JOSFPHUS AS HISTORLAN AND APOTOGIST
Lesteor L.. Grobbe

JO%LphUQ' value as a historian has been LQCan1/Qd

through the centuries. e is a valuable source for a lengthy
PULlOd of history, and our only source for certain parts of .
that period. Yet it has also been long known that Josophus
did not write just for a love of lecarning. The apologetic,

intent of his writings is recognizaed by all competent
historians.

' Not only are Josephus' writings apologetic' in. intont;.
they have also been frequently used for apologetic purposes

by later writers. As Horst Moehring recently commented: "The

writings of Flavius Josephus have at times achieved scemi-
canonical status, but there exists no orthodox line of inter-

pretation, at least apart from . . . the unscrupulousness with
which everybody exp101ts his writings for whatever purposc may
at the moment be in mind. Jovpphuq has truly been all thineg.a

to all men. . . . there certainly is a great amount of pseudo-
history present: the use of Josephus for contemporary apolo-
getic purp?ses without rgqard for the lntentlonb of his '

writings." ‘

%

It is because of this too-oft appeal to Joscphus for
jpurely apologetic purposes that the nature of his WIIIlan

‘must be carefully considercd. Josephus is not canonical-—or

even deutero-canonical--but this secems to be forgotten in thoe
hecat of polemic or debate. Josephus' value as a historian is

in no way enhanced by an uncritical use of his material for

dogmattc purposes.

I will proceed in this paper by first giving a brief
survey of the sources used by Josephus. Although anything but
exhaustive, this survey should set the stage for consideration
of the several specific examples which make up the bulk of the
paper. These examples illustrate the type of analysis nec- .-
essary for legitimate use of his works. Finally, a summary

- recapitulates the general principles which must be taken into

account in any use of Josephus.
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Sources

Josephus' sources are not unexpectedly many and varied.
For the earlier part of the Antiguities his major source is
the Bible .itself. While he may have known it in the Hebrew
original—-tho%gh his use of the Hebrew text is gquestioned by
some scholars”-~he mainly uscd the LXX. (He may have used
an Aramaic version in-many cases, also.) . His chronological
figures often follow the LXX rather than the MT. In the main
he follows the biblical account ot the Persian period, some-
. times omitting such embarrassing incidents as that of the
golden calf. However, he occasionally supplements’' the
biblical record with haggyadic material, these stories sometimes
being known also from rabbinic and other literature. His
discussion,of the legal sections of the Pentatcuch may at
certain points show halakic tradition which differs from that
of the rabbis but which is. itself equally as old.

Once beyond the period covered by the Bible itself,".
Josephus' sources are rather uneven”. For much of the Persian
period he evidently had very little to go on. Our knowledge
today is far more extensive than his. His chronology for this
period is extremely erroneous. His sources on the whole seem
to be in the category of legend, examples of which will bLe
given below. The Lctter of Aristeas, itself primarily legendary
and apologetic, is quoted extensively. (Fortunately, we also
possess the full text in independent form.) One scholar has
proposed some sort of progagandic history for the Tobiads.-

. But Josephus' chronology of the events is papably false, and
his own figures are internally contradictory.

For the period of the Maccabees he is on much safer ground.
He depends primarily on I Maccabees, though he evidently had a
copy with an incomplete ending. ¥For the later period he uses
Polybius and Strabo and some histories now lost, primarily
" Nicolaus of Damascus. He supplements his materisl also with
oral traditions some of which was reliable and some of which
was not, Nicolaus continued to serve him through the period.
of llerod the Great. At this point he/'seems to be at some loss
since the following period is treated rather skimpily.. As he
came'  up to his own time, the oral tradition was probably more
trustworthy. However, even for the war with Rome it is ‘
generally felt that hg used certain Roman. accounts as well as
his own observations. Beginning with Books XIT he cites a
number of documents which he “¢laimed’ to have seen in the Capitol
archives. These will be discussed later,.



Only a very brief survey of sourcaes is given here.
Naturally, Josephus' historical value varies according to thoe
number and reliability of the sources used. That is to soy,
each section must be evaluated on its own merits. Blanket
assessments are of little value other than as a general. guidoe.
It is generally thought that the B.J. is more carefully donc
and generally more reliable than the later Ant.

Moses and the EthJOpldn‘

One of the first major supplements’to the biblical account /
given by Josephus is that of Moses' expedition into Fthiopia
(Ant. II.x.1ff, 8§8238(f). According to this story, Moses was
sent to defend Egypt against an invasion of Ethiopians. While
he was besieging the Ethiopian city, the daughter-<of the
Ethiopian king fell in love with him and delivered tho city
.into his hands, on condition of their marrying. He aqgreed;
she dellvered they did. ’

