a point of comparison for Josephus. Seneca’s last years were contemporaneous
with the first years of Josephus’ life. He too experienced exile personally — from AD 41 to AD
49. Finally, he proved himself capable of presenting an optimistic perspective in the midst of his
exile. He wrote a touching consolation to Helvia, his mother, employing themes that resonate in
the three authors who will be considered in greater detail.?

While suitable in so many ways, he did write in Latin as a Roman. Musonius, Dio
Chrysostom, and Favorinus wrote in Greek, one feature of their status as cultural outsiders.
Surely language of composition is in no way determinative of one’s philosophy toward exile.
However, when models are being sought, there can be benefit in finding points of comparison

that mimic as closely as possible the subject of analysis. As Josephus also wrote in Greek as a

32 Ernst Ludwig Grasmiick (1978) does offer a slightly contrary view of Seneca with respect to the measure of his
optimism. In his Exilium: Untersuchungen zur Verbannung in der Antike (Exile: An Analysis of Banishment in
Antiquity) Grasmdck first links the three exiles under consideration in this project: “In their statements regarding
exile and in their behavior, the philosophers Musonius, Dio, and Favorinus distinguish themselves from the
examples handled so far” (In ihren AuBerungen zur Verbannung und in ihrem Verhalten unterscheiden sich die
Philosophen Musonius, Dio und Favorin von den bisher behandelten Beispielen) [141]. He then acknowledges the
common ground these three share with Seneca: “They overlap in many cases with that which we have learned with
regard to Seneca” (Sie iiberschneiden sich vielfach mit dem, was wir bei Seneca kennengelernt haben) [142]. But
Grasmiick then highlights what he feels is a distinctive feature of Musonius, Dio, and Favorinus: “In our context
only a few points are of interest, ones which reflect a distinctive mentality and a shift in emphasis. In the writings of
the referenced philosophers which have been preserved for us, no complaining rings out which would awaken pity”
(In unserem Zusammenhang interessieren nur wenige Punkte, die eine andere Mentalitit und eine
Akzentveriagerung erkennen lassen. In den uns erhaltenen Schriften der genannten Philosophen erténen keine
Klagen, die Mitleid wecken wollen) [142]. In the case of Seneca, however, Grasmiick is not so complimentary. He
speaks of “the covert complaints of Seneca about being far away from Rome” (die versteckten Klagen Senecas iiber
das Fernsein von Rom) [142]. Grasmiick detected not even that moderate degree of negativity in Musonius, Dio,
and Favorinus. While Seneca was clearly capable of projecting optimism, Grasmiick’s observation can be viewed as
supporting the conclusion that Musonius, Dio, and Favorinus remain preferable points of comparison.
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cultural outsider, Musonius and Dio and Favorinus seem ideal templates against which to
evaluate Josephus’ approach.

In this connection, Tim Whitmarsh, while pursuing a slightly different emphasis than that
of this project, nevertheless also views the Greekness of Musonius and Dio Chrysostom and
Favorinus as a meaningful bond. He writes:

In the late republic and early principate, as is well known, a considerable body of Latin

writing was devoted to the subject of exile, most notably by Cicero, Ovid, and Seneca.

The present chapter considers the Greek counterparts of these writers, who often share

similar (predominantly Stoic and Cynic) sources, but present such ideas from a

specifically Greek vantage, and treat specifically of the relationship between Greek

paideia and Roman power.®
Seneca could surely prove another fruitful source of comparison. The status of cultural outsider
which Josephus and the three Grecophile philosophers share, however, makes points of
comparison between their views even more meaningful.

Musonius, Dio Chrysostom, and Favorinus had in common the experience of exile, their
intellectual heritage, and their outsider status. Most important, in the midst of their exile they

shared an authentic sense of conquest. Yet while they did have so much in common, each also

possessed elements distinctive in their particular approaches to exile.

As noted previously, Musonius Rufus was exiled by Roman emperors twice.>* Nothing

is known about his second exile under Vespasian other than the fact that, as reported by Jerome

33 Whitmarsh (2001) 136-137.

3 Dillon (2004) speaks of a third exile which would chronologically be the first, occurring earlier in Nero’s reign
when Musonius accompanied a senator who had been exiled to Asia Minor (6). Because there is no evidence that
Musonius himself was officially exiled — he simply joined someone who had officially been exiled — that incident is
not counted here.
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in his Chronicles,® the next emperor Titus recalled Musonius from his exile. More is known,
however, about Musonius’ first exile. This exile occurred under Nero. Dio Cassius links this
banishment to a role Musonius played in the Pisonian conspiracy:

18 v i katoAéyot Soa €m i EmBovAii TadTn fi Toic SopvEdpors £860M T @ TE

Népavt kai 1oig avtod eidoig Vrépoyka yneictn; Podeog pévior Movodmvorlg 6

QILOGOPOG £l TOVTOLG EPLYNDELO.

And why should one enumerate the sums given to the Praetorians on the occasion of this

conspiracy or the excessive honours voted to Nero and his friends? Suffice it to say that

Rufus Musonius, the philosopher, was banished for his connexion with these events.*

Tacitus shares additional information, explaining that Musonius’ prominence played a
role in drawing attention to him when it came time for applying punishments: “It was the
splendour of their name which drove Verginius Flavus and Musonius Rufus into exile. VVerginius
encouraged the studies of our youth by his eloquence; Rufus by the teachings of philosophy”
(Verginium <Flavum et Musonium> Rufum claritudo nominis expulit: nam Verginius studia
iuvenum eloquentia, Musonius praeceptis sapientiae fovebat).3’

Musonius was exiled to the island of Gyaros, about 60 miles southeast of Athens. Gyaros
was sufficiently repulsive that in the case of one Caius Silanus, a proconsul of Asia found guilty
of extortion, Emperor Tiberius viewed expulsion to the island as too harsh. Tacitus reports:

addidit insulam Gyarum immitem et sine cultu hominum esse: darent luniae familiae et

viro quondam ordinis eiusdem ut Cythnum potius concederet. id sororem quoque Silani

Torquatam, priscae sanctimoniae virginem, expetere

He further said that Gyarus was a dreary and uninhabited island, and that, as a concession
to the Junian family and to a man of the same order as themselves, they might let him

35 Chronicles Anno 2096. Jerome writes, “Titus recalled Musonius Rufus from exile (Titus Musonium Rufum de
exilio revocat).” As indicated in an earlier footnote, some scholars doubt this citation by Jerome because Vespasian
actually refrained from exiling Musonius on an earlier occasion when he expelled many philosophers from Rome.
As also mentioned earlier, a prior allowance need not imply that circumstances could not have changed.

3 Roman History 62.27.4; trans. by Cary (1925).

37 Annales 15.71; trans. by Church and Brodribb.



229

retire by preference to Cythnus. This, he added, was also the request of Torquata,

Silanus’s sister, a vestal of primitive purity.”3®

In the case of Silanus, the emperor Tiberius viewed exile to Gyaros as too harsh.
Philostratus, however, seems to present Musonius’ exile to that island in a slightly different light.
When locating Musonius on Gyaros, Philostratus can be read as implying that Nero’s decision to
exile Musonius so close to Greece was an attempt to frustrate the philosopher’s eagerness to
suffer as much as possible.

Philostratus sets the stage for this characterization of Musonius’ exile by referring to the
head of Domitian’s praetorian guard, Aelian. Aelian used reverse psychology to protect a
philosopher acquaintance, Apollonius, from the sword of Domitian. The soldier explained to
Domitian that the philosopher actually wanted to die and was trying to provoke the emperor to
kill him. As Domitian consequently refused to satisfy the philosopher’s longing, in this round-
about way Aelian preserved Appolonius” life.*

Philostratus then notes that Nero was drawn to seemingly merciful judgments because he
too wanted to rob philosophers — in this case, Demetrius the Cynic*° — of the pleasure of
suffering too much:

a8 1yodpon kol Népaova EvOvpunbévta pn drayOfvor Ko Anpntpiov ArokTEIVOL AVTOV,

émel yop Oavatdvta 1o0eto, 00 Kotd Euyyvouny Enavijkey avtd tov 0avotov, ALY Kob
vrepoyiav Tod KTeIval

%8 Annales 3.69; trans. by Church & Brodribb.

3 Life of Apollonius of Tyana VII.16.

40 Seneca refers to the philosopher Demetrius a number of times in his Moral Letters to Lucilius. In Letter 20, he
offers him as an example of someone who lives his life consistent with what he teaches. Having told Lucilus,
“Prove your words by your deeds” (verba rebus proba, Epistulae 20, 1), Seneca highlights Demetrius as an eminent
example of one who follows this principle: “I, at any rate, listen in a different spirit to the utterances of our friend
Demetrius, after | have seen him reclining without even a cloak to cover him, and, more than this, without rugs to lie
upon. He is not only a teacher of the truth, but a witness to the truth.” (Ego certe aliter audio, quae dicit Demetrius
noster, cum illum vidi nudum, quanto minus quam stramentis, incubantem; non praeceptor veri, sed testis est,
Epistulae 20.9.)
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This I think was the reason which weighed with Nero and prevented his being drawn on
by Demetrius into slaying him. For as he saw that he was anxious for death, he let him
off not because he wished to pardon him, but because he disdained to put him to death.*!
Having presented these two parallel incidents, Philostratus now describes the
circumstances of Musonius:
Kai Py kai Movsdviov tov Toppnvov moAkd i dpyi Evaviiwféva T vnoo Evvécyev, Ty
6vopo apa, kKot oHTe TL TV coPLoT®dY ToVTOV fjTToug "EAANVEG, O¢ TOTE HEV KOTA
&uvovaiav avtod E6TAETV TAVTAS, VOVI 8¢ KaTd ioTopiav THg KpvNG: €V Yap Tf VIio®
avHdp® obon TpdTEPOV VPO Movcwviov kpnvn £yéveto, fiv ddovoy “EAAnveg, 6oa
‘EMkdvi v 10D {nmov.
Moreover in the case of Musonius the Tyrrhenian, who opposed his rule in many ways,
he only kept him in the island called Gyara; and Hellenes are so fond of these Sophists,
that at that time they were all making voyages by ship to visit him, as they now do to visit
the spring; for until Musonius went there, there was no water in the island, but he
discovered a spring, which the Greeks celebrate as loudly as they do the horses spring at
Helicon.*
Philostratus describes Musonius as one who had opposed Nero’s authority in many ways —
oA T dpyT] Evovtiwbévta. Yet even in that case (kai Movodviov — even with Musonius)
Nero confined him to Gyaros, implying that this was a surprise destination for someone so
virulently opposed to the emperor. While Tiberius had viewed the island as too harsh, Nero
seems to have had a slightly different view. Philostratus appears to imply that in the case of a
philosopher, Nero could view exiling someone to a location near Athens and its cadre of
philosophers as a way to frustrate the apparent disdain with which philosophers could meet

punishment. Did they crave harsh treatment? Nero would not satisfy such a desire. Instead he

would apply only a moderate punishment.*3

41 Life of Apollonius of Tyana VI1.16; trans. by Conybeare.

42 Life of Apollonius of Tyana VI1.16; trans. by Conybeare.

43 Vespasian dealt with the philosopher Demetrius in similar fashion. When Demetrius refused to go into exile as
Vespasian had commanded, Vespasian sent this message: “You’re doing everything to force me to kill you, but | do
not slay a barking dog” (o0 pév mavta noieic iva og dnokteive, £yd 8¢ kiva dAaktodvTo 00 Povedm, Dio Cass.
66.13.3); trans. by Cary.
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If this analysis of Nero’s motives is accurate, one may conclude that Musonius’ exile
could have been worse. Nevertheless, this would only have been a matter of degrees. Exile
remained a punishment. The island of Gyaros was barren and isolated. Nero intended to harm
Musonius. Whether Nero was intending to moderate the punishment or not, Musonius still faced
extreme challenge. In the face of such a challenge, he presents a most surprising point of view.

While we do not know the precise chronological relationship between Musonius’ two
exiles and his lecture entitled “That exile is not an evil,”* we do know that he was an exile when
he composed this work. Musonius makes this obvious when, in his lecture on exile, he is
demonstrating that exile need not rob a man of his freedom of speech. He refers the
circumstances of Diogenes, who had been an exile in both Athens and Corinth. Though
Diogenes was an exile, Musonius explains, there was no one in those cities more free to speak as
he pleased than he (éLevOeprdtepoc BALOC TIC T} Atoyévng Tdv ToTE AvBpdmav 1v;).*> Having
cited a figure from the past, Musonius then observes, “But why should | employ examples of
long ago? Are you not aware that | am an exile? Well, then, have | been deprived of freedom of
speech?” (kod Ti 8l To makand Aéyetv; GAL &yd Got o0 Sokd £ivar PUYAG; ap oDV EGTEPNUOL

nappnoiag;)*®

4 Writings of Musonius Rufus remain accessible to us largely due to a compilation of Greek texts gathered by
Joannes Stobaeus in the fifth century AD. Among materials preserved by Stobaeus were 21 discussions by
Musonius on various topics. These discussions include Musonius addressing the question of whether sons and
daughters should be given the same education — with some exceptions for particular practical skills, he believes that
they should. Musonius speaks about the purpose of marriage and traits that make a marriage work — each partner
should look to the interests of the other. The philosopher even speaks about cutting one’s hair — he argues that men
should wear beards. In recommending facial hair, he concludes, “How could hair be a burden to men? Unless, of
course, one should say that feathers are a burden to birds also” (i yap o7 kai giciv ai tpixeg avOpdmolg Papog; €l un
Vi) Ao kai To1g OpGéolg Té mTepd poin Tig dv elvan Bépoc, Musonius XXI; trans. by Lutz). Included in that collection
of discussions is this lecture addressing exile. [For additional discussion regarding Stobaeus’ transmission of
Musonius’ works, see Theodor Pflieger’s Musonius bei Stobaeus (1897).]

45 ix, 41.

46 ix, 42-43; trans. by Lutz.
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As an actual exile, then, the suffering which Musonius sought to offset with his
argumentation and philosophical approach was not theoretical. He was speaking as one who
knew by personal experience the pressures an exile faced. Unlike Plutarch, who wrote of exile
without having experienced it himself, Musonius’ words would consequently carry an extra
measure of credibility. Also, unlike Cicero, his written comments on exile were not written
years after the fact and then in contradiction to attitudes displayed while actually an exile. While
Musonius was writing to help another who was experiencing exile,*’ he was at the same time
personally implementing his strategies in his own exile. “The reflections which I employ for my
own benefit so as not to be irked by exile, I should like to repeat to you” (oig 8¢ Aoyiouoig
YPOUOL TPOG EPOTOV, BoTE PN dyOecOan TH PuYR, TovTOVE Kol TPdG o& simoyu év).*® Musonius
was not a doctor dispensing medicine he himself was unwilling to take. Instead, he embraced the
very prescription he wrote for another. On multiple levels, Musonius was the real deal.

Musonius’ prescription for enduring exile offered an approach that would not result in
further despair but in growing confidence and ultimate philosophical victory. His approach was
multifaceted. He sought to minimize the negatives by emphasizing positives. He focused on the
essence of a good life, showing that essence to be just as demonstrable in circumstances of
suffering as it is when everything seems to be going well. Finally, he identified who the real
winners and who the real losers were.

First, like Plutarch, Musonius framed exile from the perspective of the positives that it
brings as opposed to the positives that it takes away. He noted the expanded capacity to enjoy

leisure.

47 Musonius’ ninth lecture is introduced in this way: “Hearing an exile lament because he was living in banishment,
Musonius consoled him in somewhat the following way . . .” (¢0ydog 8¢ Ttvog ddvpopévov 8Tt Pevyel, OVTM WS
napspvdncato avTov . . ., ix, 1); trans. by Lutz.

8 ix, 46; trans. by Lutz.
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Kol PNV Tpog ve TNV EMUEAEIOV TNV E0VTOV Kol TPOG KTHOWV APETHS MG & TO PEVYEWV
gviotouto; omdte ye pfte podnosng pte doknoeng [koi] dv xpn elpyetal Tig Sio v
QULYAV. TOG UEV OVK AV 1 PLYT KOl GLVEPYOIN TPOG TO TOLOVTOV, TAPEXOVGA YE GYOATV
kol €Eovaiav Tod pavBdvew te td KaAd Kol TpdTtey POAAOV §j TPOTEPOV . . .
Furthermore, how should exile be an obstacle to the cultivation of the things that are
one’s own and to the acquisition of virtue, when no one was ever hindered from the
knowledge and practice of what is needful because of exile? May it not even be true that
exile contributes to that end, since it furnishes men leisure and a greater opportunity for
learning the good and practicing it than formerly . . .*°
Next, reflecting his Stoic views, Musonius presented exile as an opportunity to display
qualities which are always to be at the heart of a man’s existence but which have particular
opportunity to shine when man’s existence is not so pleasant. “. .. if you are that good man and
have his virtues, exile will not harm or degrade you, because the virtues are present in you which
are most able to help and to sustain you” (i p&v éryadog £l 00Tog Ko Tag ApeTag EXEIS, OVK v OF
BAGTOL 1} QUYT ODT AV TOMEWVOIN, TAPOVTOV Ye TOV GPELETV Kai Enaipetv pdMoTo Suvapévov).™
Finally, not only does exile facilitate advantages not as readily available apart from exile
and concurrently permit the most fundamentally positive parts of humanity to shine brightly — in
other words, not only can an exile view his exile from such optimistic perspectives, minimizing
greatly the intent of the persecutor to bring suffering. There is something else which comes into
play when the exiling itself is unjust. If the exiled individual was in fact in the right all along
and yet someone else saw fit to exile him, it is not the exile who is the loser. Rather, it is the one
who misused power who stands guilty.
€l 0 adikwg, TV E&ehacdvtov ToT av £l KoKV, ovy NuETepov: gimep vi) Ala TO pev
adwkely Oeopcéotatov Eotwy, dmep [év] ékeivolg cvuféPnke: 10 & adikeicOot, Omep

oLUBEPNKeV NUlv, kol Tapd Beolg Kol map dvOpdmolg Toig Emeéoty Emkovpiog, GAX oyl
picovg Gylov glvar Veinmrot.

49ix, 11-12; trans. by Lutz.
%0'ix, 50; trans. by Lutz.
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If [we were banished] unjustly, the evil involved is not ours, but falls upon those who
banished us,—if in fact you agree that doing a wrong (as they have done) is the most
hateful thing in the world, while suffering a wrong (as has been our fate) in the eyes of
the gods and of just men is held a ground not for hate but for help.>!

Not only does guilt fall upon one who improperly exiles another. Honor and good repute
can ultimately crown the exile. Musonius observes:

GAL 000 KOKOSOEETY TAVTMG AVAYKT TOVS PLYOVTOC O10 TNV PLYNV, YVOPILOL Y€ TGV
6vtog, Ott kai oot ToAAal ducdlovtor kak®dG, kol EkPdAlovior ToAlol TG TaTpidog
a0tkmg, Kol 6Tt HOM TvEg dvopeg ayabol dviec EEnrabncay KO TAOV TOMTOV' DCTEP
A0vn0ev pév Apioteidng 6 Sikatog, & Epécov 8¢ Eppddmpog, ¢’ ¢ kai ‘Hpékierrog
ot Epuyev 1Pndov ékéhevev Epeciovg andyEacHat. Eviot 8¢ ye Kai Evoo&dtatot
QevYOVTEG £yEvovTo, Kabamep Atoyévng 0 Zivanedg kai KAgapyog 0 Aaxedopuoviog 6
petd Kopov otpatevoag én’ Apta&épénv: kai GAAove <6 > &v T1g &xot fovAduevog Aéyewv
moAoVG. Kaitol TG v £in TodTo Kakodo&iag oitiov, &v @ Tveg Ev8oEHTEPOL YEYOVAGLY,
7| TpdTEPOV NGAV;

Furthermore, it is not at all necessary for exiles to suffer ill repute because of their
banishment, since everyone knows that many trials are badly judged and many people are
unjustly banished from their country, and that in the past there have been cases of good
men who have been exiled by their countrymen, as for example from Athens Aristides
the Just and from Ephesus Hermodorus, because of whose banishment Heraclitus bade
the Ephesians, every grown man of them, go hang themselves. In fact some exiles even
became very famous, as Diogenes of Sinope and Clearchus, the Lacedaemonian, who
with Cyrus marched against Artaxerxes, not to mention more. How, pray, could this
condition in which some people have become more renowned than before be responsible
for ill-repute?®?

Such ultimate victory is not what one would expect for an exile. Yet this is precisely the
point Musonius repeatedly makes. One should not judge based on the initial outward appearance
of things. It might appear that the exile is the guilty party. But when exile is unjust, this

appearance masks the truth. The true loser is the one perpetrating injustice. The oppressor is not

the victor; instead, the one maintaining integrity in spite of unjust treatment comes out on top.

5 ix, 59; trans. by Lutz.
52ix, 27-29; trans. by Lutz.
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Tim Whitmarsh suggests that this disjunction between appearance and reality ought not
be applied solely to the outward manifestation of physical exile. Musonius did want to recognize
that the exilic form of punishment is not a valid indicator of who was in the right. Yet the gulf
between personal experience and popular opinion clearly existed even prior to any imperial act
of banishment. Whitmarsh writes:

Exile plays a metaphorical role in this connection: Musonius is not merely

topographically relocated, but also conceptually isolated from the norms and conventions

of regular society. In a literal sense, the Emperor banished him from Rome for practicing
philosophy; at a deeper level, Musonius’ decision to philosophize had already condemned
him to a kind of exile from society.>®

While Musonius is offering advice for viewing physical exile from an optimistic
perspective, Whitmarsh’s words would suggest that the tactics of optimism Musonius employs
could have had a function even before Musonius went into physical exile. Musonius’ Stoic
philosophical views had already separated him from the society that surrounded him. Exile did
change his location, but it did little more than make concrete a difference of conceptual
perspective which had preexisted the exile.

What is the significance of such an observation? It makes even more clear why an
imposition of physical separation would do nothing to alter Musonius’ views. His adherence to
Stoic principles created a fundamental philosophical separation that preexisted the exile. Then, it
was those very Stoic principles which girded Musonius to maintain confidence and optimism in
spite of what the rest of the world might think of him. Once actual physical exile struck, this did
nothing but offer an opportunity to highlight what Musonius already knew made him different.

His Stoic view that proper dispassionate behavior, which constitutes virtue, would bring a good

life could now be highlighted in a circumstance most viewed as bad. Exile offered opportunity

58 Whitmarsh (2001) 145.
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to live out with increased clarity the very things Musonius always felt had given him victory.
Exile would not change his views. Exile only reinforced his convictions. In the midst of
persecution, then, Musonius had every reason to claim conquest and to recommend his tactics to
other exiles that they might enjoy similar victory. Nero and Vespasian may have thought they
were winning. How far, Musonius believed, they were from the truth.

Musonius, an exile of thought long before he became an exile in the flesh, offers an
important point of comparison in the effort to understand what it might mean to read Josephus
through the lens of exile. Musonius, who laid claim to victory in his exile, promoted his sense of
optimism in different ways. He emphasized positives in the face of negatives. He modeled a
Stoic acceptance of his circumstances, noting that an exercise of virtue can be maintained even in
the most challenging of circumstances. Finally, he explained that exile itself is not a good
measure of the rightness or wrongness of an exile’s views. In all of these ways, Musonius serves

as a template against which one can evaluate the approach of Josephus.

Dio Chrysostom is the second philosophical exile whose approach will help construct an
framework for reading Josephus. Dio Chrysostom was born around the year AD 40. The city of
Prusa, located in the Roman province of Bithynia, was his hometown.>* As noted earlier, the
Roman grammarian Marcus Cornelius Fronto identifies Dio as the student of Musonius. Dio,
then, enjoyed an exceptionally close relationship with a philosopher who himself had learned to
claim victory in the midst of exile. Yet Dio was prominent in his own right. He garnered

particular praise from Philostratus in his Lives of the Sophists:

54 Modern Bursa, Turkey.
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Atovo & Tov ITpovsaiov ok 018 & Tt (pT| TPOGEEIV S1d THV £C TAVTO APETHV,
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As for Dio of Prusa, | do not know what one ought to call him, such was his excellence in
all departments; for, as the proverb says, he was a “horn of Amalthea,”® since in him is
compounded the noblest of all that has been most nobly expressed. His style has the ring
of Demosthenes and Plato, but Dio has besides a peculiar resonance of his own, which
enhances theirs as the bridge enhances the tone of musical instruments; and it was
combined with a serious and direct simplicity of expression.*®

This man of many gifts also became a target. Just like his instructor Musonius, Dio was
The emperor Domitian was his nemesis. In his Thirteenth Discourse, Dio explains,

Ote pevyey ouVEPN pe IAlag Evekev Aeyopévng avopog ov ovnpoD, TdV ¢ T0TE
00UOVOV TE Kol dpyovTmv £yydtata dviog, S TavTa 8¢ kol drofavovtog,

OU & TOAAOTG Kol oYedOV TAGHV £G0KEL LOKAPLOG, S0 TV EKElvaV oikeldTnTa Kol
Euyyevelav, Tavtng Eveybeiong én’ €ue ti|g aitiag, ag oM Tavopl eilov dvta kol
cvppovrov- €60¢ yYap TL TOVTO £6TL TV TVPAVVEV, BoTep £v ZkHOG To1g Pactiedot
ocuvldnte oivoydovg Kol paryeipoug kol moAlakds, oDT®MG Tolg VT AVTHV
amoBvnokovsty £TEpovg TPoTIBEVOL TAEIOVG A OVIEULAG aiTiog:

When it fell to my lot to be exiled on account of my reputed friendship with a man of
good character and very closely connected with those who at that time were Fortune’s
favourites and indeed high officials, a man who lost his life on account of the very things
which made him seem fortunate to many men, and indeed to practically everyone, | mean
his connection by marriage and blood with these officials; the charge brought against me
being that | was that man’s friend and adviser — for just as among the Scythians it is the
practice to bury cupbearers and cooks and concubines with their kings, so it is the custom
of despots to throw in several others for no reason whatever with those who are being
executed by them . . .5’

While Dio does not identify the man whose demise brought consequence to another, he

does offer important detail: this executed individual had close connections with high officials,

and not just connections of affinity but connections of family and blood. These details provide

% Footnote in Wright (1922) 17: “The horn of plenty, or cornucopia, was said to have belonged to a goat named
Amalthea which suckled the infant Zeus.”

% Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 486-487; trans. by Wright.

5713.1; trans. by Cohoon.
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the impetus for many to identify the executed friend of Dio as T. Flavius Sabinus.® Sabinus was
married to Julia, the daughter of Titus and thus the niece of Domitian. In addition, Suetonius
identifies Sabinus himself as a cousin of Domitian.>®
So, Sabinus had intimate familial linkage to royalty. His life story also matches Dio’s
description in that Sabinus was executed, and he lost his life in a circumstance where family
connections may have contributed to his being perceived a threat. Suetonius presents the violent
and seemingly unjustified demise of Sabinus at the hands of Emperor Domitian:
cuius criminis occasione philosophos omnis urbe Italiaque summouit. occidit et
Heluidium filium, quasi scaenico exodio sub persona Paridis et Oenones diuortium suum
cum uxore taxasset; Flauium Sabinum alterum e patruelibus, quod eum comitiorum
consularium die destinatum perperam praeco non consulem ad populum, sed
imperatorem pronuntiasset.
Upon this occasion [Domitian’s execution of two Stoic senators] he likewise banished all
the philosophers from the city and Italy. He put to death the younger Helvidius, for
writing a farce, in which, under the character of Paris and Oenone, he reflected upon his
having divorced his wife; and also Flavius Sabinus, one of his cousins, because, upon his
being chosen at the consular election to that office, the public crier had, by a blunder,
proclaimed him to the people not consul, but emperor.®°
As Dio describes it, then, he himself was exiled because he had been a friend and advisor
to this executed man. One wonders if Domitian’s previous expulsion of philosophers after the

execution of two Stoic senators may have offered additional momentum for him to exile Dio,

given Dio’s embrace of features of Stoic philosophy.%? Whatever the case, one need not presume

%8 See Sidebottom (1996) for a presentation of this point of view as well as consideration of an alternative.

% Suetonius, Lives of the Twelve Caesars, Domitian 10.4.

