Flavius Josephus

Translation and Commentary
Edited by Steve Mason

Volume 1b

Judean War 2

Translation and Commentary by
Steve Mason



FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS

VOLUME 1B
JUDEAN WAR 2






FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS

TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY

EDITED BY

STEVE MASON

VOLUME 1B

FUDEAN WAR 2

TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY

BY

STEVE MASON

with Honora Chapman

BRILL
LEIDEN - BOSTON
2008



This book is printed on acid-free paper.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Josephus, Flavius.
Judean war : translation and commentary / Steve Mason with Honora Chapman.
p- cm. — (Flavius Josephus : translation and Commentary ; v. 1b)
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 978-90-04-16934-0 (hardback : alk. paper) 1. Jews—History—168
B.C.-135 A.D. 2. Herod Agrippa I, King of Judea, 10 B.C.-44 A.D. 3.
Jews—Politics and government—To 70 A.D. I. Mason, Steve, 1957- II.
Chapman, Honora. III. Title. IV. Series.

DS122.7.J67 2008
933'.05—dc22

2008032466

ISBN 978 90 04 16934 0

Copyright 2008 by Koninklijke Brill NV, Leiden, The Netherlands

Koninklijke Brill NV incorporates the imprints Brill, Hotei Publishing, IDC Publishers, Martinus Nijhoff
Publishers and VSP.

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, translated, stored in a retrieval
system, or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording

or otherwise, without prior written permission from the publisher.

Authorization to photocopy items for internal or personal use is granted by Brill provided that the
appropriate fees are paid directly to The Copyright Clearance Center, 222 Rosewood Drive, Suite 910
Danvers MA 01923, USA.

Fees are subject to change.

PRINTED IN THE NETHERLANDS



For Jonathan Edmondson,

whose capacious view of ancient history, exemplary scholarship, administrative acumen, and unflagging
energy have brought innumerable benefits to his colleagues at York University






CONTENTS

LISt Of MaPS . . oo e IX
Series Preface: The Brill Josephus Project . ... e XI
War 2: Preface and Acknowledgments . . . ... .. XV
ADDIeVIAtIONS . . . .o XIX
Text and ComMmMENTArY . ... ..ot e e 1
Bl Ography . . .. 421
Critical Editions of Fragmentary Texts Cited . ........ ... ... i i 441
Index Of ANCIENE TeXES. . . . oottt e e e 445
Index of Ancient Persons and Places . ............ i 511

Index of Modern AULNOTS. . . ... oo 519






LIST OF MAPS

Map Of JUdEa . . .. o e
Map OF CaBSaI . . . . ottt ettt e e
Map Of Jerusalem . . ...






SERIES PREFACE

THE BRILL JOSEPHUS PROJECT

Titus (?) Flavius Josephus (37—ca. 100 CE) was
born Joseph son of Mattityahu, a priestly aristocrat
in Judea. During the early stages of the war against
Rome (66-73 CE) he found himself leading a part
of the defense in Galilee. But by the spring of 67,
his territory overrun, he had surrendered under cir-
cumstances that would furnish grounds for endless
accusation. Taken to Rome by the Flavian conquer-
ors, he spent the balance of his life writing about
the war, Judean history and culture, and his own
career. He composed three or four works, depend-
ing on how one counts them, in thirty volumes.

If Josephus boasts about the unique importance
of his work (War 1.1-3; Ant. 1.1-4) in the fashion
of ancient historians, few of his modern readers
could disagree with him. By the accidents of his-
tory, his narratives have become the indispensable
source for all scholarly study of Judea from about
200 BCE to 75 CE. Our analysis of other texts and
of the physical remains unearthed by archaeology
must occur in dialogue with Josephus’ story, for it
is the only comprehensive and connected account
of the period.

Although Josephus’ name has been known for
nearly two millennia, ever since he lived, and he has
been cited extensively in support of any number of
agendas, his writings have not always been valued
as literary compositions. Readers have tended to
look beyond them to the underlying historical facts
or to Josephus’ sources, imagining that they could
by-pass his own artistic contribution. Concentrated
study in the standard academic forms—journals,
scholarly seminars, or indeed commentaries de-
voted to Josephus—was lacking. The past three
decades, however, have witnessed the birth and
rapid growth of “Josephus studies” in the proper
sense. Signs of the new environment include all of
the research tools and scholarly venues that were
absent before: K. H. Rengstorf’s Complete Con-
cordance to Flavius Josephus (completed in 1983)
and Louis Feldman’s annotated bibliography (1984)
joined with fundamental studies of the 1970s and
1980s to prepare the ground for a proliferation of
Josephus-related graduate seminars, dissertations,

and regular international meetings. The time is
right, therefore, for the first comprehensive English
commentary to Josephus.

The commentary format is ancient, and even in
antiquity commentators differed in their aims and
methods. Philo’s goals were not those of the author
of Qumran’s Commentary on Nahum or of the
Church Father Origen. In order to assist the reader
of this series, the Brill Project team would like to
explain our general aims and principles. Perhaps
the most important observation is that we do not
aim to provide the last word on reading Josephus.
To the contrary, since no commentary yet exists
in English, we hope simply to provide hereby an
opening and invitation to the further exploration
that will certainly come. A necessary hazard of
such a project is the certain knowledge that further
scholarship will take issue with our readings at
many points. We accept that reality, hoping only
to have facilitated the research of others.

Although we began with the mandate to prepare
a commentary alone, we soon realized that a new
translation geared to the commentary would be
helpful for most readers, for whom it would have
been cumbersome to keep another translation at
hand. And since our commentary is on the Greek
text, we would have been implicitly challenging the
other translation. Given that we needed to prepare
our own translations in any case, it seemed wisest
to include them with the commentary as anchor and
reference-point. A few words about the translation,
then, are in order.

Granted that every translation is an interpreta-
tion, the translator must still choose from a range
of criteria. For example, he or she may set out to
follow the contours of the original language more
visibly, or to place greater emphasis on idiomatic
phrasing in the target language. There is much to be
said for both of these options, and for each interim
stop in the spectrum. “Accuracy” is not necessar-
ily a criterion in such choices, for one might gain
precision in one respect (e.g., by imitating a the
original word order or phrasing) only at the cost
of accuracy elsewhere (e.g., in the sentence as a
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whole). Anyone who speaks more than one mod-
ern language knows that many expressions do not
translate “literally,” but can only be conveyed by
idiomatic equivalents. Among ancient texts, Hom-
er’s epics provide famous problems: Should one
try to render them in English dactylic hexameter
to capture that distinctive sound, which is crucial
to their effect, or in looser verse to permit better
lexical matches, or even in prose, to better convey
the sense? One must simply choose a set of criteria
and live with it.

In our case, the best course is suggested by the
constraints of the commentary. If we were prepar-
ing a stand-alone translation for independent read-
ing, we might have made other choices. And cer-
tainly if Josephus had been an Athenian poet, other
considerations might have weighed more heavily.
But Greek was his second or third language. His
narratives are not great literature, and in terms of
quality they vary significantly from one part to
another. It would be counterproductive, therefore,
to try to produce an evenly high-level piece of
literature in English. Since the commentary bases
itself upon Josephus’ particular Greek words and
phrases, it seemed necessary to produce a transla-
tion reflecting the patterns of the Greek as closely
as possible, in this way to provide the best anchor
for the accompanying notes. Where his Greek is
ambiguous, we can tolerate somewhat less clarity
than other translations because we offer ours as a
bridge to the commentary.

We happily confess our admiration for the Loeb
translation, begun by Henry St. John Thackeray in
the 1920s and completed in 1965 by our colleague
in this Brill Project (responsible for Ant. 1-4), Louis
H. Feldman. The Loeb has been the English stan-
dard as long as it has been available, and it may
continue in that role for some time. Our effort
at a new translation implies no general criticism.
Although the older sections are dated now, even
Thackeray still reads well, often brilliantly. The
chief problem for us is simply that the Loeb does
not suit the commentator’s needs. Like most trans-
lations, it makes idiomatic English the highest vir-
tue: rendering terms that Josephus uses frequently
by different English equivalents for variety’s sake,
explaining many cryptic Greek phrases, collapsing
two or more Greek clauses into a single clause for
simplicity, freely altering the parts of speech, and
homogenizing Josephus’ changing style to a uni-
formly high level.

Since we have undertaken to annotate words and
phrases, we have required a different kind of foun-
dation. Our goal has been to render individual Greek
words with as much consistency as the context
will allow, to preserve the parts of speech, letting
adjectives be adjectives and participles be parti-
ciples, to preserve phrases and clauses intact, and
in this way to reflect something of the particular
stylistic level and tone of each section. Only such
a translation, admittedly less literary when read by
itself, could support the detailed commentary on
the Greek text.

Needless to say, even a determined literalness
must yield to the ultimate commandment of basic
readability. Cases in which we have relinquished
any effort to represent the Greek precisely include
Josephus’ preference for serial aorist-participle
clauses. Given the frequency of complicated sen-
tences in his narratives, and the unappealing pros-
pect of treating each case formulaically, we have
used a variety of English alternatives: “After X had
done Y,” “When [or Once] X had occurred,” “Hav-
ing done X,” and so forth. Or again, although in
some cases Josephus’ “narrative present” may find
a passable parallel in especially colloquial English,
we have generally substituted a past tense, marked
in some volumes by asterisk*. So we have not
pursued literalness at all costs, but we have sought
it where it seemed feasible.

In the case of personal names, we have tried to
follow these principles. Where there was a famil-
iar English equivalent that more or less reflected
his Greek form, we have used it. Where his ver-
sion differed significantly from the one familiar to
Western readers, or where he varied his form within
the same narrative, we have represented his Greek
spelling in Roman characters (using “c” for “k” and
“-us” for “-0s”). That is because it may be of in-
terest to some readers that he uses different forms.
Where it seemed helpful, at the first occurrence of
the unusual name we have supplied the familiar
English equivalent in square brackets, or at least
in the note. Similarly, we have retained Josephus’
units of measurement (e.g., stadia) and titles (e.g.,
“prefect”), discussing their meanings and possible
equivalents in the commentary rather than trying to
place them in the translation.