The first ﬁhestiob one has is, What is Josephus' source
for this storyf He gives no reference, and the Bible is also
silent about such exploits. But we also know of a somewhat
similar tradition”already in existence before the time of
Josephus. This was written by Artapanus who probably did his
work in the 2nd cenkury B.C. His accrount is more longthy than
Josephus' and differ< somewhat from it. Much of the Lexb is
devoted to the attempts of Pharoah (given the name Chencphres)
to do away with Moses. As Josephus, Artapanus reldtes ‘that
Moscs was sent to fight the invading Ethiopians with the hopc
he would be killed. But he was victorious. On the other hand,
Artapanus says nothing about the daughter of the Ethiopian P\nq (
or a marrlage Some scholars hvve assumed Meses usod’ Artapuanus -
but this is rejected by others. ~XﬁeQWW’

T

Legends about Moses and the Fthiopians are also found in
‘the later rabbinic literature.8® Instcad of Moses fighting
against™the Ethiopians, he fights for~them to help in rctakwnq <.
their capital from an enemy. Because of his help, he is pro-~
Cldlmed king of the Ethiopians and is obligated to marry the
widow’of the prévious kinag. On the other hand, all this
literature contains a great many details which can only ba N
imaginative embellishments.of the biblical record WJthout the/
sllghtest basis in reality. :

. t4
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For example, Philo says nothinglabout contact with
Ethiopians. But his Life of Moses contains many statements
in the same vein. fThe silence of the Bible, the lack of any .
carly source, and the tendency to embellish- the biblical story
all point to Josephus' story of the Ethiopian expedition as
simply another fiction-'of the time, invented as an apologetic
device to give the Jews a greater claim to historical fame.
When we‘remember the. tantalizing omission of any -discussion
about Moses' "Ethloplan wife in Numbers 12:1, the source of
such talcs seems clear. '

Thercfore, when we consider Josephus' story in its
literary milieu, the most obvious conclusion is the following: :
Mumbers 12:1 had left an cxegetical vacuum. Two basic choices
were open: (1) identify the woman with Moses' known wife
Zipporah, which a good many exegetical sources did, or (2)
explain it as a former marriage before the one mentioned in
the Bible. But this second alternative needed some background
discussion. Thus, the various accounts of an encounter with
the Ethiopians. But explanation number 1 is as old as--if
not older than--number 2. 2And there is no.evidence that oithor -
of them has any historical: basis. The EthJogian story is, of
course,’ well suited for apologetic purposes. : '

i

Building of the Samaritan Temple

: In Ant. (XI.vii.lff, 88297ff) Josephus tells of incidents
in the high priestly line after the dgath of Fliashib (high
priest under Nehemiah). One of these - the defection of
Manasseh, brother of the high priest Jdddua. This Manasseh
married thc daughter of the Samaritan ruler Sanballat. This
was looked upon with quite a bit of disfavor, ‘and he received
the choice of givinag up his Samaritan wife or his temple duties.
As a counter offer Sanballat promised to build a temple on M.
Carizim and make him hlgh pricest there, an offer which Manassch
accepted. This event is placed . in the time of Alexander the
Great. ' ’ f :

, This story has-always occasioned difficulties. The most
important 'is that it so closely parallels Nehemiah 13:28.

Although the individual in Nehemiah is unnamed, both are sons

of the current high priest and marry daughters of Sanballat.

The individual ‘in Nehemiah is a brother of Johanan; in Joscphus,

he is nephew of Johanan. Since Johanan was already high priest

in Nehemiah's time, it is hardly likely that a century separated



his tenure of office from that of his son, cven undeyr Fhe
most optimistic of conditions. . Phus, this slight difdcerenc
only emphasized the likelihood that Josephus' account is
only a variant on that of Nehemiah. :

It is true that there was more than ong individuaal by
the name Sanballat who governed in Shechem.11 Though neither
of the two -known men by that name lived during the time of
Alexander, it is certainly in the realm of possibility that
a third individual with the same name also lived. But the
existence of more than one Sanballat was not necessarily
considered the major obstacle even before more than one was
known from the records. More important difficultics must
be taken care of to accept Josephus' account. Aside from
the suspicious repetitions and the chronological difficulty
in relation to the line of high priests, there is also the
auestion of Josephus' sources. Up to this point he is clecarly
relying on the biblical record, as has already been pointed
out. Suddenly, within a very few words he has leaped over \
more than a century to the time of Alexander the Great.! As ?_
a study of the Ant. has shown, he has little material for the
period between the end of the biblical material and the time
of the Maccabees. He also fails to mention the event of
Nehemiah 13:28 elsewhere. Thus, the recent discoverios havoe
not alleviated most of the problems.

p
“

. Some of the names in Josephus here appear to bc identical
with individuals known from the Bible and the Elephantini
,papyri. He speaks of a certain Persian general Baqgoas who
‘Was contemporary with Johanan, the father of Jaddau and
Manasseh. A Bagoas (Aramaic Bigwai) appears in somc of the
Elephantini papyri as a contemporary of the Jerusalem high
priecst Johanan. Also appearing are tho names of the sons of
Sanballat, Delaiah and Shelemiah. This coincidence of names
strongly supports the view that Josep?gs has confuscd names
and events more than a century apart. ' ‘