80 Suetonius, Lives of the Twelve Caesars, Domitian 10.3-4; trans. by Thomson.

81 In his Third Discourse, Dio does highlight his willingness to speak truth to power. This may also have been a
contributing factor in his expulsion. In Dio’s Third Discourse, it is likely that he was speaking to Trajan. He seeks
to demonstrate that he is clearly not speaking with flattery by noting, “If, in bygone days when fear made everyone
think falsehood a necessity, | was the only one bold enough to tell the truth even at the peril of my life, and yet am
lying now when all may speak the truth without incurring danger — then I could not possibly know the time for
either frankness or flattery” (ei 6¢ &y npdtepov pev dte mdow avaykaiov £60kel yebdeohal d1a pofov, udvog
aAnBevev EtoOApmV, Kol TadTo KivduvedmVv DTEP TR Yuyfg, VOV 0, dte Thov £Eeott TAANOT Adyey, yeddopal,
Undevog KvdHivou TopecT®Toc, oVK Gv €ideinv obte Tappnoiag obte kolakeiog kalpdv, 3.13); trans. by Cohoon.



239

that Domitian needed a rationale greater than arbitrary vindictiveness. Dio makes this clear
when describing the perpetrator of his exile in the Forty-fifth Discourse, which is addressed to
the population of his hometown sometime after his release from exile:
Gvopec moAltat, BodAopot VUiV drododvat Adyov TG Emdnpiag TanTng, Emeldn Kol Ppaydy
ofopat TOV Aowdv €oecbail pot xpovov. TV HEV Yap QuYNV OTwg dS1veyKa, un Gilmv
gpnuiag nrmoeic, un ypnudtov aropiag, un cdpatog dcbeveiog, Tpog 8¢ TovTOIC Gmacty
ExOpOV dveydEeVOG 00 TOV deTva 0VOE TOV deTva TAV TowV TVA Kol TAV Opoiwv €viote
@Oeyyouévmv, AAAL TOV ioyvpoTaTOV Kol Bapdtatov kol decmdTnV dvoualopuevov Kol
0eov mapa o “"EAANnGt kai BapPapoic, 10 8¢ aAn0Eg dvta daipova Tovnpov . . .
Fellow citizens, | want to render you an account of this sojourn of mine, since | believe
that the time remaining to me is going to be very brief. Well, how | bore my exile, not
succumbing to loss of friends or lack of means or physical infirmity; and, besides all this,
bearing up under the hatred, not of this or that one among my equals, or peers as they are
sometimes called, but rather of the most powerful, stern man, who was called by all
Greeks and barbarians both master and god, but who was in reality an evil demon . . .%?
In assigning the blame for Dio’s exile to Domitian, called a master and god but in reality
most evil, initial chronological parameters fall into place for determining the timing of Dio’s
exile. Linking Dio’s experience to the execution of Sabinus provides even greater precision with
respect to the dating of Dio’s banishment. More generally, Dio characterizes his period of
banishment as “so many years of exile” (tocadta £t euYHc).63 When speaking to the people of
his hometown, he compared himself to wandering Odysseus, noting that “all had come to despair
of me and no one any longer expected me to return in safety” (zévtov dreyvokdtov pe Kol

1Mdevog £t cobnoscfo Tposdokdvroc).5 Clearly his exile was lengthy. If Sabinus was the

friend responsible, Sabinus’ election as consul in AD 82 offers a clear time marker. As the ill-

6245.1; trans. by Crosby. In Dio’s Fortieth Discourse, he also appears to equate Domitian with the phrase
“topavvov &xOpov,” a tyrannical enemy (40.12).

83 45.10; trans. by Crosby.

64 45.11, trans. by Crosby.
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fated words of the herald accompanied Sabinus’ selection and then his death likely followed
promptly, one can envision Dio’s exile beginning early in Domitian’s reign.®

When Domitian died in AD 96, a new emperor came to power who had a very different
attitude toward Dio. Dio writes:

TEAEVTNOOVTOG O EKElVOV Kol THC LETAPOATG YEVOUEVNG AVIELY LEV TTPOG TOV PEATIOTOV

NépPav. vmo 6¢ vocou yolent|g Kataoyedeic Olov ékeivov ECndony Tov Koupodv,

aQatpedeic aTOKPATOPOG PIAAVOPDTOL KAUE GYOmTAVTOS KOl TTAANL GIAOV.

However that may be, when that man [Domitian] had died and the change of

administration had been effected, | was on the point of going to visit the most noble

Nerva; but, having been prevented by a serious illness, I lost that opportunity completely,

being robbed of an emperor who was humane and fond of me and an old-time friend.%®

It seems apparent that the accession of Nerva restored to Dio his freedom. The report of
the Roman historian Dio Cassius does speak generally about Nerva’s attitude toward exiles:
“Nerva also released all who were on trial for maiestas and restored the exiles” (kai 6 Népovag
T00C T& Kpvopévoug £n” doePein agfike kai Tovg pevyovtag katiyaye).®” The special friendship
Nerva apparently had with Dio would have ensured that this exile of perhaps 13 years would
now be free.

Though Dio had endured a lengthy separation from home and friends, his time of exile
brought other burdens. In a speech after returning from exile, when he was encouraging fellow
citizens to look kindly on peaceful overtures offered them by a neighboring town, Dio
characterizes consequences of his time away. First, he notes the impact his absence had on
property left behind. He explained that now, as a free man, he needed to be giving attention to

Kol TV TePl TNV oikiov, KOpdT] ovAmg StaKEWEVOVY, 0 TOGODTOV ATOAMAOTA XPOVOV

0VOEULAG EMOVOPOMGEMG TETOYNKEV. OTTOL YOP ATOOT SECTOTOV YPOVIGUVTOS 1KOVT)
SrpOeipat kol TV peyiotnv ovsiav, Ti xp1 TPocdoKdy &v T0600TOLS ETEGL PULYRG;

8 Domitian ruled from AD 81 to AD 96.
86 45.2; trans. by Crosby.
57 Dio Cassius, Roman History 68.1.2; trans. by Cary (1925). See also Pliny Ep. 1.5.10 and 9.13.5.
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... my domestic affairs, now in thoroughly bad condition, affairs which, though so long
in ruinous state, have met with no improvement. For when a proprietor’s absence from
home, if protracted, suffices to ruin even the greatest estate, what should one expect in
the course of so many years of exile?%

As one can imagine Dio, during his time of exile, being fully aware of the negative
impact his absence would have on his personal properties, one learns that such emotional turmoil
was not the only source of challenge. Again, explaining what he now needed to give attention to
as a free man, Dio says, “. . . in my opinion, | should take some thought . . . for my body,
exhausted as it is from great and unremitting hardship” (oipot kai tod chpatog déov momoacoi
Tva Tpovolay, £k ToAMG Kol cuveyodc Tahommpiog amslpndToc).t

So, Dio’s exile was long, lonely, and debilitating to personal properties left behind, and it
also took a toll on his body. While these were burdens to bear, this price netted significant
rhetorical dividends. As was true with Musonius, Dio would not be speaking from a theoretical
perspective when describing appropriate attitudes toward exile. He had experienced the
challenges. His words of optimism would properly bear persuasive weight, particularly as there
IS no evidence — as there was with Cicero — that apparent optimism after the fact contrasted with
pessimism during the experience itself. As Claassen observes, “Dio’s report on his own exile is
an illustration of consolatio-in-action, wholehearted philosophical adoption of his own creed.””®

The creed that Dio embraced is not easily equated with a single philosophical school.

Cohoon observes, “[He] drew his philosophy from Plato, the Stoics and Cynics.”’* He did view

88 40.2; trans. by Crosby.
89 40.2; trans. by Crosby.
70 Claassen (2001) 25.

1 Cohoon (1932) xi.
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himself as a philosopher, though his entry into that status occurred in an unusual way. In the
course of his exile,

OTOAMV T€ TOTEWNV AvaAABOV Kol TEAAG KOAACOG ELOVTOV NAGUNY TavToyoDd. o1 08
EVTLYYAVOVTEG BVOpOTOL OpDVTEG, Ol LEV AANTNV, 01 0& TT®YOV EKAAOLV, Ol O€ TIVES Kail
QLOGoQOV. €viedlev £uol GUVEPN Kot' OAIyoV TE Kal 0O POVAELGAUEVOV ODTOV 0VOE
€Q° €00TQ PEYO PPOVIGOVTA TOVTOL TOD OVOUATOG TUYETV.

... putting on humble attire and otherwise chastening myself, | proceeded to roam
everywhere. And the men whom I met, on catching sight of me, would sometimes call
me a tramp and sometimes a beggar, though some did call me a philosopher. From this it
came about gradually and without any planning or any self-conceit on my part that

| acquired this name.”?

Having acquired the title “philosopher,” Dio now had to begin thinking like one.

TOAAOL Y0P NPAOTOV TPOGIOVTEC & TL LOL PaivolTo dyadov f) kokdv: dote nvaykalounv
epovtilew VEP TOLTOV, Tva Eyolu dnokpivesBat TOlC EpOTMOGIY. TAALY 0& EKEAEVOV
Aéyelv KaTaoTAVTA €iC TO KOWOV. 0VKODV Kol TODTO avaykaiov &yiyveto Adyewv mepl T®V
TPOCNKOVIOV TOig AvOpmdmolg Koi 6’ MV Epedlov dvivachot Td &uol eatvopeva.

For many would approach me and ask what was my opinion about good and evil. As a
result I was forced to think about these matters that | might be able to answer my
questioners. Furthermore, they would invite me to come before the public and

speak. Consequently it became necessary for me to speak also about the duties of man
and about the things that were likely, in my opinion, to profit him.”

The perspectives which Dio shared with others could have implication as well for his
own personal challenge, the challenge of exile. Key “to liv[ing] a more virtuous and a better
life” (émewéotepov kai dpsvov Piboeton)’ was recognizing the futility of pursuits so dear to
the majority:

KUKOUEVOL O KOl pEPOUEVOL TAVTEG &V TAVT® KOl TEPL TAL OV TA GOV, TEPT TE YPNLOTAL

Kol 00E0G Kol COUATOV TVAS NOOVEG, oi)Ssiﬁ amoAdayfijvol ToOLTOV SVVAIEVOS 0VOE

Elevbepdoat TV anTod Yoy Kabdmep, olpat, T0 Eumecdvta €ic Tag divag eilodueva
KOl TEPIGTPEPOUEVA KOl OVY 014 T€ AmMaALOyVaL THG SIVICEMG.

7213.10-11; trans. by Cohoon (1939).
7313.12-13; trans. by Cohoon (1939).
7413.13; trans. by Cohoon (1939).
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They all are being thrown into confusion and are swept round and round in the same

place and about practically the same objects, to wit, money and reputation and certain

pleasures of the body, while no one is able to rid himself of these and set his own soul

free; just as, | fancy, things that get into a whirlpool are tossed and rolled without being

able to free themselves from the whirling.”

The futile pursuits of money and reputation were naturally less accessible during a period
of exile. As previously noted, Dio’s banishment compelled him to put on “humble attire (cToAv

tameviyy),”

and when others saw him they “would sometimes call me a tramp and sometimes a
beggar” (ol p&v aAiv, ol 8¢ Troydv éxdiovv).”” There was little opportunity to acquire money
or a good reputation. Yet Dio still could proceed confidently though a humble exile, because he
was not at all restricted from pursuing the life that others so often failed to attain. He could
pursue a life with a soul set truly free. He could live an unburdened life, free from futile pursuits
and in no way impeded from pursuing qualities virtuous to all no matter what their
circumstances: “temperance, manliness, and justice” (co@pocvvny 8¢ kal avopeiov kai
ducaiocvvny).’

The benefits of exile could be many. It could help free one from futile pursuits and in no
way needed to impede a focus on virtue. Whether or not such benefits were foremost in Dio’s
mind as he initially reflected on the fact that he was an exile, he was open from the beginning to
the notion that exile need not be as bad as so many presume.

1618 §” OVV, &mel e pevyey E50EgV, E0KOTOVY TOTEPOV HVIMG YOAETOV TL KoL SUGTUYES

€in 10 g PLYTiC MG KaTd TNV TAV TOAADY d0Eav, §| TavTa Td ToldTa ETEPOV TL TEMOVOEY,

Omoilov AeyYOUEVOV £0TL TEPL TNV HOVTEIAY TV TOV YOVAIK®V £V TOTG 1pols. Ekelvar yop
BdAOV Tiva 1 AMBoV aipovcat 6Komodoty &v ToVT® TTePl TOD TPAYUATOG 0L TLVOAVOVTAL.

7513.13; trans. by Cohoon (1939).

76 13.10; trans. by Cohoon (1939).

713.11; trans. by Cohoon (1939).

78 13.32; trans. by Cohoon (1939). In noting the positive qualities one should pursue and in exposing the futile
pursuits so often treasured most, Dio did not imply that he easily succeeded at maintaining a proper perspective.
Instead, he presented himself as also in need of encouragement: “While I was uttering these and similar upbraidings
of all others, but first and foremost of myself. . .” (tadta koi Td TordTA TOVG T GAAOVG drovTog Kol PdAloTo Kol
TPATOV EUOVTOV KOTOUEUPOUEVOS . . ., 13.14); trans. by Cohoon.
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Kol O TG pev adtdv eooct yiyvestat kodeov, taic 8¢ Papdv, g unde Kivijoor duvachon
padimg. Mn dpa kKai 10 eevyey Koi 10 méveshat Kol yhpag on Kol vOGog Kol mivTo To
ToldTa TOig pev Papéa @aivetar kol yoAend, Toig 6° Ehappd T€ Kol eDKoAa

... 50 | began to consider whether this matter of banishment was really a grievous thing

and a misfortune, as it is in the view of the majority, or whether such experiences merely

furnish another instance of what we are told happens in connection with the divinations
of the women in the sacred places. For they pick up a chance clod of earth or a stone, and
try to see in it the answer to their enquiry. And, so the story goes, some find their clod
light, while others find theirs so heavy that they are not able even to move it easily.

“May not exile after all,” I thought, “and poverty, yes, and old age too and sickness, and

all such things, appear heavy to some and grievous, but to others light and easy?”"

Dio was suggesting that the mere fact of exile need not be burdensome. Just as women in sacred
places, so the story went, would lift a particular clod of earth and mysteriously find it difficult or
easy, so exile by definition need not inevitably be difficult. Rather, the very experience which
some viewed as torturous could also be handled with equanimity.

Later in the same discourse, Dio emphasizes this perspective yet again. Dio notes an
occasion where Apollo encouraged Croesus, king of the Libyans, voluntarily to leave his country
and go into exile. When Apollo did this, he reassured Croesus that such a flight was no disgrace,
Reflecting on this incident, Dio observes, “Then next the thought came to me that exile is not
altogether injurious or unprofitable, nor staying at home a good and praiseworthy thing” (ék 6¢
TOVTOL £veBupoOUNV OTL 00 TAVTOG 1| PLYT PAAPEPOV 0VOE AGVUPOPOV 0VOE TO HEVELY
ayafov ki moddod dEov).8 This had to be the case, thought Dio, because surely Apollo would
not have commanded Croesus, a devout man, to do something injurious to himself.

Exile, Dio concluded, need not be injurious. To the contrary, one could live the life of an

exile with optimism. In fact, so optimistic could Dio be about exile that, later in life, when he

7913.2-3; trans. by Cohoon (1939).
80 13.8; trans. by Cohoon (1939).
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was on the verge of recounting additional details about his separation experience to the citizens
of his home town of Prusa, he stopped himself. His reason for stopping is striking.

10 8¢ mepi ToVTOV KaO ExacTov Adye yoduat eivon Teptrtodv mop” GANOIG Yap UOALOV

YLYVOOKETOL TODTO KO TOYYAVEL 0OENG Kol TIURG THG TpoonKovoNg: ap LUV 0¢ av

de€&im ToVv Tiig VYN YPOVOV, 0VK 0dVpechal e PNGEL TIC, TOAD & LAALOV

araloveveohat.

But to speak of these things in detail | think is superfluous, for these matters are better

known among other men and enjoy a renown and honour which is their due, whereas if

| narrate in Prusa the course of my exile, men will say, not that I am lamenting, but far

rather that | am boasting.%!

Dio was afraid that his perspective on exile might come across as boasting. He had not simply
survived the experience. He felt that he had conquered in the experience. Exile could free one
from pursuits so common to man yet futile. Exile did not impede the pursuit of things
uncommon to man, virtues to be valued.

For Dio, though, another key factor stood out in his sense of conquest. He credited the
divine as giving him confidence as an exile. The divine played multiple positive roles. First,
Dio believed the divine to be in control of the broader circumstances, capable of increasing or
lessening the burden of exile and so making it possible, as earlier mentioned, for exile to be light
and easy:

un dpa kai to eevye Kol tO méveshorl Kol yRpog 01 Kol vOcog Kol TavTo Td ToodTo T01g

uev Papéa eaivetor kol yohend, Toic &' ELappd T Kol eDKoAo: EKeT PEV I0MC KATH TNV

10D Tpdrypotog Stopopdy ELappivovtog Tod Sarpoviov T Bapog, Eviadda 8¢, otluot, Tpog

TNV 10D YPOUEVOL OVVOLLY KOL YVOUNV.

“May not exile after all,” I thought, “and poverty, yes, and old age too and sickness, and

all such things, appear heavy to some and grievous, but to others light and easy? For in

the first case perhaps God lightens the weight according to the importance of the matter

in question, and in the second case, | imagine, to suit the strength and will-power of the
afflicted one.”®

81 45.2; trans. by Crosby.
82 13.3; trans. by Cohoon (1939).
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Not only did he believe the divine to be monitoring circumstances and gauging the
challenge according to the strength of the individual. He also viewed the divine as a source of
strength and help in challenging situations. As Dio described how he bore up under exile —
particularly as one victimized by the vicious hatred of Domitian — he notes both what he did not
do and what he did do:

Kol TodTo 00 OTEdmV adTOV 0VE TNV EYOpav mapartovpevoc, dAAd £pedilwv GvTikpug

Kol T0 TpooovTa Kokd, po Al’, 00 uéAlmv viv Epeiv 1j Ypayety, AALL sipnK®dg 1jon Kol

YEYPOPOC, KOl TOVTOV TAVTO)T] TV AOYOV Kol TOV YPOUUAT®V GVvImVy, 00y VIO poviog

Kol Amovoiag TadTa TPATTEWY EMOPOUEVOS, AAAL KpeiTToVL TEMOBMG duvdpet Kai fonbeiq

Th mopd @V 0@V, Ng Katappovodotv ol ToAlol kai avaeelii vouilovotv

... and this too without fawning upon him or trying to avert his hatred by entreaty but

challenging him openly, and not putting off until now, God knows, to speak or write

about the evils which afflicted us, but having done both already, and that too in speeches
and writings broadcast to the world, not being goaded by madness or desperation to do
these things, but trusting in a greater power and source of aid, that which proceeds from
the gods, though most men scorn it and deem it useless.®
Dio was comfortable standing his ground, retaining his sense of personal justification, and even
aggressively promoting a point of view rejected by the emperor because he had confidence in
something bigger than both him and the emperor. He retained his sense of victory amidst a saga
of persecution because he was confident the greatest of all power was on his side.

Dio could be optimistic in the face of exile for multiple reasons. Exile could help set one
free from the futile quest for money and reputation and pleasure. Exile impeded in no way one’s
pursuit of virtues like temperance, manliness, and justice. Exile was opportunity for the
powerful divine to support one seemingly threatened by powers far inferior.

It is not surprising that one so confident in the face of exile was ready — even eager — to

instruct the very ones who may have viewed him as an outcast. Though his status as an exile

may have implied that he was in need of redirection, Dio demonstrates that quite the opposite

83 45.1; trans. by Crosby.
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was true. Others should imitate him. The “exile” wanted those accepted in society to join his
position outside of societal norms.

ot o1 Kol £yw Encipouny daréyesbot Popaiolg, £meldn pe ékdiecay kol Agysv
NElovy, 0 kotd Vo Kol TPEIG dmodapuBavov év malaicTpalg Kol TEPITATOIG: 0V Yap NV
duvatov obtmg €v Ekelvn T TOAEL GVYYiyvesOat: TOAAOIC Te Kal A0pooLS gig TODTO
ouvviovaty, 8Tt déovtan Tadelng KPEITTovog Kol EMUELESTEPAC, €1 LEALOVGIY EDJAIOVES
g€oec0at T@ vt kot aAnOgiay, AAAL U1 dOEN TAOV TOAGDY AvOpOTOV, BoTEP VOV €1 TIg
adToVG petancioet kai S18aEgt mapalafav 8Tt ToOTOV pev 00déV oty dyaddv, Dep GV
onovdalovat kai taon tpobuvpia kKtdvTal, Koi vopilovoty, 6o Gv TAEim KTHcwmvTaL,
T0600T® duevov funcesbot Kol HoKapidTEPOV:

And thus it came about that | too endeavoured to talk to the Romans when they had
summoned me and invited me to speak, but I did not take them by twos and threes in
wrestling-schools and cloistered walks; for it was not possible to meet them thus in that
city; but when a great number had gathered in one place, | would tell them that they
needed a better and more carefully planned education, if they were ever to be happy in
truth and reality and not merely in the opinion of the majority, as was now the case; that
if anyone should win them to this view and take them in charge and teach them that not a
single one of those things is a good to which they devoted themselves and which they
strove with all their zeal to acquire, in the belief that, the more they acquired, the better
and happier their life would be . . .24
Dio had pursued a course which distinguished him from the majority. As Whitmarsh
noted with Musonius, in many respects it was true for Dio also that his “decision to philosophize
had already condemned him to a kind of exile from society.”® But Dio did not conclude that
exile, whether physical or of a more conceptual sort, in any way diminished the correctness of
his views. He felt he was right, and he wanted others to embrace his perspective.
In seeking models for Josephus, a man who also positioned himself within a society so
different than he, Dio Chrysostom offers another helpful pattern for comparison. While in many

ways similar to his instructor Musonius — for example, Musonius also had noted that exile in no

way impedes a man’s pursuit of authentic virtue — Dio does spotlight a particular new factor

84 13.31; trans. by Cohoon (1939).
8 Whitmarsh (2001) 145.
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which contributed to his optimism. He explicitly cited the role of the divine in his positive
perspective amidst even the worst of challenges. He believed the divine to be in control of the
broader circumstances of life. He also viewed the divine as a source of help in difficult times.
This conviction, along with the other techniques he employed to support himself in exile, made it
natural for Dio to claim a sense of victory even when things were not going well. He claimed
victory personally. He confidently promoted his perspectives more broadly. This confident man
who highlights the role of the divine serves well as an additional template against which 1 will

compare Josephus.

As Dio reflected his instructor Musonius’ approach to exile in many ways yet also
offered some distinctive emphases, so Favorinus, a student of Dio,2® presents a similar pattern.
Favorinus embraces exilic views which mimic those of Dio. Yet he too offers something unique.

Favorinus lived from approximately AD 80 to AD 160. Philostratus reports that his
home city was Arelatum (modern Arles), on the Rhéne River in southern France.®” He was a
prominent orator. While this prominence likely preceded the reign of Emperor Hadrian, it drew
significant imperial attention during his reign. Hadrian, who is characterized by Dio Cassius as
an insatiably ambitious man,® wanted to be better than everyone at everything.

0 8¢ O1 POAVOG aHTOD SEVOTUTOC £C TAVTOG TOVG TIVL TPOEXOVTOS DV TOAAOVG UEV KOOETAE

oLYVOLG O¢ Kol ATDOAECE. BOVAOUEVOS YOP TAVI®V &V TAGL TEPLETVOL EUICEL TOVG &V TIVL

VIEPAIPOVTOAG. KAK ToVTOV Kol TOV Paovmpivov Tov [addty 1év 1€ Atoviciov Tov

Muc1ov o0 GOPLoTAG KOTAAVELY Emeyeipel TOTG T€ GAAOLS KOl LAAIGTO T® TOVG

AVTOYOVIGTAS PV EaipeLy, TOVG HEV UNdEVOG TOVG OE PpayvuTdtov Tvog d&iovg dvtag:

His jealousy of all who excelled in any respect was most terrible and caused the downfall
of many, besides utterly destroying several. For, inasmuch as he wished to surpass

8 Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 490.
87 Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 489.
8 Roman History 69.3.2.
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everybody in everything, he hated those who attained eminence in any direction. It was
this feeling that led him to undertake to overthrow two sophists, Favorinus the Gaul, and
Dionysius of Miletus, by various methods, but chiefly by elevating their antagonists, who
were of little or no worth at all.®

Initially Hadrian employed indirect retribution. Hadrian worked to sideline Favorinus by
elevating unworthy competitors. Nevertheless, while Favorinus’ prominence and skill clearly
had annoyed Hadrian, still there were no significant consequences applied directly to Favorinus.
In fact, even in a moment of confrontation, Favorinus seemed to emerge unscathed. Dio Cassius
explains:

Kai 0 Paovwpivog pEAMA®V Ttap” avTd Ttepl Thg dtedeiog fiv &v i) matpiol Eyxev Néiov
dikacacOat, bVrotomnooag Kol ELattwbnioesOot Kai TpocvPpiodnoecbar, EoNADE pev £ 10
SikacTiplov, eine 8& 00dEV dALO fi 811 “0 S18AcKAAOC LoV dvap TR VOKTOC ToHTNG
EMOTAG Ol EKEAEVLTE AEITOVPYETY TH] TATPIdL MG Kal EKetvn Yeyevvnuévoy.” Adplovog o€
TOVTOV eV, Kainep dybecbeic ooy, Epsicato, undepiov edloyov 0AEOpoL kAT aVTOV
apopuny Aofav:

And Favorinus, who was about to plead a case before the emperor in regard to exemption
from taxes, a privilege which he desired to secure to his native land, suspected that he
should be unsuccessful and receive insults besides, and so merely entered the court-room
and made this brief statement: “My teacher®® stood beside me last night in a dream and
bade me serve my country, as having been born for her.” Now Hadrian spared these
men, displeased as he was with them, for he could find no plausible pretext to use against
them for their destruction.®

Even in that moment of confrontation, Hadrian chose not to satisfy his envy by bringing
an unjustified consequence on Favorinus at that time. Hadrian’s restrained response toward

Favorinus contrasts with the reaction in Athens. The city was furious at Favorinus because of

8 Roman History 69.3.3-4; trans. by Cary (1925).

% Dio is directly identified as Favorinus’ teacher by Philostratus in his description of the same event: “‘O Emperor,’
he cried, ‘I have had a dream of which you ought to be informed. My teacher Dio appeared to me, and with respect
to the suit admonished and reminded me that we come into the world not for ourselves alone, but also for the
country of our birth. Therefore, O Emperor, I obey my teacher, and I undertake this public service.”” (“&vimviov
pot,” Een “® Pociried, yéyovey, b kai mpdg 6& ypn) eipficOon: Emotag yap pot Alov 6 S186ckarog Evovditet pe Drp
¢ Sikne Aéyov, 8Tt i avtoic udvov, GAAG Kol Toic TaTpict yeyovapey: dmodéyopat 81, & Pacthed, T
Aertovpyiov kai 1@ didackdr® meibouon,” Lives of the Sophists, 490); trans. by Wright.

1 Roman History 69.3.6 — 4.1; trans. by Cary (1925).
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this incident, angered by what they perceived to be actions on his part that should justly have
made him Hadrian’s enemy. Precisely what angered them is elusive. It may have been
Favorinus’ initial efforts to avoid making a financial contribution for the public good. Perhaps
the cleverness Favorinus employed to dodge an anticipated rebuke from the emperor galled
them. Whatever the case, Philostratus reports, “The Athenians however took the affair seriously,
and, especially the Athenian magistrates themselves, hastened in a body to throw down the
bronze statue of Favorinus as though he were the Emperor’s bitterest enemy” (AOnvaioig 6
deva £paiveto Kol cuvOpapOVTEG aOTOlL LAAGTO 01 €V TEAEL ABnvoiotl YoAKR v gikéva KatéRorov
10D GvSPOC MG TOAEMMTATOV TH oToKpTOpt).%?

While the Athenian action might make Hadrian appear temperate in comparison, the
previously cited quotation from Dio makes it clear that Hadrian really was upset at Favorinus —
“displeased as he was with them” (kainep dybecbeic opiow). Dio gives every indication that if
Hadrian could have found a pretext, he would have employed it. The only thing restraining him
was perceived lack of opportunity.