We do not pretend that this effort at literalness is
always more accurate than an ostensibly freer ren-
dering, since translation is an unavoidably complex
and multi-layered process. Further, we have not
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always been able to realize our aims. Ultimately,
the reader who cares deeply about the Greek text
will need to study it directly. But we have tried to
provide a translation that permits us to discuss what
is happening in the Greek, not only for specialists
who can read the original texts, but also for the
many potential readers with limited ability in Greek
or access to the original.

The commentary aims at a balance between what
one might, for convenience, call historical and liter-
ary issues: “literary” covering everything related to
the Greek text and Josephus’ narrative, “historical”
matters having to do with the realities outside the
world of the text (even if closely related to them).
For example: How Josephus presents the causes
of the war against Rome is a literary-interpretative
problem, inviting assessment of his characteristic
diction and rhetorical maneuvers, whereas the actu-
al causes of the war constitute a problem of histori-
cal reconstruction, for which Josephus’ narrative is
but one line of evidence alongside other texts and
material remains. Again, understanding Josephus’
Essenes is a matter for the interpreter, whereas re-
constructing the real Essenes is the problem of the
historian—quite possibly the same investigator, but
wearing a different hat. These are not hermetically
sealed operations, of course, but the distinction
helps us to remain aware of the different interests
of our readers.

To assist the reader who is interested in recov-
ering some sense of what Josephus might have
expected his first audience to understand from his
narratives, we consider some of the ways in which
each part of his narrative relates to the whole. We
point out charged words and phrases in his lexicon,
which may also occur in such significant contexts
as the prologues, speeches, and editorial asides.
We look for parallels in famous texts of his time,
whether philosophical, historical, or dramatic, and
whether Greco-Roman, Jewish, or Christian, to
facilitate consideration of both possible influences,
even sources, and likely resonances with an audi-
ence. We observe set pieces (topoi) and other rhe-
torical effects. Even mundane but habitual features
of Josephus’ language and style are considered
worthy of note. Where puzzling language appears,
we discuss possible explanations, such as: rhetori-
cal artifice, multiple editions, unassimilated source
vestiges, the influence of a literary collaborator, and
manuscript corruption.

A basic literary problem is the content of the text

itself. Although we do not have a satisfactory Greek
text of Josephus’ entire corpus, we decided against
preparing a new Greek edition as part of this proj-
ect, since that would be a life work by itself. We
have, however, paid attention to textual problems in
both translation and commentary. The best critical
apparatus is still to be found in Benedictus Niese’s
editio maior (1895), though his printed text has
been heavily criticized for its tendency to depend
on one manuscript group in a somewhat mechanical
way. In the absence of a better comprehensive text,
however, and given the need to make constant ref-
erence to Niese’s apparatus, we have used his text
as a base, which we have supplemented variously
with other available texts. The most important of
these are: the Greek text of the Loeb edition, which
introduced significant adjustments to Niese, the
Michel-Bauernfeind text of the Judean War, the
current Minster project directed by Folker Siegert
for Josephus’ Life and Against Apion, and the on-
going French project led by Etienne Nodet for the
Antiquities. The introductory essays to each main
section of Josephus (War, Ant. 1, 11; Life, and
Apion) discuss the relevant manuscript issues.

Under the “historical” rubric fall a variety of
subcategories. Most important perhaps are the im-
pressive archaeological finds of recent decades in
places mentioned by Josephus: building sites, coins,
pottery, implements, inscriptions, and other items
of material culture. Reading his stories of Masada
or Herodium or Gamala is greatly enriched by ob-
servation of these newly identified sites, while in
return, his narrative throws light on the history of
those places. The commentary attempts to include
reference to archaeological finds that are most rele-
vant for understanding Josephus’ narratives, though
it obviously cannot replicate the specialist studies
for each site. Other major historical categories in-
clude the problems of Josephus’ own biography,
his social context in Rome, and the historical re-
construction of persons, places, events, and social
conditions mentioned by him. Here again our aim
has been to indicate the most relevant comparative
textual and material evidence bearing on the issue
raised by Josephus’ narrative.

In preparing a commentary on such a vast cor-
pus, it is a challenge to achieve proportion. Some
stretches of narrative naturally call for more com-
ment than others, and yet the aesthetics of publi-
cation require a degree of balance, so that some
passages do not go without significant commentary
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while others receive intense coverage. We have at-
tempted to a broad consistency while at the same
time retaining the flexibility to delve more deeply
into unusually significant, contested, or problematic
passages. In a few cases, team members have found
it useful to break the commentary with an excur-
sus.

A different kind of challenge is posed by the
coming together of a dozen independent scholars
for such a collegial enterprise. To balance individ-
ual vision with shared mission, we have employed
several mechanisms. First is simply our common
mandate: Having joined together to produce a com-
mentary, we must each extend ourselves to consider
questions that we might not have pursued in our
own research. Second, each completed assignment
is examined by two experts who are not part of
the team, but who assist us in maintaining overall
compliance with our goals. Third, each assignment
is reviewed by the same general editor, who en-
courages overall consistency. Finally, for War and
Antiquities we use a system of double introduc-
tions: the general editor introduces each of these
major works, to provide an overall context; then
each principal contributor introduces the smaller
segment, highlighting particular issues that arise
there. The Life and Against Apion have one intro-
duction each, because in those cases the individual
assignment corresponds to the entire work.

Thus uniformity is not among our goals. Com-
mittees do not create good translations or commen-
taries. We have striven rather for an appropriate
balance between overall coherence and individual
insight—the animating principle of humanistic
scholarship. The simple Greek word loudaios af-
fords an example of the diversity among us. Schol-
ars in general differ as to whether English “Judean”
or “Jew” comes closest to capturing what an ancient
Greek or Roman heard in this word, and our team
members reflect that difference. Some of us have
opted for “Judean” as a standard, and the editor’s
preference is reflected in the volume titles; some
use both terms, depending upon the immediate
context; and others use “Jew” almost exclusively.
For the modern translator, as for Josephus himself,

any such word or phrase exists only as part of a
world of discourse. To coerce agreement on any
such point would violate that world. We hope that
our readers will benefit from the range of expertise
and perspective represented in these volumes.

It remains for the team members to thank some
central players in the creation of this work, amici
in scholarship whose names do not otherwise ap-
pear. Many scholars in Josephan studies and related
fields have offered encouragement at every step.
Though we cannot name them all, we must express
our debt to those who are reading our work in prog-
ress, without thereby implicating them in its faults:
Honora Howell Chapman, David M. Goldenberg,
Erich Gruen, Gohei Hata, Donna Runnalls, and
Pieter van der Horst.

Second, we are grateful to the editorial staff at
Brill Academic Publishers for initiating this project
and continuing to see it through so professionally.
Our early editors were Elisabeth Erdman, Elisabeth
Venekamp, Job Lisman, Sam Bruinsma, and Jan-
Peter Wissink. More recently we are enjoying a
productive collaboration with Loes Schouten, Ivo
Romein, and Anita Roodnat. They have shown
great patience and encouragement as the project has
evolved into something much larger than originally
anticipated, along with the inevitable delays caused
by administrative interruptions in the careers of
team members, protracted illness, changes of em-
ployment, the departure of some team members and
the addition of others. Amidst all these reversals of
fortune, the staff at Brill have continued to extend
their energetic and professional support.

In addition to expressing the group’s thanks to
these fine representatives of a distinguished pub-
lishing house and historic promoter of Josephus
research, | wish to record my personal gratitude
to the Social Sciences and Humanities Research
Council of Canada, for its generous funding from
1998 to the present, and to the Faculty of Arts at
York University. Both have made possible my in-
volvement with this worthy project.

Steve Mason, York University
General Editor, Brill Josephus Project



PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Because Book 2 of Josephus’ Judean War cov-
ers the seventy-year period from Herod’s death
in 4 BCE to the first phase of the war with Rome
(late 66 CE), it is the most extensively cited of
his thirty volumes. Although there are reworked
parallels to much of this material in Antiquities
17-20 and Life, War 2 is where we look first for:
the Herodian succession struggle; the revolt of 4
BCE; the governments of Herod’s three surviv-
ing sons; Judea as a Roman province; the pre-war
prefects and procurators (including Pontius Pilate);
the Judean philosophical schools (including the fa-
mous Essenes); Gaius Caligula’s effort to place his
statues in the temple; the reigns of Agrippa | and
Il; the appearance of charismatic prophets, mili-
tants, and sicarii; and the immediate background
to the war itself (e.g., events in Caesarea, deterio-
rating relations with Greek cities, the intervention
and defeat of Cestius Gallus, the appointment of
Judean generals—including Josephus—and their
war preparations).

The importance of War 2 for scholarship might
seem to place unusual expectations on the com-
mentator, and so | hasten to clarify the aims and
intended limitations of this volume. When a cor-
respondent heard that 1 was working on this ma-
terial, his response was: “Excellent; an update of
Schirer!”—referring to the widely used four-vol-
ume handbook on this period. But to endorse that
assumption would be to create misguided expecta-
tions. Schirer and all other handbooks of first-cen-
tury Judaism are concerned chiefly with the history
of Judea. They begin with problems of the past and
gather the relevant evidence to fill in the periods
and personalities. Although it has been customary
(Schurer is the paradigm) to read that history out
of Josephus’ narratives, especially where he is our
only source, this volume works in the opposite
direction.

In order to use evidence for historical recon-
struction, one must first understand it contextually.
Thus, my primary interest is in the meaning of
Josephus’ narrative. “Meaning” here signifies first
what he wished to communicate through this text
to his real audiences, something that one tries to

recover through equal attention to his verbal clues
(language, contexts, structures) and to what these
codes might have evoked from first-century audie-
nces (given what educated Romans knew). Secon-
darily, I discuss what Josephus—i.e., the implied
author of this narrative, since we have no access
to the man’s psyche—had in view, even if this
could not likely have been clear to his audience:
his models, sources, and inspirations. Finally, |
raise the question of the things to which Josephus
refers, and the possible implications of his narrative
for various historical scenarios. Although | often
indicate other evidence bearing on those underlying
phenomena, my goal is to help the reader to think
about history from the perspective of Josephus’
narrative, not immediately to solve the historical
problems themselves. For each of those problems,
a new investigation of relevant evidence would be
needed.