This does not mean there is no historical core to
Josephus! story, though even this has been stf%ng]y denied by
sone rather eminent historians of the period.” "  Bxcavations
suggest that the temple on Corizim was indeed foundoed ot
approximately the time of Alexander the Great (though Joscphus
is clearly confusedlgnd sel f-contradictory “even at this part
of the narrativel). Nehemiah says nothing about a temple
when he describes throwing out the son of the high priest.””
Although the beginnings of a Jewish/Samaritan split werc
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already being made in the days of Nehemiah, a radical break
did not come until much later. The building of a temple on
Garizim did not help, but the final break seems to have taken
place when John Hyrcanus destroyed the Samaritan temple about
128 B.C. In any event .Joscphus scoms to have associatod

the marriage between the son of the high priest and the
daughter of Sanballat with the founding of the temple, cvents
actually separated by almost one hundred years.

Alexander and the High Priest

‘The story of Alexander the Great's visit to Jerusalem,
during which he prostrated himself bcefore the high priest,
is ctertainly an intriguing one. Whether it is-historical,
though, is another question. Since Josephus was hardly what
one could call an eyewitness to the event, what was the source
of this story? .

This historicity of the event has generally been rejected
by modern researchers.l® The major reason is that the cla351cal
histories of Alexander's exploits speak of no such-thing.
Probably the best history of Alexander is that of Arrian.
Although Arrian himself did not write until the early 2nd
century A.D., his primary sources were Ptolemy and Aristobulus
who both served under Alexander. Arrian can also be supploe-
mented by other accounts such as that of Quintus Curtius,
Pompeius Trogus (known to us from Justin's epitome), and
Plutarch. .

According to Josephus (Ant. XI.viii.3-5, 88317ff) Alexander
came to Jerusalem right after the siege of Gaza, with the intent
of destroying Jerusalem because the Jews had not sent him help -
against Tyre as he requested. As already noted, none of the -
non-Jewish historians mention this event. Thcre is no reason
why they should have omitted - a reference to it since they
reccord Alexander's campaign in some detail. Nor should even
the idea of his doing obeisance to the high priest have been
necessarily repugnant. After all they record his honor of the
Yyrian deity "Hercules" (he besieged Tyre only because the
citizens of the city refused his desire to sacrifice there).
Ilven more significant is his visit to the Egyptian priests at
Ammon. This requlred a journey of several days across descert.
Omens are mentioned in connection with it. When he reached - it,
the priests made predictions about his success, claiwming they
had received this as an oracle from Jupiter.17 Thus, it seems
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unlikely that a visit to the high priest in Jn:undl<m vould
have been omitted for dogmatic reasons.

But there is more than were silence. The classical
historians also give a fairly thorough account Bf Alexander's
activities immediately after the fall of Tyre. e received
_messengers.with an offer of terms from Darius. These Alexander

refused. He then went directly on down the Phoenician coast.
to Gaza which refused his entry. He besieged Gaza for two
mcnths, conquered it, and marched straight on to . Dagypt. [f
Alexander visited Jerusalem at any time, it would have had
to be after his return from Egypt. Yet Josephus says it way -
right after the conguest of Gaza. Josephus' account is thus -
basically legendary even if some actual historical visit of
Alexander to Jerusalem should have taken place. J

This brings up the question of the origin of the story.
It probably is no different from the many other Alexander
romances in circulation during the centuries after his death.
These romances were widesprcad in both Jewish and non-Jewish
circles. One such romance includes a visit to Rome and closely’
parallels the Jerusalem visit in Josephus, Both have a major
ethnic capital, a high priest, the prostration of Alexander to
that priest because of a drcam, and his having sacrificoes
offered for himself in the sanctuary. The fact that the two
stories seem to be otherwise independent illustrates the
adaption of a common motif in this typg of Heldenwandcrungs-
literatur. Pfister's studies show that the story of tle . i
“Jerusalem visit is primarily based on the visit to the AmWOHIJW
priestly oracle in Egypt (an event recorded by thce major -
classical historians). This view is quite logical from the
facts known. There is also the possibility that part of the
story has been inspired by decrees ?5 Julius Caesar which gave
them rule over the area of Samaria. , ‘

This does not necessarily mean that Alexander would have
had no contact with the Jews. He most likely did have commnuni-
cations with them, though more probably by letter rather than
in person. While even a personal visit to Jerusalem is not
impossible, it is unlikely eince there is no evidence ug hl
having gone into the interior of any part of Palestine.”

But even if that there should be sowe historical. core to the
story, the details are undoubtedly legendary. (ﬂg)mdy summarize
the reasons for considering the story as leqonddry in the ’
following way: .

e



1. None of the classical historians mention it.

2. It shows many similar characteristics to other
legendary events in the Alexander romances which are also
manifestly unhistorical.

