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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE

English dress is the outcome of six years’ unceasing

labour on the part of the author. A complete departure,
in more ways than one, from the customary treatises on this ex-
tremely important and fascinating subject, it should interest wider
circles of an English-speaking public than could easily read Dr.
Eisler’s German original. This is the explanation of this transla-
tion and at the same time its excuse.

The task itself was suggested to me by the author in the winter
of 1928-9, which I had the pleasure of spending in Paris. AsIhad
the double advantage of following Dr. Eisler’s lecture course at the
Sorbonne and of asking and receiving his counsel in places where
the intricacy of his German constructions, or some note filled with
more Hebrew lore than I could muster, seemed to require it, the
translation advanced rapidly and was completed before the
beginning of July.

It gives me pleasure, in concluding, to acknowledge the quite
considerable assistance 1 derived from the late Dr. H. St. John
Thackeray’s new edition of the Jewish Wayr (in the ‘Loeb Classical
Library’), and from the same author’s rough draft of a transla-
tion into English of a large portion of the second volume of
Dr. Eisler’s German edition. I am equally obliged to the library
authorities both of the Bibliothéque Nationale and the University
of Paris, who have readily and generously granted me access to
their treasures. Any one working, as I have been for years,
under intolerable library conditions will grasp the true meaning
of this appreciation.

To Dr. Eisler, finally, 1 would offer my hearty thanks for the
trouble he has taken in going over both MS. and proofs. To him
is due all the honour of the work, coupled, it is true, with the
responsibility for the theories therein advanced.

THE book which is now presented for the first time in

A. H. K

PARIs, June 1929
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scope, and outlook from any ‘ Life of Christ’ or any other

book dealing with Christian origins, or any ‘ History of
the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus,” that I know of. For it
claims to show :— .

First. That there once existed a rich fund of historical tradi-
tion about the Messiah Jesus both among the Jews and the non-
Christian Greeks and Romans.

Second. That this precious material was deliberately destroyed,
or falsified, by a system of rigid censorship officially authorized
ever since the time of Constantine 1. and reinstituted in the reigns
of Theodosius 11. and Valentinian 111. (477 A.D.).

Third. That, in spite of the tireless efforts of ecclesiastical
revisers, enough has been preserved in certain out-of-the-way
corners of the world, among Jews and heretics as well as in quota-
tions occurring in Christian polemic and apologetic literature, to
allow us to reconstruct with sufficient clarity and plausibility, and
even with a certain amount of picturesque detail, the fundamental
features of Jesus’ personality and his mission, particularly as they
appeared to his enemies.

Fourth. That through a careful comparison of this mercilessly
cold, detached, and unsympathetic pen-portrait of the man Jesus
with the naively idealizing presentation of the Kyrios Christos by
the writers of the early and later Christian Church, it is possible to
come quite close to the historical truth about the Nas6raean
prophet-king and about his elder relative, the schismatic high
priest of the Jews, Johanan ‘the Hidden One,’ better known as
the Baptist.

It is thus my claim that a history of Christian origins—more
exactly, of the Nasoraean Messianist movement—can be written
which will chronologically coincide with the history of the Jews
and the Romans from 4 B.c. to A.D. 135—that is, from the first
appearance of Johanan to the downfall of Bar-Kokheba.

’I\HE present work is fundamentally different in method,
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In face of the prevalent historical scepticism?! and the
Neo-Marcionite subjectivism of certain critics, who claim for them-
selves the right to disregard any evidence in the Gospels which
conflicts with their own preconceived picture of Jesus,? the present
work represents a radical departure. For I claim no such right.
I refuse to reject from among the documentary materials this
or that statement as ‘unworthy’ of Jesus’ personality and his
mission. On the contrary, I humbly and honestly accept whatever
I find in the sources, duly weighing the evidence when there is
conflict or contradiction, unless indeed the trustworthiness of
a given source is disproved by facts quite independent of any
judgment of values.

~ “Asit is now,’ said Max Miiller, it is always open to us to say,
whenever we read of anything that is incredible or unworthy of
Christ, as we conceive him,? that it came from his disciples, who
confessedlyhad oftenfailed to understand him, or that it was added
by those who handed down the tradition before it was written
down.t . . . The true interests of the Christian religion are better
served by showing how much time and how many opportuni-
ties there were for human misunderstandings to creep into the
Gospel story.’

It seems to me that it is not the business of the historian, quite
unconcerned as he is with questions of apologetics, to discredit,
on what after all are apologetic grounds, sources fully as good or
fully as bad as any ordinary source bearing on profane history.
Everywhere tendencies can be detected to a certain extent and
therefore must be discounted in a certain measure. The nature of
the material being the same, the methods of utilizing it should
logically be the same.

If one were timidly to disregard all sources whichshow a certain
tendency one way or other, it would mean a negation of all history-
writing; and if the maxim be adopted that the scientific accuracy

1 The best example is the Jesus of Prof. Rudolf Bultmann, published in Berlin
in 1925.

* Few modern authors will admit this as frankly as honest Max Miiller in his
time, who said (Chips from a Gevman Workshop : On the Proper Use of Holy
Scriptures), after praising as a blessing the fact that Jesus left no written record of
his teaching : ‘ Because, whenever the spirit of truth within us protests against
certainstatementsin the Gospels as unworthy of the high character of the founders
of this religion, we can claim the same liberty which even the ancients claimed
with regard to the fables told of their gods, namely, that nothing could be true
that was unworthy of the gods.’ 3 Italics mine.

4 This is—avant la lettve—the whole of the new ‘ formgeschichtliche Methode ’ |
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of a historian’s work is in direct proportion to the depth of his
scepticism, we should inevitably end with the neo-Pyrrhonist
doctrine that we cannot know anything at all about the past. of
humanity.

I am fully aware of the fact that every single bit of evidence
presented in the following pages can be frittered away and made to
crumble into dust by the simple application of certain widely
practised methods of criticism and exegesis. Let me say that I
am not at allignorant of these methods. Alas! I have tried again
and again these two-edged, over-sharpened tools, only to find them
ineffective in the end. Any student who, through sheer inability
to synthetize the mass of his evidence, prefers to carry analysis to
the length of hair-splitting, and who will go on for ever weighing
undecidedly all the possibilities that might come under considera-
tion, will be thoroughly antagonized by the present book, without
presumably deriving much profit from 1t That I cannot help. 1
have been working and writing for thos€ who are as convinced as
I am myself that no explanation of a single fact is satisfactory
which cannot be made to fit into some plausible consecutive
scheme enabling us to account for the totality of facts and pheno-
mena—for those who feel that we cannot go on for ever with our
traditional histories of New Testament times, into which a life of
Jesus cannot be made to fit, and with lives and characteristics of
Jesus which cannot be made to fit into the contemporary history
of Jews and Romans. To those readers I hope that the new
sources, analysed and utilized in this volume, will come as a relief
and a genuine intellectual satisfaction.

I sincerely believe that nothing in this book can possibly give
offence to a true Christian—that is, a true believer in the deeply
rooted messianic hopes of humanity. Yet it may cause somewhat
of a startling shock to those whom Bernard Shaw has pertinently
called Christian idolaters, defenders of an idolatrous or iconolatrous
worship of the Christ—to people, that is, who are only concerned
with the traditional pictures and statues of Jesus and the pretty
stories attached to him.!

‘ If you speak or write of Jesus as a real live person or even as a
still active God, such worshippers are more horrified than Don Juan

was when the statue stepped from its pedestal and came to supper
with him. You may deny the divinity of Jesus, you may doubt

1 Preface to Androcles and the Lion.
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whether he ever existed, you may reject Christianity for Judaism,
Mohametism, Shintoism, or Fire Worship, and the iconolaters, placidly
contemptuous, will only classify you as a freethinker or a heathen.
But if you venture to wonder how Christ . . . looked or what size he
stood 1 1n hisshoes . . . oreven if youtellany part of hisstory in the
vivid terms of modern colloquial slang, you will produce an extra-
ordinary dismay and horror among the iconolaters. You will have
made the picture come out of its frame, the statue descend from its
pedestal, the story become real, with alltheincalculable consequences
that may flow from this terrifying miracle. It is at such moments
.that you realize that the iconolaters have never for a moment con-

* ceived Jesus as a real person, who meant what he said, as a fact, asa
force like electricity, only needing the invention of suitable political
machinery to be applied to the affairs of mankind with revolutionary
effect. Thus it is not disbelief that is dangerous in our society ; it is
belief. The moment it strikes you (as it may any day) that Jesus is
not the lifeless, harmless image he has hitherto been to you, but a
rallying centre for revolutionary influence, which all established
States and Churches fight, you must look to yourselves, for you have
brought the image to life, and the mob may not be able to stand that
horror.’

As to ‘colloquial slang,’ the reader will, I hope, find nothing
of the sort either in the German original or in the English transla-
tion. Yet I have not refrained from applying, wherever it seemed
required, the terminology of modern political ideology and socio-
logy, in order to make it quite clear to the reader that the social
and political problems of those times are fundamentally identical
with those of the present epoch, notwithstanding the differences
which;, after all, separate that period and civilization from our own.
It is this which, I fear, will shock more profoundly than the un-
veiling of the quaint contemporary pen-portrait of the Nasoraean
Messiah all those who want to convert, and have in part succeeded
in converting, churches and chapels into a world-wide organization
for the effective repression of the very tendencies for which the
Jewish prophet-king suffered and died.

It has been suggested, and will doubtless be suggested again,
that this work is itself inspired by a revolutionary Messianist
tendency. To this accusation I can only say that I wish it were
true. I wish I could honestly plead guilty to being moved in the
depths of my conscience by the most powerful religious impulses
of my race. Yet for the sake of plain truth I must own that in the °
unravelling of the mysterious history of this movement I was
actuated almost exclusively by a boundless curiosity and a

‘

1 Ttalics mine. See below, p. 4274
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passionate desire to get at the real truth of this maze of documents,
authentic and spurious, falsified in part or altogether forged.

The main difficulty of the presentation lay in the fact that a

_discussion of the events cannot be separated from a discussion of
the sources. A large and expensive volume dealing .exclusively
with the literary and philological problems raised by the discovery
of the Slavonic, the Rumanian, and the less expurgated Hebrew
versions of Josephus, could not be published in this poverty-
stricken after-war period, because nobody but half a dozen
specialists would read it. Still less thinkable was a simple,
straightforward history of the messianic uprising and the origins
of the Christian Church on the basis of the new sources, but without
a thoroughgoing critical analysis of the documents. Such a
volume would inevitably be mistaken for one of those biographies
romancées which are turned out in our days by the dozen.

An even greater difficulty was presented by the natural desire
of both author and publisher to reach both the scholar and the so-
called general reader. To justify my theses as far as possible
before the forum of the learned critics, I had to include much
documentary material which may possibly not interest any one but
specialists.  Still, to ensure that this book should not attain the
unwieldy proportions of the German original, 1 had to omit prac-
tically all of the critical discussion devoted to the previous litera-
ture on the subject.! The logical argument, it is hoped, has not
suffered thereby. Yet if any objections should present themselves
to the learned reader, he is requested to look into the German
original before starting an argument which has possibly already
been definitely disposed of there.

To the general reader, who would probably prefer a less
cumbersome book, I venture to offer a few suggestions which may
perhaps be resented as superfluous by expert skippers, but may be
of some value to those who still follow the time-honoured and
certainly praiseworthy custom of beginning a book at the begin-
ning. Such readers might not unprofitably begin by looking at
PL vi. and Pl vir. They will see there without any difficulty the
demonstratio ad oculos of my general thesis regarding the ruthless
censorship applied to all sources discussing Christianity and its

1 I regret even more the forced omission of a systematic exposition of the
Oriental origins and the Jewish development of political Messianism, a subject
I hope to deal with in the form of a separate volume some time in the future.
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founder from a non-Christian point of view. If they will then turn
to p. 594, App. 1v,, they will find the proof that all anti-Christian
literature was hunted down systematically from the fourth century
on. Having thus caught a glimpse of this process of deletion of
words, phrases, and whole sections, and duly noted on PI. vii1. and
Pl x1. that our chief authority, Flavius Josephus, did not fare
any better under the hands of the ecclesiastical censors, the reader
may be prepared to admit that the standard texts of the Jewish
War and the Amtiquities may after all not contain everything
that Josephus meant to convey to his Jewish and Gentile readers.
Having got thus far, he may now be ready for a look at the newly
reconstructed texts on pp. 62 and 466ff., and for an unprejudiced
reading of the striking statements printed in these chapters.

As likely as not, he will then ask on whose authority he is
expected to accept as sound historical facts such surprising and, for
many readers, shocking statements. The answer to that question
is given in the chapters about Flavius Josephus, his life and work.?
Very probably, after reading the man’s edifying biography, the
reader will not care to trust him?2 without further checks and veri-
fications. Yet by turning to the Introduction (pp. 9 ff.) he will
find that the general view which he takes of Jesus Christ is shared
by all ancient non-Christian authors of whose writings we still
have a few fragments. He will see, moreover, on pp. 201 ff. that
Flavius Josephus—unworthy indeed of any trust whenever his own
interests come into play—throughout his work used first-hand
evidence, that is, contemporary official documents. Having been
so often told that there never were any legal documents about the
trialof Jesus, thereader may be surprised to learn (onpp. 13 ff.) that
detailed records of this famous case must have existed, and in
fact did subsist down to A.p. 311, when they were broadcast in
hundreds of copies by the imperial chancery of Rome. By what
silly-clever forgeries these genuine Acts of Pilate have been dis-
credited after a.p. 312 for more than 1500 years, I have endea-
voured to showon pp.17ff. If by this time the reader has become

1 Below, pp. 22-35.

* These words were already in type when Dr. Burton Scott Easton wrote at
the end of a fair and courteous review of the German edition of this book in
the Amnglican Theological Review of 1930: ‘ Dr. Eisler’s estimate of Josephus’ truth-
fulness and objectivity is as low as is conceivably possible. . . . What conceivable
right has Dr. Eisler, then, to use his anti-Christian evidence. .. as...infallible? ’
My answer to this legitimate question has been given by anticipation in the
lines which follow.
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more interested in all the forgeries, simple and complicated,
resorted to by apologetic ingenuity in order to convert the writings
of the unbelieving Jew Josephus into a huge edifying Testimonium
Flavianum for the essential truth of the Athanasian creed, let him
now turn to pp. 425 ff., where he will find in parallel columns the
genuine pen-portrait derived from the official ‘ hue-and-cry’ of the
Messiah Jesus, and the idealizing corrections applied to this start-
ling text by the Christian revisers. If he still doubts the authen-
ticity of the description printed on the left side of p. 427, let him
turn to p. 416 f. and satisfy himself how exactly this signalement
tallies with certain hitherto enigmatic passages in the Gospels and
with a number of patristic witnesses on the shortness and un-
comeliness of Jesus’ ‘servile body, spoken of by Paul. Thus
introduced, though as in a mirror darkly, yet almost face to face,
to this great prophet and king of the Jews, the reader will now
be eager to turn to the history of the world-shattering movement
in which he was destined to play such a dominant part.

No doubt he had best begin, as do Josephus and the Gospels,
with the ‘Forerunner.’! Yet any reader shunning as yet the more
arduous task of reading the consecutive historical narrative is
invited to read the concluding chapter on pp. 5621f., where I have
tried to present, as concisely as possible, the main outlines of this
most startling history. If eager for the details, the reader may
now turn to the story of Johanan the Hidden One or the Baptist,
therevolutionary and schismatichigh priest 2 of the year 4 B.c., who
outlived Jesus by fourteen years ; he may read on to the story of
the three messiah kings, Judas, Simon, and Athronga, who answered
his call; and finally he may follow the career of the Baptist’s erst-
while disciple, the Nasoraean Jesus,® who died on the cross for the
liberation of his people from the Roman yoke, the rulers of this
world, in the night from the 15th to the 16th of April of the year
A.D, 2I.

I'am aware that a good many of my readers, accustomed to the
traditional accounts, will consider the thesis here proposed as a
gigantic paradox. This cannot very well be helped. I am simply
and honestly concerned with what appears to me to be the essential
truth for which we have been searching ever since the beginnings
of Unitarianism in the sixteenth century and rationalistic Deism
in the eighteenth. The ‘thoroughgoing eschatological’ exegesis

! Below, pp. 223 ff. 2 Below, pp. 259 ff. 3 Below, pp. 312 ff,
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of the Gospels has led us up to the threshold of the gate which was
finally thrown open to Western scholarship by Alexander Berendts
of Dorpat as early as 19o6. For twenty years no one has cared to -
walk into this hitherto unexplored field, where a good deal still
remains to be done.

I should like to conclude with a word of sincere gratitude to
all those who have so generously given me their material and
scholarly help, without which I could not have undertaken and
after many years of hard work carried through such an arduous
task. First and foremost my unstinted thanks are due to Mrs.
Alice Chalmers and Dr. James Loeb, who defrayed the huge cost
of several thousand photostats of the various MSS. ; to the former
President of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Prof. Sergius von
Oldenbourg, for procuring the necessary permits from his Govern-
ment ; to Prof. Benesevit for superintending the photographer’s
work and for much useful information ; to Prof. Vasilij N. Istrin
of the Russian Academy for various apographa from Slavonic
Josephus MSS. ; to Prof. André Mazon and his pupils MM. Antoine
Martel and Boris Unbegaun of the Paris Institut des Etudes
Slaves; to Proff. Nikolas van Wyck and Berndt von Arnim of
Leyden, and Prof. N. Bubnov of Kiev, now of Ljubiana, for their
kind help in editing and analysing the Old Russian texts;
to the Most Rev. Hakham Dr. Moses Gaster for the kind
communication of transcripts and for a translation of the
inedited Rumanian Josephus fragments, discovered by him, in
his MS. 89 ; to the Right Rev. Grand Rabbin de France, Israél
Lévy, who directed my attention to the Paris Josippon MSS., and
specially obliged me by copying for me a number of pages from the
codex Edmond de Rothschild No. 24 ; to Messeigneurs Giovanni
Mercati, Eugéne Tisserant, and Giovanni Galbiati of the Vatican
Library and of the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana for kind informa-
tion and for permission to reproduce various MSS.; to Prof.
Charles Boreux of the Louvre and Prof. E. Rostagno of the
Laurentiana in Florence for two important illustrations; to His
Excellency Baron von Oppenheim for the photograph of the Slebi
types; tothelateDr. H. St. John Thackeray, whoin the most pains-
taking and conscientious manner translated about goo printed pages
of the German original; to Dr. A. Haggerty Krappe, whocompleted,
revised, and to a large extent completely rewrote this first draft,
condensing it into its present shape. It is needless to add that
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neitheris to be held responsible in any way for any of my theories,
hypotheses, or valuations. To my great pleasure, Dr. Thackeray
was able to accept certain essential results of my analysis, as the
reader will see for himself by studying his admirable new book,
Josephus, the Man andthe Historian, New York, 1929. Dr. Krappe
should not be held altogether responsible for the final literary form
of the work. His already difficult task has been rendered even
more arduous by my repeated additions to the text. Mr. Theodor
Gaster has much obliged me by his kind help in reading the
proofs and adding the last polish to the style of the translation.

And now, ““kat juels Tpéxywuer Tov TWpokeiuevor Nuiv dydva "
(Heb. xii. 1), which means, I believe, if translated from the stately
and altogether admirable language of King James’s Bible into a
plain and more prosaic modern English, something like—

Let us run the gauntlet and be ﬂogged along the line.

RoBERT EISLER
Paris, 1930



‘ Ea, ut potero explicabo, nec tamen quasi Pythius Apollo,
certa ut sint et fixa, quae dixero: sed ut homunculus unus e
multis, probabilia conjectura sequens. Ultra enim quo pro-
grediar, quam ut veri similia, non habeo. Certa dicent ii, qui
et percipi ea posse dicunt et se sapientes esse profitentur.’

Cicero, Tuscul. quaest. i. 8.
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‘Nonnulli enim paganorum, ut noverint Christum . . . suspecti,
ne forte a Christianis ista conficta sint, malunt credere codicibus
Iudaeorum.’ AUGUSTIN, Sermo cccxl, 4.



I

THE PRIMARY IMPORTANCE OF THE NON-CHRISTIAN
SOURCES OF CHRISTIAN ORIGINS

* Neque enim in angulo quidquam horum gestum est’—AcCT. AP, xxvi. 26.

HE present work is the first attempt to write a history
of Christian origins on the basis of non-Christian or rather

anti-Christian sources, and to point out the peculiar light
in which the memorable events at the root of the Christian religion
appeared to its adversaries. Lack of historical documents more
than any other factor has so far stood in the way of such an attempt.
Aslateas 1896 the German theologian Harnackcould say witha good
deal of truth that all non-Christian testimonies about Jesus and
the origin of Christianity might be written ona single quarto page.’
Such, indeed, was the situation when in 1906 Alexander Berendts
published parts of the Slavonic version of Josephus, a text which
is the chief source drawn on for the present attempt at analysis and
reconstruction. Yet even so one may well question how it came
about that so portentous a series of events has left but so few
traces in contemporary Jewish and Pagan literature, that no non-
Christian literary text of any importance should give at least some
details. One must ask, furthermore, Could it be that such events
asarerecorded in the Gospels have passed so completely unnoticed
by the Roman government and its officials as to justify the reply
put by Anatole France in the mouth of the aged Pilate :  Jésus de
Nazareth? Je ne me rappelle pas.” Isit conceivable that a man
should be proclaimed king of the Jews by the people at Jerusalem
and crucified for political reasons by a Roman governor, without
any report being sent to the Emperor giving an account of all these
transactions ? If, however, such a report must have been sent,
why is there hardly an echo of it in any Roman historian ?
Explanations of this apparent paradox have indeed not been
wanting. Thus the German scholar Johannes Weiss 1 wrote : ‘ To
the official world the execution of a carpenter of Nazareth was the
most insignificant event of Roman history during those decades ;
it disappeared completely among the innumerable supplicia
inflicted by the Roman provincial administration. It would bea
most miraculous accident had it been mentioned in any official

1 Jesus von Nazareth, Mythus oder Geschichie, Tiibingen, 1910, p. 92.
3
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report.” Such a presentation of the facts, however, is quite mis-
leading. For it was no ordinary carpenter executed for some crime
of no relation to the security of the Empire. On the contrary,
the execution in question was a political act of the first importance,
as were the events leading up to it ; for that carpenter had been
hailed as the Liberator of Israel, as a saviour-king, and at a time,
too, when the capital was filled with pilgrims from all over the
known world. Nor is there any reason to suppose that the Roman
governor was not aware of his own act ; the inscription of the
cross, ‘ Jesus Nazoraeus Rex Judaeorum,’ that is an epigraphical
document of the first importance, in fact the earliest of all non-
Christian and anti-Christian documents, leaves no doubt whatever
as to the political character of the events. This document, the
clearest expression of Roman official opinion of the case, must be
the starting-point for any correct presentation of the evidence. In
the prosecution leading to the catastrophe the political nature of
the charge alone mattered ; for the Roman officials consistently
declined to meddle with Jewish religious quarrels,! and any neglect
of the political aspect of the case must therefore be regarded asa
grave methodological error. According to the rulesimposed upon
the Roman bureaucracy,? a political event of this character must
therefore have been the subject of a full report to the Emperor ;
Pilate could not possibly have failed to send one to Rome, were it
only in the interest of his own safety. If, then, as Tertullian3 takes
for granted, a report of the case existed in the public records,
how is it that the dramatic story is not repeated by a single
contemporary historian ?

The common modern answer to this puzzling question, as ad-
vanced by certainradical critics, is to deny outright the truth of the
Gospel narrative. If we are to believe them, there are no trust-
worthy non-Christian witnesses to the life and passion of Jesus, for
the simple reason that no human being answering to the descrip-
tion of that exalted personage ever lived. The whole story, in-
cluding even the inscription on the cross, is—according to them—
but a pious legend, a rationalising adaptation of the old and wide-
spread myth of the suffering, dying, and resuscitated god.

This theory is first met with in the eighteenth century, when it
arose as a natural consequence of Descartes’ principle de omnibus
dubitandum, here applied for the first time to the foundations of
positive religion, and as a result of thefirst crude application of the
comparative method to the wealth of ancient mythology and astral
lore. The dangers of this method of excessive scepticism were

1 Acts xviii. 14-15: ‘ Gallio said unto the Jews, If it were a matter of wrong,
or wicked lewdness, O ye Jews, reason would that I should bear with you: But
if it be a question of words and names, and of your law, look ye to it; for I will

be no judge of such matters.” Gallio was a brother of the philosopher Seneca.
* App. L. pp. 591 f.and PL 1. 3 See below, p. 11 note 2.
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promptly seen by Jean-Jacques Rousseau, who in his Emile thought
it necessary to throw out the following warning : ‘ Should we say
that the Gospel story is the outcome of fanciful invention ? My
friend, it is not thus that people invent. The factsabout Socrates,
which nobody questions, are less solidly attested than those con-
cerning Jesus Christ. Indeed, this is but to push the difficulty
further back without solving it. It would be more inconceivable
that several persons, to wit, four, should have combined to fabricate
this book than that one should have furnished the subject of it.
Jewish authors would never have discovered this tone nor these
ethics, and the Gospel bears marks of truth so great, so striking;,
so perfectly inimitable, that their inventor would be more astonish-
ing than the hero. Yet, for all that, this same Gospel is full of
incredible things, things repugnant to reason which it is impossible
for any intelligent person to understand or to admit.’

Voltaire, like so many other critics, was convinced that the
famous passage about Jesus in the eighteenth book of Josephus’
Amntiquities (discussed below, pp. 36-62) was a Christian forgery.
Yet, after emphasising the fact that neither Justus of Tiberias nor
Philo the Jew mentions the Galilaean Messiah, he adds:! ‘ Are
we to conclude from this that Jesus never existed, as some have
ventured to conclude from the Pentateuch story that there never
was a Moses ? Certainly not. Since after the death of Jesus
people wrote not only for but also against him, it is clear that he
did exist.’

The sage of Ferney, when he wrote these lines, had just seen
‘ certain disciples of Lord Bolingbroke, men of more ingenuity than
learning, who denied the existence of Jesus because the story of
the Magi and the star and the Massacre of the Innocents was, they
said, the height of extravagance. The contradiction existing
between the two genealogies of Jesus as given by Matthew and
Luke respectively was one of the reasons alleged by those young
people in support of their conviction that Jesus never lived ; but
they drew a very false conclusion. Our countryman Houel here
in France had a most ridiculous genealogy drawn up for himself ;
certain Irishmen have written of him and Jeansin that they had a
spiritus familiaris which always gave them the aces when they
played cards. Hundreds of extravagant tales have been told of
them. Yet that does not prevent their having really existed ;
those who lost their money in gambling with them were well satis-
fiedabout that. What nonsense has not been said about the Duke
of Buckingham ? None the less, he lived in the reigns of the kings
James 1. and Charles. Apollonius of Tyana certainly never re-
suscitated any one, Pythagoras had no golden leg ; yet Apollonius
and Pythagoras were real men.’

Y Dieu et les hommes, ‘(Buvres,’ ed. Garnier, Paris, 1879, tome xxviii. p. 195, § 9.
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These arguments of the great rationalist and sceptic are quite
to the point. No amount of improbability in a given story can
prove, taken by itself, that the hero is himself a creation of mytho-
logical fancy. Dieteric of Bern, though celebrated as a slayer of
dragons in mediaeval German sagas, is none the less no other than
the famous king Theodoric the Goth, who most certainly resided at
Verona, ruled over Italy, struck money, built churches, and gave
a lot of trouble to the contemporary Byzantine rulers. The fact
that Berenice’s Hair can still be pointed out among the constella-
tions of the nightly sky does not disprove that this gracious queen
lived a very earthly life at Alexandria in Egypt. The coins and
other documents representing Queen Cleopatra as the goddess Isis
nursing the infant god Horus, and her claims to divine rights, are no
argument against her historicity. Examples of this obvious truth
might be multiplied, since Oriental history in particular teems
with royalties exalted to divine rank and heavenly splendours.
Even if one were to grant, for the sake of argument, the mytho-
logical fancies of Dupuis and Volney and their modem followers,?
according to which the Gospel story is but the reworking of older
Oriental symbolism carried out in the interests of the nascent
Church, this would not in the least invalidate the historicity of the
man Jesus, of whom Tacitus 2 expressly states that he was crucified
under Pontius Pilatus. ©ne would then simply have to admit that
his life was misrepresented by his followers to suit their particular
aim. Such a possibility—and as a possibility it must certainly be
admitted—makes it all the more desirable to secure, so far as that
may still be possible, non-Christian and even anti-Christian (that
is, purely secular) source material.

As to the ‘ mythological theory, one may admit, of course, that
a figure such as the Christ of the Gospels may have been created by
a poet, though even then one would have to acknowledge also that
Mark or whatever other author was at the basis of the first Gospel
was one of the greatest poets that ever lived. But it would be
incomprehensible that avowed opponents of the new religion should
have overlooked this weakest spot of its history and should have
done a fictitious person not at all to their liking the gratuitous
honour of treating him as a man of flesh and blood. Asa matter
of fact, not even the most hostile antagonists of Christianity ever
levelled against its founder the reproach that he never existed
at all, though otherwise they were certainly not very sparing in
terms of opprobrium. Nor does the vast literature of Christian
apologetics show the faintest trace of such an assertion ever

1 W. B. Smith, John M. Robertson, Arthur Drews, Paul-Louis Couchoud,
Georg Brandes. A ftull bibliography of this literature is given by Robert Stahl
at the end of the French translation of Arthur Drews’ Le Mythe de Jésus, Paris,
1926. ? See below, p.gn. I.
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having been advanced on the part of the enemies of Christianity.
Indeed, doubts of the historicity of Jesus were absolutely un-
known until the eighteenth century. What divided Christians
and non-Christians was not the question whether or no Jesus
existed, but the vastly more pertinent and essentially different
question whether or no the obscure Galilaean carpenter, executed
by a Roman governor as king of the Jews, was really a super-
human being who had overcome death—the longed-for saviour of
mankind, foretold by the prophets, the only-begotten son of God
Himself.

This is the point which is of paramount importance for the
present analysis. As yet we have no Pagan documents, such as
papyri or inscriptions concerning Jesus and his immediate follow-
ing, or any other literary sources of Pagan origin which have not
passed through the hands of Christian copyists, and which are
therefore, theoretically atleast, proof against the suspicion of having
been tampered with in the interest of Christian apologetics.
Since, however, no one before the eighteenth century denied the
historicity of Jesus, it is absurd to suppose that a Christian scribe
of the first centuries of our era, foreseeing by a clairvoyance rarely
equalled the doubts of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century sceptics,
should have purposely inserted the earliest of the vicious attacks
on Christ and the Christian religion which is found in the A#nals
of Tacitus. What is true of Tacitus and his famous passage is, of
course, equally true of other Pagan festimonia of antiquity—such as
Lucian, Celsus, Hierocles—and still more so of Josephus. If it is
gravely asserted that the famous passage of the Antiguities was
inserted ¢» fofo by Christians merely in order to establish the
historicity of Jesus, the obvious answer is that in that case the
forgers would have been wasting their time and labour for the very
good reaspn that no such proof was necessary, no one having until
then doubted the historicity of Jesus.

Let us now envisage our central problem. Suppose we had
to reconstruct the history of Theodoric the Goth from the Middle
High German poems and the Norse saga which have him for a
hero. The only available method would be that of rationalistic
interpretation, the same by which Euhemerus attempted to prove
that Zeus had been a real prehistoric king of flesh and blood.
How the Theodoric so reconstructed would look, and in particular
how much he would resemble the historical personage whom we
meet in the pages of Cassiodorus, Boethius, Ennodius, and the
Gesta Theodorici, can be easily surmised.

It is not different with the problem in hand. Since whatever
is handed down about supernatural beings cannot be history, but
mythology, saga, or legend, it follows that no amount of rational-
ising Euhemerism will ever recover an historic account of Jesus the
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man from Gospels the obvious tendency of which is to present
him as the Superhuman Christ, the son of God.! Such an account
can only be obtained if we base our investigations, in the first
instance, on that modest quarto page of non-Christian testimonia,
whose whole aim is to speak of him as a man in express
denial of the Gospel claims ; adding then, in the second instance,
any such features in the Christian tradition as will be found con-
sistent with the picture thusrecovered. If thismethod be followed,
it will at once appear that the common opinion, according to
which those testimonia do not yield anything of great importance,
is not at all well founded.

Among the rabbinical testimonies to Jesus (which have been
discussed frequently enough) % there is indeed a certain number
which have noreference at all to the founder of Christianity, but to
namesakes of his, belonging to different periods.® Yet there is at
least one of extraordinary importance. According to this docu-
ment, a certain Jacob of the hamlet of Sekhanjah states that in his
youth he had heard from the mouth of his teacher, Jesu han-nosrz,
i.e. the Nasoraean, a sharp attack on the temple of Jerusalem
suggesting that it appeared to him totally defiled by an unworthy
venal priesthood.* The phraseology of this attack is in very close
agreement with the tone adopted by Jesus in the same connexion,
according to the synoptical Gospels.® It can be shown, moreover,
that the quotation cannot very well have been invented by the
Christians, for the simple reason that they would not have derived
any conceivable benefit from it, and moreover never quoteit. Nor
can it be a Jewish invention, for, as we shall see later on (p. 593),
our Jewish authorities for this passage did not fully understand it.
What gives it such decisive weight in the discussion of the histor-
icity problem is the fact that Jacob of Kephar Sekhanjah quoted
it to R. 'Eli‘ezer b. Hyrkanos—a witness to the destruction of the
temple in A.D. 70—in connexion with an embarrassing problem
concocted by himself. R. ’Eli‘ezer, then an old man, told it to
R. ‘Aqibain the year A.D. 110. The transmission of the testimony
of an eye-witness who saw and heard Jesus is then known in its exact
filiation, comprising no more than two generations. The trans-
mitters are well-known historical personages who deserve absolute
confidence in such matters, since their unrelenting hostility towards
the Christian sect is obvious from the context of the passage. The
conclusion is therefore justified that a man called Jesu han-nosri,

1 See Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (2), London, 1911,
P- 314, quoting and approving of words of Albert Kalthoff.

2 The English reader may now consult, beside the well-known book of R.
Travers Herford, especially Joseph Klausner, Jesus of Nazareth, tr. by Canon
H. Danby, London, 1924.

3 See App. IL. p. 592. 4 See App. 111,

. ® See below, p. 484 n. 8,
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hated by therabbis as an agitator and an heretic, did live and inter-
preted the law in an unorthodox spirit, and that certain sayings of
his, in close agreement with passages of the same tendency in the
Gospels, were current for some time both among his adherents and
among his opponents, and maintained themselves with a tenacity
which is typical of Jewish oral tradition. The Gospels them-
selves, it will be recalled, contain a nucleus of such bits of oral
tradition put in writing many years later ; and the Talmud, simi-
larly, is just such a collection of the obiter dicta of certain rabbis,
put together and arranged a considerable time after their death.

There follows, in the order of the chronology, the testimony of
Tacitus,! who refers to the Christians as to a gang of men hated by
the whole world, not only on account of their exitiabilis superstitio
but also because of their shameful actions (flagitia),? so that they
were suspected and some confessed themselves guilty of having
started the fire of Rome in the reign of Nero. For Tacitus, who
as governor of Asia Minor had had plenty of chances to question
Christians in court, the ‘ Christus,” after whom the mob calls
them ‘ Chrestiani,” is nothing but the founder of this band of
criminals, who to him are the enemies not only of Rome but of all
mankind, presumably because they long and pray for the Day of
Judgment and the end of the world and because they appear in-
clined to hasten the coming of that catastrophe.? The experienced
magistrate, to whom the archives of the State were easily access-
ible, does not even hint at the possibility that that ‘ Christus’
never existed and that he was but a clever invention of those
anxiousto attribute a part of their guilt to a man long since judged
and dead.

A short time later the younger Pliny,* on the basis of an official
interrogation of Christians, reports that they were in the habit of
singing hymns to that ¢ Christus’ gquasi deo, ‘ as though he were a
god. He is therefore very far from considering that alleged god
as anything but a man who owed such unmerited honours only
to the prava et immodica superstitio of his adherents.

Neither Tacitus nor Pliny allows us to know on account of what
particular crime that ill-famed Christus or Chrestus had been
executed. On the other hand, Celsus and Lucian® supplement

1 Tac., Ann. xv. 44 : ‘igitur primum corvvepti, qui fatebantur, deinde indicio
eorum multitudo ingens haud proinde in crimine incendii quam odio humani generis
convicti sunt’ (comiupcti, Cod. Flor.; accepted by Gronovius [see Walter iz loc.]
and Ed. Meyer; but see Reitzenstein, Hell. Mysterien-velig., Leipzig, 1927, p. 114).

2 Pliny mentions flagitia cohaerentia nomini, crimes essentially connected with
the Christian denomination. Further details may have been expurgated. As the
comparison with Tertullian, Apolog. ii., and Eusebius, H.E. iii. 33, shows, the
text of Trajan’s reply to Pliny has certainly been tampered with.

3 Minuc. Felix, il. 1: ‘. . . foto ovbi et ipsi mundo . . . minantur incendium,
ruinam moliuntur.’

+ Epist., xcvi. ¥ De Peregrini Morte, ch. xii.
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those statements by expressly designating Jesus as a vons and
pyos, ie. a sorcerer, and—what is even worse in Roman eyes—as
a atdaews apymnyéTns,i.e. the fomenter of a rebellion, both indeed
capital crimes according to Roman law.

The same accusation appears even more distinctly in the state-
ments of the famous persecutor of Christians, Sossianus Hierocles,!
who was in succession governor of Phoenicia, Arabia Libanitis,
Bithynia, and prefect of Egypt,? during the reign of Diocletian,
thus in a way a successor of Pilate. He states that Jesus was
overcome by the Jews after committing highway robberies (latro-
cimia) at the head of a band of goo men. Ever since Lactantius,
scholars have only seen an absurdity in this assertion, forgetting
that the terms ‘latro’ and ‘latrocinium’ are termini technici of
ancient sociology and political science, that Josephus, for example,
constantly uses them with reference to the Jewish patriots in the
war of rebellion ; forgetting, furthermore, that the Gospels them-
selves use this terminology when speaking of the companions of
Jesus on the cross, condemned on the strength of the same accusa-
tion.® They also forget that the oldest of them (Mark xv. 7) does
not hesitate to speak of ‘ the revolution’ (év v5 ordoe) when re-
ferring to the tumultuous incidents connected with the triumphal
entry of Jesus into Jerusalem.* Yet one might have read in St.
Augustine 8 that the kingdoms (regna), leaving aside the question
of ‘right or wrong’ (dempta tustitia), are but ‘magna latrocinia.’
Just as Rome was founded by a band of robbers collected by
Romulus, so, according to the saint, a latrocinium, if powerful
enough (addita impunitate), will develop into a kingdom, and the
latronum dux will then style himself a ‘rex.” All this means
nothing but the banal truth that success will justify high treason,
at least in the eyes of those who—in our days—would call Sir Roger
Casement a traitor, but George Washington an ardent patriot and
a statesman, the ‘ father of his country.” ‘ Latrocinia facere,’ in
the phraseology of Sossianus, is the same thing asto ‘commit high
treason,” ‘ start a rebellion,” and his accusation is the exact equi-
valent of the indictment before the tribunal of Pontius Pilate,
repeated, according to Roman legal usage, in the inscription on the
cross, the reality of which only the worst hypercriticism ¢ can
doubt. The executed victim had been condemned as a ‘7ex

1 Lactantius, Div. tnstit., v. 3, 4. See below, p. 363 n. 2.

2 Corpus Inscript. Lat., iii. 133-6661.

3 Luke xxiii. 40. See below, p. I1.

¢ In the parallel passage in Luke (xxiii. 19), the meaning of the sentence is
intentionally obscured by speaking of ‘some riot’ (év ordoe Tuwi) as if it were
‘some trifling riot in the town.’

5 Civ. Det, iv. 4, 1, p. 150, Dombart.

¢ See Edgar Salin, Civ. Dei, Tiibingen, 1926, p. 22, cp. p. 34, against Wilh.
Bousset, Kyrios Christos, p. 26. Bousset himself has not repeated his doubts in
the 2nd edition of his book.
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Judaeorum,” a king of the Jews, on whom this dignity had been
conferred by the acclamatio of the people when he had entered
Jerusalem. In exactly the same way did the Caesar receive his
imperial dignity by the acclamatio of the Roman army. Such
a king, proclaimed against the will of Caesar, and hence no tolerated
vassal-king, no ‘rex socius et amicus populi Romani,” was, for the
Roman administration, a ‘latronum dux,” an apyAnoris, and his
adherents, of whom two suffered for the same crime (év 7@ adr¢
kpipate cvaTavpwuévod),t were latrones, that is, rebels.

It is this conception of the non-Christian world which strikes
any attentive reader of the few passages that could be collected on
Harnack’s little quarto page. To the Jews, Jesus was indeed an
heretic and an agitator of the lower orders; to the Pagans he was
a magician who through sham miracles and with subversive words
had incited the people to rebellion and as leader of a gang of
desperate men had attempted to seize the royal crown of Judaea,
as others had done before and after him.

If this be so, one must next ask why it is that such a munds
casus 2 should not have left a more voluminous echo in the non-
Christian sources. It will not do any more to minimise the im-
portance of the case; nor is it admissible to accuse the Roman
provincial administration of habitually putting to death a number
of its subjects as part of the day’s work.? To generalise mass exe-
cutionswhichwereresorted to in extreme cases,and to declaresuch
executions the common and ordinary thing in normal times of
peace or comparative peace, would be a grave historical error.
The true solution of the enigma must be sought elsewhere.

Granting that the non-Christian writers referred to Jesus—as
well they might—as to a wizard, a demagogue, and a rebel, it
stands to reason that such statements were necessarily highly
offensive to Christian readers, who naturally regarded them as out-
right blasphemies. Under these circumstances any such passage
would simply have had to disappear: witness the substitution, in
the Talmud, of the expression ‘pelons,” i.e. ‘a certain one,’ for the
name of Jesus, where this name occurred in the original text ; 4
witness also the treatment of Lucian’s reference to Christ  at the
hands of the Christian scribes, whose indignation is still visible on
the margin of some of the extant MSS. The writings of Celsus
and of Sossianus Hierocles have been preserved in fragments only,
thanks to the verbal quotations of their attacks in the detailed
answers of the Church fathers Origen, Eusebius, and Lactantius.
In the same way the anti-Christian works of Porphyry, which were

1 Luke xxiii. 4o. ? Tertullian, Apolog., xxi.
3 Cp. the words of Johannes Weiss above, p. 3 n. 1.

4 See e.g. Strack-Billerbeck, i. p. 38.

® Peregr. Proteus, chaps. xi. and xiii. and the scholia.
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drawn on by Sossianus Hierocles, fell a victim to ecclesiastical
censure, for as early as the time of Constantine the State had
given the Church the discretionary power to suppress all anti-
Christian literature.!

Since the law of Diocletian concerning books °improbatae
lecturae’—a term denoting originally magical books, astrological
tables to determine the death date of an emperor, etc., applied by
him so as to cover even the holy scriptures of the Christians—had
been turned by Constantine and later on by Theodosius and
Valentinian 2 against the Pagan and Jewish owners of books
hostile to Christianity, anybody possessing writings in which Jesus
the Christ was referred to as a ‘magician,” an ‘agitator,” a ‘dema-
gogue,’ etc., exposed himself to severe, even capital, penalty. The
least that might happen to him was the destruction of the MS.,
which might be (and often was) of no mean value. The natural
consequence of such a state of affairs may still be gauged from the
‘new edition’ (véa éxloois) of the anti-Christian writings of
Eunapius after the death of Julian, quoted by Photius.? As we
learn from the patriarch, the most violent anti-Christian passages
had disappeared from it, and the emendation had been done so
clumsily that often enough the logical connexion had been com-
pletely destroyed.

As a matter of fact, the wholesale erasing and blotting out of
all anti-Christian passages in Jewish and Pagan writings—witness
the illustrations on our plates *—is the only, and at the same time
the best, explanation of the apparent scarcity of such documents.
This fact explains, among others, the disappearance of the book of
Antonius Julianus, De Judaess, and the rest of the literature occa-
sioned by the Jewish War (still mentioned in Josephus’ introduc-
tion), and the curious silence observed about Jesus—much to the
astonishment of Photius—in Jewish books on the same subject,
such as that of Justus of Tiberias. Only a person naive enough to
believe that the Christians might have found in Jewish and Pagan
writings of this type statements flattering to the founder of their
religion or to his disciples, or facts otherwise of an edifying nature,
can be astonished at the almost complete disappearance of anti-
Christian books. It is one of the many ironies of history that

1 See App. 1v. p. 594. 2 See App. 1V. p. 594.

3 Bibliotheca, cod. 1xxvii. towards the end.

4 In a review of the German edition of this book (Rdém. Quartalschvift, xxxvii.,
1929), p. 179, Prof. Leo Wohleb calls the author’s attention to the fact that in
the archetype of the principal MS. of the Historia Augusta, Codex P (Palatinus
899 of the Vatican Library), nineteen complete sentences and clauses have been
deleted (E. Hohl, Beitr. zur Textgeschichte d. H.A., Klio, xiii., 1913, pp. 389 sqq.).
It is no more due to pure chance that Dio Cassius’ report of the conflagration at
Rome and the ensuing persecution of the Christians by Nero (the parallel version
to Tacitus’ famous paragraph, quoted supra, p. 9 n. 1) is known to us only
through exceedingly scrappy Byzantine extracts. See also below, p. 65 n. 2.
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precisely this material would now be of the greatest value in
defending the Church against the charge of having arbitrarily
invented a founder of its religion, who never existed at all. What
is astonishing is that even as much as a quarto page of such anti-
Christian source material should have escaped the universal de-
struction, a fact which is no doubt due partly to the stupidity of
absent-minded, mechanical copyists, partly to the negligence of
certain censors, and partly to the reverence for the great monu-
ments of old as shown by men like Synesius of Cyrene who, though
outwardly Christians, remained at heart so-called Pagans, or rather
(as they preferred to style themselves) ‘ philosophers.’

THE PROBLEM OF THE ‘AcCTA PILATI’ AND THE
CHRONOLOGY OF THE PASSION

The same considerations which account for the complete dis-
appearance of most of the anti-Christian literary sources about the
Nasoraean Messiah are sufficient to explain also the loss of all
official documents referring to the trial and passion of Jesus.

At a very early time doubts expressed against the trustworthi-
ness of Christian historical material and the tradition of the Church
led to an insistent demand for the production of official documents.
The letter of Ignatius to the Philadelphians shows, for example,
how irritated the clergy felt at the taunts of certain recalcitrant
Jews, who frankly told them that they would refuse to believe the
Gospel narrative so long as they could not find the story also in the
archives.!

The alleged insignificance of the case of Jesus of Nazareth,? even
if it were true, would never satisfactorily explain this silence of all
official sources. We know better from the Egyptian papyri, the
so-called ‘ Pagan acts of martyrs,” the habits and usages of the
Roman bureaucracy, which kept a running index of even the
smallest incidents of their official life as they came up. Such
notices were collected so as to form the official diary (commentariz)
of the governor, copies of which were kept in provincial and central
archives, whilst extracts were regularly sent to the Emperor in
Rome. Furthermore, the governors themselves would have
duplicates of certain acts placarded for public cognizance,® and in
cases which were of a nature to interest larger circles extracts of
the official judicial proceedings were made and distributed by the
partisans of the accused or condemned,? a method which in those

1 ¢y rois dpxelois. Ignatii Epistula ad Philadelphenos, viii. 2. On the variant
reading év rols dpxaloss, see App. v.

2 See above, p. 3, the words quoted from Anatole Franceand Johannes Weiss.

8 See App. 1., PL. 1.

* O. Schulthess, Wochenschrift fiiv klass. Philologie, xvi., 1899, 1055 f. A. Neppi

Modona, Protocolli giudiziarii o vomanzo storico? Raccolta in onore di Gio.
Lumbroso, pp. 407-38. See App. V1.
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dayshad to replace the modern newspaper with its regular accounts
of sensational ‘cases.” The so-called acta sincera, i.e. the genuine
acts of Christian martyrs, are nothing but the edifying reworkings
of just such pamphlets, based on the original protocols as composed
by the official notarii or exceptores. Such excerpts could be made
with perfect legality whenever the authorities granted the facultas
inspiciends et describends commentarios,! i.e. permitted an examina-
tion of the court acts.  If that permission was refused, recourse was
had to bribery of the state police officials, the so-called specula-
tores. Asa matter of fact, such acta sincera are not lacking in the
case of a number of infinitely less important trials in connexion
with certain early Christian martyrs. For example, 200 denarii
are stated to have been the exact cost to the Christians of a copy
of the acts of Tarachus, Probus, and Andronicus.2?

Under these circumstances we understand perfectly how
Justinus 3 and Tertullian 4 can take it for granted that such records
about the trial of Jesus were to be found in the state archives.
Further, in the acta of the three martyrs just quoted the governor
tells one of the accused: ‘Non scis, quem invocas, Christum
hominem, quem reum fuisse factum sub custodia Ponti Pilati et
punitum constat cuius extant acta passionis.’” This significant
phrase may well be derived from the genuine official acfa of these
martyrs, who suffered under Diocletian.

At all events, no capital cases in the Roman State were ever
tried without due documentary records being kept,5 any more than
such a disorderly procedure would be permissible in our time in any
of the modern civilized countries. Once read in court and ap-
proved by the judge, such documents could not be altered after the
close of the affair, and the officials were compelled by law to deposit
one copy in the archive of the governor or whoever else had the
supreme authority in a givenregion.® Pilate could no more execute
a freeborn man, not to speak of an important leader of a popular
movement, without a protocol of the case being duly written and
put on file, than a British judge could do such a thing in India to-
day. To assume the contrary and to suspect the Roman governor
of neglecting the proper judicial procedure in such an affair betrays
only a gross ignorance of the obligatory steps in the Roman ad-
ministrative and judicial machine.

Granting this, as we may without the slightest hesitation, and

1 Max Memelsdorff, De archivis imperatorum, Diss. Hall., 1890, p. 50, n.5.

2 See App. VI 3 Apolog., xxxv. and xlviii. ¢ Apolog., xxi.

5 E. Le Blant, Suppl. to Ruinart’s Acfa Sincera, Paris, 1882, p. 16. Rambaud,
Le drott cviminel vomain dans les Actes des martyrs, Lyon, 1885. P. Monceaux,
Revue Archéol., iiie série, t. xxxviii., 1901, pp. 240-71.