The consequence of this method is that | do not
try to engage all (or any) of the historical manuals
for each episode described by Josephus. A volume
attempting to do so would be several times larger
than this one. | mention those works only occasion-
ally and illustratively, along with specific scholarly
studies of the issue at hand. Where | mention events
or dates without indicating sources, the implication
is that this is the sort of “public-domain” informa-
tion that one would glean from standard reference
works (especially Pauly-Wissowa, the Oxford Clas-
sical Dictionary, and the revised Schirer). The
special contribution of this work is meant to be
not another historical reconstruction of the things
that Josephus describes, but prolegomena toward a
clearer understanding of his meaning, and hence of
his value for historical reconstruction.

This volume’s designation as “1b” in the series
will have alerted the reader that we have adjusted
the original numbering system to accommodate the
unexpectedly large size of some of our volumes.
Similarly, Josephus’ Life and Against Apion, origi-
nally planned as a joint Volume 9, have expanded
as Volumes 9 (2001) and 10 (2007).

An important consequence of this revised enu-
meration is that some supporting parts of the origi-
nally planned volume, mentioned in the following
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commentary to War 2, had to go in Volume la:
Judean War 1 (by Joseph Sievers and Anthony
Forte), which will not appear for serveral years.
Although | have written the introductory essay
for War as a whole, it will come at the beginning
of that volume. Wherever | ask the reader to “see
Introduction,” that is the essay in question. Further,
Hanan Eshel and Peter Richardson have prepared
an outstanding archaeological appendix on Judea,
Samaria, Perea, and the coast (complementing “Ap-
pendix A” on Galilee by M. Aviam and P. Richard-
son in vol. 9), which must also come in that first
volume. Finally, because of its close ties with the
Introduction, | translated Josephus’ prologue (War
1.1-30) and prepared the commentary for it. Al-
though | often refer to those programmatis notes for
thematically charged terms that first appear in the
prologue, it will of course only appear in Volume
la.

It remains to acknowledge the many groups and
individuals that have enabled me to see this vol-
ume to completion. It has been a long time in the
making, partly because my appointment as Canada
Research Chair in Greco-Roman Cultural Interac-
tion (2003) brought a near hiatus of three years, as
I worked on the creation of a web-based research
tool: the Project on Ancient Cultural Engagement
(pace.cns.yorku.ca). Now, that project is integrat-
ed with this one, and | gratefully acknowledge
the funding agencies and research associates who
have collaborated on both. On the funding side,
the Canada Research Chairs Program, the Canada
Foundation for Innovation, and the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council of Canada have
provided the basic framework (a lab for the online
project, research time, and funding for assistance).
York University and the Faculty of Arts under
Dean Robert Drummond have been constant allies
in providing supplementary funding and facilitating
this work.

For the research itself, the University of Oxford
has become a “home from home.” My happy asso-
ciation with Wolfson College (originally facilitated
by Professor Martin Goodman) provides ongoing
access to Oxford’s extraordinary resources and re-
search environment. Near the beginning of this
project | also enjoyed a memorable and productive
stay at All Souls College as Visiting Fellow (2002-
2003), followed by several months at Trinity Col-
lege, Dublin, enabled by Dr. Zuleika Rodgers. Near
the end (July 2007) | was privileged to spend a

month of focused research and writing in Konstanz,
Germany, as the grateful guest of Professors Ulrich
Gotter and Kai Trampedach, as fellow of their re-
search group on ancient monarchy and tyranny.

The recent emergence of the “ancient” field in
York’s Graduate Program in History, pioneered by
my indefatigable colleague Jonathan Edmondson,
has brought first-rate doctoral students to York. I
am pleased to acknowledge their help with aspects
of commentary preparation and with the crucial
preparation of indices and bibliography. Those doc-
toral students are Tommaso Leoni, Reuben Lee,
William den Hollander, and Michael Helfield. In
addition to preparing drafts of the bibliography and
indices, they provided invaluable support and as-
sistance with numerous other tasks along the way,
which | dare not try to list.

For research collaboration | owe a singular debt
to Professor Honora H. Chapman (California State
University, Fresno). In the early phases of this
volume’s preparation, when | was distracted by
the demands of the PACE (above), Nora—then my
co-Chair in the SBL Josephus Seminar—took time
from her heavy teaching load to help with prepa-
ration of materials. A thoroughly trained classicist
who teaches Greek across the genres, with special
interests in drama and spectacle, Nora undertook
to prepare a quick and rough translation of most of
Book 2 from that perspective. Whereas | had come
to the study of Josephus from training in Jewish
Studies, Christian origins, and koine Greek, and
had worked to develop facility in ancient historiog-
raphy, rhetoric, and philosophy, Nora (whose Stan-
ford dissertation dealt with spectacle in Josephus’
War) was well positioned to identify elements of
War’s uniquely Atticizing Greek that | might have
missed and to suggest possible resonances from
Greek epic and tragedy. She also highlighted tex-
tual variants that might merit closer study. Nora’s
contribution was all the more valued because it
was inherently thankless: she knew that it would
not be visible in the final volume. (The translation
would need to develop in dialogue with the com-
mentary, and | would need to explore the textual
variants and possible resonances.) So | want to
explicitly acknowledge her valuable contributions
and reference-points, while exempting Nora from
responsibility for the resulting translation and com-
mentary.

Finally, the commentary project would not be
possible without the long-term commitment of
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Brill Academic Publishers, in the persons of Loes
Schouten, Ilvo Romein, and Anita Roodnat. Their
patience has been tested by long delays in relation
to the original schedule—not least for this vol-
ume—caused by contributors’ career interruptions.

But their good cheer, steadfast encouragement, and
rapid but expert preparation of the material they
receive make possible the work of the academic
editor, who is in this case also a contributor.



Courtesy of Richard Cleave, of Rehr Productions (Nicosia, Cyprus), from his Student Map Manual: Historical Geography of the Bible Lands (Jerusalem:
Pictorial Archive, 1979).



ABBREVIATIONS

In general this volume uses the abbreviations for classical, biblical, Jewish, and early Christian texts,
as well as modern journals, found in Patrick Alexander et al., The SBL Handbook of Style for Ancient
Near Eastern, Biblical, and Early Christian Studies (Peabody Mass.: Hendrickson, 1999). Although it is
incomplete on the classical side, that style guide provides the fullest coverage for the overlapping worlds
relevant to studying Josephus: Greco-Roman, Judean, and early Christian. Where the SBLHS lacks ab-
breviations for classical texts, | follow those of the Oxford Classical Dictionary, revised third edition, ed.
Simon Hornblower and Antony Spawforth (2003). Asterisk * indicates a Greek present tense translated

as past.

For some commonly cited reference works, the following abbreviations apply.

ANRW
BGU

BJP

CCHJ

CPJ
FHG

GLAJJ

ILS
Jacoby/FGrH
JIWE

LSJ

LTUR

M-B

OGIS

Pelletier

Hildegard Temporini and Wolfgang Haase, eds., Aufstieg und Niedergang der ro-
mischen Welt, 41 volumes in 89 (Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1972-1998).
Aegyptische Urkunden aus den koniglichen (staatlichen) Museen zu Berlin,
Griechische Urkunde (Berlin: Weidmann, 1895-).

Steve Mason, ed., Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary, 12 projected
vols. in 10 (Leiden: Brill, 2000-). The abbreviation represents the “Brill Josephus
Project.”
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BOOK TWO

(1.1)* 1 Now the need for Archelaus’ journey to Rome® was the occasion for new disor-
ders.* For having mourned his father seven days® and provided the very expensive funeral
banquet for the rabble®—this custom’ is for many Judeans a cause of poverty,® given that
banqueting the rabble® is not free of compulsion,’ for if someone were to neglect it,

! The parallel story begins at Ant. 17.200. As in bk.
1, it often appears in what follows that Josephus abbrevi-
ates his account in relation to the source(s) used more
fully for the Antiquities parallel. Of these, the Univer-
sal History by Herod’s aide Nicolaus of Damascus must
have continued to figure prominently until about 2.100,
since Nicolaus was personally involved in these affairs.
Cf. Pelletier 2.201 n. 1.

2 Archelaus (b. ca. 27 BCE, son of Herod and
Malthace) was introduced in the survey of Herod’s wives
and children at 1.562, then described as an intended
victim of half-brother Antipater’s plotting while he was
being educated in Rome (1.602). Because of this plot-
ting Herod ignored Archelaus in one version of his will
(1.646), which designated Antipas heir, but the king later
reconciled with Archelaus and made him—his oldest
surviving son—heir-designate as Judean king (1.664).
On Archelaus see Kokkinos 1998: 226-29.

% Josephus looks ahead (cf. 2.14-110) to Archelaus’
trip concerning the settlement of Herod’s succession.
This trip occupied a period from the spring (2.42) of
4 until perhaps 3 BCE. Josephus mentions very little
(2.111-16) of Archelaus’ decade-long rule in his terri-
tory, which might suggest that the ethnarch was in his
territory for only a short period. But at 2.64 Josephus
mentions incidentally that Archelaus had a role in sup-
pressing the revolt that began in 4 BCE.

4 See the note to this dramatic term, woven into the
fabric of War, at 1.4. Still looking ahead: Archelaus’
lengthy absence from Judea at the start of his reign will
be the occasion of a major revolt (2.39-79), requiring
the intervention of the Syrian governor P. Quinctilius
Varus with 3 legions, 2,000 cavalry, and a large auxil-
iary force (2.66-68)—not much smaller than the army
used to defeat the Judeans 70 years later (3.64-69). That
revolt, which involved campaigns in Galilee and Sama-
ria (2.68-9), is featured in the prologue (1.20). It was
therefore a major event from Josephus’ perspective, in
some respects a precursor to this work’s main theme, the
conflict of 66-73.