It would seem that at some point later in Hadrian’s reign, opportunity presented itself.
Hadrian would become angry at Favorinus and exile him. Some propose, however, that in fact
this did not happen — Favorinus, they suggest, was never exiled. This claim is not
inconsequential, as | argue that Favorinus is one of the ideal templates for Josephus, in part,
because he actually experienced exile. Considering challenges to that contention, then, is
critical.

Claassen offers one of these contrary claims. She writes, “Dio Chrysostomus’ pupil

Favorinus of Arelate was reputed to have been of the third generation of Stoic exiles; perhaps he

92 Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 490; trans. by Wright.
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merely wrote on exile.”®® Claassen is not the only one who has questions. Swain opines, “I am
inclined to dismiss the exile.”®* The door to such skepticism swings significantly on what
appears to be a summary observation presented by Philostratus. Speaking of Favorinus,
Philostratus says,

dapopdg 6& ot TPOg Adplavov Pactiéa yevouévng ovdev Emabev. ‘Obsv g Tapddoéoa

Enexpnopumost T® £ovtod Piw tpia tadta: Faddtng dv EAAnvilewy, edvodyog v poryeiog

kpivesOa, Pactiel daipépecton Kai (.

Though he quarreled with the Emperor Hadrian, he suffered no ill consequences. Hence

he used to say in the ambiguous style of an oracle, that there were in the story of his life

these three paradoxes: Though he was a Gaul he led the life of a Hellene; a eunuch, he
had been tried for adultery; he had quarreled with an Emperor and was still alive.*®

Philostratus’ characterization certainly leaves the door open to the conclusion that
Favorinus suffered no consequences of any sort, including no exile. But his characterization
does not slam the door shut on such a possibility. Admittedly, the phrase “he suffered no ill
consequences” (ovdev £mabev) could seem categorical. It appears to suggest that Favorinus did
not suffer anything at all in connection with his relationship with Hadrian. Yet the larger context
recommends caution with respect to such a categorical interpretation.

In the third of Favorinus’ paradoxes — “he had quarreled with an Emperor and was still
alive” — he clearly has in mind the extreme consequence of tangling with an emperor, death.
Favorinus presumes that those who would hear his paradox would presume that his interaction
with the emperor should have resulted in the ultimate penalty. Yet still he lives. Might this

allow, then, for the conclusion that Philostratus’ seemingly categorical “he suffered no ill

consequences” is also speaking more narrowly about what all might have expected to happen to

9 Claassen (1999) 66; italics mine.
% Swain (1989) 157.
% Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 489; trans. by Wright.



252

someone who crossed the emperor like Favorinus did? In other words, Philostratus is saying,
“He suffered nothing — i.e. he did not receive the normal consequence for his actions, death.”

Bowersock, who does hold the position that “the exile was by no means a secure fact,”%
nevertheless expresses openness to the possibility that there was in fact an exile. He agrees that
to make such a case, “It becomes necessary to give special weight to the verb ‘live’ in Favorinus’
paradox: he quarreled with an emperor and lived, that is to say — he survived.”®” Such emphasis
leaves the door open to this interpretation, that Favorinus quarreled with an emperor and did not
die, but that need not imply that he emerged unscathed. The door is open to a consequence less
than death, a consequence like exile. That line of thought would dovetail with the observation
that Favorinus’ “suffering nothing” (ovdsv £mabev) need not suggest that he suffered absolutely
nothing at all, but that he did not suffer the ultimate penalty. Admittedly, Bowersock views
“ovdev Emabev” as a more difficult phrase to account for. He is less willing to allow for the
interpretation that “suffered nothing” leaves the door open to some kind of penalty, but just not
the ultimate one. While less willing, he nevertheless does acknowledge the possibility: “A
similar construction [to that employed with “lived”] may perhaps be put on ovd¢v €mabdev, but
less easily.”%

Swain is not so agreeable. Appearing to react to such a line of thought, Swain opines:
“To what does Philostratus’ ‘he suffered no harm’ refer? It is suggested that it means exile (as
opposed to death); that is stretching matters.”%® Pessimistically, one could view Swain’s

perspective as effectively calling into question the actual exile of Favorinus, and consequently,

removing from the philosopher the sense of authority that comes with one who has experienced

% Bowersock (1969) 36.

% Bowersock (1969) 36; italics original.
% Bowersock (1969) 36.

9 Swain (1989) 154.
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such suffering personally. Optimistically, one might note that for Swain to acknowledge that a
particular interpretation is a stretch is at the same time an acknowledgment that Philostratus does
not categorically deny the possibility of exile for Favorinus.

Swain has additional arguments challenging the possibility. He asserts, “No ancient
testimony alludes to exile. The absence of a report in Philostratus is in fact particularly acute.”%
Though this observation is useful, it remains an argument from silence. The issue of Favorinus’
exile remains unsettled.

There is a point which Swain makes, however, which he feels does settle the issue, and
categorically so. Swain believes that it was impossible for Favorinus to be an exile in the way
that others propose because if he was, one of the statements Favorinus allegedly makes could not
possibly have been true. Swain observes that in Favorinus’ essay ITepi pvyijc,**t “[Favorinus]
talks confidently of his future progeny (toig 6¢ &€& éuod yevnoouévorig), who will look to Chios as

the land of their father (9.1-3, 385 B.). This man could not be Favorinus.”'%? According to a

100 Swain (1989) 155.

101 Hereafter referred to as On Exile.

102 Swain (1989) 156. Note that Swain reports his citations “by papyrus column and line and the pages of
Barigazzi’s edition” [Swain (1989) 156, footnote 26.] Future references from Favorinus’ On Exile will employ the
methodology used by Whitmarsh, who explains, "1 have used the chapter system of Barigazzi, rather than the
unwieldy papyrus column numbers” [Whitmarsh (2001) 302]. Also, with respect to Swain’s linking of Favorinus’
exile to the island of Chios, Claassen notes that placing Favorinus’ exile on the island of Chios requires some
speculation: “Favorinus quarreled with Hadrian and retreated, perhaps to Chios.” [Claassen (2001) 66; italics mine.]
However, the speculation required seems minor. Support for the Chios connection is found in On Exile 16.3. In a
larger section that explains how family relationships can make exile more difficult, Favorinus notes how true friends
do not hesitate to follow the one they care about. “And as for Theseus, do you think he would have hesitated to
traverse the paltry sea between Mimas and Chios, given that he willingly sailed with his friend to Acheron, and sat
with him on the rock of Lethe, and was uprooted thence against his will, thanks to Heracles’ aggression?” (®nogig
8’ v dkvijoai oot dokel | £mi Xiov ék Mipavtog pikpay Odlaccav nepotdoactar, ¢ kol Tov Ayépovio Td ilm
éxav Euviémher kai i tiig Anbaiog TéTpag Evvekadnto, évitedbey 6¢ Gxwv Vo tic Epaxiéovg Biag E€avéattn;)
[Trans. by Whitmarsh (2001). Greek from Barigazzi (1966).] The implication seems clear. Theseus had no known
reason himself to travel to Chios. Theseus’ significant sacrifice in that he sailed with his friend to Acheron intends
to highlight the relative smallness of a trip from the mainland to Chios, presumptively because that is where
Favorinus was. In fact, just a few lines later, in On Exile 16.4, Favorinus speaks about someone who would claim to
be his friend and asks whether such a friend would “for himself willingly forgo my company when both nature and
law allow it to him” (££0v ad|t® amod Tiig PHoEmC Kal TV vOu®V, KOV TiG | £ufic cuvovGiag aDTOV ATOGTEPNOEL).
[Trans. by Whitmarsh (2001). Greek from Barigazzi (1966).] Favorinus seems clearly to be speaking of his own
location, the place where one might enjoy his company, and a friend’s willingness or unwillingness to visit him
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proposed chronology of Favorinus’ exile, Swain feels that Favorinus would have been far too old
when he was released from exile to physically have children. If truly an exile, Favorinus could
not have talked confidently about progeny. Since he does talk about progeny, that must mean
that he was not an exile.

Swain continues to pursue his claim that there was no actual exile. In characterizing
Favorinus’ On Exile as a whole, he says:

The speech is a fine example of characterization and impersonation - hence the

circumstantial details - and no more. One can imagine its effect as Favorinus “charmed

his audience with the resonance of his voice, the suggestiveness of his glance, and the

flow of his words” (VS 491).1%3
Swain thus views Favorinus’ speech as made up. While he does offer some additional elements
to his argument, the absoluteness with which he speaks of the impossibility of “toig 0¢ €& guod
yvevnoopévols” applying to Favorinus stands out. As noted, Swain’s primary concern appears to
be his view that this phrase implied that Favorinus would have children in the future. If in fact
Favorinus was born around AD 80, and if Favorinus’ exile ended after Hadrian’s death in AD
138, Favorinus would have been close to 60 years old when he finally could have had
opportunity again to father children. Swain believes that this phrase necessitates a speaker who
is not “too old.”'% The likely dating of Favorinus’ life, then, is seen as posing an
insurmountable obstacle to the claim that Favorinus experienced actual exile.

It might appear that such a line of thought would settle the issue. Clearly, some propose,

Favorinus could not have been an actual exile. Yet presumptions upon which the proposed

incongruity rests merit further consideration. Three presumptions in particular seem vulnerable.

there. This reinforces the conclusion that his most recent mention of Chios was not random. Rather, it was his own
location, the place where he could be visited.

103 Swain (1989) 157.

104 Swain (1989) 156.
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I will list them here and treat them in more detail below. First, the proposed dilemma presumes

~99

that the “€pod” In “1oig 0¢ €€ éuod yevnoouévols” speaks of Favorinus. Context leaves the door

(1P ~99

open for this “éuod” to be part of a quotation that Favorinus’ is referencing. Second, even if
Favorinus is referring to himself with the possessive pronoun, the proposed dilemma presumes
that he is speaking about himself in reality and not simply presenting a more generic argument
into which he places himself for rhetorical purposes. Finally, if the phrase is speaking about
Favorinus in reality, the proposed dilemma presumes that the phrase must refer to first-
generation children from the body of Favorinus.

None of these three presumptions is inevitably true. First, regarding the person to whom
the “éuod” is referring, context reveals the complexity of answering that question.

Loyilouevog 82 evpickm oSV Etepov ovoav 1 &v 1) ol TpdYovoL UGBV KoTdKNoav 1
Siétpryav. ‘Ot yap odk &v 1 avtol &yevouedo, Sfilov ék TovTov: ToALol Yap £TépmOL
vevvn0évteg £tépav matpida vopilovoty. &l 6& T1odT0 €6tV maTpig, TO cVVNOeC TOig
TPOYOVOLS Ywpiov, Ti 81 oyl Tfj avthi yvodun ki tavmy ekntéov, dv [1] to viv
SratpiBopev; moAd yap ékd[otm dyyuté]po &v 1) avtdc Tic oikel | &v T ol Tpdyovol avtod
dr[noav, Toig 8e &€ £nod yevnoopévolg 1 vt aitio kod moAd ducaftotépa Thv] Euny
avoaykaiov évotaitnow matpido wotelv . [ .. ] . ad [8 ll.]¢ vredéato mevyovra. Todto O
AéoProg Axaiog Aeyet, afvnp me]pi [v]e v matpida prroctopydtatoc.

On reflection, however, | discovered that [my fatherland] is nothing other than the land in
which my forebears settled or resided. That a fatherland is not the country in which we
ourselves were born is clear from the following: many people, though born elsewhere,
regard another land as their fatherland. If our fatherland is this, the territory to which our
ancestors have become accustomed, why by the same token should we not also love the
country in which we currently reside? After all, the land in which one dwells is much
closer than that in which one’s ancestors dwelled, Toic 8¢ 8 &uod yevnoopuévorct® will
have the same reason (or even more just cause) to make my enforced dwelling-place their
fatherland [because they] received me [hospitably] as an exile. Such are the words of
Alcaeus of Lesbos, a man most devoted to his fatherland.””*%

105 The Whitmarsh translation of the phrase in question will be supplied as the argument is developed further. Swain
would translate this “and my future progeny.”
106 On Exile 10.1-2; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
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While none of what Favorinus states in this section has been found in known fragments
of Alcaeus,'% Favorinus clearly attributes elements of what he has just said to Alcaeus. It seems
reasonable to suggest that in some fashion the words that precede this attestation may represent
cited ideas, either direct or paraphrased, from the poet of Lesbos. If borrowing from Alcaeus
played some role in “toic ¢ €€ £uod yevnoopévorc,” no longer need the phrase apply directly to
Favorinus. Favorinus could be representing sentiments of another man who had experienced
exile yet need not have ended up too old to have children. With such an interpretation, no longer
would this phrase be supposed evidence of “impersonation” on the part of Favorinus.
Consequently, there would be one less reason to presume that Favorinus’ exile must have been a
mere literary construction.

Admittedly, one cannot demonstrate with certainty that the phrase came from Alcaeus. A
second possibility for interpreting “toig 6¢ &€& £uod yevnoouévols” involves recognizing that
Favorinus may not have been speaking about himself “in the flesh,” but he may simply have
been using himself as a theoretical example for a larger point which he felt applied universally.
He was speaking about fatherland. He explains that the common definition of fatherland is the
place where one’s ancestors made their home. For many, that is true. But for some, their
birthplace — the home of their ancestors — does not remain what they consider to be their
fatherland. They move. They set up their home in a different place. A new “fatherland” has
been established.

One can look at exile in a similar way, says Favorinus. He was living in a new land.
That land was much closer to him than the land in which his ancestors had lived. Those who

would be descendants of Favorinus would have even more reason than he to consider his current

107 Whitmarsh (2001) 309.
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abode their home, as his new land had received him with open arms. Any descendants would not
only be living in this new place because their ancestor had been exiled there; they might also
have extra reason to stay, because the original inhabitants were so welcoming.

But does not this line of thought imply that Favorinus would have children? Favorinus
appears to explicitly say that those who are born to him — his descendants — will have good
reason to consider his new exilic home their own. He will have individuals born to him. He will
have descendants.

This phrasing leads Swain to observe that Favorinus would have been too old for that.
But there is another way to view Favorinus’ reference to himself at the end of this reflection on
what constitutes a fatherland. Consider the following restatement of the passage (On Exile 10.1-
2), which highlights the shifting of persons — from first person to third person and back again,
and from definite to indefinite and back again — in a larger flow of “general truth.”

I discovered that fatherland is where my ancestors settled (as opposed to where they were

born). Fatherland is not where we ourselves were born. Many regard another land as

fatherland. Why shouldn’t we love the land we live in? For nearer is that place to each
one in which someone himself lives than the place that someone’s ancestors lived, and
to those who will be born to me belongs the same reason to make my compulsory home

[their] fatherland.1%8

Notice the sequencing — first-person singular definite, first-person plural indefinite, third-
person plural indefinite, first-person plural indefinite, third-person singular indefinite, first-
person singular definite. Admittedly, Favorinus begins this sequencing by speaking personally
with a definite pronoun. But every other grammatical-subject reference that follows is indefinite

until the phrase under consideration — “toig 6¢ €& £uod yevnoopévors.” While this ought not be

presented as the only possible interpretation, it seems reasonable to suggest that Favorinus is

108 personal translation and synopsis.
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working to highlight a general truth, and he makes it personal at the end not to draw focus to his
own life situation, but simply to personalize a lesson that is a general one. The fact that he
finishes off this section by then referring to Alcaeus — noting that these ideas belong to someone
else — seems to highlight the “general truth” nature of this section even more.

If the phrase “10ig 6¢ £€ £éuod yevnoouévoig,” then, is not intended to draw attention to
Favorinus’ personal situation, but is simply a personalizing focus in the midst of a generalizing
statement, this can help address Swain’s concern that Favorinus was too old to have children. If
Favorinus was generalizing, then he was not even raising the issue of whether or not he
personally would have children.

One additional important detail offers further support for the proposal that “generalizing”
may have been what was on Favorinus’ mind. lronically, this additional evidence initially
proposes a dilemma more challenging to overcome than the old age dilemma which Swain
presents. In the end, however, a pathway for rebutting Swain’s concerns is paved even more
smoothly.

There is an issue Swain does not appear to raise which would bring one right back to the
dilemma he poses, that “toig 8¢ €& éuod yevnoopévorg” could not possibly refer to Favorinus.
Favorinus was born with a unique physical condition. Philostratus reports that Favorinus “was
born double-sexed, a hermaphrodite” (Sipung 8¢ £téxOn kol dvdpodnivg).1®® Given that the
particular label Philostratus applies does not represent a detailed medical diagnosis, one does not
know from the term itself whether or not Favorinus had the ability to father children.
Philostratus does go on to say, however, that Favorinus viewed it as a paradox that “though he

was . . . a eunuch, he had been tried for adultery” (edvodyog v porysiog kpivecOon).!? One

109 philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 489; trans. by Wright.
110 philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 489; trans. by Wright.
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might view this statement as implying that Favorinus was a hermaphrodite who was impaired
reproductively.

While a rebuttal of Swain’s concern regarding old age may not ultimately depend on that
involved interpretative argument which notes sequencing between definite and indefinite
pronouns, Favorinus’ status as a hermaphrodite seems to make more attractive this particular
“general truth” interpretive approach. If Favorinus’ physical condition prohibited the fathering
of children, he certainly would have known that, and his readers quite possibly would have
known it too. If in fact he was not able to have children, and that was well known to him and to
others, then a reference to himself in the first person with regard to progeny clearly had more a
rhetorical than a literal sense. Such a reference surely would not have been seen by him or his
readers as a personal reference, implying that something could happen that really could not — the
fathering of children. This would simply have been a personalizing touch in a context which
always had been intended to convey a general — not primarily personal — point. Referring to
himself individualized the argument, but it was not intended to make his own personal capacity
the arbiter of whether or not the argument was true.

Adelmo Barigazzi, who has produced the critical text of On Exile, offers this footnote in
connection with the phrase in question: “It is a saying/proverb to speak in that way, because the
speaker knew that due to his physical condition, he was not able to have children . . ., or, if he
had experienced the thing, he wanted to pass along to posterity the opposite of that which was
known at the time.”**! In the final portion of this reference, Barigazzi leaves the door open to yet

another option that will be considered next. But for the moment, he makes it evident that he too

111 Barigazzi (1966) 444. Footnote on Column 9, 2. Personal translation. Original Italian text: “¢ detto cosi per
dire, perché I’oratore sapeva che per le sue condizioni fisiologiche non poteva aver figli (cfr. testim. 1), o, se ha
avvertito la cosa, ha voluto tramandare ai posteri il contrario di cio che allora era notorio.”
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can see the phrase “toic 6¢ €€ £uod yevnoouévolc” as being used more generally. He says that it
is a saying, a proverb, a general statement. Favorinus need not be playing with make-believe.
He can simply be speaking general truth in a personal way.

Barigazzi does not only affirm the possibility that Favorinus is speaking general truth.
He leaves the door open to another option as well. In the course of suggesting that Favorinus’
statement about progeny may have been more proverbial than actual, Barigazzi begins with the
premise that Favorinus could not have children because of his physical condition. Barigazzi,
however, does not view that as an inevitable scenario. He postulates, “If [Favorinus] had
experienced the thing . . . ” (in other words, if in fact he did have children . . .).

If Favorinus’ hermaphrodite condition did not in itself prohibit the fathering of
children,'*2 it is possible that children were fathered by Favorinus sometime earlier than the later
writing date Swain presumes. This door appears to be left wide open by Favorinus’ description
of those currently with him in his exile: ... my parents and sister are dead and | am living
abroad with my remaining household . . . (oi pév tebvact éyd 8¢ cOVv i Aourf] oiki|q
amodnu®).1t3 While “remaining household” need not inevitably imply children, it certainly
allows for and maybe even suggests it.

So, perhaps he was too old to have any more children when he wrote On Exile. But the
future concept embedded in “toic 8¢ €€ £uod yevnoopévolg” could still apply to him, referring
not to his first-generation children but future descendants from those children — his grandchildren

and great-grandchildren. These progeny could still properly be spoken of as “who will come

112 swain himself does not appear to categorically deny this possibility. He focuses on old age as the prohibitive
factor rather than something else.
113 On Exile 13.3; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
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from me.” Whitmarsh’s translation, shared earlier but with the phrase in question left
untranslated, reads this way in full:

After all, the land in which one dwells is much closer than that in which one’s ancestors

dwelled, and my future descendants (toig o€ €€ £uod yevnoouévoig) will have the same

reason (or even more just cause) to make my enforced dwelling-place their fatherland

[because they] received me [hospitably] as an exile.!'4
Whitmarsh considers it legitimate to translate yevnoopévoig as “descendants” rather than
“children.” With this approach as well, then, the seeming categorical objection that Swain poses
is set aside. The words “toic 6¢ &€& éuod yevnoouévolg” can legitimately apply to Favorinus as an
actual exile.

In sum, not all believe that Favorinus was actually exiled. Some feel quite strongly about
this conclusion. Swain feels that the words “toig ¢ €€ £uod yevnoouévols” present an
insurmountable barrier to viewing Favorinus’ exile as authentic. As | have attempted to
demonstrate, the barrier would not seem insurmountable. The evidence available does not
exclude the possibility that Favorinus experienced actual exile.

At the same time, it is a completely different thing to offer indications that in fact
Favorinus’ exile did occur. The strongest evidence for Favorinus’ exile comes from Favorinus
himself. In Barigazzi’s reconstruction of the opening lines of Favorinus’ On Exile, which are
filled with lacunae, Favorinus says:

[ad 7 I1.] ounv kév t1c v[r]omtev[o]n z[n]v | [An0eiav] Todde Tod A[Oyo]v w[¢ én’

aralfo]veiq | [kai &t &v] mepig[t]d[oet] Tivi dxaipw €mi [@]i[Aodo&ia E]luykeu[évov.] &l

yap avtog pev | [tva pot maplakerev[opall, adtog 8¢ 6 ned[op]el[vog Ttadt]a (vel

Ta0T]0) Opdo, [Eymd] obtmg Exm dc p[épw] | [tpdog Ta Ta]povta. [dAL’] d¢ Towmg Tig kal

n[ena]y| [devpuévoc deeAnbijvar foor[e]Ton, 63 6 Ad[yoc] | [yéypamtan, tva yévn]ton 1y

yvoun BePoy/[otépa Tpog Kapov. Eym yap] yoduon Epav|[tov Tapéymv Tapdderypo

glmdei&on 61t [a]v | [Exaotog dvOpwmoc avtd @ A]oym opun[v] | [rdcav katéyot kol
ndong ko]tappoviceie | [Evupopdc. kai o kai tvec] apéder . . . 10

114 On Exile 10.2; trans. by Whitmarsh.
115 The unreconstructed text as transcribed by Barigazzi: “[ad 7 11.] oyunv xé&y 11 v[n]onted[c]n =[M]v | [ad 7 I1.]
1009 100 A[0yo]v w[¢ én” dhal[o]veia | [ad 7 I1.] meprac . . [ .. ] vt dxaipo €xi[ . Ju| [ad 7 II. Eluyxe[évov.] &l
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[. . .] even if someone were to suspect [the veracity] of this essay, thinking that it is
composed out of imposture [and a desire for glory] in some inopportune circumstance.
For if | am addressing [certain] exhortations to myself, nevertheless | shall be the one to
obey them and act in this way, it is | who am in a position to bear my situation [with
dignity. But] this essay [has been composed in view of] the possibility that someone,
perhaps even [an educated person], might require [help, so that] his will [might become]
surer [in the face of his circumstances.] For | think [that by using] myself [as an
example] I can prove that [every man might rein in] his emotions and disdain [every
misfortune, thanks to this very essay.] . . .11
The state of the text is unfortunate. Yet if Barigazzi’s reconstruction is fair and — given
the context of the rest of the essay — even probable at least as far as sense, these introductory
statements find Favorinus speaking as a fellow sufferer of the circumstance he is about to
describe. He will talk extensively about exile. He describes himself as experiencing this very
thing. He says, “It is I who am in a position to bear my situation.” As a consequence, he speaks
of himself as “addressing [certain] exhortations to myself.” Favorinus is experiencing the
situation he intends to talk about — exile. It is no surprise, then, that he views himself as needing
the encouragements that he is about to share with others.
Should the lacunose nature of this particular portion of On Exile suggest that the

argument itself for Favorinus’ exile may be weak, further quotations from the essay support the

thrust of Barigazzi’s reconstruction. Favorinus says,

yop adtog uev | [ad 5 1. maplakeiev[opall, avtog 8¢ 0 med[op]g|[vog Tadt]e dpdo[m, Eyd] obtmg Exw d¢ e[épw] || .
... 10 a]pdvto. [GAN] dcicogtigkain] ... ]| [ad 10 IL]gA[ . . . . Jou BoOA[e]rar, 3¢ O Ao[yoc] | [ad 16 11.] Tox 7y
yvoun BePor | [ad 21 11.] yodpan Epov|[tov ad 17 1. £JmdeiEon 6t [a]v | [ad 19 I1.] td A]dyw opuny | [ad 20 11.]

Ko ]tappovioete | [ad 21 11.] duélet. .. When comparing the reconstructed text with the original unreconstructed
text, note that the mepiao in the original transcript becomes a mepig[t]a in the reconstruction. This may be a
typographical issue. Also, sometimes letters that are dotted as uncertain in the original transcript lose their notation
of uncertainty in the reconstruction. Again, this may simply be typographical. A few other minor critical markings
are different in the original transcript as compared to the reconstruction, but none of the deviations is significant.
(For example, an opening bracket before Eupeopdc is missing in the reconstruction. In that case, the change seemed
an evident error and | reinserted the bracket for clarity.)

116 On Exile 1; trans. by Whitmarsh; italics original. Greek from Barigazzi (1966). Whitmarsh footnotes his
translation of this first chapter by saying, “This chapter consists largely of a translation of Barigazzi’s reconstruction
of the lacunose beginning of the papyrus.” [Whitmarsh (2001) 303.]
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gyo v[ov vmel]Efar o0 BA®] i amfo]ka]pvett | W’ gnfotpivemv o]vk £y [edmpo]yiaig
névov o0dg | &[AJroug, [d]omep tivég, [Toyonc, d]AAd koi &v TovTolg | T[o]Ad pndAkov sivalt
c0O¢ ka]i év[e]mdei&acOau.
Now | do not want to give up, or grow weary of, exhorting myself, either in good
circumstances alone nor, like some, in other situations; rather, even in this state, | would
rather be wise and display my learning.'8
Favorinus desires to do something positive “even in this state” (xoi év Tovtoic). While that
phrase alone is ambiguous, the immediate context indicates that the condition referred to — this
state — is something negative. The negative state repeatedly addressed in this essay is exile. It
would seem most natural to see Favorinus speaking here about his unfortunate state, that he too
is an exile.
Favorinus becomes more explicit. In beginning his discussion about what place one
properly considers his fatherland, he says,
NV 6¢& matpida | EIA® peV [Kal ad]T0g 00EVOG deDTEPOC Kl | EKMV aDTHG OVK v TOTE
dmeleipOnVy- dolyilopevoc 8¢ evpiokm 008EV Etepov obloav 1 &v 1) ol Tpdyovor U@V
Katdkn|oov 7 SiTpryoav.
And I too love my fatherland: my love is second to no one’s, and I should never have left
it willingly. On reflection, however, | discover that it is nothing other than the land in
which my forebears settled or resided.'*°
Favorinus’ words “and I should never have left it willingly” (xai | ék®v avtiig ovk &v mote
aneieipOnv) seem definitive. He is speaking clearly about departing from his home country. He
explicitly states that this was not a willing departure. While one might theoretically suggest that

this departure was for some other odd reason — for example, that he was sick and had to find a

better climate for his health — such a suggestion would so violate the larger context so as to be

117 Bracket positioning reflects Barigazzi text.

118 On Exile 5.1; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966). For another example of this type of evidence,
see On Exile 5.2

119 On Exile 10.1; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
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untenable. Favorinus has been and will continue to be speaking about exile.'?® Favorinus is
describing himself as experiencing the very thing that he is discussing.