6 Cf. Apuleius, floridorum libriiv. 9, 30 f., p. 11, ed. Helm: ‘ proconsulis autem
tabella sententia est, quae semel lecta neque augeri litteva una neque autem minui
potest, sed utcumque vecitata est, ita provinciae instrumento vefertuy.’
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considering furthermore the comparative ease with which copies
of such documents could be procured and circulated in abridged
form, it is certainly a remarkable fact that the accounts of the trial
of Jesus in the Gospels are #not based on anything like an extract
from the acts of the trial. They resemble in no way the acta
martyrum sincera with their abundant correct detail about the
legal procedure, beginning with the date of the trial and ending
with the correct formula of the judgment pronounced. On the
contrary, they are full of legal impossibilities which have for ever
puzzled all the numerous specialists dealing with this tragical
case. Similarly, the Acta Pilatiand the report of Pilate to Tiberius
mentioned by Justinus and Tertullian are obvious forgeries, for
no genuine acts or reports could contain anything like the details
for which they are quoted. Rather do they resemble certain
mediaeval legends of martyrs, freely invented and almost without
any basic truth.

It is certainly curious, then, to see that the Christians never
took the trouble to procure for their own libraries these docu-
ments, which should have been most precious to them—in other
words, that they failed to do for Jesus what they commonly did,
and at great expense, for various martyrs of the early Church.
And yet there can be no doubt whatever that the genuine Acta
Pilati were kept in the files of the Emperor’s correspondence in
Rome, among the commentarii principis (above, p. 13). Still
more peculiar : in the latter part of the first century—just about
the time when Mark wrote his Gospel in Rome—two members of
the reigning dynasty, Flavius Clemens and Domitilla, had been
converted to the Christian faith, and through them, if not through
ahumble servus librarius of the procurator ab epistulis—one of those
Christians ‘that are of Caesar’s household’*—a copy of the genuine
Acta Pilati could easily have been obtained from the fabularium
principis. Why, one asks, was no effort ever made in this direc-
tion ? Was it really, as many would have it, because no such acts
could ever have existed, since no such trial ever took place under
Pilate ?

We can only say that precisely the contrary is true, for we
have definite proofs of the existence of genuine Acta Pilati. The
reason why the Christians did not choose to avail themselves of
this document was simply that these Acta contained xara Tod
Xpeorod Brachypias,? that is, material highly offensive to them
and hence of no use for missionary purposes. That such must
necessarily have been the case will be fairly obvious from the
following considerations. Those Acfa must have contained the
justification of the capital sentence passed on Jesus—his guilt, that

1 Epistle of St. Paul to the Philippians, iv. 22.
2 Eusebius, Hist. eccl., ix. 5, 7.
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is, or what in Roman eyes constituted his guilt. Such a document
could obviously be of use only to all anti-Christian polemists, who
on this basis could attempt to prove that Jesus had indeed been a
magician, a demagogue and what not, and its publication could
only be extremely embarrassing to the Christians, who of course
considered the documents in question as full of blasphemies against
the founder of their religion. Indeed, it is pertinent to ask, What
else could we expect to find in the protocols of a trial obviously
intended to establish that Jesus was #ot a prophet or son of God,
but a mere man, a wizard, and a pretender to the throne of David
and to the crown of the world-ruler? Would not witnesses have
been summoned to determine whether Jesus was of royal blood, a
~ “son of David,” or a mere impostor of humble origin, claiming to

belong to a still extant family ! which, no doubt, took great pains
to disclaim any such relationship ?

Asamatterof fact, as we know from Eusebius,2 thisis the reason
why the Acta in question were published by the Roman govern-
ment, at the order of the Emperor Maximinus Daia, in A.D. 311,3
when they were broadcast in a vast number of copies and listed
among the prescribed readings for all schools of the Empire.
Naturally enough, these Acta Pilati—dated, in contradiction to
the conjectural traditional chronology of the Church, from the
fourth consulate of Tiberius, that is, A.D. 2z1—must have appeared
to the Christians as a collection of the worst blasphemies. It is
humanly understandable that the Church, thus driven into a
corner by the publication of this exposure, should have used the
first opportunity to destroy the obnoxious documents root and
branch. Still, a number of years had yet to pass before the Chris-
tians were granted such an opportunity. For the time being they
had no other means than that of accusing their opponents of having
forged genuine documents, and this bold assertion of theirs one
of them tried to make others believe by a clever falsification of
the chronology of Josephus.

Let us turn again to Eusebius, the first to discuss this problem.
He sets out to prove that the Acta published by Maximinus must,
have been forgeries because they put the trial and execution of
Jesus in the fourth consulate of Tiberius, the seventh year of his
reign (A.D. August 21-22), whilst on the other hand, according to
Josephus, Pilate did not enter Judaea until the twelfth year of
Tiberius (=A.D. 26).

It is to be noted first that the historian does not appear to be
perfectly sure of his authority, for he adds the clause: eive Té
lwonme paprvpe xpricacbar Séov, thatis, ‘ if [or provided that] one
may call in Josephus as a witness.” Further, if, for the sake of

1 See below, p. 322 n. I. t Op. cit, 1.9, 2-10.
? Astothe date, cf. H. M. Gwatkin, Encyclop. of Religion and Ethics, ix. 748b.
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argument, we grant that the Acfa in question may have been
forgeries, it is utterly unlikely that the Roman chancellery, which
had, at the least, access to the writings of Josephus, the court
historiographer of the Flavians, whose works were in every public
library, should have been so negligent as to choose a date which is
inopencontradiction to the statements of Josephus. Further,at the
time of Maximinus Daia the Gospels were of course easily accessible
to anybody, and if the imperial chancellery had not possessed the
genuine Acta Pilati, and had been obliged to produce false ones, it
would certainly have used one of the dates based by the Church on
Luke iii. 1, that is, A.D. 29, 32, or 33, but never the year A.D. 21,
which no doubt surprised all Christians.

Lastly, one wonders why, if the Acta of Maximinus were false,
Eusebius made no effort of his own to counter them by more exact
researches undertaken by himself in the imperial archives. Indeed,
when the peace between Church and State had at last been con-
cluded, it was quite common that the Christians undertook just
such researches in the archives of the various governors. For
example, Apollonius, as quoted by Eusebius,? refers to the acts of
the provincial archive of Asia to show that a certain Alexander had
been tried before the Roman governor as a common criminal and
not on account of his Christian confession, and Eusebius 2 himself
quotes excerpts of such official records. As late as the sixth
century it was still possible to consult judicial minutes dating from
the reign of the Emperor Valens3—that is, documents two centuries
old—with the same facility as if they had been written the day
before. Moreover, Eusebius does not even say, as well he might
have said, that the Acfa published by Maximinus were forgeries
because no report of the trial existed among the various genuine
documents kept in the archives—because, let us say, the reports of
Pilate and the commentarii of Tiberius were lost, etc. Indeed, he
is careful not to venture such an assertion, because among the
higher officials of the palace there were surely still enough oppon-
ents of Christianity and partisans of the old religion who could
easily have refuted such a statement, and would moreover not
have tolerated a falsification of the dwvinae litterae of the great
Tiberius.

The Christian apologists could then do nothing else than
fabricate a chronological argument by converting—a trifling change
indeed !—the figure sixteen (I15) for the number of years of Pilate’s
administration (A#t., xviii. 4. 1, § 89) into ten (I), and the corre-
sponding number A (four years) for his predecessor Gratus (A4#:.,
xviii. 2. 2, § 35) into I A (eleven years), thus making Pilate’s ad-
ministration begin in A.D. 26 instead of in A.D. 19. There isindeed

1 Hist. eccl., v. 18. 2 Ibid., vii. 11.
8 Lydus, De magistrat. pop. Rom., iii. 29.
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conclusive proof of such a brazen attack on the text to which a
whole phrase about the high priest Caiaphas has fallen a victim
in the crucial chapter (xviii. 2. 2, § 35).

St. Jeromein his commentary on Matthewstates that he readin
his Josephusabout the high priestCaiaphashavingboughthisoffice,
and that for one year only, by bribing King Herod Antipas.! A
corresponding statement is wanting in the standard Greek text,
and St. Jerome has been most frivolously accused of having in-
vented it. Asa matter of fact, the wording of Josephus cannot be
intact in this place. The whole matter of the high-priestly office,
and the manner in which it was bought and sold, clearly show what
has happened to the text. The governor Gratus, the first of the
officials of Judaea appointed by Tiberius in A.D. 15, just after the
death of Augustus, came to Palestine toward the end of the year at
the earliest, and during his term removed and appointed four high
priests. Now, attention has been called 2 to the rabbinic tradition
according to which the term of each priest was limited to one year
“ by the Roman governor Valerius Gratus,? a custom which has
parallels in other Roman provinces at this particular period.
Josephus himself expressly states of two of the high priests ap-
pointed by Gratus that they held office for just one year, and even
of the third there is nothing in the text ¢ warranting that his term
of office was longer.® Now, the logical conclusion from the fact
that Gratus appointed altogether only four high priests, each for an
annual term of office, seems to be that he ltimself held the governor-
ship only for the four years A.D. 15, 16, 17, 18 ; for it is hardly
likely that it took him seven years to invent such a profitable
method, the less so because he can in no wise be regarded as its
originator.® In thefourthGospel(xi.49)Caiaphashimselfis spoken
of as the ‘high priest of the year.” Evidently a one-year term
of office had become the rule since Gratus, and Caiaphas’ long term,
lasting throughout the administration of Pilate, is to be explained

! Ed. Vallarsi, vil. 223 : ‘vefert Josephus istum Caiapham unius tanti anni
pontificatum ab Hevode pretio vedemisse.’

* Klausner-Danby, Jesus of Nazareth, London, 1925, p. 163 n. I.

3 See below, p. 599, the statement of the Rumanian Josephus that Valerius was
recalled because he had been bribed by Ishmael to confer upon him the high-
priestly dignity. This statement is not found anywhere in the Greek Josephus
or in any other ancient author. Since it cannot very well have been invented by
the Russian, Polish, or Rumanian translator, it must be derived from a passage
in the Greek Josephus which was blotted out by the censor in the standard text.

4 Ant., xviii. § 34 : ““ kai TobTor per’ ob mo\y [after a shortterm] peragrijoas.”

5 This has been noticed by Hans von Soden in Cheyne’s Encycl. Bibl., 171 :
‘ Valerius Gratus gave the post in succession to three men, none of whom held it,
however, more than one year.’ Schiirer, Geschichte (%), ii. 271 (Engl. trans.,
Edinburgh, 1910, ii. 1, p. 198d), also places these four high priests in those years:
Ishmael b. Phiabi 15-16, ’Ele‘azar b. Anan 16-17, Simon b. Kamith 17-18, and
Caiaphas 18-19.

¢ It had been planned by Lysiasat the time of Antlochusv Eupator (2 Macc.,
xi. 1-3, “mpariv . . . TNY dpxcepocruvnv kar’ €1os woLEly )
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on the basis of a personal understanding he had with the latter,
which means, that he paid him annually a bribe as high as or higher
than that which any of his rival candidates could afford. Since
Josephus reports the removal of Caiaphas through Vitellius as late
as Ant. xviii. § g5, it follows that this high priest did indeed, as
Jerome states after Josephus, buy his office from year to year by
paying Herod (above, p. 18 n. 1) and, obviously, also the Roman
governor, who had the right of veto. He was finally drawn into
the ruin of his protector Pilate and removed at the same time as
the latter. But since the whole passage about Caiaphas’ tenure of
office in Ant. xviii. § 35 left no doubt as to the sixteen-year term
of Pilate’s administration, it had to disappear entirely or in part !
before the Christian censor.

This censor, fortunately, did not know the date of still another
episode which, inserted as it is in the economy of Josephus’ narra-
tive, fully corroborates the above conclusion. Our writer puts the
story of Mundus and Paulina (A4#¢. xviii. 3. 4-5), which we know
from Tacitus 2 took placein A.D. 19, in the chapter dealing with the
administration of Pilate in Judaea, although according to the
standard text this administration did not beginuntil A.D. 26—a fact
which has led various scholars to assume that this episode too is a
late interpolation. But the apparent contradiction at once dis-
appears if we assume that Pilate did indeed come to Palestine in
the fall 3 of A.D. 18. The year A.D. 21 as the date of the passion,
the date given for the trial of Jesus in the Acfa published by Maxi-
minus Daia, would then fall entirely within the administration of
Pilate. Nor is there any ground for doubting such a long term of
office as the resulting seventeen years of Pilate. For we know from
Josephus himself Tiberius’ pertinent quotation of the Aesopian
fable of the blood-sucking flies and his habit of leaving his servants
as long as possible in office. Since, on the other hand, we are able
to determine the date of the Passover of A.D. 21 (16th of April), it
should now at last be possible to indicate with preciseness the day
of the passion. To this problem we shall return in the second part
of this work.

For the present we are mainly concerned with the important
result that we have finally obtained a definite terminus post quem
for tangible Christian forgeries and deletions in Josephus’ text ;
the terminus ante quem being the moment when the Emperor
Constantine gave power to the Church bodily to destroy anti-

1 Asinothercases (below, p. 541. 26 £.), St. Jerome’s copy was less extensively
expurgated than the standard text.

2 Ann., ii. 85: ‘ actum de sacvis Aegyptiis et Judaicis pellendis.

3 The season is indicated by the words wefidpioas orpariew xetpadioboariin
Ant., xviii. § 55. Immediately upon his arrival Pilate led the troops into their
winter quarters in Jerusalem. He was quite inexperienced when he made the
mistake about the medallions on the legionary standards (below, pp. 314 ff.).
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Christian writings, and when it was therefore no more necessary
to counter the publication of Caesar Maximinus by elaborate
forgeries, since it could now be confiscated and burned by the
public executioner.

CONCLUSIONS

The historicity of Jesus as a heretic teacher of Jewish law is
established beyond doubt by the testimony of his disciple Jacob
of Kephar Sekhanjah—a man unknown to Christian sources—
transmitted through the rabbis 'Eli‘ezer b. Hyrkanos and ‘Aqiba
(A.D. 110), both of the latter witnesses being decidedly hostile to
Christianity. The execution of one ‘Christus’ by the Roman
governor Pilate under Tiberius, as a criminal and founder of a band
of conspirators hostile to the whole human race, is established
thanks to the testimony of Tacitus.

The nature of the Roman charges against Jesus is clear, first
from Pilate’s inscription on the cross, second from the attacks of
Celsus and Sossianus Hierocles.  Jesus was considered a rebel king
proclaimed by the Jews—that is, legally, a robber chief, a leader
of bandits armed against the safety of the Roman empire. His
ascendency over his following was attributed to the performing of
sham miracles by magical arts, as well as to a sophistic, 7.e. dema-
gogical, power of oratory. The remains of anti-Christian literature
prove that the opponents of Christianity described him as a
fomenter of rebellion (ordgews dapyxnyérns), a sorcerer (yons), a
demagogue (copioTys), a rebel and a robber chief (apyiAnaris).

The scarcity of anti-Christian sources about Jesus is accounted
for by the fact that Christian copyists would be reluctant to
reproduce what they considered blasphemous charges, and that
Christian censors had power, ever since the fourth century,
to destroy and consequently also to expurgate books of anti-
Christian tendencies.

The same considerationsaccount for the totalloss of the genuine
official documents regarding the trial of Jesus, about the former
existence of which, however, there can be no reasonable doubt.
From a passagein the text of Eusebius it may beinferred that they
were still accessible in A.D. 311, when they were published by the
Emperor Maximinus Daia. The controversyabout the chronology
as given by them according to Eusebius, in contradiction to the
Greek standard text of Josephus, yields an altogether unexpected
result, to wit, the true date of the passion at Easter of A.D. 21, and
the true date of Pilate’s arrival in Palestine in the late fall of A.D. 18
(above, p. 19 n. 3). It also follows that the text of Josephus was
tampered with by Christian forgers in the matter of the chronology
of the governors Gratus and Pilate. The sole reason for this
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forgery was to obtain a valid argument against the genuineness of
the Acta published by Maximinus?! in A.D. 311. A further conse-
quence, of course, is a general presumption that the text of the
Jewish historian Flavius Josephus has certainly not been handed
down to us in its original integrity, but has suffered from the inter-
ference of Christian scribes and revisers.

i Cf.Eusebius, Hist. eccl., i, 11. 9 (Dr. Kirsopp Lake’s trans. in the Loeb Library,
vol. cliii., 1926, p. 83) : ‘When a writer sprung from the Hebrews themselves
handed on in his own writing these details concerning John the Baptist and our
Saviour, what alternative is there but to convict of shamelessness those who have
concocted the Reports (drouriuara=Acta) about them ? ’.



IT
FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS

T would be difficult to exaggerate the depth of our ignorance
in matters of Christian origins and contemporary Jewish
history had we nothing to go by but the Roman and Jewish

sources analysed in the preceding chapter. If it is at all possible
to write a coherent account of the period and the political struggle
going on between Jews and Romans, we have to thank the peculiar
circumstances which induced a certain Joseph bar Mattathia
Kahana of Jerusalem to relate, in a number of consecutive books,
the history of the origins and antecedents of that conflict, events
in which he had himself played a rather inglorious réle. To under-
stand fully the problems discussed in the present work, a summary
of the life and work of this writer will prove, if not necessary, at
least rather desirable. Nor have I seen any objection tc antici-
pating some of the results of the following inquiry, the less so
because the currently known facts about Josephus may be found
in a number of well-known handbooks and reference works.!

This Joseph, later on called Flavius Josephus, claimed to
belong to an old priestly family and to be descended, through his
mother, from the royal stock of the Hasmonaeans. If this were
true, the blood of the Maccabees would have flowed in the veins of
this unworthy scion of a heroic race. He himself refers to genea-
logical documents in the archives of Jerusalem which, at the time
of his writing, had already been committed to the flames, At all
events, his opponents had a less exalted opinion of his ancestors.
Born in Jerusalem in A.D. 37-38, in the reign of Caligula—that is,
just one year after Pontius Pilate had been recalled from Judaea—
he boasts of his precocious talents. He had received, of course,
the religious and secular education of the Jews of that period, and
it is quite possible that the boy showed unmistakable signs of in-
telligence at an early age—as did many others of his nation in
ancient and recent times. We may well believe that he was, as he
says, occasionally given tests in the form of subtle questions on

1 The English reader will find them most conveniently in the articles on
¢ Josephus’ by Benedictus Niese in the Encycl. of Religion and Ethics, by Prof. v.
Dobschiitz in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, and by Dr. H. St. John
Thackeray in the extra volume of Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible. The excellent
introduct%;n to Dr. Thackeray’s edition of Josephus in the Loeb Classical
Library, and his recent Hilda Stich Strook Lectures on Josephus, published by
the Jewish Institute of Religion, New York, 1929, on  Josephus the Man and the

Historian,’ may also be consulted.
22
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points of the Law by high priests and learned scribes who came as
guests to his father’s house.

Another piece of boasting is his statement that some time in
his youth (during what would now be one’s university years) he
studied the peculiar tenets of what he styles the three Jewish
philosophical schools, the Pharisees, the Sadducees, and the Essenes.
Since the first two were certainly not philosophical schools compar-
able to the Stoics and Epicureans of the Roman and Greek world,
as he would have us believe, but rival parties of the priests and
scribes, each with its own politico-religious programme, it looks as
though inhis early career he had wavered between the two opposite
factions or forsaken the one to join the other. As for the third
“school,’ the famous Essenes, it was in reality an ascetic brother-
hood living under a system of communism, silent obedience and
absolute submission to its superior, not unlike certain mediaeval
orders of chivalry, and perhapsresembling somewhat the modern
Mahomedan order of the Sanisi in North Africa; at all events,
probably a much less pacifist and mystical organization than Philo
of Alexandria and Josephus himself would have their readers
believe! It is not at all improbable that Justus of Tiberias,
against whose attacks Josephus defended himself when he wrote
his Life, had dropped a few rather disparaging remarks on the
latter’s short-lived affiliation with this brotherhood, the oath of
initiation of which may have been designed to guard more danger-
ous secrets than the powerful names of certain angels.

Having thus gained a first-hand knowledge of Sadducees, Phari-
sees,andEssenes, Josephusadmits that he went out into the desert,
the gathering-place of all the unruly spirits and outlaws in arms
against the Romans and the Herodian dynasty. There he lived
with a certain ‘ Banous '—not a proper name but a word meaning
‘baptizer,” ‘ bather,’ or ‘ baptist ’ >—another mysterious personage

1 He has to admit that they carried arms when travelling ‘ because of the
highwaymen’! (B.J., ii. § 125), and that one of them headed the revolution
against the Romans in the district of Thamna (Joc. cit, i. § 567, below, p. 257 n. 4).
On the Saniisi cp. D. S. Margoliouth, Encycl. of Relig. and Eth., vol. xi. p. 194 ff.

* Cp. Jastrow’s Dictionary of the Targumim, where banna’'ak will be found as
the equivalent for Greek Balaves, ‘ bather,’ ‘ frequenter of baths’ (Targum
Esther, ii. 6, 12), and bannej, bannaj as equivalent of balneum, Buraveiov (Shabb. 33b,
41a, Meg. 16a). The banna’im of the much-discussed passage Mikw. ix. 6 (clothes
of the banna’im considered as particularly clean) have been ingeniously and
convincinglyexplained by Sachs (Beitr., ii. 199) as the clothes of the hemerobapiistae
(tobalej shaprith). Bannai(a) does indeed occur as a proper name of various rabbis,
but that is simply a parallel to the frequency of ‘ Baader * as a proper name in
German, such names being merely derived from a man’'s profession or peculiar
habits. Names like Bun or Buna, probably abbreviated from Abuxn and Abuna,
and Buni or Bunai (S. A. Cook’s Glossary and Jacob Levy’s Nab. Wb. s. vv.),
cannot be identified with Banous. The Greek secretary who translated Josephus’
Hebrew or Aramean draft into Greek (see below, pp. 130 ff.) mistook the word—
which the author may have used intentionally instead of ‘/cbel, - baptist’—the
word used in the lines quoted below, p. 99 nn. 1 and 2—for a proper name,
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whom he endeavours to deck with the innocent colours of a harm-
less leaf-wearing and fruit-eating hermit, but who may have shown
a far less pacific aspect in the lost pamphlet of Justus of Tiberias
designed to expose his former comrade-in-arms. At all events, his
Maccabee ancestors, when they were on the war-path against the
Seleucids, seem to have lived this same ascetic vegetarian life
* among the beasts ’ in the hills and in the desert,! the life, that is,
of the hemerobaptist zealots.

Josephus next affiliated himself with the Pharisees. At the age
of twenty-six he journeyed to Rome to obtain by straight or
devious means the release of some priests who had been arrested by
the governor Felix.and sent to Rome for trial before the Emperor,
very distinguished (kaAoxayaboi) and pious men ‘ living on figs and
nuts’ on their sea voyage and throughout the time of their cap-
tivity, hardly in order to avoid eating the unclean meat of the
heathen—bread, fish, and eggs would have been permissible in this
case—but because they followed the vegetarian diet of Josephus’
baptist teacher in the wilderness. Yet, in spite of, or perhaps be-
cause of, this exemplary piety,? they were obviously under some
suspicion of political disaffection in the eyes of Felix, who did not
of course care a straw for their religious beliefs or disbeliefs.

Having suffered shipwreck, Josephus ‘ outstripped, through
God’s providence ’ and his own recklessness, all the other victims
in a swimming race towards a rescuing Cyrenaean ship, and was
landed in Puteoli. With the help of Haliturus, a famous actor of
-Jewish descent, he wormed himself into the presence of Poppaea,
the wife of Nero, a Jewish or at least Judaizing lady of great in-
fluence with her imperialhusband. From her he obtained not only
the release of his imprisoned vegetarian friends, but in addition
¢ great gifts,” a fact which goes far to suggest that the young Jew
was not deficient in good looks and courtly manners and well ac-
quainted with the great art of flattering those who might be useful
tohim. On his return to Palestine, in A.D. 66, he found the revolu-
tion against Rome fully on its way and his compatriots quite un-
willing to be held back by his impressive traveller’s yarns about
the power and wealth of the Romans. Yet his pessimistic views
about the possible chances of the war for liberty recommended him
to the peace-loving moderate party of the high priests, so that they
saw fit to attach him to a diplomatic mission which they sent to
Galilee under the direction of two distinguished priests, to keep
that unruly province quiet.

1 2 Macc.v.27: ‘But Judah the Maccabean, with nine other men or thereabout,
withdrew|into the desert [dvaxwprioas els 79w &mpov] and lived in the hills after
the manner of beasts [#9piwv Tpémov] with hiscompany, feeding on a vegetarian diet
[Thy xopTdn Tpodiy girobpevor deréhawr], so as not to defile himself like the other
people.’

¢ See below, pp. 236 n. 7, 237, and 541 n. 7.
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With the help of considerable sums taken from the treasury of
the temple they were further to collect troops for the support of
the hierarchy as against the rebels, who were well armed, thanks
to the booty they obtained at the initial defeat of Cestius. This
trust vested in him by the Jerusalemitan hierarchy and by the two
ambassadors he most shamefully misused. Noticing that in Gali-
lee public opinion was overwhelmingly hostile to the Romans and
to the hierarchy, and that the ambassadors would never succeed in
carrying out their orders, he promptly negotiated with the revolu-
tionaries, took an active part in the establishment of a Galilaean
counter-Sanhedrin, and even proceeded to the collecting of troops
as asort of bodyguard forhimself. It isnot true that, ashe states,
he himself was the commander-in-chief of the whole of the Gali-
laean force and that he had ‘ chosen’ the Sanhedrin in question.
What is certain, however, is that the ambitious young man did his
best to foment the rebellion, partly with the co-operation, partly
against the will, of numerous local rivals; that he misused his
position to enrich himself by engaging in war-profiteering of the
most doubtful character—e.g. scandalous speculations in Galilaean,
ritually pure oil; and, worst of all, that to all appearances he re-
mained in touch with the Romans. He attempted to counteract
the just suspicions entertained against him by the authorities at
Jerusalem by sending them a report concerning the political situa-
tion, a report which was to form the nucleus of his later works. At
the first encounters of his troops with the Romans the former were
miserably beaten, thanks largely to the military incompetency and
cowardice of this ambitious bureaucrat. Although he consistently
represents himself as the commander of his troops, it has now
become clear through the comparison of the earliest draft of his
history with the later editions that his position was somewhere
between that of an army-chaplain and that of an army-clerk,
resembling somewhat the rdle of the revolutionary commissaries
of the French armies during the Great Revolution.

On the arrival of Vespasian and his army he withdrew with the
Galilaean main force into Tiberias, then to Jotapata, a mountain
stronghold which defended itself, or—according to our ‘ hero '—was
defended by him, for six weeks against the besieging Romans.
On the taking of the town, through a breach in the wall, Josephus
and some other leaders hid in a cistern. His brave comrades, who
had made up their minds to kill one another rather than to survive
the downfall of their nation, he cheated in the casting of the lots,!
and then surrendered to a Roman officer, an old acquaintance of
‘his, ashe putsit. How he had come to make such useful acquaint-
‘ances in the enemy’s camp he is careful not to tell, but he

1 See App., p. 654 of vol. iii. of Dr. Thackeray’s Josephus. Below, p. 199.
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obviously wants his readers to infer that he had made them
during his stay in Rome,

From now on his progress was rapid. He won the favour of
the Roman commander-in-chief, Flavius Vespasianus, by pre-
tending to have had an inspired prophetic dream foretelling the
impending rise of the general to the imperial throne and proclaim-
ing Vespasian the divinely chosen world-ruler mentioned by the
Jewish prophets. In reality, the ‘ god-sent inspiration ’ of this
‘dream ’ was most probably derived from more earthly sources.
For a number of men in the general headquarters, among them a
wealthy and ambitious Alexandrian Jew, Tiberius Alexander, a
nephew of the philosopher Philo and himself completely Roman-
ized, were anxious to push the undecided and cautious Vespasian
on to the road of political adventure and to engineer his future
glory. Howeverthat may be, Vespasian accepted the prophecy as
one of the ‘omina imperii’ of his house, and for ever after kept the
man whom he affected to regard as the divine instrument near
himself and his son Titus throughout the Jewish campaign, and
later on at his private house in Rome, as one of his clients'and paid
propagandists. During the war Josephus was not ashamed of
serving as an interpreter and of taking upon himself the odious
task of questioning Jewish prisoners for the Roman intelligence
department. Nor did he refuse to translate into his native tongue
and to read to the defenders of the besieged city the proclamations
of general headquarters. In the discharge of this noble office the
traitor was nearly killed by a well-aimed stone flung at his head.
Our sincere thanks are due to a kind fate which spared him for a
greater purpose.

Either on his own initiative or at the suggestion of the Roman
ally of the Jewish king Agrippa I1., or that of Tiberius Alexander,
the Jewish chief of Titus’ general staff, Josephus conceived the plan
of writing a history of the Jewish rebellion on the basis of his own
notes and the Acta of general headquarters. He succeeded in per-
suading Vespasian and Titus of the usefulness of such a work, if it
attempted to describe the rebellion not as an affair of the whole
Jewish people but as an uprising of the extremists, the zealots, or
as we should say nowadays the have-nots, against the Romano-
phijle élite, the noble and the wealthy of their own people. Sucha
presentation of events could not but have calming effects upon the
prominent Jews of the Diaspora and in Mesopotamia.

To reach these populations, he was to write his work first in
Aramaic and then have it translated into Greek by the proper men,
to be found either among the servs literati of the imperial staff or
among the Graeculs esurientes always on the look-out for work of
that kind. To facilitate this, the Emperor placed at his disposal
whatever official material there existed on the subject. For the
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treatment of the events leading up to the rebellion he utilized the
history of Nicolaus of Damascus, which carried him down to the
death of Herod the Great. He does not seem, however, to have
drawnon the Greek original of the work, but—according to certain
indications—on a Semitic translation, or rather a Pharisaean re-
working from a point of view hostile to the Romans and the
Herodian dynasty, altogether easier to read for his poor Greek
scholarship than the original text. For the period following he
utilizedthe reports of the governors, which he probablyfound inthe
commentarst of the Julian and Claudian emperors in the tabularium
principis in the imperial palace. It is equally possible, however,
that even before his second voyage to Rome he was given access to
the archives of the governors of Judaea, at Caesarea. For the
history of John the Baptist he drew on indigenous Nasdraean
material,! dating back, no doubt, to the period of his youth when
he had himself lived in the desert as the follower of a ‘ Baptist.’
Of much the same provenance is still another source of his, a com-
pilation on the interpretation of dreams by the various prophets
and seers of his nation.2

From the preface of Josephus’ work it may be inferred that it
was originally meant for the triumph of Titus, with which event
the table of contents in the procemium comes to a close. The copies
destined for a Roman public and presented to Vespasian, Titus, and
their generals bore a title betraying completely the Roman view-
point of the author and his work—to wit, The Jewish War. On
the other hand, the copies meant for sale among his co-religionists
bore the title On the Capture of Jerusalem, less apt to offend Jewish
national susceptibilities. His first draft, completed in A.D. 72, of
the weaknesses of which he must have been aware, he constantlyim-
proved by correcting mistakes, deleting passages which had proved
distasteful to influential readers, and by adding new material.
Finally, at a certain period during the reign of Domitian, he had
the whole matter rewritten in better Greek by a more competent
collaborator. Throughout his literary activity he was most
anxious to whitewash himself and toattribute the blame for every-
thing to the insurgents, whom after Roman official custom he
styles ‘ bandits’ or ‘robbers,” and whose leaders he designates as
 mountebanks ’ (ydnres) and ‘ demagogues’ (mAdvor or codiaTal).
Such measures on his part were all the more necessary because he
appears to have been accused repeatedly on the score of his former
activity among the rebels. The weaver Jonathan, one of the
leaders of the uprising of the Jews of Cyrene, and later on the peda-
gogue of his own son—who may have been one of his literary col-
laborators—are two of his accusers of whom we have a certain
amount of knowledge, thanks to his own reference to them. Yet

1 Below, p. 226 1. 36. 2 Below, p. 226 11. 37 ff.
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most damaging must have appeared to him the work of hisold
opponent and rival, Justus of Tiberias. To refute the accusations
there brought forward against him, he compiled a most insincere
and unreliable autobiography. His last literary effort—60,000
ariyo. of penny-a-lining, as he is careful to point out in the dedica-
tion to his publisher—was the Jewish Antiquities, a vast compila-
tion about the history of the Jews from Adam until the outbreak
of the war against the Roman empire, completed in the thirteenth
year of Domitian (A.D. 93-94). Incidentally, the work contains
much material by way of additions and corrections to the Jewish
War, i.e. data which had been placed at his disposal by the
readers of his first work. Among the most generous of these con-
tributors must be reckoned King Agrippa 11., who got into the habit
of sending him letters with additions to and corrections on each
of the subsequent instalments, more than five dozen of them alto-
gether. Further, whilst in the War there is no trace of his know-
ledge of Christian sources, in the Antiquities we seem to observe a
polemical allusion! to a work known already to the Samaritan
Thallus,? which was a compilation of passages from the Prophets
supposed to have found their fulfilment in the life of Jesus. These
testimonia—which have been fully discussed by Dr. Rendel Harris 3
—are ascribed by Papias, probably correctly, to the tax-gatherer
Matthew, the follower of the Naséraean Messiah. No doubt Jose-
phus’ literary activity, in which his servi litterati did most of the
real work, must have paid him reasonably well, for in the year 14
of Domitian’s reign he published a new edition of the War, pre-
ceded by the Antiguities and provided with a continuation bringing
events up to the time of his writing, altogether in twenty-four
books.# He even had shorter editions published in very elegant
Atticizing Greek by a specially good cvwvepyos, of which there
remain to us only the so-called epitomé of the Amtiquities. An
epitomé of the Polemos which Ludovicus Capellus (died 1722) gave
to Jacob Usher has not yet turned up, although it probably survives
in some English private library. Jerome ® mentions an edition of
the Antiquities dating from the fourteenth year of Domitian, i.e.
A.D. 94-95. The extant text of the book is a reworking made after
the death of Agrippa 1. Posterior to the first edition of the
Antiquities is a little treatise called Contra Apionem ever since the
time of St. Jerome. Whether he ever carried out his project of

1 See below, p. 55, on the phrase about the myriad of miracles of Jesus foretold
by the divine prophets.

2 See below, p. 298 n. 5.

3 Testimonies, i. and ii., Cambridge, 1916, 1920.

4 This is known through a statement of the mediaeval chronicler Jerahm’el
ben Shelomo, who seems to have drawn on a lost preface of the Hebrew version
of Josephus. See below, pp. 83 ff., on the quotations from this lost work, found in
the Byzantine chronographers. 5 De viy. 4ll., xiii.
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FRONT VIEW OF PRESUMED JOSEPHUS HEAD

NOTE THE INTENTIONAL ASSIMILATION OF THE FACE OF THE FLAVIAN COURTIER TO THE TYPE OF
EMPEROR TITUS’ WELL-KNOWN COLOSSAL BUST IN THE NAPLES MUSEUM
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elucidating the philosophic reasons underlying the Mosaic Law to
the sceptic Gentiles, we do not know. Such a work may well have
served as groundwork to the Mosaicarum et Romanorum legum
collatio of Isaac Hilarius-Gaudentius, the Latin translator of Jose-
phus’ book on the Jewish War.

He was married at least three times, divorced his first wife,
the mother of three sons, who had followed him into exile, and
espoused a Jewish girl belonging to one of the wealthiest families
of the Cretan Diaspora.

As aclient and a parasite of the Emperor, Josephus enjoyed the
revenues of landed estates in Palestine ruthlessly taken away from
the rightful owners by virtue of Roman martial law and custom.
His name was put on the pension list of the slush fund, endowed
by the Flavian emperors for venal writers and orators. Following
the well-known custom, he adopted the family name of his pro-
tector. His writings were officially approved by the imperial
signature of Titus and put in the public libraries. According to
Eusebius ! and St. Jerome,? he was honoured with a statue erected
somewhere in Rome. If this statement were exact, Josephus
would not have failed to mention the fact in his autobiography.
The statue might have been dedicated to his memory after his
death. Since by that time the last of his imperial patrons had
preceded him to Elysium, we might presume that his publisher
Epaphroditus, in the interest of the sale of Josephus’ collected
works, headed a subscription of his grateful readers for the erection
of this well-deserved monument. More likely, however, the por-
trait-statue mentioned by Eusebius and St. Jerome was ordered
by the conceited historian himself during his lifetime, in defiance
of thelaws of his pious ancestors forbidding those ‘graven images’
which enabled the heathen to immortalize the transient shape of
their perishable bodies. This must have been the case if—as I feel
convinced—the inédited first-century Roman marble bust 3 of

1 Hist. eccl., iii. 9. 2, p. 226 of Dr. Kirsopp Lake’s translation.

* De vir. dll., xiii.

3 Ny Cavrlsberg Glyptotek in Copenhagen, Cat. No. 646, bought by Helbig in
Rome from Princess Piombino, #née Borghese. It had stood for a long time in
Prince Borghese’s study. I owe the photographs to the courtesy of Prof. Frederik
Poulsen. The only other Roman statue with a Jewish-looking face among the
seven or eight hundred extant Greek and Roman portraits is that of the so-called
‘Drusus’ of the Naples Museum, which was discovered in the meat-market hall
(macellum) of Pompeii, together with a statue thought to be Livia, on the strength
of an inscription found near it. Since young Herod Agrippa (11.) was killed in
79 A.D. through the eruption of Mt. Vesuvius (Josephus, A#n?., xx. 144), this might
very well be a votive statue of the son of Felix and fair Drusilla. No other
Jewish-looking face is found in the comprehensive collections of portraits brought
together by Arndt-Bruckmann and Poulsen. Owing-to the severe prohibition
of portrait-sculpture by Jewish law, it must indeed be very exceptional to find
a portrait-statue or bust of a Jew. See my paper, ‘ Deux sculptures représen-
tant des Juifs de I’Antiquité Classique,’ in M. Jean Babelon’s Avéthuse (January
1930).
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a typical Jew! (see our frontispiece) is nothing but the head?
of this otherwise lost statue. Even if we discount the natural
tendency of an artist to flatter a vain client by making him look
more youthful, this portrait—if it be indeed that of Josephus,
born A.D. 36-37 —cannot be attributed to a later date than
A.D. 76-80. It would therefore be at the very time when he had
the satisfaction of publishing the second edition of the Jewish War
that the author, intoxicated by this success, might have yielded
to the temptation of having his statue made by one of the skilful
Greek artists who frequented the antechambers of the imperial
palace in order to obtain commissions, were it only from the
freedmen and opulent clients surrounding the imperial majesties
—maybe by a rival of that unknown sculptor who wrought the
portrait of the learned freedman, M. Mettius Epaphroditus of
Chaeronea, the grammarian, book-collector, and bookseller of
Herculean stature and strength of body,® the xpariaTos avdpiv,
as Josephus jestingly calls him, who acted, according to the identi-
fication of Prof. Laqueur of Giessen, as publisher of the Anfiquities,
the Life, the Contra Apionem, and of the last edition of Josephus’
complete works, collected under the title of Jewish Histories.

In so far as it is at all permissible to speak of the world-wide
popularity of a work of literature, the Jewish history of this Flavius
Josephus did have such a success. The Christians appear to have
read him from the very beginning ; witness the utilization of his
work by the Acts of the Apostles which is now admitted by most
specialists.* Hand in hand with this utilization went a process of
adulteration of the text, especially in regard to the passages bearing
on the lives of John the Baptist and Jesus himself. The fact that

1 The hooked nose is rather thick at the lower end, and therefore very different
from the aquiline nose which is often found among Romans. The forehead
strongly convex just above the brows, but the upper part plainly retreating and
hidden under the curly hair; the expression of the eyes sad, restless, and
watchful ; the rather sulky mouth; above all, the slightly protruding lower lip,
the slight beard forming a kind of down, the untrimmed side-locks (Lev. xix. 27)—
all these featuresare not those of a Roman, although the personin question plainly
wished to look as like the Emperor Titus as possible (witness the latter’s well-
known and often-reproduced colossal bust in the Naples Museum). As a result of
this tendency, the front view of the head shows indeed the likeness of a ‘ Flavius,’
while the profiles are just as unmistakably those of Joseph bar Mattathia Kahana.
The whole head is handsome enough to be that of the young scapegrace who knew
how to please the Empress Poppaea and—twenty years later—the Empress
Domitia (Life, § 429). See front view of bust (our PL 111.).

2 The reproduction shows clearly that a part of the left shoulder has been
restored in modern marble. It can be easily seen, by the outline of this restora-
tion and of another piece on the right side, that the head was part of a statue
the left shoulder of which was covered by the end of the toga, and that it had
originally been wedged into the torso of a statue.

3 See Pl 1v. .

¢ F. C. Burkitt, Gospel History and its Transmission, pp. 106 ff. Holtzmann
(1873), Hausrath, Keim, Clemen ; cf. Krenkel, Josephus und Lukas, Leipzig, 1894,
and Paul W. Schmiedel in Cheyne’s Encycl. Bibl., 5056, where further references
are given.
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Origen knew a genuine text of Josephus only proves that this
excellent philologist still had such a copy in his library ; it does
not prove at all that the process of alteration itself began at a later
date. A Christian interpolation, for example, influenced the
Jewish Christian Hegesippus as early as A.D. 180 in his dating
the death of James the Just.! Omissions and deletions of whole
passages were as common as the interpolations. Fortunately, the
process did not go on uniformly in the various MSS., and there is
still a possibility of discerning the wording of the original text
through the variant readings and old quotations. A regular new
edition, definitely expurgated, was produced by the Greek
Church as late as the eleventh century, in order to counteract
the ever-growing power of various Judaizing heretic sects,?
whose Unitarianism drew its main strength from the writings of
Josephus.

In antiquity Josephus was translated twice into Latin, first by
a converted Jew, whose name Isaac had been Latinized into
Hilarius or Gaudentius,® about A.D. 370, and again on the sugges-
tion of Cassiodorus, hence probably by some monks of Vivarium
(Squillace). Anterior to the sixth century is a Syriac translation,
of which the sixth book of the War was actually incorporated in
the canons of the Syrian and Armenian Churches.

The Mesopotamian Jews of Aramaic speech have to all appear-
ances never read the Semitic version of the War.4 The Latin ver-
sion of Hilarius-Gaudentius was destined for the Jews of the West,
who had forgotten their Greek like the rest of the Occident, and
whom he hoped to convert. With the same aim of religious propa-
ganda in view, another converted Jew, living in one of the Jewish
settlements on the Illyrian coast of the Adriatic a few centuries
later, translated the Latin version into Hebrew, this Christianized
Josippon being erroneously ascribed to the high priest Joseph ben
Gorion, a contemporary of our Joseph bar Mattathia. A reworking
of this Josippon, with the help of a Greek MS. of Josephus’ last
edition of the Polemos—the one of A.D. 94-95, in twenty-four books
—was undertaken by Illyrian or Italian Jews some time in the
ninth century. Naturally enough, they omitted the Christian
interpolations and alterations as much as was in their power, yet
could not hope to be altogether successful in this task, the result
being that even in this reworking numerous traces of the under-
lying Christian version are still found. Most of the passages
hostile to Christianity and its founder which were added from the
Greek original to this reworking were discovered by the censor and
duly suppressed in most copies. What is left of these passages—

1 See App. vII. ® See below, p. 169.
. 3 See Joseph Wittig, Kirchengesch. Abhandl., hg. v. Max Sdralek, vol. v.,
Breslau, 1906, p. 47. 4 See below, p. 98 11. 37 {.
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little enough, to be sure—has been utilized critically for the first
time in the present work.!

The Josippon was translated into Arabic by a Yemenite Jew
residing in Sicily. It is probably this Arabic version 2 which was
translated into Ethiopic,® for the use either of the Ethiopian
Christians or of the Jewish Falashas.

The Hebrew Josippon was known to the Jews in Angevine
England, and attracted there the attention even of a learned abbot
of St. Frideswide’s near Oxford.* The sixteenth century saw the
production of a Yiddish ® and of a Judeo-Spanish translation, the
latter destined for the women of the Jewish faith driven out of
Spain. For the men, who read Hebrew, of course, Hebrew-printed
editions followed upon the Mantua editio princeps of the Josippon.
I note the following editions: one from Constantinople (1510), one
from Venice (1544), Cracow (1589), Frankfurt-a.-M.(1689), Amster-
dam (1723, 1739), Leghorn (1794), Zolkiew (1808), Vilna (1812),
Szitomir (1851), Lemberg (1855), Warsaw (1871), Berditschev
(1896-1913). Even in Calcutta this work was printed in 1841, for
the benefit of the Indian Jews. Primarily destined for Christian
scholarship were the editions of Worms (1529), Basle (1541, 1559),
Paris (1575), Gotha (1707, 1710), and Oxford (1706).

An English translation by P. Morvyng of a mediaeval extract
from the Josippon dates from 1561,% a French translation (by a
Christian named Belleforest) from 1569.

An Armenian translation made from the Greek text is sup-
posed to have perished during the Tatar invasions. A new one,
with the help of the Latin translation of Rufinus, was made in the
seventeenth century.

Josephus’ first draft, dating from A.p. 72, was read in Bulgaria
as late as the twelfth century. Between 1250 and 1260 it was
translated, somewhere in Lithuania, from the Greek into the Old
Russian, from a MS. annotated in the Byzantine empire during the
period of the Latin empire. The translation was the work of a
Judaizing sect of heretics who hoped thereby to win over King
Mindauvas of Lithuania.? The MSS. utilized came from the circle
of the sect of the so-called Josephinists, scattered over Asia Minor,

! See below, pp. 96 ff.

¢ It was printed repeatedly as late as the nineteenth century in the Orient
(Algiers and Beyruth). Two MSS., Arab. No. 1906 and de Slane No. 287, are in
the Paris National Library.

3 Unedited MSS. in London, Berlin, and Frankfurt-a.-M. Cf. Goldschmidt,
Die abessinischen Handschriften der Staatsbibliothek zu Frankfuvt a. M., 1897,
PP. 5-9. Wright, Catal. of Ethiop. MSS. in the Brit. Mus., No. ccclxxviii. The
Ethiopic title is Zena Aihud.

4 See below, p. 93.

& The oldest Yiddish translation (by the converted Jew Michael Adam),
printed at Zirich in 1548. Later editions: Prague, 1607 ; Fiirth, 1767, 1771;
Warsaw, 1875.

8 See below, p. 604, App. xI. 7 See below, p. 148, last lines.
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Thrace, and Macedonia. This explains the curious fact that they
somehow escaped the orthodox censor and contain most invalu-
able passages concerning John the Baptist and Jesus. Though
not entirely free from Christian additions,! they yet represent most
faithfully the original text of Josephus’ first draft.

Through this translation the old Ebionite Jewish Christianity,
regarding Jesus not as a god but merely as a prophet, was trans-
planted to Slavonic soil. There it spread rapidly, thanks largely
to the general approval it was bound to meet with in the circles
of pseudo-converts to Christianity descended from the numerous
Russian proselytes to Judaism made under the old Jewish empire
of the Khazars. After dominating all Russia, the movement was
finally broken by the ruthless despotism of Ivan 111. Vasiljevitch,
who had at first favoured it. Fugitives took some of the precious
MSS. -with them to Lithuania and Poland, where they laid the
foundations of that Unitarianism which was later to invade
Western Europe.?2 There the Old Russian Josephus was trans-
lated into Polish.3

In the sixteenth century the movement was transplanted to
Transylvania, where the sect continued to live an independent life
as late as 1793. This fact explains the translation from -Polish
into Rumanian of the text under discussion.. Of this translation
only the fragments about John the Baptist and Jesus have been
preserved.* The invasion of South Slavonic territory by .the
Unitarian movement was no doubt responsible .-for the Servian
translation made in 1585, of which a MS. is preserved in.the
Chilandari Lavra of Mt. Athos, another in one of the Fruska
Gora monasteries of Syrmia.®

In Russia the Judaizing sect never died out ‘Even the Hebrew
Josippon was accordingly translated into Russian, no doubt for the
benefit of Russian ‘Sabbathizers’ (subbotniki),.a work of which a
MS. is in the Royal Library of Copenhagen, another. in Moscow,®
another in Leningrad.” The Orthodox Church did not persecute
further the Judaizing Josephus MSS., but was satisfied with
certain Christian additions and interpolations. The learned

! See below, pp. 224 ff. and pp. 385 ff. C

2 The movement is closely connected with the names of the Piedmontese
physician Giorgio Blandrata, who went to Poland in 1558, and of the humanist:
Fausto Socino of Siena, who went there in 1579. It proudly records a number of.
martyrs, first among them Katharina Vogel, who was.burned to death in Cracov

3 No trace of a MS. of this version has been found so far. -

4 See App. VIIIL Tl

¥ This MS. has been pointed out to me by my Bulgarlan colleague, Professor
N, Ivanov.

¢ Musée Historique, Synod. No. 745. Spemmenpages of it are reproduced by
Sol. Zeitlin, Jew. Qu. Rev., 1929, vol. xx., between pp, T0-11 and 26-27, thhout-
‘the library signature and under the mlsleadmg title ‘ Slavonic Josephus. ' -7
. 7 Public Library, No. 262. Specimen pages reproduged by Zeitlin, loc. cit.,
before p. 1 and after p. 6. . j

C
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Archbishop Makarios himself (1542-1563) saw no objection to
adding it to his Cefji Mines, a collection of edifying works suit-
able for public readings. Thus it was that the Russian Orthodox
Church possessed only this Old Russian Josephus translation of
the Judaists, until as late as 1804 Michaelov Samuelovi¢ made a
Modern Russian translation after.a Latin version of the Greek
standard text which was printed by the Imperial Academy of
Sciences. This Modern Russian translation was the basis of the
Georgian translation made by the priest David Inanashwili.

There is no need to emphasize the great popularity of both
Latin translations throughout the Middle Ages. There are, as
Prof. Ussani kindly tells me, literally hundreds of MSS. of the
Latin Josephus to be found in all European libraries. Magni-
ficently illuminated copies—the finest of them in the Paris National
Library '—prove that the wily courtier of the Flavian emperors
remained in favour with the princes and rulers of this world
throughout the Middle Ages. Almost contemporaneously with
the first printed edition of the Josippon, at Mantua, there ap-
peared the editio princeps of the Latin Josephus, at the shop of
Johann Schiissler at Augsburg. But even after this the work
was printed many a time, until the appearance of the editio
princeps of the Greek standard text.? By far the most interesting
of these reprints is the Basle edition of 1524, published by Fro-
benius. In 1551 the Swiss theologian and philologist Sebastian
Chateillon, a follower of Calvin, added the Latin Josephus to his
Latin edition of the Bible.

The first printed Greek edition dates from 1544. It was the
work of the humanist Arnold Peraxylos Arlen,® and appeared at
Basle, in the print-shop of Frobenius and Episcopius. The edition
was pirated in Geneva in 1611, and again in 1634. But thereis
also quite a number of later learned editions.

The first English translations were made from the Greek, and
are the work of Thomas Lodge (London, 1640) and Roger Le
Strange (London, 1716). Both were excelled by that of the Uni-
tarian William Whiston (Dublin, 1738-41), who in 1710 had lost

1 See e.g. Cod. Lat. 8959, saec. xji,, of the Paris National Library. The best
illustrated MSS. of Josephus’ works are those of the fifteenth-century French
translation (by Guillaume Coquillard, 1463); the one with Jean Fouquet’s cele-
brated miniatures (published by Comte Durieu, Paris, 1908), cod. fr. 247, Bibl
Nat.; another one (Arsenal, 5082-3) once owned by the great book-lover, the
Bastard Antoine de Bourgogne. See also Bibl. Nat., codd. fr. 248-9, 405-6,
21-16, and 404.