3. No such visit is indicated in the detailed hJStOrlCd}
prophecy of Dan1e3 11. : : .

4. The story is so well suited to apologetxc purposes
it is alreddy suspect from the beginning.

Decrees in Favor of the Jews

Beginning about Book XII and on to the end of the Ant.,
Josephus cites a number of documents which contain decrees
favorable to the Jews. There are different numberings of
these since it is hot always easy to distinguish -betwceen
what seems only a reference and what was meant to be an
actual quote. Yet the authority of the Roman government iy
claimed for a number of these. Over the last century scholar-

ship has generally accepted these as authentic decrees.
However, a recent article has called them into quoqtlon.zl
Was Josephus quotinu actual documents which he had personally
consulted in the Capitol:archives; was he quoting forgeries; .-
or was he only passing on what he found in the writings of
others without having attempted to ascertaln the original
sources?

g

One reason for their acceptance was Josephus' statement
that the documents were in the archives for anyone to check.
The challenge to "check it for yourself" is a strong one,
though it must be' admitted that such a challenge cannot do
much for us today since the documents cited are no longer
extant. Can Josephus be trusted at this point? Therc are
several reasons why he may be untrustworthy here despite a
general acceptance of his word up to now:

1. When he claims that the evidence is there for anyone
to see for himself, ‘he fails to note the Capitol firc of 69
A.D. which destroyed approximately 3,000 archival tablets
(Tacitus, Hist.iii,71-2; Suetonius, Vitellius 15). According
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to Suetonius, Vespasian tried to replace these docwaenbs which
indluded various treaties with and grants to other peoples
(Vespasian 8). While many of those destroyed were roplarod -
obvious ly there were no other copies of a large number

2. A number of the documents Josephus cites were not
likely “to have been recorded in the Capitol archives. The
purpose of these archives was a very practical one; they were
documents important to Rome, serving Roman intérests. It is Ll
unlikely %that anything not serving this function would be kept e de
there. Furthermore, if by chance any documents reloting to
the Jews had been there, it is not likely that Vespasian would
have attempted to replace them, especially ConSldLrlnq thp
Romans were ‘then engaged in a war with the Jews. ,

3. The senatus consultum was not law, thus heing more
likely to be forged than actual legal documents. Lven more
important, we have the statement of contemporary writers that
such were actually forged on occasion. Cicero states that
these were often forged during his time (De lege agraria
IT.xiv.37). Some of these found their way into the archives

"during a time when "all the senatus consulta deposited were
forged" ("deinde omnia tum falsa senatus cansulta deferebantur,"
Epistulae ad familiares XIf.xxix.2). Plutarch wrote that at
one time Cato the Younger accepted a Senate decrece as authentic
only when the consuls themselves swore to it because of pro-
vious quaesters who accepted false decrees (Cato the Younuer 17).°
Caesar supposedly forged senatus consulta quite commonly while
‘Clcero was even himself accused of doing so, 24 Thus, citation
‘of a decree even  of the Roman Senate was ‘no proof of authenbiclity.

4. The data needed to check the archives about a parti-
cular document had to be very detailed... .One.had to know the
year it was passed, the month of registration, .and the tablet
number on which it was recorded. Yet Josephus nowhere notes
this information. If he knew it--which he would have had to,
to find it in the first place--why didn't he give the referecunces?
But, as Moehring notes, "The invitation to check the accuracy
of his-statements is a literary device on the part of Josephus.

- He would undoubtedly have been most _surprised had anybody ewves
bothered to take up his challenge."

5. .The form of the scnatus consultum is well-known. 11
followed a fixed legal formabt just as many modern leqgal docu-
ments. One of the essential features was the "mark of approval”
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(censuere=Creck edoxen) at the end of each document. Yet

the supposed senatus consulta in Josephus do not have- this.

One might suppose-this was an attempt to abridge the document.
But when” the very emphasis is on the authenticity of the
quoted document, why would the mark of approval be omilted?
1t seems very unlikely it would have baen %eft off if Josephus
had ‘consulted the” actudl document 31<ol£ :

6. The number of crrors which scholars have found nec-
essary to correct to give the documents authenticity is beyond
all bounds of credibility: "There is hardly a single document
in which modern commentators have not felt obliged to introduce
textual emcndatlons, radrrangements of secgtions of text, or
new divisions between documents . . . ."47 Moehring noted the
major conjectural emendations proposed to make sense out of the
documents. Only a few are likely to be the result of normal
scribal corruption. As he says, "The above list omits textual
cmendations required by obvious scribal errors and restricts
itself to emendations and conjectures which are surgical
operations to rescue the authenticity of the document--or to
confer some semblance of authenticity to a passage presented
by Josephus as a document."”

—

. *«' g ? T
These points have by no means proved the fictitious nature L

of all _the documents which Josephus alleges to qaoté. séme of
them~may be authentic. But a blanket assumption of their’
veracity is unjustified. The points enumerateéd shHow reason -
to use Josephus' material with caution. FEach document cited |
must be carefully examined against the llterary and historical .

background of the times. !

A naive acceptance of Josephus at face value is hot be-
fitting of any student of history. As Moehring comments,
"The question of their authenticity has to be decided in every
single instance, and comprehensive, sweeping judgments are out
of place. If he did include forgced documents, he would only
indicate how well he had learnt the tricks of his Gentile
audience., It is wrong to read JS sephus without always keeping
his apologetic purpose in mind.