Finally, Favorinus highlights even more clearly the unwilling nature of his current status
by contrasting it with adventurous roaming that was a part of his life as a young man, in the
process explicitly identifying himself as one experiencing exile: “As for me, however, my life
even before my compulsory exile was mostly spent roaming around many parts of the earth and
the sea, and in meetings abroad with foreign men” (duoi 8¢, @ koi Tpd THC dvaykaiog eLYRC TO |
TAgioToV 10D Biov dva ToAla pépn YA te | Kol Bakdoong avopdv e dALoOpO®V EkdT|otg
gmueiog avérotar).t? What he did as a young man was completely by his choice. What he
was experiencing now was compulsory exile (tfg dvaykaiag euyfic). He was separated from his
homeland by force. He was an exile.'?2

Claassen was open to the possibility that Favorinus never experienced exile. Swain is
convinced it never happened. In evaluating arguments claiming to challenge the authenticity of a
Favorinus exile, it would seem that none of those arguments is unassailable. To the contrary,
there seem to be good and reasonable explanations for details viewed by some as calling into

question his exile. On the other hand, Favorinus himself leaves no doubt that he is presenting

120 To offer one example, in a section where Favorinus is comparing the attitude an exile should have with the
attitude athletes have as they compete in games, he notes the reality of competitors. In exile, there will be many
challenges to overcome. He then says, “You must not despise them: quite the opposite, you must try to overcome
them with your will, as if to pay them back for all the mortal illusions, desires, [ . . . ], emotions and appetites that
burden all other occasions and now wish to render exile itself more difficult” (kai o0 ypn|kata@povelv a[vt]dv, dALL
Tovvavtiov | tepdcBat drepPafi]écBat @ ppovi|uatt, domrep dvti tlac|@v TV dvBpo|reiny SoEDV T Kai
EmBopudv k[a]i[ . . ]| pov kol opudv kol opé&ev, ot o1 tdg | te dAlag dndoag uvtuyiog Emeo[p]|tiCovot kal vdy
0V QUYRY avTHY | YaAetoTEPaV E0EAovoy drodsucviletv, On Exile 5.1); trans. by Whitmarsh; italics mine. Greek
from Barigazzi (1966). The focus of Favorinus’ essay is clearly exile.

121 On Exile 13.2; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).

122 Favorinus refers to his personal exile quite explicitly in other places in On Exile. In 14.1 he notes that locals can
consider him a foreigner and a stranger. In 28.1 and 29.2 he describes his exile as occurring on an island.
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himself as an exile, and there is no compelling reason to view that presentation as anything other
than an authentic description of something he experienced personally.

As one who actually experienced exile, then, Favorinus serves as yet another good
example — in addition to Musonius and Dio Chrysostom — of one who can speak about exile with
the credibility that comes from personal experience. In addition, Favorinus also mimics his
philosophical forebears in their optimistic perspective while in the midst of exile.

Favorinus’ path to victory follows, in significant ways, the trails blazed by his teacher
and his teacher’s teacher. As both Dio Chrysostom and Musonius reflected key features of
stoicism in their approach, it is no surprise to find Stoic elements in the philosophy of Favorinus
as well. Claassen places the perspective of Favorinus firmly in this philosophical camp as she
asserts, “Dio Chrysostom’ pupil Favorinus of Arelate was reputed to have been of the third
generation of stoic exiles.”'?3

Other details, however, might lead one to wonder whether Favorinus was instead a
Skeptic and not a Stoic. Aulus Gellius, a Latin author of the second century AD, characterizes
the skeptical school of philosophy and then describes a connection Favorinus had with this
approach.

Quos Pyrronios philosophos vocamus, hi Graeco cognomento ckentikoi appellantur; id

ferme significat quasi quaesitores et consideratores. Nihil enim decernunt, nihil

constituunt, sed in quaerendo semper considerandoque sunt quidnam sit omnium rerum
de quo decerni constituique possit. . . . Indicia enim rei cuiusque et sinceras proprietates
negant posse nosci et percipi, idque ipsum docere atque ostendere multis modis conantur.

Super qua re Favorinus quogue subtilissime argutissimeque decem libros composuit,

quos Toppwveiov Tpdénmv Inscribit.

Those whom we call the Pyrronian philosophers are designated by the Greek name

okemtikoi, or sceptics, which means about the same as inquirers and investigators. For

they decide nothing and determine nothing, but are always engaged in inquiring and

considering what there is in all nature concerning which it is possible to decide and
determine. ... they deny that proofs of anything and its real qualities can be known and

123 Claassen (2001) 66.
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understood, and they try in many ways to point this out and demonstrate it. On this

subject Favorinus too with great keenness and subtlety has composed ten books, which he

entitled moppwveiot Tpémot, or The Pyrronian Principles.t?*

Aulus Gellius credits Favorinus with a vast work which explored the principles of
skepticism. Admittedly, however, simply writing about a philosophical approach does not
inevitably imply embrace of that approach. In this respect, Philostratus offers helpful
information. When listing texts that he feels are either properly or improperly attributed to
Favorinus, Philostratus concludes:

TOV 0€ &l T ADPW Kol TOV VIEP TAOV LOVOUAY®V Kol TOV VIep TV Paraveiwv yvnoiovg

1€ dmopovouedo koi g0 Evykelévoue, Koi ToAAD POV TOVG PIAOGOPOVUEVOLG ODTH

6V AOYyoV, OV dpiotot oi ITuppdveiot: Tovg yap TTuppoveiovg Epektikode dvag odk
apoapeitot kai to dwdlev dvvachal.

But the speeches On One Untimely Dead, and For the Gladiators, and For the Baths, |

judge to be genuine and well written; and this is far more true of his dissertations on

philosophy, of which the best are those on the doctrines of Pyrrho; for he concedes to the
followers of Pyrrho the ability to make a legal decision, though in other matters they
suspend their judgment.*?®
Like Aulus Gellius, Philostratus attributes a significant work on Pyrrho to Favorinus. However,
Philostratus makes evident that Favorinus wrote multiple other works which described various
philosophies. Of all those Favorinus had composed, Philostratus felt that Favorinus’ work on the
doctrines of Pyrrho was the best.
This observation by Philostratus supports, then, the measured characterization of

Favorinus as offered by Jessica Berry. She simply notes that Favorinus was “an author of

skeptical arguments.”?® We know that Favorinus wrote about skepticism, just as he wrote about

124 Attic Nights 11.5.1-5; trans. by Rolfe (1927).
125 philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 491; trans. by Wright.
126 Berry (2010) 27.
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other philosophies. To classify him as a skeptic philosopher, however, would go beyond the
evidence.

It is no surprise, then, to discover that skepticism plays no obvious role in Favorinus’
philosophical perspectives on exile. As noted earlier, stoicism does appear to influence his
arguments. This is evident in Favorinus’ view that humans should be accepting of all the
circumstances they confront in life, whether seemingly positive or negative. He writes:

NUETS 8¢ dyoavaktioopey &v Td tod Piov dpdjuatt melBduevorl @ dmavtog TovdE ToD

kOGO | momtii 0@, Sav moTE eV EpyovTag mote | 8& uyddag, moté 8¢ mAovsiovg avoig

8¢ mévn ||*%7 [rag kekevn Huéc vrolkpiviac]Oar; kafi E]v [név dpyoig te kol S]uvacTeiong
dvreg | [ol broxprroi Aaumpoi] kai evdaipoveg silv[ou] v[op]o[dow] Be[Bat]a té mapdvia
nyov|uevo[y], év 8[¢ dvompayia]ig kai puyaig kako|daipoves [d¢ Tavtov d]rtectepnuévor,

| 601" 00 oyfuoTo[c pnév olkevnv kol Tpocw|nsiov petofeP[AficOo, o]i 8¢ adroi sivan
&v]|do0ev, domep cw[p]aftio]

What of us? Is it obedience to the poet'?® of the whole cosmos if, in life’s drama, we
complain when he bids us play now rulers, now exiles, now wealthy men and now
paupers again? Do actors consider themselves egregious and blessed when they are in
their kingdoms and tyrannies, judging their present circumstances secure? Do they
consider themselves forlorn of everything when they are in the midst of disasters and
exiles? Do they not consider, rather, that they have changed the style of their clothing
and their mask, that their true selves reside within, like little bodies?*?

Favorinus’ first point, then, in encouraging acceptance of exile is that the outward
circumstances of life do not fundamentally change a person. The essence of who someone is
remains constant no matter what the role. Happiness and sadness ought not depend on the

costume and mask one is wearing at the time. Rather, one can find contentment simply in

playing well whatever role has been assigned.

127 || = Indicator of new column in Barigazzi’s text.

128 It appears that the term 0@ is left untranslated by Whitmarsh. One might translate momtfj 0e@ “the divine poet”
or even “the divine maker.” The translation “poet” does fit the acting context well, even as the concept of “maker”
would not militate against that context. Perhaps Favorinus wished both thoughts to resonate.

125 On Exile 3.3; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
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®Hote obTE | Uy 0bTE TAAY A povi, ovte dtipio obTe T, obTe Adikia <obte —, oVTE
Elevbepia> obte dovAeia, oite TAoDTOC 1) mEvia | dyada T Kokd, AL 1) LEV TOVTOV €iG TO
déov ypi|oig dyadn, 1 8& €ig TO un déov Kaxm.

So it is not exile and remaining at home, nor loss of honour and honour, nor injustice and
<justice, nor liberty and> slavery, nor wealth and poverty that are good and bad, but the
proper handling of these things is good and the improper bad.*°

The ups and downs of life are not determinative of success. Rather, how one makes use of these
moments is the critical marker of conquest. Specifically, one has opportunity in all
circumstances to exert self-control.

| Aapmpovodpar éketvolg paddov | 811 £tépwv Npyov § Toig viv, &av v’ duav|tod ap&ot
SvvnOeig (fimep peyio aplym Nv) Vepdvem yévopol TV Sevdv;

Shall I pride myself more on my past, because | held a position of power over others,
than on my present, if I can show power over myself (which is the greatest form of
power), and master my sufferings?*3!

By highlighting acceptance of one’s situation and focusing on virtuous behavior — in this
case, self-control — in the midst of that situation, Favorinus follows in the footsteps of Dio,
Musonius, and others:

QLYNG 8 av kol Etepot | [01” dAAag a]itiag koToppovicatey, GAL’ O [Z1] |[voredg
Awyéving kei K[pla[tng [0 ®nPlefiog kai] | . . [ad 10 II.] wt[no]g [«a]i[ad 11 1] | . ...
Kol 0 Tv]ppnvog Movomviog kateppd[vn] |o[av odtol] o picel tdv matpidwv 000
Ex[0pa] | [tdv opet]epmv moltdv, A T TapdvTa | wraicpotol® mdvio O¢ davOpdmva
domalope[voli. . . . botig &’ dpetiig Epiepevog €v toig Totjovro[ic] evbuueital, avToOg pEV
ikavog mpoc[3£]Eac|[0]aft], evevesTatoc 8¢ kai dAA® EvpPoviedoat 0 Adly® pdvov,
AL Kol T@) OiKElW Tapadeiypott | TPOTPET®Y . . .

Different people may show contempt for exile for different reasons, but Diogenes of
Sinope, Crates of Thebes, [Chrysippus of Soli], [Dio of Prusa], and the Etruscan
Musonius show contempt for it out of neither hatred of their father lands nor enmity
towards their fellow citizens, but because they accepted as part of the human condition all
the circumstances that befell them. ... The man who shows equanimity and aims at
virtue in such a situation is capable of dealing with matters himself, and also most

130 On Exile 24.4; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
131 On Exile 13.3; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
132 A dot should also be under the iota.
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suitable for advising someone else too, not just verbally but also exhorting him with his
own example . . .13

134 \who, as earlier

These words of Favorinus do match the sentiment of his teacher Dio
noted, observed this: ““May not exile after all,” I thought, ‘and poverty, yes, and old age too and
sickness, and all such things, appear heavy to some and grievous, but to others light and easy?’”
(un &pa kai 1O Pevyey Kai 1O TEveshHal kail yiipog o1 kol vOGOS Koi TAVT T TO1DTO, TOIG HUEV
Bopéa paivetar kod yaremd, Toic & eAappd e kai ebkoia-).1*> Musonius speaks in a similar
vein: «. .. if you are that good man and have his virtues, exile will not harm or degrade you,
because the virtues are present in you which are most able to help and to sustain you” (&i pev
dya00¢ £l 0vTOC KO TOC ApeTiG EYELS, 0VK &V 6e PAAMTOL 1| PUYT) 0VS v TamEWVOIN, TOPOVIOV VE
TV OEELETV Kai Emaipetv péoto Suvapsvav). 3

They speak with one voice. Musonius, his pupil Dio, and Dio’s pupil Favorinus conquer
in exile by accepting whatever circumstances they face and by viewing challenging
circumstances as opportunities to exemplify the virtues they have always held dear.

Recognizing that virtue can shine in all circumstances, even in exile, was one key piece
of Favorinus’ path to victory in the face of such challenge. Favorinus also attributed an
important role to the divine. In this respect, Favorinus largely mimicked Dio. Dio viewed the
divine as being in control of the broader circumstances. He saw the divine as capable of

increasing or decreasing the burden of exile. Favorinus also viewed the divine as responsible for

giving benefits and for taking them away.

133 On Exile 2.1; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).

134 Admittedly, the inclusion of Dio in the reconstruction of Favorinus® On Exile 2.1 text is speculative.
Nevertheless, Dio’s own words would legitimize his inclusion in a list like this.

135 13.3; trans. by Cohoon (1939).

136 jx, 50; trans. by Lutz.
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&l 84 Tilva kol Saveicavteg NIV TPOC Kapdv ddvTeg, olov TOC TLAG TE Kol SO0 Kol
apydic kai mAodTov | Kai odpa odTd, TEAY ob EEfKovTog Tod ¥pdvov dlratticaisy,
GyOVOKTHOOUEY KOl TTPOG TOV SAVEIGTNV | Ayvouovioouey, 6Tt dpa, Toco0T® ¥pove NUiv
TapAGyAV Toig avTod dvamoradoat d6e mempopévov fv, kol dAkolg fovieton
petadodvar kol daveioat,

If [the gods] make us certain loans, such as honours, reputations, offices, wealth, and
civic rights, giving them in season but recalling them when our time is up, shall we grow
angry and grudging towards our creditor, because he has allowed us to enjoy his

possessions for such time as was fated, and wants instead to loan them to someone
else?t¥’

While Favorinus acknowledged the broad control the divine exercised, he did not view
the gods as disinterested in his personal situation. Like Dio, who saw the divine as a source of
strength and help, so Favorinus believed that divine assistance was available, and specifically for
those who were virtuous. He highlights this as he discusses whether location makes a difference
when calling upon the gods:

K]aBoAov 6 mepi pev Bedv oVt | xpn dlavoeicbat, Mg avdpi puev Tovnpd Kol &|dikm

ovdap[od] vrakovcOUEVMY, EGV TE Ev T} | Tatpidl avToig edymTon £4v €, MO AvLoTHVY,

gylyvtdro mélag tod ovpavod, 1 [€]av v Tpoig, Ev|fa patota, mg ‘Ounpog Aéyet, Oeoi
avOpmmotg | dpincag: . . . avd[pit® & alyadd | xoi 6cim [tovg Beode dm]avtayod

[Omaxovooué][voug

Generally as regards the gods, you should consider that they are likely to heed a

wretched, unjust man nowhere, whether he prayed to them in his fatherland, whether as

close as one can get to heaven, or whether in Troy, where, as Homer says, gods mixed

with men. . .. But the gods will pay heed everywhere to a good and pious man . . .
Favorinus suggests that if an exile is good and pious, the gods will be on his side. While

outward circumstances might imply separation, the divine source of help is within easy reach.

There is reason to be optimistic. There is reason not to lose hope when one is an exile.

137 On Exile 22.1; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
138 Barigazzi’s manuscript has odv[pi, an apparent typographical error.
139 On Exile 13.3; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
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So far Favorinus has followed the track of Musonius and Dio. Victory in exile comes as
one is willing to accept any set of circumstances, all the while maintaining virtue. Victory is
gained when one recognizes that the divine is controlling all things, and an exile can comfortably
submit to that plan. In addition, victory is assisted as the divine is readily available to offer help.
But there is one more thing Favorinus discusses, an emphasis unique from his philosophic exilic
ancestors. Favorinus chooses to offer hope to those who are exiles by reminding them that there
is an eternal reward, one enjoyed after this life comes to an end.

When considering the role that ongoing existence after death can play in offering
optimism to exiles, one must distinguish between two distinct concepts of immortality. First, an
exile can believe that he will achieve immortality simply because his words will endure beyond
his death — he will live on in an abstract sense in his poetry or prose. Second, an exile can foster
optimism as he focuses on the hope of a better personal existence after death. His current
circumstances may be filled with trouble, but he is looking forward to a better life on the other
side.

Claassen, in addressing the relationship between exile, death, and immortality, highlights
that first type of immortality. She notes that with an author like Ovid, “poetry has power to
immortalise.”**® Such perspective on the future can bring benefit to an exile in the moment of
their trouble:

In the Roman world, exile and death were closely related. Because exile frequently

served as preemption of or substitute for the death penalty, it was often portrayed in

literature as the virtual equivalent of death. Yet even in banishment, intimations of
immortality often served to lighten some exiles’ lot.}4

140 Claassen (1999) 244.
141 Claassen (2001) 11.
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Ovid closes his Metamorphoses with just such a focus, offering as a last word his hope
that his words will last forever:

lamque opus exegi, quod nec lovis ira nec ignis
nec poterit ferrum nec edax abolere vetustas.
Cum volet, illa dies, quae nil nisi corporis huius
ius habet, incerti spatium mihi finiat aevi:

parte tamen meliore mei super alta perennis
astra ferar, nomenque erit indelebile nostrum,
quaque patet domitis Romana potentia terris,
ore legar populi, perque omnia saecula fama,
siquid habent veri vatum praesagia, vivam.

And now, | have completed a great work,
which not Jove’s anger, and not fire nor steel,
nor fast-consuming time can sweep away.
Whenever it will, let the day come, which has
dominion only over this mortal frame,

and end for me the uncertain course of life.
Yet in my better part | shall be borne
immortal, far above the stars on high,

and mine shall be a name indelible.
Wherever Roman power extends her sway
over the conquered lands, | shall be read

by lips of men. If Poets’ prophecies

have any truth, through all the coming years
of future ages, 1 shall live in fame.142

The exilic author Ovid looked forward to living on through his poetry. Favorinus,
however, while he surely has lived on in his writing, was speaking of something different when
he spoke of a future after death:

gav 0¢ me1|0opevog g[vyvouoveg] £xme, kKaAdg kol dntaioteg | Tov Tod Piov d[pouov

g€]avooag tij éxeivov mpolvoia emPnos[t & tov] Mpéva éixkhvotov eddot|poviac, )

ekpnoe[t xa]i ta Tahon O[pv]rovpeva Hlveiov ted[ilov [ay]aba dyet . . .

If you consent [to the cosmic governance of Zeus] and show equanimity, you will

complete the course of life well and without mishap, thanks to your foreknowledge of it,

and will arrive at the sheltered harbour of happiness, where you will disembark, and see
the long-renowned benefits of the Elysian plains . . . 13

142 Ovid, Metamorphoses 15.871-879; trans. by More (15.1288-1301).
143 On Exile 27.2; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
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Having described what a proper perspective on life is, particularly as an exile, Favorinus points
his readers to their ultimate destination. While details of that existence are unmentioned, it
seems evident that Favorinus is referring to a positive conscious existence after death which can
serve as an encouragement to exiles facing challenge in their current lives. Admittedly,
Favorinus does not explore any nuances to his personal convictions in this regard.'**
Nevertheless, for purposes of characterizing his approach to exile, it seems fair to conclude that
some sort of positive eternal future was viewed as relevant to an exile’s optimism. A look to
one’s postdeath future contributes to an exile’s appropriate sense of conquest in the face of
difficulty.

Favorinus’ perspective on exile mimics in many ways the perspectives offered by Dio
and Musonius. He promotes an acceptance of one’s circumstances and the importance of virtue.
He promotes a confidence that the divine remains in control and that the divine is ready to help
those who are good and pious. Favorinus also charts his own course in an important way,

choosing to focus on an additional element, one’s postdeath existence.

Overview of the exilic path
In a first-century Roman world so familiar with exile, repeated philosophical efforts were

made to overcome its negativity. Three philosophers in particular stand out as ideal templates
for characterizing Josephus’ approach in the midst of his “virtual exile.” Musonius, Dio
Chrysostom, and Favorinus not only presented optimistic views with regard to exile, but they did

this while concurrently experiencing the challenge of exile personally.

144 He does draw attention to the longevity of the convictions that he is tapping into: they have been “repeated over
and over again for a long time” (méla1 O[pv]hovpueva). Also, he highlights the goodness ([dy]aOa) of the anticipated
experience.
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Musonius maintained his optimism by focusing on positives in the face of negatives,
emphasizing that virtue can thrive even in the face of difficulty, and finding peace in the fact that
exile itself is not an accurate determiner of the rightness or wrongness of an exile’s views. Dio
mimicked in many ways these perspectives of Musonius, even as he also focused on the role of
the divine. The divine controlled the larger circumstances of life, including exile. In addition,
the divine was ready and willing to help the exile in his challenging circumstances. Favorinus
followed the path paved by his philosophical predecessors, accepting his circumstances,
promoting the continued exercise of virtue, and depending on divine assistance. But he
emphasized an additional element, his expectation of an eternal reward.

The perspectives of these three Greek exiles will now serve as a template against which
the views of Josephus can be compared. In so many ways, the “virtual” exile tracks the footsteps
of those physically exiled, footsteps which follow a path not of pessimism but of optimistic

triumph.
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CHAPTER 5 - Josephus Follows the Path to Victory

Josephus, an exile of thought
While the status of Jews in the Roman world of the first century AD is admittedly

complicated and often inconsistent, there is a thread visible in much of the evidence that exists.
Jews faced risk. By embracing a theological culture that contrasted so significantly with the
philosophy and convictions of those that surrounded them, Jews stood out. When non-Jews
contemplated such a distinctive culture — and in particular the exclusivist nature of Jewish
theology — it was possible for non-Jews to perceive a rejection of their own religious culture.
While this perception may have been difficult to verbalize and, on the part of some, may have
been little more than an ill-defined instinct, it could feel like an authentic threat. While various
factors could determine whether and how non-Jews reacted to this perceived threat, for Jews a
sense of risk remained. Even absent a physical manifestation of the theological/philosophical
tension, the reality of this dichotomy between Jewish religious culture and non-Jewish religious
culture remained.

Josephus, as one who embraced the uniqueness of the Jewish religious culture, naturally
stood out as well. While in so many ways he had gone further than most in his integration into
the non-Jewish world, nevertheless his beliefs distinguished him from so many strangers, so
many neighbors, and even so many of his friends. Imposed physical exile was never a
consequence of his distinctiveness vis-a-vis Roman society, but that did not mean Josephus was
not an exile. As earlier noted, Whitmarsh observed with respect to Musonius:

Exile plays a metaphorical role in this connection: Musonius is not merely

topographically relocated, but also conceptually isolated from the norms and conventions
of regular society. In a literal sense, the Emperor banished him from Rome for practicing
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philosophy; at a deeper level, Musonius’ decision to philosophize had already condemned
him to a kind of exile from society.*

In a similar way, Josephus’ determination to devote himself to the God of Israel can
appropriately be viewed as consigning Josephus to a “kind of exile from society.” Whitmarsh
reinforces his perspective that convictions have the power to make one an exile: “The
philosopher, divorced by his insight and education from a parochial worldview is, by definition,
always already an exile of sorts.”

When one exists as an exile, that status can weigh like the burden of a punishment. Or,
as in the case of the three exiles highlighted in the previous chapter — Musonius, Dio
Chrysostom, and Favorinus — heartfelt convictions can overcome separation-induced pain.

These three philosophers did respond to their exile in striking fashion. While others may have
viewed them as losers, they confronted apparent defeat by boldly laying claim to victory.

This feature of their response to exile positions them as a template against which the
approach of Josephus to his “exile-of-thought” status can be compared. As one whose customs
and theology had been marginalized in much of the empire and whose people had been militarily
crushed in AD 70, Josephus had every reason to be pessimistic about the convictions of his
people. His de facto exile could have weighed like the burden of a punishment. This is not what
we see. Josephus is not pessimistic in the least. In his writings, all of which were composed
after the destruction of Jerusalem, he gives no hint of feeling less confident about his

convictions. To the contrary, he is so bold as to recommend that others learn from him an

appropriate view toward life. He displays acceptance of life’s circumstances, promoting a path

1 Whitmarsh (2001) 145.

2 Whitmarsh (2001) 146. Also, Sarah Cohen, in a chapter entitled “Cicero’s Roman Exile” in J. F. Gaertner’s
Writing Exile: The Discourse of Displacement in Greco-Roman Antiquity and Beyond [(2007) 109-128], discusses
how exile can be a state of mind rather than actual physical separation from one’s home.
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of confident optimism no matter what the situation. He presents the God he serves as the
determiner of events and as his personal source of guidance and assurance. He holds on to the
certainty that those who have a proper perspective on life and an understanding of the divine can
look forward to a future that transcends life, and even death.

The three philhellenic philosophers claimed victory in exile. Josephus also claimed
victory in exile. While Josephus would not have embraced all perspectives of the three
philhellenic philosophers — in key respects their theological views did not mimic his own — yet in
many ways he followed the pathways they each employed to claim victory. His following of
their pathways need not have been conscious direct imitation. Rather, identifying parallels in
their pathways intends simply to highlight that both the philosophers and Josephus viewed
themselves in similar fashion relative to the dominant authority or surrounding culture in play.
They chose not to view themselves as others might view them. They found confidence, instead,
in higher principles and convictions.

I will now compare the pathways of each of the three philosophers to Josephus’
approach. As we see Josephus following these pathways, we also see Josephus mastering the art
of exile, that art of conveying via writing what outward circumstances might argue against: that

the conquered had actually conquered.

Following the pathway of Musonius
The pathway Musonius paved to victory in exile employed a number of different features.

He emphasized positives in the face of negatives. He exemplified Stoic acceptance of his
situation, noting that virtue is not impeded in the least by challenging circumstances. Finally, he

observed that exile itself is not a good indicator of the rightness or wrongness of an exile’s
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views. Each of these optimistic perspectives served to affirm that Musonius, though an exile,
was in no way the loser. Rather, he was overcoming in the face of exile.

Josephus followed in Musonius’ path by also emphasizing positives in the face of
negatives. His largest work, the Antiquities (c. AD 94), was a twenty-book history of the Jewish
people which started with “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth” (év dpyf
gxticev 0 0e0¢ TOV 0Vpavov kal T yijv)® and concluded with events in the twelfth year of Nero,
just as the Jewish war against the Romans was beginning.* This conclusion to his history could
leave the reader with little but a sense of foreboding. In addition, other elements of Josephus’
story describe great troubles faced by the Jewish people. Yet Josephus is nothing but optimistic
as he prepares his readers for his lengthy account. In his prologue to the Antiquities, he
characterizes all that he is about to write:

10 GUVOAOV O& HAMGTA TIS v €k TaVTNG LaBot Thg ioTopiag €0eAncac avtnVv deAbelv, dTL

101G pev Beod yvoun katakoAovfodot Kai Ta KaAdg vopodetndévta urn ToAudot

napafaivery Tavta katopBodtor TEpa ToTEWS Kol YEPAG VdOLOVIO TPOKELTOL TTOPAL
0goD- k0’ ooV &’ v ATOGTMO!L THG TOVT®V AKPPODS Empeleiog, dmopo LEV yiveTol TA

TOPIUA, TPEMETOL O €1G CLUPOPAS AVNKESTOVS O TL TOT &V MOG AyaBov dpav

omoLdAcmoty, 10N Toivuv ToVE EvigvEopuévoug Toig PBATOLS TapaKaA® TV YVOUNY 0@

TPOGOUVEYELY

Upon the whole, a man that will peruse this history, may principally learn from it, that all

events succeed well, even to an incredible degree, and the reward of felicity is proposed

by God; but then it is to those that follow his will, and do not venture to break his
excellent laws;—and that so far as men any way apostatize from the accurate observation
of them, what was practicable before, becomes impracticable; and whatsoever they set

about as a good thing is converted into an incurable calamity;— and now | exhort all
those that peruse these books to apply their minds to God . . .°

What is Josephus claiming? First, he is indicating that not all the history he tells will be

positive. He anticipates that readers might conclude there is good reason for pessimism with

3 Ant 1.27.
4 Ant 20.257-258.
5> Ant 1.14-15.
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regard to the Jewish people or the governance by God of the world. Quite the opposite is the
case, claims Josephus. When such disasters occur, they do not challenge one’s optimistic
perspective of Judaism or of the divine will. To the contrary, such negative events only confirm
the appropriate path to a positive perspective. When one follows the will of the God of Israel
and does not break his laws, many blessings come. But when one chooses an alternative path,
suddenly even those things which would appear inevitably to succeed can turn into calamity.