3 See App. 1X.

3 Christian Gottlieb Jocher, Aligemeines Gelehrien-Lexikon, iii. (Leipzig 1751),
coll. 1375: ‘Peraxylus ist der Nahme, welchen sich Arnoldus Arlenius, ein

elehrter Mann aus Brabant, gegeben. Derselbe lebte im 16. Saeculo, war in

éer griechischen Sprachewohl erfahren, gab den Josephus nach einem vortrefflichen

MS. griechisch heraus,” etc., ‘ und starb um 1561 zu Basel.” [Translator’s note.]
4 See App. x.

.
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his chair in Cambridge in consequence of his religious convictions.
This edition, reprinted time and again, proved to be a most popular
one ; witness the numerous reprints in the course of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, notwithstanding the fact that it was by
no means the last attempt to translate our author into English.!
Even eighteenth-century America published a Josephus transla-
tion, pirated from the English version of George Henry Maynard,
illustrated by Edward Kingston (London, C. Cooke, 1789).2 The
excellent translation into French, begun by the late Th. Reinach,
has now been completed by Mr. Salomon Reinach.

It may well be said that few works outside the Bible itself have
exercised such a powerful and far-reaching influence as the writings
of this wretched renegade. Certainly, no ancient writer can even
be said to approach him in this peculiar popularity. To say noth-
ing of the vast number of translations into languages utterly un-
known to the orbis Romanus, it has been the subject of innumer-
able commentaries and discussions ; nor is it to be supposed that
this tremendous interest will wane in the near future. Neither can
he be said to have missed popularity among his own people, the

- people whose cause he so ingloriously betrayed, and who, after more
than two thousand years of disappointment and exile, still dream
of the Land of Promise, the land they are not likely to find any-
where until the fulfilment of the world-old dream and hope of a
true Civitas Dei—the whole earth, that is, united in one great
spiritual union, with all national and religious hatreds vanished
never to return.

Habent sua fata libelli. Yet in spite of the many vicissitudes of
Josephus’ work, vicissitudes which we have followed in all their
bewildering intricacy, the ‘mirror dark’ and scratched though it
is, still shows events long past but whose reflexions cast their
strange glamour even on our own age. Above all, though not
making him appear to us ‘ face to face,” yet it allows us to see the
contours, dimly perhaps yet distinctly, of the great ‘ king who
never reigned,’ the Servant of the Lord who has yet left on mankind
an imprint compared with which those of all the great world-
conquerors and world-destroyers both before and after him must
be regarded as trivial and insignificant.

1 See App. x. ¢ The work appeared in New York in 1792.



TII

THE CONTROVERSY OVER THE SO-CALLED °‘TESTI-
MONY TO JESUS -CHRIST’ IN THE ‘JEWISH
ANTIQUITIES’ OF JOSEPHUS

‘ The false pen of the scribes hath made of it falsehood.’
JER. viii. 8.

JOSEPHUS ACCEPTED AS AN ‘ INSPIRED  WITNESS

OR fully 1200 years the Church could boast of the sure and

undisputed possession of an extremely remarkable testi-

mony, pretiosissima et vix aestimabilis gemma, as the old
Viennese court librarian Petrus Lambeccius called it, a testimony
rendered by an outsider to the truth of the historical foundations,
not only of its faith, but even of its dogma, its creed. The Jewish
historian Flavius Josephus, a man born just a few years after the
traditional date of the death of Christ, seemed to affirm in the
eighteenth book of his Jewish Antiquities that ‘ Jesus called the
Christ ’ did so many and such great miracles that one might
hesitate to regard him as a man at all ; that he taught the truth ;
that this true teaching of his was received with joy by multitudes
both of Jews and Gentiles ; that this Jesus was really the Christ,
that is, the Messiah, expected by the Jews, for the thousands of
wonderful things which he did and suffered exactly corresponded
with what the inspired prophets had foretold of the expected
redeemer of their people ; that he was crucified by Pilate on the
indictment of the -Jewish leaders, but on the third day reappeared
alive to his disciples, who consequently did not waver in their
allegiance to him, the result being the survival, at the time of the
witness Josephus, of the new race called Christians after the
founder of their sect.

Throughout the eleven long centuries which separate the edict
of toleration of Milan (312) from the disruption of the Occidental
Church with the Protestant Reform—in other words, the time
lying between the Hisforia ecclesiastica of Eusebius and that of
Cardinal Baronius—not a doubt was cast on the authenticity of
Josephus’ precious Testimonium, which was constantly quoted
and turned to good account by all Church historians. The ob-
viously paradoxical fact that an unbelieving Jew should have

36
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acknowledged Jesus to have been the true Christ foretold by the
prophets was attributed to the peculiar and miraculous power of
the Redeemer, which had forced as it wereevenarecalcitrant infidel
to yield to its spell and extracted a blessing from this second
Balaam who must have set out to curse. The important fact that
he did not himself believe in Jesus as the Christ did not impair the
value of his testimony in the eyes of the Church. On the contrary,
it was strengthened by the fact that even an unbeliever and an
adversary of the faith had reluctantly to confess to its truth.
“And therein the eternal power of Jesus Christ was manifested,
that the princes of the synagogue, who handed him over to death,
acknowledged him to be God’; these are the words of Isaac, a
converted Jew, writing about 370, known to the Christians under
the name of GGaudentius or Hilarius, as found in the Latin para-
phrase of the Halosis or ‘ Capture of Jerusalem ’?! of Josephus,
commonly attributed to one ‘ Egesippus.”? Nor does the opinion
of Cardinal Baronius? sensibly differ from this view. In 1588
he writes : ‘ But certainly I believe that in so far as he confesses
Christ, acknowledging him to be the son of God, he was compelled
and constrained to do so solely by the power of God.’

Six years after the appearance of the first printed edition of
Josephus’ works (Basle, 1544), Sebastian Chateillon, the Protestant
professor of theology at Basle, incorporated the Jewisk War in his
Latin edition of the Bible, unconsciously following the lead of the
Eastern churches, the Syrian and Armenian, which had included
Josephus’ writings in the canon of the Scriptures, and of those
Greek catenae in which the Jewish historian is quoted in the same
breath with the Greek church fathers. Even in the seventeenth
century there were still learned theologians who frankly pro-
nounced Josephus to have been divinely inspired. As every
reader of the Jewish War knows, Josephus himself was impudent
enough to claim divine authority for his revelations,’ not, of
course, for the testimony to ‘ Jesus who was called the Messiah,’
- but for the shameless lie to which he owed the saving of his life and
- which was the basis of his whole ignoble existence as a client of the
Flavian house, the brazen assertion, that is, that Vespasian was the
world-ruler and world-redeemer foretold in Gen. xlix. 10 (below,
p-557). Itisto the belief of the Church in the miraculous inspira-
tion of this second Balaam that we owe the preservation not only
of the Testimonium Flavianum but perhaps of the writings of
Josephus as a whole.

The miracle itself is all the more remarkable since it must have
happened a considerable time after the death of this second Balaam.

! See below, p. 119 n. 1.
2 ii. 12, ¢d. Ussani, p. 164, 1. 11 ss. (Corp. Script. Eccl. Lat., vol. 1xvi.).
¥ Annm..eccl., i. (Rome, 1588), ad ann. xxxiv,
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For whilst Eusebius (died c. 340) quotes this ‘ precious testimony ’
thrice,! Origen (died c. 254), ‘ the greatest and most conscientious
scholar of the ancient Church,” makes it quite clear, in two different
passages,? that in s text of the Antiguities Josephus did not repre-
sent Jesus as the Christ. From these passages Eduard Norden,?
among others, has inferred that, in his version of Josephus, Origen
had found nothing whatever concerning Christ. But this hypothesis
lacks a sound basis, for it is quite impossible that so scholarly and
conscientious a writer as Origen appears to have been should have
based his explicit statement on Josephus’ rejection of the Christ as
the Messiah on nothing more positive than the silence of the
Romanized Jew concerning Jesus’ life and work, or simply on
Josephus’ use of the somewhat ambiguous expression ‘ called
the Christ,” a phrase which, besides, occurs also in the Gospel of
Matthew (i. 16), whom nobody, because of these words, has ever
accused of disbelief in the Messianic dignity of Jesus.

What the two passages of Origen do show is that whatever
Origen read in his Josephus edition cannot have been the extant
text of that famous passage with its orthodox Christian wording,
but quite a different text, hostile to Jesus and the Christians and
quite in keeping with the deserter’s cynical assertion that it was
really in the Emperor Vespasian that the expectations of the Jews
found their fulfilment. This amounts to saying that there is no
proof of the existence of the famous testimony before the time
when Christianity as a state religion was able to suppress all writ-
ings hostile to its founder or its teachings, a power officially con-
ferred upon it by an edict of Constantine and re-enacted by the
Emperors Theodosius and Valentinian after the brief Pagan revival
under Julian.4

Naturally, a party possessing the power to destroy obnoxious
books will ¢pso facto be in a position to enforce minor omissions and
alterations 8 in works in which only individual passages were felt
to be objectionable. It is equally clear that owners of valuable
MSS., whether private individuals, book-vendors, or officials in
libraries and synagogues, should have preferred the excision of a
few lines or certain alterations to the alternative of seeing their
treasures devoured by the flames. Add to this the loss involved
in the destruction of a whole Josephus in MS., and the laws im-
posing capital punishment on the concealed possession of writings
hostile to Christianity,® and the natural consequence will be obvious
to every one. As a matter of fact, not a single Greek, Latin,
Slavonic, or other Josephus text has come down to us which has
not passed through the hands of Christian scribes and Christian

1 Below, p. 59 1L 13 f. 2 App. XII
3 N. Jahvb. f. d. Rlass. Altert., xxxi. (1913), p. 649, § 9.
+ App. 1v. ¢ See Pls. vii. and x1v. ¢ App. 1v.
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owners. The numerous glosses and marginal notes, abounding in
every single MS.,! fully bear out this statement.

FIRST DOUBTS ON THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE
‘ TESTIMONIUM FLAVIANUM’

The genuineness of the ‘ precious jewel’ has been admitted only
in circles wholly dominated by the Church. The beautiful ‘ testi-
mony ' has somehow never made an impression on the Jews,
although they, too, certainly knew it well. When mediaeval
Christian scholars taunted them with the argument that the
Jewish historian Josephus, whose works they possessed and held
in high honour, had freely admitted that Jesus was the Messiah,
they stubbornly replied (as we may gather from certain pages-of
Giraldus Cambrensis 2) that this testimony was not found in their
own Hebrew MSS. of the author. The Christians would then
retort that the Jews had erased the passage from their MSS., and
such MSS. showing manifest erasures were indeed not wanting
(below, pp. 93, 97 ff.), and were repeatedly pointed out to the Jews
to show that it was they who were in error.

Of course, with these mutual accusations that the one party,
the Christians, had interpolated the passage, and that the other,
the Jews, had erased it, the argument could not advance very
much. With the revival of learning the cultivated Jews were
indeed not slow in putting up another and far more sweeping argu-
ment. The learned Isaac Abravanel ® (1437-1508) in his com-
mentary on Daniel drily and curtly observes: ‘ If Josephus wrote
this, we accept it not from him, for he has written much, but not all
is true.” Thus he doubts the genuineness of the Testimonium, but
considers the whole matter of secondaryimportance in view of the
well-known character of the writer, a commonsense view which
can be warmly recommended to such blind believers among the
Christians as may still think that anything can be gained for
their cause by a statement made by so characterless an individual
as was Flavius Josephus, who, Jew though he was, did not feel
ashamed to proclaim Vespasian the Messiah of his people.# Were
the passage as it stands genuine beyond the shadow of a doubt, one
could only draw the conclusion that the clever sycophant had

! App. XIIL

2 Giraldi Cambrensis opera, vol. viii.,, ed. George F. Warner, London, 1891
(Rer. Brit. med. aevi scriptores), p. 64 f.

3 Fonte x. palma vii. of the Pesaro edition of 1512 of his commentaries to the
later prophets.

4 Cf. Saint Alfonso Liguori, De Fidei Veritate, ii. 11 (Opp. Dogm., i., Rome,
1903, p. 195) : * Ceterum Hebraeo nimium honorem tribuerunt nonnulli protestantes,
ut Car. Daubuz et Evnst @rabe, qui tantopeve desudarunt, ut hunc textum ve vera
Josephi esse assevevent : non indiget Ecclesia inimicorum suovum téstificatione.
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introduced it at a moment whenit appeared to him that Christians
such as Flavius Clemens and his wife Domitilla might after all gain
some power at court—enough, at all events, to be useful to him
or to hinder his career.! That would take away from the passage
all independent value which otherwise it might possess. For it
stands to reason that Josephus would then have been wily enough
to draw on the right sources, i.e. the oldest Gospel narratives.?
Nor would the conversion of such a person as Josephus unques-
tionably was redound to the particular glory of any religion. At
any rate, this much is clear: if the ‘ testimony ’ were proved to
be authentic it could only be the work of a Christian, and it would
matter very little, for our argument, whether that Christian were
Josephus or Eusebius, and as a consequence it would have only
the smallest value for the historicity of Jesus.

THE AWAKENING OF CRITICISM IN THE AGE OF HUMANISM

‘.. .praeclarum ad Christiani dogmatis confirmationem testi-
monium . . . si non anxia hominum nimis curiosorum et otiosa
sedulitas paene illud labefactasset.’

P. D. HueT, Bishop of Avranches (1679).

The first Christian scholar who boldly declared the Testimonium
a forgery was the Protestant jurist and philologist Hubert van
Giffen (Giphanius), a native of Buren in the duchy of Gelders.
Born in 1534, he held a law degree from the University of Orleans,
where he founded a library for the use of Teutonic students.
Later he was professor at Strassburg, Altdorf, and Ingolstadt, em-
braced Catholicism, and died at the court of Rudolph11. of Haps-
burg, in Prague, in 1604. His view on the famous Josephus
passage ® does not seem to appear anywhere in his printed works.
It is probable that for the sake of his own safety he was satisfied
with expressing it only in his letters and lectures.

The oldest printed attack on the Testimonium is from the pen
of the Lutheran theologian Lucas Osiander, who was born at
Nuremberg in 1535, and who in his later life filled quite a
number of Protestant ecclesiastical posts. Though anything
but a Judaeophile, he was accused in certain circles of having
Jewish ancestors. He frankly regarded the Josephus passage as
spurious in its entirety.4

1 A similar view has indeed been advanced recently by Prof. Laqueur of
Giessen,

2 ‘Mark’ is at all events prior to ¢ Matthew,” who is about contemporary with
Josephus’ Antiquities.

3 Sebast. Lepusculus ap. Goldast, Centum epist. Philol., Frankfurt-a.-M., 1619,
P. 250.

4 Epitomes eccl. cent., xvi. cent,, i,,1ib. i, c. 7 (Tibingen, 1592).
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Osiander was followed by Professor Sebastian Schnell (Snellius)
of Altdorf. His arguments, as well as the replies which they called
forth from contemporary scholars who came to the rescue of
Josephus, have been preserved in MS. letters which in those days
circulated from hand to hand and played very much the same role
as our modern scientific journals and were occasionally printed.
They have been published by Christian Arnold.! It is natural
enough that the critics of the passage were chiefly philologists, and
its defenders theologians. In these discussions practically all of
the possible arguments p7o and coz used by modern scholars are
anticipated in one form or another.

The first of the scholars who pointed out—as Eduard Norden 2
has but recently done again—that the Testimonium interrupts
the logical structure of the narrative, and must therefore be re-
garded as an interpolation, was not the famous French Calvinist
Tannéguy Lefévre, mentioned by Norden, but a certain Portuguese
rabbi (Rabbi Lusitanus) who drew upon himself the wrath of the
Protestant divine Johannes Miiller of Hamburg, because the
learned Sephardi seems to have been on good terms with Benedict
de Castro, the Jewish physician of Queen Christina of Sweden, and
tohave had through this compatriot a chance to present his views
to her Majesty during her stay in Hamburg.

The Rabbi Lusitanus is probably identical with the well-known
Jewish physician and philosopher Abraham Zacuto Lusitano, born
in Lisbon in 1575, a student of the Universities of Coimbra and
Salamanca, a doctor of Siguenza, who for thirty-nine years lived
as a pseudo-converted Jew (Marafio) in Portugal, until he could
escape to free Amsterdam in 1625. He died on New Year’s Day
of 1642, having returned, in Holland, to the faith of his fathers.
The MS., seen by Johannes Miiller, was the public disputation
which he had in Middelburg with the Jesuit Nicolas Abram (1589-
1655), a very learned theologian and philologist, author of a com-
mentary on the Gospel of St. John, a Cicero commentary, and a
Vergil edition. What should be stressed here is the Portuguese
Jew’s argument that the Testimonium interrupts the logical
sequence of the text and must therefore be considered an inter-
polation. The same rabbi, according to Pastor Johannes Miiller,
states: * “. . . Josephus telleth first / how Pilate hath given
cause for rebellion / whereupon the text should continue to say /
‘how about the same time still another tumult happened unto the
Jews: but because in between them is told the history of Jesus/the
text doeth not hang together /the other tumult pointeth to the
first.’

V Epistulae hist. et philol. de Flavi Josephi testimonio, etc., Niirnberg, 1661.
3 N. Jahrd. f. d. klass. Altert., xxxi. (1913), pp. 648 ff.
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TanNEcuy LEFEVRE, EDUARD NORDEN, AND OTHERS

The French Huguenot Tannéguy Lefevre (Tanaquil Faber), who
does not mention Zacuto Lusitano and can hardly have known his
work, circulating in MS. form only, argues in quite a similar strain :
‘To speak in plain Latin, this interpolation [wapeyyeipnua) could
not have been more ineptly inserted anywhere else.” The matter
calls for some elucidation. In the portion of the text containing
inter alia the Testimonium there is a mention of ‘two calamities’
(6opvBor). Having finished with the first, Josephus adds these
words : ‘ And so the riot [o7dais] ceased.” The second, described
in chapter v., he connects with the first, saying : ‘ And about the
same time another calamity [érepov T¢ 8ewov] disturbed the Jews,’
etc. Eichstidt (1814) and Niese (1893-94), without knowing their
predecessors of another age, have repeated verbatim this line of
argument. Prof. Norden quotes Lefévre with approval, adding
that this argument should have sufficed to dispose of the whole
question.

Wemay then say that we are facing an argument which seemsto
havelost nothing of its force in the course of centuries, and to have
taken with Norden’s attractive and skilful presentation a new
lease of life. A more detailed discussion is therefore unavoidable.
Prof. Norden rightly stressed the fact that Josephus ‘found in his
source a representation of Pilate’s governorship as a series of
tumults’ (fopvBo:). To illustrate :—

First ‘ tumult’ (§§ 55-59) : the incident of the Emperor’s
standards. Pilate threatens the Jews with dire punish-
ments if they do not desist from their turbulence (6opvBeiv)
and depart to their homes.

Second ‘tumult’ (§§ 60-62) : uprising of the Jews because
Pilate spent temple money on the construction of an aque-
duct. After a brutal charge of the soldiery the riot is
quelled.

(Follows the Testimonium concerning Jesus (§ 63 sq.).)

Third ‘tumult’ (§§ 65-84). The section opens with the words:
‘ Now about the same time another calamity disturbed the
Jews’; but, strangely enough, it contains neither a ‘tumult’
nor a sedition, but the society scandal of Mundus and
Paulina in Rome, an episode which, as Norden admits, has
nothing to do with the Jews. They only appear in the
following story, a trick played by a Jewish impostor upon
Fulvia, a Roman lady and a convert to Judaism. This
incident leads to the expulsion of the Jews from Rome by
order of Tiberius. In both cases the victim brings the
facts before the Emperor for trial (cognitio). The petitions
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and the imperial decisions were therefore found in the
official diaries (commentarii) of Tiberius, whence Josephus
must have obtained his knowledge.?

Fourth  tumult ’ (§§ 85-87). Itisintroduced with the words :
‘ The Samaritan tribe, too, was not exempt from disturb-
ances.” It includes the bloody repression by Pilate of the
uprising caused by a Samaritan pseudo-prophet. Josephus
adds: ‘ When the disturbance was put down, the subsequent
complaints of the Samaritans led to Pilate’s dismissal.’

Prof. Norden justly observes that the account of the appear-
ance and crucifixion of Jesus, characterized in the text as a wise
and wonder-working rabbi and founder of a new sect, does not fit
at all into this series of national calamities. The interruption of
the logical sequence is evident. The Testimonium is indeed the
only section of the passage in which the words ‘riot,” ‘rioting,’ etc.,
do not appear. Prof. Norden further points out the connexion
between the closing words of § 62, ‘And so the sedition [oTdats]
was quelled,” and the opening words of § 65, * Now about the same
time another calamity disturbed the Jews’; for the sedition
(oc7dos) is the first calamity (8ewor), to which the account of a
second calamity is appended. The German scholar quotes three
parallel passages from Books iv. and v. of the Antiquities,® and adds
the following observation ; ‘ In the phraseology of Book v., waAw
(=again) corresponds to érepor (=another) in Book xviii. The
decisive point is the combination of events in series which finds its
formal expression in the use of conjunctions. Nothing of this sort
is found in the Testimonium lines, which stand there unconnected,
isolated, like a typical interpolation.’

- Itisdifficult, at a first perusal, to deny the force of these re-
"marks. Yet on second thought they carry far less weight than
one might at first be inclined to suppose. It is perfectly true, of
- course, that the section in its extant form does not fit into the
. enumerations of ‘tumults.” But in a narrative observing a purely
- chronological order of sequence and written in the ordinary style
of annalists it should be possible to insert here and there some
miscellaneous notes among the  disturbances’ which form the
nucleus of the story. Whether, as Prof. Norden believes, Josephus
is here dependent upon an annalist such as Cluvius Rufus, or, as I

1 See below, p. 204.

2 iv. 59. v. 135. xviii. 62-65.

“rhv uévror aTdow obd “ordots avTods wANw “kal olTw waderar 3
olitws ocwwéPn mavoacbar, kaTahapBdver dewi . . . oThots kal Do Tols adTods
woOAY 8¢ pdllov abew éx ToavTys alrias.” xpbvovs érepby TL Bewdw
xal pveabar, xakerwrépay éfopiBe Tovs *Tovdalovs.”

7 éNdpBave THs éml 7O
xelpov wpokowis alriav,
b¢’ Hs obdémore NjEew TO
Sewdy v elkbs.”’
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hope to show later on, whether he had access to the official notes
of the imperial chancellery (commentarit), his source no doubt, and
very naturally, contained all sorts of facts out of which he chose
what appeared to him most important or most appropriate. Bear-
ing this in mind, we must admit the possibility of some minor affair
or even a mere anecdote having slipped in with the mass of more
serious political events. Prof. Leo Wohleb,! for example, has
adduced quite a number of instances in the text of Josephus where
obviously foreign matter has beeninserted, more or less awkwardly,
by the compiler, whose artistic preconceptions were evidently not
of the highest order, and who is, moreover, at times fully conscious
of adding details which are not essential to the story he is telling.2

Prof. Norden’s arguments of a purely formal and stylistic char-
acter are not so easy to combat. Even the peacefully novelistic
narrative of Paulina and Mundus, which has repeatedly been
attacked as an interpolation, does contain the verb form é6opvBe:,
and hence unquestionably belongs to the series of ‘ troubles * with
which the reader is by now familiar. It is all the more surprising
(since the use of a simple catchword such as ‘ tumult ’ was per-
fectly sufficient, in the eyes of our not too exacting author, to
establish a logical connexion) that he should not at least have
attempted to link by such a simple device the Testimonium passage
with the rest of his narrative. Tumultuous scenes were certainly
not wanting in the history of nascent Christianity, and a supposi-
tion that Josephus intentionally refrained from using his favourite
term in this connexion attributes to him a feeling of delicacy which
he was very far from possessing. The observation of Prof. Norden
about the absence of such words as atdos, fopvfBos, etc., in the
Testimonium is therefore of the greatest importance. But when
the German scholar proposes to get rid of the difficulty by elimi-
nating the passage in question as a simple interpolation, he falls
into a methodological error. For it stands to reason that in the
case of a mere stringing together of episodes in chronological order
such as we witness in Josephus it will always be an easy matter to
cut out this, that, or the other adventure without destroying in the
least the logical sequence of the narrative. The problem must be
tackled from an altogether different angle.

Supposing for a moment that Josephus did use his favourite
catchwords also in the Testimonium passage, we can understand
that any Christian would have objected to such a presentation of
the facts. He would have brooked with difficulty the association
of the founder of his religion with riots and seditions. Prof.

1 Rom. Quartalschrift, xxxv., 1917, p. 157 ., about Ant., xiii. 5, 9.

2 Cp. Ant., xii. 2. 2, § 59, on certain parerga ‘ r4s loroplas odk dmairodons Tiy

drayyediav” (‘the story not absolutely requiring their retelling’) ; similarly, Ant.,

xVii. § 354, ‘“ ook dAN6Tpia vouicas alrd Tdde T¢ Noyw '’ (‘T have not considered this
as matter unconnected with the subject ’). .
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Norden’s error lies in his assumption that the extant text of
the Testimonium is genuine in the sense that it never existed in a
different form and that it can thus be used as a basis for ‘critical’
examinations and analyses of style. Since his essay was directed
against scholars, such as Prof. F. C. Burkitt and Prof. A. v. Har-
nack, who wanted to save the Testimonium in its entirety, Prof.
Norden had no special reason to discuss the view of those who take
a middle path and consider the famous passage neither entirely
genuine nor on the other hand wholly an interpolation. Among
the defenders of such a view was the celebrated German historian
Leopold v. Ranke, and it would, then, not be quite fair to dlSInlSS it
as summarily as Norden does in his essay.

The view itself, let us say, does by no means belong to the realm
of lofty speculations of a purely metaphysical nature. In the first
place,Origen did not have the extant text in his version of Josephus,
but quite a different one, from which he concluded that Josephus
refused to acknowledge Jesus as the Messiah. In the second place,
the brief and abrupt mention of Jesus as o Aeyouevos XpioTos
(Ant., xx. 9. 1, § 200), acknowledged to be genuine by Norden
himself, presupposes a foregoing and more detailed discussion of
this personage. As it stands, the passage would have puzzled the
Hellenistic reading public of Josephus, and even the Jewish readers
would have expected to learn more about this so-called Messiah.
If the objection be met with the answer that at the time of the
publication of the Anfiguities almost every one must have known
about Jesus the Christ, so that Josephus could spare himself the
trouble of a detailed story, we can only say that in that case it
would be unthinkable that in his history a personage of such im-
portance should not have loomed larger. Nor would his brief
allusion have saved him from the reproach of having omitted from
his work a fairly important political fact, or rather a series of facts.
Moreover, the Christians, who would, logically, have been the party
to object to such an omission, as a matter of fact never reproach
him for his silence but always and only for his unbelief in Christ.

It is well to add, also, that there is no conceivable reason why
Josephus should intentionally have passed over in silence the life
and death of the founder of Christianity. Such a silence on his
part (and still more the Testimonium in its extant form) would on
the contrary have exposed him to an accusation of sympathy for
this particular Messiah; and if we remember the cases of Flavius
Clemens and Flavia Domitilla, two members of the imperial
dynasty who had to pay for their Christian leanings with death or
banishment, it will be clear that such an accusation might have
cost him his favour with his imperial masters. Josephus as we
know him was far too self-seeking to run the slightest risk for any
cause, let alone that of a despised and persecuted sect.
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A last objection might be found in the careless manner in which
Josephus compiled his materials. One might suppose, for ex-
ample, that he copied literally from his source the above-quoted
reference to Jesus, forgetting that he had not mentioned him before
in his own work. Yet this objection does not hold, since Origen,
as he expressly says, read in Book xviii. of the Antiguities a state-
ment of Josephus concerning Jesus from which he inferred that
Josephus ‘ disbelieved in Jesus as Christ.” Origen cannot very
well have drawn this inference from the phrase ‘ who was called
Christ * (Ant., xx.), since the very same phrase occurs also in
Matthew i. 16, where there can of course be no question of such
disbelief. Even granting that the allusion is due to mere care-
lessness on the part of our author, one would yet have to admit
that his source did give a fuller account of Jesus, a conclusion which
would make that testimony even more valuable, bringing it closer
to the time of the events.

In going over the literature connected with the exegesis of the
Testimonium, one is struck by the fact that a number of scholars
_saw in it only a decidedly Christian colouring, whilst others, equally

competent, believed that they could discern a peculiarly ironical
and even satirical tone. It is indeed likely that both are right—
in other words, that the extant text is neither entirely genuine nor
entirely interpolated, neither the work of Josephus alone nor
entirely proceeding from the pen of some Christian forger. There
seems to exist, rather, a nucleus hostile to Christ and his doctrines
but covered with layers of Christian reworkings, so much so that
the true meaning of the author can just be dimly discerned under-
neath the growth of Christian alterations and modifications of the
original text.

This view is by no means an arbitrary conjecture, but it is
largely supported by the MS. material as interpreted by Henri
Weil and Théodore Reinach.! I can here give only a few examples.

Several MSS. of Eusebius’ Historia ecclesiastica (i. 11. 7) have
after the name of Jesus the disparaging particle s, corresponding
to the Latin guidam, ‘ a certain Jesus.” The phraseisthoroughlyin
keeping with Josephus’ stylistic habit ; he speaks, in fact, in much
the same way of the two pseudo-Messiahs who appeared on the
stage shortly after the death of Herod the Great. He hkew1se
refers to Menahem, a son of the rebel Judas of Gaulan, as ‘a
certain Menahem, and that although he mentions his glorious
father in the same breath. Thismode of expression does not, then,
imply mere obscurity on the part of the personage in question, but
simply Josephus’ dislike of and contempt for the men whose names
are thus introduced. This phraseology, moreover, was adopted by
the spurious Acts of Pilate, directly dependent upon Josephus, as

1 See the bibliography below, p. 58.
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will be shown in a subsequent chapter. There the governor is

made to write to the Emperor, ‘ They have delivered to me a

certain man called Jesus,’ a phrase indeed in the strictest accord-

ance with Roman official style. For Tacitus, who did not of

course use Josephus, as some have thought, but who, like Josephus,

drew on official sources, likewise refers to the Jewish pretender

Simon as ‘ Simo quidam’ (Hist., v. 9). More important still, the *
phrase dwijp Tis, corresponding exactly to the woipsjy Tis used of

.the messiah Athronga, occurs in the Haldsis of Josephus, and is

there applied to no other than Jesus himself.

A second equally important reading is found in the Demon-
stratio evangelica (iii. 5) of Eusebius, where the phrase ‘ who
worship ’ (ceBou€vwr) replaces ‘ who receive’ (Seyouéver), the
sentence being, ‘a teacher of men who receive the truth with
pleasure.” Since the expression is normally used in Josephus in
malam partem, a Christian copyist who had noticed this altered
the passage, though none too skilfully. In the same way and
acting on the same principle, another Christian copyist had deleted
the derogatory 7:s in the connexion just mentioned in the previous
section.

What we hope to have established, then, is the existence of
alterations and modifications of the text since the time of Eusebius.
From thefactthat the latter himself does not quote a standard text
it follows further that no such text existed in the fourth century,
and that even before that time the famous passage was constantly
subject to emendations and corrections. This result is in full
harmony with the fact that Origen had before him a thoroughly
‘ unorthodox ’ Testimonium which must have been altogether
different from the one drawn on by Eusebius. The text tradition
consequently proves that a genuine Josephus text hostile to Christ
has been reworked by Christians. It does not prove at all that the
passage is ## fofo a brazen interpolation ; for there exist no MSS.
of the Amntiquities lacking altogether in the celebrated passage,
xviii. 3. 3. Nor is there any ground for supposing that such ever
existed.

An hypothesis postulating that the T'estimonium was composed
by a Christian and interpolated in the Josephus text can in no
wise explain the unmistakably derogatory expression ‘a certain
Jesus’ in the quotation of the passage by Eusebius. On the
other hand, one can understand that such objectionable phrases
might, for some time at least, escape the notice of the copyists.
Another important consideration to bear in mind in this connexion
is the chronology of Josephus, who puts the execution of John the
Baptist after the first public appearance of Jesus, a chronology
quite different from that of the Gospels.! One fails to see why

1 See below, p. 302.
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a Christian author—who must of course be presumed to be familiar
with the writings of the New Testament—had he interpolated the
Testimonium, should have done so in contradiction to the chrono-
logy of the Gospels.

The opposite theory, that the extant text comes from the pen
of Josephus, in the first place does not explain the friendly and

sympathetic tone used in speaking of Jesus, and in the second place
does not account for the enigmatic indifference with which the
author narrates without a word of approval or disapproval an
event which, according to his own words, implies a horrible judicial
murder committed by his Roman friends with the connivance of
the foremost of his own compatriots, men of his own social class,
whilst in the case of the deathsof John the Baptist and James the
Just he is at pains to pronounce himself most unequivocally.
Above all, the complete absence of all motivation cannot but strike
the reader, who remembers, of course, that in the case of the execu-
tion of John the Baptist Josephus not only mentions the fear of
Herod Antipas of a rebellion caused by his preaching, but mentions
also the disapproval of the act by public opinion. James the Just
and his companions were stoned as violators of the law by the
Sadducees, whose judicial severity and harshness are frequently
censored by Josephus the Pharisee. In addition, we read ‘many
of the most respected and law-abiding citizens sharply protested ’
against these proceedings to the new governor. Nothing of the
kind appears in the Testimonium, not a word of the reasons for
Jesus’ death, though motives were certainly easy to find—violation
of the Sabbath or the purity laws, or the more general reproach of
‘innovations’ so hateful to Josephus. We read not a word to
suggest that the people feared Divine retribution for the murder of
a righteous man, not a word of blame for the cruelty of Pilate or
the Sadducaean informers, no explanation at all, though lack of
sufficient motivation cannot possibly be counted among the weak
spots of his narrative. In short, we have here no trace of that
play of lively human emotions and passions which forms the usual
charm of Josephus’ way of representing his facts, and which does
certainly not lack in the dramatic.

‘ Crucified under Pilate, risen on the third day, honoured as the
Messiah by the Church.” That is what we are told here, with a
serene indifference and apathy quite intelligible in the drawling
recital of a familiar—even all too familiar—confession of faith, in
a theological ‘ testimonium,’ that is (and it is not by accident that
the passage has obtained that name), but wholly inconceivable in
an historian who is anything but tedious and dispassionate. Still,
here he would seem to relate a miracle unparalleled in the annals
of mankind—the resurrection of one crucified and the continued
recognition of the victim, notwithstanding his shameful death, as
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_ the promised anointed Saviour-King of the Jews. And yet he tells
. this staggering tragedy, the execution of the innocent wonder-
~ working sage through malicious denunciation and tyrannical
- cruelty, without betraying by a single word his own opinion of
these unheard-of events. Such an attitude defies all explanation ;
it is neither probable nor even possible. There remains at the end
but the single hypothesis, confirmed by patristic evidence, that
Josephuswas not spared the indignities which Christian copyistsdid
not hesitate to inflict upon the Christian fathers—nay, even upon
the very Gospels themselves. They falsified what he had written,
suppressing things which he wished to say and making him say
things which he would never have dreamt of saying, they belng
altogether foreign to his own mode of thinking.

THE REMNANTS OF THE GENUINE TESTIMONY OF JOSEPHUS
ON JESUS IN THE ‘ JEWISH ANTIQUITIES ’

In the preceding section the view has been advanced, sup-
ported by new arguments, that beneath the clearly manipulated
Testimonium Flavianum the outlines of a genuine statement of
Josephus concerning Jesus have been preserved. Such a view has
been deprecated in the eyes of many by Schiirer’s ! observation that
any critic seeking to remove from the account of Jesus as given by
Josephus’ extant text such touches as can only have been added
by a Christian hand, will be left with practically nothing of im-
portance. Schiirer’s procedure, however, is far too clumsy, and
might properly be compared with the attempt of an inexperienced
amateur who seeks to clean an old portrait but by an all too ready
use of his alkalines only brings to light the naked canvas. For it
must be borne in mind (and it has been proved repeatedly 2) that
almost every word and phrase of the extant text corresponds most
closely to the vocabulary and stylistic habits of Josephus. Hence
it is that advocates of the interpolation theory have been forced to
admit that the forger was intimately acquainted with the author’s
style and must have made a careful study of it. Such skill on the
part of a forger is indeed not altogether impossible ; the less so if
we suppose him to have been a copyist who, after having copied
more than seventeen books of the Antiguities, must necessarily
have become sufficiently impregnated with his author’s phrase-
ology to patch together without undue effort those seven lines of
the Testimonium. For those, however, who believe in a falsifica-
tion of an original text the conclusion will be evident that the

! Vol. i. p. 148 of the English edition, Edinburgh, 1910.

2 Cp., besides Prof. Wohleb’s paper quoted above, p. 44 n. 1, another by van
Liempt (Mnemosyne, 1v., 1927). Most of the material has first been collected by
Daubuze, in the eighteenth century (bibliography below, p. 58).

D
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forgery was carried out with a good deal of care and that the
restoration of the original text through conjecture must proceed
with a minimum of alterations—a principle which devolves, more-
over, from the well-known axiom according to which in the dis-
cussion of the genuineness of an historical document the burden of
proof lies with the party impugning that genuineness.

The resources available for this purpose may be divided into
two groups. First, there are the relevant parallel passages.
Josephus’ style—or rather the style of the servi literati he em-
ployed—ischaracterized by a certainmonotony, and the reproaches
he levels against political opponents are always of the same type.
In the second place, a number of verbal resemblances or analogies
to certain typical statements of Josephus may be found in the
apocryphal Acta Pilati, which, as has been indicated before and
will be more fully demonstrated below, drew on the narrative of
Josephus.

A critical analysis of the Testimonium, taking one word after
the other, accompanied by a comparison with the parallels just
mentioned, will result in a number of observations in complete
harmony with the main conclusions arrived at in a previous
chapter.

The first word of the Testimonium, «yiverar, ‘ there arose,” has
always been a difficulty. In Cedrenus we find it changed to 7,
a variant corresponding to the Egesippus reading, ‘fuit autem
eisdem temporibus.” The same fuit (instead of yivera:) recurs in
the Latin translation attributed to Rufinus and in the literal
quotation of the Testimonium by St. Jerome.

There are excellent reasons for this correction, for Josephus
never uses the word yivera:, when he wants to introduce a new,
hitherto not mentioned person into his narrative, in order to
convey the meaning that this man ‘ lived ’ or ‘ flourished ’ at that
particular time. In all these cases he is careful to say % 8¢ kaTa
TobTOV TOV Ypovor, ‘ at that time there was a man, called N. N.”?
The verb yivera: does, however, occur quite frequently in Jose-
phus, particularly at the beginning of paragraphs; but the subject
of the sentence is then almost without exception a word such as
06pvBos (tumult), or ordas (rebellion),2or rapays; (trouble), or some

1 Ant., viii. 7. 6, § 203: “‘katd 8¢ Tov aiTov xatpdv fiv Tis oikav év Mwdal. . Svopa
Marrablas. . ”, e.g. Ant., ix. § 239 : *‘ fiv 8é Tus kard Tobrov Tov katpdy wpodiTys, Ndovpeos

8vopa,” or xv. §373 : ‘““fiv 8é1is 70y 'Eaanvadv Mavdyuos 8voua . . 75 vi.§45: ““fv Sémis
ék Tiis Beviaubridos @uhijs dwip, Kels 8voua,” or vi. § 295: “1fv 8émis Tav Sipyviv éx

mohews *Eupdr mhobows . .75 viil. § 236: ‘v 8¢ 75 év 79 wbhew wpeoBiTys movnypds
Yevdompogmiis 3 Viii. § 326 : Gy 8¢ yuvy”; xvi. § 220: ‘v uév yap 6 Tis 'ApaBias
Baoi\eds'OBddas . . *'; xvii. § 149: *“ v ‘Toidas 6 Sapipaios kai Marablas 6 Mapyadrov

Tovdatwy Noyubraror, .” ; xvili. § 273 : *“ Fv 58 kal Slpwy Sothos pév ‘Hpbdov 700 Bacihéws
A\\ws 8¢ dvipp edmpemfs. ..

B, Beil. J., i. 4.7, § 99: “ ylverar 8¢ adrd md\w dpxh BoptBov *Avrioxos..”:
thid., i. 4. 2, § 85: ““ylverar & avr ral wpds TOv Adfovpor guuBory”; i. 12. 1, § 236;
““wdAw oTdais év ‘Lepocohipois yiverar Ekos . . éravasrdrros Pacaide’ ; i. 33. 2, § 648:



TESTIMONY TO JESUS CHRIST BY JOSEPHUS 51
such term. Thusitis highly probable that the original text read:

“rivetar 8¢ . . kata TodTov Tov Ypovov {dpxn BopvBov) ...”; or
“ylveTas kata TobTov ToV Ypovov 8¢ Inaobs Tis {dpxn optBov> " or
“{oTdoews mapaiTiosy ”; and that a Christian copyist omitted, or
a Christian censor deleted, the objectionable words, making Jesus
himself the immediate subject of the verb yivera:. Theremark of
Celsus concerning Jesus preserved by Origen (cp. Celsum, viii. 14),
“ barep éaTiv avTols CTATEWS APYNYETNS KAl WYOLATAY Y€ TODTOV VoY
.Beod,” may very well have beenborrowed verbatim from the lost
passage of Josephus. The phrase, “yiveras 8¢ kata TodTov Tov x povov
‘Inaois Tis codos dvip,” is at all events quiteimpossible from what
we know of the author’s style and phraseology. For it could
mean ‘at that time a certain Jesus was born, a wise man’
(a chronological impossibility), or even at that time a certain
Jesus became a wise man’ (which is, of course, nonsense). The
reader will notice that the proposed restoration of the words dpy?
BopvBov completely disposes of Zacuto Lusitano’s, Tannéguy
Lefévre’s, and Prof. Norden’s argument that the whole Testi-
montum is a fraudulent insertion because it does not contain the
words fopvBos, sTdats, Tapay), nor another similar expression. As
a matter of fact, the use of the verb yiverar goes far to prove that
the word was used, but was deleted by a Christian reviser.

The expression cogos dvijp, ‘a wise man,” does not present a
stylistic difficulty. The epithet in question is a word of the highest
praise in Hellenistic Greek, and is applied by Josephus in two cases
only—to the wise old King Solomon and to the prophet Daniel;
and this very fact makes it practically impossible that Josephus
should have used it when speaking of ‘a certain Jesus,” a car-
penter’s son unlearned-in the scriptures.! The epithet which he
does use when speaking of the variousleaders of the opposition who
were so distasteful to him is not cogos, but codiais,? and it is
indeed probable that sodioTiis was the original reading in the
present passage, the more so because Justinus3® implies that
certain of his contemporaries did call Jesus a sophist.

Of common application to Jesus, by writers hostile to Chris-
tianity, were the terms yons and peyos, and inthe Lucian MSS.4 the

“ylverar & év Tals cupgopais alrTod kal dnmoriky) émavdoTacis® dvo Foav coguoTal . .
’Lovdas xai Matflas™ ; i. 8.6, § 171 : ¢ uer’ ob woN ye piw adrols dpxh yiverar BopiBwy
"ApiorbBovhos. .” ; i, 10. 10, § 216 ‘‘ kai év TovTw ylverar wepl Apapetav Tapaxh ‘Pwpatwy
kal woNepos éupvhios” ; iv. 3. 13, § 208 : *“ylverar 8¢ TobTois Tagw ONéBpov wapalTios
Twdvwys.” Ant., xviii. 9. 1, § 310: ““ylvera: 8¢ cuupopa dewn ” ; xix. 9. 2, § 366: <.,
ol kal Tols émiobo xpbvows TV ueyloTwy *Tovdatows éyévorto aupepopdv dpxn ” ; XX. 2.6, § 51
““ylverad & abris ) Gpikis dewy”’ 5 XX, 6. 1, § 118 ¢“ ylverar 6¢ Sapapeirais wpos "Tovdaiovs
Exbpa ; xx. 8.7, § 1731 ““ylverar 8¢ "Tovdalww ardais . . 7, kT,

1 uh pepabnyris Ta ypdupara, John vii. 11, even in Christian tradition !

* B.J., ii,, § 118 (Judas the Galilaean) : gogirriy idias aipécews. Ibid., i., § 648
(Judas and Mattathias, therabbis rebelling against Herod the Great), cogiorat.

3 Apolog., i. 14. 11. Similarly Lucian, Peregr. Proteus, ch. xiii.

4 See above, p. 9 n. 5; p. I1 1. 5.
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Christian copyists changed Tov pdyov éxeivov, ‘ that sorcerer,” into
Tov péyav éxetvov, ‘ that great one.” Such different meanings may
be produced by the simple change of two letters! It is at least
possible that in the original Josephus’ text the words «at rydns were
added to the epithet cogioTss, and a passage in the Demonstratio
Evangelica of Eusebius?! would seem to bear out this conjecture.
The most difﬁcult piece of the whole section is the phrase eiye
avdpa Néyew xpr) adrov. The use of elye is typlcal of Josephus
it can be translated by ‘ provided that,” ‘if,’ or even ‘ since.” A
good illustration of this obscure passage is furnished by a parallel
in the so-called Letter of Lentulus, a Christian forgery, reading :
‘ Apparuit temporibus istis . . . homo magnae virtutis, si fas est
hominem dicere . . . quem eius discipuli vocant filium dei.’
Another useful parallel is furnished by a phrase of Clement of
Alexandria, who, speaking of the various Orpheuses, refers to them
as ‘men who are not men but impostors ’ (dvépey Tivés odx dvdpes,
amwarniol)—that is, men who claim to besupermenbutare in reality
impostors. One who is ‘no man’ may be as well an unhuman
monster as a superman, and the passage in Josephus is therefore
quite well possible in the mouth of an enemy of Jesus. The most
important parallel, however, is furnished by the spurious ¢ Acts of
Pilate’:2 ““oipos, yAvxvrare '[yaod, éE avbpomov pite éfarcioTaTe
el xp7 pev kai dvlpwmov ovopdleww ge Tov ola ovBémoTe wemOLNKEY
avBpwmos Bavpara épyacduevor.” These lines are obviously bor-
rowed from Josephus by the unintelligent Christian forger of these
“ Acts of Pilate.’” No Christian would have chosen the epithet
éEatorwTaTe, as applied to Jesus, on his own account. The passage
may therefore be tentatively used to restore the original wording
of the Josephus text. The word av7p, which does not correspond
to the Latin komo but to vir, and which is not the contrary to feds,
‘god,” but to yuvvy, ‘ woman,” may have been chosen in this par-
ticular passage to avoid the repetition of dv8pwros, simply because
in all probability the original text was as long as that of the Letter
of Lentulus or the lines just quoted from the Acta Pilati, and must
have read somewhat like this: ‘if one may call a man [&vépa] the
most monstrous [éfataiwTaros] of men (dvfpwmrwr), whom his dis-
ciples call a son of God,’ etc. Nor is the Greek word here translated
by ‘ monstrous’ (éfaiaios) at all rare in Josephus. On the con+
trary,hespeaks, for example, of Soats éfaioios (vehementshouting),
and the term is always used ¢#n malam partem. The forger of the
‘ Acts of Pilate ’ ignorantly took over a term used first in a sense
hostile to Jesus, no doubt because he found it in Josephus and had
lost all feeling for the niceties of the Greek language. The phrase
“whom his disciples call a son of God ’ likewise is far too cool, too

1 jii. 6; P.G., 222, 224: ““ wpds ToUs olopévous yonra yeyovévar Tov Xpiorov Tod Oeob.”
? rec. B., Evang. apocrypha, ed. Tischendorf, 1876, p. 314.
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objective, to admit of an assumption that it was coined by an
enthusiastic Christian. The obvious conclusion, then, is that the
extant text of the Testimonium is the result of a drastic reduction
of a text which formerly, was far longer and anything but favour-
able to Jesus.

The expression wapadofa épya occurs elsewhere in Josephus ;
but it need not always express supernatural deeds. In one passage
of the Antiquities! he uses it to designate works of art of a novel and
surprising design, though in another the words refer to the mar-
vellous acts of a prophet.?2 It follows thatin our context Josephus
may well have said something of this sort, to explain, of course, the
reputation Jesus had with his adherents. On the other hand, the
word mouTis is certainly objectionable, because in Josephus it
always means ‘ poet,” whilst in the meaning of ‘ doer ’ or ‘ perpe-
trator ’ it is frequent in Christian writers. It is therefore certainly
a Christian interpolation, necessitated by the reduction of the
preceding phrase. What is left, mapadofwr épywv S.8daxaros,
corresponds to the common term ‘ wonder-rabbi,” still used, but
nowadays always in malam partem. The word 8i8doraXos is
common in Josephus, both where he speaks of a ‘teacher’ of good
and useful knowledge and also where he means a man who sets
bad examples of wickedness and deceit.

The phrase avfpdmwr Tadv 760v7) Sexopévwr is not without signi-
ficant parallels. For example, in the story of the false Alexander
the Jews of Puteoli and Crete ‘accept’ likewise 58ovz, ‘ with
delight,’ the words of the impostor. A similar use of the word
occurs in the description of the rebellion of Judas the Galilaean.
The word %8ov7 in Josephus generally denotes, according to Stoic
use, a low and base sort of pleasure, the pleasure of an easily
incitable mob, and suchlike.

The word TaAnf4 cannot of course have been used by Josephus
of the teachings of Jesus, as was in fact pointed out by the late
Théodore Reinach,for that would imply that Josephus endorsed the
teachings of Jesus about the Sabbath, about man not being defiled
by unclean food, about non-resistance, etc. In fact, it has long
ago been conjectured that TaAy67 is simply a correction of 46y,
meaning ‘ the unusual.’® The text thenread, ‘ people who accept
with pleasure the unusual,’ (all) that is unusual, because it is un-

1 xii. § 63. ? ix. § 182.

3 Prof. H. Windisch of Kiel has called this, in a review of the German edition
(Theolog. Rundschau, N.F.i., Heft 4, p. 281), an ‘ unnecessary’ correction. But.
surely an author who calls the teaching of Jesus ‘the truth’ could not be any-
thing but a believing Christian. So this conjecture of Heinichen’s is absolutely
necessary, if the Testimonium is not to be thrown out altogether. Indeed, Dom
H. Leclerqg in the new article ‘ Joséphe” in Cabrol’s Dict. of Christ. Archaeol., vii.
(1927) c. 26, 79, would rather accept Henri Weil’s conjecture ra xawwd than let

TaAn6% stand. The corruption 6’ dA#fewav for 8’ d#fewav occurs in Cod. Paris,,
1676, of Plutarch’s Cato minor, c. 59, 35=iv. 94, 8. -
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usual; that is a phrase of the type one has to expect from the pen
of a Josephus, hostile as he was to any innovator (vewrepiwv) and
opponent of the Pharisees in particular and the upper classes in
general,

There follows the phrase xai moA\ovs pév "lovdaiovs morAovs 8¢
kal To0 ‘EAApvirod émyydyero, which is quite unobjectionable and
has a good parallel, Ant., xvil. § 327: “'lovdalois omédgois eis
opthiay dpikero, éwnydyeto eis wioTw,” where the subject of the
sentence is the impostor, pretending to be King Alexander, the
son of the Hasmonaean Queen Mariamne.