% Although the Bible does not prescribe this, it does
specify a 7-day period of impurity for those who have
either touched a corpse or been in the same tent with
one (Num 19:11, 14; 31:19), and the 7-day mourning

Herod’s funeral.
Archelaus
awaits
confirmation.
Ant. 17.200

period is a biblical custom, assumed throughout later
Judean texts (Gen 50:10; 1 Sam 31:13/1 Chron 10:12;
Jdt 16:24; Sir 22:12). The Roman custom called for 9
days of mourning: see Levison 2002: 272-3.

®In the parallel at Ant. 17.200, “custom” language
is used only of the 7-day mourning period; the feast is
mentioned very briefly. Greek 16 mAfifoc, used more
than 500 times by Josephus, is difficult to translate. It is
a collective singular of rather dehumanizing force: the
“mob, multitude, horde, throng.” But the first of these
has suggested to some readers a sort of mafia; the second
is not in standard use. The last two terms | use, as well
as “rabble,” where they seem to fit better; none of them
is perfect. Contrast Josephus’ language for members of
the élite (cf. 2.239), which consists of plural adjectives
inviting one to imagine a small group.

" Providing a lavish funeral banquet for large numbers
was not an obligation laid down in the Torah, though
it had evidently become a custom among the élite of
Josephus’ day. Prophetic literature may know of such
practices, when it forbids them in the context of divine
judgment (Jer 16:7-8; cf. Ezek 24:17). Funeral feasting
was, however, a Roman custom (on the 9" day of mourn-
ing): Toynbee 1971: 51; Levison 2002. Cicero speaks
of “thousands” present for one such feast (Vat. 31). It is
characteristic for Josephus to explain Judean customs,
laws, and conditions of life in the War (1.60, 447; 2.10,
119, 195, 313, 321, 425; 3.35-58; 4.451-85; 5.236-37;
6.299-300), suggesting that he expects a non-Judean
audience (cf. War 1.3, 6). See Introduction.

8 Contrast Apion 2.205, where Josephus boasts that
the Judean constitution’s provisions for fulfillment of
one’s obligations to the dead are simple and inexpensive
(thic . . . 6olog 00 ToAvTedeiaug), Seeming to negate the
very words he uses here. There he elaborates that the
ceremony is only for the nearest relatives, though all are
expected to join any funeral procession they encounter.
Simplicity of funerary rites has particularly strong paral-
lels in Roman-élite discussions (Levison 2002: 247-50),
though the tension between such ideals and the reality
of elaborate funerals for the wealthy is also well attested
for Rome (see previous note).

°® A similar expression, “banqueting the populace”
(éotidw tov dfjpov), appears at Ant. 16.14, 55. The for-
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he would not be pioust'—he changed* into a white garment*? and proceeded* into the
temple,® where the citizenry** welcomed* him with various forms of adulation.’® 2 After
hailing®® the rabble from a high platform and golden throne,'” he thanked* them for the

mulation here (¢éotiav T0 AR Boc) conveys a mixture
of contempt and pity for the public figure, who must at
all costs pander to “the rabble” (i.e., the mass of com-
mon people) if he wishes to hold effective power. Jose-
phus’ contemporary Dio Chrysostom (Or. 66.9) likewise
observes that one seeking political fame must pay out
vast sums to collect a cast of entertainers if he wants to
banquet the rabble (¢otidcev 10 TARBoc) in a convine-
ing way.

0 “Compulsion” is the same word (&véyxn) as
“necessity” in 2.1. It is characteristic of Josephus to use
the same word in different senses within a short space.

1 Or “pure, sinless.” The Greek has only 0¥y 6c1og in
the apodosis, where we might have expected év with a
verb. On the substance, see notes to “custom” and “pov-
erty” in this section.

12 \What would Cicero have said? In his retaliatory
speech against Vatinius (56 BCE), he dwelt on the lat-
ter’s egregious error of etiquette in wearing black to a
funeral banquet. “With so many thousand people at table
and with the master of ceremonies himself, Q. Arrius, all
in white, you took to the temple of Castor in mourning
clothes, with C. Fibulus and your other bad spirits in
funeral dress” (Vat. 31). Evidently the Roman custom
was to wear dark clothes for mourning, and to change
into white for the 9"-day banquet, which involved a
visit to the temple of Castor. For analysis (also of Ant.
7.154-6) see Levison 2002: 255-6. Archelaus, however,
seems to attend the banquet as part of the mourning,
changing to white clothes only for the temple visit.

Others who wear white when they enter the temple,
according to Josephus, are Kings David and Solomon
(Ant. 7.156; 8.186). His biblical source neither dresses
them in white nor clearly prescribes white for temple
service. White was, however, all but universally recog-
nized as the color of purity, and to some extent of cel-
ebration: see Croom 2000: 28; Sebesta and Bonfante
2001: 48. For white clothing as a sign of moral purity,
see Xenophon, Mem. 2.1.22. Ovid (Amor. 2.13.23-4)
assumes that one wears white to enter a temple—at least
that of Ilithyia—and Apuleius (Met. 11.47) has priests
of Isis wear brilliant white in procession. Manumitted
slaves in the early empire wore bright white (Artemi-
dorus 2.9), as would newly baptized Christians (Clem-
ent of Alexandria, Strom. 4.22.142). See also Athenaeus
Deipn. (4.149d-e) for the feasts of Dionysus and Apollo,
and generally: Aeschines, Ctes. 77.10; Strabo 15.1.71;
Plutarch, Aristides 21.4; Lucian, Mort. per. 40.5; Ath-
enaeus, Deipn. 14.621b; Pausanias 2.35.5; Aelian, Var.
hist. 12.32 [of Pythagoras]; Philostratus, Vit. Apoll.

3.15; 8.19; with the note to “white” at 2.123 below.
Accordingly, Josephus’ Essenes always wear white
(War 2.123, 137), as do Philo’s Therapeutae, at least for
meetings (Contempl. 66); Beall (1988: 46) finds a prefer-
ence for white also at Qumran (1QM 7.9-10). For other
groups in Judean and Christian traditions, see Eccl 9:8;
Dan 7:9; 2 Macc 11:8; 2 Esd 2:40; Matt 17:12; 28:3;
Rev 1:14; 3:4, 5, 18; 4:4; 6:11; 7:9, 14; 19:14. Sanders
(1992: 96-102) discusses the rarity of white clothes and
fabrics. Since bright white was not a natural color, it took
considerable effort to create (Croom 2000: 28).

It is uncertain whether Josephus learned from his
source that Archelaus wore white here—a detail absent
from the Antiquities parallel (17.200)—or whether
he has freely adapted the source as he does the Bible
(above); if the latter, whether his accommodation is to
actual Judean practice of the day or to a more general
standard expected by the audience.

13 Josephus follows standard usage in distinguishing
the larger sacred precinct or compound (16 iepdv, as
here) from the shrine building—in Jerusalem, the Holy
Place containing the Holy of Holies—that was consid-
ered the deity’s home (6 vadg, e.g. at 2.5). See the note
to “shrine” at 1.10.

4 Greek Aodg, used only 39 times in the War, is a
more respectful term than to nAfifoc (quantity, bulk,
mass, rabble, mob, throng); the latter is much more fre-
quent in this passage, in War (294 times), and in Jose-
phus generally.

5 Adulation (ebenuic) from the mob was standard
for a new ruler or conquering general: War 2.297, 511,
3.410, 459; 4.417; 6.316; 7.16, 103, 127. Josephus
claimed to have received this from the Galileans (Life
251, 253). But shouts of praise were only one side of
what Latin termed acclamatio (“shouting at”); this vocif-
erous praise prepares for the other side—the shouted
demands for redress of grievances that quickly follow
(2.4, 7). Romans knew this scenario well (Aldrete 1999:
101-71), and would perhaps have felt the tension and
high drama in Josephus’ description of the fickle mob’s
adulation.

16 Gestures played an important role in Roman ora-
tory: both the larger movement of the arm(s)—normally
the right, with left occasionally added for emphasis—
and the position of the fingers helped convey particular
emotions or transitional points in the speech (Aldrete
1999: 3-84). Particularly well represented in Roman art
is the adlocutio pose, with right hand raised to address a
crowd. This may be something like the posture indicated
by the verb de&idopan here.
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eagerness they had expressed concerning his father’s funeral, and indeed for their atten-
tiveness'® towards him, as if to a king already confirmed.t® And yet for the time being he
would refrain, he affirmed, not only from the authority but even from the titles,? until
Caesar,? who was the master of everything,? also according to the will, 2 should authorize

7 In view of the crowds present, it is easiest to imag-
ine that the high platform and throne were set up in the
largest open space of the temple compound, in the S near
the Royal Colonnade (Stoa, Portico).

18 Much like Latin cura, the Bepoan—group of words
has a wide range of connotations, many of which Jose-
phus exploits in the 10 occurrences in War 2: care or
devoted attentiveness (especially to a ruling figure, or
to God: 2.105, 178, 297, 350, 617), reciprocal care by a
ruler for the people (already in 2.4), attention to physical
well-being and cures (whence English “therapy”: 2.136,
614).

¥ The phrase (og mpog BéPatov Ko Pacidéa) sets
up Archelaus’ expectation in 2.3 that he will indeed be
“confirmed king”: a hope that Josephus’ audience knows
was never fulfilled—so a small irony.

20 |t is part of Josephus’ ongoing play between “seem-
ing and being” that he also contrasts mere titles or offices
with real authority. All this derives ultimately from Plato’s
thoroughgoing distinction between the world of appear-
ances, sense-perception, and opinion, on the one hand,
and that of knowledge and the real on the other; see in
particular his analogy of the cave (Resp. 514a-517c). But
it was also a much discussed issue among Josephus’ con-
temporaries in the Greek renaissance: Greek statesmen
of the period all realized that no matter what titles they
enjoyed, real power rested in Rome (Anderson 1993:
101-32; Swain 1996: e.g., 151-86).