This was Josephus’ view of divine governance of the world as a whole. But from a
personal perspective, this was also Josephus’ confession of personal optimism. He did not view
himself as one who had chosen an alternate path, a path of apostasy from accurate observation of
God’s law. Rather, he saw himself as a faithful follower of the God of Israel. As a consequence,
he retained personal confidence even if everything around him should appear to go wrong.

This personal optimism is highlighted at one of Josephus’ greatest moments of defeat.
As reported in his Jewish War, Josephus and his men had been militarily overcome at Jotapata in
Galilee. Josephus was considering the possibility of surrender to the Romans. In that moment,
he prayed a secret prayer to God.

Kamedn 1o Tovdaiwv, Epr, DAOV OkAAGOL 00KET GOl T® KTIGUVTL, LETEPT O€ TPOG

Popaiovg 1 TOyn mdow, Kol TV EUNV yoynyv nerléEm T péALovta eimely, didooput pev

Popaiorg tag yelpag kv Kai {®, poptopopat 6& g oV TPoddTNG, AAAL GOG €l

dlaKovog.

And [he] said, “Since it pleaseth thee, who hast created the Jewish nation, to depress the

same, and since all their good fortune is gone over to the Romans; and since thou hast

made choice of this soul of mine to foretell what is to come to pass hereafter, | willingly

give them my hands, and am content to live. And | protest openly, that | do not go over to
the Romans as a deserter of the Jews, but as a minister from thee.””®

6 Jw 3.354.
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Not only did Josephus not view his God as having abandoned him. He confidently moved
forward into a potentially traumatic future confessing that he was God’s servant. He viewed God
as being with him,

In this one example Josephus exemplifies his overriding approach. He contextualizes his
entire history of the Jewish people by explaining that though events reported will be both good
and bad, they will all demonstrate one pervasive and all-encompassing truth — that to follow the
paths God has laid out is to always be on the right side and, ultimately, to have reason for
optimism. Negatives there will be. But the positives transcend any negatives.

Josephus follows in the path of Musonius not only in that he contextualizes negatives
from the perspective of positives. Josephus also has an interesting linkage with Musonius’
appeal to Stoic philosophy. Musonius provided philosophical support for a view of life that can
be accepting of all circumstances — he noted that virtue can thrive no matter what one’s outward
situation; in fact, exile can highlight the power of virtue in one’s own life.” In similar fashion, as
Feldman summarizes, “[Josephus] shared the attitude of the Stoics in accepting the status quo as
that which must be.”® Not only did Josephus demonstrate again and again that he could be
content with circumstances as they were. He lays explicit claim, at least in part, to the
philosophical views of the Stoics. After describing his personal quest as a young man to
evaluate the various sects of Judaistic thought, he presents his ultimate decision and then relates
that association to a Greek philosophical school. “[I] returned to the city. Being now in my
nineteenth year | began to govern my life by the rules of the Pharisees, a sect having points of

resemblance to that which the Greeks call the Stoic school” (gig v ToAv dréatpepov.

ix, 50.
8 Feldman (1998) 566. Feldman goes on to offer a number of specific examples which he feels are evidence of Stoic
resonance in Josephus (566-567).
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gvveakadékatov 6 €1oc Eywv Np&auny te moittevectar tf) Papioainv aipécel katakoAovddv,
nopamMotdc £ott Tii map  “EAAnow toikii Aeyouévn).® As Musonius embraced Stoic
philosophy, so Josephus was part of a sect that had significant similarity to the Stoics.

Not only did Josephus follow Musonius’ path to victory by emphasizing positives over
negatives and by exemplifying a Stoic-like acceptance of events as they played out. He also
embraced Musonius’ view that exile — separation in some respect from the society that surrounds
— is not inevitably an affirmation of society’s views. Musonius highlights that when exile is
unjust, it is not an affirmation of the attitudes which condemned a man to exile, nor is it a
condemnation of the attitudes embraced by the man who is exile. If exile is unjust, the evil rests
solely with the leaders — or the society — which chose to marginalize the exiled victim.*® In a
similar way, Josephus nowhere wrestles with the possibility that his theological/philosophical
positions are less likely to be true because so many do not accept them. Instead, Josephus
repeatedly gives evidence of his confidence in the divine plan. His attitude reflects the belief
that even if it might seem for a long time that pursuing God’s path is of little value, in the end
God’s path will be proven right. Josephus’ reflection on the house of Herod offers one example
of this confident, and patient, perspective:

Bovdopon ovv eingiv &mi pakpdtepov mept te HpdSov kai yévoug adtod m¢ &yéveto, b

HEV Kol 01 TO AviKELY Ti) 1oTopig TOV TEPL AOTAV AdYOoV, Gua 6& Kol TapAoTaoY EXEWV

10D Bglov, Mg 0VOEV MPELET TATIO0C 00O~ GAAT TIG GAKT) TV £V AVOPOTOLG EMTETEVYUEVOV

diya @V Tpog 10 Oglov gvcefeldv,

| have now a mind to describe Herod and his family, how it fared with them, partly

because it is suitable to this history to speak of that matter, and partly because this thing

is a demonstration of the interposition of Providence; how a multitude of children is of no

advantage, no more than any other strength that mankind set their hearts upon, besides
those acts of piety which are done towards God.**

® Life 1.12; trans. by Thackeray.
10x, 59.
1 Ant 18.127.
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For a long time it may have seemed that Herod was prospering and, as a consequence, that Herod
was winning. But in the end, Josephus’ subsequent story makes clear that things did not turn out
well for so many in Herod’s family. Though at one point it may have appeared that the path
Herod had chosen was right, ultimately it was the principles Josephus espoused which were
themselves proven right.

So, seeming to be alone in following a particular theological/philosophical path is not in
itself evidence that one’s path is wrong. A Stoic acceptance of one’s circumstance because one
has a larger perspective need not be evidence of weakness. Though negatives can be a part of
life, one can properly focus on the positives. These claims were made by Musonius as he sought
to recontextualize his personal exile. Josephus followed a similar course, retaining confident

optimism though distinct in such significant fashion from Roman society.

Following the pathway of Dio
Musonius is not the only exiled philosopher charting a path which is paralleled, in

important respects, by Josephus. Dio Chrysostom also set such a course.

Dio, as a student of Musonius, naturally possessed many points of similarity to his
teacher. As Musonius highlighted the capacity of positives to outweigh the negatives in exile, so
Dio also would focus on the positives of exile — for example, that exile naturally separated one
from the pursuit of futile things.'> As Musonius noted that exile offered opportunity for virtues
in a man to shine,*® so Dio also confessed that exile in no way needed to impede one’s pursuit of

qualities properly considered virtuous.** In multiple ways, then, Dio reflects a perspective

1213.33.
13 ix, 50.
1413.32.
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similar to that of Musonius. There is one area, however, where Dio invests significant additional
focus.

While Musonius does refer to the divine in two places in his ninth lecture, “That exile is
not an evil,”*® these references are somewhat tangential and in no way become a focus for
Musonius’ professed manner of handling exile. Dio deals with the divine much more directly.
He confesses the divine to be in control of the larger circumstances of life — the divine can
providentially increase or lessen the burden of exile.® Dio also presents the divine as ready and
willing to assist the human in challenging circumstances.!” For Dio, then, the divine was an
active force playing a significant role in Dio’s capacity to retain optimism in the face of
maltreatment.

This emphasis on the divine finds deafening echo in the approach of Josephus. Dio’s
view that the divine is capable of lightening or increasing the weight of suffering is similar to
Josephus’ confession that God is actively impacting events in the world, providentially exerting
control over world history. Dio’s presentation of the divine as a personal source of help parallels
Josephus’ own presentation of God, addressing his own relationship to the divine and the clear
benefits such a positive relationship entails.

As testimony to Josephus’ view that God is in ultimate control of history, the preamble to
Josephus’ Antiquities stands out.!® Cited earlier when noting that both Josephus and Musonius
emphasize positives in the face of negatives, this preamble encapsulates Josephus’ understanding
of the relationship between God and human events. Josephus is convinced that a providential

God is actively involved in the broad scope of world events. He confesses that for the one who

15ix, 8 & 59.
1613.3.
1745.1.

18 Ant 1.14-15.
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follows his will and avoids transgressing the “do not cross” lines that were established by God in
such excellent fashion, blessing beyond belief will flow from God. But if individuals step away
from the most careful observance of God’s revealed principles, only disaster awaits.

This understanding of the divine is central to the entire history Josephus writes. Josephus
is telling his reader at the beginning of his chronicle, “If you decide to go through this entire
history I have written, this is the lesson you will learn” (10 cOvoAoV 0 HAMGTA TIC GV EK TOOTNG
nédot tiig iotopiog £0sMoac avtiv Sieddeiv).!® Said another way, this characterization of the
divine role in history, though expressed in just 75 words, is intended by Josephus to be the thread
that ties together every element of the 20 books that are to follow in his Antiquities. This
positions Josephus’ view of the divine, and the divine’s providential role in human history, as
central to his composition and concurrently, then, as central to his own worldview. To be
convinced that God is controlling everything for the benefit of those who are in concert with his
will, and then to be convinced that one personally is in concert with God’s will, is to be
convinced that one is on the winning side no matter what. Such conviction inevitably brings
optimism, even if one’s views are markedly distinct from the perspectives of the predominant
culture.

Having indicated at the beginning of the Antiquities that one should expect to see
evidence of God’s providential control of the world, Josephus proceeds to supply that evidence.
It is noteworthy that such evidence is not limited to the Antiquities, where Josephus’
programmatic preamble regarding God and history can be found. The same providential control

is cited and contextualized repeatedly in the Jewish War as well. This view of Josephus, then,

19 Ant 1.14.
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should not be viewed simply as a feature of a particular work. This view is at the heart of
Josephus’ view of life.

Beginning with the Antiquities, Josephus offers both examples of divine benefit due to
faithful observance of God’s law as well as examples of divine punishment when individuals act
improperly. In the circumstances of King Asa, Josephus highlights the positive side of this
providential equation.

King Asa began his rule of the southern kingdom of Judah about 20 years after King
Solomon, the son of David, had died. Josephus describes him in this way:

0 8¢ 1@V TepocoAdpmv Pacideds Acavog fiv TOV TpdmoV Ep1otog kod tpdg 1o Ogiov

BPop®V Koi UNdEV PNTE TPATTOVY PAT EVVOOoDHEVOC, O T TpdC TV eVGEPELay ElyE Kai TV

TOV VOUIL®V QLACKTV TNV dvapopdy. katdpBmaoe ¢ v avtod Pacireiov ékkoyag 1 Tt

movnpoOV Mv &v avth kai kadapevoog dmdong knAidoc.

Now Asa, the king of Jerusalem, was of an excellent character, and had a regard to God,

and neither did nor designed anything but what had relation to the observation of the

laws. He made a reformation of his kingdom, and cut off whatsoever was wicked therein,
and purified it from every impurity.?

Offering an example of Asa’s regard for God, Josephus reports that this godly king faced
an enemy force from Ethiopia, a force which outnumbered his own troops by vast margins. Asa
prayed to God to give him victory.

000¢ yap dAl® Tvi Baponoag Eleyev i Th mop  avTod Ponbdeia duvauévn kol TovS OALyoLg

anepydcachot KpeltToug TOV TAEWOVOV Kol TOVG AGOEVEIS T@V VIEPEYOVTOV ATavTHioN

TPOG Laymv @ Zopoio.

“For,” said he, “I depend on nothing else but that assistance which | expect from thee,

which is able to make the fewer superior to the more numerous, and the weaker to the
stronger; and thence it is alone that | venture to meet Zerah and fight him.”%!

20 Ant 8.290.
21 Ant 8.293.
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Asa’s prayer was answered. “God gave him a signal of victory” (viknv éoipovev 6 06¢),?? and

the army of Asa crushed the enemy. As Asa and his army were returning to the city of

Jerusalem, Josephus reports that they met a prophet along the road. The prophet, Azariah,

accounted for their victory:

dt1L T NG elev ThC vikng mopd Tod 00D TeTVYNKOTES, BTt Stkaiovg Koi dciovg EanTodg
napéoyov Kol mévta Kotd fovAncty Beod temomkoTag.

That the reason why they had obtained this victory from God was this, that they had

showed themselves righteous and religious men, and had done everything according to
the will of God.Z

Josephus then proceeds to discuss two very wicked kings, kings of the northern tribes of

Isracl. He notes how evil King Baasha “did a great deal of mischief to the multitude, and was

injurious to God, who sent the prophet Jehu, and told him beforehand that his whole family

should be destroyed” (10 mAf00g kakd 51€0nKe Kai TOV Beov EEHPpLoev- Og avTd TS TnodV

TOV TPOPNTNV TPOEine S1apepsiv ovTod miv 10 Yévog).?* After Baasha’s death, more evil kings

followed. In reflecting on them, as well as on Omri, a ruler of the northern kingdom who

succeeded these other evil kings, Josephus observes,

S1épepe & 008&V TdV Tpd adToD PacIleLGVTOV T TG YEipOV aDTdY Elvor: dmovteg Yop
E(NTOLV TAC AMOGTHGOVGLY Ald Tod Bg0d TOV AadV Toig Kb 'Nuépav doefnpact kai S
10010 S AAANA®V a0 ToVG O Be0g €noincev A0V Kal undéva Tod yEvoug DTOMTETV.
gredevnoe 8¢ kai ovtoc &v Tapopeio

Now Omri was no way different from those kings that reigned before him, but that he
grew worse than they, for they all sought how they might turn the people away from God,
by their daily wicked practices; and on that account it was that God made one of them to
be slain by another, and that no one person of their families should remain.?

22 Ant 8.294.
23 Ant 8.295.
24 Ant 8.299.
25 Ant 8.313.
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When rulers honored God, blessing followed. When kings decided to go their own way,
disaster ensued. This is the truth Josephus introduced at the beginning of the Antiquities. This is
the truth Josephus affirms repeatedly as he tells the story of the Jewish people. Josephus
presents God as providentially controlling history, and with a very clear rubric in mind:

nabeiv 6’ Eotv €k ToVTOV, OomV 10 Olov EmaTpoPNV EXEl TOV AVOpOTIVOV TPAYUATOV,
Kol TAG HEV dyoand Tovg dyafovc, IGET 08 TOVG TovPoLG Kol Tpoppilovg dndiivciy:

Now by these events we may learn what concern God hath for the affairs of mankind, and

how he loves good men, and hates the wicked, and destroys them root and branch.?

This divine control of history was not limited to events depicted in the Hebrew Bible and
then retold by Josephus. In the Antiquities Josephus portrays a more general application of this
dynamic playing out in his own day as well. He cites Caligula’s demise as another example of
divine rule in action.

Caligula had acted most impiously against the Jewish people, intending even to put a
statue of himself in the Jewish temple. As Josephus is about to describe Caligula’s assassination,

he alerts his audience to the lesson his full account of the matter should teach:

% Ant 8.314. Following these words, Josephus says, “For many of these kings of Israel, they and their families,
were miserably destroyed, and taken away one by another, in a short time for their transgression and wickedness;
but Asa, who was king of Jerusalem, and of the two tribes, attained, by God’s blessing, a long and blessed old age,
for his piety and righteousness, and died happily, when he had reigned forty and one years” (o1 p&v yap t@v
Topanhtdv Bacidei GAAOG €’ GAA®D d10 TNV TTopavopioy Kol TaG AdiKiag &V OMY® pOV® TOAAOL KAK®DG
Spboapévieg Eyvobnoay kal to Yévog ant@dv, 0 8¢ TV Tepocoldpmy kol T@v 600 PUAGY Bactiedg Acovog ot
gvoéPetov kol dikatoohvny gig pakpov kal gbdatpov vro Tod Beod TpoydN yiipag kai Tecoapdrovta Kol &v Gp&oag
&rog evpoipog anébave, Ant 8.314). It is interesting that in his effort to offer a clear and succinct testimony
regarding God’s providential rule of the world, Josephus chooses to leave out the analysis of 2 Chronicles 16 with
regard to the behavior of Asa, an otherwise good king. 2 Chronicles explains that when Asa sought the assistance of
Damascus to protect him from evil king Baasha of the northern kingdom of Israel, a prophet condemned Asa for
turning to an earthly king rather than to the Lord for assistance. As a consequence, the prophet announced that Asa
would no longer enjoy peace in his kingdom. Asa became angry and put the prophet in prison. Asa subsequently
became sick, yet 2 Chronicles 16:12 reports that “even in his illness he did not seek help from the LORD.” [New
International Version (2011).] In some ways, these added details from the end of the life of Asa would have
reinforced even more Josephus’ proposition that obedience brings blessing and disobedience brings trouble. The
events Josephus did choose to describe in detail, however, ultimately make the same point.
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GAA®G € Eme1dn Kol TOAANV Exel wioTv Tod Oe0d Ti|g duvdpemg Kol Tapapvbiov Toic &v

TOYOIG KEWEVOLS KOl COPPOVIGUOV TOIC 0l0pEVOLG Gidtov TV gvtuyioy, GAAL U
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... because it will afford great assurance of the power of God, and great comfort to those

that are under afflictions, and wise caution to those who think their happiness will never

end, nor bring them at length to the most lasting miseries, if they do not conduct their
lives by the principles of virtue.?’
Josephus presents the demise of Caligula as offering yet another reassurance that the God of
Israel was managing all events for the best.

Examples of God’s providential rule to support those doing right and to judge those doing
wrong are found not only in Josephus’ Antiquities. The Jewish War provides additional evidence
that Josephus viewed God as the master of history, both to bless and to punish.

After Josephus was captured at the Battle of Jotapata, VVespasian gave orders that the
soldiers guard him very carefully, with the thought that soon he would send him to Nero. As
Josephus heard Vespasian issue this command, he asked if he might speak to Vespasian
privately. He proceeded to predict that VVespasian would ultimately become ruler of the entire
Roman Empire. Vespasian smelled a trick, thinking that Josephus was making such a claim so
as to preserve his own life. But something changed. As Josephus reports, “But in a little time
[Vespasian] was convinced, and believed what he said to be true, God himself erecting his
expectations, so as to think of obtaining the empire, and by other signs foreshowing his
advancement” (Koatd pkpov 0€ €ig mioTv VINYETO TOV BEOD dlEYEipOVTOC TOV €ig TNV MyEUOVIOY
{oN ko Td okfimTpo 81 £Tépmv onpeinv mpodsucvivtoc).?® What led Vespasian to grow in his

trust of Josephus’ prediction? Josephus presents God as actively working, raising his

expectations internally and pointing to his ultimate acquisition of power through various signs.

21 Ant 19.16.
28 JW 3.404.
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Josephus presents God as in control, and in this case, impacting the perception of one who was
about to receive a great benefit.

For Vespasian, God’s role did not end with providing indications that imperial power
would soon be his. Josephus presents God as the one who actually gave Vespasian imperial
power. After Josephus explains how Vespasian’s opponent for the role of emperor, Vitellius,
was decapitated in Rome, Josephus then moves the scene to Alexandria, the place from which
Vespasian’s son Titus would soon march on Jerusalem. Josephus reports:

E11 0 antod katd v AleEdvopelay cuykafIoTOUEVOD TG TATPL TV NyEROViaY VEOV

a0TOlG EyKeyePoUEVNY VTTO ToD Be0D cuvéP kal v év [1oic] Tepocorbolg otdoty

avakpdoacay . . .

Nay, indeed, while [Titus] was assisting his father at Alexandria, in settling that

government which had been newly conferred upon them by God, it so happened that the

sedition at Jerusalem was revived . . .2°
God had placed the governance of Roman territory into the hands of Vespasian and his son Titus.
The divine was in control.

In the Jewish War, Josephus not only presents the divine as one active in making things
turn out well. He also presents the divine as bringing vengeance on those who had made
themselves enemies of what was right. Standout targets of this divine vengeance were those
rebellious Jews who had behaved so wickedly and were ultimately crushed in the Roman
conquest of Jerusalem. On repeated occasions, Josephus characterizes them as experiencing
divine judgment. When rebels abandoned towers in Jerusalem that occupied a strong defensive
position, Josephus comments, “So they now left these towers of themselves, or rather they were

ejected out of them by God himself . . .” (kotahmadvteg 61 T0OTOVG, PHAALOV 6€ VIO TOD BE0D

kotofAn0évrec am ontédv).* Describing the fear and madness which gripped those who

2 JW 5.2.
% Jw 6.401.
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illogically abandoned these strong towers, Josephus observes, “Here one may chiefly reflect on
the power of God exercised upon these wicked wretches” (£vBa. 61 pédiot’ év Tig katapdadol Thv
& T0d Be0d dVvauy &mi Toic dvosiorc).>t When depicting the imminent Roman assault on those
Jews who were protecting the temple, Josephus reflects in foreboding fashion:

70D O Gpa KATEYNPLOTO UEV TO TOP 0 B0 mhhat, TopTv & 1 ElpopUEVN XPOVDV

nePLOdo1g MUEPA deKAT AoV UNvAc, kKab fiv Kol Tpdtepov KO Tod TV Bapfviwviov

Boachémg Everpnodn.

But, as for that house, God had for certain long ago doomed it to the fire; and now that

fatal day was come, according to the revolution of ages; it was the tenth day of the month

Lous [Ab], upon which it was formerly burnt by the king of Babylon.%?

The control that God exerted over history brought benefit to Vespasian in that it
conferred the Roman government on him. That same control brought defeat to the rebels of
Jerusalem and even to the house in which God had been worshiped. Josephus also presents
divine control as bringing justice upon a man who otherwise had seemed to escape it.

In the very last episode of his final book of the Jewish War, Josephus explains how a
certain Catullus, Roman governor of the Libyan Pentapolis, promoted the unjust accusation of
prominent Jews after the destruction of Jerusalem in hopes of settling old quarrels or gaining
funds. He succeeded in executing around 3000 of the Jews who lived in his territory.®® Josephus
then explains that in order to undermine any Jews from Alexandria or Rome who might accuse

him of injustice in this regard, Catullus orchestrated accusations against Jews in those

communities as well. One target of these new accusations was Josephus.®*

31 JW 6.399.
32 JW 6.250.
3 JW 7.445.
3 JW 7.448.
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In the end, Vespasian and Titus saw through Catullus’ deception and many Jews were
protected. But as for this misguided governor, the imperial house treated him with leniency. It
may have seemed that Catullus got away with murder. As Josephus reports, however, another
brand of justice awaited.

0VK €i¢ LoKPAV 08 VOO KATAANPOEIC TOAVTPOTT® Kol SVGLATE YUAETMDG ATNAAATTEY, OV
70 odpa povov koAalopevog, GAL v 1 Tfig yuydic adtd vocog Paputépa. Seipact yap
€€eTapaTTeTo Kol ouveYMS £P00 PAEmELY EI0mAN TAV VT ADTOD TEPOVEVUEVOV
EPECTNKATA: KOl KATEXEWY aOTOV 00 duvapevog EENAAETO TG €0VIG G Bachvav adTd Kol
TVPOG TPOGPEPOUEVDV. TOD € KOKOD TOAAV Gel TNV €midootv AapuPdvovtog Kol Tdv
gviépmv anTd Kot SIEPpwoty Ekmecdvimy, obtme dmédavey, 0DSEVOCS TTToV ETEPOL Thig
npovoiog tod Beod TeKUnplov yevopevog, 8Tt Toig movnpoig diknyv Emtidnoty.

Yet was it not long before he fell into a complicated and almost incurable distemper, and
died miserably. He was not only afflicted in body, but the distemper in his mind was
more heavy upon him than the other; for he was terribly disturbed, and continually cried
out that he saw the ghosts of those whom he had slain standing before him. Whereupon
he was not able to contain himself, but leaped out of his bed, as if both torments and fire
were brought to him. This his distemper grew still a great deal worse and worse
continually, and his very entrails were so corroded, that they fell out of his body, and in
that condition he died. Thus he became as great an instance of divine providence as ever
was, and demonstrated that God punishes wicked men.
This was the last episode recorded by Josephus in his seven books on the Jewish war.
His very next sentence states, “And here we shall put an end to this our history” (évtat0a tig
ioTopiag Muiv 1o Tépag otiv).® Josephus does go on to offer a concluding statement about the
truthfulness of what he has written, but the essence of his history ended with his observation
regarding the role of the divine: “Thus [Catullus] became as great an instance of divine
providence as ever was, and demonstrated that God punishes wicked men.”®" Just as the

Antiquities started off with the proposition that all events to follow would demonstrate God’s

role in bringing blessing where appropriate and bringing punishment when needed, so the very

%5 JW 7.451-453.
36 JW 7.454.
37 JW 7.453.
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end of the Jewish War makes precisely the same point: God intervenes in history to bring about
his plan.

Josephus believed that God was actively intervening in history, and he offers examples
which he believed demonstrated this. Just as Dio Chrysostom viewed his understanding of the
divine to be significant in giving him confidence in the face of exile, so Josephus foregrounds the
role of the divine in his own compositions. God’s overall control of events demonstrated that
confidence in the God of Israel was well-placed, and Josephus had placed his confidence in just
this God. While Josephus may have been an exile of thought relative to the perspectives of so
many in his day, in no way did he feel that he was on the wrong side.

Dio Chrysostom saw the divine as impacting events to bring about a proper outcome.
Dio also viewed the divine as a personal source of assistance in the face of trouble. In similar
fashion, Josephus presents the God of Israel as personally interested in him — as one with whom
he had a right relationship — and consequently as a source of personal help.

As he began his Antiquities, Josephus noted the centrality of having a right relationship
with the God of Israel. What was the essence of this relationship? In the preamble to the
Antiquities, Josephus explains that when one follows the divine will and avoids crossing lines
which God says one should not cross — as revealed primarily through the legislator Moses — great
blessing will come. Josephus viewed himself as enjoying just that sort of relationship.

Josephus characterized himself as one who was in a right relationship with God in a
number of different ways. When Josephus presented the theology and principles of Judaism, he
did not discuss them as something foreign to himself, offering as an author mere cold and

dispassionate descriptions of what others confessed. He claimed the Jewish faith as his own.
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For example, when describing his intention to write additional texts about Jewish theology, texts
which — if they were in fact written — do not survive, he says this:

TPONPNUaL 08 GLYYPAYL KaTO TOC NUETEPUC 00Eac TV Tovdainv &v téocapat Bifrotg

nepl Beod kol g 0vGiog avTod Kol TEPL TAV VOUMV, 01 Ti KOT ovToVS T PEV EEECTIV

NUIV TOLETY, TA 6€ KEKDOAVTOL.

| have also an intention to write four books concerning our Jewish opinions about God

and his essence, and about our laws; why, according to them, some things are permitted

us to do, and others are prohibited.®
Note in particular the two first-person pronouns. Josephus calls the Jewish views of God and his
essence “our” views (fuetépag 60&ac). In these four books, he intends to explain why some
things are forbidden, while other things are permitted “to us” (uiv). Clearly Josephus views
Jewish theology as his own.

In addition to presenting Jewish theology as his own, Josephus gives examples of his
personal adherence to Jewish practice. In describing the moment when God revealed his divine
name to Moses, Josephus explains, “Whereupon God declared to him his holy name, which had
never been discovered to men before; concerning which it is not lawful for me to say any more”
(kai 0 Be0g AT onuaivel TV avTod TPocsnyopiay ov TPOTEPOV €ig AvOpdTOLE TOpELboDOAY,
mepi Nig ob pot Oeputov eineiv).>® The first person pronoun pot makes evident that Josephus feels
himself bound by Jewish principles — it would be unlawful for him to do otherwise, to speak of
the actual name of God.