But it would seem as though in the original text there preceded
at least a short outline of his doctrines, just as in connexion
with Josephus’ other bétes noires, Judas the Galilaean, Sadoq, the
sophists Matthew Margalothon and Judas Sariphaeus, etc., we are
given such a sample. Nor did he have the slightest reason to pass
them over in silence ; on the contrary, it was in the interest of his
work of apologetics to justify the denunciation of Jesus by his co-
nationals and the people of his own class. The whole passage no
doubt fell before the hand of Christian copyists and revisers.

There comes next the famous confession ¢ XpiaTos odros 7,
which has given rise to so much controversy. A close examination
of the context can only confirm the old conjecture of Richard
Montague, bishop of Norwich (1577-1641), to wit, that the phrase
is a Christian gloss. Yet what follows makes it necessary that
Josephus here mentioned the title of ‘ Christ ’ given to Jesus, and
the sentence reporting the denunciation requires that Jesus had
been introduced before as the Messiah. St. Jerome still read in
his Josephus copy something corresponding to the Latin ‘et
Christus esse credebatur,” to which Josephus had probably added
something like ‘ by the mob’ (dwo 7év SxAwv, vmwo Tod wAeioTOV
éyiov). Even so the phrase is too short and abrupt, and some-
thing else was probably deleted by the Christian scribe or reviser.
Josephus must have given some sort of explanation, for the benefit
of his Hellenic readers, of what the Jews meant by the ‘Messiah’—
he may, in fact, have mentioned here that the true Messiah was
the Emperor Vespasian; and, lastly, he must have somehow ex-
plained why Jesus was denounced to the Roman authorities.
It is in this place that he must have given the details about the
06pvBos or the ordois alluded to in the restored introductory
sentence which Dr. Norden missed in this paragraph, and which
must have appeared most objectionable to the Christians. For
the fact that his entryinto Jerusalem was not altogether peaceful
is fully corroborated by certain incidents reported in the Gospels.*
In other words, we must assume a considerable gap, caused by
Christian deletions. ’

' 3 See below, pp. 472 ff,
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The following sentence is perfectly correct : ‘And when, on the
indictment of the principal men among us, Pilate had sentenced
him to the cross,” etc. It is to be noted that the phrase oravpe
émireTipmuoros ThiddTov corresponds exactly to the Latin ‘ per
Pontium Pilatum supplicio affectus’ of the well-known Tacitus
passage. It is obviously a literal translation of a piece of Roman
judicial phraseology.

On the other hand, the phrase odx émadoavro is certainly not
complete in itself ; and in view of the events connected with the
names of Stephen and Paul, it is no bold conjecture to assume that
what dropped out was an infinitive such as fopvBeiv or a participle
such as vewTepifovTes.

In the phrase ot 70 wpdTov dyamijgavtes the verb dyamar has
been attacked as un-Josephan, since with our authorit hardly ever
means ‘ to love,” but only ‘ to be content with some one or some-
thing.’ The critics unfortunately overlooked the important
parallel in B.J., i 8. 6, § 171, where the subject of the sentence is
Aristobulus.!  Of course, Josephus did not wish to say that Aristo-
bulus was ‘loved ’ (a rather difficult matter in any case), but simply
that he was ‘ liked,” ‘ admired,’ or something of the kind.

There follows the famous testzmonium for the resurrection, which
is stylistically correct enough but which cannot possibly have come
from the pen of Josephus, at least in such a form. Of course, he is
careful to say épdvn yap avrois, that is, ‘ he appeared fo them,’ i.e.
to people belonging, according to Josephus, tothelowest of the low,
people without education and critical sense. In other terms, even
the present wording leaves no doubt that for Josephus it was
merely a question of a purely subjective phenomenon. To this
must be added that, since the text is by no means free from altera-
tions, the original may have had instead of égpavy the infinitive
¢avipa:, completed by the verb é&dofe, ‘they imagined he had
appeared to them,’ etc., a conjecture first advanced by G. A. Miiller
in 1895 and fully confirmed eleven years later by the Slavonic
version (below, p. 539). With such a reading of the text his
mention of the prophetic passages likewise becomes clear. The
words are written in a spirit of polemic against the collection of
propheticfestimonia current among the Christians and attributed by
Papias to the evangelist Matthew—a book which has been brought
but recently to the attention of the learned world by a number
of English scholars, foremost among them Dr. Rendel Harris.

‘The phrase TpiTyv éywv fuépar? has -been said by Dr. Norden
(0p. cit., 646) to be a dmwa Aeyouevor with Josephus, but Prof. van
Liempt has drawn my attention to Ant., vii. § 1, adrod 8lo fjuépas
éxovros év i Sucedia, and Ant., iil. § 290, Tod ucv &ppevos Boov

Y B.J.,i.§171: ““robs & dyamwdvras abTov wdlar’’
2 Cp. Jo., xi. 17: ““ eDoov adrdv Téacapas 10y Huépas Exorra & T pynuely,”
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Tptaroa Ty elyev nuépav yevopevov. These parallels,!together with
the Latin version post triduum mortis of the so-called Egesippus,
seem to suggest that the original text was Tpiryv &ywv Nuépav
(favdTov), ‘having been dead for three days,” and that the word
OavaTov, ‘ death,” was deleted by a reviser because of the legend
—elaborately developed in the ‘ Acts of Pilate’—that Jesus Christ -
was not dead during those three days, but was occupied with
the descensus ad inferos and the liberation of the pious patriarchs
from She’ol (see, however, below p. 62 note 1).

There remains the final sentence, eigéri Te viv T@dv XpioTiavav
amd Todde wropacpévwy odk éméhimre 70 ¢poAor. The redundant
accumulation of particles which has been criticized as entirely
un- Josephan is simply due to the habit of later scribes. &7 viv,
kal vov, viv €T, kal viv éti, €Ti kai viv, are frequent in Josephus.
What is noteworthy is the use of the word ¢9Aov, meaningnot only
‘ people’ or ‘ tribe’ in the ethnical acceptation of the word, but
also in a pejorative sense, as in English we speak of the ‘tribe of
the politicians ’ or the ‘tribe of the lawyers.”2 The fact itself that
¢drov here does not designate an ethnical unit, but the ‘ Christians,’
makes it clear that the author did not mean to use a term of
affection.

To this must be added the fact that the phrase odx éméime
certainly does not imply a wish on the part of the author for their
continued growth.? For if we say of a party that ‘it has not died
out.yet,’ weimply a certain pious wish—a silent hope or, eventually,
a certain apprehension that it may some time do so after all.

The chief conclusion of the foregoing analysis is the important
fact that, though falsified by Christian scribes, the genuine and
original text of the passage is not definitely lost, but may still be
discerned, like the original writing of a palimpsest. It need hardly
be added that the reconstructed text must be in complete harmony
with the general vocabulary and phraseology of Josephus, and that
it must be free from the various inconsistencies which have for cen-
turies been objected against the genuineness of the Testimonium.

For the convenience of the reader and as a sort of summary of
the results attained by our critical analysis, a hypothetical re-
construction of what may very well have been the original text,
accompanied by an English translation, is printed below, together
with a critical edition of the traditional or ‘ received ’ text with

1 Prof. van Liempt compares also Alciphron, Epist., iii. 21, p. 49 (Meinecke,
Leipzig, 1853), 'O uév duip drbdnuds éore ot Tplrw Tabryy fuépav Exwv €v dorel,”
and Epictet., ii. 15. 5, ““ %0y Tplryw juépav €xovros adTob 77s dawox7s.”’

2 Samuel Butler would even call them ‘too wise a nation T’expose their trade
to disputation.” Ben Jonson styled physicians ‘ a subtle nation.’

3 Therefore the Christian translator ‘ Egesippus’ (ii. 12. 1, p. 164, 1. 1 ff.,
Ussani) has altered the whole phrase and said instead : ‘ex quo coepit congregatio

Christianorum et in omne hominum penetravit genus, nec ulla natio Romani orbis
remansit quae cultus eius expers velinquevetur,’
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just such a translation. A comparison of the two texts either in
the original Greek or in the translation will, it is hoped, enable the
reader to judge for himself the merits of the method followed.

What may be achieved by the systematic application of the
well-known methods of comparative analysis of Josephus’ style
and vocabulary will be clearly seen. No attempt has been made
to conceal or even to minimise the purely hypothetical character
of the reconstructed text.! This much may, however, be claimed
for this new attempt at such a restoration, in contrast especially
to the previous attempts of G. A. Miiller and the late Théodore
Reinach, that it stands on a much broader basis. Thanks largely
to the co-operation of Dr. Thackeray and Dr. van Liempt, it is
indeed probable that no parallel of any importance in the whole
work of Josephus has been overlooked or neglected.

The reader will do well, moreover, to remember that hitherto
not one of the critics has taken into consideration the existing
evidence on the treatment of Jewish literature, in so far as it dealt
with Jesus Christ and Christianity in general, at the hands of the
Christian censors. Late as the extant tangible traces of such
passages may seem, both in MSS. and prints, the legal basis for
such official expurgations and the pressing need for them on the
part of cautious owners of such MSS. can be shown to have existed
ever since Constantine the Great and the Emperors Theodosius
and Valentinianus.?

Under these circumstances it may be well for the reader to
compare the distribution of dots (indicating irrecoverable deletions)
and of words in small print (indicating possible restorations of
words wholly or partly corrected by the censor) over the page con-
stituting our textus restitutus, with the reproduction of a censored
text from a Jewish anti-Christian work on our Pl. vI.

No one, I think, can fail to observe the close analogy in the
aspect of Pl. vi. and p. 61. In both texts whole passages con-
sisting of several lines have been obliterated ; in both the correc-
tions are frequently confined to single words or even parts of words,

1 Prof. H. Windisch, loc. cit, p. 281: ‘It is incredible that a historian may
delude himself into believing that we could, with the means at our disposal,
recover the lost original text.” This, however, is not at all the opinion of those
who have made the modus dicendi and the copia verborum of Josephus the object
of special study. The attempted reconstruction is in no way more difficult or
more uncertain than the average restorations of badly damaged inscriptions or
papyri. I am doing for the Testimonium Flavianum what Furtwaengler did for
the Aegina sculptures when he freed them from the awkward restorations of
Thorwaldsen and attempted to recover the original compositions. Neither is
there any ‘ combinatory magic’ (M. Dibelius) about it, nor do I cherish any
illusions about the result. I know that parts of the original are irrecoverably lost,
The restoration offered on p. 61 is accepted as ‘a highly plausible conclusion’ by
Burton Scott Easton in the Anglican Theolog. Review (1930). A. D. Nock (Class.
Review, Dec. 1929) says: ‘It has the merit of doing justice to the facts observed

by Burkitt and by Norden alike. It may be right: cd¢e Ta pawbuera.’
? See below, Appendix 1v,
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changes designed to convert an objectionable into a harmless
statement. The reproduction of an uncensored copy of the re-
spective page of Jacob ben Asher’s’Arba‘’ Turim side by side with
the reproduction of the censored text, as shown in Pl. vI., would
show differences of exactly the same kind as the two texts of the
Testimonium printed on pp. 59 f. and 61 respectively.

- Considered quite objectively, this séems to be a new, weighty,
and very concrete argument and far beyond the realm of mere
hypothesis, an argument never before taken into account in this
connexion and which may yet very well turn the balance in favour
of the solution here proposed of this extremely vexed problem.

TESTIMONIUM JOSEPHI DE JESU CHRISTO. TEXTUS RECEPTUS
CUM APPARATU CRITICO

Vide : Andreae Bosii, Exercitationem in periocham Josephi de Jesu
Christo, Jena, 1673, c. 2, § 45.

Caroli Daubuzii, appendicem in Havercampii editionis, vol. ii. p. 191.

Bened. Niese, Josephi Flavii opera, vol. iv., Berol., 1890, p. 151,.

Theéodore Reinach, Revue des Etudes Juives, 1897, p. 3.

Johannes Aufhauser, Antike Jesuszeugnisse, Kleine Texte fiir Vorle-
sungen und Ubungen, hrsg. von H. Lietzmann, Nr. 126, Bonn, 1913, p. 10 {.
(2. Auflage 1925).

Kurt Linck, De antiquissimis veterum quae ad Jesum Nazarenum spec-
tant testimoniis, p. 3. Religionsgeschichtliche Versuche und Vorarbeiten,
hrsg. von Richard Wiinsch u. Ludwig Deubner, Bd. xiv., Heft 1, p. 3, Giessen,
1913-14.

Leo Wohleb, Das Testimonium Flavianum, Rom. Quartalschrift, xxxv.,

1927, Pp- I55.
Codices, qui xviii. librum An#iquitatum continent, hi sunt ;

A, Ambr. F 128 sup. s. fere xi. membr. (vide Pl v1.) ;
M, Med. plut. 69 cod. 10 s. fere xv. chart. ;
W, Vat. gr. n. 984 membr. rescriptus anno 1354.

Praeter codices manuscriptos nonnullis locis etiam alii fontes
adhibendi erunt nempe hi :

E. h. e. epitoma Antiquitatum, cuius maxime est adhibendus
cod. Busbekianus olim Constantinopolitanus, qui invenitur in
bibliotheca olim Caesarea Vindobonensi inter historicos Graecos
no. 22 ; ad nonnullos locos sanandos praeterea consulendus est
cod. Laur. plut. 69, 23.

Lat. h. e. versio Latina, quae dicitur Rufini, vide Nieseanae
editionis praef. vol. i. p. xxvii sgq., et p. lix sqgq.

Egesippus h. e. versio Latina, quae S. Ambrosii Mediolanensis
opus primum esse creditur sed potius Isaaco, alias Hilario aut
Gaudentio, qui dicitur Ambrosiaster (supra, p. 15,.,), tribuenda est,

1 Vide Niese, praef. vol. iv. p. iii sg.
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quam denuo edidit Vincentius Ussani, Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesi-
asticorum Latinorum, vol. Ixvi., Vindobonae MCcMXXX., lib. ii., c. 12,
pp. 163 s., lin. 24-1.

S. Hieronymi versio latina, De Vir. Ill., 13.

Zonaras, chron. i. 478, qui epitomam supralaudatam (E) ad-
hibuit.!

Exc. h. e. Excerpta, quae ex Josepho Constantinus Porphyro-
genitus in titulos de virtutibus et vitiis et de legationibus recepit,?
quorumgque hodie adeuntur praecipue Excerpta codicis Peiresciani
nunc Turonensis, et codicis Ursiniani nunc Vaticani gr. 1418.3

Suidas, s.v. léonmos, ed. G. Bernhardy, Halis et Brunsvigae,
1853, T. i., p. 2, 1041.

Eusebius, Hist. eccl., i. 11. 7; Dem. evang., iii. 5. 105;
Theoph. 5. 44 ; vide Ed. Schwartz, GCS, 9. 3, p. clxxxvi s.

B. h. e. Belli Judaici nonnulli codd., qui idem illud testimonium
continent : M,* V.5 Rost.,® T,” Neapolitanus,® Coislinianus? ; nec
non et alia, quae infra laudantur, testimonia Malalae, Cedreni
Isidori Pelusiotae, Sozomeni, Mich. Glycae, etc.

Iam sequantur verba, quae hodie A#¢. Jud., xviii. 3. 3, § 63 sq.
leguntur :

Tiverar 8% kaTa TodTov!! Tov Y povor'? 'Ingois,® codos avip,

elrye adTov dvdpa Méyew xpn.ts "Hy yap mapadofwy épywy woinTis,
Suddaoraros® avbpemwr TOV NOovi TaAMOTG Sexouévov kal

1 K. Krumbacher, Gesch. byz. Lit. (), 370 sq., 372.
* Vide Niese, praef. vol. i. p. xxix, Ixi sg.; 1ii. p. xlii.

* Ibid., vol. iil. p. xiv. 8 Ibid., vol. vi. pp. vii, xxxi, 1xx.
8 Ibid., pp. ix, xxxvi, 1xxi. ¢ Ibid., pp. xvii, xlix, 1xxi.
? Ibid., pp. xvii, xlii, 1xxi. 8 Ibid., p. xiv. ¢ Ibid., p. xvii.

1 5y E; v pro ylverai, Cedrenus, Hist. comp., p. 345 ed. Bonn. ‘ Egesippus’
et auctor versionis latinae, quae Rufino tribuitur, et Hieronymus, ‘fuit autem
eisdem temporibus . . .’

1 xar' ¢xetvor, Eus., Dem. ; ‘illo in tempore,” Egesippus.

12 Cedrenus, loc. cit., ‘‘kara TOv katpdy Tobrov.” Idem, Isidor. Pelus., lib. iv.
ep. 225, Cod. Vat. gr. 650. Versio latina dicta Rufini: ‘eisdem temporibus’=
imd Tobs abTols xpbvous, ut scribit Josephus dpx. xviii. 3. 4, § 65: ‘ istis tempori-
bus,’ epist. Lentuli (¢nfra, p. vi, c. 2)=:‘* kard Tobede Tods xpovovs,” h. e.‘ nunc.’

13 ’[qg00s 715, Eusebii, Hist. eccl.,, cod. Paris, 1430 s. xi praep. codd., quidam.

14 dyyp copds, Niceph., Callisti hist. eccl. libvi, Migne Patr. Gr. 145, 747="vir
sapiens,’ quod praebent S. Hieronymus et Ambrosiaster (Rufinus : ‘ sapiens vir ’).
dvBpwmor dyabov kai ikacor, Malalas, loc. cit. (cf.infra, p.iv, c.7,de S. Joanne Bapt.,
qui a Christiano ‘ Antiquitatum Iudaicorum ’ correctore dmjp dyafés, a Josepho ipso
autem dv7jp dypios appellatus est), et Philippus Sidetes, Bratke T. ». U., N.F. iv. 3,
1897, P. 30s-11-

18~y dvdpa adrdv Néyew, transpos. Exc. ; adrov Néyew dvdpa xps, transpos. B. Jo.
Malalas Chronogr., lib. 10, p. 319, ed. Oxon. : “ eirep &pa Tov Towobror dvBpwmor det
Néyew kal pi) Oeby.” Verba «“elye &vipa adrov Néyew xp7”’ in codice ante octavum
saeculum exarato, qui penes ]. Vossium fuit, latine expressa non erant, ut ipse
attestatur. Vide Ittigii in Havercampii editionis, vol. ii., suppl. p. 91, verba :
‘quin etiam innuit Vossius sic alia quoque quae consuluit exemplaria adhibere.’
Daubugz, loc. cit., p. 192.

16 Jiddokarov Noywy d\n0&v, Hermias Sozomenos, Hist. eccl., lib. i, c. i, p. 8
ed. Bonn. d\qfelas, Sozom., loc. cit.

17 74\y0i oeBouévwy, Eus, Dem. ; Hdovy ovv, suprascr. M2 a.
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moArovs pév ‘lovdaiovs! moAhods O¢ wal? Tod® ‘EAAywixod *
émyrydryero.’

€ \

O Xpiworos odros .t Kai adrov évdeifer’ vadv mpdTov
avdpdw map’ nuiv® oravps émireTipmroros IlndTov  odk ®
3 /’ 10 e \ 11 ~ 12 3 / ) ’ \ L ~
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~ ~ X ~ i) \ ”8 17 3, / 18 L 3 /h 19
viv v XpiaTiav@dv dmo ToddeV dvopacuéverv® odx émélme
T0 pdrow.

ANGLICE :

* Now about this time there arose Jesus, a wise man, if indeed he
may be called a man. For he was a doer of marvellous acts, a teacher
of such men as receive the truth with delight. And he won over to
himself many Jews and many also of the Greek nation. He was the
Christ. And when, on the indictment of the principal men among us,
Pilate had sentenced him to the cross, still those who before had loved
him did not cease [to do so]. For he appeared to them on [lit.
‘having ’] the third day alive again, as the divinely-inspired pro-
phets had told —these and ten thousand other wonderful things—
concerning him. And untilnow the race of Christians, so named from
him, is not extinct.’

} 7%y *Tovdalwy B ; Eus. praep. ; Judeorum Lat.; 70b ’Iovdaikos, Eus., Dem.

* xal om. Exc.

3 dmo 700 B; Eus. praep. et fortasse versionis Latinae exemplar, in qua
‘ex gentibus.’

4 7o ‘EN\yvikol €xc.; Tovs ‘EAAyvwor’s COIT. A.

5 dmwyydyero, Euseb., Hist. eccl., codd.—aliter ignoti—apud Th. Reinachium et
C. A. Muellerum laudati ; #ydyero Xpwrés; Cedrenus, loc. cit.

¢ A Cedreno, loc. cit,, hoc Josephi testimonium allegante omissa sunt 6 Xpi7os
obros 4v. Eadem verba desunt in S. Ambrosii vel Ambrosiastri versione latina
(Ps. Egesippi, lib. ii. c. 12), necnon in antiquissima sine loci et temporis nota
editione versionis latinae, quae Rufini sub nomine fertur (Bibl. Nat. Paris.,
Reserve H 287). Vide Daubuz, loc. cit., p. 192. De S. Hieronymi lectione,
‘ et credebatur esse Christus,’ vide supra, p. 54.

7 S. Hieronym. (De Viris illusty., 13, ‘ invidia nostrorum principum ’) in codice
suo ‘ by *’ pro *“ ¢vdelte '’ invenit.

8 Qv map’ fuiv dpxévrwy, Eus., Dem. ® Ante o« in marg. gefdiew add. M 2.

10 ¢feradocarro, Eus. praep. codd. plurimi; ¢éravsarro xnpiocoovres mepl abrod,
Cedren.; “‘wigrews ovk émaboavro’ invenit S. Hieronymus (‘perseveraverunt
in fide’). Vide B. J., i. § 94, *‘ éradoarro wioTews.”

1t oye, W Exc. 12 aodrov avrov, M E.

13 ¢xwy, om. Eus., Dem; wdAw, om. Sozom., loc. cit. ; Mich. Glyc. Ann., iii. p. 436,
Bonn, Egesippus, Hieronymus, Cassiodorus, Hist. tip., i. 2. Vide Ussani,
infra, p. 62 n. 1.

1 r¢, om. W Exc. 18 xepl abTob Bavudoia, om. Eus., Dem.

16 Bis ére e, E B Eus. praep. ; eis re, A W Exc. ; eloérekal, oéry, i. ras. m. 2, re
suprascr. M 2; §8ev eigére, Eus., Dem.; *eis re vow,’’ Suid.; ** eis 8¢ 70 viv,”’ Isid. Pelus.,
lib. iv., epist. 225, Cod. Vatic. ; (8¢ rolvvw, idem, ed. Paris ; ¢ oixére viv,” Sermo
Macarii, Acta Sanctorum, Maii tom., p. 149.

17 <« 4md 7006e ToO» XpioTiavdw,”’ transposuit Eus., Dem., év, G, i. ras. corr. A.
Ni 18 gvouasuérwv, M2. E. Exc. B. Eus. praep., om. Eus., Dem. ; évopacuévor, corr.

iese.

W ¢rérare, Exc. ; éEéNire, Isid. Pelus., loc. cit.
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Fravil JosepHl ‘ ANTIQUITATES JUDICAE, XVIII, 3. 3.
TeExTUS RESTITUTUS
T'INETAI' AE KATA TOTTON TON XPONON ? apyn véwv
BopvBwr?® THEOTS, TIS 4 30diery%5 ANHP?® EITE? ANAPA
AETEIN XPH ATTONS rov é¢ avbpomwv éfatoiwraTor,’ dv ol

9 A\ e\ 9 ~ hd 14 10 \ L4 ,8) Al 4
palnrai viov Oeod ovopdfovow,® Tov ola ovdémoTe €ememoinker

avlpwos Oavpata épyacduevor ... ... 12 HN T'AP ITAPAAOEQN
EPTON13 ATAASKAAOS,* ANGPOIION TON HAONHI T’
AH®H!* AEXOMENQN1® . ., ... 7 KAI IIOAAOTS, MEN 8

IOTAAIOTS, IIOAAOTE AE® KAI TOT ‘EAAHNIKOT?™®
ATIHTATETO ? kai (7o Tovrwv)? O XPISTOS, elvas évouilero *

KAI ATTON 2 ENAEIEEL * TON TIPQTON ANAPQON # ITAP
HMIN 2% ITATPQI EIIITETIMHKOTOZ? IIIAATOT OTK
EITATSANTO 6opuBeiv % OI TO IIPQTON ATAIIHSANTES %,
®ANHva:® TAP ATTOIS3 ¢&8ofe’? TPITHN HMEPAN
EXQON #[favdarov ITAAINT?** ZON, TON OEIQN ITPOPHTON 3
TATTA TE KAI AAAA MTPIA IIEPI ATTOT ®ATMASIA %
EIPHKOTQN?, EIS ETI KAI NTN® TON XPISTIANON
AII0O TOTAE QONOMAZMENQON # OTK EIIEAIIIE4 TO
dTAON.  XVIII, 3. 4:........ £ KAI TIIO TOTI
ATTOYS XPONOTS ETEPON TI AEINON E®OPTBEI*
TOTS IOTAAIOTS.

! Cf. supra, p. 5o not. 1 et 2. 3 Cf, supra, p. 51. 3 Cf. supra, p. 50 not. 2.
¢ Cf. supra, pp. 46 f. et 50 not. 1. ® Cf. supra, p. 51 not. 2.
8 Cf. supra, p. 52. ? Cf. supra, p. 52. & Cf. supra, pp. 51 f.
* Cf. supra, p. 52 not. 2. 10 Cf. supra, p. 52 lin. 13.

11-13 Hic aliquid deletum esse videtur ; cf. supra, p. 54 § 3.
18 Cf. supra, p. 53 not. 1 et 2. 4 Cf. supra, p. 53. 15 Cf.supra, p. 53 not. 3.

18 Cf. supra, p. 53. 17 Cf. supra, p. 54 § 3.

1s Cf. van Liempt, l.c., p. Tt14. 19 Cf. B. J., il. § 268.

20 Cf. supra, p. 60 not. s. 2t Cf. supra, p. 54 lin. 28.

22 Cf.supra, p. 54, lineam 27ss. 23 Cf. Antigq., xviii. § 314 ; xx. § 74.

4 Cf. Antiqq., xix. § 133 ; xiii. § 306. 2% Cf.van Liempt, p. 112.
28 Cf. Antiqq., xx. §§ 2, 198. 27 Cf. Antiqq., xviii. §§ 68, 255, 262, 294.

28 Cf. supra, p. 60 not. 10. 2 Cf. supra, p. 55 not. 1.

3 Cf. supra, p. 551. 30 f.

31 Cf. Celsus, 1i. 70: ‘‘7ols éavrol Oragdracs kptBony Tapepaivero.”

3 Cf, supra, p. 55 1. 30. 33 Cf. supra, p. 55, ultima linea.

2% Cf.supra,p.561.4; 60onot.13. 3 Cf. Antiqq., viii. § 234; x. § 35.

3 Cf. supra, p. 60 not. 15. 37 Cf, supra, p. 28 not. 1; p. 55, L. 37 ff.
38 Cf. supra, p. 56. ‘ 3 Cf. B. J., v. § 162.

40 Cf. supra, p. 56 not. 3. 41 Cf. supra, p. 56 not. 2.

2 Deest forsitan aliquid in principio capitis xviii., 3, 4; cf. #fra, App. xv.,
not. 1. 43 Cf. supra, p. 42 lineas 35 ss.
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ANGLICE :

Restored Text

Now about this time arose (an
occasion for new disturbances) a
certain Jesus, a wizard of a man,
if indeed he may be called a man
(who was the most monstrous of
all men, whom his disciples call a
son of God, as having done won-
ders such as no man hath ever yet
done). He was in fact a
teacher of astonishing tricks to
such men as accept the abnormal
with delight.

And he seduced many Jews and
many also of the Greek nation, and
(was regarded by them as) the
Messiah.

And when, on the indictment of
the principal men among us,
Pilate had sentenced him to the
cross, still those who before had
admired him did not cease (to
rave). For it seemed to them
that having been dead ! for three
days, he had appeared to them
alive again,! as the divinely-in-
spired prophets had foretold—
these and ten thousand other
wonderful things —concerning him.
And even now the race of those
who are called ‘ Messianists * after
him is not extinct.

Traditional Text

Now about this time arose Jesus,

a wise man,
if indeed he may be called a man.

For he was a doer of marvellous
acts, a teacher of such men as
receive the truth with delight.

And he won over to himself
many Jews and many also of the
Greek nation. He was the Christ.

And when, on the indictment of
the principal men among us,
Pilate had sentenced him to the
cross, still those who before had
loved him did not cease (to do so).
For he appeared to them on (lit.
“having’) the third day alive
again, as the divinely-inspired
prophets had told —these and ten
thousand other wonderful things
—concerning him.

And until now the race of Chris-
tians, so named from him, is not
extinct.

1 According to a recent publication of Prof. Vincente Ussani (Casinensia,
Montecassino, 1929, pp. 612-14) which reached me after this chapter was in type
and had been put into pages, the word ‘again’ is a later addition to the text of
Josephus, unknown to the so-called Egesippus, to St. Jerome and other Latin
as well as Greek witnesses (see above, p. 60 n. 13). This precious find makes
me think that even as ‘iterum’ (‘again,” wmi\w in the Greek MSS.) the word
favdrov=mortis after triduum, above, p. 56 1. 2, was added by a corrector to an
original intentionally vague, ‘ For after three days he had appeared to them
alive,” in order to make Josephus attest that Jesus had died and risen again from
death, whereas the real wording of Josephus left it an open question whether
the condemned Messiah had died on the cross or had somehow escaped and
reappeared alive and free. Anyhow, here is a new proof that the text has been
tampered with by Christian scribes.
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THE ALLEGED SILENCE OF JOSEPHUS’ ‘ JEWISH
WAR’ ABOUT JESUS

QS is well known, Josephus does not mention Jesus at all in

the Greek text of his earlier work, the Jewish War, written

some twentyyearsbefore the Jewish Antiquities. Thisfact .
remains a very troublesome problem in any enquiry into Christian
origins, even if the partial authenticity of the Testimonium be
admitted. For if we were to suppose that Josephus knew nothing
about Jesus in the years immediately following the capture of
Jerusalem, whilst twenty years later he thought it necessary to
insert a whole chapter on this ‘ sophist,’ ! the partisans of the non-
historicity theory might well argue that during that interval Jose-
phus had become acquainted with the Gospel of Mark, composed,
probably, near the Flavian court shortly after A.p. 75,2 or even
with Matthew, written some time during the reign of Domitian.?
Such an argument, it is true, would at best be but an ingenious
conjecture and devoid of all textual basis, there being no point of
contact between either of the two Gospels on the one hand and the
Testimonium on the other. Even so, the very fact that Josephus
could ignore at first the ‘ disturbance ’ caused by the appearance
of Jesus, and then repair this seeming omission in a later and more
detailed account of the same period, could not but give a certain
support to the opinion of those inclined to minimize the political
significance of the events connected with Jesus’ name. For it is
to be noted that such an omission and subsequent addition is by
no means without parallel in the work of Josephus. For example,
in the War he knows nothing about the messianic career of Me-
nahem, the son of Judas of Galilee (A.D. 66), for the very simple
reason that at the critical time he was prudently hiding in a secret
back-chamber of the temple precinct, and it was only after the
publication of his book that his readers drew his attention to the
interesting incident he had missed. It is at first sight not at
all unthinkable that similarly he should have known nothing of

! See above, p. 51 note 2, and p. 61 note 5.
2 The terminus post quem is given by the Christian legend of the torn veil
exposed to the public in Rome since A.D. 75. See below, p. 147 n. I.
3 The date may be inferred from the-story of the penny in the fish’s mouth,
See my Orpheus, London (Watkins), 1921, p. 93.
63
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John the Baptist, likewise passed over in silence in the War, and
of Jesus, and that what he reports about these men in his Anti-
quities should have been wholly derived from subsequent informa-
tion. Yet it must be admitted that such an omission would none
the less diminish the political importance of the events connected
with John and Jesus in the eyes of the modern historian. It
would justify in a certain measure the opinions of scholars such as
Ernest Renan ! and Maurice Goguel,? who held that the Gospels
magnified out of all proportion a series of facts which had passed
almost unnoticed by the contemporaries. The cries of ‘Osanna,
Son of David, King of the Jews,” are thus supposed, according to
this view, to have been drowned in the general noise of an excited
Oriental crowd of pilgrims. The overturning of the tables of the
money-changers is regarded as a single trivial incident among the
many petty cases of local brawling and personal bickerings so
common at the time of the great pilgrimages.

It is unnecessary to point out to any one conversant with mass
psychology and with the Oriental mentality how utterly impossible
such an interpretation is in fact. Could any one think of a
similar event happening in modern India and remaining unknown
to an indifferent outside world in England or Europe generally ?
Nor is it conceivable, should another such incident occur, say, in
modern Egypt, that a native Arab historian writing a history
of the Nationalist movement some fifty years afterwards should
pass over in silence such an occurrence as altogether too trivial.
Nor, again, is it permissible to adduce, with Prof. Dibelius of
Heidelberg,? thelowly social strata in which Jesus and his Galilaean
fishermen moved as the reason why the events in question are
supposed to have been ignored by the contemporary historians.
Indeed, every student of political history knows that no ruling
class can afford to ignore these strata in a subject country;
and should he be naive enough to believe that, any high official of
a European foreign or colonial office will teach him better. Nor
does anything in Josephus’ work justify such an assumption.
On the contrary, the weaver Jonathan of Cyrene and his indigent
followers, as also Theudas the Samaritan and the Egyptian
messiah appearing under Festus, all of them belonged to the very
riff-raff of ancient society, to say nothing of the slave Simon men-
tioned by Tacitus? as the would-be successor of Herod the Great.
It would seem certain, therefore, that no amount of belittling of
the events narrated in the Gospels will satisfactorily account for
Josephus’ apparent strange silence about both John the Baptist
and Jesus in his earlier work.

1 Vie de Jésus, 13th ed., Paris, 1867, p. 388.
t Revue de l'histoire des veligions, 1926, . 42.
3 Theologische Blitier, vi. (1927), cc. 213 sqq. ¢ Seeabove, p. 47 hine 7.
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One might think, of course, that Josephus might have had a
personal motive for withholding these particular facts. Ithasbeen
suggested that he did not care, for apologetic reasons, to mention
the messianist hopes of his people. But, if that be true, why does
he speak without the slightest reserve of Theudas, of Judas of
Galilee, and of all the other messiahs, keeping a diplomatic silence
only in the case of Jesus? All these explanations really explain
nothing, and the true solution must be sought in an entirely
different direction.

In the first place, it is well to note that the striking ditference
between Tacitus, who knows and mentions ! the execution of Jesus
by Pilate,® and Josephus, who, though obviously drawing on the
same sources, seems to ignore that event, represents by no means
anisolated case. An exact parallelis found in the equally puzzling
fact that Josephus in his Antiquities and Philo Judaeus together
mention four other uprisings in the administration of Pilate, whilst
Tacitus,® writing on the same period, merely remarks ‘sub Tiberio
quies’ (i.e. in Judaea). One might feel tempted to explain the
divergence by supposing that Tacitus did not think the incidents
mentioned by Josephus and Philo important enough to figure in
his work. Yet in the same passage Tacitus adds that the Jews
rose in arms (arma potius sumpsere) against Caligula when this mad
emperor insisted on placing his statue in the interior of the Jewish
sanctuary in Jerusalem. On the other hand, Josephus knows of
no such violent resistance to the projects of the imperial megalo-
maniac. He seems to know only of piteous mass-delegations to
the sensible governor of Syria, Petronius; of peaceful petitions
backed by men and womenof allranksand ages; and,as the nearest
approach to anything that could be called active opposition, of a
threatened general strike of the Jewish peasant-farmers ; but there
is not a word about armed resistance and a threatened uprising,
prevented only by the timely assassination of the tyrant in far-
away Rome. Here, then, it is Tacitus who appears to magnify a
peaceful and strictly constitutional protest into a revolutionary
movement.

1 Hist., v. 9. .

¢ In view of the fact that Tacitus mentions Jesus in connection with the
accusation against the Christians of having set Rome on fire, it is very curious to
remember that the standard text of Josephus does not contain a single word about
the burning of the capital of the world, although it happened while he him-
self was in Rome (Corssen, Zeitschr. f. neutest. Wiss., xv., 1914, p. 139). The
simplest explanation of this startling fact would be to suppose that Josephus did
devote a chapter to the great catastrophe, which must have been a terrible blow
to the Jews of Rome, but that it was deleted because it spoke of the Christians
and the founder of their religion in the same way as Tacitus, only with many more
objectionable details. The phrase ‘ all these subjects being so hackneyed, I
propose to pass over,’ etc., in B. J., ii. § 251, is probably inserted as a bridge over
a vast lacuna caused by the censor’s deletions. Cp. above, p. 12 n. 4, on the
mutilated report of Dio Cassius. 3 Loc. cit.

E



66 THE MESSIAH JESUS

Thus it is obviously impossible to explain the divergence be-
tween Tacitus and Josephus, both using the same source, by any
presumed tendency on the part of the former; for in one case he
would be accused of having toned down the narrative of his source
until nothing is left of its historical contents, and in another, a
few lines further, of having exaggerated a report of his authority
so as to convert a series of peaceful proceedings into an armed
rebellion.

Applying this analogy to our central problem, the silence of
Josephus about Jesusthe Nasoraean, I venture to submit the follow-
ing explanation. Supposing, as suppose we must, that Josephus
did give proper space to the events connected with the life and
death of the founder of the Christian religion, and supposing also,
as well we might, that the chapter in question was no less hostile
to Jesus than the parallel passages are to Theudas, Judas of Galilee,
and the Samaritan and Egyptian messiahs, would it be conceivable
that this passage could have escaped the hands of the ecclesiastical
censors at.a time when Christianity was powerful enough to exer-
cise such.a censorship ? The answer to the question is obvious.
No ecclesiastical authority would have allowed the circulation of a
book which treated the founder of its religion as a ‘ robber chief’
commanding a handful of rebels against the established society, as
a ‘magician’ who through sham miracles and ‘signs of liberation’?!
worked upon the imagination of the multitude, just as the sorcerers
mentioned elsewhere in the pages of Josephus. No Christian
scribe would copy such passages, insulting to the founder of the
Christian religion. Nor are we left to conjecture alone, for parallels
are indeed not wanting. In precisely this manner an obviously
insulting passage in Lucian2 has been deleted, and after the death
of the Emperor Julian Apostata the most striking attacks against
Christianity were suppressed in the ‘ new edition’ of Eunapius.?
A passing glance at Pl vi. will easily convince the reader of how
little a Christian censor thought of destroying a whole chapter con-
cerning Christianity in a Jewish book simply because it appeared
to him ‘ blasphemous.’

If this explanation be accepted, for the present, as a working
hypothesis, what else is needed to explain the silence of Josephus
on the subject of the crucifixion, of which Tacitus certainly knew ?
What else is needed to explain also the strange silence of Tacitus
on ‘the troubles happening in Judaea in the reign of Tiberius ?
Who can exclude offhand the possibility that after the now enig-
matically short words of the historian, ‘sub Tiberio quies,” some
such words as ‘ brevis turbata,” etc., may have been destroyed, and

! B.J., ii. § 259.
2 Peregr. Prot., ch. xiii. The gap was first noticed in Gesner’s edition.
3 See above, p. 12 n. 3. :
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that the original text had a reading something like this: ‘under
Tiberius a period of quiet (was interrupted through Pontius Pil-
atus’ recklessness, who carried the standards of his troops with the
portrait medallions of the Emperor, etc. . . . and by a man rising
in protest against this violation of the law of the Jews, pretending
to be a descendant of their old kings,’ etc.) ?

Had Tacitus thus represented Jesus as the fomenter of all the
troubles which occurred in Judaea under Tiberius, would the Chris-
tian copyists have transcribed the passage and would the Christian
censor have tolerated it and let it pass ?

The same possibility may account for the remarkable fact that
Josephus’ present text knows nothing of an armed uprising of the
Jewsagainst Caligula’s command to set up his statue in the temple.!
This is what he says: ‘ Gaius . . . sent Petronius with an army
to Jerusalem to instal in the sanctuary statues of himself. . . .
§ 186 : Petronius accordingly with three legions . . . left Antioch
on the march for Judaea. § 187: Among the Jews some had no
belief in the rumours of war, others believed but saw no means of
defence ; alarm, however, soon became universal, the army having
reached Ptolemais.” Is it probable, in view of what happened on
other occasions, that this time none of the Jews thought of desper-
ate armed resistance against what they considered the supreme
outrage on their national religion ? Or is it not more probable
that the original text of Josephus (just like the parallel passage in
Tacitus) contained the tripartite phrase : ‘ Among the Jews, some
had no belief in the rumours of war, others believed but saw no
means of defence (still others armed themselves and took to the
mountains, saying . . .)’? If such a phrase has been excised by
the censor, this could be explained only by the assumption that
Josephus somehow attributed this armed uprising to the Chris-
tians, even as Tacitus, for example, says that ‘the pernicious super-
stition,” quelled for a brief space of time through the crucifixion of
the Christ under Pilate, ‘ soon broke out again.” Since we read in
St. Jerome 2 that the prophecy about the ‘abomination of desola-
tion’ in Daniel 3 may be understood as referring either to the image
of the Emperor Tiberius which Pilate set up in the temple or to the
statue of Gaius which that emperor wanted to place in the sanc-
tuary, and since on the other hand the apocalyptic prophecies of
Jesus 4 admonish his disciples to take to the mountains as soon as
the ‘ abomination of desolation ’ is set up in the sanctuary, why
should not Josephus have attributed to the influence of the pro-

1 See, on the contrary, the Latin version of ‘ Egesippus,’ ii. 5. 5, p. 140 {., ed.
Ussani : ‘ mortuo Tiberio Gatus successit, qui dominum se ac deum videri atque
appellari volens causas dédil JUDAEIS GRAVISSIMAE SEDITIONIS . . .’

2 In Matt. xxiv. (opp. ed. Vallarsi, vii. 194). 3 xii. I1.

4 Mark xiii. 14-20 ; Matt. xxiv. 15-22.
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phecies of Jesus and to the agitation of his disciples the action of
those who in Tacitus’ words ‘ took to armed resistance’ against
Caligula ? Such a passage, had it existed, would assuredly not
have been tolerated by a Christian censor or copied by Christian
scribes. ,

So far, let us repeat, these conjectures would seem nothing
but a very bold hypothesis : all the same, they would seem infin-
itely more plausible, even without further support, than the ex-
tremely questionable hypothesis of the non-historicity of Jesus, or
the little more probable assumption of the essential insignificance
of the Gospel events, or Josephus’ unknown private reasons which
are held responsible for his passing over in silence what he knew
about Jesus, whilst he does not appear to impose upon himself the
slightest reserve when he comes to speak of the other messiahs of
that troublesome period.

However that may be—and it is only fair to admit that we
cannot arrive at any higher degree of probability on this point
without the utilization of further material hitherto neglected,
which will be analysed in the following chapters 1—it is certainly
a noteworthy fact that Josephus' silence about Jesus in the
Jewish War was felt to be a defect at quite an early period, with
the result that attempts were made to remedy this state of affairs
by a bold insertion of the Testimonium into the War. The reason
for this procedure, which we shall analyse presently on the basis of
the reproduction given in PL V1., is easy to see. Of course, for the
‘Iotoptar, the Collected Works of Josephus, his silence about Jesus
in the War was of no importance, since the Testimonium passage
in the Amtiquities fully supplied the need of Christian readers.
But it was quite different for the separate editions of the War,
the popularity of which is attested by a considerable number of
MSS. Here the pious would very certainly miss a reference to the
Nagsoraean Messiah, and the obvious remedy was simply to insert
in some appropriate place in the War the passages concerning
the Baptist and Jesus as found in the Antiquities. In one group
of MSS. this insertion was done in a very mechanical manner,
the passages in question being put either at the beginning or at the
end of the MS.2 In the Codex Vossianus, now in the University
Library of Leyden, on the other hand, we have the Testimonium
at the end of the second book of the War, followed by a number
of curious supplementary lines subsequently deleted (see PL v1.),
and unidentified by Niese. The whole insertion is not the work
of the scribe but an addition written by a second hand, from which

L See below, pp. 383 ff.

3 Codd. Marc., 383 (saec. xi.-xii); Vatic. gr., 148 (saec. xi) ; Neapol. Mus.,
iii. B 17 (saec. xiv.); Philippicus (saec. xii) ; Havniensis bibl. reg. major vet.
fundi, No. 1519 (saec. xiv.) ; Coislin., 131 (saec. xiv.).



PLATE vl

" aeand o
=y

dVM, FHL OLNI d4L¥ASNI (SFILINOILNY , 40 1NO . WAINOWILSAL, FHL

Wnot madpind ..awlwa.wr m@ﬁu.rﬁwa.a?.sﬁ&.«émram«xmu%u%@_z gRIEan] <y xjd ,

L..r.w%&hzi s&.hm_ﬁ..ws wL @x.?zm\ﬁovss .W\Ep ?.«\pnr,.&ﬁ%% wwd.ﬁ. _..:-.\.%52. 2wl uo/mR a/m,_...m. Y
M«Jﬂ\v@!%tu .\..& s@xu-&ﬁ% meuus\wnwapwhu u.q.s&».w bvhvﬁ.auq:dﬁA aho?@oquow«q.,ﬁxwx\@mmgn wwuo,mﬁvk?.x
o sfeniqien pphmmx e ibjows ddas wroedl dnt 3@33&4%& M w3 Rado(mod i mffk.ﬁ;gir
SR boowmniogh (i e RN gI0 o Tos R ; ,
}&\:wmw,:_.n,...wﬁr e st ,.m.a_,.w:.»i..a.l?mﬁjc s >u.\w+\m.< Uo?Bwa.u\ 3repnc £ g
(2, e UAS A 1ghokfage 2 dasn ot A a1dyes o (o)t 1 log A "3
»«”\?”.,:Siuu..g* o Apmaan. oy ddr karg ¥ AL 3¢ vex T.sN\Jthwa Otel - Rovex (¢ & _w\rs.m.
@.N&Q&ijﬂﬂt »p e mEm u\ Yon ss.s.! .ow.r.*&.xu aoAind wefba.wvog
E\@%@mﬂﬂ:\ 2 :L*vu:o sm“ux/%._ xbfwm?, .
N Sy L p S B S |

XL i

NI

2\ SR [
E ¢ : ==t A
!

1300 ded
DI N
s o it

A‘a MR anLidn
<.<\!,\,4\

o.*.—.wo- e dnd. o)t (&.‘W&/&.uwx\r

7N
{ i
Asyegitucey e [texmi.
att g
veih b gl g
s oo

- * ek Py PLERS 5 JNA
E /.?«Ewﬁ...m..m«ﬁ..wvevz?a %giwﬁwﬂm»wamv»s?ﬂv??r%uafu.v;_Bh\o!::.wsg

A v ‘
a
g

e YRIm. B YOy 3R R aLmet 403( 1) 0JLATI g ot A 05D Aticem- Fud ..“.Ja awow\_t..xz‘ el {ud
v&‘-.weu..om_‘»ﬁn\s%m.ehdg‘or.w oL 4%) . DBl i L@ ek oA I ALt W3 A7 1 ded
Avighedernis BoLn3ngdd Rt o .m._\.u.o“a,vo ,Mr\ao . wwVA.v..szm Ao AN ) nojron %&n&xo&
“ompaat Ay novcdz iu..x.asuxsbaﬂwsgzd»wh&a/ww@?r.mﬂww AR x_es.wqh\ww

nBMWks@mwa.@ .uw&wiwdams.wso@ﬁg&v..guwwuweo.mw_..ao;mxawrac‘_..._prﬂ_..sx et

—A fooxtd © - w Anrttamf
2 wB.m,n\m_‘sxSo %t _.G.An.«:.wd& > N0 yex ».b:?.smﬁhr wJRwﬁpqu\ r >\ 2 ?_
"

7/ A A

T Rak TR AL AL BOCN0! ¢ Comb AT Ik 43‘%«@ .q:xuﬁ..wrasqﬁwvrasﬁwﬁ.g
- NPy PR ~ N - . - LEIN

g A.:)?(. <

’



THE SILENCE OF THE ‘ JEWISH WAR’ ABOUT JESUS 69

it follows that the original scribe had purposely left a blank for such
an insertion. Of the curious fact that the space thus provided
was far too large for the insertion of the usual Testimonium Flavi-
anum 1 can offer no other explanation than that the scribe found a
passage of just this length in his original, blotted out by some
censor in the brutal way which can be seen on fig. vir. Yet it is
quite impossible that the deleted passage in question could have
contained anything resembling the text filled in by the second
scribe, to wit, the Testizmonium, for in that case there would have
been no reason for the interference of a Christian censor. Nor
could it have contained anything about Jesusat all. Forsince the
beginning of Pilate’s governorship is not mentioned before § 169,
that is, at the beginning of the fifth line from the bottom of fig. v1.,
it follows that the space preceding line eighteen, that is, pre-
ceding the sentence reporting the beginning of Tiberius’ principate,
must have dealt with some event or events falling into the last
years of the reign of Augustus, whose death (a.D. 15) is mentioned
at the top of § 168—more exactly, somethingfitting in between the
death of Salome (A.D. 9-12) and the death of Augustus.

A closer comparison of the two texts, the Anfiguities and the
War, will furnish the clue. In A#nt., xviii. 31, the death of Salome
is mentioned as occurring in the governorship of Marcus Ambi-
bulus (or Ambivius), the successor of Coponius. Now, oddly
enough, in the Greek War no Roman governor is mentioned be-
tween Coponius (ii. § 117) and Pilate (ii. § 169), an omission which
cannot but arouse our suspicion if we remember, as pointed out
above (p. 17 {.), the tampering on the part of the Christians with
this very chapter of the Antiquities. The object of these altera-
tions, it will be recalled, was to falsify the true chronology of events
so as to conceal the true date of the Passion. As a consequence
the paragraphs dealing with Pilate’s predecessors ! had likewise to
be ‘ doctored,’ or, if this seemed too difficult, deleted outright, in
the Jewish War. A comparison of the two texts will easily show
what has been suppressed in the extant text of the War.

B.J. ii. 8.1, § 117 Amnt., xviil. § 29

The territory of Archelaus was
now (A.D. 6) reduced to a pro-
vince, and Coponius, a Roman of When Coponius followed in
the equestrian order, was sent out Judaea, who as I said (§ 20) came
as governor, entrusted by Augus- out together with Quirinius, the
tus with full powers even over life following thing happened. . . .
and death. . . .