Josephus and the Pharisees

If we were to take Joscphus' statement in the Vita at '
face value, we would assume he had been a Pharisee all his )
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adult life. From his statcments in the Ant. we are also 1od
%ktu believe thot the Pharisces were the dominant force in the
© religious governance of the country. This picturc has
generally been accpeted “until recently. But now serious
- doubts _have been cast upon the veracity of Josephus'
assertions.

The géneral period of when Josephus wrote each of his
writings is not disputed. He wrote the B.J. in the mid-70"'s;
the Ant. about the mid-90's, followed shortly by the Vita.
Thus, his autobiography comes at the end of his life, Tong
after many of the events he discusses in it. The Ant. .is a
full 20 years after the B.J. and does not always agrce with
the ‘earlier work. One of the areas of disagreement is in
‘the representation of the various Jewish sects, especially
the Pharisees. ‘ :

In the earlier work Josephus mentions the influence of

the Pharisees with Alexandra Salome who was herself very pious.
Rather than considering that a good thing, Josephus comments:
"To them, being herself intensely religious, she listened wilh
too great deference; while they, gradually taking advautage of
an ingenuous woman, bgfame at length the real administrators

of the state . . . ." When he describes them at greatoer
length a little further on (IT.viii.lff, §8117ff) he SaYs
nothing about their being a popular sect or having a great
public following. He calls them the "leading sect" (ten protin
apagontes hairesin) but reserves first place in order, length
of description, and favorable language to the Essenes. For
these he also notes that their theological views "irresistably
attract" (aphukton delear . . . kathientes) all those who once
taste their philosophy. This description doesn't quite fit

the dyed-in-the-wool Pharisee which Josephus later claims he

had been all along!

Two decades later the picture has changed somewhat.
Josephus is no longer writing to the Jews to cdnvince them it
is hopeless to revolt further against the Romans. MNow he is
writing to the Hellenistic world on behalf of the Jews. When
he describes the different Jewish sects, he no longeyr gives
overwhelming emphasis to the beliefs of the Esscnes, but devotoes
almost equal space to each group (XVIIT.i.2ff, BHI1f1). He
says the Essenes deserve to be admired; but pride of place in
order and favorable description now falls on the Pharisecs.
‘Decause of their religious views they are described as being
"extremely influential" (pithanotatoi) with the pcople. In
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fact all prayers and divine worship are conducted according
to their teachings. Furthermore, the Sadducees can do
nothing according to their own wishes when they hold officoe
but must submit to-the dictates of the Pharisees.

’

ey

In his Vita Josephus tells us he decided to study the
different sects at age 16. He made a thorough examination
of each by passing through their courses of rigorous training.
Then, he spent three years living with a certain ascetic in
the desert. Afterward he adopted the Pharisaic way of life
as the best of the lot, this at age 19. This is what Josephus
himself tells us. ; = '
) gt
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However, a number of things conflict in this rather dis-
armingly simple account. First of all, a bit of basic
arithmetic shows most of the time between the 16th and 19th
years was spent with our friend Bannus the hermit. Although
Bannus is not called an Essene, his way of life seems very
similar to that of the Qumran community apparently dwelling
not too far from his place of abode. For Josephus to spend o
ca full three years with the man shows that his manner of living
had some attraction for the youth. Secondly, Josephus could
hardly have gone through the full apprenticeship required of
the three sects in full three years, much less in the amount
of time left over after subtracting his stay with the hermit.
The Pharisees reqguired a full year of training; the Essenes,
even more. -‘We are not told about the Sadducees, but some
time would have been required by them, no doubt.

T

The obvious preference for the hermit way of life
evidenced by Josephus' three year stay in the wilderness does,
on the other hand, agree very well with his favorable descrip-
tion of the Essenes in both the B.J. and the Ant. 1In the first
he shows the continuance of the youthful affinity .to them, and
}cvcn in the Ant.--despite some toning down--favorable language
is still there. 1In contrast to his professed Pharlsalsm, e
Josephus shows a life-long attraction to the’way of life’'led
by the Essenes and those of similar mind. .

’

A careful comparison of Josephus' own accounts, along
with a study of the contemporary 51tuation known from other
sources, makes a certain conclu51on inevitable. In the words
of Morton Smith: : - :

-
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It is almost impossible not to see in such a
rewriting of history a bid to the Roman government.
That government must have been faced with the
problem: Which group of Jews shall we support? 1t
must have asked the question: Which Jews (of those
who will work with us at all) can command enough
popular following to keep thlngs stable in Palochne’
To this guestion Josephus is volunteerlng an answor:
The Pharisees, he says again and again, have by far -7
the areatest influence with the people. Any govern-
ment which alienates them has trouble. . . . Josephus'
discovery of these important political facts (which
he ignored when writing the Jewish War) may have boen
due partly to a change in his personal relationship
with the Pharisees. . . . The more probable explana-
tion is that in the meanwhile the Pharisees had be-
come the leading candidates for Roman support in
Palestine and were alrcady negotiating for it. .
/Yet7 the influence of the Pharisees with the people
which Josephus reports, is not demonstrated by the
history he records. . . . All this accords perfectly
with the fact that Josephus in his first history of
the war never thought their influence important
enough to deserve mention. 3