Josephus not only mentions examples of personal adherence to Jewish practice. He also

embraces fundamental Jewish theological assertions. For example, when contrasting the ancient

texts of other peoples with those of the Jews, he describes the Hebrew Bible in this way:

38 Ant 20.268. Note that Whiston’s original translation mistakenly translates “téccapot Biproi” as “three books”

rather than “four books.”
39 Ant 2.276.
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dte Pte O VIOYPAPEY ADTEEOVGIOL TAGLY HVTOC UNTE TIVOG £V TOIG YPUPOUEVOLS
€VOUoTg O1P®VING, GAAL LLOVOV TV TPOPNTAV T HEV AVAOTATO Kol TOAMATOTH KOTA
MV €nimvolay TNV amd 10D 0e0d paboviov . . . 00 poplddes Pl siot map  HuUiv
ACLUPOVOV Kol PoYOREVDV, dV0 & ndva Tpog Toig elkoot PiPiio Tod mavtog Exovia
YPOVOL TNV AvaypoenV, T0 SIKOIME TEMGTEVUEVA.
Every one is not permitted of his own accord to be a writer, nor is there any disagreement
in what is written; they being only prophets that have written the original and earliest
accounts of things as they learned them of God himself by inspiration . . . For we have
not an innumerable multitude of books among us, disagreeing from and contradicting one
another [as the Greeks have], but only twenty-two books, which contain the records of all
the past times; which are justly believed to be divine.*
Josephus presents this conviction that Jewish theological texts had direct divine origin — they
were inspired by God himself — as his own. Again, he uses the first-person pronoun (fjuiv) to
link himself to these convictions. He also is sufficiently committed to this proposition that he
states generally, “[These books] ought to be believed” (t& Sikaing memotevpéva). !
Josephus reveals more about his relationship to these holy texts. Speaking of himself, he
says, “He was not unacquainted with the prophecies contained in the sacred books, as being a
priest himself, and of the posterity of priests” (t@v ye unv iepdv BiPrmv ovk Nyvoet Tag
TpoeNTEiac MC dv odToC TE MV iepedc kal ispéov Eyyovoc).*? Not only was his commitment to
these texts natural because he was a Jew. He links his familiarity with the Hebrew Bible to his
unique genealogy, that for centuries his ancestors had been tasked with serving the God of Israel
in a special way as priests. As one of the appointed intermediaries between God and humans, it
is no surprise that Josephus knew well those texts he confessed to be God’s message to humans.

Not only was Josephus a priest, however, and as a result presumed to be knowledgeable

regarding the Hebrew Bible. He also presents himself as a special conduit for new divine

40 AA 1.37-38. Note that Whiston’s Greek text does not have “to be divine.” The Greek simply says “which are
justly to be believed.” Whiston’s translation reflects a variant reading attributed to Eusebius, who includes 0<ia
before nmemotevpéva [see Niese (1888)].

41 AA 1.38; personal translation.

42 JW 3.352.
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messages to the people of his day. As he was contemplating whether he should surrender to the
Romans after the defeat at Jotapata, his thoughts drifted to the past:

Avauvnoic antov TV S1d VukTog dvelpmv eicépyetar, St OV 6 0£0¢ ThC TE PEAAOVGAC
aOTd cLpPopdag Tpoeonpavey Tovdaimv kol Ta tepl ToV¢ Popaiov Paciiels Eodpeva.

He called to mind the dreams which he had dreamed in the nighttime, whereby God had
signified to him beforehand both the future calamities of the Jews, and the events that
concerned the Roman emperors.*3
He then spoke, in a secret prayer, of the special role he felt he had. He said to God, “Thou hast
made choice of this soul of mine to foretell what is to come to pass hereafter” (xai TV &unv
Yoy Enerééo T péddovta einsiv).** Finally, he confessed in prayer that he was ready to
surrender, but not as a deserter — rather, “as a minister from thee” (cog &ipu Siéovog).*®

Josephus did not view himself as some kind of shallow adherent to the Jewish faith. He
was committed to following Jewish practice. He claimed Jewish theological tenets as his own.
He also gloried in his special status as a priest. In addition, he understood himself to be a direct
communicator of divine perspective to the humans of his day. He was not just associated with
the God of Israel. He viewed himself as a servant of the God of Israel.

Clearly Josephus presents himself as one who had the closest of personal relationships
with his God. As he enjoyed this relationship of trust and blessing with the divine, one would
certainly expect Josephus to view divine providence as his personal help and protection. In fact,
such confidence played out in events which transpired after the prayer earlier mentioned, which
he prayed when he was contemplating whether to surrender to the Romans.

When Josephus had completed that prayer, he was ready to give up. But his opinion was

not the only one that counted. A small group of Jews holed up with him became angry at

43 JW 3.351.
4 JW 3.354.
45 JW 3.354.
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Josephus for his willingness to become a slave to the Romans. They saw only one proper
outcome — they all needed to commit suicide. Josephus tried to dissuade them. They were so
committed, however, that they seemed ready even to kill Josephus in response to his opposition
to their suicidal plan. Ultimately none followed through on their mortal threats. Yet in that most
stressful moment, Josephus applied personal focus to a truth that would facilitate peace and
purpose in his own heart:
0 & &v taig aunyaviong ovk NITOPNCEV EMVOLNG, AAAL TOTEVMOV TM KNOEUOVL 0@ TNV
cwtpiov mopapfdrietal, kKamel dEdokTal TO Bvnokew, @, PEpe KANP® TOC AAANA®V
oQAYaG EMTPEYOUEY, O AoV & VIO TOD HET OOTOV MATET®, Koi H100£0GEL TAVTOV
obT®G 1 TOYN - - -
However, in this extreme distress, he was not destitute of his usual sagacity; but trusting
himself to the providence of God, he put his life into hazard [in the manner following]:
“And now,” said he, “since it is resolved among you that you will die, come on, let us
commit our mutual deaths to determination by lot. He whom the lot falls to first, let him
be killed by him that hath the second lot, and thus fortune shall make its progress through
usall ...”
Josephus entrusted his personal safety to God, his protector and guardian (xndepév).’
Once again, the controlling providence of the divine was determinative, yet Josephus here makes

the focus very personal. This great and grand truth, demonstrated in the lives of a powerful man

like Vespasian and an evil group like the rebellious Jews in Jerusalem and a corrupt governor

46 JW 3.387-389.

47 Definitions for kndepdv from Liddell et al (1996). Also, Josephus’ description of this particular event might lead
some to wonder how he viewed the relationship between the guardianship of God and the role of chance. While he
entrusts his safety “to his divine protector” (1@ xndepnovi 0@), he also speaks about “chance” (1) Toyn) making its
way through all of his small group. Even more interesting, when all the group had committed suicide except for
Josephus and one other man, Josephus observes, “Yet was he with another left to the last, whether he must say it
happened so by chance, or whether by the providence of God” (kataleineton 8 ovtog eite Hmd TOYNG YPT Aéyetv, eite
V1o Beod mpovoiog ovv etépw, JW 3.391). While this characterization certainly merits more attention, Josephus may
be handling this topic in the gentle manner in which he handled other truths that might challenge his audience (see
the discussion regarding Josephan techniques of persuasion in chapter 3 of this project). He could be saying, “Some
would attribute this to chance, but another can attribute this to the determined foreknowledge of the divine.” Such
an approach would be one way to permit the interpretation that Josephus himself was not wavering with regard to
his confidence in divine intervention, but he was recognizing that others might look at the event and come to a
different conclusion.
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like Catullus, had intimate meaning for one who saw himself as most closely connected to the
God of Israel. Josephus enjoyed the closest of personal connections with the divine. As a result,
he was confident that the divine was his certain source of help in trouble.

Dio Chrysostom presents the divine as a controlling force in human history. Dio also
presents the divine as a personal source of assistance. As a result, Dio could maintain a sense of
optimism whatever the circumstances, even if he was exiled. Josephus could do the same.
While his fundamental theological convictions would have diverged in significant ways from
those of Dio, there is a similarity in the general approach of the two men. Josephus also
confessed his God to be the one who governed the events of history, bringing blessing to those
on his side and standing against those who would oppose him. In addition, Josephus presented
his God as a source of help — Josephus foregrounds the fact that he personally is on the right side
of divine history, and he has confidence that the divine will bring assistance when needed.
When your God controls all and when your God is your friend, then you have nothing to fear.

No matter how much others might marginalize you, you have a clear path to victory.

Following the pathway of Favorinus
Josephus followed the model of Musonius in that he emphasized positives in the face of

negatives, exemplified a Stoic-like acceptance of events as they occurred, and recognized that
being sidelined by one’s society is not proof that society is right. Josephus took the same
approach as Dio in that he placed foundational confidence in the divine — he accentuated God’s

providential control of history and he rejoiced in personal assistance expected from the divine.
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Josephus’ approach also matched, in an important respect, the approach of Favorinus.
Favorinus, in his own efforts to claim victory in exile, included focus on an eternal reward,
something enjoyed after this life comes to an end.*®

In speaking of a future after death, Favorinus was not simply referring to the fact that
authors could imagine themselves living on through their writings. As cited earlier, Favorinus
was speaking of something different:

gav 0¢ mel0ouevog g[vyvoudvac] Exmg, KoA®S kai dntaictog | Tov tod Biov d[pouov

gElavooag tij xeivov mpolvoig émPnos[t & tov] Mpéva xivotov eddot|poviac, )

expnoeft ko]i Ta wéAar O[pv]hodpeva "H[Avoiov ned[{lov [dy]ada dyet . . .

If you consent [to the cosmic governance of Zeus] and show equanimity, you will

complete the course of life well and without mishap, thanks to your foreknowledge of it,

and will arrive at the sheltered harbour of happiness, where you will disembark, and see
the long-renowned benefits of the Elysian plains . . . 4°
While there are surely many details of Favorinus’ view which are worthy of exploration, what is
evident is a key feature of his pathway to optimism in exile. Favorinus offers encouragement to
exiles by describing for them a positive conscious existence after death. Time on earth may be
hard, but one must persevere with confidence, for a glorious future awaits.

Again, critical pieces of foundational theology would distinguish what Favorinus
describes and what Josephus confessed. Nevertheless, Favorinus’ example highlights how exiles
could retain confidence in the face of marginalization by focusing on a future that lies beyond
this life. Josephus possessed such a focus, confessing confidence in a conscious, happy

existence after death. In particular, he believed in the immortality of the soul and had the

expectation that he would come to life again, after death, with a perfect body.

“8 For evidence that this conviction, while employed uniquely by Favorinus, was itself not unique, see On Exile 27.2.
Favorinus there describes his views on an eternal future as being “repeated over and over again for a long time”
(méhon O] pv]Aodpevar).

49 On Exile 27.2; trans. by Whitmarsh. Greek from Barigazzi (1966).
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The concepts of immortality of the soul and even the potential for a soul to inhabit a
physical form after death were not at all unheard of in the classical world. After noting a more
ancient attestation for belief in the soul’s immortality, Steve Mason observes that “the conviction
that the soul both leaves the body at death and passes into another body can only be securely
attributed to Pythagoras (sixth century BC).”*® From that point on, though, discussion of the
ongoing existence of the soul and its reentry into a physical form found multiple forums:
Herodotus, Pindar, Plato, and Ovid all engage the topic.>*

Though there was a broader interest in this subject, there is no question that the
convictions of the Jews stood out, and even in the minds of pagan observers. Tacitus describes
the Jews in this way:

transgressi in morem eorum idem usurpant, nec quicquam prius imbuuntur quam
contemnere deos, exuere patriam, parentes liberos fratres vilia habere. augendae tamen
multitudini consulitur; nam et necare quemquam ex agnatis nefas, animosque proelio aut
suppliciis peremptorum aeternos putant: hinc generandi amor et moriendi contemptus.
Those who come over to their religion adopt the practice, and have this lesson first
instilled into them, to despise all gods, to disown their country, and set at nought parents,
children, and brethren. Still they provide for the increase of their numbers. It is a crime
among them to kill any newly-born infant. They hold that the souls of all who perish in
battle or by the hands of the executioner are immortal. Hence a passion for propagating
their race and a contempt for death.5?

In these words Tacitus reports the Jewish belief that souls were immortal. While Tacitus
does highlight as examples of this Jewish conviction those engaged in battle and those being
executed, there is no reason to conclude — even from his description — that the Jewish view of

immortality was limited to soldiers and martyrs. What is indisputable is that pagans were aware

of the Jewish belief that this life was not the end.

%0 Mason (2001) 162.
51 For additional detail, see pages 161-165 of Mason (2001).
52 Histories V.5. Trans. by Church and Brodribb.
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Josephus personally affirms this Jewish view, and with the broadest possible application.
In the context of addressing self-murder, Josephus speaks about the longevity of the soul:

T0 PEV YE cOpoTa Ovnta macwy Kol ék OapTiic VANG dednuiovpyntat, yoyr 6& afdvatog
dei koi Ood poipa Toig cdpacty dvoikiletar &it’ dav pév dpavion tig avOpdmov
napokatadnkny §j dtadftor kaxde, Tovnpdg eivar Sokel kol dmotog, &l 84 Tig Tod
OQETEPOV GAOUATOG EKPAALEL TNV TTopakoTad KNV ToD Be0D, AeAnBévar dokel Tov
GOIKOVLEVOV;

All of us, it is true, have mortal bodies, composed of perishable matter, but the soul lives
for ever, immortal: it is a portion of the Deity housed in our bodies. If, then, one who
makes away with or misapplies a deposit entrusted to him by a fellow-man is reckoned a
perjured villain, how can he who casts out from his own body the deposit which God has
placed there, hope to elude Him whom he has thus wronged?°3

This is not the only place where Josephus describes souls as immortal. In presenting the
history of Herod Archelaus, Josephus explains how Archelaus violated the ancestral code of the
Jews by marrying Glaphyra, the wife of his deceased brother Alexander.>* Josephus then reports
that, in apparent retribution for this evil action, Alexander appeared in a dream to Glaphyra and
predicted her death so that she could once again be his. After noting that she died only a few
days later, Josephus explains to his readers why he included reports of such events:

gy 82 ovK GALOTPIO vopicag odTd TdSE T AOY® glvar S1d TO TEPL TOV PacAEV aDTOV

gveotniéval kol dAAmg éml mopadelypott eEPEV TOD T€ AL TAG WYLy dbavaciog

Eupepodc kai tod Beiov Tpounbeiq T AvOpOTELD TEPIEIANPOTOG TH) AVTOD, KAADS EYELV

EVOLLCQL ELTETV.

| do not consider such stories extraneous to my history, since they concern these royal

persons and, in addition, they provide instances of something bearing on the immortality

of the soul and of the way in which God’s providence embraces the affairs of man;
therefore I have thought it well to speak of this.>®

58 JW 3.372; trans. by Thackeray.
5 Ant 17.341.
55 Ant 17.354 (or 353); trans. by Marcus.
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Not only did Josephus view these events as evidence of God’s providential control of history. In
his understanding of the Glaphyra episode — apparently insofar as Alexander was still capable of
communicating with his wife — he also saw evidence for the human soul being immortal.
Tacitus understood Jews to believe that souls were “eternal” (aeternos). Josephus
presents the Jewish conviction that the soul is “eternally undying” (d0dvarog éei).>® But
Josephus had an understanding of existence after death that went beyond his belief in the
immortality of the soul. Whatever this eternal existence would be, it was consciously perceived
by the individual enjoying it. Also, there was a direct linkage of some sort to the life that one
was currently experiencing.
In the context of presenting both consequences for disobeying God’s law as well as the
benefits of obeying it, Josephus explains:
TO1G HEVTOL YE VOopipmg Blodot yépag €6Tiv 0K dpyvpog 00OE XPLGOG OV KOTiVOL
oTEQOVOG | GEAMVOL Kal TOTN TIG AVOKNPLELS, GAL aDTOC EKOGTOG AVT® TO GLVELDOG
Exov LopTupodV TEMicTEVKEY, TOD HEV VOLOBETOL TPOPNTELGAVTOC, TOD 0¢ BE0D TNV
mioTv ioyvpay TaPesYNKOTOC, OTL TOIG TOVG VOLOLS dlapLAGENCT Kav €l d€ot Bvnokewy
VIEP ATV TPoBHUWS amoBavelv Edwkev 0 Be0¢ yevéshan te oA Kai Blov dpeivo
AoPelv €k mepLTpomic.
For those, on the other hand, who live in accordance with our laws the prize is not silver
or gold, no crown of wild olive or of parsley with any such public mark of distinction.
No; each individual, relying on the witness of his own conscience and the lawgiver’s
prophecy, confirmed by the sure testimony of God, is firmly persuaded that to those who
observe the laws and, if they must needs die for them, willingly meet death, God has
granted a renewed existence and in the revolution of the ages the gift of a better life.>’
The ongoing existence of the soul after death was not the extent of Josephus’ understanding of

post-death existence. Josephus believed that there was something more awaiting those who

observed God’s principles, including himself.

% Jw 3.372.
5T AA 2.217-218.
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Josephus considered himself one who observed God’s principles. When taking on the
slanders of Apion against the Jews, Josephus summarizes the laws and principles of the God of
Israel and then concludes with the presumption that . . . no one observes them better than
ourselves” (kai ypdpevot péhota mavrov Prenopeda).>® Clearly he positions himself as being
in the group that is living as God wants.>®

For such individuals — those who observed God’s principles — there would be a time
when they would come into being again (yevéoBon méAwv). This would happen at the neprrponiic,
elsewhere described as the nepirporniic aidvmv.®® Mason defines this phrase as “sudden
upheaval, inversion, or succession.”®® This revolution — or sudden upheaval or succession — of
the ages would occur at some significant moment in the future when everything was turned
upside down. At this transformative “transition into a new age,” one like Josephus would come
into being again and would enjoy “a better life” (Biov aueivw).

Josephus has already noted that the soul is immortal. There was no need, then, for the
soul to “come into being again.” It was already in a state of ongoing existence. When Josephus
speaks about “coming into being again” (yevécbou mdAv), he is speaking about something
additional. Something was going to come into being that had once existed, had stopped existing,
and now was going to exist again (maiw). What had once existed, but at death went out of
existence? It was physical life that was going to happen again. In addition, the continuity
highlighted by the ndAw (“again”) leaves little doubt that the life to be regained is a continuation

of the same life that once existed. This was going to be an “again” living. The most natural

%8 AA 2.295; trans. by Thackeray.

% For additional examples of Josephus’ personal conformity to what he understood God’s principles to be, see
Antiquities 14.63 (discusses when it is appropriate to fight on the Sabbath) and the previously referenced Antiquities
2.276 (notes that there are limits beyond which one cannot discuss the name of the Lord).

0 Jw 3.374.

61 Mason (2001) 168.
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interpretation is that this new living being would be Josephus himself. Whatever will be in the
future once was in the past.

There was more. This anticipated existence after “coming into being again” was going to
be a conscious existence. This was not some kind of amorphous, atomistic floating of soul
particles in space, where the personality and consciousness of the individual were scattered to the
stars.%? Josephus claims that at this transformative moment, he will receive “a better life” (Biov
aueivow). As life now can be hard, there would be the conscious experiencing of a life that was
superior.

There was a clear linkage between the life to come and the life that was. There was the
clear expectation that the experiencing of this future life would be a conscious one, and it would
be a better one. That was not all. Josephus offers additional detail about his personal
understanding of life after death. Following his discussion of the immortality of the soul,®® he
says to friends who were contemplating suicide to avoid capture by the Romans:

ap’ ovk Tote 811 TdV PV dE1dvimv Tod Blov katd TOV THG PVGENMS VOOV Kai TO ANeOLy

mapd Tod 00D ypéog EKTIVOVTOV, Tav O Sodc KopicacOo 0EAT, KAEOC MV aidviov, oikot

0¢ kol yeveal BEParot, kabapai 6 Kol EMNKOOL LEVOLGY al yuyail, xdPov ovpaviov

Aoyodoot TOV ayidtaTov, EVOeV €K TEPITPOTIG AidVmV Ayvoig TaAly avtevolkilovtot

COUAGLY.

Do not you know that those who depart out of this life, according to the law of nature,

and pay that debt which was received from God, when he that loaned it to us is pleased to

require it back, enjoy eternal fame? That their houses and their posterity are sure, that

their souls are pure and obedient, and obtain a most holy place in heaven, from whence,
in the revolution of ages, they are again sent into pure bodies.®*

%2 For example, see De Rerum Natura 3.455-456, where Lucretius writes, “It follows therefore that the whole nature
of the spirit is dissolved abroad, like smoke, into the high winds of the air” (ergo dissolui quoque convenit omnem
animai naturam, ceu fumus, in altas aeris auras); trans. by Rouse.

83 JW 3.372.

64 JW 3.374. Whiston’s translation has been slightly adapted for clarity: “lent it us” is now “loaned it to us.”
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With these words, Josephus makes clear that he is envisioning an existence in the life to
come which is a bodily existence. Souls pure and obedient, separated from their bodies at death,
will be given a home once again in copooty, in bodies. The walw (“again”) suggests, as it did
previously, that there is a linkage between the future and the now. The fact that a body would be
joined to the soul again indicates some kind of continuity between the nature of body and soul
on earth and the nature of body and soul at the “revolution of the ages.” But there would be one
thing different. In the future, the bodies would be holy, or pure (ayvoic).

Josephus gives clear testimony regarding his personal view of the future after death. He
looks forward to a conscious and happy existence, one which he will enjoy in a perfect body.
Some suggest, however, that such a characterization of Josephan views on the afterlife is not so
certain.

Joseph Sievers, for example, is comfortable classifying Josephus’ understanding of the
relationship between the soul and the body as Platonic. After introducing “the idea of the soul’s
being freed by death from the body,” Sievers concludes, . . . it does seem likely that [Josephus]
found the idea congenial to his own views.”®®

Such a characterization of Josephus’ view of existence after death, however, seems
contrary to Josephus’ own words. From a Platonic perspective, “life in the body is inimical to
the soul and something from which he desires to be released.”® Josephus’ own words do not

present such an antithesis between body and soul. To the contrary, Josephus explicitly states that

“their souls . . . are again sent into pure bodies” (ai yoyoi . . . ayvoig Ty dvtevoikilovton

8 Sievers’ “Josephus and the Afterlife” in Mason (1998) 31. Claudia Setzer appears to reach a similar conclusion,
characterizing Josephus’ views on existence after death in this way: “Josephus reports a variety of views, some
attributable to his sources, but seems most at ease with the Platonic idea that the soul is freed from the body at
death.” [(2004) 18.]

% Mason (2001) 163.
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copaocy).’” Being rejoined to a body is a reward. Enjoying ongoing existence in the future in a
body is a prize to be gained. This is a better life (Biov apeivo).®® This is not Platonic.%®

The striking difference between the plain words of Josephus and the apparent conclusion
of Sievers can be accounted for in the methodology Sievers employs. While his approach is
admittedly complex, a few details can help account for his alternative characterization of
Josephus’ understanding of the afterlife.

Sievers writes, “A very fruitful approach to Josephus’s thought has been through an
analysis of the major speeches.”’® Sievers is not referring here simply to major speeches that
Josephus himself made. Instead, Sievers is suggesting that when one, for example, reads the
speech of Eliezer, a Jew who persuades the defenders of Masada to kill themselves, one can learn
something about Josephus’s own views about the immortality of the soul.”

Sievers is eager to go even beyond the major speeches, hoping to locate elsewhere some
clues that could add to our understanding of Josephus’ view of the afterlife. In itself, this
approach need not be a dead-end. It is certainly possible to learn something about Josephus even
as he is describing the views of someone else. For example, when comparing Josephus’ retelling
of Old Testament events to the Bible’s presentation of the same events, one can evaluate whether
any adjustments Josephus appears to make reveal his own personal perspective. Yet in such a
case a point of comparison, that is, the Hebrew Bible, clearly exists, and through a comparative

reading we can use them to evaluate authorial perspective. Sievers, however, is eager to take this

67 Jw 3.374.

68 AA 2.218.

89 Note that Plato does not deny the possibility of a soul’s re-entry into bodies (see the myth of Er, in Republic
10.613e — 621d; for a particular occurrence, see Republic 619c-d). What Plato highlights, however, is that returning
to a body is not a positive occurrence. Also, as Plato envisions the possibility of receiving another body, it is a body
distinct from one’s prior existence. As will be demonstrated, this is not Josephus’ view.

0 Sievers’ “Josephus and the Afterlife” in Mason (1998) 21.

"L Sievers’ “Josephus and the Afterlife” in Mason (1998) 22.
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another step, suggesting that his methodology can work even when source material, which would
then serve as a point of comparison, cannot with confidence be identified. Sievers suggests that
if one can find ““a term or tradition or concept in different parts of [Josephus’] work that cannot
come from the same source [that Josephus appears to be using in a particular passage], [this term,
tradition, or concept] probably reflects [Josephus’] own view. On the other hand, if a tradition is
found only in one part of his work or in different parts that may be derived from the same source,
then there is considerable likelihood that it is derived from that source.”’?

Sievers’ approach depends on the ability to identify sources for various elements of
Josephus’ works, sources that are not explicitly identified by Josephus. Without venturing
further into the details of his approach, it is evident simply from the focus on sources that there is
significant risk associated with such a pursuit. Sievers’ approach depends in large measure on
the scholar’s capacity to identify when a source is being used, how that source is being used, and
ultimately whether the fact that an author may have used a particular source is significant in any
notable way.

While theoretically useful, a method so dependent on sources which cannot with
confidence be identified is at best uncertain. In fact, in discussing one particular individual
source issue, Sievers himself characterizes the quest for a conclusion as “interesting and
complicated.””® With so much uncertainty on the “input” side, data theoretically produced on the
“output” side ends up being uncertain as well. Guesses — educated to a greater or lesser degree —
certainly can be an important part of the search for new discoveries. Such guesses need not be
bad. A clear red flag rises, however, when an approach based on significant uncertainty ends up

contradicting something that seems so clearly stated. As earlier noted, Sievers’ proposed process

72 Sievers’ “Josephus and the Afterlife” in Mason (1998) 30-31.
73 Sievers’ “Josephus and the Afterlife” in Mason (1998) 28.
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concludes that “it does seem likely that [Josephus] found the [Platonic] idea [regarding the
antithesis of body and soul] congenial to his own views.”’* Yet Josephus explicitly states that
the “better life” he anticipates is a life where the soul and body have been reunited. Considering
reunification of the soul with the body to be a reward, to be a “better life,”’® is not Platonic.
Characterizing Josephus’ position as Platonic, then, does not seem accurate.

Sievers has offered a contrarian view regarding Josephus’ conception of the afterlife. As
noted, one of the key conclusions he draws appears to contradict an explicit personal profession
by Josephus. Such a contradiction compels one to consider carefully whether the methodology
Sievers employs offers a safe, or rather a more risky, path.

Though promoting his own methodology and conclusions with regard to Josephus’ sense
of the afterlife, Sievers does reference an approach different than his own. He characterizes this
opposing view as “somewhat minimalist,”’® but one might suggest that it is both safer and more
certain. Sievers is speaking of an approach employed by Mason, who seeks to “ascertain
Josephus’s view about the afterlife only from texts in which he clearly expresses his own
opinions.”’’

Mason believes that four texts are presented by Josephus as giving “Josephus’s own

views about immortality:”’® Jewish War 2:157, Jewish War 3:372-375, Antiquities 17:349-354,

and Against Apion 2:217.7° It has been these very texts — with the exception of the first® —

"4 Sievers’ “Josephus and the Afterlife” in Mason (1998) 30.

5 JW 3.374; AA 2.218.

76 Sievers’ “Josephus and the Afterlife” in Mason (1998) 23.

" Sievers’ “Josephus and the Afterlife” in Mason (1998) 22.

8 Mason (2001) 158.

9 Mason (2001) 158.

80 Mason appears to include Jewish War 2.157 as a text which presents Josephus’ own views on immortality because
of his observation that after discussing the views of the Essenes — which Josephus does in this text — Josephus then
adds his enthusiastic support. After presenting Essene views, Josephus does say this: “These are the divine doctrines
of the Essenes about the soul, which lay an unavoidable bait for such as have once had a taste of their philosophy”
(tadta pév odv Econvol mepl wuydic Osohoyodoty dipuktov Séheap T0ig Gmal yevoauévolc Tfic cogpiog adTdv
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which have served as the basis for my characterization of Josephus’ views on existence after
death. These texts do, as Mason suggests, convey in the first person Josephus’ own perspectives.
These are the texts which discourage one from proposing for Josephus a more Platonic view of
soul and body. Instead, they present Josephus’ understanding of a conscious and happy post-
death existence, one which he will enjoy in a perfect body. These are the texts which provide the
safest, most sure foundation for characterizing Josephus’ own views.