1 They have survived in the Rumanian version of Josephus’ War. See below,
p-70n 1.
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§ 167
When the monarchy of Arche-
laus was converted into a province,
Philip and Herod Antipas con-
tinued to govern their tetrarchies ;
. . . as for Salome, she at her
death bequeathed her tetrarchy to
Julia, the wife of Augustus, to-
gether with Jamnia and the palm-

groves of Phasaelis.

i
BLANK OF SEVERAL §§ IN |
CODEX VOSSIANUS l

§ 168

On the death of Augustus, who
had directed the State for fifty-
seven years . . . the empire of
the Romans passed to Tiberius,
son of Julia. |-

§ 169
Pilate, being sent by Tiberius
as governor of Judaea.

THE MESSIAH JESUS

§31
After a short time, Coponius
goes back to Rome, his successor
in office being Marcus Ambibulus,

under whose administration Sal-
ome, King Herod’s sister, died
and left Jamnia and the whole
toparchy to Julia, that is, the plain
of Phasaelis and Archelais, where
there is a large culture of palm-
trees with the best dates growing
on them.

After him follows Annius Rufus,
under whose  administration
Caesar (Augustus) died, the second
Emperor of Rome, who had reigned

for fifty-seven years, etc. The
successor of Caesar is Tiberius . . .
by him the fifth governor, Valerius
Gratus, successor to Annius Rufus,
is sent to Judaea.

Gratus, having done this (above,
p- 18,54), goes back to Rome, having
been eleven years in Judaea; Pon-
tius Pilate, his successor, arrives.

Were it not for the curious blank in the Codex Vossianus, one

might be led to think that Josephus had at first been ignorant of
the names and accomplishments of Marcus Ambibulus, Annius
Rufus, and Valerius Gratus, and only in his later work had cor-
rected this trifling omission. Yet in the light of this very blank it
is much more probable that the passage thus deleted contained
Josephus’ account of the three administrations in question. Such
a passage, giving a short summary of the chief transactions of the
three governors,! something like what we find in A##., xviii. 34 sq.,
would very well fill the blank. It had to be deleted to make pos-
sible the chronological falsification referred to above. Even so, it
is to be noted that the extant text of the War does not give an
impression as though a period of ten years had elapsed between
the accession of Tiberius and the nomination of Pilate. On the
contrary, one is led to think that Pilate was the first governor

1 The story of Valerius changing the high priests for a consideration, and being
recalled because of this abuse, has survived in the Rumanian version of the Waz.
See below, p. 599 1l. 1-3.
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appointed by Tiberius, coming to Judaea immediately after the
death of Augustus.

As for the guess of the second scribe in filling the blank, it is
plausible enough that he assumed the gapin question to have been
caused by an expurgation of the Testimonium. He simply con-
cluded that the obliteration in his original was the work of some
mischievous Jew, a former owner of the MS. As a matter of
fact, we shall see below (pp. 93 sgq.) that it was precisely this
explanation which Robert of Cricklade, Giraldus Cambrensis, and
Cardinal Baronius gave for the absence of the corresponding lines
in the Hebrew version of Josephus. His readiness to insert the
Testimonium in just this place merely proves that he took the
crucial expression vyiveta: in the sense of ‘ at that time was born !
Jesus, a wise man,’” etc. A statement to the effect that the Messiah
was born in the reign of Augustus would have seemed to him to be
in perfect harmony with the chronology in Luke ii. I sgq. Since
the six lines of the Testimonium were, however, too short to fill the
blank left by the first scribe, the reviser saw fit to add the following
lines : 2

¢ All the righteous and the unrighteous will be led before the divine
Logos ; for to him has the Father given the judgment. And, ful-
filling the will of the Father, he whom we call the Christ will appear
as judge. Fornot even over you, ye Greeks, Minus and Rhadamanthys
will be judges, but he whom God the Father has glorified. About him
we have spoken elsewhere with more detail, to those who are seeking
the truth. He will administer to each one the right judgment of the
Father, and prepare what will be just to each according to his deeds.
And when he giveth judgment all men, angels, and demons will be
present and exclaim with one voice, saying : Just is thy decision.
And the resounding of this voice will bring what is just to each party :
to those who have acted well it will justly convey everlasting delight ;
to the lovers of evil, however, eternal punishment. And for those
an inextinguishable and never-ending fire is waiting, and a fiery
worm, who will not destroy the body but out of an unperishing body
pain will erupt and never leave them.’

As will be remembered, both the late Théodore Reinach and Dr.

1 See above, p. 51 11. 12 {.

2 Niese, ed. maj., vcl. vi. p. 57 ““ wévres yap dlkacol 7€ kai kot évwmeov 10l feod
Noyov dxOioovrars ToiTw ydp 6 waryp Ty kpiow Gédwke. Kkal atrds BovAiy warpos
émreAdy kpuTi)s wapayiverar 8v XpioTov mwposayopebopey. olidé yap Mivws kai ‘Padd-
pavlus kpiral kal’ dpds “EXknyves, dAN 8v 6 Geds ral warip é5b5use. mepl o év érépois
NewTorepéorepov SteAy\vbamev, wpds ToUs {qrovvras THY dAnbelav. oiros THy waTpds
EkAoTY Otkatokpioiar mwowoUuevos, waoL kath Ta Epya mwapagkevdoer TO dikatov. ob kploet
mapagTdrres, wdrres dubpwmol Te xal dyyelor Kai Saiuoves miav dmwopbéyforrar pwyiy
olTws Néyovtes' dwaia gol % Kkpiois. s ¢uwris 70 dvrambdoua ém’ dugoTépors émdyer
76 Oikatov® Tois mév €b wpdfaoy, Oikalws Tiw didiov dmbhavewr wapacybvTos, Tols G
TGOV pavlwy épacrals, Thy alwviov k6Naow dwovelpavros kal ToUTors pév To wip doBesTov
diapéver kal dTeelTyTor, ckwAné 8¢ Tis éumupds i) TeNevT@y undé clua diagleipwy
dvarataTov 8 080vy ék owuaros ékBpdoswy Tapauéver.”
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E. Norden have found  almost the whole ’ apostolic creed in the
famous Testimonium. This latest addition, then, makes Josephus
testify not only to the messianic dignity of Jesus, but further-
more to the truth of the belief that in the future he will ‘ come
again with glory to judge the living and the dead, which is rather
more than could reasonably be expected from an historian such as
Josephus was, and from a Jew to boot.

As a matter of fact, this last interpolation was too much of a
good thing even for a certain Byzantine scribe, who crossed out the
paragraph in question and added the following amusing comment
on the right-hand margin ! (Pl vii1.) :

‘Thereader should know that this matter is rightly expurgated by
us, since we neither find it in other copies nor is it quoted by any one
of the doctors of the Church of Christ. Neither is it quoted by the
later historian copying the Halosis. Nevertheless, (the same) is found
in the eighteenth book of the Antiquities.’ ?

This simply proves that the second scribe of the Leyden MS.
merely copied the queer addition from an interpolation he found
in the Antiquities.

Niese had confessed his inability to locate the source of this
extraneousmatter. Linck 3 appears to have been the first to notice
that it is a paragraph taken from the treatise * On the Essence of
the Universe ’ (wepi Tis Toi wavTos ovaias), wrongly ascribed to
Josephus by John Philoponos 4 (A.D. 475-540), John of Damascus 3
(c. 700-754), and John Zonaras (died after 1118), and printed in
Havercamp’s Josephus.

The true author of this treatise is beyond any doubt the schis-
matic Bishop Hippolytus of Rome (the adversary of Pope Cal-
listus), who died some time about A.D. 235.7 This fact was known
to the learned Photius,® who had correctly noticed the author’s
self-quotation in Philosophoumena, x. 32. The title is mentioned
in the list of Hippolytus’ works on the throne of his statue in the
Lateran Museum. The attribution of such an obviously Christian

b cioréov 8Tt TowobTOr WPBEéNTAL Bikaiws wap’ NudY* émel undé év éTépois dvTiypdepors
To0TO0 elpopev, dAAN’ 008é Tts TGV TiHs éxkNnolas 7ol xpioTol didackalwy TolTwWY émerwvijob).
oliTe i Ywd T EdliaTepoy ioTopudr dvdplr (dmoypage) wévwr ‘(cod. -ubvwy) d(A)w(ow)
elmrar.  dAN& kal (TadTd) év 79 1w Noyw Ti(s) (dp)xatoo(yias) elploner(at).”

2 This last statement is confirmed by a gloss to A#f., xviii. 3. 3, in the Codex
Laurentianus plut. 69, cod. 23. The author of this note read the lines in question
after the end of bk. xx. of some MSS. of the Antiguitics.

3 Loc. cit. (above, p. 58 1. 22), p. 181 n. 3.

4 De opificio mundi, ed. Reichardt, 1897, lib. iii. cap. xvi. (Script. sacri et
profani, fasc. i.).

5 Sacva Paval., opp. ed., Le Quien, ii. 789 sqq.; Holl, Kirchenviter aus den
Sacra Pavral., 1893, pp. 137-143.

8 Vol. ii, (2), p. 146 sq.

7 Cf. A. Siouville’s translation of the Philosophoumena, Paris (Rieder), 1928,

p. 38. )
8 Bibl. cod., xlvii.
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treatise to Josephus, on the face of its title, since Josephus at the
end of his Antiquities promised to write a book on ‘ God and His
Essence’ (wepi Oeod xai Tis odaias adTod), was preceded by the
equally arbitrary attribution to the shady client of the Flavians of
a most virtuous treatise on the exemplary sufferings of seven
Maccabee martyrs, variously called * On Autonomous Reason’ (wrepi
avToxpatopos Aoywouot) or the ‘ Fourth Book of Maccabees,” even
as a separate edition of the sixth book of Josephus' Jewish War
was circulated under the title of ‘ Fifth Book of Maccabees,’
both these apocryphal works being adopted into the New Testa-
mental canon of the Syrian and Armenian churches.

There can be no reasonable doubt that the motive for all this
was merely the pious wish to whitewash the Jewish historian
Josephus—who badly needed it—since his evidence on Christian
origins was felt to be too precious to be invalidated by any stric-
tures on the character of this  truth-loving ’ witness.!

The climax of this posthumous career of the old scoundrel was
reached with his identification with Joseph of Arimathea ;2 but
there is no need to follow him further on his curiously devious road
to respectability. Yet the story, with its multiple falsifications of
documents, has its humorous aspect, and is moreover apt to give a
timely warning against the confidence with which the extant text
of Josephus is generally treated by unwary scholars, who are as far
from suspecting the vicissitudes it has undergone in the course of
the centuries as they are ready to accuse any one attempting to
restore the original wording of a corrupt sentence of ‘tampering
with the text.

i Isidor Pelusiotes, bk. iv., epistle 75 (P.G., Ixxviii., 1320), and others.

2 Writing in the Catholic Encycl. (vi. 720, art. ‘ Grail’), Prof. Arthur F. I.
Remy makes the following acknowledgment respecting the Gospel of Nicodemus,
aliter Acts of Pilate, and the Vindicta Salvatoris: ‘Furthermore, Joseph [of
Arimathea] was confused with the Jewish historian Josephus, whose liberation
by Titus is recounted by Suetonius.” Itis an open question whether this Joseph
of Arimathea (a place not yet identified) is not merely a corruption of Josephus
bar Mattathia, in which case that saintly personage would be a most curious early
metamorphosis of the eld sinner.
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mere hypothesis, it will be necessary to marshal into line every

scrap of corroborative evidence that may be available, since
a single new fact is always more valuable than a dozen of the most
ingenious and most carefully drawn-up conjectures. For this
purpose a renewed scrutiny of the known material will be the first
logical step.

It has been said before at greater length that we possess an
astounding number of Josephus translations in many languages
and dialects. Some of the Eastern churches! have even seen
fit to include our author in the canon of Holy Scriptures, and
with the Bible he shared the fate of being translated into
a number of Oriental languages.2 Now, just as those Bible
versions and translations are currently used in Biblical text
criticism, so the different versions of Josephus should prove of the
greatest value for the restoration of a text so obviously corrupt and
mutilated in many places. Strange to say, this necessary though
difficult work has practically not been begun heretofore. Let us
look a little into the history of the Josephus text.

From the preface of Josephus’ first work we learn that the first
draft of the Jewish War was not in Greek. On the contrary, the
first Greek version had been preceded by another ‘ in the tongue
of the fathers’ (v matpip yAwaan). Whether by this expression
he means Hebrew, the old sacred language of the Jews, or Aramaic,
the everyday language of the non-Greek Orient of his time, re-
mains to be seen. This version was written for the benefit of the
‘ barbarians,’ i.e. non-Greeks and non-Romans—more precisely, the
Parthians, the Babylonians, the border tribes of Arabia, the Jews
beyond the Euphrates, and the Judaizing natives of the petty
Assyrian kingdom of Adiabene.® All these people spoke Aramaic,
which was also the official language of the Parthian empire.# Thus
it follows that if Josephus wanted to have a reading public, and if
his imperial patrons wanted his books to have a particular effect

IF the results of the foregoing chapters are to be more than a

1 See above, p. 31 1l 21 f. 2 See above, p. 32 nn. 2 and 3.
3 B.J., proem., §§ 3 and 6.
* Ed. Meyer, Gesch. a. Altertums., iii. (1901), pp. 47 ft-

74
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upon those Eastern populations, the version in question must have
been Aramaic.

Of the Greek version, which must have followed shortly after
the Semitic one, we have two different editions— one full of minor
mistakes and barbarisms (the so-called * worse MSS.’), and another
revised and polished (Niese’s so-called ‘better MSS.’). The
original Semitic version seems to be entirely and definitely lost.
Heyman Kottek’s hypothesis, according to which it survives in
part in the shape of the Syrian translation, has been disproved by
Th. Néldeke ;! and Sebastian Miinster’s still more improbable idea
that it is identical with the Hebrew version, the so-called Josippon
(below, pp. 93 ff.), was exploded, centuries ago, by none other than
the great Joseph Scaliger 2 himself.

The existence of this new Syrian translation calls for some
explanation. The Babylonian Jews undoubtedly rejected the
traitor’s propagandist writings with the utmost contempt.® Among
the other Orientals of Aramaic speech the class of lettered indi-
viduals who would have had any interest in such a work was but
small. Throughout the Roman empire, including Italy, Josephus
was read in Greek, so far as he was read at all among non- Jews (the
absurd idea that he could have been read by an aristocrat of refined
literary taste such as Tacitus has been justly ridiculed by Norden
and others). Thus it is no wonder that the first Semitic version,
composed by the author himself, should have disappeared without
leaving any trace.

When toward the end of the Empire fewer and fewer of its
Western inhabitants came to know Greek, a Latin translation was
felt to be a desideratum. It was at this period that a converted
Jew, whose Hebrew name Isaac he variously Latinized as Hilarius
or Gaudentius, undertook to translate Josephus into Latin (about
A.D. 370). His is not a translation in the modern sense of the
term, but a seemingly independent history of ‘the downfall of
Jerusalem,” which Josephus quotes only occasionally, though as a
matter of fact it has no other source. In addition it is distin-
guished by a decided proselytizing, Jew-baiting tendency. The
name ‘Egesippus’ which is prefixed to the work ina number of MSS.,
and commonly used to designate it nowadays, has been shown by
Prof. Ussani to be due to the fact that the author has incorporated
in his story a fragment of the Hypomnémata of the Christian
traveller Hegesippus (about A.D. 180) on the exploits of the apostles
Peter and Paul. Later on, ignorant copyists concluded that the
whole compilation was by one ‘Egesippus.”* The resemblance of

1 See Niese, ed. maj., vol. vi. p. 21. See below p. 76 n. 3.

2 Elenchus Tvihaeres. contra Nicol. Sevarium, 1605, cap. iv.

3 See below, p. 98 11. 37 ff.

4 In the same way the anonymous Philosophoumena of Hippolytos have
formerly been attributed to Origen, because of marginal glosses such as ‘ Origenes,’
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the names ‘ Egesippus’ and Josephus (in the vulgar Greek pro-
nunciation Josipos) no doubt facilitated the error and gave it
permanence.

In the fifth century the Roman senator Cassiodorus knew a
fairly literal Latin version of the War commonly attributed to
Rufinus, a contemporary and rival of St. Jerome (fourth century),
and encouraged the production of a Latin translation of the
Antiguities by the monks of his monastery Squillace. A critical
edition of it is yet to be published.

The above-mentioned Syrian translation of the sixth book of
the Jewish War has been preserved under the title of ¢ Fifth Book of
the Maccabees’? in a MS. of the Ambrosiana (Milan), accessible
in a photo-lithographic copy made by A. M. Ceriani (Milan, 1876-
1883), and in a literal rendering into German by Kotteck.2 It is
not at all improbable that all the seven books of the War once
existed in a Syrian translation. Th. Noldeke 3 definitely proved
that it is derived from the Greek text of Josephus.

A Hebrew translation commonly called Josippon exists in
seven MSS. and many printed editions. Josippon may mean the
‘large Josephus’ or the ‘little Josephus,” and therefore either
designate an edition supplementing the material of the Jewish War
by additions from parallel passages in the Antiquities and other
sources—and this the Hebrew version does in fact—or it may apply
to an epitome of the Way, a shortened ° little Josephus.” Indeed,
we have such an one too, from the pen of R. Abraham ibn Daiid,
a Spanish-Jewish Aristotelian of the twelfth century (printed by
Sebastian Miinster at Worms in 1529). A critical edition of the
Josippon is planned by Dr. Greyzel of the New York Jewish Theo-
logical Seminary. It is written in a relatively pure Biblical
Hebrew such as was again cultivated by the Jews of the so-called
Carolingian renaissance of classical scholarship. The spelling of
the proper names and the range of the geographical interest evinced
would show that the vulgate text was written down in a place where
Italian was the spoken language. From a peculiar passage (below,
p. 78 n. 1) it may be concluded that the version was made on the
east coast of the Adriatic.

There are unmistakable traces showing that the Latin version
has used, strange to say, not the standard version of Rufinus, but
the older one with its crude proselytizing tendencies. One would

‘ doctrines of Origenes,’ in some of the MSS. Another example is the so-called
Liturgy of St. Chvysostomus, to which this title has been attached in a twelfth-
century MS. because two prayers contained in it bear the ascription: *“ Xpvoosrépov.”
See Lietzmann, Messe u. Herrenmahl, Bonn, 1926, p. 2.

1 See above, p. 73.

2 Das 6. Buch des Bell. Jud., n.d.v. Ceriani ed. Peshittahs. iibevs. u. krit. bearb.,
Berlin, 1886.

¥ Lit. Zentralblatt, 1886, 881-4.
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like to conclude that the Josippon antedates the translation attri-
buted to Rufinus, and that it goes back to the beginning of the
fourth century, when the Western Jews began to lose their former
knowledge of Greek. The features of the extant Josippon which
would point to a later date could be explained by the obvious fact
that our ‘Josippon’ is an edifying ninth-century compilation of
which the fourth-century Latin translation of Josephus might be
but the nucleus. A more powerful objection to such a theory is
thefact that the Jews of the Diaspora did not speak either Hebrew
or Aramaic any more than they do now. The Semitic tongues
were used only in the synagogue service and in Talmudic learned
discussions. Even for homiletic purposes the vernacular of the
homeland (Greek in the empire, Arabic in the Moslem countries)
was preferred. What was then the need of a Hebrew Josippon in
fourth-century Italy ?

Whatever motive may have prompted the unknown translator
to undertake the work, the latter itself looms large enough to merit
a fuller discussion. The MSS. as well as the now quite rare prints
of the editio princeps attribute the work to one Joseph ben Gorion,
a personage named by Josephus in his War (ii. § 583) as one of the
dictatorsnominated at the beginning of therevolutionagainst Rome
by the Jews of Jerusalem. There can, of course, be no question
about the character of the compilation, which is certainly anything
but a translation in the modern sense of the term. It clearly
belongs to the type of the Latin and Byzantine chronographers
flourishing about the same period, though it draws in the main on
Josephus and quotes him quite frequently. The incredible chron-
ology of the compilation—for example, it makes Julius Caesar the
direct successor of Ptolemy Philadelphus—admits of no other
explanation than that the unknown compiler was ignorant of the
events leading up to the Jewish War, and had himself to paste
together as best he could various materials culled from different
sources.

The chief basis of the compilation was, as has been pointed out
above, the Latin Egesippus. The author’s knowledge of Greek
was of the scantiest,! though in a number of places the Josippon
text stands closer to the Greek Josephus than to the Egesippus.
In view of these facts, good knowledge of Latin and Hebrew and a
mere smattering of Greek, one might be tempted to see in the
author an Italian Jew. A better clue is furnished by the impudent
assertion that the Hebrew exemplar of the Septuagint had been
brought to Alexandria from Illyria, where there lived many Jewish
families in those days. This bold statement was obviously de-

1 He believes, e.g., that ‘world-empire’ is called in Greek imperaousia—a
blunder which finds a partial explanation by a possible acquaintance with St.
Augustine’s ‘ imperiosa civitas ’ {e.g. Civ. De1, p. 366!%, Dombart).
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signed to flatter the Jews settled at Salona, Valona, Durazzo, and
other communities of the Illyrian coast.!

In Book vi., 30, p. 667 sqq., the coronation of Vespasian is de-
scribed with details which at once suggest that the imperial corona-
tion of one of the German kings of the Saxon dynasty (936-1024)
has served as a model. This chapter is missing, however, in some
of the MSS., and may well be a later embellishment of the original
text. The oldest mention of the Josippon is said to be found in the
Italian poet R. ’Ele‘azar of Cagliari, who seems to have flourished
prior to the ninth century. Yet the statement itself has still to be
substantiated.

Like a typical chronography, the compilation begins with
Adam, explains the ethnicalgenealogy table of Genesis x., and then
passes over to the oldest parts of Roman history and to the story
of the Tower of Babel. Then begins the Jewish history, which
is followed down to the time of Darius and Esther. With a bold
leap the author passes on to Alexander the Great, barely touches
upon the history of the Diadochs, only incidentally mentioning
Rome. Then follow the Syrian wars, the history of the Maccabees
and of the Herodian dynasty, down to the destruction of the third
temple, with very brief interruptions having reference to Roman
history.

The various MSS. and editions differ considerably, some of them
containing, among other materials, a Hebrew summary of the
Alexander Romance of Pseudo-Callisthenes. The language of this
insertion shows incipient Arabic influences, a feature quite un-
known to the other MSS. One can see how subsequent scribes
naively added to this favourite and popular work whatever piece
of additional historic information they were able to obtain. This
is, of course, no peculiar feature of the Josippon ; the Egesippus
does precisely the same sort of thing.

Toward the middle of the eleventh century the Josippon was
translated into Arabic, probably in Sicily, for the benefit, no doubt,
of Jews living there or in one of the Mahometan countries of the
Western Mediterranean, by one Zakharia ibn Sa‘id al Yemeni al
Israili, a Jew of South Arabia. This translation, of which we have
at least two modern printed editions (above, p. 32 n. 2), is first
mentioned by an.Arabic author of Spain, Ibn Hazm, who died
in A.D. 1063.2

Whether it was this Arabic translation or the Hebrew original

1 We know of a number of forgeries designed to show that certain Jewish
diaspora settlements existed before the crucifixion, and that their inhabitants
could therefore not be held responsible for this judicial murder.

¢ Ny Kongelig Samling, 147b, folio f. 548-75. The Hebrewexemplar of this
version exists in the Bodleian (Cod. Huntingdon, 345). Photostats of both MSS.
and a typewritten German translation by the Rev. Dr. Heinrich Guttmann,
Rabbi of Bingen a. Rh., are availablein the Institut des Etudes Slaves in Paris.
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which was translated into Ethiopic, and whether this version was
intended for the Abyssinian Jews, the so-called Falashas, or for the
Christians of Habesh, I cannot say,since so far no one has taken the
trouble to study the MSS., though they are easy of access in the
Berlin and Frankfurt libraries. A Russian translation of the
Josippon exists in a sixteenth-century MS. of the Royal Library
in Copenhagen, in a MS. of Moscow, and in a MS. of the Leningrad
Public Library.!

An Armenian Josephus, translated in 1666 by one vardapet
Stephanus of Lwow in Galicia, according to the late F. C. Cony-
beare, from the Latin of Rufinus but with variants from other
sources, was printed in Eschmiadzin in 1787. A MS. of an
earlier Armenian version of Josephus has been rumoured to have
been discovered by F. C. Conybeare in 1915 in the library of the
Armenians on the island of St. Lazaro near Venice. But thorough-
going explorations made on the spot by Prof. Frederick Macler of
Paris, facilitated by the generous help of Dr. James Loeb, have
not confirmed this report, which is probably due to a mlsunder-
standing.

According to information I received from Prof. Benegevi of the
Leningrad State Library, and subsequently from Prof. Cornelis
Kekelidze of Tiflis University, there is a Georgian (Grusinian)
version of Josephus, derived through a modern Russian version
from Havercamp’s Latin translation, and therefore of no inde-
pendent value.

The most important of all hitherto known versions is a trans-
lation of Josephus' earliest work into a Northern dialect of Old
Russian, which was first brought to the attention of the learned
world by Alexander N. Popov in 1866. The work in question
exists in sixteen MSS. A seventeenth, formerly at Wilna, was
unfortunately burned in 1918-19. They are found in several
Russian libraries (Leningrad, Moscow, Kasan, etc.). A critical
edition of the text is being prepared by Prof. Vasilij N. Istrin. In-
the meantime, photographs of the whole of one of the best MSS.,
the codex Cyrillo-Bjelosersky 62/1303 in Leningrad, which I owe
to the liberality of Dr. ]ames Loeb, are available to students at the
Institut des Etudes Slaves in Paris.? A German translation of the
first four books, with ample notes illustrating the divergences from
the Greek text, was prepared on the basis of copies of the most
important MSS. by the late Prof. Alexander -Johannes Berendts of
Dorpat (fig. vii1.) and published after hisuntimely death in 1912 by

1 See above, p. 33 n. 7.

? Dr. James Loeb has generously given another copy of our photographs to
the library of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America in New York. On the
other hand, the above-mentioned Russian MSS. have been recently photographed
for Dr. Solomon Zeitlin of the Dropsie College of Philadelphia.



8o THE MESSIAH JESUS

his colleague and executor, the late Prof. Konrad Grass of Dorpat,
in 1924-27. The extraordinary importance of the Old Russian
version consists in the fact that it reproduces its original with such
mechanical accuracy as to be almost unintelligible before it is put
back into Greek through an equally mechanical retroversion, and
that the Greek text which it reproduces is in hundreds of sections
widely different from the Greek standard version.

The most important of all these variants are several passages
of altogether about seven octavo pages in length, and dealing with
the history of John the Baptist, Jesus, and the earliest disciples .
of Christ. To these passages nothing whatever corresponds in the :
standard Greek text, though slight traces of a similar tradition
remain clearly visible in the so-called Egesippus. These chapters
have been separately translated into German and discussed by -
Berendts, and are easily accessible in an exact English translation -
in vol iii. of Dr. Thackeray’s Josephus edition for the Loeb
Classical Library. A MS. still in the possession of Dr. Moses
Gaster, No. 89 of his famous collection (now largely in the library
of the British Museum), proves that the Old Russian version of
Josephus, or at least the fragments dealing with Christian origins,
were translated from Russian into Polish, and again, some time in
the seventeenth century, into Rumanian. With the kind per-
mission of Dr. Gaster I publish in Appendix vii1. for the first time
the contents of this remarkable MS. It offers a most interesting
confirmation of the above-mentioned hypothesis, to wit, that the
Christian so-called Acta Pilati were intended to offset the effect of
Josephus’ statements about Christ and of the genuine Acts of
~ Pilate published by the Emperor Maximinus Daja. It is in fact
a compilation which combines the Jesus passages of the Russian
Josephus with the so-called Acta Pilati, and the fragments of the
Russian Josephus dealing with the Baptist with the contents of a
fifth-century Life of John the Forerunner written in Emesa. The
manifest object of this compilation is to defend as far as possible
the orthodox tradition about John the Baptist and Jesus against
the widely different conclusions which an unwary reader might
draw from a reading of Josephus alone.

THE VARIANT READINGS OF THE GREEK ORIGINAL AND ITS
VARIOUS DERIVATIVES, AND THEIR IMPORTANCE FOR THE
RESTORATION OF THE ARCHETYPE

The different versions enumerated (above, p. 75 ff.) and passed
in review deviate, in a number of cases, from the standard text of
the ordinary Greek editions, It goes without saying that these
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variant readings are of supreme importance in the present con-
nexion. Atfirstsight onewill be inclined to attribute such variant
readings either to the arbitrary action of the translator or to the
no less arbitrary action of an interpolator, copyist, or reader, who
inserted a gloss, a clause, or a whole paragraph of hisown. But the
possibility must not®be overlooked that the translator may have
been working on MS. material differing from the extant MSS.,
because Josephus or one of his collaborators or one of the copyists
of his publisher had altered the wording of his original draft in a
subsequent edition. Further, the possibility cannot be denied
that the absence of a given paragraph from the Greek standard
text may be due to the fact that the passage in question was
blotted out or erased by a censor or omitted by some scribe after
the intact original text had been translated, or after a number of
copies had been made, one of which, or its derivatives, fell into the
hands of the translator. Finally, the author himself may have
suppressed a certain paragraph in a subsequent edition of his book ;
the Greek standard texts may go back to this revised edition, whilst
the translator worked on a copy of the original edition.

Conversely, if a clause of the Greek standard text is wanting in
one of the derivatives, it may have been suppressed by the trans-
lator because he did not like its contents, or because he was anxious
to shorten his work, or because accidentally he skipped it. It may
have been omitted by some copyist for any one of the same three
reasons, or by some censor or a reader with the censorial instinct, or
by one afraid of the ecclesiastical censor who erased or deleted the
passage he objected to. The result would, of course, have been
thatit could not be repeated in all derivatives from that particular
MS. Or it may be that the passage in question was wanting in
the Greek MS. on which the translator worked, because it had been
damaged by accident or by the hand of the censor, or because it
was a copy of the earlier edition of the work which did not yet
contain this later addition from the author’s own hand. Or,
finally, it may also be that the passage in question is an interpola-
tion of the Greek MS. which was not made until after the transla-
tion had, directly or indirectly, been derived from it.

From these statements it would follow that a careful comparison
of the different versions with the Greek MS. material may serve to
detect and to nullify the work of the various glossators and inter-
polators, and to offset the damage done by the censor as well as by
lazy and careless copyists. For it is clear that unless the inter-
polations and omissions affect the archetype itself they will not
appear in all MSS., let alone in all translations. A measure of
censorship taken, let us say, by the Byzantine Greek Orthodox
Church will not necessarily affect the territory of the autocephalic
churches of the Slavs. Quite aside from such considerations, the

F
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different versions may shed a good deal of light on the evolution
of the archetype, because it is a priori unlikely that the different
translators working in widely separated countries actually had
identical MS. material to work on.

It is well also to bear in mind that, contrary to modern usage,
where an author has to wait for his second edition to make any
changes in his book, by adding, suppressing, or merely altering a
passage, the ancient author might at any moment alter the text of
the copy which served as an archetype in the publisher’s scrip-
torium, where a ‘ dictator ’ read aloud the model text for one or
several dozens of scribes, a fact which has only recently been real-
ized in its full meaning. Thus different MSS. or classes of MSS.
may not simply represent the natural reading variants due to the
carelessness of the scribes, but different stages in the evolution of
the work itself, corresponding to the different editions of modern
books. The existence of several such ‘editions’ for ancient
authors has lately been proved for Cicero, for Thucydides, for
Eusebius’ Historia ecclesiastica, for Polybius, and also for Flavius
Josephus.

Prof. Laqueur ! of Giessen has shown long ago that the extant
Jewish War does not represent the first edition of that work, but
a later rewriting subsequent to the publication of the Antiguities.
The differences between the two classes of MSS. already referred to
are beyond doubt the result of the constant pains the author took
toimprovehisstyle, noless than the diplomatic presentation of his
materials. Thereis, of course, no ground for the supposition that
any one of the extant MSS. represents the very first or even the
very last of the editions which Josephus himself saw through the
scriptorium of his publisher Epaphroditus. On the contrary, there
are certain features in the extant MSS. tending to show that the
process of ‘ improvement’ and ‘ revision’ did not stop with the
author’s exit from the scene. On the other hand, it is equally
certain that even the worst of Niese’s ‘ inferior ° MSS. does not
represent the earliest edition of the work.

From Josephus’ own statements we know that a Semitic edition
preceded the Greek one, and that in the thirteenth year of the reign
of Domitian he proposed to rewrite the War and in that connexion
to bring the history of the Jews down to that date. No extant
MS. of the War has the slightest trace of such an appendix, and it
is most tantalizing for us not to know how he tackled such delicate
subjects as Domitian’s attitude toward the Jews, the vexatory
exactions of the poll duty, the Judaici fisci calumnia, etc., at least
during the lifetime of the third, the most touchy and suspicious, of
his imperial patrons. Curiously enough, the Byzantine Jews
appear to have known this second edition of the Wayr, since there

Y Der jiidische Historikey Flavius Josephus, Giessen, 1920.
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# an unmistakable allusion to it in the extracts of the josippon
goade by the eleventh-century chronicler Jerahm’el b. Shelomo,!
who speaks of twenty-four books of Josephus beginning with Adam
#nd extending to the fourteenth year of Domitian. This hitherto
overlooked statement shows that—a most natural thing to do—

qne combined for this new edition a revised text of the twenty books
ofhis Jewish Antiquities with the partly overlapping five books of
the Jewish War into a colossal work of twenty-four books in all,
probably called ‘ Jewish histories.”

The existence of such an edition in the Byzantine empire
explains also the occurrence of a considerable number of Josephus
fragments in certain Byzantine chronographers hitherto regarded
15 spurious since they have defied all identification.? The German
%«holar H. Gelzer ® considered them a forgery and the work of
wranodorus of Alexandria ; yet there exists no conceivable reason
why precisely the passages in question, of no importance for any
particular creed or tendency, should have been forged. The mere
fact that the one or the other of these fragments occurs also in the
titerature of the midrashim only indicates that Josephus either drew
on this literature or on one of its sources, a fact not at all surprising
eonsidering the haggadic character of his compilation.2 Nor is there
any reason to suppose that Panodorus (end of the fourth century),
Georgius Syncellus (c. 800), Georgius Monachus (tenth century),
and Cedrenus (eleventh century) should all have attributed the
fragments in question to Josephus if they had not actually found
them in his work.

In quoting the fragments in question I follow the order in which
¢hey must have occurred in the lost text of Josephus.

1. ‘ The sabbath was called a day of rest, and being the model of
the thousand-year week and of the destruction of sinners, as Josephus
testifies and the Leptogenests.’ 3

4s will be seen, this passage occurred in Josephus’ account of the
greation, and no doubt toward the end of the narrative. It is signi-
ficant to see Josephus expect the coming of the Messiah after a
@pse of 6000 years, counting from the Creation. Itisclearat once
that he on good purpose chooses such a late date ; it was to take
iway all political significance from this eschatological dreamand to
¢alm the minds of those who longed for that fateful coming.

1 Ad. Neubauer, Mediaeval Jewish Chronicles, i., Oxford, 1887, p. 190 B (from
Fod. Bodl. MS,, d. 11).
2 The N.T. scholar will recall the exactly analogous case of the so-called
" Agrapha '—unidentifiable quotations from the scriptures—discussed and
tollected by Alfr. Resch (Leipzig, 1906).
3 Cedren, p. 9, line 20, ed. Bonn: ‘. . sdBarror s Karcuraum;ws wpoavryopeuen xai
v TVTOS Tijs éBOopijs xt)\tos-rnpl&os xal Tis Ty auapTalwy guvteelas, os 'Tbonmos paprvpet
1 % Nerri) Déveas . . .7
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2. ‘ The animals, both the quadrupeds and the reptiles, a
to Josephus and the Leptogenesis, had, before the fall,
language as the first human couple.’ !

The fragment evidently belongs to the description of
where men and animals had the same language.

3. “And his tomb was in the land of the Jerusalemi
certain Jewish tradition goes, according to Josephus.’ ?

Adam, that is, had been buried near Jerusalem, a fiction €
to both Jews and Christians.

4. ‘ In his fourteenth year Abraham came to know the
universe and began to worship him, but the idols of his f:
broke and burnt them together with the house. Together w
his brother Harran perished in the flames when he tried to'
the fire. And he also admonished his father to abandon the
the manufacture of idols, as Josephus says.’ 3

The well-known episode of Abraham’s burning the idol
father’s house. The additional touch that Abraham'’s |
Harran perlshed on that occasion is in contradiction
Halgsis,* or rather to its source.

5. ‘ Rebecca having baked cakes, as Josephus relates, ga‘
to Jacob and sent him to Isaac with other presents.’ 3 {

Taken from the story of Jacob and Esau and the deceptio
tised on the old Isaac. The mention of the cakes is not fo
the Old Testament, but does occur in the apocryphal Lepfog
Josephus evidently fused various accounts. b

6. ‘ He got these blessings from the patriarch Abraham bef
death), as Josephus confirms, and the story is true.’

Taken from the Book of Jubilees. The passage is in contrac
with the Antiquities, where Abraham dies before the b1rth
twins.

1 Syncell., p. 14, 4ff. Cp. Simeon Logeth., p. 23 v®=Sync., p. 18: ““. ..
kel Ta 're'rpdwoéa kal Ta épmerd, ¢r)mv 0’ Tdanmos, kai ) Newri) 1'éveots opbpwva elvas
apafdoews Tois TpwromhagTols.”

3 Georglus Monachus, ed. de Boor, i. p. 43. Cedren, i. p. 18;;
“ kai pwiipa adtg xare T lepocoiiwy “ 65 Tagn avTou Kara

yeyovévar ¥ip ‘liBpaikay Tis igToper rnv ' TepogoNvuwy yeyorent

napddoats, ds ¢now lweynmos.” s *1wonmros ioroper.”

3 Syncell,, p. 184,41 ““ 7¢ 13 €Tt avTod 6 'ABpadst émiyvobs Tov TV BNwv Gedw mp
76 0¢ eldwha To0 TaTPOS auvrpllﬁas katékavoe gv Ty olkyw. ocuvykarekaify 6€ av
¢ Appcw 0 dBeAos a’ﬁému 70 mip o ouﬁag‘wv, évovBérel 8¢ kal Tov Tatépa éavrod dmo
75 eldwhoNaTpeias kai eldwhomoiias, &s ¢now 6 'l boymos.”

4 See Dr. Thackeray’s Josephus, vol. iii., app. p. 642, frg. No. 6.

5 Syncell., p. 197, line 1, ed. Bonn: “xo)\)\upc’éas moujcaca ‘Pefékxa, b
ldonrmos, Edwke T lakwp kal elohyaye pued érépwy dbpwy mpos 'loadk.”

8 Ibid., ‘* wpoetxe 8¢ avras (ras edhoyias) wapa Tob marpiapxov 'A@padp, ws I
BePacoiTar, kai waTds 0 Adyos.”



EXTANT NON-GREEK VERSIONS OF JOSEPHUS 85

7. ‘ Josephus relates how Jacob before the beginning of his sixty-
third year had not touched a woman, and boasted of this to his
mother Rebecca.’

t is impossible to place this curious fragment.!

8. ‘ In the 153rd year of Isaac, Jacob went up to him from Meso-
potamia, and Isaac looking up and seeing the sons of Jacob, blessed
Levi as archpriest and Judah as king and ruler.’ 2

irom the Book of Jubilees, cap. xxxi., the blessing hbestowed by
saac on levi and Judah.

9. ‘Rebecca asked Isaac in his old age to admonish Esau and
- Jacob to love each other. He did so, and foretold them that if Esau
' should rise against Jacob he would fall into his brother’s hands.’ &

‘rom the Book of Jubilees, cap. xxv., admonition of Rebecca to
r sons to abstain from their quarrels. Immediately after this
ollows the fragment :

10. ‘ After the death of Isaac, IEsau, moved by his sons and gather-

| ing together their tribes, went to war against Jacob and his sons.

Jacob, however, shut the gates of his tower and called out to Esau

to remember the warnings of their parents. But as he did not listen

but became insolent and abused Jacob, the latter, forced by Judah,

- bent his bow, struck the right side of Esau and overthrew him.

- When he had died the sons of Jacob opened the gates and slew most
| (of the sons of Esau). This is written in the Leptogenesis.”

rom the Book of Jubilees, containing the last struggle of the hostile

ins and Esau’s death at the hands of Jacob. The Hebrew word
lapes for the ‘ tower * of Hebron is commonly used by Josephus
r the castle of the temple at Jerusalem. It occurs also in the

aken from the story of Moses, but too long to be reprinted here.

} Syncell., p. 197, line 12ff.: ‘’Tdanrmés ¢pnow 67 6 ’lakwf érdv dmdpyxwy {n olk
w 8Aws yuvaika ws abrds 2eime T4 unTpi ‘PeBéxka.”

2 Jbid., p. 20215-20314: 'lwedmwmov: “T¢ pvy érer 70b ’loadk éravillev 'lakwB
s avrov ard Mesomoraplas kal dvaBNéyas *Toadk kal idwv Tods viots 'TakdB niAbynae Tov
vi s apxtepéa kai TOv *lovdav s Bacihéa kai Bpxovra.” Ibid., P. 20759 : ““kai 8¢ 0
aak dvaBiéyas 87 0 lakwPB ék Mesomoraulas émaviiife kai idwv Tov Aevi kai Tov *Tovdav
qoe TOv pudv s iepéa, Tov 8¢ bs Bacinéa kal’ & ¢mow Tdonmwos.”

5 ‘PeBékka fryoe v 'oaak év T yipg mapawéoar ¢y *"Hoad kai 7¢ *lakwp dyamrdy
Aihovs. kai wapawvéoas abTols wpoetmey, 87t éav émavacTy T¢ 'lakwpB 6 "Hoad els xeipas

4 ““uera ofiv TO TeNewtfioar Tol 'loadk kwnbels vmwd TGOV vidy *Hoad kal dfpoloas é6vy
vkata Tob *TakwB kal 7O vidv aldTol els méhepov. ’lakwB 8¢ dmokheioas Tas wuhas Tis
s rapekdhe: Tob "Hoald pvnabivar TGy yoridv évToAdr. Tob 8¢ uy dvexomévov, aAN’
ifovros kai dveidifovtos Buacheis lakwB Umd o0 ’lobda évérewe Tokov kal whitas kata
deklov T7ov 'Hoal karéBale. Tob 6¢ Oavbvros dvolfavtes Tds mvhas ol vidt ’Takd
Mov Tovs TAelaTous. Tabra év Newry Ievéoer péperar.” This occurs also in Gaster's
hmeel (London, R.A.S., 1899), xxxv. 1, and in Comestor, Genesis, ch. xli.

& Syncell., p. 225, line 20.228,,.
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It is largely in agreement with Josephus’ narrative (4#t., ii. g
Only the forms of the proper names betray the utilization of
additional source. For example, in the Antiquities the name
the Egyptian princess is Thermonthis ; here it is given as ‘ Th
monthis, also called Pharia,’ the second name being most probal
her father’s name.! The original name of Melchias, transl
‘king,” and given to Moses, betrays an apologetic source, |
designation of Moses as a Meluhi, i.e. a man from Meluha, ie.

Sinai Peninsula, in an Egyptian, anti-Semitic source, being -
The mention of Justus (of Tiberias) in
fragment may possibly indicate that Josephus drew on his?
for certain bits of information. But it is equally possible th
was Justus who plundered Josephus, and that the Byzar
chronographer drew on Sextus Julius Africanus, who in his tu
known to have utilized Justus. The question is fortunatelyo
What needs emphasis is the
tainty that the chronographers drew in the last analysis on th
edition of Josephus, and that the fragments are therefore gen
The fact that they cannot be found in the extant Antiquatie
then, no argument against their essential genuineness.

tionable to the Jews.

importance for our problem.

Lost PASSAGES OF JOSEPHUS IN THE OLDEST LATIN VERS

The so-called ‘ Egesippus’ contains some substantial exf
sions of the geographical character sketches of Palestinian la
They offer a very good illustration of the difficul
besetting the task of determining which of the various cat
passed in review are at the bottom of each variant reading:

scape.

Josephus, B.J., iii. 33, § 44 sg.

‘. . . But Peraea, though far
more extensive (than Galilee), is
for the most part desert and
rugged and too wild to bring
tender fruits to maturity. How-
ever, there are also tracts of finer
soil, productive of every kind of
crop; and the plains are covered
with a variety of trees, olive, vine,
and palm being principally culti-
vated. The country is watered
by torrents descending from the
mountains and by springs which
never dry up and provide suffi-

1 pJRs, ‘he of Res,” is a man’s name.

Odpia. Perhaps O was misread for ¢.

Hegesippus, iii. 6.

‘ But Peraea, though mere
tensive, is for the most partde
and rugged. . . . ignorant of
softening influence of the plo
and slow to tame the wilder fru
But here again a portion of ;
soft for tilling, fertile for use, plé
ing to the eye, mild to work, usf
for grafting fruit, productive
every kind ; so that its fieldsh
their border of trees and other
lovely beauty in their midst, wi
often screen the crops from exe
sive sun or cold. And above:

The female form would be #; &
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cient moisture when the torrents
dwindle in the dog-days.’

Josephus, B.]., iii. §§ 49 sq.

‘ For both (Judaea and Samaria)
consist of hills and plains, yield a
light and fertile soil for agriculture,
are well wooded, and abound in
fruits, both wild and cultivated ;
both owe their productiveness to
the entire absence of dry deserts
and to a rainfall for the most part
abundant.

“All the running water has a
singularly sweet taste :

the country is clad with olive or
interlaced with vines or adorned
with palms. Ineffably charming
is it when, swayed by the breeze,
the rows of palm-trees rustle, and
sweeter than their sound the
odours of the dates are wafted
abroad. Noris it wonderful at all
that all that gracious greenness is
there, when the country is bathed
and watered by those pleasant-
winding streams which descend
from the mountain ridges above
and abound in those snow-cool
springs. (No wonder) the land is
jealously held in affection. . . .’

Hegesippus, iii. 6.

‘For both (countries) consist of
hill and plain in diverse districts :
the whole is neither an expanse of
plain nor everywhere cleft by the
mountain rocks, but it has the
charm of both these conditions.
The soil is friable and soft for agri-
culture and therefore beneficial for
crops ; and for fertility (well-nigh)
second to none, certainly for the
maturity of its fruits it surpasses
all. For whileelsewhere the crops
are still being sown, there they are
being reaped. The species and
nature of the crops are moreover
unrivalled anywhere. The water
is sweet, pleasant to the eye and
agreeable to the taste. And thus,
thanks to the (favour of the) ele-
ments the Jews regard this as the
land flowing with milk and honey
that was promised to their fathers
by God, when he covenanted to give
them the privilege of resurrection,
and the righteous deity would have
conferred both (boons) upon them
had they kept the faith, but from
their faithless souls were snatched
away the one here by the yoke of
captivity, the other there by the chain
of stn.



88 THE MESSIAH JESUS

and owing to the abundance of
excellent grass the cattle yield
more milk than in other districts.
But the surest testimony to the
virtues and thriving condition of
the two countries is their dense
population.’

‘ The region is well wooded and
therefore rich in flocks, and it has
milk in abundance; nowhere, in
fact, are the udders of the flocks so
swollen with milk. The fruits
both wild and cultivated exceed
in quantity those of all regions.
Both Judaea and Samaria have a
dense population.’

How is the modern critic to account for the surplus text in
Egesippusas compared with the Greek original ? The passagesin
the latter are sober enough to have been derived, according to the
conjecture of Prof. Wilhelm Weber of Halle, from the official re-
ports of the Roman mensores who had to explore the country, the
theatre of future operations, to inform the general headquarters of
the possibilities there were of supporting the troops on the products
of theland. Yetthe additions of Egesippus are the typical patriotic
idealizations of the ‘land of promise,” overflowing with obvious
sentimentality. Who, then, was responsible for it? A converted
Jew like Isaac-Gaudentius, living in beautiful Italy and who had
never seen Palestine, who was moreover exclusively interested in
proselytizing for the Church? Not very likely, one may say. On
the other hand, it would be natural enough that the old traitor
Josephus, hard-boiled though he was, should thus have given vent
to his longing for his lost home-country. The lyric expansions of
the military geographer’s topographical and economic report no
doubt came from the pen of the old Josephus himself, to whom
Palestine was after all the land of his childhood and youth.

If I feel a certain hesitation in definitely attributing these ex-
pansions to the lost last edition of the War, the reason is that the
corresponding parts of the Russian version have not yet been made
accessible. Thus Josephus’ homesickness may after all have been
most intensely felt in the first years of his captivity. It is there-
fore just possible that these lyric additions belong to the first
draft of his work, which was subsequently translated into Russian,
and that he deleted them in a later edition because they called forth
the gibes of his Roman readers, who knew what the ‘land of
promise’ was like. What it is of importance to note in connexion
with the above quotations is the fact that a plus in any of the
versions may be either the work of the translator (witness the
theological argument printed in italics) or of the author of the
original work, i.e. Josephus.

Nor is the present writer’s mode of procedure and critical
method in any way new ; on the contrary, it is merely an applica-
tion of methods commonly used in Old Testamental criticism.
The above-mentioned passage has, moreover, nothing to do with
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' Christian origins, and it is a fitting starting-point for our discussion
precisely because it can be quite dispassionately discussed and
because it matters little whether we believe that Josephus himself
or one of his translators expatiated so touchingly on the charms
of Palestine.

We come now to another passage which will be found to be of
some bearing on the central problem, the famous Testimoniumn.
Ithough the Egesippus follows in general the narrative of the
Jewish War, in the chapter dealing with the reign of Tiberius he
inserts the scandalous story of Paulina and Mundus, which Jose-
phus tells only in his Anfiquities (xviii. 3. 4). Now, it has been
observed repeatedly that in its present context the episode has no
connexion whatever with what precedes and follows—in fact, has
nothing to do with the history of the Jews. Hence it has been
arded as an interpolation by a number of critics. It is true,
hus himself admits having introduced occasionally certain
“paddings ’ ; ! yet even in their worst form they are never entirely
disconnected from the main topic. Naturally enough, the critics
lave been discussing this particular problem since the age of the
rst humanists, one might almost say, and the true solution has in
fact been found not once but quite a number of times. As far as
I'can make out, the Dutch scholar John Cloppenburgh (1597-1642)
he first to see that if Josephus in his A ntiquities (xviii. 3. 3)
y spoke of Jesus he can only have tried to throw ridicule on
him and the Christian dogma of the virgin-birth,2 after the manner
)f the ill-famed Toldoth Jeshu (below, p. 107 n. I; p. 111 1 38).
-most effective way in which to do this was to relate in this
onnexion a Boccaccian tale as a proof of the essential truth of
vid’s well-known verse :
3 . Multi
Nomane divorum thalamos iniere. pudicos.’

rand above this, our author appearstohave had a peculiartaste
stories of thistype. For example, in A#nt.,v. 8. 3, wherehe para-
ases the story of the annunciation of Samson’s birth,3he without
; scnptura.l authority makes the wife tell her husband about
visit of a tall and beautiful angel, whereupon, naturally enough,

‘husband evinces clear signs of jealousy and entertains a not
ertain suspicion against his better half. To get her out of this
cult position and to oblige the husband, Jahveh consents to a
tition of the miracle and sends the messenger a second time on
erand.  This silly, albeit rather humorous, addition to the

ee above, p. 44 n. 2.