Tha conclusion is. that Josephus is qtrctch:ng the point
a bit about his early adherence to the Pharisees. lle was
originally a part of the (priestly?) aristocracy. The
religious group which he seems most sympathetic to, is the
+FEssenes or those with similar characteristics. But -he was
one to recognize the times and yield to them. With the
“council at Yavneh, the Pharisees had made important post-war
gains in the politics of Palestine. Josephus saw the way the
tide was running and climbed on the boat which socwed rost
likely to win. As both Morton Smith and Jacob Meusner show,
he appears to be doing his bit to gain their favor by appeal-
ing to the Romans on their behalf. O0Of course, this rcguires
a bit of juggling with the facts. :

Using Josephus for Historical Purposcs

This study has assumcd the great value of Joscphus for
historical purposes in understanding the events and religious
and social institutions of biblical times. . My concentration
has been on Josephus as an apologist, however, to show the
need to use his material with care and only after a sound
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critical analysis of the data in question. 7The following
points outline the general considerations necessary for a
legitmate use of Josephus:

1. Utmost caution should be Uqu with- any account which
lends itself to apologetic purposes. Most of his Vita has to
be used with such caution because it is his answer to charges
about his earlier activities. One can hardly believe such - |
statements as that he was consulted by the sages. at age 14
bgcause of his reputation for knowledge of the law.

2. His underlying sources should always be considered.
In some cases he has reliable contemporary historical accounts.
At others he has nothing but legendary remembrances or even
pure wishful thinking.

3. The period of time being discussed is also quite
important. Josephus can hardly be credited with an accurate
account of an event hundreds or even thousands of years beforc
his own time (unless clear evidence of a reliable original -~
source can be found). Most of the early part of the Antiguitics,

except where he followed the biblical account explicitly, is
simply late haggadic legend and must be recognized as such.

4. Josephus must also be compared with other writers
about the same events or institutions. For example, his
accounts of the different Jewish sects must be evaluated along
with the Qumran scrolls, other intertestamental literature,
and the rabbinic literature. CGreek and Roman writers often
give parallel accounts.of many things, such as the Jewish war
with Rome. ,

5. Josephus' writings must also be internally compared
with each other. The B.J. overlaps the last part of the Ant.
In some cases he had more or better sources for the later
account. On the other hand, sometimes the Ant. xeflect a
menory shaped by personal biases and pres sent a less Lrust-
worthy picture. One prime example of this was his two.
different accounts of the Pharisees. On the whole, the B.J.
is thought more reliable. T

.’A
#

6. Greatest care should be used where there is no way j 1"
of double checking his version.
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7. He sometlwes records different legal traditions trons
‘those found in rabbinic or other sources. This doou. .hot nece
essarily mean his are erroncous. On the other hand, it does
not mean that his are morc dCCurdtC Or more oriqinnl. In
some cases he is very likely ‘giving his own opinion for which
he may have. %ad no tradition. One should compare all tradi-
tions on any point and critically analyze them before deciding
that he is more accurate or more original.

8.  The general characteristics of ancient historiography
nust always be taken into account. For example, it was common
practice for historians to invent speeches for their characters.
Therefore, it would be rather foolish to take such speeches as™
somehow representative of the very words used by the pnrson.

In many cases no speech at all was made on the particular
occasion in question, much les$ one along the lines given by
the historian. Thus, such speeches have to be evaluated for
their intent and function in ancient Eimes, not our modern
concept of word-for-word quotations.

To recapitulate, these are necessary points to keep in
mind fox the correct historical use of Joscephus. O0f courge,
there will always be those who attempt the illegitimate usc
of his material for purely apologetical or polemical purposes.
In the heat of erotion one is likely to seize on whatover
serves the immediate purpose without regard for scholarship
or historicity.. Anything said here or elsewhere is not likoly
to be -heeded by such individuals, even though the points just

“snumerated are basic to the historic method. There will alway:s
be those who will give Josephus, in the words of Mochring,

"semi-canonical status."” But for those who have scholarship,
accuracy, and truth at heart, these points are nece§sary and
relevant. Total obgectlv1Ly is impossible but one should
always make The most conscientious attempt toward it that he
can. .



NOTES

l"The Acta Pro Judaeis in the Antigquities of }l?VjUa
Jo%ephus," Morton Smith festschrift I1I, 124,

Zphere are many useful analyses of Josephus' sources. -

The most recent survey can be found in the new editian of
Schiirer's. History of the -Jewish People in the Age of Jesus
Christ, vol., 1, edited by G. Vermes and F. Millar. Surveys
also include Niese, "Josephus," HERE; G. H8lscher, "Josephus,"
RE; A. Schalit, "Josephus," EJ; Thackeray, "Josephus,” HDB V.
More detailed studies of individual parts of Joscphus' writings
include H. Bloch, Die Quellen des Josephus in seiner Archdologie;

.HOlscher, Die Quellen des Josephus flir die Zeit vom Exil bis
zZum Judlschen Kriege; J. von Destinon, Die Quellan des Flavius
Josephus in der jldischen Archiologie Buch xii-xvii; H. Lindner,
Die Ceschichtsauffassung des Flavius Josephus im Bellum
Judaicum. See alsoc note 5 below.