Josephus’ personal statements regarding the afterlife give us a sure starting point for
characterizing his own views. Yet the three previously referenced personal statements — one
from the Jewish War, one from the Antiquities, and one from Against Apion — are not necessarily
the only sources of information about Josephus’ personal convictions. There is another
potentially fruitful source of information located within Josephus’ works which can add a bit of
breadth and depth to our understanding of Josephus’ concept of the afterlife: his self-
identification as a Pharisee. In multiple places, Josephus describes in some detail the Pharisees’
understanding of existence after death. Not only do these further descriptions contradict in no
way what Josephus has already said personally about the afterlife. Given his close association
with the Pharisees, these further descriptions provide helpful additional information about what
Josephus himself believed.

In his biographical composition entitled Life, Josephus introduces himself by speaking of
his priestly ancestry, noting the year of his birth, and sharing the names of ancestors as well as

the names of his three sons. He then proceeds to characterize his own youth. He explains that he

kabévreg, JW 2.158). While such authorial reflective analysis highlights the attractiveness of Essene teaching, in
the end Josephus does not explicitly associate himself with the Essenes. For that reason | have not included this
citation in my analysis of Josephus’ own beliefs, though in the end this citation would only support what has already
been proposed with regard to Josephus’ views.
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seemed to have a wonderful memory and the capacity to understand. By the age of 14, his love
for learning gained such a reputation that “the high priests and principal men of the city came
then frequently to me together, in order to know my opinion about the accurate understanding of
points of the law” (cuvidvtov del TOV apylepémv Kol T®V THE TOAE®E TPOTOV VITEP TOD TP’
guod mepl TdV vopipmv dxpiPéotepdv Tt yvdvar).8 Two years later, Josephus engaged in an
impressive quest. Aware that there were three primary theological sects that offered a pathway
for a conscientious Jewish young man, Josephus determined to try them all out. He explains:

Tpeig & gioiv avtat, Popioaiov pév 1 TpdT, koi Taddovkaiov 1| devtépa, Tpitn &
"Econvdv, kabng moALaKIc elmopey: obTog yop dGunv aipnoecor v dpictny, €l mdoog
Katapdfoipt. ckAnpaymynoag ovv EHontdv kol ToAkd movn0eic Tog Tpeic SifjAbov, kol
unde v éviedOev dumerpiav ikaviyy duontd vopicag eivar modduevog tva Bévvooy
dvopa kot TV Epnuiov dratpifetv, E60TTL LEV ATO dEVIPOV XPDOUEVOV, TPOENV O THV
AOTOUATMOG PLOUEVIV TPOGPEPOEVOV, YUYPD O VOATL TV NUEPAV KOL THV VOKTO
TOAAGKIG AovOpevov mpdg ayveiav, {nAwng Eyevounyv avtod. kol dwatpiyag mop avTd
EVIODTOVG TPETG Kol TNV EmBupiay TEAEIOCAS €1G TNV TOAY VTECTPEPOV. EVVENKALOEKAUTOV
0’ &rog Eymv Np&aunv 1 molrtevechon ) Papioaiov aipécsel KoTakoAovddv, 1y
TopamANG1O¢ £oTt T map  "EAANGY Ztwikf) Aeyouévn.

These, as | have frequently mentioned, are three in number—the first that of the
Pharisees, the second that of the Sadducees, and the third that of the Essenes. | thought
that, after a thorough investigation, | should be in a position to select the best. So |
submitted myself to hard training and laborious exercises and passed through the three
courses. Not content, however, with the experience thus gained, on hearing of one named
Bannus, who dwelt in the wilderness, wearing only such clothing as trees provided,
feeding on such things as grew of themselves, and using frequent ablutions of cold water,
by day and night, for purity’s sake, | became his devoted disciple. With him I lived for
three years and, having accomplished my purpose, returned to the city. Being now in my
nineteenth year | began to govern my life by the rules of the Pharisees, a sect having
points of resemblance to that which the Greeks call the Stoic school .82

Josephus explains that he began his quest with clear intent. After devoting time to an

evaluation of the various options, his plan was to choose the best option (oVtwg yap Gunv

8 Life 9.
8 | ife 10-12; trans. by Thackeray.
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aipnoecbar T apiotnv).8 Those three sects which were known to him served as his presumed
targets. When he learned of another, he sought to understand that one as well. In the end, when
he was 19 years old, he “began to govern [his] life by the rules of the [sect of the] Pharisees”
(MpEapmy te mohteveshon i Popioainv aipéost katakolovddv).84

The conclusion seems clear. Josephus evaluated the options and decided that he would
be a Pharisee. For purposes of understanding his views regarding the afterlife, then, subsequent
descriptions of what Pharisees believed about existence after death are particularly relevant.

Though Josephus’ stated association with the Pharisees seems plain, Steve Mason
proposes a completely different perspective.

Josephus was not, and never claimed to be, a Pharisee. . . . He always resented the

Pharisees’ hold on the masses but, like the Sadducees, he accepted this influence as a fact

of life. Thus he acknowledges that when he ended his blissful years of wilderness retreat

with Bannus and returned to the city, he began to involve himself in public life, which

meant “following the school of the Pharisees”.%

Mason acknowledges that Josephus had some kind of connection to the Pharisees — he
“[followed] the school of the Pharisees.” Yet Mason recoils at the concept that, in some
fundamental way, Josephus ever claimed to be a Pharisee. Mason is not completely alone in this
perspective. Setzer, citing Mason, appears to embrace his approach: “Josephus, who also claims
to have been a Pharisee but is no longer . . .”

Mason’s argument depends on a significant reinterpretation of Josephus’ Life 10-12. In
particular, there are three phrases he chooses to understand in a particular way. | will consider

these three phrases in sequence, using grammatical and contextual arguments to demonstrate that

in fact Josephus’ status as a Pharisee is not undermined by them at all.

8 Life 10.

8 Life 12; trans. by Thackeray.
8 Mason (2001) 374.

8 Setzer (2004) 22.
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Mason’s reinterpretation of this key section of the Life begins with his new interpretation
of the phrase “not content, however, with the experience thus gained” (und¢ trv évtedbev
gumetpiov ikaviyy épuavtd vopicog stvar).”®” He suggests this meaning for those words: “The
experience [Josephus] gained was not sufficient to attract him to any of the three schools. That is
precisely why he went to follow Bannus in the wilderness.”® Said another way, the
insufficiency (ixavrv) of the test (éumeipiav) was due not simply to the fact that there was more
to explore. The insufficiency of the test is the equivalent of saying that none of the groups he
had so far tested were sufficient for him. According to these words, Mason asserts that Josephus
had arrived at the firm conclusion that he did not want to be a Pharisee or a Sadducee or an
Essene; so he pursued another option.

Do these words inevitably imply that Josephus, after his test of the three, had concluded
he did not want to be a Pharisee or Sadducee or an Essene? These words do clearly indicate that
Josephus viewed his experience up to that point is insufficient. There was something incomplete
about the testing process so far. But there is nothing in Josephus’ words which inevitably
implies attraction, or lack of it, with respect to the first three schools. He simply says that the
“experience” was not “enough for him.”

Why was his experience not enough? Mason’s suggestion represents one possible
scenario. Josephus’ experience was not enough because he did not like any of the three major
sects he had tried. So he looked for other options. He subsequently discovered another one —
Bannus — and spent three years with him.

Mason’s scenario plays out most smoothly if Josephus first had come to the conclusion

that the examination process was insufficient, and then he subsequently learned about the

87 Life 11.
8 Mason (2001) 344.
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opportunity to visit Bannus. Said another way, Mason’s conclusion seems to presume that
Josephus, after visiting the first three sects, determined that none of them would work for him.
He was without an option. The determination that his experiences were “not enough” preceded
his learning about Bannus.

But if in fact his learning about Bannus preceded his determination that the process up to
that point had been insufficient, then another interpretive option is available. He may have come
to that conclusion that his experiences with the first three groups were insufficient simply
because he had discovered another option to explore. His intent had been to find the best. He
originally had thought only three choices existed. Having discovered a fourth, he recognized that
stopping after three would fail to finish his job. Pursuing three possible options was now “not
enough.” He had one more path to pursue before making his decision.

Before looking more closely at the chronological relationship between Josephus’
“determination” and his discovery of Bannus, it should be noted that even if the Bannus
discovery did not precede Josephus’ “not enough” determination, Mason’s interpretation is not
inevitable. Mason suggests that Josephus’ determination that his first three experiences were
“not enough” meant that he had permanently and categorically closed the door to the three
groups. Yet it is possible, even if the “determination” happened prior to learning about Bannus,
that Josephus was simply explaining that he was not ready to make a decision. There were
positives and negatives, but he did not feel like the experiences had been enough for him to
decide which was best. So, Mason’s implication of a categorical rejection of the three groups is
not the inevitable conclusion even if the Bannus discovery occurred after Josephus’

“determination.”
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But if in fact Josephus’ discovery of Bannus did precede Josephus’ conclusion that the
experience so far had not been enough, then it is much harder for Mason’s line of thought to
stand. It is much easier to suggest that the “not enough” was simply a recognition that there
were more options than Josephus had initially thought.

There is in fact grammatical evidence that recommends positioning Josephus’ discovery
of Bannus as chronologically prior to his determination that his search thus far was “not
enough.” A single xai — or more precisely, the absence of it — makes all the difference.

In the previously cited Life 10-12 section, there are two main verbs which describe
Josephus’ experiences with the four sects. From the phrase “so | submitted myself to hard
training” (oxAnpaymynoac odv duavtdv) until the phrase “I became his devoted disciple”
((nhorg €yevouny avtod), the only main verbs are found in the phrases “[1] passed through the
three courses” (tag tpeic diAbov) and (kai) “I became [Bannus’] devoted disciple” ((niwtig
gyevounv avtod). All the other verbal actions in this section are represented by participles. The
first main verb, 51jA0ov, is modified by two participles: “ckAnpaymyncog odv £uavtdv Kol
moA\d ovn0gis” (having treated myself harshly and having suffered many things).3® The
second main verb, &yevouny, is also modified by two participles: “unds v &viedOev éuneipiav
ioviv épantd vopicag civar mo@6pevég tvo Bévvouv Svopa katd thv Epnpioy Statpifev”
(having not considered my experience up to that point to be sufficient for myself, having learned
that a certain Bannus by name was living in the desert).%

Observe the notable difference between these two participial structures. Each of the two
main verbs has two participles that modify it. But in the first case, the two participles are joined

with a kai. In the second case, they are not. In the first case, the two participles represent two

89 personal translation.
9 personal translation.
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features of Josephus’ life with the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes — he treated himself harshly
and he suffered. These two verbal actions are considered a pair in the way they engage the main
verb — they speak of two attendant circumstances to the action of the main verb. With the second
main verb, however, the two participles do not represent two equally balanced verbal actions that
connect with the main verb. Had a kai been present, one might interpret the participles as
indicating two actions that were sequential in nature, both of which could be viewed as offering
reasons for Josephus’ decision to become a Bannus follower: “Since Josephus had found his
experience up to that point to be insufficient and since he had learned that there was a certain
Bannus who was living in the wilderness, he became his follower.” With a kai, two coordinate
causes contribute to Josephus becoming a follower of Bannus: first, he had determined that his
previous experiences were insufficient; second, he learned that there was a Bannus. Without the
kai, however, a very different flow is suggested. Instead of connecting both participles in an
equal way to the main verb, one would naturally begin with the first participle — “Josephus had
found his experience up to that point to be insufficient” — and recognize the second participle to
be qualifying in some way the thought expressed by the first participle. That second participle,
muBopevog (“having learned”), naturally offers an explanation for why Josephus found his
experience with the first three to be insufficient. One would properly translate, “Since Josephus
considered his experience up to that point inadequate for himself — for he had learned that there
was a certain Bannus by name who lived in the desert — he became his zealous follower.”

Notice the impact this has on Mason’s proposition. Mason’s argument seems to require
Josephus’ evaluation of his experiences up to that point to precede — at least in logic and most
likely in time as well — his awareness of Bannus. Mason’s argument needs Josephus to feel

discontent with the first three sects independent of any awareness of Bannus. But the participles
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strongly suggest that it was his very discovery of Bannus which contributed to the determination
that his investigation so far was incomplete. His determination of “not enough,” then, says
nothing significant — positive or negative — about the first three sects. Most assuredly, he is not
inevitably implying that he is substantially antithetical to any of the three. He is simply noting
that in his quest to find the best, his discovery of a fourth required him to investigate that option
as well before drawing a final conclusion.

As noted carlier, three key phrases stand out in Mason’s reinterpretation of Josephus’ Life
10-12. Analysis of his first key phrase argues against Mason’s conclusion that Josephus had no
love at all for the Pharisees. On the contrary, the structure suggests that Josephus’ determination
to evaluate Bannus was more a quest for completeness than it was a rejection of the first three
options.

The second key phrase involved in Mason’s reinterpretation includes mention of a
particular “desire, or yearning,” of Josephus. As Mason wishes to argue that Josephus had no
love for the Pharisees — and so he surely would not have attached himself to them in any
meaningful way — he makes a concurrent argument that Josephus’ quest for an appropriate
religious association was ultimately satisfied in Bannus. He supports this conclusion based on
these words: “having spent three years with [Bannus] and having completed his desire,
[Josephus] returned to the city” (kai dwatpiyag mop  a0Td Evidvtovg TPeig Kol v Embupiov
TELELDGOG Ei¢ TV TOMY VTEGTPEPOV). Ot

Mason understands this phrase to mean that Josephus’ émBvpiav (“desire/yearning’) was
satisfied specifically and solely by the religion of Bannus. According to Mason’s view,

Josephus’ “desire” was not to find the best sect for a lifetime of association and fulfillment.

%1 Life 12; personal translation.
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Rather, Josephus’ desire could potentially be satisfied with the mere experience — for however
short a time — of religious fulfillment. That is what he found during three years in the desert with
Bannus.

Again, grammatical features play a key role in arguing against this understanding. First,
there is an article with émBopiov, which has the effect of specifying or particularizing the noun.
The article indicates that Josephus is referring to a specific desire that should readily be
recognized by the reader. In interpreting the articularized noun, then, one looks back to the
context for a desire that has previously been mentioned. The word “desire” in itself could
theoretically refer to any desire, including a longing to be spiritually fulfilled for a limited period
of time. In addition, it is certainly true that a yearning to find an appropriate spiritual connection
was at the heart of Josephus’ quest. But Josephus’ initial description of his quest presents not
simply an interest in experiencing such a connection for a limited period of time. The specific,
well-known desire that has been explicitly shared in the immediate context was Josephus’ desire
— after evaluating all the sects — to “choose the best” (aiprioecfar v dpictv) and then,
presumably, to associate with that group for a long period of time.

The article with the noun, then, leads one to look back in the context for that specific
desire previously expressed. The specific desire previously expressed was not simply an interest
in experiencing something for a time; rather, the specific desire was Josephus’ intention to make
a choice. In order to accomplish this, he wanted to ndcog katapddoiu — “examine all of them
closely.” When he thought there were only three choices, his plan was to evaluate three. When
he found out there was a fourth, he wanted to evaluate that one as well. Once he had finished
evaluating the fourth — “having spent three years with Bannus” (kai dtatpiyog mop  odtd

éviantoug Tpeic) — and now had completed his plan — or desire — to choose the best (kai trv



317

embopiov tedeiwoa), he officially ended his youthful quest and returned to the city (gig v moAwv
VIEGTPEPOV).

Admittedly, once Josephus was done with Bannus and so had brought to completion his
plan to examine all closely so that he might choose the best, Josephus does not immediately
report to us the choice he had made. That comes next. But to associate the émfopuiov
(“desire/yearning”) with anything other than the clear contextual driver of this section —
Josephus’ desire to identify the best — seems risky at best.

Yet even if one were to grant that the vocable “desire/yearning” theoretically could refer
only to an underlying longing for some period of spiritual fulfillment, brief as it might be, once
again the particle kai — and this time its presence — speaks volumes. Mason’s argument
presumes that Josephus’ longing was satisfied, in a most narrow sense, by his three years with
Bannus. Mason translates in this way: “Having lived with him three years and having (thereby)
satisfied my yearning I returned to the city” (kxai dtatpiyog mop " adTd EViaVTOVg TPEIS KOl TV
gmbopiov tekeidoag eig v oMy dméotpepov).?? As was noted in earlier argumentation
regarding the relationship of participles to a main verb and the role that «ai plays in that
connection, the presence of kai here indicates that the two aorist participles have a relationship
of balance relative to the main verb. Both participles seem to indicate a temporal or perhaps
causal relationship with the main verb: “After living with [Bannus] for three years and after
bringing to its conclusion my desire, I returned to the city.”

If there had been no «ai, one would naturally have seen the second participial phrase as
qualifying in some way the thought expressed by the first participle. Then, one could read

Josephus to say, “After spending three years with [Bannus], having fulfilled my desire, I returned

92 ife 12; trans. by Mason (2001) 344.
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to the city.” The absence of a kai would seem to leave the door a bit more open to Mason’s
conclusion, that Josephus’ “desire” was satisfied within the bounds of that three-year period — his
heart found joy with Bannus. Even limiting oneself to the narrower context, though, such a
reading would still not inevitably lead to Mason’s conclusion. One could view such a participle
relationship as suggesting, for example, that it was during that three-year period that he realized
his bigger quest of finding the best was done — Bannus was not the answer, and so he was ready
to move on. Considering again the larger context, the centrality of that original desire Josephus
expressed, to find the best, still seems overpowering. Yet the absence of the koi would make the
kind of reading Mason prefers a bit more accessible.

But there is a kai, and its presence is significant. The presence of the kai avoids tying the
concept of “fulfilling my desire” closely with “spending three years with Bannus.” The o,
instead, allows both of those concepts to exist independently, linked closely not inevitably to
each other but definitely to the main verb. Josephus returned to the city. What preceded that
return to the city? There were two things which preceded his return. First, Josephus finished his
three-year experience with Bannus. Second, Josephus brought his desire to a conclusion. The
absence of a grammatically close relationship between the actions of the two participles
recommends even more what seems to be the contextually persuasive argument: Josephus’ desire
was to find the best, and once he had spent three years with Bannus and now had arrived at a
conclusion with respect to which of the four he would follow, he returned to the city.

Analysis of Mason’s two arguments so far has intended to keep the door open for the
conclusion that Josephus’ selection of the Pharisees was in fact the fulfillment of his original
plan, or desire, to choose the best. From Mason’s perspective, however, not only is he interested

in maintaining that Josephus had no love for the Pharisees. He also understands the importance
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of explaining what Josephus then meant when he spoke about some kind of connection with the
Pharisees. In this third key phrase for Mason’s argument, Josephus says, “l began to govern my
life by the rules of the Pharisees, a sect having points of resemblance to that which the Greeks
call the Stoic school” (Ap&aunv te ToAtedechar i) Poproainv aipécel katakoAovddV, 1y
nopamMotdg £ott i map  “EAnow toikii Aeyopévn). >

In an effort to characterize this statement in a manner synchronous with the rest of his
argument, Mason engages the term moAitevecOar. He first suggests that many translators, and
consequently interpreters, have missed the point of the term. Then he proposes his preferred
translation. Finally, he explains how this new translation more evidently allows for his
characterization of Josephus’ relationship with the Pharisees.

Mason observes that many English translators have equated moitteveson with something
like “to behave or act.”®* He presumes that this definition is behind two influential translations
of the phrase “np&aunv te motevesOon 1] Papicaionv aipéoet kataxorovddv.” William
Whiston renders it, “I began to conduct myself according to the rules of the sect of the

»% while Henry Thackeray translates, “I began to govern my life by the rules of the

Pharisees,
Pharisees.”® Mason believes that this approach to translating moAtebec@or makes it easier to
conclude that Josephus actually decided to become a Pharisee, a conclusion he feels is
unjustified. Mason observes, “All of the major English-speaking commentators take the phrase

np&aunv moltevechau as a conversion statement, with the sense that Josephus became a

Pharisee. Since it is demonstrable that these critics are generally influenced by the Loeb®’

9 Life 12; trans. by Thackeray.

% Mason (2001) 349.

% Though William Whiston produced his classic translation of Josephus in the 18th century, his work is still in use
today.

% Thackeray provides the translation in the 1926 Loeb edition.

9 The Loeb edition of 1926 contains Thackeray’s previously referenced translation.
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translation—many cite it verbatim—, it is probable that their interpretations of Life 12b are not
wholly independent.”%®

One may disagree with Mason’s implication that citing the Loeb translation is evidence
of a lack of interpretive independence. Scholars may, in fact, have independently concluded that
the Loeb translation, while certainly not the only possible accurate translation, nevertheless has
accurately captured the meaning of this phrase in context. At the same time, it is worthwhile to
consider what other translation options might be.

Mason suggests that Toltevesbon should be translated “to engage in public affairs”
rather than “to behave or act.”®® While he acknowledges two occasions where Josephus himself
uses a middle form of moAtteb® to mean “behave” or “conduct oneself,”*%° Mason offers
multiple examples of the term being used to describe public activity, even the actual holding of a
public office.’% To support his choice of this definition, he offers, among other arguments, the
conclusions of German scholars who translate the term in just this way: B. Niese’s (1896) “in
das Offent/iche Leben einzutreten” (to enter into public life); H. Rasp’s (1924) “die Offentliche
Laufbahn . . . begonnen” (to begin his public career); and E. Lohse’s (1971) “begann, sich im
offentlichen Leben zu betdtigen” (to begin to busy himself in public life).1%?

In the end, this definition for moAitevesbon does — by itself — little to settle the larger issue

of Josephus’ relationship to the Pharisees. Mason appears to acknowledge this. Though citing

multiple German scholars who do translate moAttevecsfar in a way that places greater emphasis

% Mason (2001) 347-348.

% Mason (2001) 351.

100 Ant 17.103, 243.

101 Mason (2001) 349-350.

102 Mason (2001) cites in his footnotes on page 348 the following references for these citations: Niese, HZ, 194;
Rasp, “Religionsparteien”, 34; E. Lohse, Umwelt des Neuen Testaments (1971), 102.
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on activity in the public sphere, Mason acknowledges that even they “also tend to see Life 12 as
proof of Josephus’s decision to become a Pharisee.””1%®

Changing the definition, then, does not by itself lead to the conclusion that Josephus was
not a Pharisee. In fact, the only thing that inevitably seems to flow from the revised definition of
noltevesBon is the reminder that at this stage Josephus was now entering into a public life. He
was not just “conducting” his life in a way that followed the Pharisees; rather, he began
participating in the public sphere, following the ways of the Pharisees as he did.

What did it mean to participate in the public sphere? Entering public life did not need to
suggest that he now occupied some kind of official government position. Entering public life did
not imply that he suddenly had authority over others. Entering public life could mean nothing
more, but also nothing less, than moving from a private life of learning and exploration into the
public life of engaging the world through a career or occupation of some sort.2% The verb
noAtevesan, then, serves primarily as a marker of Josephus’ transitioning into maturity. So far
in the Life he had spoken of his birth in AD 37,% the beginning of consultations with high
priests and important men of the city about the law when he was 14, and his exploration of
various sects which began when he was 16. That effort took three years. At the age of 19, he

transitioned from the private life of a youth to the public life of a young man. The term

noAtevecsOon, then, was Josephus’ way to describe his transition into that next stage. The

103 Mason (2001) 348.

104 The first known “public” act of Josephus was an effort on his part, seven years later when he was 26, to gain
freedom for some priests who had been imprisoned by the procurator of Judea. They had appealed to Caesar in
Rome, and so Josephus went to Rome to try to help them. He ended up obtaining his goal through a friendship he
developed with a Jewish actor familiar to Nero’s wife. Through her intervention, the priests were set free. (Life 13-
16.)

105 | jfe 5.
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German scholars Mason cites appear to use it precisely in this way: “He began to busy himself in
public life.”0®

What does Mason gain, then, by preferring the translation “entry into public life”?
Mason appears to feel that the mention of “public,” and perhaps its potential association with
governance, leaves the door open to suggesting that Josephus’ following of the Pharisees was of
the narrowest of sorts. Josephus was not really a Pharisee at heart, but he simply understood that
to make progress in his career —and in particular if his career would include some form of public
service — he needed to be in the party of the Pharisees to gain popular approval. Mason cites a
Josephan description of the Sadducees to help make his case. After explaining how Sadducees
had different convictions compared to the Pharisees yet were often very prominent individuals,

Josephus presents a compromise they could make for purposes of expediency.

omote yop &m’ dpydg mapér0olev, drovcing Lev kod kot dvéykag, Tpocympodct & odv
015 0 Dapiroaiog Aéyet 61 TO pUn BAA®G AvekToLg Yevéahat Toig TAN0eaty.

For when [the Sadducees] become magistrates, as they are unwillingly and by force

sometimes obliged to be, they addict themselves to the notions of the Pharisees, because

the multitude would not otherwise bear them.’

Josephus, Mason suggests, made the Sadducean calculation. By saying he was following
the Pharisees, Josephus was really not saying that he had become a Pharisee. Rather, Josephus
was simply recognizing that to succeed in the career phase of his life, his only option was to

conduct himself as a Pharisee. This was not a commitment of the heart. This was a concession

to reality, an act of political opportunism.

16 Mason (2001) cites in his footnotes on page 348 the following reference for this citation: E. Lohse, Umwelt des
Neuen Testaments (1971), 102.
107 Ant 18.17.
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While such a claim could theoretically fit into the space of unknowns present in the
phrase “np&aunv te moArtevestar i) Papioainv aipéoet katakolovddv,” the question is whether
there is anything contextual which would recommend such an understanding. First, as was
demonstrated, toAttevesbon can simply refer to the fact that he was now moving into the public
phase of his life. He was a grown-up. Contextually, there is no reason to insert the Sadducean
situation into what Josephus was doing as a 19-year-old. Additionally, from all we know he was
not at that stage taking on ruling authority.

But what if Josephus was thinking ahead? What if he was looking forward to serving in
an official public position (which ultimately he did)? One might suggest that he chose to become
a Pharisee for just that reason, because he wanted to succeed down the road. He would have
recognized the importance of having the populace on his side and so cleverly positioned himself
through an alliance of convenience. Again, that is theoretically possible. But absent any
contextual clues to suggest that sort of manipulative and contrived association, on what basis
would we propose such a strategy on Josephus’ part? Mason feels that such a strategy is likely
because his analysis of the first two phrases discussed in this section leads him to believe that
Josephus had categorically closed the door on a relationship with the Pharisees from any
philosophical or theological perspective. If the door was in fact closed on the Pharisees, then one
understands why an interpreter would need to propose an alternative explanation for the
association with the Pharisees that Josephus does claim at the end of Life 10-12. When an
interpreter feels the context has constrained him, an option that would otherwise be viewed as
rather narrow and speculative can ultimately feel inevitable.

But as the contextual clues Mason requires have been shown not to carry the weight he

suggests — in fact, both syntactically and contextually those same passages naturally flow in a
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direction that would support the fact that Josephus became a Pharisee — there is no reason to seek
out a minimalistic explanation for Josephus’ Pharisaic association.'%

In addition, other elements of the context strongly recommend an understanding of Life
12 which sees Josephus presenting himself as a Pharisee in the broadest possible sense. The first
significant contextual clue is linked closely to the structure of Life 10-12. This section is a unit.
It is preceded by a chronological accounting of Josephus’ youth up to the age of 16. It is
followed by what happens at the age of 26. This Life 10-12 unit contains within its boundaries a
single and specific episode of Josephus’ life: his quest for a sect to which he could feel
comfortable subscribing.