[helast and one of the best and most convincing presentations of this thesis
je Pharr’s paper, ‘ The Testimony of Josephus to Christianity,” American
of Philology, xlviii., 1927, pp. 137-147.

[udges xiii. 7.
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sacred text goes a long way toward indicating Josephus’ atti
as regards stories about virgin mothers and miraculous births.
our author quoted the scandal in the Roman temple of Isis
support of his own explanation of the birth story in Luke,
words, ‘ In the Roman sanctuary of Isis, too, events happened
differing from those shameful deeds,” must have been the gen
beginning of the paragraph following immediately after his chap
on Jesus, and have served to tack it on to the preceding lost gi
at the Christian legend. On the contrary, the now preceding wor
‘and at the same time something else terribly upset the Jews,’
have stood before the present § 81, ‘There was a Jewish exile,’e
which introduces another pertinent anecdote: to wit, ho
Jewish swindler persuaded a noble Roman matron to send g
and purple to Jerusalem and then appropriated the precious g
for the benefit of his own purse, and how Tiberius, on hearingt
complaint of her husband, drove the whole Jewish community o
of Rome, etc. Since the gold and purple curtain of the sanctua
—or rather its two curtains '—were renewed every year, and sing
therefore, the material for these tapestries must have been p
vided for in the regular temple-budget, the impostor could har
persuade the God-fearing Roman proselyte lady—unless she w
uncommonly badly informed about Jewish ritual customs—tha
her contribution was wanted for this annual pious work. On il
other hand, the severe repression by the Emperor of the who
Roman Jewry is inexplicable if this petty case of embezzling
no political background. If, however, we remember the famo
lines of the prophet Zechariah (vi. 9-12) about the men of t
Babylonian captivity who had sent silver and gold to make
crown for Zerubabel, the messianic ‘ branch ’ of the root of Da
it seems probable that the Jewish swindler persuaded the Lag
Fulvia to follow this classical example and to send purple an
gold to Jerusalem for the royal cloak and the crown ofthe Messia
king Jesus, mentioned in the preceding chapter (4ntig., xviii. 3.
What would otherwise have been a petty swindle becomes, und
this supposition, a case of high treason against the Emperor, a
we can well understand his sentence of banishment from
metropolis of the Roman Empire against the whole apocalyptica
excited Jewry of his capital. .
In view of this plausible explanation 2—indeed the only one t
account for the presence of these scandalous stories in this part of i
Antiquities—it is a most remarkable fact that the shocking analog
between Paulina’s adventures and the corresponding passage

! See below, p. 146 n. 1.
? Tam glad to say that it has been approved by M. Salomon Reinachin
review of the German edition of this book in the Revue des Etudes Juives, 1g
p- 127:(reprinted in his Amalthée, vol. ii, 1930, p. 320 f.; cp. ibid., p. 347).
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the so-called Infancy Gospel in Luke is much more patent in the
Latin version of the Christian Egesippus than in the standard
Greek version of the Jew Josephus. The two texts have been
compared in detail by Dr. Otto Weinreich ! in his well-known study
of this story type. For the convenience of the English reader an
English translation of them is given in Appendix xv.

The most characteristic divergency is the dialogue between the
seducer and the victim, found only in Egesippus. The dramatiza-
tion of the story is patent even to the most casual reader, and the
correct explanation was given, as far back as the eighteenth
century, by the Frenchman Jean Clerq. A secondary source, that
is, has been utilized to enliven the original account of Josephus,
and this source is the little farce Anubis as Paramour by the
Roman aristocrat Lentulus, which is first mentioned by Tertullian.
Theidentification of this Lentulus rests on an uncertain basis ; but
he must have been pretty nearly contemporaneous with the in-
teresting adventure which furnished the plot of his little work,
because such comedies are most appreciated by the public when
they still have the added attraction of actuality. The comedy,
then, supplied the dialogue of the Egesippus version. Now, as
we have said before, it is precisely in this Egesippus text that we
find the most shocking parallels to the account of the Annunciation
in Luke :

’beata Paulina concubitu . . . “ave Maria, gratia plena, domi-
dei Anubis’ nus tecum
‘de se quoque et illa deum esse
generandum persuadet mulieri’ ‘ ecce concipies et paries filium
¢ promit exempla quod et Iovem | et vocabitur filius
summum deorum Alcmena altissimai.’
susceperit et Leda . . .
et plurimae aliae, quae ediderint
deos partu.’

No Christian such as St. Ambrose (who has sometimes been
held to be the author of the Egesippus version), and still less a
freshly converted Jew, intent upon converting others, would have
deliberately introduced such blasphemous allusions into a text if
it did not previously contain anything of the kind. Nor isit likely
that a Christian deliberately set to work to search for such material
in the libretto of a mimus itself 300 years old, especially if we re-
member the horror the Church had of this type of literature. On
the other hand, it is easy toimagine the delight of a Josephuswhen
he came across the Anubis moechus (which may have been still
popular in his own time, or which he may have found in the library
of Epaphroditus) and saw how effectively he could embellish the

L Der Trug des Nectanebos, Leipzig, 1911, p. 24.
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old story with a little drama. It is therefore likely enough that
Josephus himself is responsible for the amplified text. At all
events, it is utterly unlikely that a St. Ambrose or an Isaac-
Hilarius should have indulged in such coarse indelicacies.

If this be granted—and I see no alternative—the conclusion is
important not only for the dating of the ‘ gospel of infancy ’ pre-
fixed to Luke, but also because it shows Josephus to have been the
first of the long series of polemists, from the Jew of Celsus and the
Toldoth Jeshu down to Anatole France, who took neither the ortho-
dox nor even the artistic view of that naive and touching Christian
legend.



VI

THE PASSAGES ABOUT JOHN THE BAPTIST AND
JESUS IN THE HEBREW ‘JOSIPPON’

T HE Josippon is commonly believed by modern historians

not to contain any mention of Jesus whatever, a view

which is contradicted by two remarkable statements duly
recorded in Fabricius-Harles’ Bibliotheca Graeca, repeated many
a time since and variously interpreted. One comes from the pen
of Cardinal Baronius,! who states that in a Roman MS. of the
Josippon he found the Testimonium passage erased, much to his
indignation at this impudence on the part of the Hebrews. This
statement was ironically doubted by Isaac Casaubonus,? the
French Huguenot humanist, who suggested that the venerable car-
dinal had simply been the victim of a practical joker. Pierre Daniel
Huet,® Bishop of Avranches, on the authority of Hackspan, adds
that the MS. in question could be found in the Vatican Library,
and Count Windischgritz went so far as to say that he had been
shown the MS. in the papal city. All these assertions must be
accepted with a good deal of caution, since it is certain that none
of the four copies now at the Vatican was there at the time of
Baronius, who, moreover, does not say at all that the MS. in ques-
tion was in the possession of the Papal Library. On the contrary,
it would be quite reasonable to conclude from his account that it
was the private property of some Jew, and the MSS. shown to
Hackspan and Count Windischgréitz may in fact have belonged to
one of the keepers or perhaps to the contemporary Prefect of the
Library. The second statement comes from the well-known
Giraldus Cambrensis, who says that Robert Canutus, also called
Robert of Cricklade, Prior of St. Frideswide (a Benedictine mon-
astery near Oxford), and Chancellor of Oxford University in 1159,
a scholar conversant with Hebrew, had found the Testimonium
intact in two copies of the Hebrew Josippon which formed part of
a MS. collection he had acquired from Jews living in various
English towns. He goes on to say that in another copy in his
possession a freshly erased blank occupied the space of the Testi-

Y Ann. Eccles., i., Antwerp, 1507, ad a. 34, c. 226, p. 215B.
® De Reb. sacr. et Eccl. diss., xvi., Geneva, 1657, p. 677.
3 Demonsty. evang. (%), Leipzig, p. 57.
93
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montum. In the remaining copies he had consulted, the passage
was simply non-existent, no doubt because they were derived from
some archetype from which the text in question had already dis-
appeared. The statement of Giraldus is corroborated, so far as the
occurrence of the Testimonium passage in the Hebrew Josippon is
concerned, by the eleventh-century Jewish chronicler quoted once
before (above, p. 83 n. 1), Jerahm’el b. Shelomo, who says, referring
to Josephus, whom he identifies, of course, with Joseph b. Gorion
(above, p. 31) :

 And he also speaks of Johanan and of Shime‘on son of Johanan,!
nicknamed Kepha’, born in the village Beth-Saida, and of Jacob,
son of Joseph, the brother of (Je$u) 2 the crucified one on the father’s
side. For Joseph, the husband of (Marjam),? the daughter of
Hannah, the daughter of Jehojaqim, the mother of (Jesu)2 the
crucified one, before he was engaged to Marjam,? had a wife, her name
was Marjam bath Hannah, and she was a sister of Marjam the mother
of (Je$u)? the crucified one. And she bore Jacob to Joseph and died,
and he took as his bride Marjam the sister of (Marjam).! And there
was lapidated (Jacobus) ! in Jerusalem by the Pharisees. And also
of Matthew the Evangelist, whose name was Levi; this Levi with the
surname Matthia wrote the book Aven Gilion * in the Hebrew tongue
for the Hebrews. And also of Sha’ul, surnamed Pa’ul, that is Paulus,
he wrote, who is of the tribe Benjamin. And also he wrote of Bar
Nabas of Kipris, who is Joseph the Levite, and of the disciples (read :
of his disciple) Johanan surnamed Markos the Evangelist. And of
Judah and of Lukos (séic) the healer and Markos, the disciples of
Shime‘on Kepha. And Johanan son of Zebadjah the Evangelist,
who wrote the book of secrets (sefer ha-razim) on the island of
Padmos (sic), and died forty-eight (read : four-and-eighty) years old
in the days of Trajan.’ ’

It is needless to say that this quotation could only be derived
from a Christian source,® for no one but a Christian, anxious to safe-
guard the late dogma of the perpetual virginity of Mary, could have
found enough interest in this type of genealogical hair-splitting.
Furthermore, none but a Christian could have repeated the fanciful
statement of Irenzus’ ® ‘ presbyters’ that John the Evangelist, who
was in reality beheaded in A.D. 44 in the reign of Agrippa 1.,% died
in hoary old age under Trajan. Finally, the term used for Christ,
‘the crucified one,’ is not used by Jewish writers, who call him ‘the
hanged one.’

1 A genealogy peculiar to the fourth gospel (i. 42, xxi. 15) and the ‘Gospel of
the Hebrews.’

2 The name is erased in the Bodleian MS.

3 Not erased this time! N.B.: The negligent and inconsequent procedure of
the censor.

4 Jewish distortion of the word ‘ evangelion.’

& St. Jerome, De Viris sllusty., chs.iv., vii,, viii., xiii., has very similar passages.

8 ii. 22, 5; iii. 3, 4.
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THE UNPAGED FOLIO 89 RECTO OF THE EDITIO PRINCEPS OF THE HEBREW JOSEPHUS

THE SO-CALLED Josippon PRINTED BY RABBI ABRAHAM CONAT BETWEEN I476—1480 IN MANTUA. THE

RIGHT-HAND COLUMN, LINE 12-19, SHOWS THE PASSAGE ON JOHN THE BAPTIST (BELOW P. 229 AND SEQ.),

ON THE LEFT SIDE LINE 61T IS THE PASSAGE ON THE FOLLOWERS OF JESUS AND ON 'ELE‘AZAR BEN DINAL,

THE ‘ BANDIT-CHIEF ' (TRANSL. P. 96), APPARENTLY MENTIONED AMONG THE DISCIPLES OF PETER IN THE
PSEUDO-CLEMENTINES (BELOW P, 103, NOTE I)
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]

‘ We know, moreover, through a quotation in the mediaeval
olden Legend}! exactly what this Josephus, interpolated accord-
1g to St. Jerome’s De wiris illustribus, said about ‘ Jacob, son of
oseph, the brother of Jesus the crucified one ’:

b Iriday after the death of the Lord—as says Josephus and
Jerome in the book on famous men *— James made a vow that he
would not eat until he saw the Lord risen again from the dead. On
the day of the resurrection—when James had not tasted food unto
'that very day—the Lord appeared to him and said to those about
him, *“ Place a table and bread ”’ (upon it) ; then he took the bread,
blessed it and gave it to James the Just, saying, ‘ Rise up, brother,
‘and eat, for the Son of Man has risen from the dead.”’

- A MS. of the Josippon containing such obviously Christian
naterial would necessarily also reproduce the Testimonium. 1f
erahm’el b. Shelomo says nothing about it, the reason is that his
opy no longer contained it, obviously owing to recent erasure
)y the hand of a Jewish owner. To explain the presence of the
ther Christian material two different hypotheses are possible.
hemost simple is to suppose the whole passage to be an interpola-
jon made by converted Jews acting as censors. We know 2 that in
he age of the printing-press this office of censorship was performed
yybaptized Jews, who were authorized to search private and syna-
e libraries for ‘ blasphemous,” i.e. anti-Christian, literature,
ind to expurgate it at the expense of the owners. Nor were things
done much differently in the Middle Ages. In an edict dated
e1gthof August1263, King Jaymer. of Aragon prescribesthat the
lews should either expurgate their own books or have them cen-
ored by the Jewish apostate Paulus de Burgos. Still, we have no
roof that censors ever inserted long passages into Hebrew books,
and it is therefore much more probable that these interpolations
yere made by converted Jews for proselytizing purposes, and
ven the Testimonium passage in Robert of Cricklade’s copies of

. ! Jacobus de Voragine, Legenda aurea, 1xvii.: ‘In Parasceue autem, mortuo
ano, sicut dicit Josephus et Hieronymus in libvo de viris illustvibus, Jacobus
m vovit, se non comeslurum, donec videvet dominum a mortuis surrvexisse. In
autem die vesurvectionis, cum usque in diem tllam Jacobus non gustasset cibum,
m dominus apparuit, ac eis, qui cum eo evant, dixit : Ponite mensam et panem :
ande panen accipiens bemedixit ¢t dedit Jacobo Justo dicens : Surge, frater mi,
omede : quia filius hominis a mortuis resurvexit.’

* Opp. ed. Martianay, t. iv.?, p. 102 : ‘ Evangelium quoque, quod appellatur
dum Hebraeos, et a me nuper in Graecum Latinumque sevmonem translatum est,
el Origenes saepe utituy, post vesuvvectionem Salvatovis vefert : Dominus autem
L dedisset sindonem sevvo sacevdotis tvit ad Jacobum et apparuit ei. ITuraverat
Jacobus se non comesturum panem ab illa hova, qua bibevat calicem Domini,
videret eum vesurgentem a dovmientibus (v. 1. : mortuis). Rursusque post
dlum : Afferte, ait Dominus, mensam et panem. Statimque additur ; Tulit
et benedixit ac fregit et dedit Jacobo Justo, et dixit ei : Frater mi, comede
tuum, quia vesurvexit Filius hominis a dormientibus (v. 1. : mortuzs).’

¥ Slee Joseph Jacobs' article ‘ Censorship of Jewish Books,” in the Jewish
cyclopedia.
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the Josippon had probably no other origin. Yet there is still
another possibility to explain this feature. Ever since Scaliger
and Casaubonus it has been pointed out that the Josippon in a
number of details shows a close dependence on the Egesippus, the

proselytizing tendency of which is manifest on every page of the

compilation. Itis probable that the lost archetype of the Josippon

was nothing but a Hebrew translation of the Egesippus, undertaken
by a Jewish apostate for the purpose of converting his former co-
religionaries,! just as the Egesippus has been composed for an
identical purpose by the baptized Jew Hilarius-Gaudentius, alias
Isaac.? Just as this Isaac interpolated the passages about Peter
and Paul from the writings of the Christian traveller Hegesippus,
later copyists of Isaac’s version used by the Hebrew translator may
have added from St. Jerome’s De viris tllustribus the material just
passed in review. The Jews, who naturally found the Josippon
quite interesting otherwise, on discovering the Testimonium, for
which they must have felt a particular aversion, simply erased it.
The strongly anti-Christian tendency of certain other passages in
the extant Josippon has so far not been noticed because most of the
common editions of this popular book are so thoroughly expurg-
ated by the censor as to create an impression of neutrality, i.e. that
it does not mention Jesus and his followers at all. The true spirit of
the work may be gauged from the exceedingly rare editio princeps,
printed by R. Abraham Conat at Mantua prior to 1470. The
crucial passage in this rare book reads as follows : 3

‘ In those days ¢ there were wars
and quarrelsin Judaea between the
Pharisees and
the ““ robbers of our people ** who followed &
the son of Joseph, etc.’® | BLANK |7
8¢ . . ’Ele‘azar, who committed great
crimes in Israel
until the Pharisees overpowered him.’

One might, of course, doubt the identity of the ‘ son of Josepl
just mentioned with Jesus, the more so because the name Josep
itself is extremely common. Yet a comparison of this text wit

1 See above, p. 31. ¢ See above, p. 58, last lines.

3 The passage is found on fol. 89 of the unpaginated book. See Pl ix., left
column, lines 6-11. |

4 I.e. the principate of Caligula.

5 Lit. ‘ inclined after’; cf. Acts v. 36 : Oecvdds © mpocexhitly avdpdv apuds.

6 The reader will notice the Aramaic abbreviation ‘y3y immediately before th
blank in line 5 in the left column of Pl vii.

7 On a similar blank indicating an expurgated passage in the Historia 4 ugust
(above, p. 12 n. 4), see Hohl, Klio, xiii., 1913, p. 391 n. 4.

8 There must have followed something like ‘ chief among them.’
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another, found in a Josippon MS. in the Bibliothéque Nationale !
and reproduced on Pl X., will speedily dispel such doubts.
Here the passage in question runs as follows :

‘ In those days there was much party strife 2
and great disputes in Judaea
between the Pharisees
and the *“ robbers "’ in Israel
who followed Jeshu‘ah
ben Pandera the Nasoraean,
who did great miracles in Israel until
the Pharisees overpowered him
and hanged him upon a pole.’

The text shows quite clearly that in the archetype of this re-
daction the hand of the censor had deleted the name of the chief of
the ‘ robbers,” namely, ’Ele‘azar. Thereader or copyist wasthusno
longer able to see that the two fragments belonged to two different
sentences, theless so because the gap was evidently not greater than
it isin the editio princeps. He therefore concluded that what had
dropped out wassimplythe objectionable patronymicof Jesus, ‘ben
Pandera,” and the ordinary surname, ‘ han-nosri.” He contracted
the two sentences, and thus Jesus became the subject of a predicate
formerly referring to ’Ele‘azar. Once this was done, the censor
could not tolerate any more the expression ‘ crimes’ (originally
referring to 'Ele‘azar), and replaced it by ‘miracles.” The mention
of the pole (or tree) proves, of course, that the archetype of this re-
daction no longer contained anything about the crucifixion under
Pilate, and the copyist thus had to mention it in a different con-
text, notwithstanding the risk of creating a false impression, to the
effect that Jesus had been executed in the reign of Caligula, during
which the misdeeds of ’Ele‘azar were perpetrated.

Another fifteenth-century copy of the same archetype, viz. the
Josippon with the preface of R. Judah Leon b. Mosheh Mosconi
(born in Macedonia in 1328), telling how he compared five different
MSS. to establish his text, was until lately in the Museo Borgiano
of the Congregatio de Propaganda Fide in Rome, and is at present
in the Vatican Library. Here the expurgation of the crucial
passage is even more radical, and nothing remains of the text but
the words, ‘ In those days there was great party strife with great
disputes in Judaea between the Pharisees and the ¢ robbers in
Israel.” ’ The sentence following, ‘ who followed Jesus, son of

1 MS. Hebr. 1280, fol. 123vv, written by, Juda b. Shelomo of Camerino degli
Saraceni for the physician Raphael Cohen of Lunel in Manfredonia in the realm
of Naples, in A.D. 1472. The archetype was written in the latter half of the
thirteenth century for R. Judah b. Mosheh Mosconi. See our Pl x.

2 mallaqith.

G
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Pandera the Nasorean,” etc., has been carefully blotted out.!
Whereas the expurgation in the printed edition of Mantua could
be established only indirectly through the mutilation of the two
sentences, the significant blank, and the Aramaic abbreviation for
“and so forth,” in this MS. the censor can be seen at his work of
deletion. A comparison of the three texts—that is, the Mantua.
edition, the Paris and the Vatican MSS.—will clearly show how a
passage on the ‘ bandits’ following Jesus in the reign of Caligula
and on their chief 'Ele‘azar has been gradually mutilated so as to
make the names of ’Ele‘azar and Jesus disappear first of all from :
the context, and finally have no trace left of the whole story in the .
MSS. derived from these, and, naturally, in the subsequent printed :
editions of the standard text of the Hebrew Josippon.

The same set of facts likewise explains the silence of the ]o-
sippon on the public appearance-and death of Jesus, as it explains
the corresponding silence of the Greek standard text of the Jewish |
War. Christian censors mercilessly deleting objectionable passages, :
and Jewish readers deleting in their turn the (to them) obnoxious
Testimonium in its Christian form, are jointly responsible for :
this wholesale disappearance of the crucial passages - bearing on«
Christian origins. |
" Nor is it impossible to determine with any degree of accuracy -
the period when the passage on Jesus was deleted from the
chapter dealing with Pilate’s administration. The passage in
question was missing as early as the twelfth century when R. Abra-
ham ibn Dafid of Granada composed his epitome of the Josippon
(Pl x11.). For either he or a scribe, astonished at the silence of the
work on Jesus, inserted the words ‘ in-those -days Jesus the Nago-
raean was captured,’ 2 but he put it in the chapter dealing with
Pompey, just before the passage corresponding to A#t., xiv. I. 3,
so that it would seem that Jesus was arrested in 63 B.C.: this
strange blunder is explained by a confusion of Jesus-.the Naséraean
with another Jesus, a disciple of R. Jehoshu‘ah b. Perahja.® -

"~ Such a blunder would, of course, have been impossible had the
"Jews- of that period still possessed a statement of Josephus:con-
" cerning the life and death of Jesusthe Nasoraean. =The very fact
that such mistakes occurred in the Talmud shows that the Aramaic
version of Josephus’ War no longer existed at the time of the com-

1 See our Pl x1. The reader can easily verify that the expurgated text was
identical with the untouched words reproduced in our Pl. x., if he will bear in mind
that there is only one Hebrew letter, the 4, extending above the line. The little
pinnacles crowning the black spot in PL x1. show the place where a b was obliter-
ated by the censor.

3 ' bajamim hahem nithphas Jeshu han-nosri.’

3 On this earlier Jesus the reader will find some information in R. Travers
Herford, Christianity in Talmud and Midrash, London, 1903, p. 50 sq¢. Thiscon-
fusion led into error my old friend Mr. G. R. S. Mead when he wrote his book
Did Jesus live 180 B.C.? See below, App. IL



REEIVI A

Tt

‘ i RL;{;_:/“-. :r\‘,:a,('

i

- ¢l

p i s PN i
m»,w.alm H ams ow:lw ) nzx.wuﬂpk ,GL 250% /l 1 201 1» P ) b
ﬂm' t:.wb- ‘m; :J'an»n "7 L. f .‘;m 5:. D7 POV Jovs Uy ‘m- 2% spaph if“‘

Y 1290 E-x M VDI 300 57 OTVIANN B OBIIB < e09n sy F o

@ "OPI 1) p ooy e lnp o7 p PATIS p oz }L, PNy |
=007 DL 2] AN O 923 2019 29 ] '}’}”'I Reichiding D i ey g
R s i3y 25 DI i 1230 90 9T DD I8 ) P i R i
b it _,K i i 5 . 'T”‘? {~ ok e
P OUIIITP) PO 2OV vo.-s Y oM "."Za" ?”” 23 IS :u.u.‘ S
g 4 -

B dd
gt o At )vm i W

YIpsy
13 08y 21937 4 13 o

rr*‘wwi" }‘wd-u&

i

;§Jv, waxmsv oy
<‘,'?ﬁ s "0y m" ,.‘ ‘ o | L i WA
szsoo by o uba o Y3 covsdy wwm dp vt go stomad o 02 o2,
pror "3» OIL 3279 Ars iy "'MW{ R "””LW-W‘”’«V 07

b /awlvwnwval?, :
-v'a)mum.m; (J.-mr' w;( ’3

% 190 ‘waﬂ‘w.;ym?ﬂ’m Py
! },,n?; R PIAPNYD 0PN 2 PANNY NS WED mwxmwmsla:m

Vo 5000 ) 010y 13m 13y DR ; ngvjnuyh’”w 19
229 8 073790 O wm’,ﬁm ; ~
2V DI AP0V DI WO,
l‘ur; D %o o9 vulu wrﬁ ;lalw‘a&u v:n‘b.blv ‘IL’I)O
) p»:n.‘ >y i
{Jﬁwa‘xwa& 72}]’7'% NN DIN POV VAU DIDDD
Sywops pmis Sed) o990l ooty 'nr:agmgmi WO PY oD
mm”'w" ')7' &' ol }"0%’ Pouy %3 YYD ) DA o) {;u""*! 0 pmn
ﬂf}u‘ﬂ )‘mr': dt;‘:ﬁ«&&ﬁw o o).? a&x&ﬁawﬁlb v::?: Y vfr Fin

THE PASSAGE ON JESUS DELETED IN THE VATICAN MS. OF R. JUDAH LEON B. MOSHEH
MOSCONI'S * JOSIPPON *
COD. BORGIANUS HEBR. I F° 128 v° (I5TH CENTURY)
(SEE P. 9O NOTE 1)
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position of the Talmud. Itis worth mentioning, also, that in the
eleventh century, when the Moslem writer Ali ben Ahmad Abn
Muhammed ibn Hasm reports of Jusuf ibn Qorion, that is, Jose-
phus, that he speaks favourably of John and his baptism but ‘says
nothing more of the history of Jesus Christ, the son of Mary, on
whom be peace,’ this statement findsits explanationin correspond-
ing passages occurring in the Vatican! and Paris 2 MSS. At all
events, the deletion of the passages bearing on Jesus (aside from
the Christian Testimonium) must have happened before the
eleventh century.

Fortunately, the destructive wotk of the censors was not uni-
form or uniformly thorough, and could not be so. Thus in the
fifteenth century R. Abraham b. Mordekhai Farissol 3 (1451-1526)
still found, as he himself states, the words * bajamim hahem, that
is, “in those days,” and referring to the life of Jesus, in the Josippon
chapter concerning Pilate. He rightly concludes that Jesus must
havelived in the reign of Tiberius, to which those words refer. It
isin the nature of things that individual owners managed to con-
ceal theircopiesfrom the censors, and that some censors were more
negligent than others, or could even be bribed. Even the employ-
ment of various censors on the same job by the Church ¢ was no
absolute guarantee. In the case of printed editions, where the
censorship was exercised before the book went to press, the work
was, of course, much more effective.

The six lines in the printed edition of Abraham Conat (quoted
above, p. 96) owe their existence to just such negligence or cor-
ruption on the part of the official censors. The publisher, we may
suppose, attached high hopes to just these lines, which were doubt-
less meant to stimulate the sales. The event does not appear to
have justified his optimism. For it is certainly no accident that
the edition in question is extremely rare. Evidently it was
hunted down and ruthlessly destroyed so far as was in the power
of the ecclesiastical authorities. Nor were things much different

1 Hebr. 438, fo g5, ro, line 15: ‘ this was ]obdnan who made a baptism before
all who baptized accordmg to the words of Jesus.’

2 Hebr. 1280 (see Pl x.): ‘ this was R(abbi) Jehohanan who baptized before
all those who baptized [for the remission of sins] according to the order of the
words of those who confirm in the law of Jeshu‘ah son of ]oseph son of Pandera the
Nasoraean.” The bracketed words, ‘ for the remission of sins,’ in the same connexion
areonly found in the Arabic version of the Josippon. It is significant that the
Christian censors uniformly blotted them out; they naturally objected to any

. statement glvmg such undue credit to the mere forerunner.

3 Magen’Abraham, ch.1xx. (MS. of the Rabbinic Seminaryin Budapest, quoted

~ by Sam. Krauss, Das Leben Jesu nach jtéidischen Quellen, Berlin, 1902, p. 2425 and
- 3001n.9, who could make no sense of this important witness, having only a very

slight acquaintance with the state of the problem of the Josippon paragraphs

* on Jesus). This book was written after 1473.

© ¢ See PI. x111. and below, p. 107 n. 3. The signatures of the various censors

~ arestill visible in many copies of Hebrew books.
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in the Turkish empire. Asis well known, Isa ibn Maryam is con-
sidered a great prophet even by the Moslems, and any patriarch
complaining of Jewish ‘ blasphemies ’ was therefore bound to find
a willing ear among Turkish officialdom. Furthermore, a Stambul
publisher of Jewish books had necessarily to consider the export
market in Christian Europe, and the peril to which the possession
of such copies would expose any travelling Jew after crossing the
boundary of a Christian country.

Having thus dealt at some length with the vicissitudes of the
Jostppon and the vexed clause about Jesus, we may now proceed
to analyse what by a fortunate combination of circumstances has
been left to us, with a view to extracting whatever historical data
may be obtained in this way.

The essential and hitherto entirely unknown fact is that the
Jewish Josippon refers to the followers of Jesus as ‘ bandits of our
nation’ (pfrise ‘amenwu), a transparent allusion (in the usual
rabbinical way) to the prophecy of Daniel xi. 14: ‘and in those
days many shall stand up against the king of the South, also the
children of the bandits among thy people [p7isej ‘amekha] shall
rebel in order to realize the vision, but they shall stumble.” Such
an allusion was easy to understand by any reader learned in the
Scriptures, who would then be quick to take the hint and to
identify the ‘king of the South’ with the ‘ Edomite’ ruler, and
to rejoice at the prophesied failure of those ‘ bandits,” ‘ eager to
realize the Messianic vision.” This quotation from Daniel xi. 14
is quite in the style of the Josippon, in which this and simi-
lar allusions abound. As a matter of fact, the term Ayorai,
‘bandits,” habitually used by Josephus to designate the nationalist
revolutionary and anti-Roman party among the Jews, in the
Jostppon is regularly rendered by parisim, ‘ bandits,” ‘ marauders.’
If the same term, then, is applied to the followers of Jesus, it
shows for once that the Jews, not content with expurgating a
proselytizing text of the Josippon, proceeded more aggressively
when they saw a chance and came right out with the asser-
tion that the followers of Jesus belonged to the parisim, the
revolutionary, anti-Roman party of the kananajim (zealots) and
barjonim (extremists).! This statement receives a certain amount
of confirmation from the fact that at least one, possibly two,
of Jesus’ followers were known as gannaja, ‘ the zealot,” and at
least one, possibly two, as barjona, ‘the extremist,” or even
7’aS barjoniwn, ‘leader of extremists.’! If the passages in
question came from the text of Josephus—as we shall try to prove
—they can only have been derived from uncensored copies of
Josephus’ MSS., such as fell later into the hands of the Russian
translator. It seems evident that, to revise the Josippon ‘ han-

1 See below, p. 103 n. 3; p. 252 0. 3.
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FOLIO 8 OF SEBASTIANUS LEPUSCULUS’ JOSIPPUS, DE BELLO JUDAICO, DEINDE DECEM
JUDAEORUM CAPTIVITATES,ETC. BASILEAE, APUD HENRICUM PETRI MDLIX

IN THE MARGIN, A PRINTED REFERENCE TO THE PASSAGE ON JESUS, DISCUSSED ON P, 982 BY LEPUSCULUS ! HIC

FUIT ALIUS JESUS A SALVATORE,
FROM THE SAVIOUR, PRECEDING HIM BY MANY YEARS ’)-

MULTIS EUM PRAEVENIENS ANNIS’ (‘ THIS WAS ANOTHER JESUS, DIFFERENT
BELOW THIS GLOSS IS AN AUTOGRAPHIC NOTE BY

FATHER CASIMIR OUDIN : ‘ IMMO IDEM FUIT, SED FALLUNT (SC. JUDAEI) IN CHRONOLOGIA ’ (* ON THE CONTRARY,
IT IS THE SAME [JESUS] BUT [THE JEWS) ARE MISTAKEN ABOUT HIS CHRONOLOGY ')

(SEE P. 98, LINE 27)
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nosrs,” the Christian proselytizing translation of the Latin Egesippus,
a Jew from the Byzantine provinces of Italy who could read Greek
and write Hebrew must have turned to a copy of the Greek original
which had come down to him through an unbroken line of Jewish
owners and had thus escaped Christian censorship. Unfortu-
nately for us, his labour was vain, for the essential part of the
passages in question has been finally blotted out by the pen of
the Christian reveditori. The phrase deleted must have told the
reader what the object of the ‘ wars’ and ‘ quarrels ’ between the
‘ bandits straying after Jesus’and the Pharisees (above, p. 96 n. 5)
were about.

A conjecture as to the contents of the lost passage is, fortu-
nately, not altogether impossible. We know from Origen ! that
Daniel’s prophecy about the ‘abomination of desolation’ was
believed to have been realized first when Pilate brought the
Emperor’s image on the legionary standards into the sanctuary of
Jerusalem, and again when the Emperor Gaius wanted to set up his
statue in the temple.? Now, we know from Josephus’ Greek work
that the Jewish authorities and the reasonable and honest governor
Petronius opposed a passive procrastination to the caprice of
the imperial madman. But the messianists of the time, waiting
for the Second Coming, must have recalled the words of Jesus: 3
‘When ye see the abomination of desolation spoken of by Daniel
the prophet stand where it ought not, then let them that are in
Judaea flee to the mountains.” They must have interpreted
Caligula’s order as the foretold sign of the imminence of the Second
Coming, and would therefore quite naturally exhort their com-
patriots to betake themselves to the hills, there to await the return
of Jesus in glory and, as suggested in the Hebrew text, ‘ to
stand up against the king of the South,’ that is, their king Agrippa,
the Idumaean Southerner, and to ‘ arise in order to realize the
vision.” We know from the Greek text of Josephus 4 that the Jews
refused to till the soil and to sow corn during this critical period,
this agricultural strike making Petronius anticipate a famine
throughout the land. It would, of course, have greatly aggravated
the difficulties had a really considerable part of the population
taken to the mountains and begun to live there on what are
euphemistically called ‘ the resources of the land,” that is, to use
Josephus’ blunt words, as ‘ robbers.” It is very understandable
that the Pharisees should have done all they could to counteract
this eschatological propaganda for a new Maccabean exodus. That
it came to violent quarrels, to blows and even to genuine wars,
between the messianist activists and the Pharisee opportunists is

1 Comm. in Matt. xxii. 15ff. (tom. xvii., ch. xxv.)
2 See St. Jerome, above, p. 67 n. 2.
3 Mark xiii. 14 ; Matt. xxiv. 15. 4 B.J.ii.p.200f.
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not at all surprising, since Josephus?! says of the latter that they
were ‘overbearing and easily roused to fighting.’

But the censor’s ink must have blotted out more than a phrase
about mere internecine war and strife between the Pharisees and
the messianist followers of Jesus. We have noted above 2 that
according to Tacitus the Jews resorted to arms at the approach of
the troops of Petroniusto Jerusalem, to prevent the placing of the
statue in the temple. Though the Greek Josephus says nothing of
all this, the censored text of the Josippon 3 states: ‘and there arose
wars because of this,” or ‘ they were aroused to wars.” Only the
Mosconi MS. in Paris (cp. Pl viir, line ) has ‘ and they raised
wars against them,’ in order to put the responsibility for the out-
break of hostilities on the Romans.

Even from these scanty remainsin the Josippon it is easypto see
that the Greek original must have had a passage corresponding to
the statement of Tacitus about the armed resistance of the Jews
under Caligula. Since the six lines, expunged later on, of the
Mantua edition of the Josippon ¢ attribute the responsibility
therefor to the followers of Jesus, it is clear that on this account the
passage in question has been blotted out in the Greek and, though
less completely, also in the Hebrew text.

But the most interesting historical detail found in that portion
of the Mantua edition occurs in the phrase following the blank :

. ’Ele‘azar, who committed great crimes in Israel until the Phari-
sees overpowered him.” If we want to know who this 'Ele‘azar
was, we have only to turn over the said folio 89 of Abraham Conat’s
edition, to find on the verso (left column, line 17) the statement :
‘ Felix sent 'Ele‘azar the robber (hap-paris) to Rome,” a sentence
which, by the way, proves definitely that parisim is indeed the
exact equivalent of Josephus’ Axorai, ‘ robbers.” Felix is simply
the well-known Roman governor, and the robber ’Ele‘azar is
‘Ele‘azar son of Deinaios, the ‘robber chief’ (apxtAnar1)s), men-
tioned both in the Greek text of Josephus and in the Latin Ege-
sippus as having been arrested and sent to Rome in chains by the
governor Antonius Felix (A.D. 52-80), ‘ after he had harassed the
country for twenty years.’” This 'Ele‘azar son of Dinai is quite
well known also to the Mishnah,® where he is mentioned as a famous
‘ murderer,” and to the Midrash,® which knows him as the leader
of one of the unfortunate generations who tried to force the
messianic redemption of Israel before the time of God’s own good

L Ant., xvii. § 41. 2 P.65.

3 See also above, p. 67 n. 1, about the gravissima seditio of the Jews in Egesippus.

4+ See above, p.96n. 3.

& Sota, ix. 9; Babl, 47a; [erush 23b. Cp. Tosephta Sota, ch. xiv., ed.
Zuckermandel, p. 320,,.

§ Midrash Siphvé to Deut. 205 (ed Friedmann, 111b) ; Jalqut, sect. shofatim,
§ 923; Varsow, col. 632; Midrash to Canticles, ii. 7 (99a)s '
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will. Both these statements agree perfectly with what Josephus
says about him as a ‘robber chief,’ i.e. a nationalist revolutionary
leader of the Jews. The ‘ twenty years’ during which he ‘ har-
assed the country,” until Felix rounded him up and sent him to
Rome for trial, are quite compatible with the statement of the
Hebrew Josippon that he ‘ committed many misdeeds ’ in the days
when Caius Caligula wanted to place his statie in the temple
(a.D. 40). The hitherto enigmatic words of Tacitus (4nn., xv. 44)
to the effect that the Messianic ‘ superstition,” temporarily sup-
pressed through the crucifixion of the Christ under Pilate, ‘ soon
broke out again’ (rursus erumpebat), is now explained through the
mutilated sentence of the Josippon, the partial erasure of which
can only be understood if this 'Ele‘azar was originally described
asone of those who ‘strayed after the son of Joseph,’ that is, if the
Josippon and its source described 'Ele‘azar as a Christian rising
against Rome because he expected the immediate Second Coming
of the Christ.

Nor does the name of 'Ele‘azar seem to be quite unknown in
Christian tradition. In the so-called pseudo-Clementines,! early
apocryphal writings based on lost Acts of Peter, there is a list of
sixteen or thirteen followers of Peter, among them, at the end,
Alvetas kai Ad&apos oi iepels, in the Latin version Phineas, Lazarus,
etc., so that evidently either Aiveias or Phineas, or both, are
corruptions of one and the same name. ’'El¢‘azar being regu-
larly written a5, L’ azar, in the Palestinian Talmud, and the famous
New Testament ‘ Lazarus’ being a witness to the fact that this
abbreviation was the popular pronunciation of the name in Pales-
tine, there is no difficulty in identifying Ad&apos o lepevs, ‘ ’Ele-
‘azar the priest,’ 'Ele‘azar hak-kohen, with the *Ele‘azar mentioned
as one of the followers of Jesus during the reign of Caligula.

It may, of course, be objected that the name of 'Ele‘azar is
itself far too common to make such an identification a very safe
thing, at least so long as we have no father’s name to go by. Still,
inthiscase it seemsextremelytempting,from a palaeographic point
of view, to submit Dineas=Deineias as the true original of the two
evidently corrupt forms A+neias and Phineas, since A and A are
as easily confused as Latin P and D, H and E, in capital script. If
this conjecture be accepted, it would seem as though both father
and son, two men of priestly race, had been followers of Peter,? the
barjona or ‘ extremist ’ ® among the disciples of Jesus.

L Hom., ii. 1, P.G., 78b (45) ; Recogn., ii. 1 (P.G., i. 1247 sq. below).

2 The case would be entirely parallel to the fact—not noticed hitherto by any
modern scholar—that Theudas, the pseudo-messiah of the time of Cuspius Fadus
and the Emperor Claudius, was ‘ an acquaintance ’ (yvdpiuos) of Paul (Clem. Alex.,
Strom. vii. 17: ‘ Valentine (the gnostic) was a .disciple (d«nxoéva)) of Theudas,
dppos & obros éyeybver Tlavlov °).

3 On this meaning of the name, cp. below, p. 252 n. 3.
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However that may be—and it goes without saying that I attach
no importance to this conjecture—there is certainly a strange dis-
tortion of Josephus’ text in this connexion visible in the Josippon,
which is obviously connected with the erasure of the line referring
to ’Ele‘azar, which survives only in the editio princeps of Mantua.
Instead of speaking of the devastations of the robber chief ’Ele‘azar,
as does Josephusin the original, the Josippon says: ‘ In this space
of twenty years Agrippa (11.) did not desist from robbery and
spoliation, so that he caused much slaughter and enormous loss of
life all over Syria. In Judaea, too, he strewed the land with many
corpses, until Felix was made commander of the Roman army, who
sent a strong host against him and butchered his bandits, captured
Agrippa himself and sent him to Rome in chains. And although
Felix had sent ’Ele‘azar the robber to Rome, the country was not
cleansed from blood, for the Jews butchered each other, moved by
fratricidal hatred.” At first sight one would suppose a simple
mistake of the copyist, writing Agrippa instead of 'Ele‘azar the
robber. This, however, is impossible, because the whole para-
graph about Agrippa I1. is made to refer to these twenty years and
to thealleged revolutionaryfight of Agrippa 11. against the Romans,
a fight which is, of course, entirely unhistorical. The paragraph
begins, quite unmistakably, with the words, ‘ As long as this
Agrippa, son of Agrippa (1.), lived and reigned, wars between the
people of Israel and the Romans never ceased until the captivity
of the Jews who were led up to Rome. This is the second cap-
tivity, when the second temple was devastated in the twentieth
year of Agrippa on the ninth day of the fifth month which is called
Abh.’ How crudely the compiler went to work may be seen from
the date, ‘ twentieth year of Agrippa 11.,” which he gives for the
destruction of the temple. This cannot, of course, be based on
Josephus ; for Agrippa became king of Chalcis in A.D. 48, of
Trachonitis in A.D. 53, and never in all his life was king of Judaea.
These ‘ twenty years’ are simply transposed from the history of
the ‘ robber ’ "Ele‘azar to the history of Agrippa 1I., ‘ the philo-
Roman and philo-Caesarian,’ as he is called on his coins, who never
had the slightest difficulty with the Romans. The obvious object
of this strange transposition was to get rid of ’Ele‘azar the robber
altogether, an elimination which is now perfectly clear because we
know the six partially expurgated lines of the Mantua edition. It
must have been the work of a Christian copyist, perhaps of the
author of what the Oxford MS. of Jerahm’el calls the Josippon han-
nos71, (the * Christian Josippon ’). On the other hand, the meagre
phrase about the capture of ’Ele‘azar the robber by Felix must be
due to the Jewish scribe who completed and corrected the Christian
Josippon, as well as he could, by comparing the most important
passages of a Greek Josephus.
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The example just mentioned is, however, but one of the many
deviations existing between the Josippon and the standard text of
Josephus. The former does not mention a single one of the many
Jewish rebel chiefs conquered by the Romans after a more or less
bitter struggle before the final uprising of the Jews in A.D. 66.
Judas the Galilaean and his sons, Theudas, and all the rest,
are conspicuous only by their absence. What Josephus has
been accused of unjustly, namely, that he attempted to conceal
from the Romans as much as possible what he must have known
about the messianic movement among the Jews?! that the
Josippon does, or, better, the falsified Josephus’ MS. which served
as its model. The entire guilt of the Jewish rebellion is here
attributed to—the Herodian dynasty. Herod the Great is said to
have rebelled against Augustus and to have been led to Rome
in chains.2  Throughout this part of the narrative the place of the
rebels, the fighters for national independence, is taken by the hired
mercenaries of the Herodian kings. It is only in strict accordance
with this whole set of absurd fancies that at the end Vespasian
should capture Agrippa 11. after the fall of Jerusalem, should drag
him to Rome, and have him beheaded by the sword.?

This queer falsification of history appears to have taken place
gradually. The Josippon MS. seen by Jerahm’el,* for example,
still knew the names of a few rebel leaders, Judas the Galilaean
among them, though the shepherd Ahrongas had already become
Agrippa. Naturally, no one after the first century had the slightest
interest in deliberately using the Herodians as scapegoats. The
whole tendencyisrather to be regarded as the natural consequence
of the misgivings which Jewish Christians and converted Jews
generally must have felt on beholding the striking parallelism
between Jesus and the various rebel leaders mentioned by Jose-
phus as having arisen just about the same critical period which saw
the origins of Christianity and of their belief that Herod the Great
was the foretold Antichrist.

Still more curious, though of course perfectly understandable,
is the fact that this type of redaction was again altered in an anti-
Christian sense by a Jew who had better information at his dis-
posal, no doubt, in the form of a good Greek Josephus MS. Thus
it happens that side by side with the presentation of Herod as a
rebel we find him the favourite of Augustus and appointed king by
him, Of the ‘rebel’ Agrippa I. we hear in the same way that he
was highly honoured by the Emperor Claudius; and AgrippaI1., his
alleged role of ‘robber’ notwithstanding, actually makes the

1 Above, p. 65, first a linea.

t Josipponm, lib. i., c. xxv. p. 163.

3 Ibid., lib. vi., c. xx. sq., pp. 666 and 673a.

4 Fol. 151, lines 19 sqq., of Cod. Oxon., 2797 (Neubauer-Cowley, ii., cOl. 208).
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famous speech in which he advises the Jews not to resist the
Romans, in view of the latter’s invincibility. His execution at the
order of Vespasian is explained by the invention of calumnies
listened to by the Emperor, though of course they deserved no
credence whatever.

This Jewish reworker very naturally represented the part
played by the Christians quite differently from the proselytizing,
Jew-baiting text he had before him. For him the adherents of
Jesus were ‘ bandits,” and *Ele‘azar the ‘robber’ was a follower of
Jesus.. What remains of his account of the struggle between the
Pharisees, described as a fighting body, in accordance with Jose-
phus?! and the Galilaean adherents of Jesus, agrees remarkably well
with the general phraseology of Josephus and with the contro-
versies between the Galilaean messianists and the Pharisees, well
attested from the Gospels and the Mishnah.?2

It is quite understandable that the Christian translator or
censor should have insisted upon the expurgation, and even the
total deletion, of a passage in which a man referred to as a robber
chief by Josephus is rightly or wrongly reckoned among the number
of Jesus’ followers, and of another paragraph where the same man
is accused of having waged a guerilla war of the most sanguinary
description for twenty years against the Romans—the more so
because these statements are thrown into a particularly strong
relief by a peculiar feature of the Hebrew version which seems so
far to have eluded the attention of modern critics.

We have pointed out before that the printed editions of the
Josippon (how far the statement applies to the MSS. we shall see
after the publication of Dr. Greyzel’s critical edition) show no trace
of most of the revolutionary messianic movements of the age. The
object of this careful editing of the original Josephus is not difficult
to guess. The redactor simply wished to concentrate the responsi-
bility for all the uprisings of the ‘ bandits of his nation,” which led
to the conflict with the Romans and the destruction of the national
sanctuary, on the one group of messianists still in existence in the
Middle Ages and which was still regarded by the Jews as a group
of Jewish sectarians and heretics, though at the same time as the
worst enemies of the Jews and their oppressors, to wit, the Chris-
tians. No doubt, in the lost paragraph about Jesus in the chapter
on Pilate’s governorship the same redactor wished to represent
him as the fomenter of all the trouble caused by the parisim or
‘ bandits ’ of Israel. There can be no doubt about the fact that,
since the Christians of the apostolic generation were spoken of in

! Ant., xvii. § 41, els 70 woeuelv émppuévor; cp. Sext. Julius Africanus, Kéoro,
ch. iii. (H. Gelzer, S. J. Africanus, Leipzig, 1898, i. p. 265), after Justus of Tiberias,
about the stratagems employed by the Phariseans ﬁghtmg against the Romans.

¢ Jad.,iv.8. -
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such unflattering terms, the Master and Inspirer must have fallen
under a similar condemnation in a preceding chapter. Indeed,
that lost account of Jesus must have been similar in tone and
contents to the well-known passages in the Talmud in which Jesus
is characterized as a sorcerer who used magic to seduce Israel from
the way of the Law-—similar, above all, to the ill-famed mediaeval
Toldoth Jeshu!in which Jesus is said to have been in command of
more than 2000 armed bandits, who had fought real battles with
his adversaries, when he was finally made a prisoner on the Mount
of Olives.

In the curtailed text of the Josippon, with its suppression of all
rebellions before Jesus but with its accounts of all rebellions follow-
ing, among them especially that of 'Ele‘azar hap-paris under Cali-
gula, the long series of ‘bandit chiefs’ leading up to the great
revolt in the reign of Nero must have appeared as descending in a
straight line from Jesus the arch-revolutionary and fomenter of
the whole unfortunate war against Rome, the ultimate cause of
Israel’s ruin. '

The anti-Christian tendency of the Jewish Josippon as opposed
to the proselytizing Josippon han-nosri is then fairly clear, I hope.
Small wonder that we possess it only in-a badly mutilated shape.

Yet an attentive study of the Josippon texts reveals still more.
Jewish readers, when stumbling upon blackened and erased pas-
sages, would try to fill in the gaps, often by honest and conscien-
tious though not altogether philologically sound conjectures, and
this in spite of the fine of a hundred pieces of gold attached to such
an offence. In the Mosconi recension, for example, we have been
able to show (above, p. 97) that the name of 'Ele‘azar has been
replaced by Jesus’ familiar by-name, ‘ the Nagoraean,” han-nosri.
The Jewish scribe appears to have concluded from the last letter of
the name of 'Ele‘azar, the 7, still dimly visible in spite of ‘the
general obliteration of the name, that this letter had-really been
left over from Jesus’ usual surname, han-nosri.

A more difficult problem had to be faced by the Jewish scribe
of the two other MSS. of the Josippon.2 He seems to have found
nothing less than an erasure of the larger part of two pages; and
although he could probably discern a word here and there of the
original text, he still made bold to reconstruct 3the whole by draw-
ing extensively on his imagination. It is unnecessary to dwell on
his complete ignorance in historical matters displayed in the result-
ing fanciful tale, on the fantastic invention of a visit paid to Cali-
gula by Jesus and of the execution of the ‘ three bandits ’ under

1 ‘Sge Sam. Krauss, Leben Jesu nach jid. Quellen, Berlin, 1902,

t Cod. Rothschild, No. 24 (Paris), and Vatic. Ebr., 408. See PL x1v.