3See recently A. Schalit, "Evidence of an Aramaic Source
in Josephus' Antiquities of the Jews," ASTI 4 (1965), 163-88,
though Schalit does not consider Josephus 1gnorant of Hebrew
(e.g., "Josephus,“ EJ 238) Ce

4While older works have all been out-dated to some

extent by the Dead Sea Scrolls, some still useful include S.
Rappaport, Agada und Lxcgese bei Flavius Jogephu», M. Olitzly,
FFlavius Josephus und dic Halacha; H. Guttmann, Die Darstelluny
der jlUdischen Religion bel Flavius Josephus; M. Duschak, T
Josephus Flavius und die Tradition; P. Grlnbauw, Die Priester-
gesetze bel Flavius Josephus; A. Schlatter, Die Theologic dos
Judenthums nach dem Bericht des Josefus. On Qumran sce 1most
recently L. Schiffman, The Halakhah at Qumran.

5 .
Goldstein, Jonathan, "Tales of the Toblad " Morton
Smith festschrift III, 85 123.

bFor example Niese, op. cit. (see note 2), 572,

A connection through Pseudo-Hecataeus is poatulatcd by
Isidore Levy, "Mdise en Fthop1e," REJ 53 (1907), 210-11.
However, this opinion is rejected by Rappaport, op. cit. (seo
note 4), 116. Others who see no direct connectfaﬁ_ﬁffﬁﬁhrtapanus‘
are Niese, op. cit. (note 2), 573; HUlscher, "Joscphus" (note 2),
1964; Thackeray, LCL IV, 269 note,
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8General surveys of the material can be found in the two

articles, "Moses," in EJ and JE. See also the following ndte
which discusses a number of sources more specifically.

9

A recent study on Hellenistic-Jewish historical writings

for apologetic purposes is B.Z. Wacholder, "Biblical Chronology

in the Hellenistic World Chronicles,” HTR 61 (1968), 451-81;

see also J. Freudenthal, Hellenistische $Studien (not avaLlahlc

to me at the time of writing). Already in the 3rd century B.C.

the Jew1sh historian Demetrius identified the Cushite w1fe of

Num. 12:1 with Zipporah (Luseblus, Evang. Praep.. 1X.29). The
Jewish poet Fzekiel did likewise in his drama Exodos (ibid.).
The Targum Onkelos and the Sifrei BRemidbar also give this
explanation of the unidentified woman of Num. 12:1. The
Targum Pseudo-Jonathan and the Fragmentary Targium both state
the woman was not Zipporah. The Codex Neofiti seems unclear
at this point (I have seen the passage only in a photograph
of Vatican MS). It generally has the same reading as the
Fragmentary Targum, but has a different reading where the
Fragmentary Targum has "not" (WHLW instead of WH' L'). Seec
also J. Gager, Moses in Greco-Roman Paganism for various
descriptions and assessments of Moses about the time of
Josephus.

10General literature on this subject includes R..J. Coggins,

Samaritans and Csews, especially 93ff; H.G. Kippenberg, CalJ/lp
und Synagoge, 48ff; J. Purvis, The Samaritan Pentatecuch and

the Origin of the Samaritan Sect, 98ff; F.M. Cross, "Aspects

of Samaritan and Jewish History in Late Persian and Hellenistic

ATimes," HTR 59 (1966), 201-11; H.H. Rowley, ”The.qdmarltan
’Schism'in Legend and History," Israel’s -Prophetic Heritage,

208~22; "Sanballat and the Samaritan Templé," BJRL 38 (1955)
166-98; G.E. Wright, "The Samaritans at Shechem," HTR 55 (196
357-66; R. Marcus, "Appendix B. Josephus on the Samaritan
Schism," LCL VI, 498-511.

‘ ]lSee F. M Cross article in previous note and "biscovoery
of the Samaria Papyri," BAR 3, 227-39.

12Rowley, op._éit: (1955 article in note 10), 172{ also
Coggin, op. cit., 96f.

)
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}BIn addition to literature in note 10 above, see A.,
Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C., 108-24,
Papyri 30-32 mention Bigwal as governor over Judah, Johanan
as high priest, and the sons of Sanballat as Delaiah and
Shelemiah. From the date in nos. 30 and 31, it is known the
time was about 408 B.C. Thus, the Sanballat mentioned is
undoubtedly the one who opposed Mehemiah. The Bigwai is
generally associated with the B agoas mentioned by Josephus.
The high priest Johanan would be the same as the Jonathan
mentioned in Nehemiah 12:11 and the Johanan of Josephus.
Bagoas and Delaiah reply in no. 32. B. Porten, Archives from
Elephantine, 290 note, suggests that Bigwai was a Jewilsh
suctessor of Nehemiah, and thus not the same as Josephus'
Bagoas. However, the indication is that Bigwai had a Persian-
appointed office. There seems to be no good reason to deny
the likelihood of his being Josephus' Bagoas, ‘though it is
possible Josephus is confused about him as well.