Josephus likes to speak of people who have reputa-
tions (Soxéw, d6&a) for things that are proven to lack a
basis in reality (War 1.648; Ant. 17.41; 19; 332; Apion
1.18, 67). At War 1.110-12 we see both contrasts, the
“seeming” picking up 1.85—concerning Alexander Jan-
neus’ unfounded reputation—and the “title/real authority”
contrast with respect to Queen Alexandra, who allowed
the Pharisees the real power while she held the mere title
of sovereign. Then, Hyrcanus I1’s mischievous courtiers
encourage him against Herod by complaining that he has
only the title (3voua) and not the authority (2€ovcio)
of king (1.209). Later (1.561), Antipater pleads with his
father not to leave him the mere title of king while oth-
ers hold the power. At 2.208 princeps-designate Claudius
promises through Agrippa | that he will rest content with
honor of the title or address (rpoonyopio)—princeps?—
while governing through broad consultation. An ironic
twist is in Suetonius, Tib. 24: although Tiberius did not
hesitate to exercise imperium, he resisted the title that
went with it, prompting the witticism that while others

were reluctant to do what they promised, he would not
promise what he was doing. Cf. Dio 36.11 for seeming
and being, and the emperor Julian’s presentation (Ep.
Ath. 11.19) of his alleged refusal to accept “either the
address or the crown [of Augustus]” while Constantius
Il reigned.

21 That is, Augustus, who ruled the empire from 27
BCE to 14 CE. See the note to “Romans” at 1.20.

22 Greek 6 . . . TV OAwv deondTng, a stronger phrase
than that used in the antecedent (kUplog amaviav . . .
TV Srobnkdv) at 1.669. Cf. the similar phrases used of
Roman rulers at 2.36 (Augustus described in Nicolaus’
defense of Archelaus), 179-180 (a role that Agrippa |
wishes for Gaius Caligula, anticipating Tiberius’ death);
4.366 (\Vespasian is kOplog Tdv 0Amv but within a mili-
tary context—*“supreme commander”’—paralleled by
Simon bar Giora on the Judean side, 5.248). In Jose-
phus’ use of the absolute title (“master of everything”)
may lurk a certain irony, given: the application of the
phrase to dubious figures (cf. 1.207: Herod’s father Anti-
pater honored by all “as if master of everything”); the
reservation of such phrases in Josephus’ later works for
God alone (Ant. 1.72; 4.40; 6.131; 17.244; 20.89-90;
Apion 2.185; with similarly ironic usage in relation to
Herod and Augustus at Ant. 16.118, 135); and some
external parallels. Epictetus (Diatr. 4.1.12-14) employs
the Caesar’s position as master of all (6 navtwv KbOpocg,
deomdtnc) to challenge all illusions of freedom, even on
the part of a consul (cf. Penwill 2003: 362-67). Tacitus
uses roughly equivalent Latin expressions, such as rerum
potiri (Hist. 3.74; Ann. 1.5; 6.51). Aristotle (Rhet. 1366a)
had defined monarchy (uovapyia) as the situation in
which one person is master of all (eig andvtov KOpLoc
¢otwv-), and tyranny (tvpavvic) as monarchy without
restraint (&opiotog). By itself, the term deondtng was
a widely used quivalent of Latin dominus (H. J. Mason
1974: 120), also in Josephus (2.28; cf. Philo, Legat.
239—noted by Pelletier ad 2.28).

2 The formulation may be ironic—Augustus was self-
evidently master of everything, and Herod confirmed this
with respect to his estate (not a difficult choice!)—or it
may simply reaffirm that Herod did designate Augus-
tus his executor (1.669; 2.35—see notes there). Herod’s
will has changed many times (1.451, 458-60, 550-52,
573, 640, 645-46, 664, 667-68). Throughout the process
the king appears keenly aware of his dependence upon
Augustus (cf. 1.457, 646, 669), even though the princeps
had granted Herod the singular privilege of complete
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the succession.?* 3 For even when, in Jericho,” the army was fastening the diadem? on
him, he had not accepted it.?” Nevertheless, for their devotion and goodwill?® he would
pay back generous rewards, to the soldiers and the populace alike, as soon as he should

control over the fate of his heirs (1.536-37). For changes
in Roman practice in recognizing a rex sociusque et
amicus, from the late Republic to the Empire, see Braund
1984: 23-27.

2 This issue of Caesar’s role in administering the suc-
cession will become the focus of debate between the
potential heirs—in Rome, before Caesar (2.26-8, 34-6).
It was indeed a serious issue, as Josephus’ story of Aretas
IV confirms: he incurred Augustus’ displeasure when
he assumed the Nabatean throne without awaiting the
emperor’s word (Ant. 16.295, 353). Caesar’s prerogative
remained a central issue in the dispute between Rome
and Parthia over Armenia (see Introduction).

% An ancient oasis-city situated a hilly 15 miles (25
km) NE of Jerusalem in the Jordan River valley; see
further 2.57 and Appendix A. It was in the amphitheater
at Jericho that, upon the news of Herod’s death and his
wishes for the succession, Archelaus was acclaimed by
his soldiers (1.666-70); but this is the first we hear about
an attempt to give him the diadem. Given the ironic qual-
ity of the passage, it is possible that Josephus intends
to make Archelaus a self-serving liar here: refusing an
honor that had not in fact been offered. But see 2.27.

% The Greek genitive absolute with a present parti-
ciple (tfig otpatitg T0 diddnuo TepLOnNTOLOTS CVTD)
leaves a degree of ambiguity that will be exploited later
(2.27): Did the soldiers manage to fasten the diadem
(though he could claim that he disapproved)? Did they
begin to do so but stop at his command? Did they merely
signal their wish to do so? The parallel (Ant. 17.202)
says rather that the army had been eager to fasten the
diadem upon him, but he had declined the offer.

The diadem was a strip of cloth tied around the head
as an emblem of rule (cf. 1.671); see the note at 1.70.
It was a potent symbol, which Roman principes thought
it important to control. According to Suetonius, in 249
BCE Claudius Rursus had “set up his own statue with a
diadem on its head (statua diademata) and tried to take
possession of Italy” (Tib. 2.2). Julius Caesar pointedly
refused to accept the diadema from Antony at the Luper-
calia festival (Jul. 79.2). Gaius came close to accepting
the diadema, which would have meant “changing the
semblance of the principate into the form of a monarchy”
(Cal. 22.1).

Foreign rulers’ infringing on the emperor’s preroga-
tive by donning a diadem was a resonant scenario for
Josephus’ audience. In the preceding volume (1.387-93;
cf. 1.451) King Herod laid aside his diadem, which had
been bestowed by the defeated Marc Antony, in order

to receive it again from Actium’s victor. In the decade
before Josephus was writing War, Domitius Corbulo had
achieved a compromise with the Parthians over Armenia
(63 CE): Tiridates, brother of the Persian king Vologeses
I, could rule Armenia if he put aside his diadem and
received it in Rome—in 66 CE, as it happened—from
the hand of Nero (Dio 62.23.3; 63.4.1). Suetonius relates
that after the conquest of Jerusalem Titus had worn a
diadem in Memphis, Egypt, while consecrating the bull
Apis (Tit. 5.3). Although our reporter is quick to note
that this was de rigueur for the ritual, he reports that
Titus had to hurry to Rome to reassure his father of
his fidelity. Given the sensitive nature of the symbol,
Josephus portrays the potential royal heirs in Judea as
keenly aware that they can accept it only from the hands
of the world sovereign.

The pathetic character of this condition—men without
virtue or qualification striving to secure a piece of cloth
from the master of the world, which actually proclaims
their weakness—will be exposed when Josephus inter-
rupts the succession story in Rome to describe the con-
temporary Judean revolt (2.39-79), for two of the rebel
leaders—a slave (2.57) and a shepherd (2.60)—assume
the diadem for themselves. Josephus appears in sympa-
thy with his contemporary, Dio Chrysostom: “If any-
one else has his head bound, without a fracture, he is
ridiculed; yet for the kings it is thought to be fitting,
and countless thousands of men have died for this scrap
of cloth” (Or. 66.5). Dio includes the craving for royal
head-dress (diadems and tiaras) as symptomatic of tyr-
anny (Or. 1.79). In Josephus, too, diadem-lust is linked
with War’s larger themes of tyranny and demagoguery
(1.9-10); cf. Mason 2008b.

21 See 2.27, where Archelaus’ opponents claim that he
had pre-empted Caesar’s prerogative by arranging for a
diadem to be fixed on his head.

2 The second term (ebvoie) may have more intimate
connotations, such as “loyalty” and “affection.” The pair
of qualities (here with npoBupio, elsewhere sometimes
10 mpdBupoc) is standard in Josephus (Ant. 5.96; 6.82;
8.57; 15.193, 201; 17.195; 19.151; Life 103), in rhetoric
(Isocrates, Phil. 18.4; Demosthenes, Cor. 286.3; 312.2;
Dionysius, Ant. Rom. 10.16.4; Plutarch, Alc. 30.10;
Caes. 16.1; Dion 10.4; Brut. 39.3; Mor. 50B.8; 453C.9;
575D.8), and in one of Josephus’ models, Polybius
(2.50.4; 3.17.7, 44.12, 76.13; 5.37.2; 7.9.8, 11.6; 9.44.1
[frag. incert.]; 10.17.9, 14; 11.12.2; 21.3.2, 22.3; 22.5.2,
9.4; 27.5.4; 30.3.1; 31.3.2, 8.7).
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be designated the confirmed king by those in control:® for he would be eager to show
himself better towards them in every way than his father had been.*®

(1.2) 4 The rabble took pleasure® in these [words] and immediately put his inten-
tion to the test with enormous demands:® some were shouting for him to lighten the
tax levies,®® others to abolish the payments,* and still others even to release the detain-

2 |.e., the Romans in the person of the princeps
Augustus, as the previous sentence and the sequel
(2.20-39, 80-97) indicate.