3 Cf. Pl x111.,, where thejowner has tried to restore mthemargm whatthe censor

had recklessly de%troved infthe text—only to see the work of his pen blotted out
again by another reviser.
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Claudius,! or on the silly tale they are relating to Caligula. Aside
from a few authentic words, the value of this obviously spurious
passage consists in proving the loss of more than merely a few
lines. Its considerable length shows that in the original Josippon
the history of Christian origins must have loomed rather large.
No doubt it was given as much space here as in the Slavonic
version, which will be discussed further on.

Those critics who would wish to attribute the extremely valu-
able Slavonic chapters on Jesus to the clever efforts of mediaeval
Jewish interpolators should first compare them with the following
ineptitudes :

¢ At that time arose the “ robbers of our nation "’ and presumed
to do each one what seemed right in his own eyes and to ‘‘ walk in the
way of evil ” and to ‘‘ change their way,” and when they were called
to account before the judges of the Sanhedrin of those days the
robbers went to the Roman governors who were in Judaea and said
to them: ‘Lo, because we have abandoned their law and have
rallied ourselves to the law of Caesar, these are trying to kill us.”
And since they 2 swore by the life of Caesar, the governors of Caesar
saved them (from the judge). And there went forth many of the
“ robbers of our nation,” and many strayed away from the people of
the Lord, and they went over to Edom and changed their law and
“ wandered in the wilderness where there is no way,”” 3 and made unto
themselves continually signs and miracles through their sorceries,
and the wise men of Israel were unable to cope with them (for they
were protected by Gaius Caesar). And there came some of the sons
of the city of Edom, robbers, and the robbers went into the hiding-
places of Edom, and many fell away. And those robbers grew rich
from the wealth which the king gave them. And in those days
walked about Jesus and with his companions went to Gaius Caesar,
and they said: ‘ Arrived is an angel of God,? even as the prophets
have foretold about him unto this day for a long time, and he said
to the inhabitants of Jerusalem to take unto them thy command
and to call thy name god. But they have not listened to him and
have endeavoured to kill him.”” And Gaius said : ‘“ Where is he ? ”’,
and they called him, and he came into his presence. And he said to
the emperor : ‘“ God hath sent me to anoint thee as a god on earth
and to build for thee an altar as unto a god and call thy name over
it.” And Gaius loved him and honoured him. And Gaius Caesar
sent the image of his own soulless body % to Jerusalem and sent them
word : “‘ Lo, here is the image of my likeness ; adore it, bow before
it, and build before its face an altar, because thus has commanded
your god, and your feasts and your rejoicings shall you observe, and

! The dating of the crucifixion in the reign of Caligula, or even later, is obviously
buta development of the sentence found in the Mosconi MS. discussed above, p. 97.

2 The ‘ robbers of our nation.’ 3 Ps.cvii. 40 Job xii. 23.

4 With this cp. below, p. 384 1. 4 f. in the Slavonic Josephus: ‘I will not call
him an angel.’

& golemd.
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you shall let the image enter into Jerusalem.” And it came to pass
that when it was brought the inhabitants of Jerusalem barred the
gate of the city and did not allow the image to enter. And King
Agrippa sent wise men of Israel to Rome, Joshuah and Jehudah and
ten of his companions, and they went to Rome into the presence of
Gaius Caesar, and Caesar said to them : ‘Lo, thus says your God,
who has sent me to be a god, and the whole earth accepts me as a
god ; but you, why do you deliberate ? Tell me your desire.” And
Joshuah replied and his colleagues, and they said : ““ Known be it to
thee, O king, that we will not listen to thee, to this command, and it
is not seemly to obey thy decision and to call by the name of god
other gods than our Lord alone, and the name of our Lord God, and
we will not build an altar but the altar of God, to the name which is
hallowed and exalted.” But the “ bandits of our nation ”’ spoke
words to the Lord our God which must not be related, and they
altered the interpretation of the law.

‘And in those days the men of Egypt sent an ambassador to
Gaius, the king of kings, whose name was Apion ; and the Jews likewise
sent an ambassador to Gaius, king of kings, whose name was Philo,
who was a wise man and author of a large number of books. And
Apion began tospeakin the presence of Gaius, King of Rome, saying :
‘“ All the nations call thy name ‘ god ’; only those Jews do not build
altars for thee, do not call thy name ‘ god * and do not swear by thy
name.”’ And Philo began and said : ‘‘ Truly we do not build altars
but to the Lord our God, and we swear by no other name but by the
name of the Lord, the great and terrible, and we do not sacrifice to
other gods but to the Lord alone. We are ready to lose our lives
rather than yield and listen to your words.” Then the emperor’s
wrath was raised and he ordered his army to start and to march
against Herod and to devastate the Holy Land. But the bandits of
(Jesu)—may his name and memory be blotted out ! —settled at his
right side, and likewise many of our nation who strayed after them.
But Claudius fought against it ! before the emperor, for he was a
prince. And Gaius was angry against him and dismissed him with
dishonour from his presence and ordered him out of the room. But
Philo said to the Jews who waited for him in the hall of the palace :
“Mend your ways and turn whole-heartedly to the Lord, for the
time is one of hardship.” And the Jews said each to his brother :
‘“ Let no one of us anoint himself to-day, for it is a time of hardship
for Israel, for Gaius, King of Rome, is very angry. But there is a
remedy for this, to wit, to turn to our stronghold, to the Lord our
God, who was the stronghold of our fathers. Let us fast and call a
prayer-meeting in the land of our enemies.” And the Jews observed
a fast and called a three days’ prayer-meeting in the country of
Rome, and called upon the Lord their God with fasting and praying.
And it happened on the third day that the Lord turned the spirit of
his soldiers against Gaius, so that they attacked him with drawn
swords and cut him to pieces, so that his body could not be buried,
but the dogs ate his flesh. Thus God took his revenge for the Jews

1 Viz., against the sending of an army to devastate Palestine.
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against Gaius. But after him ruled Claudius, and he dismissed
Joshuah and his colleagues with great honour after he had given
them a banquet and they had sat in his presence. And he honoured
them and delivered into their hands the bandits. And Claudius took
three bandits, who had escaped, and executed them, throwing their
corpses to the dogs, so that they should not be stolen by those
‘“straying about by night ”’ who strayed after them. And Joshuah
and his colleagues returned to Jerusalem and brought the remainder
of the bandits before the Sanhedrin. And Jehudah [Ishkharioth] !
arose before the Sanhedrin on behalf of King Herod, for the king
spoke, asking: ‘“ What is the judgment of the men who have raised
against me Gaius Caesar? ” And he bade them to be hanged on
a tree. And they hanged them by order of the king, but not with
_the approval of the whole nation ; for there were people who said :
“ They are such as have been in the band but have repented and
returned.” But the rulers and elders and the majority of the people
rejoiced at the sight of them ; for they had tried to raise against them
wars with the Romans, and many strayed after them in secret.’

. The reason why I venture to insert, if not the original text,?
which the initiate among my readers may easily decipher for
themselves on PL xv., at least an English translation of this worth-
less interpolation, is the opportunity it atfords to the critics of the
Slavonic texts discussed below to judge for themselves what can
be expected in the way of historical knowledge from mediaeval
‘Jewish forgers, and what cannot.

As has been said before, some of the sentences in the inter-
polated passage make quite good sense if isolated from their con-
text. They are, moreover, in perfect harmony with the con-
clusions we have drawn from the allusion to Daniel xi. 14.

" Inthe Antiquities (xx. 8. 6 ; cf. War,ii. 13. 4), Josephus, speak-
ing of the governor Felix who captured ’Ele‘azar b. Dinai, ob-
serves: ‘but the sorcerers and impostors persuaded the masses to
follow them into the desert. They promised to show them won-
ders and signs . . . and many who allowed themselves to be per-
suaded paid the penalty of their folly, for Felix made a punitive
expedition against those who had been led out of the country.’
As for the life of such outlaws in the caves and mountain strong-
holds of Edom, it is well attested for the time of the Seleucids,? for
the age of Herod 1., and for the insurrection quelled by Varus.?
Nothing,then,is more natural thanthat the messianists should have

1 Obvious interpolation of a scribe who thought of the considerable role played
by Judas Ishkharioth in the Toldoth Jeshu. Of course, the aforesaid Jehuda
(ben Tabbai), one of the two alleged ambassadors— Jehoshu‘ah (ben Perahja) and

Jehuda (ben Tabbai)—is meant by the original author of the story.

2 It is printed #n extemso, with all variants and a full commentary, in the
German edition of this book.

3 1 Mace. i. 53 ; ii. 31 ; xxxvi. 41; 2 Macc. vi. 11 ; X. 6.

¢ B.J., 1. §§3105s9q. : Ant., xiv. §§ 241 sqq.

5 Assumptio Mosis, ix. 6.
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taken ‘to the hiding-places of Edom’ when the Emperor Gaius
threatened to desecrate the sanctuary. The ‘ bandits of Edom,’
who joined them, are exact parallels to the Idumaean radicals who
gathered in Jerusalem lin A.D. 67, and who are commonly referred
to as ‘ robbers ’ by our author.

It is, then, just possible that the following words belong to the
original text :

‘in those days there were wars and quarrels in Judaea between the
Pharisees and the ‘“ robbers of our nation *’ who strayed after Jesus,
son of Joseph. And there went out some of those robbers and
wandered in the wilderness where there is no way, and made
unto themselves signs and miracles through their sorceries. And’
there came some of the sons of the city of Edom, robbers (too),
and they (all) went into the hiding-places of Edom and seduced

. many (saying): “in the days (of . .. ) Jesus came to . ..
- (us) . . . Arrived has the angel (messenger) of God foretold by the
prophets throughout the ages, and he has said . . . but they listened

" not to him, but sought how they might kill him. N ow, however, lét us

R R I I I O R R R R R R

............................................................

....(The chief of these bandits) was ’Ele‘azar, who committed
great crimes in Israel, until the Pharisees got the better of him.” -

Thediscovery of the above-quoted passages on Jesusin theedstio
princeps and in certain MSS. of Josippon yields another important
result, to wit, that the extant versions of the mediaeval Toldoth
Jeshu are in a large measure dependent upon the anti-Christian
edition of the Josippon. This comes out quite clearly at the very
opening of chapteri. in a Vienna and in an Oxford MS. of this ill-
famed pamphlet :

‘ During the second temple ¢% the days of Tiberius Caesar and in the
days of Herod the Second, King of Israel, who was an evildoer, as may
be seen in “ Josippon,” in those days came forward a man from the
seed of David, and his name was Joseph Pandareus, and he had a
wife and her name was Mirjam, and this man was God-fearing, and
he was a pupil of R. Shime‘on b. Shetah, etc. But the neighbour of
the said Joseph was an evildoer by name Johanan the Wicked, a
transgressor and adulterer, and Mary was a beauteous woman,’ etc.

The last four lines of this text contain an obvious anachronism,
since R. Simon Setacides lived in the reign of the Hasmonaean
king Jannai and not under Herod; they cannot, therefore, be
derived from the genuine Josippon. Buttheitalicized linesarean
almost literal quotation from that work, all the more valuable
since they come from the now lost passage on Jesus in the chapter
concerning Tiberius which is quoted by R. Abraham Farissol.

1 B.J., iv. 4 sqq.
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A second passage of interest in this connexion is found in
another chapter of certain Toldoth Jeshu MSS.:! ‘Jesus went into
Upper Galilee. The wise men gathered together, went to the
queen? and said to her: ‘ Our Lady, he practises magic and
seduces men.” Therefore she sent horsemen against him . . . who
tried to lead him away, but the men of Upper Galilee would not
suffer it and made war.’

The last lines of this fanciful story are simply derived from the
‘ war ’ between the Pharisees and the followers of Jesus, as men-
tioned in the Josippon. A latereadercould notimagine the Phari-
see rabbis warring effectively against the ‘ robbers of the nation’
and finally overpowering ‘ ’Ele‘azar the robber.’ So they sub-
stituted different vowels and read paradim, ‘ horsemen,” for the
parusim of the original text. This altered text was adopted by
nearly everyone of all extant Toldoth Jeshu versions. In the early
redactions of the work, as quoted by ninth-century Christian
writers such as Hrabanus Maurus and Agobard of Lyons, not the
slightest trace of such violent armed conflicts is found, and the in-
evitable conclusion is that these episodes go back to no other source
than the Hebrew version of Josephus, the Josippon, itself not
anterior to the ninth century. If it could be proved that this in
turn goes back to a lost paragraph of the Greek Josephus, we should
possess an erratic block of most important historical information.

! Krauss, pp. 42-54.
2 The widow of King Alexander Jannai. contemporary with R. Simon
Setacidés—both evident anachronisms in a history of Jesus.



VII

THE CONTROVERSY ON THE VALUE OF
THE SLAVONIC VERSION

‘The stone which the builders refused is become the head stone
of the corner.’—Ps. cxviii. 22.

ARDLY one of the numerous scholars who have dealt
with the problems presented by the Testimonium Flavi-
anum has taken the trouble to study the corresponding

portions of the Slavonic version of the War, not so much because
it was unknown or little known in Western and Central Europe as
rather because a number of hasty and superficial reviews ! of the
first German translation of the fragments in question had given
an impression that the texts preserved in Russia were of no value
whatever.

The first Western scholar to mention the Slavonic version of the
War was N. Bonwetsch 2 as early as 1893. The important fact
that this Old Russian translation contains statements concerning
John the Baptist and Jesus, missing in the Greek standard text of
Josephus, was first pointed out by Andrej N. Popov (1866), the
discoverer and editor of the Slavonic Book of Enoch, who also pub-
lished a part of the passages in question.* Further samples, from
another MS., were published by Ismail Sreznjevski.# Both pub-
lications were in Russian only.

Western Europe became acquainted with these materials
through the work of Alexander Berendts, professor of ecclesiastical
history at the Baltic University of Dorpat.? Yet his revelation
of the momentous chapters on John the Baptist and Jesus in a
Slavonic Josephus text was by no means hailed with that eager
enthusiasm which the author may have expected to arouse. Aside

! See the bibliography below, p. 624.

2 Die christlich vornicanische Litevatur in slavischen Handschriften, Appendix in
Harnack-Preuschen, Geschichte der altchvistlichen Litevatur bis Eusebius, i. 917.

3 Obzor chronografov russkoj vedakcii (vypusk pervyj), Moscow, 1866, pp. 130,
134, 139 (in Russian). See Popov’s portrait, on our Pl. xva.

4 Nos. Ixxxiv. and lxxxv. of his Svédénija i zaméthi o maloizvéstnych i
neizvéstnych pamiatnikach, suppl. to vol. xx., No. 4 of the Sbornik otdé¢lenija
russkago jazyka i slovesmosti, 1879, p. 143 sqq. (in Russian). See Sreznjevski’s
portrait, on our Pl. xvb.

5 Gebhardt-Harnack,T'exte und Untersuchungen sur Geschichte der alichyistlichesn
Literatur, xiv., No. 1, Leipzig, 1906. See Berendts’ portrait on our PL xvia.

H
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from the inevitable reaction to anything new, German liberal theo-
logians would naturally feel inclined to adopt a severely critical
attitude against any publication hailing from Dorpat, then a
stronghold of Lutheran fundamentalism, which so unmistakably
bore the signs of a credulous readiness to accept any document at
its face value.

It must be admitted that the new source is indeed most apt to
arouse the scepticism of any serious historian ; for does it not con-
tain such a late legend as the story of Jesus’ miraculous healing of
Pilate’s wife? does it not tell how Pilate, because of this exploit,
dismissed the ‘ wonder-worker ° whom he had just arrested for
very good reasons, and how the Jewish scribes, moved by envy
against Jesus, bribed the governor with a gift of thirty talents
of silver ? Incredible as it may seem, Berendts accepted such
nonsense almost unreservedly as so many genuine statements of
Josephus. For one thing, his publication must be called hasty
and premature, since he had not taken time to study the MS.
material of the whole work. As it was,at the moment of his first
publication he had not yet all the decisive evidence which he could
have marshalled against his critics. When two years later ! he
published a striking example of a momentous divergency between
the Russian and the Greek text, in the story concerning the false
Alexander, a divergency which could not possibly be attributed to
a Christian forger, it was too late. No one in Germany took the
slightest notice of this article. A subsequent one, showing -that
the chapter of Hippolytus of Rome about the Essenes uses a text
of Josephus more akin to the Russian version than to the Greek
standard text, was politely returned by the editor of the Zeitschrift
Sfily neutestamentliche Wissenschaft. All the later results of Ber-
endts’ persistent researches had to be printed in an obscure Baltic
Protestant church review which is almost unobtainable anywhere
outsideRussia. The author died, sadly disappointed,in 1912—not,
however, without having laid, through his disinterested pains-
taking research work, a foundation on which other scholars, less
prejudiced than his critics, might yet build.

In fairness to these critics of his it must be admitted that he
lacked the critical acumen to do for the Slavic Josephus passages
what the late Théodore Reinach had done, with so much good sense
and sagacity, for the Greek text of Antiquities, xviii. 3. 3, namely,
to sift the obviously Christian additions from the original text with
its violent anti-Christian tendency.

In spite of these shortcomings of the Baltic pioneer, it is im-
possible to lay too much stress on the debt owed him by Western
scholarship, since he most unselfishly sacrificed twelve years of his
life to the difficult task of transcribing the various MSS., translat-

1 ZN.T.W., ix. (1908), pP. 47 s49.
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ing and minutely comparing them with the Greek text, etc., with-
out receiving any reward whatever. A debt of honour is also due,
let us add, to the late Konrad Grass, a colleague of Berendts, to
whose unfailing devotion we owe the posthumous publication of
the magnum opus of Berendts, the annotated German translation
of the first four books of the Slavonic Josephus' O plenenie Jeru-
solima, i.e. ¢ On theCapture of Jerusalem.” He, too, died, in"-Nov-
ember 1927, before he could enjoy the result of his painstaking
work and witness the final justification of his late friend’s in-
cessant labours. (See our Pl xvib.)

The materials utilized in the following pages consist, apart from
the translation of Berendts and Grass, of an investigation under-
taken by Prof. Vasilij N. Istrin on the Old Russian Josephus
version. Of this text a number of specimens had been printed by
Andrej N. Popov,! by Ismail Sreznjevski,? and by the late Prince
Obolenski.®? Prof. Istrin’s essay, accompanied by numerous
samples of the text,* has confirmed on a far larger basis Berendts’
observation concerning the utilization of a Greek model by the
Slavonic translator. A critical edition of the whole Old Russian
text is being prepared by the same scholar, who had the kindness
to place at my disposal a number of careful copies of the most
important passages at variance with the Greek standard text of the
Jewish Wayr, and a copy of the chapter on Jesus of the Russian text
in the possession of the former Clerical Academy of Moscow but
emanating from the Volokolamski Convent. It so happened that
Berendts, too, had completely copied this MS., the readings of
which are thus doubly assured. Konrad Grass supphed complete
copies (the work of Berendts) of all the chapters dealing with
Christian origins. In the examination of the materials I was
greatly helped by Prof. André Mazon of the Sorbonne, and by his
pupils, M. Antoine Martel, fellow of the Fondation Thiers, and
M. Boris Unbegaun, librarian of the Paris Institute of Slavonic
Studies ; further, by occasional suggestions of Prof. N. van Wyck
of Leyden, Prof. N. Bubnov of Kiev (now at Ljubljana), and Prof.
Berndt von Arnim of Leyden. The great number of photostats
used for these analyses have been contributed through the
munificence of Mrs. Alice Chalmers in London and Dr. James
Loeb in Murnau. There is no need to emphasize once more
my feelings of sincere gratitude for such kind and generous co-
operation, without which the present work could not have been
carried through.

1 See above, p. 113 n. 3

? See above, p. 113 n.

3 Der Chronograph von Pere;aslawl Suzdalski, in Jahvb. d. k. Moskauer Ges. f.
(esch. u. Altert. Russlands, ix. (1851).

4 Festschr. f. Ljapunov, Ucenje Zapiskiof the Municipal University of Odessa,
sect. sc. hum. et soc., 1i., 1921, Pp. 27-40.
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The publication of Alexander Berendts' momentous discovery
aroused a certain amount of interest in European countries, and
was the centre of a considerable number of critical discussions in
the variouslearned periodicals. The disposition of the present book
made it desirable to confine myself to adding a mere bibliography
of this literature.! Yet I should like to draw attention to the fact
that every single argument of these authors has been most care-
fully considered, and every previous objection to the authenticity
of the Russian text refuted in all details, in the German edition of
this book.2

For the general information of the English reader it may suffice
to state that Berendts’ critics were prone to prove the spuriousness
of his texts by pointing out the numerous contradictions between
them and the Greek original. They forgot, alas! that Josephus
was such a superficial and shallow compiler that even the Greek
texts we possess from his pen are full of similar and even worse
contradictions, a number of which, highly amusing in themselves,
are treated fully in a subsequent chapter.

THE MS. TRANSMISSION OF THE SLAVONIC ‘ CAPTURE OF
JERUSALEM ’

The Slavonic translation of the Jewish War, or, to be more exact,
of the Greek treatise mepl dAwaews ‘lepovaarip, is written in Old
Russian, more particularly in the dialect of Kiev—a language
slightly different from Old Slavonic, i.e. the Old Bulgarian of the
Church—and has come down in sixteen MSS. There exists, more-
over, a Servian translation from the Russian in a MS. of the
Chilandari Lavra of Mt. Athos, dating from A.p. 1585, and in
another copy in one of the monasteries of the Fruska Gora in
Syrmia ; and there are a number of fragments in Rumanian on the
life of John the Baptist and Jesus, translated, according to the
express statement of the scribe, from the Polish, in a MS. of Dr.
Moses Gaster’s library in London. These facts make it more than
likely that there never was a South Slavonic Josephus, and that
the translation is the work of a Northern Slav.

In view of the importance of the whole problem, a careful
examination of the MS. material is indispensable. The Old Rus-
sian MSS. may be divided into two different classes, as follows :—

! See App. XXV.

2 Dr. W. Emery Barnes, The Journal of Theol. Stud., 1928, p. 68, is quite
justified in saying that the German edition of this book ‘is heavily overladen with
the discussion of scholars from the sixteenth century downwards.’ Still, this
inventory of all previous discussions had to be drawn up once, were it only to
prevent critics from repeating again and again arguments put forward and refuted
long ago, by reference to positive facts formerly ignored or overlooked since,
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Class A

1. Cod. Moscow Academy 651 (=cod. 227 of the Volokolamski
Monastery), 16th cent., now in the Academy Library,
Sergiev Possade).

2. Cod. of the Floris¢ev Hermitage 93/110 (date unknown to
me), now probably in possession of the Commission of
Scientific Archivists in the city of Vladimir (Kljazma).

3. Cod. Kasan (Clerical Academy 444/322), 16th cent.

4. Cod. Kasan (Clerical Academy 445/325), almost identical
with No. 3, 16th cent.

s and 6. (Copies of 4.) Cod. Kasan 446/323 and 447/324, 16th
cent.

7. Cod. Moscow Synodal Library 770, 16th-17th cent.

8. Cod. Barsov No. 633, in the Moscow Musée Historique,
unknown to Berendts ; according to information kindly
supplied by the director, Mr. N. Popov, an apographon of
the same exemplar as No. 7.

9. Cod. Moscow Synodal Library 991 (=Cod. Uspenski, a com-
plete Cetji-Minei (monthly lectionary) of the Metropolitan
Makarius (1542-1563), the Josephus occupying foll. 771-
890 in the February volume).

10. Cod. Moscow Synodal Library 178 (=cod. of the Czar, of the
same Cetji-Minei, January vol., foll. 797-917).

11. Cod. Moscow Synodal Library 182, a work of the same class,
July vol., foll. 856-953. Nos. 7-11 are now in the Moscow
Musée Historique.

12-13. Three MSS. from the Kyrillo-Béloserski Monastery, now
in the Leningrad Public Library, in Berendts’ time in
the library of the former Petersburg Clerical Academy,
viz. 63/1302 (15th cent.), 64/1303 (16th cent.), 65/1304
(15th or 16th cent.).! These have not been copied by
Berendts, but have been photographed for me through
the kindness of Dr. James Loeb in Murnau.

All the Moscow MSS. have now been photographed for Prof.
Sol. Zeitlin of Dropsie College, Philadelphia, Pa.

1 A fourth MS. of Leningrad—Petrogradskaya Duchovnaia Acad., No. 262—
pointed out to me by Prof. Beneevié and duly catalogued in the German edition
of this book, has since been found by Prof. Sol. Zeitlin to contain a Russian
version of the Hebrew Josippor and not the Slavonic Josephus (specimen photo-
graphs reproduced in jew. Quart. Rev., N.S. xix., 1929, pp. 1, 6-7). The MS.
Synod No. 745, now in the Historic Museum of Moscow, which Zeitlin reproduces
—without any signature!—on pp. 10-11 and 26-27, is not a Slavonic Josephus
either but is a Christianized Josippon. I do not know whether the MS. re-
produced by Zeitlin as ‘ Leningrad No. 343’ on pp. 30-31 loc. ¢it. is or is not
identical with any of the enumerated MSS. studied by Berendts.
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Class B

This class consists of the MSS. of the so-called Russian chrono-
graphers, containing the Old Russian text of Josephus in the same
translation as it appears in the above-mentioned MSS., but cut up
and inserted between portions of the Chronicles of John Malalas,
Georgius Hamartolus, and others, in one case (No. 16) annexed to
the historical books of the Bible.

14. Cod. misc. 279/658 of the Central Archives of the Foreign
Office, Moscow (15th cent.).! The text of Josephus is
interspersed throughout the Chronicle of Malalas, to which
is appended the so-called Chronographer of Perejaslavl
Suzdalski, extending to the year 1214. According to anote
in the MS., unfortunately not reproduced by Berendsts, it
is a copy of another MS. begun in the year 1261. We are
told by Jagi¢ that in the year 1882 Theodor Mommsen
wished to have this MS. sent to Berlin, but was unable to
obtain it because an unnamed Russian was said to be
engaged upon an edition of it. Nothing has ever been
heard of his work. Had Mommsen obtained the codex
we should probably have had a scientific edition of the
Old Slavonic version of Malalas forty years ago, and it
would no doubt have exercised a decisive influence on the
whole development of our knowledge of Christian origins.
For a critical edition of the Old Russian Josephus, pro-
duced under Mommsen’s eagle eye, with a detailed in-
vestigation of the state of the tradition, the investigations,
and the like, would have been available at the right
moment for Niese’s great edition of the Greek Polemos.

15. Closely related to 15 was cod. 109/147 of the Vilna Public
(now University) Library. This MS. was not used by
Berendts. Through the kind services of Prof. O. von
Halecki of the University of Warsaw and of Dr. K. Cho-
dynicki, professor at the University of Vilna, I had hoped
to have it sent for me to Paris; unfortunately, the
inquiries undertaken by these gentlemen have shown that
it was carried off by the Russians in their retreat of 1915.
Prof. BeneSevi¢ of Leningrad has since kindly ascertained
for me the sad truth, that it perished in a fire during the
troubles of 1919. The Josephus portions in it were inter-
spersed between passages from Malalas, Georgius Hamar-
tolus, the Gospels, and various apocrypha.

16. Lastly, in the library formerly belonging to Count Uvarov,
which is now in the Musée Historique in Moscow, there is

t Now in the Zentroarchiv, Moscow, Vagankov Pereolouk.
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a half-uncial MS. (cod. 3/18) of the 15th century, in
which Josephus occupies foll. 409-533, as an appendix to
the historical books of the Bible.

Now that we know through Jerahm’el ben Shelomo {above,
p- 83 n. 1)—what Berendts and the Russian scholars ignored—that
Josephus published a second edition in twenty-four books, begin-
ning with Adam and reaching to the fourteenth year of Domi-
tian, it remains to be seen whether these MSS. are really late
Byzantine compilations, or whether they are not by any chance
translations of the lost twenty-four books of Josephus, perhaps
overworked and christianized, on which the Byzantine chroniclers
might themselves be dependent.

THE TITLE OF THE OLD RUSSIAN JOSEPHUS

As Prof. Laqueur has shown, the very title chosen by Josephus
for his work, The Jewish War, clearly indicates his own position
within the Roman camp. The Romans, not the Carthaginians,
speak of the ‘ bellum Punicum ’; Caesar, not Vercingetorix, of the
‘bellum Gallicum.” The matter is exactly the same as if an
Englishman referred to the South African War, not as the ‘ Boer
War’ but as the ‘ English War.” Now, the fact that Berendts had
chosen the title of ‘ Josephus’ Jewish War ’ for his Russian version
might itself have induced the critics to doubt the validity of his as-
sumption that the work in question ever was a redaction destined
for the Oriental Jews. As a matter of fact, Berendts had no MS,
basis whatever for his title. Neither the chronographers nor the
first book of the work, with its first part missing, give a title on the
frontispiece. The first MS. title is found at the beginning of the
second book. It says nothing about a ‘ Jewish War,’” but reads,
‘Second Book of Josephus on the Conquest of Jerusalem,’ similar
in this to the eleventh-century Codex Vaticanus (V) of the Greek
text, whichisinscribed 'lTwarjmov mept dAwoews Adyos Sevrepos. In
both cases even the surname ‘ Flavius’ of the imperial client is
absent. It is clear that there are good reasons why the various
Greek MSS. as well as the ancient quotations show such different
titlesas the ‘ Jewish War ’ or the ‘ Jewish Waragainst the Romans,’
or the ‘ Capture of Jerusalem.’! Josephus, it is true, had become
used to quoting his book as the ‘ Jewish War,” according to the

! Origen, Selecta in Threnos, opp. iii. 348, De la Rue, xiii. 211: ‘“’Idopmros
yap év Tots wepl aAdoews.”  St. Jerome, Comm. in Jesaiam, c. 64, s. fine (opp. ed.
Vallarsi, iv. 766) : ‘quae Josephus Judaicae scriptor historiae septem explicat
voluminibus, quibus imposuit titulum Captivitatis Judaicae id est wepl aAdoews’
(Vallarsi, ii. 343). Id., De vir. illustr., c. 13 (Vallarsi, ii. 851). Chronicon paschale,
ed. Dindorf, i. 463: ‘“’Idoqmos loTopel & T¢ méumre Noyyw Tis ‘Aldoews,”” Isidor.
Pelus., lib iv. ePist. 225, P.G. 78, 1320: “’lwg#hmov . . . ’Tovdalov . . . mepl Tijs
‘ANdeews loropla,” See also the quotation by Suidas, below, p. 120 n. 2.
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point of view of his Roman readers. Still, most MSS. have the title
mepl alwoews, without the addition of the word  Jerusalem’
found in the Slavonic texts.

Yet in this abridged form no Roman or Greek reader would
have understood what was meant. ’lwc7mov mepl dAwoews might
mean ‘Josephus on his own captivity,’ a title corresponding to the
Latin Historia Josephi captivi, which does occur in several MSS. of
the Egesippus? When St. Jerome speaks of the ‘ fitulus Capti-
vitatts Judaicae 1d est mepl dAdoews,’ he, as well as the MSS. of the
Egesippus referred to before, must have thought of the Aramaic
expression galutha, Hebrew golah, ‘exile,’ in a vaguer sense an
equivalent of ‘captivity,” which is used in an identical manner.
As a matter of fact, sefer hag-golah, or sifra de galutha, would have
been fitting titles for the book of Josephus, and the ambiguity
arising from them, in that the captivity of the author might be
implied, would have been considered as a clever artifice of style in
any Semitic dialect. It may be that he chose this title when he
had no other project than to write his own justification, i.e. to
explain why he himself preferred captivity to an honourable death,
and I personally think such a view extremely likely. Later on,
when the scope of the work grew, he probably changed the title
to the form still extant in the Russian version by adding ‘of Jeru-
salem.” His Roman editions were given the title of Jewish War,
necessarily as distasteful to his compatriots as his Latin cognomen
‘ Flavius.” Hence, when he prepared his final edition, after the
publication of his Antiguities, for which he needed Jewish readers
and Jewish sympathies, he preferred to change the title again into
Draviov 'lwcrimov ‘EBpalov iatopia ’‘lovdaixod worémov mrpos
Pwpaiovs, a form still preserved in the Codex Parisinus, and with
its awkward mixing of two incompatible points of view an excellent
proof of how little Josephus, even at the end of his literary career,
had entered into the spirit of the Greek language.

THE REMAINS OF THE GENUINE PREFACE TO THE ‘ HALGSIS’

It was not to be supposed from the beginning that a work of
the type of this translation of Josephus into Old Russian was
done independently by two people twice in succession. On the
contrary, a single translator may safely be assumed. This trans-
lator evidently started his work on a Greek text the first part of
which had come down to him in very poor shape. Later on he

1 Niese, ed. maior, vol. i., proleg. p. vi; vol. vi. p. 3.
? E.g. Codex Vatic. Palat, 170 (ninth century). See also below, p. 482, the
%uotatlon from Suidas, s.v. Inaovs ¢ epopey ol "Ibanmov Tov cuyypadpéa rijs ANdoews
epoTolipwy pavepds Néyorra év Tols Tis alxpadwalas adrol Imopvipacw. . .”
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managed to find a better MS. and thus to complete his work. For
it is to be noted that the MSS. of class A begin with chapter xxv.
of the first book in the middle of the text, so that no other explana-
tion is possible.

There is furthera gap between ii. 18, § 505, and iii. 2, § 28, owing
to a missing leaf, and the scribe does not even appear to have been
aware of the fact. For he jumped from the end of § 505 in Book ii.
18 (Vméotpeyrev els Ty IITorepaida), and without punctuation, into
the middle of § 27 of Book iii. 2 In English translation the pas-
sage in question then reads as follows :

‘

. . . he turned back to Ptolemais // and in entering there he
saved himself from the fire ///, and on the third day he came out and
made himself heard by his people, thereby filling them with unex-
pected joy at having got back the general for the fight to come.
‘Third Book of Josephus on the Capture of Jerusalem. Of
Vespasian. Vespasian took over the chief command in Asia,’ etc.

At the place marked /// there commences the verso of fol. 108 ;
at the place marked // (not at all noticeable in the MS.) there is the
leap from the second to the third book, not noticed by the scribe,
evidently because a number of pages had fallen out. Only in the
following paragraph there follows the title, ‘ Third Book of Jose-
phus,’ etc., of course put in at a later date, which ought to stand
at the place marked /. The translator then connected mechanic-
ally the end of the missing story of the escape of the Peraite Niger
with the narrative of the return of Cestius Gallus to Ptolemais, and
added the title, taken from therunning title on the top of the page,
after the first paragraph of a recto page of hismodel. Itisclearlya
case of a damaged exemplar, from which fact no further conclusions
can be drawn for the original text of the Haloss.

Much the same thing obtains for §§ 45-71 of the third book,
missing in all the MSS. of group 4, a gap likewise caused by loss of
pages. Itisto beregretted that Berendts failed to supplement his
MS. with thehelpof the MS. of the Moscow Principal Archive, since,
for the reasons discussed above,! it would have been useful to
compare the Slavonic version of Josephus’ description of Palestine
with the corresponding passages in the Greek Polemos.

The Slavonic MSS. of class 4 are headed by an introduction
which, in spite of its confused form, was recognized by Berendts
as part of a preface preceding the original Haléosis of Josephus.
The text is full of the author’s favourite attacks on the Zealots,
whom he accuses, rightly or wrongly, of being responsible for the
national catastrophe. It contains furthermore Josephus’ self-
defence against attacks made on him, and not without foundation,
by those very Zealots; while in the Greek War he engages in

1 Cf.p. 881 31
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polemics not against his Jewish adversaries but against certain
Greek writers who have distorted the facts for the purpose of
flattering the Romans. The confused form of this introduction
finds its explanation in the fact that in the book whole pages were
lost, for it is well known that in a bound codex of this type very
often only the first and second pages remain, thanks to their
closer attachment to the cover, whilst the following pages are as a
rule the first to become detached. The first and second pages
naturally contained title and preface. The cause responsible for
the loss of the parts discussed above had for a consequence the
damaging of the said first and second pages. To make up for this,
a reader seems to have added below or above the damaged parts
—from another copy—portions of the text which had become more
or less illegible. A later copyist must have inserted those passages,
sometimes in the wrong place, thereby causing the textual con-
fusion referred to. A rearrangement of the text is, then, not only
permissible but necessary if we want to get some order into this
chaos and arrive at a logical and coherent text. By a comparison
of the extant and the rearranged texts, placed side by side, the
reader may convince himself that no undue liberty has been taken
with the former.

Preface as translated by Berendts Suggested restoration of the

Sfrom the MSS. Preface.
‘ There precedes ! a story of the ‘ The story of the Herodeans and
Herods and (of the Conquest of Jerusalem)

the history of the kings, well-
known matters,

and of that which comes after,

the lesser deeds of each prince
and dynast,

because in much (?) in the midst
of Archelaus and

Herod, of Antipater and Alex-
ander, the son-in-law

of Archelaus, and of Pheroras
and of Salome

and ofalltherest unceasingly (?),

vain pride kept itself, daring to

resist the majesty of truth and

to put up the opposite and
greater ones.

Such will be caught in their own
nets,

as will be said in the following

1 I follow in the main the Cod. Mosqu. Acad., No. 651, fol. 1 recto.
of variants will be found in the German edition, i,

is preceded by the history of the
kings, matters of common
knowledge.

What follows (I will tell in full
detail) :

the (greater and) lesser deeds of
each prince and dynast

of Archelaus Herod, of Antipater

and Alexander, the son-in-law
of Archelaus, and Pheroras

and of Salome and the rest.

(By internal dissension the
country suffered terrible
things),

becausein many of the grandees
there maintained itself a vain
pride, as they dared to resist

A full list
L P. 244 s4.
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(sequel)

where the order will show the
proper time.

For the godless Zealots were
constantly egged on

to slander, both by stinking
aspersions

and by inventing words of dis-
content, which is

filled with deadly poison.

And in such tumults Archelaus
was

angry at his son-in-law Alex-
ander,

then Herod was angry at Pher-
oras and Salome on account

the majesty (Christian interpel.c

and to put up the opposite.
Suchlike

will be caught in their own nets,
as will be told

in the sequel, where the proper
order (of the narrative)

will indicate the true time (of
each event).! For the Zeal-
ots

of godlessness ? are constantly
egged on to slander, both

bystinking aspersionsand words
of discontent,

inventing what is filled with

deadly poison.
of the quantity of their wicked-

ness. And after that
Pheroras was accused by Herod

of a crime. . . .

The concluding sentence, ‘ and in such tumults . . . crime,’
is the unsatisfactory attempt of the translator to construct a bridge
between preface and text. He evidently knew nothing of the
original preface, and had to rely entirely on what he still found in
the damaged first pages. Yet there can be no doubt that what
preceded was precisely the original preface to the Haldsis, replaced
later on, in the edition addressed to a circle of Graeco-Roman
readers, by the extant proemium.

THE Various ENDINGS OF THE OLD RussiaN JosepHUs MSS.

From the final event recorded in an historical document it is
generally possible to determine the date of publication, at least the
so-called ‘terminus post quem.” The MSS. of group 4 (above,
p. 117) form no exception to this rule. The Greek War and the
Slavonic chronographer’s version begin with a mention of the
schism between the two factions of the Jerusalem hierocracy and of
thehigh priest Onias, the founder of the temple of Heliopolis. One
of the Old Russian MSS.? ends accordingly with Vespasian’s order
to destroy the temple of Heliopolis. This appears to be the only

1 The chronology was indeed of the first importance to the old scoundrel, who
had weighty reasons for concealing as much as possible the influence which his own
doubtful actions had on the outbreak of the revolution.

2 Cf. B.J., iv. § 161 ; vii. §§ 268-270. The contrary term, ‘zealots of good
works,” Tim, ii. 14 ; 1 Peter iii. 13; ¢ of virtue,’ Philo, de praem. 11.

® Cod. Syn. Mosq.. 991, fo 878 ve. Berendts-Grass, p. 16.
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reason why Josephus goes back to an event of the age of the
Hasmonaeans in spite of his having announced in the preface that
he is not going to repeat what may be read in the books of Macca-
bees. Asis well known, Josephus himself belonged to the class of
Jerusalemite priests who regarded with utmost horror the rival
sanctuary of Heliopolis.! He also seems to have laboured under
the pious illusion that the time between the foundation and the
destruction of the temple of Heliopolis amounted to exactly 343—
i.e. seven times seven times seven—years.2 If one remembers his
conviction that the ultimate captivity was caused through the dis-
sension among the Jews under Aristobulus and Hyrcanus, which
made it possible for Pompeius to intervene and to take Jerusalem,
it is clear that he regarded the destruction of both temples as the
just punishment of God for the transgression of the Deuteronomic
law prohibiting the setting up of a rival sanctuary. Hence the
curious idea to begin his narrative with the foundation of the
temple of Heliopolis and to end it with its destruction.

Yet he cannot have formed this plan before A.p. 73, the date
when the temple of Heliopolis was actually desecrated. In fact,
such a scheme was still foreign to him when he composed the extant
Greek prologue—which contains a table of contents ending with
the triumph of Titus—and the preface which has been preserved
in the Old Russian translation. The codex of the Moscow Ecclesi-
astical Academy 651 (227) has the standard epilogue after vii. 10.
1, § 419, which means that the destruction of the temple of Heli-
opolis was not even mentioned at this stage of the work. There
was therefore not the slightest reason why in such an edition
Josephus should have spoken, at the beginning, of the foundation
of that temple. Nor was there then any reason for Josephus
mentioning events going back to the time of Antiochus Epiphangs.
It stands to reason, then, that originally Josephus began his work
with the rivalry of Hyrcanus and Aristobulus, which marks also
the beginning of the Herodian dynasty, that is, with chapter vi. of
the standard edition. The peculiar rhetorical ring of the intro-
duction to this chapter would certainly bear out such an assump-
tion. It was doubtless logical to begin the narrative with the
origins of the dynasty which was still reigning when the catastrophe
occurred. Only after the destruction of the temple of Heliopolis did
he conceive the idea of rearranging his work in the sense indicated.
This important fact settles the date of the Greek original of the
codex of the Moscow Ecclesiastical Academy as being posterior to
the fall of Masada (April of A.D. 73), after the Alexandrian tumults
and the massacre of the Jews at Thebes, yet prior to the imperial
decree concerning the temple of Heliopolis.

The chief result of the foregoing considerations is the following

1 Ant., xiii. 3. 1-2, * B.J., vii. § 436.
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development of Josephus’ work, which grew under his hands, as it
were :

1. His first project began with the rivalry of Hyrcanus and
Aristobulus and ended with the triumph of Titus, described, no
doubt, according to the official programme which had been placed
at his disposal before the event. It is probable that the book was
given in this form to Titus and some generals of the headquarters
before Jerusalem shortly after the triumph (end of June of A.D. 71).

2. Josephus went on completing his work with the help of
the official reports placed at his disposal by the imperial adminis-
tration. The pieces added at the end of the seventh book are:
the conquest of Machaerus by Lucilius Bassus (chap. vi.), the de-
position of the King of Commagene in A.D. #2 (chap. vii.), the
conquest of Masada in A.D.73 (chaps. viii. and ix.), and the tumults
of Alexandria and Thebes (chap. x.). This redaction is at the base
of the codex of the Moscow Ecclesiastical Academy. A MS. of the
same class was also utilized by Isaac-Hilarius for the so-called
‘ Egesippus.’

3. Josephus heard the news of Vespasian’s decree concerning
the levelling of the temple of Heliopolis. He believed he could °
now discern the Divine plan and meaning of the general punish-
ment inflicted upon the Jews, and proceeded to fit his work into
such a historico-philosophical scheme. He added chapters i. to v.
of the first book, without, however, changing the preface.

4. The destruction of the temple of Heliopolis could not be
carried out immediately, because it was too difficult to tear down
the megalithic structure of the tower-like building. The conse-
quence was a somewhat drawn-out correspondence between the
governor of Egypt and the imperial chancellery. From this corre-
spondence Josephus gathered his information as to the shape
and the cult utensils of that sanctuary, information which he duly
utilized for his next redaction.?

5. The last addition concerned the events of Cyrene, where a
poor weaver, in Josephus’ eyes a misguided fanatic, had started a
revolutionary exodus into the desert, at the head of a band of
paupers. The wealthy Jews, for obvious reasons not favourably
disposed toward such an attempt at ‘rebedouinizing’ Israel (below,
p- 362 n. 4), duly informed the Roman governor, Catullus, who had
the pious pilgrims overtaken and cut down by his cavalry. Thisdid
not help the wealthy Jews very much, since the clever governor,
coveting the booty of rich confiscations and wishing to curry favour
at Rome, managed to involve a number of them in the scandal.

It is highly significant that this § 446 is the point to which the
narrative of Josephus extends in the form presented by the so-
called chronographer’s text, i.e. in the MS. in the archives of the

1 B.J., vii. 427; cp. i § 33.
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Moscow Foreign Oftice (No. 15). Nothing could more precisely
mark the date of composition of the archetype of the Josephus MS.
utilized by the Russian translator for a second edition of his work,
in order to supply the initial lacuna in his first imperfect edition,
than the passage which in the Greek edition of the War immediately
follows the point where the Russian text closes. There we read
(88 447-451)

‘ Moreover, to prevent any Jews elsewhere from exposing his
iniquity, he extended his lies further afield, and prevailed on Jonathan
and some others who had been arrested along with him to bring a
charge of sedition against the most reputable Jews both in Alexandria
and in Rome. Among those thus insidiously incriminated was Jose-
phus, the author of this history. The upshot, however, of the scheme
did not answer to Catullus’ expectations. For he came to Rome,
bringing Jonathan and his associates in chains, in the belief that the
false accusations brought up before him and at his instance would
be the end of the enquiry. But Vespasian, having his suspicions of
the affair, investigated the facts; and discovering that the charge
preferred against these men was unjust, he on the intercession of
Titus acquitted them, and inflicted on Jonathan the punishment that
he had deserved. He was first tortured and then burnt alive.
Catullus on that occasion, owing to the lemty of the emperors,
suffered nothing worse than a reprimand. .

When Josephus produced the edition preserved in the writings
of the Russian chronographers, it is possible that he was not yet
fully aware of the storm which was brewing over his head ; or it
may be that he simply did not think it advisable to make any
mention of the affair. One can readily conceive that he was told
nothing about his accusation until after the investigation. There
was doubtless an element of truth in the allegations of Jonathan,
for, as Josephus himself admits, great hopes had been placed by
the insurgents upon a rising of the western diaspora, and letters
and money must certainly have passed on that occasion. Jona-
than himself was probably an emissary of the type of those Syrian
travelling agitators who had aroused the suspicion of the Emperor
Claudius,! so much so that he forbade their being received and
sheltered in Alexandria. Since Josephus can be shown in his
earlier days to have fomented the revolt in Galilee, it is quite
possible that Jonathan was in possession of incriminating docu-
ments. Josephus, however, had succeeded in lulling the emperors
into the belief that whatever he had schemed then he had done in
his official capacity as a general under the Jewish government of
Jerusalem, and he had of course obtained full pardon for his actions

1 H. Idris Bell, Jews and Christians in Egypt, London, 1924, p. 25. ‘‘undé
émdyesfar punbé mpooelecfar kaTamrNéovras dmo Zvplas . . . kabdmep éfeyelpovTds Twva véaov
Kkowiw Tijs olkouvpévys.”
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in open war. Thus it is clear why an exposure of the type
attempted by Catullus and his former accomplices had to fall
to the ground if he could prove that the incriminating actions
belonged to the period of his life preceding his capture by the
Romansat Jotapata in A.D. 66.1

Tosumup: theOld Russian version was based on two different
MSS,, representing two different redactions of the author’s seven
books ‘on the capture of Jerusalem.” The unknown translator
began his work with a badly mutilated MS. of the edition com-
pleted before Josephus learned the news of the fall of the Helio-
politan sanctuary. On further search he discovered more perfect
MSS. As far as may be judged from the statements of Berendts,?
in the course of time he managed to obtain at least two more MSS.,
distinguishable by their different endings. The Old Russian Jose-
phus, which is at all events 3 prior to 1260, was circulated by its
author in different editions, alike in this to the Greek Josephusand
to many mediaeval histories.? So far as our present knowledge
permits us to judge, none of the Russian MSS. contains the final
paragraphs about the accusation brought against Josephus by
Catullus and Jonathan. This proves that the Greek originals of
the Russian musthavebeen older than the oldest form of the Greek
text, which was not published until after that affair. The interval
which may have elapsed between the various editions must remain
a matter of doubt. If Josephus hastened to inform the universe
of his little affair and his glorious acquittal, as well he might, the
complete edition may have seen the light as early as A.D. 73 ; for
the judicial enquiry itself certainly did not last more than a few
months at the very most.

On the other hand, it is well to bear in mind also the following
facts. The standard edition of the War contains quite late addi-
tions, as for example the paragraph, vii. 158, on the femplum Pacis,
inaugurated in A.D. 75, and it is therefore possible that the chapter
on his affair with the Cyrenaean Jews is just such a belated addi-
tion, perhaps composed about A.D. 81, when at the beginning of the
reign of Domitian he had again been accused of high treason.? For
it was then in his interest to give the Romans the impression that
the whole matter was essentially a 7es tudicata, a thing of the past.
That such was the case is proved by the fact that the dedication of
the temple of Peace is actuallyfound in the Old Russian translation.
The Greek original was then an edition posterior to A.D. 75, yet it
did not contain the affair of Catullus. We may then safely con-
clude that the latter was indeed added in the reign of Domitian on

1 This is the reason why he is so particular about the ‘ chronology of events’
(see the preface above, p. 123 n. 1).

? Berendts-Grass, loc. cit. ? See below, p. 148.

4 E.g. Ekkehard of Aura.
¢ Vita, § 429.
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the occasion of the second accusation of the author. The Haldsis
dates, therefore, from the reigns of Vespasian and Titus, whilst the
Polemos did not appear until the time of Domitian. This result
concerning the general working method of Josephus is fully cor-
roborated by prior investigations of Prof. Laqueur! regarding
two different editions of the Awntiguities distinguishable by their
different endings.

THE DATE oF THE GREEK ORIGINAL OF THE SLAVONIC TEXT

Having thus endeavoured to shed some light on the importance
of the Russian versions for the study of Josephus’ work, we must
now enter upon the important question of the Greek original from
which this translation is derived. A very good point of attack is
furnished by a curious passage in the thirty-first chapter of the
first book. Here the Haldsis reads as follows :

‘And thereafter he (i.e. Antipater, living in Rome) gave large
presents to the Roman authorities, and he induced them to write
letters in praise of himself to Herod. And after the Ifalians, who
are called Latins, had received the presents, they wrote such praise
of Antipater as cannot be expressed. . . . For such are the Latins :
they run to accept presents and break theiv oath for the sake of presents.
And they see no sin in calumny, saying, ‘' With words have we spoken,
but we have not killed (any one) ourselves,” those accursed wretches think-
tng that he is a murderer who kills with the hand, but that calumny and
denunciation and fomenting against one’s meighbour are not murder.
Had they known the law of God, they would have been shown long since
what a murderer is. But they are aliens and our doctrine touches them
not. Therefore did they lie against the two sons of Herod, who were
then being educated in Rome, Archelaus (and) Philip, and wrote
so that he should kill them. But Herod, who had fortified his mind
against external things and as a consequence of the first interrogatory,
did not attach much credit to the Roman letters.’