In this connection, then, the concept of “sect” is the bookend which brackets both sides of
this unit. At the beginning of the contextual unit, Josephus explains that “I determined to gain
personal experience of the several sects into which our nation is divided” (¢BovAn6nv t@v mop’
UiV aipéoemv éumeipiov AoPeiv);1% his object was to make a choice, to “select the best”
(aipyoecBar TV apiotnv).}1? At the end of the same contextual unit, he says that he “began to

govern [his] life by the rules of the [sect of the] Pharisees” (p&aunv te moltevecar i)

dapicaiov aipéoet katorxorovd®dv).1tt This unit of three paragraphs has nothing substantial

108 While Mason’s evaluation of Life 10-12 seems essential to his argument, Mason also questions the likelihood that
Josephus was a Pharisee because Josephus writes negative things about the Pharisees. For example, Josephus
reports that Pharisees played a role in trying to depose him when he was governor of Galilee (Life 1.189-193). Also,
in one particular incident, he describes Pharisees as capable of “greatly opposing kings,” “a cunning sect,” and ones
who could do “mischief” (Antiquities 17.41). Josephus was surely not hesitant to call Pharisees out when they were
doing something wrong. But Josephus also could speak of them positively. He describes them as “friendly to one
another” in contrast to the Sadducees, who are “wild” and “barbarous” (Jewish War 2.166). He mentions an
occasion when the chief of the Pharisees protected him from danger (Life 20-21). These examples of negative and
positive descriptions present a sect that had strengths and weaknesses as well as good guys and bad guys. Such
examples make clear that Josephus would not have viewed his association with a sect as inevitable agreement with
everything that sect did. However, the fact that Pharisees could act in inappropriate ways ought not in itself be
viewed as evidence that Josephus could never have been a member of that sect.

109 Life 10; trans. by Thackeray.

110 |ife 10; trans. by Thackeray.

11 Life 12; trans. by Thackeray.
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which precedes the first mention of “sects,” and this unit of three paragraphs has nothing
substantial which follows the last mention of a “sect.” Mason’s suggestions notwithstanding,
there is nothing between those first and last mentions of “sect” which does anything to inevitably
lead the reader to conclude that somehow this section does not have cohesion. As Josephus
introduces his quest in connection with a “sect” at the beginning, the most natural conclusion is
that he completed his quest with respect to a “sect” at the end. While one can properly explore
potential definitions for a word like mtoAttevesbou, one cannot easily dismiss the clear bookend
structure of Life 10-12. Josephus’ quest for the best sect is concluded with the selection of the
best sect.'*? Josephus’ association with the Pharisees, then, can be categorized not as a narrow,
expedient association. He viewed his association with the Pharisees as an expression of
meaningful allegiance after a careful period of examining the various options.

One more contextual detail supports this argument for a meaningful allegiance, an
allegiance which expressed Josephus’ substantial agreement with what the Pharisees stood for.
As the larger context seems to make most natural the presumption that Josephus’ action at the
end of this section is the answer to the quest introduced at the beginning of this section, so the
immediate context — the very last words of this section — makes evident that Josephus’
association with the Pharisees was more than base political opportunism. Having explained that
he was following the sect of the Pharisees, he adds that the Pharisees are “a sect having points of
resemblance to that which the Greeks call the Stoic school” (fj TapoamAncidg éott T Top’

"EAMnov Ztoikf Asyopévn). 1t

1121t js interesting to note that when Josephus described the purpose behind his evaluation of the sects (tév
aipéoewv), he spoke of his plan to “select” (aiprioectar) the best. The Greek terms for “select” and “sect” employ
the same root. Josephus intended to make a choice. In the end, he began to govern his life by that choice, that sect,
the Pharisees.

113 Life 12; trans. by Thackeray.
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This addition is significant. To the degree that Josephus was communicating with an
audience unfamiliar with the intricacies of Judaism, he felt it helpful to offer a comparison.
Josephus was comparing the Pharisees, an unknown to the Greeks, with a group very well known
to the Greeks, the Stoics. This is the first time that Josephus employs the term Stoic in his Life.
One can presume, then, that Josephus expected them to associate with the term Stoic their most
instinctive, general sense of what Stoicism stood for. The Stoic school, at its most basic, was a
group that had certain philosophical principles. Learning that the Pharisees resembled the Stoics,
readers would naturally have concluded that the Pharisees were a philosophical group of some
sort. They would also have concluded that the philosophical approach of the Pharisees possessed
similarities to the approach of the Stoics.

This last phrase is significant, then, in that Josephus concludes this important unit of
thought by drawing attention not to the potential political benefits of associating with Pharisaism.
To the contrary, the most natural reading of this addition has Josephus drawing attention to the
Pharisees’ philosophy — their core convictions. If he is focusing on core convictions when
describing Pharisaism to an unfamiliar audience, it would seem inevitable to presume that his
own association with Pharisaism was built on the very thing he chose to draw attention to — their
philosophical/theological convictions. This last phrase, then, serves as an exclamation mark to
the larger proposition that in this section Josephus is transparently laying claim to the status of

being a Pharisee.1*

114 Mason does engage the final phrase of this section (that the Pharisees resemble the Stoics), but only briefly in his
main text and then a bit more in a footnote. In his main text, he suggests that these words speaking of the Stoics
may be “intended to remind the reader of what Josephus has said elsewhere about the pervasive influence of the
Pharisees in Jewish society” [Mason (2001) 354]. This seems to be an unnecessarily shallow point of comparison —
that Josephus wanted the audience simply to conclude that the Pharisees were an influential group, like the Stoics
were, without any other implications. In the associated footnote Mason does acknowledge that commentators
usually focus on the philosophical similarities between the two. He then offers an affirmation to that even as he
seems to want to focus elsewhere: “Without diminishing in the least the significance of those parallels, I should like
to suggest a further aspect of comparison” [Mason (2001) 354]. Mason’s readiness to grant a philosophical linkage
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Mason argues carefully to suggest that in fact Josephus was not a Pharisee. By
evaluating his characterization of three key phrases in Life 10-12, | have attempted to
demonstrate that the pillars of his argument can reasonably be viewed as shaky. In the end, I do
not think that one can comfortably embrace the conclusions he has drawn.''® Instead, the more
sound interpretation is that Josephus, after considering the various options open to him, did
associate himself with the philosophical/theological convictions of the Pharisaic sect.

Josephus’ words in Life 10-12 are central to the contention that Josephus himself was a
Pharisee. This claim is not insignificant as one wishes to get a comprehensive sense of
Josephus’ view of the afterlife. Acknowledging that Josephus was a Pharisee permits one to
consider additional passages from Josephus in the effort to define his views regarding existence
after death. On a number of occasions, Josephus explains what Pharisees believe. Components
of Pharisaic belief involved the afterlife. In recognizing that Josephus enjoyed a close
philosophical association with the Pharisees, then, one can then presume that beliefs attributed
by Josephus to the Pharisees with regard to the afterlife may reasonably be attributed to Josephus
as well.

As | have discussed earlier, much is known about Josephus’ understanding of the afterlife
from his own personal statements. Josephus was convinced that after death, at a significant
moment in time (at the “revolution of the ages™), his living soul would be rejoined to a body in a
way that denoted continuity with the existence he once had on earth. This new body would be

perfect, and in it he would enjoy a conscious and happy post-death existence. While Josephus’

perhaps indicates his awareness that this is the most natural understanding. Yet Mason’s eagerness to focus again on
“a further aspect of comparison,” going on to recommend the unnecessarily shallow concept of “broad influence” as
the key point of comparison, does seem necessary to maintain his larger argument.

115 Mason himself, as he mentions scholars helpful to his project in the preface to his book Flavius Josephus on the
Pharisees (2001), notes this: “None of the academics mentioned above, as far as | know, wanted to have his name
tied to the hypotheses that I advocate in the present work.” [Mason (2001) xiv.]
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personal statements do reveal significant — and perhaps even sufficient — information about his
concept of the afterlife, his descriptions of the Pharisees serve to affirm and enhance our sense of
Josephus’ thinking.

Josephus’ words regarding the Pharisees offer two key additional facets to one’s
understanding of Josephus’ view of existence after death. First, Pharisees — and so also Josephus
— believed that the gift of a new body after death was reserved only for those who were good,
that is, those who followed the principles of God during their lives. Second, Josephus’ words
regarding the Pharisees bring additional clarity to our understanding of the nature of the body
that would be enjoyed after death. Josephus was not confessing metempsychosis, a sort of
transmigration or reincarnation into a new body that was distinct from one’s previous
existence.!*® Rather, the nature of the post-death body links closely to what is customarily
associated with the term resurrection — clear continuity between the body once enjoyed and the
body newly enjoyed.

Josephus’ personal statements already hint at the fact that receiving a new body after
death is limited only to those who are good. When addressing compatriots who were
contemplating suicide, Josephus said:

ap’ odk Tote 811 TdV Pév EE1dvimv Tod Blov Katd TOV THG PVGEMS VOOV Kai TO ANeOLy

mapd Tod 00D ypéog EKTIVOVTOV, dTav O Sodg kopicacOo 0EA, KAEOC Hv aidviov, oikot

0¢ kol yeveal BEParot, kabapai 6 Kol EMNKOOL LEVOLGY al yuyal, xdPov ovpaviov

Aoyodoot TOV ayidtaTov, EVOeV €K TEPITPOTIC AidVMV Ayvoig TaAly avtevolkilovtot

ocopooty: 66015 08 kaf Eavt®dv Endvnoav ol XIpes, ToVTOV domMg eV dExETOL TOG YLYOS

OKOTEWOTEPOC, O 6& TOLTWV TTaTNP O€0G €1g EYYOVOUS TILMPETOL TOVG TOV TOTEPMV

VPpLoThc.

Do not you know that those who depart out of this life, according to the law of nature,

and pay that debt which was received from God, when he that loaned it to us is pleased to

require it back, enjoy eternal fame? That their houses and their posterity are sure, that
their souls are pure and obedient, and obtain a most holy place in heaven, from whence,

116 This transmigration into a different body was a feature of Platonism. See the myth of Er in Republic 10.613e —
621d.
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in the revolution of ages, they are again sent into pure bodies; while the souls of those

whose hands have acted madly against themselves, are received by the darkest place in

Hades, and while God, who is their father, punishes those that offend against either of

them in their posterity?*’

In speaking to his fellow Jews, Josephus explains that those who leave this life “according to the
law of nature” (katd tOv g PUcemg vopov) will one day be “again sent into pure bodies”
(ayvoic méAv avtevokifovtal cdpootv). When describing those whose hands have “acted
madly against themselves” (kaf’ €avtdv éudvnoav ai xeipec), however, he does not speak of
bodies. He simply says that their souls “are received by the darkest place in Hades” (tovtmv
doMG HEV déYETAL TAG YVYOG OKOTEWVOTEPOG).

While this section clearly hints at the fact that only the good receive new bodies, in the
end this section only permits an argument from silence. With regard to the bad, bodies are not
mentioned. Given the clear contextual contrast with the outcome for the good, we might fairly
presume that they did not receive new bodies. Yet Josephus does not explicitly exclude those
who are bad from receiving new bodies. Josephus’ description of Pharisaic beliefs removes any
uncertainty: “[ They maintain], on the one hand, that every soul is imperishable, yet on the other
hand, that only the soul of those who are good passes over into another body, while the souls of
the evil are punished with everlasting retribution” (yvynv te macav uev debaptov, petafaivev
3¢ gic Erepov odpa TV TdOV AyaddY HodvnV, Tag 88 TV QodAmv udie Tipmpin koldlesOar). 8
One word makes the point definitively: “only” (uovnv). Josephus explains that Pharisees

believed only one group of people would receive bodies in the afterlife, those who were good.

Those who were evil would remain only souls and in that form experience punishment.

17 Jw 3.374-375. Whiston’s translation has been slightly adapted for clarity: “lent it us” is now “loaned it to us.”
Also, while not relevant to this particular discussion, it can be noted that Whiston’s translation of the last phrase may
be a bit hard to understand. Thackeray (1967) translates “0 8¢ tovt@v TP 0£0G €ig £yyOVOULG TIMPETTAL TOVG TAOV
natépwv VPPLotas” in this way: “God, their father, visits upon their posterity the outrageous acts of the parents.”

118 JW 2.163; personal translation.
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Josephus’ description of Pharisaic belief, therefore, clarifies that only the good receive
bodies after death. That same citation, however, introduces an element which might initially
seem to complicate our understanding of Josephus’ views on the afterlife: Josephus states that
the good will receive a “different/other” (£tepov) body.

When previously characterizing Josephus’ personal understanding of the new body he
expected to receive, continuity was emphasized. In some respect there was continuity between
bodily existence on earth and the bodily existence that would occur after death. This continuity
was emphasized through Josephus’ use of the term wdAwv (“again”). In speaking to those who
were contemplating suicide, Josephus had explained that “in the revolution of ages, [those who
depart out of this life according to the law of nature] are again sent into pure bodies” (§vOev ék
TEPLTPOTTC AtV dryvoic méhv dvrevoikilovron cdpaoctv).tt® Josephus used similar
terminology when he explained that “[those who had lived exactly according to the laws would]
come into being again, and at a certain revolution of things receive a better life than they had
enjoyed before” (£5wkev 6 0g0¢ yevécBou T méA kai Piov dpsive AaPsiv éx meprrponiic).t° As
previously noted, since Josephus asserts that souls are immortal, “coming into being again”
(yevéobon malv) would naturally refer to the reacquisition of the body. Given the “again” nature
of this action, the implication is that there is some linkage between the second occupation of the
body and the first occupation of the body. Also, the phrase “again sent into pure bodies” (&yvoic
ol avtevokilovtol copacty) likely emphasizes a connection between the former body and
the new body.

This is not the view of all. Feldman, in reference to the phrase “again sent into pure

bodies” (aryvoig maiwv avtevoikilovion copacty), notes that Thackeray understood these words in

119 3w 3.374; italics mine.
120 AA 2.218: italics mine.
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a very different way. “This passage in [the Jewish War], says Thackeray, contains a reference to
metempsychosis.”*?! As mentioned earlier, metempsychosis is a sort of transmigration or
reincarnation into a new body, a new body that is in significant ways distinct from one’s
previous existence. Metempsychosis is contrasted with the concept of resurrection, where the
new body, while distinct in a respect — in Josephus’ case, it would be holy — is still an expression
of direct continuity with the original body.

In the passage previously cited to note that only the good receive new bodies, the
question of metempsychosis or resurrection is left unanswered. “[The Pharisees maintain], on
the one hand, that every soul is imperishable, yet on the other hand, that only the soul of those
who are good passes over into another body” (yvynv te tdcav pev debaptov, petafaivety 6¢ gig
&repov odpa TV TOV yaddv povny).122 All this passage says is that the good pass into a
“different/other” (£tepov) body. This “other body” could theoretically be of an animal or of a
completely different person. &tepov does not eliminate the possibility of a resurrection concept —
the body would be different simply in that it would be holy. But &tepov does leave the issue
unresolved.

A Josephan passage describing Pharisaic belief offers clarity:

40avaTov Te IoydV Taig Yoy Mot adTOlg Etval Kol DITO YOOVOG SIKOUMGELS TE KOd TS

oi¢ apetiic | kaxiog Emdevoic &v 1@ Piw yéyovev, koi Todg pev sipyuov didiov

npotifesOat, Toic 6¢ pactdvny Tod dvafrodv.

[The Pharisees] also believe that souls have an immortal vigor in them, and that under the

earth there will be rewards or punishments, according as they have lived virtuously or

viciously in this life; and the latter are to be detained in an everlasting prison, but that the
former shall have power to revive and live again.!?

121 Feldman (1965) 13.
122 JW 2.163; personal translation.
123 Ant 18.14.
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In the personal statements of Josephus previously cited, Josephus has already described
existence after death as “coming into being again” (yevésOon mév)*?* and “to be introduced as
inhabitants to bodies again, bodies which are pure” (é&yvoic v dvievoikilovion copocy).r?®
While arguments revolving around the use of the term ndAwv (“again”), as previously presented,
strongly lean the interpreter toward a resurrection-type understanding, this Josephan citation of
Pharisaic perspective contributes clarity. According to Josephus’ characterization, Pharisees
believed that to the virtuous, the opportunity “to live again easily” (paotdvny tod dvaprodv)i?®
would be given. This was not simply a “coming into being again,” where the type of existence is
not defined as explicitly. This was not simply an “inhabiting bodies again” where, in spite of
the mdAwv, one might try to suggest that Josephus is leaving the door open to kinds of bodies
other than human or to the body of a completely different human. The Pharisees believed in a
“living again.” Whatever life once was, that is what was going to be again. In fact, Josephus
explicitly refers, in the immediate context, to that life which once was. He notes that it is
behavior “in this life” (év 1@ Piw)'?’ which impacts one’s post-death future. Employing the same
Biog root in a verb, dvofidom, and no less than 12 words later, strongly implies that the definition
of “life” is presumed to be the same in both places.

So, there was physical life before death, and then there was a restoration of life again
after death. This restoration of life was not in connection with the soul — the soul was immortal.
The only thing naturally presumed to “live again” would be the body. This was not someone
else’s body. This was not another creature’s body. The most natural way to understand what

Josephus is saying is to conclude that the body of the deceased was the body which would live

124 AN 2.218.
125 3w 3.374.
126 Ant 18.14; personal translation.
127 Ant 18.14.
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again. This was not metempsychosis. This was not what is customarily associated with the term
reincarnation. This “living again” of the original body is most commonly referred to as
resurrection. This is what the Pharisees confessed, and this is what we would naturally presume
Josephus, a Pharisee, confessed.

Feldman concurs. In reference to this particular passage from the Antiquities, he writes,
“But our passage . . . refer[s] not to metempsychosis, which was not a tenet of the Pharisees, but
to the belief in resurrection, which was a central doctrine of the Pharisees.”*?® In support of this
assertion, Feldman notes an instance where a form related to dvafiom — in this case dvaPinoig —
is paired with the Greek term for “rising again,” aviotnut.

This linkage of forms which Feldman refers to is found in a passage in 2 Maccabees, a
text which discusses the defilement of the Jerusalem temple in the second century BC by the
Seleucid king Antiochus IV Epiphanes, as well as the subsequent cleansing of the temple by
victorious Jews. In the course of Antiochus’ oppressive actions, a young Jewish man was about
to be executed by Antiochus for refusing to violate Jewish religious principles by eating pork.
As he was being tortured and was about to breathe his last, 2 Maccabees 7:9 reports that the
young man said, “[Like an avenging spirit you take] us out of this present life, but the King of
the world shall raise us up, who have died for his laws, unto everlasting life” (o0 pév, dAdotmp,
€k 10D TapOvTog NEAg Ciiv AmoAveLs, 0 0 Tod KOGHOoV PBactieng dmobovovtog NUdg VIEP TOV
avToDd VOOV gic aidviov avafinoty {ofig fudc dvactioet).??®
This 2 Maccabees verse connects two important concepts. In describing the beliefs of the

sect he had joined, Josephus has already explained that it was given to the virtuous “to live again

128 Feldman (1965) 13.
129 2 Maccabees 7:9 in Swete (1909). Translation in part from The Apocrypha: King James Version (1995); the
phrase “Thou like a fury takest” has been replaced with “Like an avenging spirit you take,” a personal translation.
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easily” (paotdvny Tob avafodv).t3 In 2 Maccabees 7:9, a young man confesses confidence
that “[the King of the world] will raise us up (dvactoet) for an eternal living again (&dvapiocv)
of life.” The same Josephan term, “living again” (dvaBioowv), is employed, yet this time it is
explicitly connected to the concept of “being raised up (dvactioet). To rise again in Latin is
resurgo, or as a noun, resurrection. The term Josephus uses for “living again” is tightly paired
with the term “resurrection.”

One could properly have made that association even without the Maccabees verse. But
Feldman sees the Maccabean linkage as useful. Feldman explains that 2 Maccabees 7:9
“employs avaBiootg, the noun corresponding to the verb avofiom (the word used by Josephus in
our passage) in a clear reference to resurrection.”*3!

Pharisaic views on existence after death fill in our picture of what Josephus, a Pharisee,
himself believed about the subject. From his own personal statements, we know that Josephus
anticipated a conscious post-death existence where his immortal soul, at a notable moment in
time, would be rejoined to a perfect body that had continuity of some sort with Josephus’
existence prior to death. From descriptions of Pharisaic belief, we are able to add certainty to the
implication that it was only the souls of the good who would be rejoined to a body. In addition,
Josephus’ characterizations of Pharisaic belief make even more explicit that the acquisition of a
new body was not to be a manifestation of some sort of reincarnation, but it is in fact a
resurrection — in some fashion the body once employed prior to death will be given life again.

Giving definition to Josephus’ views about a personal resurrection helps characterize the
close linkage between Josephus’ attitudes toward his virtual exile and those of Favorinus. Just as

Favorinus directed exiles to find confidence in their challenging circumstances by anticipating an

130 Ant 18.14; personal translation.
131 Feldman (1965) 13. (No comma is found in the original citation after «. . . our passage)”.
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eternal reward, so one can see how Josephus could find great confidence — though a marginalized
member of society — in a transformative future after death. Josephus could know that so many
dismissed the fundamental tenets and practices of Judaism. Josephus could be aware that in so
many places in the empire, Jews faced consequent antagonism from neighbors. Josephus could
recall the brutal defeat that Jews experienced in the destruction of Jerusalem. Whatever the
specific factors on his mind at a given moment, Josephus could contemplate the virtual exile that
he experienced as a Jew in a pagan society and find reasons to be discouraged. Yet this is not
what we see. Instead, he remained confident. To know that he was looking forward to a post-
death existence and resurrection, with soul and body recombined for a better life, is to
understand how the events of a moment need not have undermined his perspective on the future.
All things earthly could be taken from him, he could confess, yet in the end he would lose
nothing.

That such a powerful kind of confidence can come from the belief in resurrection is
affirmed, in a rather ironic way, by one rejecting the reality of resurrection. Characterizing her
perspective on the Jewish belief in resurrection in Josephus’ time most bluntly, Setzer states, . .
. resurrection was fabricated out of the ‘toolkit’ of Jewish culture.”'** Yet Setzer does capture
well the role that resurrection confidence can play for one who feels like a virtual exile:

... resurrection is an effective strategy because resurrection allowed its adherents to live

in the world as it is. It allowed adherents to retain their commitment to a certain

community and its history while managing the discordant reality around them. They
could continue to believe in a watchful God who acts in history, the election of Israel, the

eventual punishment of evildoers, and reward for the righteous. It allowed them to
accommodate the temporary triumph of the Roman state and their own subjection.!3

132 Setzer (2001) 90; italics original.
133 Setzer (2001) 94; italics original.
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Josephus would have rejected the “fabrication” component of Setzer’s observation. But
her sense of the powerful role resurrection can play affirms the proposition that for Josephus,
resurrection was central to his optimism in the face of a society which viewed Jewish belief as
little more than fabrication. He was a virtual exile, but his confidence in resurrection positioned

any such exile as only temporary.

Overview of Josephus’ exilic path to victory
Josephus existed as an exile of thought in the midst of a pagan society that surrounded

him. Though such a status could easily have weighed on him like the burden of a punishment,
instead Josephus demonstrated an optimistic perspective that mimicked, in many fashions, the
approaches of some philhellenic philosophers. He followed in the footsteps of Musonius as he
focused on the positives in spite of negatives, as he exemplified Stoic-like acceptance of events
as they transpired, and as he refused to accept the determination by others that his own
theological/philosophical path was wrong. He walked in a path similar to that of Dio
Chrysostom as he confessed his God to be the one who controlled human history, the one who
also would bring blessing to those who stood on God’s side. Finally, Josephus traveled a course
similar to that of Favorinus as he laid claim to the expectation of an eternal reward, the
resurrection of the body and a better life to come.

Musonius and Dio and Favorinus created an exilic path to follow. They were determined
to maintain personal confidence even though others had tried to sideline them. In the end, they
laid claim to victory. Josephus charted a course similar in many ways, even as it was distinct in
some most fundamental respects. Ultimately, he too was determined to maintain personal

confidence though a marginalized member of society. He confessed a confidence that rested
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ultimately on the God of Israel. Certain of divine providence in life and looking forward to

resurrection after death, Josephus laid claim to the ultimate in victory.

Conclusion — The conquered conquers
Josephus, a Jew and a general and ultimately a historian, found a way to view himself as

being on the winning side in spite of societal marginalization and military defeat. The world in
which he lived, though viewed by many scholars as less than antagonistic to Judaism, in fact
demonstrated repeatedly that while propitious events and political expediency could insulate
Jews from antipathy that surrounded them, there was a constant low grade “fever” that could
periodically and violently spike. This antipathy can reasonably be linked to the exclusivist
theological claims of Judaism and the implicit condemnation of competing claims. While
outward cultural manifestations of Judaism did reflect an obvious separatism relative to their
non-Jewish neighbors, underlying theological claims of Judaism were also not unknown. Some
pagans would have been most comfortable ignoring all of this. But for others who either
explicitly recognized it or only implicitly perceived it, Jewish distinctiveness became a rationale
for intolerance.

On so many occasions, the strength of imperial authority did step in to defend Jews under
pressure. Fascinating family connections solidified supportive policies toward the significant
Jewish pockets that existed within the empire’s borders. But at other moments, and due to a
diversity of factors, the underlying current of antipathy could rise to the surface, and Jews
became targets. Josephus assigns blame for this antipathy not to the character of Jewish
theology. Rather, the cause lay in those who were unreasonably reacting to the uniqueness of

Judaism. Yet whatever the cause, the fact remained that Jews lived in an environment of risk.
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It is in view of such generalized risk that Josephus can properly be viewed as a virtual
exile. He was different from those around him. His Jewish beliefs, by definition, set him apart
in a most fundamental way from those who surrounded him. Even as he integrated into his
culture to a significant degree, his separateness was woven into the fabric of his being. Whatever
his physical status, he remained an exile of the mind.

His writings, then, can beneficially be viewed as having been composed through the lens
of exile. Yet his writings were not just exilic in nature. They were victoriously exilic. Just as
Musonius and Dio and Favorinus demonstrated how through writing one can lay claim to victory
even when one’s outward circumstances indicate defeat, so Josephus employed that same art of
an exile. He laid claim to the status of “winner” even though, in the eyes of many, he would
have seemed the furthest thing from victorious. No matter how others might have viewed him,
he was convinced that his worldview was being proven true. History itself — as discouraging as
it could at times appear — was elucidating the very principles he was promoting. The God of
Israel was governing events. Following the principles of the God of Israel was key to receiving
divine blessing. Treasuring the principles of the God of Israel was key to an afterlife enjoyed, an
ultimate resurrection of the body and a better life to come.

These are not the perspectives of one defeated. These are not the words of one
demoralized. These are not the inclinations of one about to forfeit the tenets that had guided his
life so far. These are the views of one who was so confident in tenets that had guided his life that
he wanted to share them. In texts which encompassed a span of history going all the way back to
the beginning,*** Josephus sought to convey the key to history. His approach was a gentle one.

He understood that certain things he wrote might strike the reader as stunning. In moments like

13 Ant 1.27.



339

that, he was not maliciously confrontational but persuasively indirect. He persisted in repeatedly
and coherently tracing a path of divine providence and order, a pathway present even in the
appearance of defeat.

John Barclay, cited earlier as one who could envision Jews claiming a type of moral

135

victory in the face of Roman dominance,*** observes this about Josephus:

What we might also find in Josephus, suitably concealed or partial in expression, are
hints of a cultural defiance which refuses to let Judaism merely mirror back to the
Romans their own cultural mores. This is not a necessary or inevitable feature of writers
under colonial conditions: some have simply erased their native cultural pride. But
Josephus has not rested content with showing that the Jews are simply, as it were,
“Romans” from Judea. By insisting on the extreme antiquity of Judaism and the
originality of Moses’ constitution (which has been imitated and envied by all other
peoples), and by inserting under Roman moral categories his own Jewish customs (e.g.
the Jewish ban on abortion, Ap. 2.202), Josephus, as it were, infiltrates Roman discourse
with his own distinctively Jewish traditions.t%

While I have given additional distinct definition to likely reasons for Josephus’
confidence — for example, confidence in divine providence and expectation of the resurrection of
the dead — Barclay’s observation does affirm a general principle. Josephus could be a minority
in the face of the majority yet not surrender in the least. He could embrace convictions distinct
from his surrounding culture yet not at all feel inclined to adjust. Josephus could be an exile of
thought and yet simultaneously be one who had mastered the art of exile. To be an exile is not
inevitably to be wrong. To be an exile is not inevitably to be worthy of such separation. One
can be an exile, distinct from the culture that surrounds him, and yet be fully convinced that he is
in the right. This reality fuels the exile’s art, the capacity in writing to lay claim to victory in the

midst of apparent defeat. This is the artistry Josephus employed, and in the end, the conquered

had in fact conquered.

135 See introduction to this project.
136 Barclay (1996) 321.
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