%0 Because Herod has appeared in virtuous terms in
War (contrast Ant. 14-17, where he appears also as an
arrogant violator of laws), the comments that Josephus
attributes to Archelaus in Ant. 17.201—qgratitude that his
father’s outrages against the people have not been held
against him—would have been out of place here. This
notice about Archelaus’ commitment to treat the Judeans
well prepares for War 2.111, where the brief summary
of his ethnarchy charges him with savage treatment of
both Judeans and Samarians.

81 Josephus’ distaste for the rabble, which he shares
with most ancient writers (e.g., Thucydides 2.65.8; Plu-
tarch, Alc. 10.1; Cato Maj. 16.5), is based in part on the
assumption that they live by impulse and for momentary
pleasure, and are therefore highly susceptible to dema-
gogues: Ant. 4.36; 12.398. This language is even stronger
in the parallel at Ant. 17.204, 211: “They considered
lawful and just whatever was likely to bring them plea-
sure (Mdovnv).”

32 Simonetti (737-38 n. 87) distinguishes between the
generalized praise, which he attributes to the mob, and
the quite specific demands, which he thinks must have
come from Jerusalem’s more cultivated circles, especially
Pharisees and Sadducees. He adds (738 n. 88) that such
demands did not take into account the precarious posi-
tion of Archelaus as heir apparent to a client kingdom
(cf. on the latter, Smallwood 1981: 105). Interpreting
the story and reconstructing historical probabilities are
different projects, however: Josephus plainly states that
it was the rabble (who had praised Archelaus) who now
made the demands, and the rabble whom he appeased.
Roman audiences would be familiar with the prospect
of mob demands shouted at a leader, even where these
followed closely on fulsome shouts of praise; see the
note to “adulation” at 2.1.

% The contrast here between “lightening” (forms
of xoveilw) the imposts (eiopopait) and “burdening”
(Bapéw) the nation seems distinctively Josephan: War
1.428; 2.273; Ant. 17.204. If Archelaus was in a posi-
tion to lighten or remove this burden, then it was either
something he had imposed or a Roman requirement that,
the people assumed, he could alleviate or cover from
other resources (as his father had covered levies on
foreign cities). Even when he comes to write the often
anti-Herodian Antiquities, Josephus concedes that Herod

himself had substantially reduced taxes at times (Ant.
15.365; 16.64). In the case of the Babylonian immigrant
community that he settled in Batanea, he relieved them
of all customary eiceopoit (Ant. 17.25). Ant. 17.305-6
adds the charge that Herod seized the property of “the
nobility” after murdering them, though that account may
be shaped to anticipate Gaius Caligula’s behavior in Ant.
19.1-4.

Josephus leaves the precise content of these imposts
unclear. Such eicpopat (a “gathering in”; in Attic Greek
usually ad hoc levies) will, however, figure prominently
in War 2 (2.273, 383, 385, 404—half of the 10 occur-
rences in Josephus). Judea was reportedly made subject
to tribute by Pompey in 63 BCE (War 1.154 [odpoc];
cf. Cicero, Flac. 69). Julius Caesar reversed many of
Pompey’s impositions, but still required tribute from
Hyrcanus as high priest and ethnarch (Ant. 14.200-10;
cf. Smallwood 1981: 33-40). On the problem of calculat-
ing the amounts involved under Hyrcanus—at any rate,
a burdensome portion of the annual produce—see Pucci
ben Zeev 1998: 86-87. On the various taxes collected
by Herod, see Schalit 1969: 262-98; at War 2.84-6 the
Judean delegation to Augustus will complain bitterly of
his exactions. Although the taxation-census described by
Luke as including Herod’s kingdom (Luke 2:1-5) brims
with familiar problems, there is slight evidence (Matt
22:17) that the tetrarchy of Galilee-Perea under his son
Antipas was liable to “taxes to Caesar”—and that pay-
ment was a cause of discontent.

Whether client kings in general paid tributum is a
vexed issue. Braund (1984: 63-6) thinks that they paid
more or less regular indemnities to Rome (for the costs
of installing the king), though not tribute as such; Schalit
(1969: 272, 277) thinks that Herod collected a head tax,
which he handed over as tribute; Lintott (1993: 35) notes
War 1.399, according to which the younger Herod had
been appointed procurator for all Syria, which implies
the collection of tribute. At 2.404-5 the eicpopoit con-
stitute the annual tribute for Rome from Judea—as an
imperial province, however, under an equestrian gover-
nor: 40 talents’ worth in arrears—as perhaps also War
1.428, where Herod relieves the tax burden of various
foreign communities. In support of understanding this
tax as tribute, the parallel at Ant. 17.204 glosses this as
“the annual tax-levies that they brought.” Mommsen,
however (1887: 2.190-91), marshals compelling evi-
dence (from Caesar’s edicts in Ant. 14 and the census
under Quirinius in 6 CE) for his conclusion that Herod’s
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Golden eagle’s
destroyers
mourned. Ant.
17.207

Judea enjoyed the unusually favorable situation of free-
dom from both tribute to Rome and responsibility for
maintaining a Roman legion. Greek gicpopd certainly
was a standard equivalent of Latin tributum (H. J. Mason
1974: 41), though it also had other senses; at Ant. 3194 it
indicates the temple tax. In Egypt it sometimes referred
to a special tax (LSJ s.v. I1b).

3% Greek ta: téAn is even more vague than eicpopod
(previous note). It seems unlikely, therefore, that Jose-
phus is trying here to indicate two distinct kinds of tax;
more likely, the vague nouns function synonymously,
and the two options reside in the verbs—either lighten
this burdensome levy or do away with it altogether.
Ant. 17.204-5 is different: these téAn, as distinct from
an annual levy, were applied to “public sales and pur-
chases” and were being collected harshly. For the pairing
of elcpopat and téAn, as apparent synonyms, see 1G Il
(2) 1.19.1369.287, 1241; SEG 24:94, 34; Justin, Apol.
27.2; Theophilus, Autol. 1.10; Pollux, Onom. 8.97 [a
fragment of Aristotle].

% Greek amoldev tovg decumtogc. Although Herod’s
sister Salome has quick-wittedly released the nobles put
in custody by the king (1.666), sparing them an unjust
death, the parallel (Ant. 17.204) claims that many had
been put in chains by Herod and kept in that condition
for long periods. Without that information here, Josephus
assumes his audience’s understanding that—as always
under perceived tyrants—many will have been impris-
oned unjustly (cf. 2.273; Ant. 20.215; Life 13). In the
Roman world, incarceration was possible (a) for those in
remand, awaiting trial, (b) between conviction and sen-
tencing, and (c) in fulfillment of the sentence, though in
the early empire prison sentences were rarely employed.
State-sponsored legal custody (private custody was
also known) was chiefly for (a) and (b), each of which
could be ameliorated by the influence of patrons (cf.
Ant. 18.202-4); (c) was usually obviated by corporal or
capital punishment, hard labor sentences, exile, or house
arrest (Krause 1996: 64-91). Note the informal nature of
Agrippa’s incarceration at Tiberius’ order (2.180): not a
sentence, it appears, but simply a means of keeping him
out of the way indefinitely. Pliny’s correspondence with
Trajan (Ep. 10.19-20) over the question whether publicly
owned slaves (servi publici) should guard prisoners (ad
continendas custodias), as was customary (cf. the high
priest’s slaves at Luke 22:50, 56, 63), or whether this
was a task for seconded soldiers (as with Agrippa, Ant.
18.203), shows how informal the situation was and sug-
gests that the need was chiefly connected with (a) and

(b).

ees.® And he, attending carefully®® to the rabble,* readily gave the nod® to everything.
5 After that he offered sacrifice and had a festive meal®® with his friends.*® Already
then, around dusk, quite a number of those who had deliberately chosen to incite revolu-

In the absence of penitentiary regimes, long-term
imprisonment often indicated judicial neglect, corrup-
tion, or an inability to prosecute, and was increasingly
hazardous for the one kept in chains. Although Josephus
does not explain the cause, the financial context here
might suggest that some of these were debt prisoners
(on which Krause 1996: 150-55). “Release of prisoners”
was part of the brighter future of God’s reign portrayed
in biblical and gospel traditions (Ps 68:6; 79:11; 102:20;
146:7; 1sa 42:7; 61:1; Luke 4:18; Matt 27:15-18).

% See the note to “attentiveness” at 2.2.

3 Josephus uses the same verb (Bepanebw) for
Archelaus’ treatment of the mob that he had used for
their flattery of him (2.2). This creates an ironic inver-
sion of proper political relationships. Contrast Cato the
Elder, who pledged to cure Rome of its softness and
luxury by hard training, whereas his rivals put up can-
didates for office “who carefully attended to the rabble
(Bepamedovtacg . . . 10 mAf0oc [as Archelaus here]) with
promises of lenient conduct, as though it [the rabble]
demanded to be ruled softly and pleasantly” (Cato Maj.
16.4). Although the statesman must make an effort to
win the trust of the people, as Josephus himself will do
(War 2.569), he crosses a fine but crucial line when he
appears to be flattering the mob or pandering to them.
Cf. Hands 1959; M. Roller 2001: 110.

% In one of many curious examples of paraphrase,
the parallel at Ant. 17.205 says only that Archelaus
made no objection to the crowd’s demands, reserving
the verb émvedw (“give the nod,” used here) for a later
context (17.208), in which he momentarily feigns agree-
ment with more extreme and particular demands (cf. 2.8
below) before unleashing his anger on the crowds.

® This spare, non-judgmental notice prepares for the
accusation by Archelaus’ opponents, before Augustus,
that he had merely put on a show of filial piety, mourn-
ing by day but partying by night (2.29). It is part of
Josephus’ art that although he provides a basis for that
judgment, he neither affirms nor denies the moral evalu-
ation. Nor does he connect the following riots with this
behavior, as the accusers will.