7

l4E.g. V. Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization and the
Jews , who comments: "Many attempts have been made by modern
historians to rescue Josephus' chronology, but they cannot
be regarded as especially successful. . . . Here is material
for research worthy not of the historian, but of the student
of literature" (44 -5).

lSAs Tcherikover (ikid.) points out, Josephus’ ctory _
ohOWb Alexander ignorant of Sanballat after having alrecady
met him and used his troops in the siege of Tyre. A number
of anachronisms and other unhistorical statements add to the
general confusion. On the archaeological studies of the
Garizim temple, see Coggin, op. cit. (rote 10), ch. 4 and the
references cited there. '

16p good survey .of the studies up to the mid-1930's is
found in R. Marcus, "Appendix C. Alexander the Great and
the Jews," LCL VI, 512-32. See also Tcherikover, op. cit.
* (note 14), and note 19 below. o i

17Details of the story are found in Arrian 3.3.1-4;
OQuintus Curtius 4.7.5-32; Plutarch, Alexander xxvi; Diodorus
XVII.49, R

18arrian 2.25.1-3.1.1; Quintus Curtius 4.4.19-7.2.
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lgF. Pfister, Eine ;ﬂdlc(he Grhndunqqqoschjch(ﬂ Alexandriag

20-30; A. Buchler, "La Relation dé Jos&phe concernant Alewandre

le Grand," REJ 36 (1898), 1-26; M. Simon, "Alexandrr le Grand,
Juif et Chretlon,' Recherches d Histoire Judéo- Chrvt]vnno,
127-203. The idea about Caesar comes from Buchler, T8TT with
whom Marcus, op. cit. (note 16), 530, agrees.

oncherikover, op. cit. (note 14), 48-50; Buchler, ibid.,

2lMoehrinq, op. cit. (note 1). 1 zm indebiled to Mochring
for -much of .the argumentation in this section, though the
arrangenment and division of material is my own, and I have
checked out his references where possible. ;

22

Ant. XIV.x.l, 88 188-9; XIV.x.26, 88 265-7.

23Moehring, op. cit. (note 1), 130Ff.

24Cicero, Epistulae ad familiares IX.xv.4: the unnamed
"friend" mentioned here who forges decrees is'generally thought
to be Caesar, thbugh this has baen quostloncd (see the footnotc,
ad loc, in the LCL edition); De domo sua xix.50.

25Moehring, op. cit. (note 1), 145=6. on thL quesLlon
of checking a document in the alchlves, see R. Sherk, Roman
bDocuments from the Greck East, 7-10. As he shows c091E§W8I
such decrees often had this 1nformdLlon copied on thom. Yot
Josephus never cites -such information, which he mxaht have
done if he had seen just authentic COplOS. This indicatcs

he saw neither the or1g1na1 nor good coples. As Sherk says,

"pven: the texts he glveq may be . mere LOple of copies" (6). ¢

~

26Moehring, 141-44; O'Brien Moore, "Senatus consultum,"
RE, Supplementband vI, 802-3.

27Moehring, 135.

28ibid., 140; 135-40 gives examples which amply becar out
this conclusion.
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291b3d., 156. A reccent article on the subject of Litrerary
forgery 1s B.M. Metzger, "hLiterary forgerics and Canoaical
Pscudepigrapha," JBL 91 .(1972), 3-24. While his najor dig-
cussion is on the question of pseudepigrapha in relation to
the biblical canon, his article contains an introduction to
the subject with a rather extensive bibliography, cspecially
on 23-4. . .

30Morton Smith, "Palestinian Judaism in the First Century,”
lu]uol Its Role 1u ClVLlL/dLIOﬂ, G] 81 Jacob Neus uor,

nppﬂars in cxpanded and sumpwhat rewrlttgn form 1n chapter 3
of hlS From Politics to Piety).

31g 5. I.v.2, 8§ 110-1, translation from Thackeray in
LCL II, 53, 55.

326p. cit. (note 30), 76-8.

33hspecially important is Thucydides famous statement
about the speeches in his own work, in which' he frankly '
"admitted that he invented and put speeches into the mouths
of his characters (I.22). This had alrcady been done by
llerodotus and was the gencral practice by all ancient historians.
A classic study on the subject (though specifically aimed at
the speeches in Acts) is M. Dibelius, "The Speeches in Acts
and Ancient Historiography," Studies in the Acts of the
Apostles, 138-85. More 1ecent1y 1s Max Wilcox, "A Foreword
-to the Study of Speeches in Acts," Morton Smith festschrift
I, 206- 25 . -
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