40 In Hellenistic and Roman usage, “friends” (giAot,
amici) of kings and governors comprised an inner circle
of trusted advisors, whom they consulted for political
advice; for the princeps, see Crook 1955; Millar 1977:
110-22; and B. W. Jones 1992: 50-8. Josephus has men-
tioned Herod’s interest in choosing the “relatives and
friends” (i.e., advisers) of his 3 other sons then in favor
for the succession (1.460), and he often presents a ruler
or governor striking an advisory meeting (cuvédpiov)
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tion* gathered and began a private mourning, now that the public one for the king had
ceased, bewailing*? those who had been punished by Herod on account of the golden
eagle that had been cut down—the one at the gate of the shrine.** 6 Now this mourn-
ing was not restrained, but piercing* wails,* an orchestrated*® dirge,*” and pounding*
rang through the whole city, as if for men who had—so they asserted—been point-
lessly destroyed by fire* for the sake of the ancestral laws*® and the shrine. 7 They
kept crying out that it was necessary to avenge those men, by means of the ones who
had been honored by Herod: first, to terminate the high priest who had been appoint-
ed by him,5 for it was fitting that they should select someone more pious and pure.5?

of such “friends”: War 1.537, 571, 620; Ant. 17.46, 301;
Life 79 [of his own practice as Galilean commander],
236, 368. That said, “friendship” (p1Aic, amicitia) was
also a highly prized and much-discussed quality (Aris-
totle, Rhet. 2.4.1380b-1381a; Konstan 1997), and Jose-
phus refers to such personal friends of his own (Life
13, 418-19; cf. 180). It is impossible from this notice
to discern the kind of friends that the ruler Archelaus
entertains here. The institution of “friends,” whether as
client kings or as political advisors, was according to
Shaw (1993, 1995), a function of pre-state conceptions
of personal (rather than institutional or official) power
that operated broadly around the Mediterranean. Such
ancient ways of establishing powerful groups included a
ritualized friendship (cf. Herman 1987).

4 Or “those who had committed themselves to inno-
vate [politically]” (tédv vewtepiletv mponpnuévov). See
the note to “revolutionary bloc” at 1.4: in political con-
texts, the verb vewtepifw had since the time of Thucy-
dides carried the sense of revolutionizing the state or
constitution (veotepicor . . . v noAtetaw, 1.115.2) or
simply of rebellion (Thucydides 1.97.1, 102.3). Needless
to say, “revolution” must be understood in its ancient
context, even if glossed as political upheaval (netafoAn;
cf. 2.259; Ant. 15.30) or radical innovation, such as
the rebels of 66-73 in Josephus’ narrative intend with
their usurpation of the aristocracy and withdrawal from
Roman rule. Modern conditions of post-industrial revo-
lution, whether theoretical or derived from the American,
French, Russian or similar revolutions, do not directly
apply and should not be read into this translation—
though there are doubtless insights to be gained from
comparative study (e.g., Brinton 1952 with Rajak 1983:
104-43).

42 This is the first occurrence in War of xatoAogOpopon
(cf. 4.339; 6.102)—another component of the “lament”
lexicon in this work; see the note to “mourn over” at
1.9.

43 The story is told in 1.648-55. For the distinction
between shrine and temple, see the note to “shrine” at
1.10.

* Greek dwampbvotog: another element of tragic
emotion in War (only: cf. 2.294; 6.309 and the note to

“mourn over” at 1.9).

% Greek oipwyn. Yet another tragic term in Josephus
(see note to “mourn over” at 1.9): it has 12 appearances
in War, 11 in Antiquities.

6 Pelletier (2.201 n. 3) observes that the colorful
adjective éyxélevotog (NB: only here in Josephus;
attested in literature before him only in Xenophon, Anab.
1.3.13; Cyr. 5.5.39; Dionysius, Ant. rom. 4.12.1) evokes
the figure of the xelevotng, who kept the beat for row-
ers. This is far from being a spontaneous outpouring of
emaotion, therefore.

47 Greek Bpfivoc, another term redolent of Jeremiah
and the lament theme (See note to “mourn over” at 1.9).
He uses this noun 8 times in War, 10 in Antiquities.

8 Probably beating of the breast, as LCL and M-B:
xometot, wWhich occurs only here in Josephus and indi-
cates a kind of striking, is often used elsewhere of
mourning women beating their breasts: Plutarch, Fab.
Max. 17.7; Nic. 13.11; Caes. 27.6; Ant. 84.4; Mor. 609b;
Philo, Abr. 260.

4 Although mopt (“by fire”) is missing in MSS LVRC
Lat, and Naber omits it (as also Pelletier), Niese favors
MSS PAM in retaining it (so too LCL and M-B).

% |n this narrative the phrase (ot nd:tpiot vopotr) most
immediately recalls the language of the “sophists” who
incited their young students to tear down Herod’s eagle
(1.649-50). For Josephus every nation has its own ances-
tral laws (Ant. 1.166; 18.41, 53, 344; 20.75, 81; Apion
2.155; cf. 2.144): this is generic, rather than special
Judean, terminology (pace Schroder 1996). For Greek
usage see e.g., Oliver 1950; for Josephus, Mason 1991:
100-5 and n. 90.

51 Josephus relates much less than he knows. In Antig-
uities, which has a sustained interest in the high-priestly
succession (e.g., 20.224-51), he will explain that after
the affair of the golden eagle Herod not only executed
the teachers responsible for the incitement (as in War
1.648-55) but also replaced the serving high priest
Matthias—as partly responsible for the action—with
loazar, the brother of Herod’s wife Mariamme Il (Ant.
17.164-65). This Mariamme and loazar were the children
of a famous priest named Simon, whose father had come
from Alexandria; Herod had earlier appointed Simon
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(1.3) 8 Archelaus was becoming provokeds® at these things, but he withheld retaliation
in view of the urgency surrounding his departure; he feared that after making an enemy
of the rabble,* he would then be detained by the commotion.> He therefore tried by
persuasion rather than by force® to calm down the revolutionaries, and having secretly
sent in® the general,® he kept appealing [to them] to desist. 9 This man went into the

high priest (23-5 BCE) in order to facilitate his mar-
riage to Mariamme (Ant. 15.320-22). This unelaborated
reference to Herod’s last high priest (loazar) is one of
many items that suggests Josephus’ knowledge, as he
writes the War, of a fuller narrative approximating that
in Antiquities.

52 Ant. 17.207, characteristically varying the language,
has them seek a high priest who is “more concerned
with the legal tradition” (vopumtepov) and who is pure
(rather than “purer”). The point seems to be that these
“revolutionaries” reject the use of the high priesthood as
a patronage appointment in the king’s prerogative. Notice
the detachment with which Josephus narrates Herod’s
meddling with the high priesthood, in spite of his marked
concern with the institution: War omits many details,
leaving intact Herod’s image as a powerful Judean king
and friend of Rome; in this work Josephus reserves his
ire for the rebels’ appointment of a non-traditional high
priest (War 4.152-61).

5 Or “furious™: passive of napo&ivw, a favorite word
in Josephus. Diodorus, the author who uses it next most
often, has about 77 occurrences, over against only a few
each in Thucydides and Polybius, somewhat more in the
orators; Josephus has 112 occurrences: 46 in War 1-6
(not bk. 7), nearly a third of these (14) in bk. 2—the
build-up to revolt. In bk. 2 Josephus particularly favors
the construction “At this (or these things), X became
provoked”: cf. 2.11, 305, 406. A complementary word-
group denotes “aggravation, irritation, indignation”: the
noun &yavéxktmotg occurs 16 times in War 1-6 (not in
bk. 7 or elsewhere in Josephus), the cognate verb 26
times in War 1-6 (also not bk. 7) and 54 times in Jose-
phus.

The parallel (Ant. 17.208) has Archelaus first indicate
agreement with these demands (with the same verb as at
War 2.4 above), in spite of his anger; in the immediate
sequel, however, he sends a general to try to talk the
people out of their position.

% Although only those who had been planning revo-
lution would experience his retaliation, Archelaus fears
that their appeal to the laws and the shrine (2.6) will have
sufficient appeal to the masses that any punishment of
the rebels will bring a much larger public reaction. This
is a familiar scenario from the Hasmonean history and it
will continue throughout the narrative: legitimate rulers
(Josephus does not necessarily endorse them wholeheart-
edly) constantly face the problem of demagogues and

charismatic populists who can lead the “rabble” in any
way they like; cf. 1.67, 110, 648; 2.51, 55-6.

% This word (xivnuo) is a key term from the pro-
logue, used 15 times throughout War and once elsewhere
in Josephus; see the note at 1.4.

% This alternative of coercion or persuasion (Bic [or
avéyxn] fi nelBd) was an old favorite of Greek rheto-
ric (Euripides, Suppl. 347; Thucydides 4.87.2; Plato,
Apol. 35d; Pol. 296b; 304d; Gorg. 517b; Resp. 411d;
488d; Leg. 722b; Xeonophon, Mem. 1.2.10; Symp. 8.20;
Demosthenes, Alex. 17.23.6; Dio Chrysostom, Or. 25.2;
30.14; 75.4; Plutarch, Thes. 24.3; Rom. 16.1; Sol. 16.2;
Them. 21.2; Tim. 19.3; Mar. 29.3; Appian, Bell. civ.
3.6.42). Paradigmatic episodes include Themistocles’
demand for funds from the Andrians, where he points
out that he is accompanied by two Gods, Persuasion and
Compulsion (Herodotus 8.111), and Isocrates’ advice to
Philip Il of Macedon: use persuasion against Greeks,
force against barbarians (Phil. 10). The pair appears with
some frequency in Josephus: War 2.199, 562-63; 3.203;
Ant. 4.17; 17.10; Life 42, 370.

S This is the first occurrence of one of War’s dis-
tinctive usages: ot vewtepilovteg (literally “innovators”
or “changers”) to designate those fomenting revolt—
foreshadowing the major revolt against Rome that is the
main subject of the work. Cf. the artful construction on
the same root in the prologue (1.4). The immediate ref-
erence here is to 2.5: “those who had been planning to
incite revolution [against Archelaus],” Josephus will con-
tinue to use this short-hand at War 2.407, 410, 417, 494,
652; 3.108, 447; 4.114, 120; 7.4. No other extant ancient
text employs the phrase so thematically, though the usage
is suggested by Thucydides 1.97.1; 3.72.1; possibly Iso-
crates, Antid. 121; Dionysius, Ant. rom. 5.55.3, 59.1;
Diodorus 12.7.1; 13.47.8; Philo, Spec. 4.127; Flacc. 48;
Somn. 1.103. Cf. Firpo 1997.

% Of the 8 occurrences of broréure in Josephus, 7
are in War 1-2, where there is a pervasive atmosphere
of intrigue (1.492, 527; 2.8, 11, 27, 493, 618; also Ant.
14.368).

% Although the identity of this “general” (tov
otpotnydv) is not immediately clear, the definite arti-
cle and the fact that Josephus retains the word in Ant.
17.209, where he otherwise alters his language, suggests
that he intends someone specific. If so, it is easiest to
assume (though uncertain) that Josephus has in mind
the general who had arrested the young men for cutting
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temple, but before he opened his mouth the insurgents® drove him away with rocks, as
also those who went in after him to call for self-control.®* Archelaus kept sending in many
men, and they [the rebels] answered everything with rage;% clearly, they were not going
to acquiesce if they should make any gains in their number.%®

10 And indeed, with the onset® of the Festival of the Unleavened®®*—among Judeans
it is called®® Pascha,®” and it hosts a huge number of sacrificial offerings®*—and while

down the golden eagle while Herod lay mortally ill (War
1.652). That would explain the revolutionaries’ hostile
reaction to him in 2.9, since they are partisans of those
who had removed the eagle (2.6).

5 Greek otacioctodt, agents of civil strife (see notes
to “insurgents” and “civil strife” at 1.10); interchange-
able with “revolutionaries” in the previous section.
Although Josephus uses a variety of compounds for the
agents of sedition (ctac10tng, €.g. Ant. 13.403; 17.216;
octoc1mdng, e.g. War 1.198; 2.91, 225; Ant. 17.314; Life
17; even once ctacionoidg, Life 134), as well as the
participle ol otacialovreg, this is his preferred form.

61 Greek éni cwepovioud. Although this form of the
noun would come into broad use from the 2" century
CE, it is exceedingly rare in Greek before Josephus, out-
side Philo (Deus 182; Mos. 1.328; Leg. 3.193; Mut. 135;
Post. 97; Ebr. 29; Migr. 14; Virt. 75; otherwise, Aesop’s
fables [undated]; Strabo, Geog. 1.2.9; fragments of Aris-
toxenus and Hippodamus). His younger contemporary
Plutarch has it 6 times. This is the only occurrence in
War; cf. Ant. 17.210; 18.128; 19.16.

62 Archelaus’ pattern of engagement with hostile mass-
es—repeated attempts at peaceful negotiation, resort-
ing to incremental force only when the mobs are out
of control (cf. 2.11-12)—will also be used by Tiberius
lulius Alexander as prefect of Egypt (2.493-94). It also
anticipates the procedure of the Judean leaders (espe-
cially Agrippa Il), appealing urgently for calm (2.320-21,
343-405), but eventually being willing to resort to force
(2.334, 418-23).

6 An ominous notice, anticipating the massive
increase in potential numbers that comes next.

8 This kind of phrase, with the aorist or perfect par-
ticiple of évietnuu (here tfic 1@dv &lOumv évoetdong
£optiic), is Josephus’ formulaic way of indicating the
beginning of an appointed festival: 1.253; 2.42, 280;
5.99; 6.423; Ant. 4.209; 5.172; 8.225, 230; 9.271; 11.109;
13.252; 14.285; 17.237, 254; 20.106, 208. Significantly,
this usage is not found in LXX, post-biblical Judean
texts, or the gospels, though they refer often to the bibli-
cal festivals; it does occur in Nicolaus of Damascus (fr.
99 I. 89; 101 I. 77 [Muller]), as later in Plutarch (Luc.
10.1) and Herodian (Marc. 2.2.2).

% That is, Unleavened Bread; see following note.
Josephus, like the gospel writers, uses the adjective
alone; since the Bible required all leaven to be removed

Civil strife at
Passover. Ant.
17.213

from one’s house (Exod 12:7, 19; 13:7; Deut 16:4), |
opt for a literal translation, not restricting the object to
bread.

% It is unclear whether the present tense implies that
Passover sacrifices continued at Josephus’ time, with-
out the temple. Ant. 2.313 (written in 93-94 CE) seems
more explicit: “For which reason, even still now we sac-
rifice thus according to the custom. . .” (vDv &1l koo
70 #0o¢ oVtmg BVouev). See the evidence for post-70
sacrifice (and outside Jerusalem) adduced by Colautti
2002: 229-35.

7 Greek mdoyo here, though edocxo at Ant. 5.20;
14.25 (cf. Colautti 2002: 7). In Ant. 2.313 Josephus will
explain the word as “passing over” (see Feldman BJP 3
on this passage). The atticizing Greek of the War (see
Introduction) normally avoids foreign terms, though here
Josephus transliterates Aramaic =™ (cf. Hebrew >"). This
first reference to Passover in Josephus is important to
War’s narrative for several reasons. (a) Structure: Jose-
phus uses the word pascha only here—10 paragraphs
into the second book—and at War 6.423—19 paragraphs
from end of the second-last book. This reinforces the
structural symmetry of the book (see Introduction),
which is enhanced by other common language: here,
gopthic, | moyo mapa Tovdalolg xoAeltar; there,
£optiig, maoyo kadeitor. In both cases he also uses
“Unleavened [Bread]” (cf. 6.421), his usual name for
the festival in the War. Both passages also emphasize the
large numbers of participants and sacrifices involved.

(b) Drama: Passover plays a basic role in the develop-
ment of War’s plot. At each new reference to the feast
Josephus adds details: large and unruly crowds in Jeru-
salem require special security (2.224, 244); 3 million or
more people, and the Syrian legate on occasion, come
to Jerusalem (2.280); the feast commemorates ancient
liberation from Egypt (4.402); fatefully, at the Passover
of 70 CE there was a temporary lull in the siege and the
rebels opened the city gates to pilgrims (5.99); several
omens of the temple’s destruction had been witnessed at
a Passover shortly before the revolt (6.290). Most impor-
tant: Fate selected Passover, when the city overflowed
with inhabitants, as the time to imprison them for the
final catastrophe (6.428).

(c) Yet there seems a good deal of literary manipula-
tion in all this. For example, the temple did not fall at
Passover, but several months later; even if the Romans
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an uncountable crowd®® was coming in* out of the countryside™ for the [act of] worship,
those who were mourning the sophists™ had united” in the temple, securing provisions™
for the civil strife.” 11 At this Archelaus became anxious,” and before the disease™ could

had relaxed their siege during the spring feast of 70 CE
and the rebels had welcomed pilgrims, it seems anteced-
ently unlikely that visitors from other cities poured into
embattled Jerusalem in their usual numbers that year.
Josephus’ use of census figures for an earlier Passover
(6.422-23)—doubtful any case—to prove the large num-
ber caught in that final catastrophe is not convincing. It
seems that he has highlighted Passover in both the struc-
ture and substance of his narrative for thematic and sym-
bolic reasons, a strategy that occurred also to the author
of John (2:13, 23; 6:4; 11:55; 12:1; 13:1; 19:14).

The parallel to this episode (Ant. 17.213-14) gives
a fuller account of Passover/Unleavened Bread, which
reprises the definitive description in Ant. 3.248-51 (cf.
5.20; 9.263-64; 10.70-71; 18.29, 90; 20.106). Although
in the main description Josephus distinguishes Passover
from Unleavened Bread, here and elsewhere in Antiqui-
ties he equates them, as do 2 Chron 30:1-5, 13 and the
synoptic gospels (Mark 14:1, 12; Matt 26:17; Luke 22:1,
7). See Feldman in BJP 3: 302-4 and Colautti 2002:
144-52.

% This appears to be a terse abbreviation of something
like the version in Ant. 17.13-14, which explains the sig-
nificance of Passover and elaborates that more sacrifices
are offered then than at any other festival. One of only 3
pilgrimage festivals, Passover was evidently considered
the most important, and the most likely to be attended
by pilgrims from far and wide. This circumstance, and
the requirement that the roasted lamb for each family be
fully consumed before the next day (cf. 2.30 below: pil-
grims bring in their sacrifices for slaughter), along with
the other Passover sacrifices, justifies Josephus’ remark
about an unparalleled volume of sacrifice. See Exod
12:1-12; 34:23-25; Lev 23:4-8; Num 9:1-14; 28:16-20;
Deut 16:1-8.

% Since this is the only occurrence of the rare expres-
sion Aaiog dmerpog in Josephus, and it is found in frag-
ment of Nicolaus (Muller FHG 3, fr. 101.403), whereas
Josephus normally prefers the standard mAfifoc &meipog
(24 occurrences), reserving Aadg for more respectful
uses (see the note to “citizenry” at 2.1), it may be that
he preserves here a vestige of his source.

0 The parallel (Ant. 17.214) adds plausibly “and from
abroad”: Passover was an important pilgrimage festival
(Deut 16:16).

" These are the teachers (Judas and Matthias, as the
parallel Ant. 17.214), who incited their students to cut

down Herod’s golden eagle (1.648-55); cf. 2.5-6 above.
All 8 occurrences of “sophist” (cogiotng) in War apply
to teachers who are inciters, trouble-makers, or disturbers
of the peace: these teachers (1.648, 650, 655, 656, this
passage; cf. Ant. 17.152, 155), Judas the Galilean (2.118,
433), and Judas’ son Menachem (2.445). The only other
occurrence of the word in Josephus makes clear that he
maintains the pejorative connotations made famous by
Plato (e.g., Prot. 311e-314e): he calls the anti-Judean
writers of Egypt “reprobate sophists, deceivers of the
young” (Apion 2.236). Although he does not label Justus