What strikes the reader in this passage is the severe and general
condemnation of the Romans and the allegation of their ignorance
of the Mosaic law as the only cause of their moral perversion. The
party exclaimed against is evidently that of the Roman grandees,
whose venality is insisted upon. Yet at the same time they are
referred to as ‘ Latins ’ or even ‘ Italians,’” though there can be no
talk about non-Roman Italians and still less of Romanized pro-
vincials. For the scene of the story is the capital, and in a
parallel passage which immediately follows the Romans alone
occur :
“ And he (Antipater) was delighted and made a sumptuous dinner
for his travelling companions and for the Romans, who through

1 Der jtidische Historikey Flavius Josephus, Giessen, 1920, P. 5.
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flattery had received from him 300 talents. For they ave tnsatiable
n vecerving ; but if to-day any one gives them more, to-morrow they
want (still) more. And as the sea cannot be filled, nor hell satisfied,
nor woman’s passion, even so are the Romans insatiable in receiving.
In truth they are Solomon’s leeches,! people whogive their body and
soul for a reward. Nay, they are ready to give their limbs and their
brothers and children, some by converting natural boldness and
audacity into manliness, others by being as greedy after gold as the
ravens on a corpse. - Many also for some such thing are prepared
to surrender cities, as also their generals (and their clothing). We
must describe them in the sequel ; but for the present we (will) relate
the matter in hand.’

To begin with, we may say with full assurance that expressions
such as ‘ Italians’ and ‘ Latins ’ as a designation for the Romans
are unknown in Josephus. We are therefore evidently dealing
with the corrections of a Byzantine copyist anxious to distinguish
the Byzantines, who still called themselves ‘Pwpaioc, from the
Western Romans. Such an antagonism is indeed quite possible,
in the Byzantine empire, from the time of the schism between the
Pope of Rome and the Patriarch of Constantinople. But a hatred
against Italians as such is improbable between 733—when Sicily
and the south of Italy were placed under the crozier of the Byzan-
tine Patriarch—and 1138, when Naples was finally lost ‘to the
Normans. Thus the whole expression rather points to the period
of the most bitter hatred of all Greeks for the Venetians, ‘Genoese,
and the other ‘Italians’ who possessed most of the Greek islands;
thatis to say, it most probably dates from the time of the Latin
empire (1204-61). - Now, it is noteworthy that the year 1261-62,
when the scribes of the Moscow Archival codex and of the. Vilna
MS. began their work, was also #he year when the Palaeologi
returned to Constantinople after the downfall of the Latin empire.
It is therefore probable that the Greek original was written about
half a century previously by a Byzantine cleric in Constantinople
or somewhere in Asia Minor, for this would explam perfectly the
substitution of the terms ‘ Italians ’ and ‘ Latins ’ for ‘ Romans’
in the invective of Josephus.

But the problem does not end there. The invective itself
cannot be the work of the Old Russian translator, who had ob-
viously no reason for hating Romans—Latins or Italians. More-
over, the Jewish provenience of the passagein questionis perfectly
clear. So the only two persons who can have been responsible for
it are either the hypothetical Jewish interpolator proposed by Dr.
R.Seebergand Johannes Frey, or Josephus himself. Ifthe passage
is genuine, it goes without saying that it cannot have stood in a
Greek book destined for Vespasian and Titus.

1 An allusion to Prov. Sol., xxx. 15, characteristic of the familiarity of the
author and his presumptive public with the Old Testament.

1
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Furthermore, it is evident that the original of the Russian text
was Greek, as is proved by the substitution of Italians’ and
‘Latins’ for ‘ Romans’ by a Byzantine clerk, by a number of
Greek words taken over literally by the Russian,! and, above all,
by the easy retroversion of certain difficult passages,? ill under-
stood by the translator. But it is altogether improbable that a
Byzantine author of the thirteenth century, possessing the Polemos
in its standard form, should have translated a defective Semitic
Halosis into Greek. In the first place, only a baptized Jew would
have had the prerequisite linguistic equipment ; in the second place,
this man (who would most certainly have left a name behind him)
would have to have had the most pronounced purely philologico-
critical interests to undertake such a task, a thing quite incon-
ceivable in the Middle Ages. In the third place, the Semitic Jose-
phus, if the Byzantines still knew him as late as the thirteenth
century, would still be known, if only through allusions and
quotations. Asa matter of fact, the Jews of Illyria 3 had to trans-
late the second edition of the Polemos and the Antiquities back
from Greek and Latin into Hebrew in the ninth century.

A translation of the Semitic Josephus into Greek was perfectly
useless from the moment when Josephus himself had edited his
work in an improved and revised Greek edition—-that is, as early as
the summer of A.D. 71 or, at the very latest, in the summer of 73.
Evenifit be supposed that this Semitic edition contained material
of interest for the Greek Church, it would have been sufficient to
translate just those, and no one would have dreamt of performing
such a task for the whole work. One might further assume that the
opponents of Josephus would in due time have called the attention
of the Roman authorities, especially in the reign of Domitian, to
those compromising passages, and it is likely enough that they did
so. The pedagogue of Josephus’ son, i.e. an educated Greek slave
who may originally have been one of his secretaries, may well have
brought forward just such anaccusation.# But for such a purpose
the Semitic copy would have perfectly sufficed if the two passages
themselves were translated into Greek. Yet even such an accusa-
tion would not necessarily prove fatal. The wily parasite would
simply have declared that the passages in question had been inter-
polated by his enemies,® who had bribed his secretaries. As a
matter of fact, the existence of the invectives is explained entirely
by Josephus’ well-known carelessness in revising the copies made
by his servi librarii, of which the reader has by this time had enough

1 E.g. igemon, metropolja, archievei, skinopigja, katapetasma, avamatyi. In ii.
§ 361 Berendts-Grass, p. 308;, ddofeire is not translated but transcribed adoxite in
the Russian version, etc.

3 See below, p. 516. Some of the proper names are quoted in their Greek
form, e.g. below, p. 137 1. 23, Ananos not Hanan, etc.

3 See above, p. 78 n. 1. 4 Vila, § 420. & Cp. Vita, § 337.
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examples. As a result of this lack of proper ‘ proof-reading,’ as
we should say nowadays, parts of the original draft or even of the
source matter utilized by his clerks, which ought to have been
deleted according to his intentions, survived in a group of MSS.

This carelessness is certainly due in the main to Josephus’ own
extremely defective knowledge of the Greek language, a reproach
which was in fact thrown in his teeth by Justus of Tiberias. He
was unable to speak Greek correctly,! to say nothing of writing it.
It is true that, nowadays, the intellectual Jew of the second or
third generation, completely assimilated to his environment, has
no particular difficulty in acquiring mastery over a foreign lan-
guage, and we have noreason to suppose that the same facility was
denied to their remote ancestors. On the contrary, the examples
of a Justus of Tiberias and a Philo fully corroborate this experi-
ence. Itis quitedifferent with the eastern pupils of the Orthodox
Heder and Talmud-Thorah schools, who learn the gentile idiom
only as grown-ups and never manage to acquire a faultless pro-
nunciation, to say nothing of a correct and elegant style of com-
position, in the foreign language. It follows from what we know
of Josephus' life that he clearly belonged to the second category.
He certainly never attempted to compose in Greek, since it was far
easier for him to write the draft in Semitic and have it translated
by his collaborators. Add to this his own confession that he must
leave the reader of his War to judge how his narrative has been
translated,? a sentence which clearly reveals that a history of the
Jewish War or of the Capture of Jerusalem written in the author’s
native tongue in his own scriptorium had been translated into
Greek, not by Josephus but by his secretaries, though in his preface
he boasts of having executed the translation himself.

TRACES OF THE SEMITIC ORIGINAL IN THE OLD RussianN
TRANSLATION

If the MSS. at the basis of the Halgsis belonged to one of the
Greek editions carefully revised by the author, it would indeed be
difficult, if not impossible, to prove traces of a Semitic version in

- the Old Russian translation. Fortunately, the Greek MSS. utilized

" by the Slav are derived from a very rudimentary Greek translation
of a Semitic text, with the result that quite a number of more or
less gross errors have gone over into the Slavonic text and are still
clearly discernible.

1 Ant., 1. 7; xx. 263.

? B.J.,vil. 454 f.: ‘ Here we close the history which we promised to relate with
perfect accuracy. . . . How it has been translated (jppivevrai, cp. Amtiqq., i.
§75 ““éx 1év ‘Efpadv peBepunvevuévny ypapudrwr didratw ’) my readers must be
left to judge.’
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For example, we find there the form Kondas for BONAA, based
on the easy confusion of 5 and 2.1 If instead of Ptolemy Lathurus
we read Thathurus,® the error is not explainable on the basis of a
Greek text, where A and 6 are never confused, but is easy to
understand in a Semitic text, where the confusion of b and n is
quite common. In the Slavonic text the Greek I'ioyala has
become Nog-chal,® due to a confusion of initial ¥ with 3, an error
equally common, and of a special form of the ¢ resembling an F
with a Greek I'.

Mutilations of proper names, largely due to wrong syllable
division, are frequent in the Slavonic text. Thus Noaros has be-
come Unor.* The initial U is of course the Semitic '=‘and,
erroneously added to the name. The error, be it noted, occurs also
in a number of still extant Greek MSS. The same mistake occurs
in connexion with the name ’Ele‘azar, which in the Slavonic
version has become Velezarja.5 Similarly Dor (Adpa) in the
Slavonic becomes Udorus.® When the Greek ’ABAQ or TABAON
has become Agawaof,” we have in the initial 4 simply the Semitic
article, erroneously taken for part of the name. The reading
‘against Jechono’ for a Greek éwi 'IepeyodvTos cannot be explained
from the Greek at all, because one would have to suppose the
dropping out of five different letters, which is highly improbable.
But it is most plausible to assume that the Greek secretary of
Josephus read '»n* for 1* in the original and therefore transcribed
IEXQNQ.S

The queer form Sekostus for Sextus ® finds its explanation in the
fact that the Hebrew alphabet lacks the letter x and therefore
writes ¢s. The transcription Zéxoros for 2éftes in the corre-
sponding place of the Greek Polenios is due to the same cause.

In § 383 of Book ii. the Arabs of Transjordania flee on an
island, na ostrow, where they are compelled to surrender to Herod
‘ for want of water.” Aside from the fact that there are no islands
in that region, one cannot imagine an army on an island suffering
fromlack of water. In the Greek text the Arabs flee eis 76 yapd-
kwpa, Within the palisades, which is the correct translation
of a Hebrew 17¥2, 982, j¥3.  The Greek translator of this rough
draft evidently did not know the Hebrew word bosrah, and con-
cluded that the Arabs fled to a place named Boctrooy. Even as
the translators of the Septuagint did in such cases, the Greek
secretary of Josephus merely transcribed the difficult words. The
Slav reading then Ba Boctrooy, trying to make some sense of the
word, converted it then probably into #a ostrow, ‘ on to an island,’
as we have seen.

14 4,8§090. 2 Slav. Fafurus, i. § 80. * ii. § 621.
4 §i. § 481 5 ii. § 236. ¢ 4. § 156.
7 ii. 19, § 544. ® ii. § 323. 9 iii. § 325.
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The Slavonic text has preserved the Semitic form Bethzur,
against Bpfaovpdv in the Greek.! Only in the reading of a Semitic
script lacking the vowels could Babylon have been read for Byblos.?

The Old Russian version shows furthermore a considerable
number of Semitisms, which Josephus carefully removed from his
later definitive editions. I mention ‘men of war’=Greek drdpes
ocvooTpaTi@Tar, a literal translation from the Heprew 'anshéj
milhamah.® These examples might be increased considerably,
without apparent utility.

It may even be possible to determine, on the basis of the Old
Russian version, whether it was Hebrew or Aramaic that Josephus
in the Greek prefacecallshis ‘ancestral language’ (warpios yAdooa).
In the Halosis* we find the word maglawijem’, which is nothing but
the Hebrew maglabhejhem, * their whips,” corresponding to the
paoTiEw in the corresponding passage of the Vifa,5 meaning
‘ with their whips.” (The Aramaic form would be maglabhahon.)
Unfortunately, the matter becomes more complicated by the fact
that the word maglabh is also a Saracen loan-word in Byzantine
Greek, and that the ending -ew’ is the suffix of the Slavonic i%-
strumentalis. But to assume from this that the Slav arrived at the
form of his text independently from any model, one would have
to postulate the existence of a Slavonic * maglawij, which word
is not to be found at least in the existing dictionaries of the
Slavonic tongues. But it is altogether unthinkable that the word
uayyrafBiows should have taken the place of the pdoriliv of the
common MSS. of the Greek work, for the Saracen loan-word
obviously cannot have come into being before the ninth century.
Nor would any one at this late age have taken the trouble to trans-
late the Semitic original (if it still existed) into Greek, since the
Greek text was then readily available throughout the Byzantine
empire in numerous MSS. The chances are, then, that the original
draft of the Haldsis was written in Hebrew, though it is well not
to conclude too much from this one word, since it is found in a
report of Josephus addressed to the regents in Jerusalem, and it is
possible that in an official document of this type the priest’s son
Josephus should have used Hebrew. The use of the Hebrew and
not the Aramaic definite article in connexion with certain place
names,’ and the striking frequency of sentences beginning with
the word ‘ and,” ? would thus no doubt be best explained.

Since, however, the work in question was a piece of political

1i. §41. 2. § 422. 3 ji. § 612.

4 Berendts-Grass, p. 277. I1. 5§ 147. ¢ Cf. above, p. 132.

? Cp. C. F. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, Oxford 1922,
P. 50, on the frequency of sentences opening without a connective partlcle as an
essential characteristic of Aramaic syntax, contrasting with the Hebrew pre-
ference for sentences beginning with ‘ And ’ (which has often to be rendered
*Then,’ ‘Now,” ‘So,’ * Yea’).
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propaganda designed to reach not only the Eastern Jews ot
Mesopotamia but also the heathen Parthians, Arabians, Assyrians
of Adiabene, and Armenians, it is.indeed highly probable that
Josephus used for the definite text of his Oriental edition the
Aramaic language, which, as is well known, was the official lan-
guage of the Parthian empire and the koiné of those regions.

THE ORIENTAL EDITION OF THE ‘ HALGSIS.” THE AUTHOR’S
SEMITIC DRAFT AND THE ROUGH GREEK VERSION OF HIS
ASSISTANTS

From the author’s preface one might infer that the Semitic
draft of the Greek War which he mentions is in fact identical with
the Oriental edition intended for the ‘ upper barbarians.” But, as
early as 1886, Th. N6ldeke thought such an identity of the Oriental
and the Occidental editions, coming from a man of Josephus’
character, very unlikely. Granting the truth of this observation,
- and the possibility that Josephus might have thought the Romans
would never find out exactly what he wrote in his own language
for the Jews of the Orient, it is yet a far cry to assuming that in
the Oriental edition he left intentionally the two venomous in-
vectives against the Romans. Moreover, it is clear that this
Oriental edition, written in Rome, was intended to be a work of
Roman propaganda ; for it was with such a political aim in view
that the Romans had given him access to their archives and secret
.documents. Furthermore, Agrippa’s speech, with the °fortune
of the Romans’ and their invincibility for a keynote,! is clearly
a piece of political propaganda designed to  pacify ’ the Orient,
such as was badly needed because of the general political situation
of the Eastern provinces and the Parthian menace.? The detailed
description of the Jewish War, with the even more detailed
account of the disasters which befell the Jews after its close, was
evidently meant to inspire the Eastern barbarians with a holy
fear, and Vespasian certainly did not accidentally pick out for this
task the man who had been one of the leaders of the Jewish
rebellion. This observation, the general result of Prof. Laqueur’s
prior enquiries, is fully confirmed by the Haldosis. The Greek
Polemos expressly mentions the princes Monobazos and Kenedaios,
relations of the King of Adiabene, and a certain Silas of Babylon,
allies of the Jews, who through their personal bravery had a
good share in the victory over Cestius Gallus.?> The whole pas-
sage, the historicity of which need not be doubted at all, is missing

1 B.J.,ii. 345 ff., especially 373.

2 Cf. Pliny’s Paneg. in Traj., ch. xiv.: ‘ferociam superbiamque Parthorum ex

proximo auditus magno terrore cohibere.’
3 B.J.,ii. 19. 2, § 520 sq.
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in the Halosis. Nor do we find there, in the great speech of
Agrippa, the mention of the Parthian hostages brought to Rome
by Tiridates in A.D. 66 and the other Parthian hostages living in
Italy, some princes of the Parthian royal dynasty and sons of
King Monobazes of Adiabene.! No doubt Josephus omitted these
passages because they were offensive to the Parthians, and, more
important still, because he did not wish to give the Parthians the
impression that the Roman Jews were looking for their aid. The
militarysituation in Britain and Germany,anything but favourable
to the Romans in the critical year of 69-70, probably induced him
also to omit from the Halosis Agrippa’s mention of the complete
pacification of these nations by the Roman arms.

Coming now to the question of the invectives against the
Romans, one might perhaps think that they were inserted on
purpose to conceal the official character of the work of propaganda.
Still, this is unlikely, for the Parthian administration of Meso-
potamia and the neighbouring districts was certainly not more
honest and more unselfish than the Roman administration in
Judaea and elsewhere. It is therefore more probable that the
definitive Oriental edition did not contain those passages at all,
but that these are peculiar to the first draft which was reworked
for the definitive Semitic edition and on the other hand translated
into Greek by his secretaries,? and that it was this Greek draft
which Josephus constantly improved and revised. Since he was
pressed for time—his work was to be ready for the triumph of
Titus—it is likely that he just managed to look over the copies
destined for the monarchs and the more important among the
generals. For the rest of the edition he had to rely on the honesty
of his secretaries, and either from carelessness or in order to play
" him a prank they copied those two passages against his directions.
No doubt he noticed the matter soon enough and took his meas-
ures, for none of the MSS. of the War shows the slightest trace
of them. The date of the deletion of the passages cannot be very
. well determined, since the Russian translator used the second
~ edition of the Halosis only for chaptersi. to xxv., because they were
missing in the old edition to which he had access. Thus chapter
xxxi. was translated only after the older edition.

JosEpHUS AND THE SEMITIC TRANSLATION OF NICOLAUS
or DamAscus

There remains the problem of determining how the invectives
against the Romans got into Josephus’ draft, and especially into

1 Dio. Cass., 63. 1-7. Sueton., Nero, ch. 13. Plin,, N.H., xxx. 16.
2 See above, p. 130 {.
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that portion of his work which he copies from Nicolaus of Damas-
cus, the intimate friend of Augustus himself.

As Dr. Holscher already intimated—and the Slavonic text
fully confirms his observations— Josephus did not utilize Nicolaus
directly but through the medium of a Jewish author far more
hostile to Herod than Nicolaus had been, and who occasionally
joins issue with the Damascene historian. The simplest explana-
tion of this fact would be to assume that there existed a free
Hebrew or Aramaic translation of Nicolaus which Josephus drew
on in preference to the Greek original. The invectives against
the Romans could come only from the pen of such a violent anti-
Roman, and Josephus’ secretaries included them in their transla-
tion either from carelessness or from malice, though, as has been
said before, our author managed to discover them in most MSS.
and promptly deleted them before they could do him harm with
his patrons.

The same Jewish translator or reworker of Nicolaus may be
responsible for a chapterabout a secret discussion between different
priests of Jerusalem, a passage found in the nineteenth section of
the first book of the Slavonic Halosis but absent from the Greek
Polemos. The §§ 364-9 are missing in the Slavonic text. Dealing
with Herod’s expedition against the Arabs, they were probably
inserted at a later date and from a secondary source. This source
can be easily determined, thanks to Josephus’ own statement in
the parallel passage of the Antiquities (xv. 5. I-5) : ‘ The account
we here give was that contained in the memoirs of King Herod.’
The long speech of Herod recorded by Nicolaus (§§ 373-9) has no
other source. When, for reasons presently to be discussed, Josephus
thought fit to delete the discussion of the priests about the
messianic hopes of the Jews, he filled the gap by the more detailed
description of the Arabic campaign in Herod’s memoirs used
by Nicolaus, of which the heir of Herod, Agrippa 11., no doubt
possessed a copy. It is, of course, equally possible that everything
he took from those memoirs he borrowed through the medium of
Nicolaus. He may at first have abridged the story of the Arabic
expedition, just because as a priest and a priest’s son he was
interested in the theme of the messiah and also in the murder of
the scribes engaged in the discussion; and when he saw himself
obliged after all to omit that interesting passage, he may simply
have gone back to Nicolaus in order to give what remained of
the details concerning the Arabic campaign. The discussion is
sufficiently important for the history of Jewish messianism to make
a literal translation with commentary well worth our while :

‘ But Herod spent little (time) in Jerusalem and marched against
the Arabs. At that (lit. “the”) time the priests mourned and
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grieved one to another in secret. They durst not do it openly for
fear of Herod and his friends.

‘For (one Jonathan)?! spake: ‘ The law? bids us have no
foreigner for king. Yet we wait for the Anointed one,? the meek,*
of David’s line. But of Herod we know that he is an Arabian,’
uncircumcised. The Anointed will be called meek,* but this (is) he
who has filled our whole land with blood. Under the Anointed it was
ordained that the lame should walk é and the blind should see? and
the poor become rich.2 But under this man the hale have become
lame, the sighted are blinded, the rich have become beggars. What
is this? Orhow? Have the Prophetslied ? The Prophets?® have
written that there shall not want a ruler from Judah until he come
untowhom it is delivered ; for him do the Gentiles hope.}® But is this
man the hope for the Gentiles? For we hate his misdeeds. Will
the Gentiles perchance set their hopes upon him ?

‘ Woe unto us, because God has forsaken us, and we are forgotten
of him! 1 And he will give us over to desolation and to destruc-
tion.? Not as under Nebuchadnezzar and Antiochus (is it). For
then were the Prophets teachers unto the people, and the prophecies
concerning the captivity and concerning the return. And now
neither is there any one whom one could ask ¥ nor any one with
whom one might find comfort.

‘ But Ananos the priest answered and spake to them: ‘I know
all books.!* When Herod fought before the city,’® I had never a
thought that God would permit him to rule over us. But now I
understand that our desolation is nigh. And consider the prophecy
of Daniel.'® For he writes that after the return the city of Jerusalem
shall stand for seventy year-weeks, which are 490 years, and after
these years shall it be desolate. And when they had counted the
remaining years (they) were thirtyand four. But Jonathan answered
and spake: ‘ The numbers of the years are even as we have said.

! Thename has dropped out, but can easily be restored from the context.

2 Deut. xvii. 15. Cp. Bab. Talm., Baba bathra, 3b-4a, about Herod finding
out the rabbis who invoked Deut. xvii. 15 against him, and having them -all
executed except R. Baba ben Butah.

3 The Messiah.

& Zach. ix. 9; Ps. cxxxi. 1: “ uijobyre, xipe, Tob Aavid kal . .. THs wpabrnTos
abroi ”’ (the M.T. of Ps. cxxxii. has other vowel-points, therefore A.V, ‘ remember

David and all his afflictions * instead of ¢ his meekness’).

§ In Christian tradition he figures, on the contrary, as an uncircumcised Philis-
tine hailing from Ascalon (Eusebius, H.E., i. 7. 11, cf. i. 6. 2-3).

¢ Is. xxxv. 6, 7. 7 Ibid., v. 5.

8 Is.Ixi. 1. The prophet says only that the poor will get good news. But for
our author there is nothing but wealth which could be ‘ good news ’ to the poor.

¥ Videl., the prophet Moses as the alleged author of the book of Genesis (xlix.
10), and Ezekiel, who speaks (xxi. 26f.) of ‘the crown and the diadem ' and of
the time ‘ until he come, whose right it is; and I will give it him.’

10 Genes. xlix. 10. 1 Is. xlix. 14.

12 Ezek. vi. 14 ; xxxiii. 28 f.

13 Ps.1xxiv. 9 ; Dan. ix. 24.

14 A Semitism : kethubim in Hebrew (Aram kethuboth)="*the scriptures,’ i.e.
the sacred books.

16 B.J., i. § 343 ff.—that is, in the chapter precedmg this conversation.

16 ix. 24 ff.
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But the Holy of Holies,! where is he ? For this Herod he (sc. the
prophet) cannot call the Holy One? (him) the bloodthirsty and the
impure.”’ -

‘ But one of them, by name Levi, wishing to outwit them, spake
to them with stammering speech, not from the Scriptures but in
fancied speech. But they being learned in the Scriptures began to
search for the time when ‘‘ the Holy One "’ 2 would come. But the
speeches of Levi they execrated, saying, ‘“ Putty3is in thy mouth but
a bone in thy head.” They said this to him because they meant that
he had been breaking fast all day and that his head had become heavy
from drink, like a bone. But he, seized with shame, fled to Herod
and informed him of the speeches of the priests which they had
spoken against him. But Herod sent by night and slew them all*
keeping it secret from the people, lest they should be roused. Then
he appointed others.

¢ And when it was morning the whole land quaked.’

In the Greek Polemos, and no doubt also in Nicolaus of Damascus,
the earthquake of § 370 was recounted without any special motiva-
tion; inthe Haldsis it appears the direct punishment of God, intent
upon avenging his priests. The priests have been killed at night,
and in the morning the earth quakes, incidentally killing 60oo
victims entirely innocent of the crime. Instead of the phrase
‘when it was morning,’” the Greek has the sober statement
‘at the beginning of spring,’ i.e. at the time when the army
was again about to take the field ; but in the words ‘a God-sent
catastrophe’ we can still recognize a trace of the Pharisaic doctrine
of immediate Divine retribution so characteristic of the Jewish
reworker of Nicolaus, from whom Josephus had taken it over
directly.

The time of this episode was no doubt well fixed already in the
source of Josephus. It is the year 32 B.C., and the earthquake is
certainly not later than 31 B.c. The priests then expect the
destruction of Jerusalem and the coming of the messiah in thirty-
four years, that is, A.D. 2. Since the history of Nicolaus of Dam-
ascus appears to have extended as far as the confirmation of
Archelaus as the successor of Herod by Augustus, that is, 4 B.C.,
the free translation of the work from the Greek into some Semitic
idiom may have taken place shortly after the war of Varus, and
may be the work of some pessimistic Pharisee who had the
apocalyptic turn of mind. The messiah in question, who was the

1 Dan.ix. 24 : ‘ seventy weeks are determined . . . to anoint the Most Holy ’
(lit. the Holy of Holies, godesh gadashim), i.e. the high priest (r Chyon. xiii. 13 :
Aaron separated as godesh gadashim).

2 The Holy One of God, with reference to Ps. cvi. 16, ‘ Aaron, the saint of
the Lord.’ |

3 Russ. #kha, ‘ soup,’ makes no sense. I suppose Hebr. margah, ‘ putty,’ has -
been mistaken for marag, ‘ soup,’ by the Greek translator. ‘

¢ Cf. above, p. 137 n. 2.
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hope of all enemies of the Herodian dynasty, can have been no
otherthan Judas the Galilaean, the only one of the three pretenders
to that honour who had escaped from the slaughter of 4 B.c. with
his life, and who held himself concealed somewhere in the hills or
in the desert.

The prophecy cannot have been invented after a.n. 2, which
year had conclusively shown that it was essentially erroneous.
But Josephus, who had seen the destruction of the city in A.D. 70
and who pretended to see the shzlo foretold in Gen. xlix. 10 in
Vespasian, may have relished the episode, if only to show how even
the wise had been in error. If the whole section were the work
of a Christian interpolator, he would certainly have turned the
chronology so that it would have pointed either to the official year
of Jesus’ birth! or to the year of his first appearance in public, that
is, according to Luke iii. 1, A.D. 29, or, lastly, to the year of the
crucifixion, that is, either A.nD. 30 or 32. Nor would there have
been any special difficulty. All that was necessary to juggle the
figures correctly would have been to take the year 458 B.c. as the
year of the ‘ return,” based on a passage in Ezra (vii. 8). Finally,
had the interpolator done his work after A.D. 70 he would certainly
not have failed to point somehow to that catastrophe as being the
‘desolation ’ foretold by Daniel. The only justifiable conclusion
is therefore that the discussion between the priests is a genuine
chapter of Josephus’ Halosis, and that the source from which it
is derived was written some years before 2 B.c.

It is of course perfectly transparent why Josephus in his later
edition of the Polemos omitted the whole passage with its mention
of a connexion of the messianic hopes with the name of Herod.
It would not have been very flattering for Vespasian, whom
Josephus finally proposed as the real messiah, to be mentioned in
the same breath with a petty king of Judaea, who had, to boot,
the sinister reputation of a merciless tyrant. Moreover, the dis-
cussion between the priests would have shown the Romans only
too well how perfectly un-Jewish his own application of the Old
Testamental prophecies to the person of Vespasian was, and what a

1 If it were true that in a MS. of the Moscow Musée Historique, quoted and
reproduced by Prof. Sol. Zeitlin (without any number or other indication),
Jew. Quart. Rev, N.S. xix, 1929, p. 26 f, this dialogue is placed in the year of
the siege of Jerusalem (37 a.p.), so that the ‘ thirty-four years’ still left before
the impending ‘ destruction of the city ’ and the appearance of the ‘ Holy One ’
might be explained as pointing to the burning of the temple porticoes during
the war of Varus (4 B.c.) and to the birth of Jesus in the last year of Herod the
Great (4 B.C.), this rearrangement would be an obviously Christian chronological
falsification, a parallel to the similar fraud discussed above, p. 17 ff. But not a
- word of what Zeitlin pretends to have read on the page ‘ 792b ’ reproduced on
. his Pl. 1v., not a word of this dialogue is found either on this or on any other page of
this MS. (Synod. p. 745), for the very simple reason that it is a Josippon and
not a fJosephus! Even the page number is wrongly quoted, for the pageis clearly
a recto (a) and not a verso !
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bold lie he had after all started when he spoke of a Divine inspira-
tion in this connexion. Worse still, every argument advanced
by the priests to show that Herod could not be the messiah, since
he was neither meek nor a benefactor, would have applied with
equal force to Vespasian, who, if anything, had treated the Jews
even more harshly than Herod had ever done.

Nor can there be any question of the passage being a late
interpolation. As early as the fourth century all remembrance
of the once propounded messiahship of Herod the Great?! had
vanished. The interpolation would then have to be far older.
Nor can it be a Christian interpolation. Among the Christians,
Herod, as I have said before,2 had the reputation of being of
Philistine descent. It was only by the Jews that he had always
been called an Arab and an uncircumcised gentile.

THE MANIFESTLY CHRISTIAN INTERPOLATIONS IN THE SLAVONIC
JosEPHUS, AND THEIR DATE

The Russian ‘ Chronographer of the year 1512, quoted by
Berendts?® and since printed,* has a remarkable and hitherto
neglected quotation from Josephus. This is what he says:

‘ This Josephus, although what he wrote does not testify to his
having completely accepted the faith in Christ, is still praiseworthy
in his writings, because he has said the truth about the capture of
Jerusalem, to wit, that this catastrophe happened to the Jews because
of the Christ and according to the prophecy of Christ. Therefore
he himself left Jerusalem and went over to the Romans and Titus.
With him went to Titus also Mannaeus, the brother’s son (bratanic=
d8eApidovs) of Lazarus, whom Jesus, as he (Josephus) says, had raised
from the dead after he had become putrid.’

Nothing corresponding to this quotation is to be found in the
Greek standard editions. Yet the good faith of the Russian
writer cannot well be doubted, because one part of what he says
is found in the Slavonic version of Josephus, whilst the rest is con-
firmed by a hitherto equally unidentifiable quotation of the Bul-
garian bishop Theophylactos of Ochrida, and another much earlier

! Epiphanius, Adv. Haeres. haer., xx.; P.G., 41, 269. Catena 400 ed. Cramer
to Matt. xxii. 15. Tertullian, app. to De praescr. adv. haer., 45 : ¢ Herodiani, qui
Herodem Christum esse credebant.’” Jerome in Mat#t. xxii. 15: °‘quidam
Latinorum ridicule Herodianos putant, qui Herodem Christum esse credebant.’

¢ Above, p. 137 n. 5.

3 Gebhardt u. Harnack, Texte und Untersuchungen, xiv. 1. p. 13 f.

4 Polnoje sobrvanije russkich létopsses, vol. xxii. sect. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1911,
P- 249), reproduced (in Russian characters) vol. i. p. 429 of the German edition
of the present book.
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occurring in the so-called Chronicon Paschale, a:late fourth- or a
fifth-century adaptation of Eusebius. The Old Russian Josephus
says in Book v. § 467 : ‘ In these days Mannaeus, a brother’s son
of Lazarus, whom Jesus raised out of his grave after he had become
putrid, fled to Titus,’ etc. On the other hand, we read in Theophy-
lactos of Ochrida:! ‘as Josephus testifies, this happened to the
Jews because of the death of Jesus.” The Chronicon Paschale
(i. 463) says: ‘Josephus relates in the fifth book of the Capture
that the captivity of the Jews occurred in the third year of Ves-
pasian, that is, forty years after their daring against Jesus: In
that time, he also says, James the brother of the Lord, and bishop
of Jerusalem, was precipitated from the height and stoned to
death by them.’” There is nothing in the Greek standard text
corresponding to the details of the quotation, but it is easy to see
that the words quoted explain the praise bestowed by the Russian
chronographer upon Josephus for having justly described the ruin
of the Jewish nation as a consequence of what was done to Jesus.
This approval given to Josephus is precisely the contrary of what
Origen said on the basis of what e read in k7s Josephus text :

¢ Although not believing in Jesus as the Christ, Josephus, when
searching for the true cause of the fall of Jerusalem, ought to have
said that the persecution of Jesus was the cause of its ruin, because
the people had killed the prophesied Messiah ; yet as if against his
will and not far from the truth he says that this befell the Jews in
revenge for James the Just, who was the brother of Jesus the so-
called ChI‘lSt because they killed him, although he was a perfectly
just man.’

It is now very easy to see what happened to the te\t of jose—
phus. The Church was, and for that matter still is, repeating that
the past and present miseries of the Jews are the Divine retribution
for the crucifixion of Jesus. Origen would have liked to find an
explicit confirmation of this doctrine in Josephus; but the great
philologist is conscientious enough to tell us that Josephus says
nothing of the kind, though that writer mentions, unintentionally
as it were, ‘ almost against his will,’ 3 the popular opinion that
Jerusalem was destroyed for what had been done to the brother of
Jesus—a passage which does not exist in the Greek standard text,
evidently because it was removed as a direct consequence of the
point of criticism started by Origen. Later scribes had none of the
scruples of Origen, and simply inserted into the text of Josephus
what they sincerely believed he ought to have written. The Ege-

1 Comm. in John, xiii. p. 762, ed. Paris, 1631 ; p. 695, ed. Venice, 1685; P.G.,
cxxiv., ¢. 165 C. The author was born in Euboea, and lived under the emperors
Michael Ducas and Alexios Comnenos (1081-1118).

2 ¢. Cels.,, i. 47, ed. Koetschau, Griech. Christl. Schriftst., Berlin, 1899, i. p. 6.

* Cf. above, p. 37.
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sippus text! as well as theChronicle of Malalas2follows the common
current. A copyist of the War, not to remain behind in his zeal,
made a bold insertion in Book v. § 568 sq., speaking of the frenzy
of those ‘reprobates’ and of the Divine punishment of their sins :

‘I believe that had the Romans delayed to punish these repro-
bates, either the earth would have opened and swallowed up the city,
or it would have been swept away by a flood or have tasted anew the
thunderbolts of the land of Sodom. For it produced a generation far
more godless than the victims of those visitations, seeing that these
men’s frenzy involved the whole people in their ruin. But why
need I severally recount the calamities ? Why indeed, when Man-
naeus, son of Lazarus (6 Aaddpov), sought refuge with Titus,’ etc.?

So he inserted after ‘ these men’s frenzy involved the whole
people in their ruin’ the two sentences read by the Alexandrian
author of the Chronicon Paschale:* ‘ In the third year of Vespasian
occurred the capture,’ etc. ‘Inthatyear James...” Thisdate, ‘the
third year of Vespasian,’ is in obvious contradiction to Josephus,
who, in the same work,5 correctly calls the year of the destruction
the second year of Vespasian. The reason for this shifting of the date
of Jerusalem’s fall is obvious: the Christian writer believes with
Lukeiii. 1 that the ministry of Jesus began in 29, the fifteenth year
of Tiberius, and lasted for two years, the passover of the crucifixion
being the third during this period. This brings the passion to the
year A.D. 31 ; and if the destruction of Jerusalem is to happen after
the classical period of forty years, it had to be shifted to A.D. 71.
On the other hand, the death of Jamesthe Just in reality occurred,
according to Josephus’ well-documented account, in A.D. 62, i.e.
eight years before the fall of the city. Because to the interpolator
God’s mills seemed to grind too slowly in this particularly atrocious
case, he said a little vaguely that James died ‘at the time’ of the
fall of the city. These words were paraphrased by the early Judeo-
Christian traveller and historian of Christian origins, Hegesippus®
—the genuine Hegesippus!—still more diplomatically: ‘and immedi-
ately after this [sczl. the murder of James] Vespasian destroyed the
city.” This proves incidentally that these callous forgeries were
perpetrated before Hegesippus’ time,who wrote about A.D.180,that
is, at the latest about the middle of the second century of our era.
Similarly, Eusebius 7 speaks of the passion of James and the ‘im-

1 ii. 5, p. 139, Ussani: ‘. . . Christum dominum cruci suffixerit . . . Exillo
itaque Judaeorum res proditae, ex illo exitium genti temploque maturatum
excidium.’

2 x. 31, p. 247 of the Bonn edition : ‘Josephus the Hebrew philosopher said
also that ever since the Jews have crvucified Jesus, sorrow (é6dvvy) has not ceased in
the Jewish country.’

3 Thackeray’s trans., iii. p. 375. 4 See above, p. 141.

8 B.J., vi. 4. 8, § 260 ; Vi. 10. 1, § 435.

¢ Ap. Eusebium, H.E,, ii. 23. 18.
* H.E., iii. 11. 1.
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mediately following fall of Jerusalem,’ thus placing the death of
Jesus’ brother eight years later than it really occurred; forall this
there is no other authority than the above-quoted spurious lines
in the text of Josephus.

The most impudent interpolation in that mare’s nest of
forgeries is the one by which Josephus is made to bear witness on
the greatest of the miracles of Jesus, the raising of Lazarus from
the dead. Going over the Slavic text, we note right away the
queer expression ‘brother’s son,’ an expression which has no
parallel in the extant Greek text, which refers to Mannaeus as the
son of Lazarus. One asks, of course, why the interpolator con-
verts the son into a nephew. On consulting the Hebrew Josippon
one promptly discovers that the Mannaeus in question or his equi-
valent ! is there called ‘ the son of Seruq.” Since there is no reason
whatever to doubt this reading, obviously bona fide, it becomes
clear that the interpolator had to make Mannaeus the nephew of
Lazarus, because the original had already provided a father for the
young man. So there was not even a casual mention of that name
in this connexion as an inducement to drag in Lazarus at all. The
whole history of the forgery runs then something like this: The
original reading was ‘ Mannaeus, the son of Seruq.” The forger
changed  Seruq’ to Lazarus to wedge in a testimony for the
miracle. Naturally, this could not be done in all copies, and in a
number of them the original reading remained. A subsequent
corrector became aware of this, and to do away with the contra-
diction he made Lazarus Mannaeus’ uncle. The interpolation of
the testimony was so outright silly that even Isaac and the Latin
translator of the age of Cassiodorus rejected it, though they
allowed the phrase ‘ Mannaeus, the son of Lazarus’ to stand be-
cause they no longer knew the original patronymic ‘son of Seruq.’

From what has been said above about Origen’s criticism of
Josephus and the subsequent alteration of the text by the Church,
it follows that the Greek original accessible to the great philologist
must have read something like this: A#nf., xx. § 200, ‘ Ananias

. convened an assembly of judges and dragged before it the
brother of Jesus the so-called Messiah [ ],2 Jacob by name,
and some others, accusing them of breaking the law, and handed
them over to be stoned. [ 1% (The people, whensearching
(lateron) for the cause of the fall of Jerusalem and of the destruction

! In Hebrew, * Menahem.” According to Philippus Sidetes, Papias mentioned
‘ the miraculous resurrection of Manaimos’ mother’ (de Boor, T.U., v. ii. 170).

2 Something is probably missing here, since Josephus is accustomed to insert
a reference harking back to the first mention of a name when reintroducing a
person for the second time (cp. 4Ant., xv. § 3, xx. § 102; B.J, ii. § 56, § 433, etc.).
Some words about Jesus which sounded blasphemous to Christian ears—e.g. 706
dpxiA\porol arovpwlévros vrd Ilidrov, or the like—may have been deleted by the
censor.

3 Here, too, something may be missing. See below, p. 546 11. 15 ff,
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of the temple, believed that this suffering happened to our nation
through the wrath of God, because of what those men dared to do.)
Those, however, who were considered the most worthy and most
exact about the observance of the law in the city were loth to put
up with this. And they sent to the king,’ etc. The words here en-
closed in brackets were deleted in consequence of Origen’s criticism,
the motivation being now thought to have been Jesus’ death ex-
clusively. Probably at the same time the corresponding passage
about James the Just, quoted above, p. 141, was interpolated into
the Jewish War, where a suitable place for it was easily found.
The genuineness of the words read by Origen cannot well be
doubted because they do not even reflect Josephus’ own opinion,
any more than his words about the defeat of Herod Antipas by the
Arabs, regarded by the same type of public opinion as a punish-
ment for the death of John the Baptist. Being only a belief of the
people, they are not at all in contradiction to A#xt., xx. 8. 5, § 166,
where Josephus himself explains the downfall and burning of the
city as the Divine chastisement for the misdeeds of the Sicari-
ans, especially for the murder of the high priest Jonathan.
Another clumsy interpolation in the Old Russian text, in spite
of its spurious character, throws some unexpected light on two
quotations by the patriarch Photius of Constantinople (ninth
century) and Eusebius of Caesarea respectively. They both refer
to Josephus as testifying to the truth of the legend about the
massacre of the children of Bethlehem. This is what Photius
says:1 ‘ this Herod is the son of Antipater the Idumaean and the
Arabian (queen) named Kypros, under whom Christ . . . was
born, against whom Herod raged and sinned against the Lord,
and became the murderer of many infants.” All this as a quota-
tion from Josephus. At first sight one might believe the words
about the slaughter of the innocents to be merely an addition by
Photius. That supposition falls when we turn to Eusebius ; 2

(Mention is made of Herod’s murder of his own family) ‘. . . for
the shadows in their story, which Josephus has narrated at length in
the history of Herod, are darker than any in tragic drama. But itis
well to hear from the words of that writer how, from the moment of
the plot against our Saviour and the other innocents, a scourge sent
from God seized him and drove him to death.’

Because of this quotation Eusebius has been accused ever since the
days of Tannéguy Lefévre of having fabricated the Testimonium
Flavianum de carnificina puerorum Bethlehemi. The same accusa-
tion would have to be levelled against the Armenian historian
Moses of Khorni ? (eighth century), who says about Herod 1. that

- 1 Bibl., cod. 238 (written before 858).
2 H.E,i.8.141f. Dr. Kirsopp Lake’s transl. in the Loeb Class. Libr., p. 67.
3 Transl. by Langlois in Carol. Muller’s H.G.V ., ii. p. 326.
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he was ‘ weighed down by sufferings as a retribution for his criminal
:behaviour against Christ, as Josephus ftestifies” What all these
:witnesses quote Josephus for, though of course absent from the
- Greek text, is found verbatim in the Old Russian version, which as
:a matter of fact corresponds to the quotation of Photius fairly
‘closely. In i 21. 1, § 401, mention is made—just as in Photius’
-quotation—of the magnificent rebuilding of the Jewish temple;
“then follows a list of his other buildings, then a panegyric of
 Herod’s qualities as a rider, hunter, and army leader, terminating
- with the statement that he was hardly ever vanquished in battle—
(if at all, only by the disobedience of his subordinate officers. Then
- the text goes on to say, with an abrupt break in the line of thought:
““and for another reason, mentioned before, because of his search
for Christ and because of the massacre of the children.! And they
. (=the Bethlehemites) cursed him (saying) : may he himself have
'no children.’
:  Then follows the well-known account of Herod’s own domestic
-misfortunes. What is meant by the words ‘mentioned before’
‘may be seen if we read on toi.33. 5, § 656. There the terrible de-
.scription of Herod’s mortal venereal disease and consequent gan-
.grene of his private parts closes with the following edifying re-
‘mark : % ‘for the eye of God looked invisibly upon his sins. He
~had indeed defiled his dominion with bloodshed and with illicit
‘intercourse with foreign women.? And because he had made others
«childless, therefore killed he also his children with his (own) hands;
-and because he spared not his body in wantonness, therefore con-
‘tracted he so foul a disease.” The genuine words of the text,
- “because he had made others childless,” do not of course in the
. least refer to the legendary massacre of Bethlehem, but to the story
‘of the eighty young students of religious law whom Herod had
bumed in a furnace for having destroyed the golden eagle over the
. porch of the temple, a chapter directly preceding the description
-of his final disease.

It is clear, then, that a Christian forger, or maybe a bona fide
-Christian reader, annotating his own copy for his private use, is
_responsible for the interpolated line on the massacre of Bethlehem
:in the various copies of Josephus’ Capture of Jerusalem read by
'Eusebius, Moses of Khorni, Photius, and the unknown Russian
translator.

A third no less obviously Christian interpolation 4 is quoted
by the Russian chronographer of 1512 immediately before the

1 o izbinij mladenecij=rexvoxTovias évexa. Josephus does speak of rekvoxTovia
with reference to Herod, B.J., i. § 543 : ‘ nonesupposed that Herod would carry
cruelty to the length of murdering his children,” péxp: Tekvoxrovias.

2 Thackeray'’s transl, iii. p. 643.

3 The usual Pharisee doctrine about the punishment fitting the crime,

¢ For further examples of the same kind, see App. xv.

K
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words reproduced above, in support of still another of the great
miracles of the New Testament, the rending of the veil of the
temple at the death of Jesus. This addition is entirely unknown
to the Western Greek MSS. of Josephus; but the Slavonic branch
has it after §§ 212-14, where Josephus describes the Holy of Holies
of the temple : :

‘ It had golden doors fifty-five cubits high and sixteen wide. . . .
Before these hung a veil of equal length, of Babylonian tapestry,
with embroidery of blue, and fine linen of scarlet also and purple,
wrought with marvellous skill. Nor was this mixture of materials
without its mystic meaning: it typified the universe. For the
scarlet seemed emblematical of fire, the fine linen of the earth, the
blue of the air, and the purple of the sea, the comparison in two cases
being suggested by their colour, and in that of the fine linen and
purple by their origin, as the one is produced by the earth and the
other by the sea. On this tapestry was portrayed the whole aspect
of the sky, but without the animal outlines of the constellations.

‘This curtain was before this generation entire, because the
people were pious; but now it was grievous to see, for it was
suddenly rent from the top to the bottom, when they through
bribery delivered to death the benefactor of men and him who
from his actions was no man.

¢ And of many other fearful signs might one tell, which happened
then. And it was said that he, after being killed and laid in the
grave, was not found. Some indeed profess that he had risen, others
that he was stolen away by his friends. But for my part I know not
which speak more correctly. For one that is dead cannot rise of
himself, though he may do so with the help of the prayer of another
righteous man, unless he be an angel or another of the heavenly
powers, or unless God himself appears as a man and accomplishes
what he will and walks with men and falls and lies down and rises
again as he pleases. But others said that it was impossible to steal
him away, because they had set watches around his tomb, thirty
Romans and a thousand Jews.

¢Such (is the story told) of that curtain. There are also (ob-
jections) against this reason for its rending.’

It is easy to prove that the paragraphs printed in different type
are a forgery. Josephus could not possibly have said that the veil
in question was torn in his days and had been so ever since the
death of Jesus, because the veil of the Jewish sanctuary was re-
newed every year. A second reserve curtain was always hung up
behind it, in case it should have to be removed in the course of the
year because of some Levitical impurity touching it by accident.!
Had the miracle really happened, the damaged texture would have
been removed, not only in the year of the passion, but on the very
day when it was rent asunder.

1 See the Tannaitic testimonies collected by Heinr. Laible in Strack-Billerbeck’s
Comms., vol. iii., Munich, 1926, p. 733 {.
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We know, moreover, how this particular legend originated. The
last of the temple curtains was carried away to Rome by Titus with
the rest of his spoils, and kept in the treasure-room of the imperial
palace,! where it could be seen by interested sightseers. Now, this
last curtain of the temple had really been rent and was seen in this
state by various Jewish visitors ;2 small wonder, since it must have
been torn from the door of the temple by the rough hands of
Roman soldiery or even rescued from under the ruins. Jewish
legend attributed the rending to the impatience of Titus to enter
the Holy of Holies and to desecrate it. The emperor was even said
to have cut his way through the curtain with his sword.2

It is obvious that the Christian legend about the rent curtain
must have grown up in Rome after A.p. 75, when the spoils of
Jerusalem were first exhibited in public in the temple of Peace.
It is, likeits Jewish parallel, an aetiological myth evolved, maybe,
under the influence of a pertinent prophecy in the Testaments of
the Patriarchs,® and understood afterwards in a symbolic way.

THE OLD RuUssiAN TRANSLATION OrF JOSEPHUS AND THE
LiTHUANIAN CHRONOGRAPHER OF 1261. THE SCEPTICAL
INTERPOLATION ON THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS

Of far greater and indeed fundamental importance for the
criticism of the whole matter is the question, to which hitherto
not even an approximate answer has been found : Where, when,
under what circumstances and with what object was the Slavonic
translation of the * Halosis’ composed ?

Everything bearing on this question to be extracted from the
peculiarities of the MSS. has been diligently collected by Berendts.
It is extremely little. None of the codices is older than the
fifteenth or sixteenth century; but the text followed by the
Metropolitan Makarios in his Cetji-Minei (a lectionary for the
various months of the church year) contains an entry according
to which this Josephus MS. was written in Constantinople by a
monk named John in the year 6go7 of the Byzantine world era=
A.D. 1399, was copied in Novgorod in 6976 =1468, and was finally
re-copied in A.». 1711 and 1714. Since Russian merchants and
clergymen can be shown to have been at Byzantium in consider-

1 Josephus, B.J., vii. § 162.

2 Strack-Billerbeck, loc. cit., vol. i. p. 1044 ; cf. 946 f.

3 Levi, ch. 10 : ‘ a time will come when the wickedness of the Levites will grow
to such a point that the curtain of the temple will split asunder and not hide them
any more. And then you will be sentinto captivity.” Bexj., ix.: ‘the curtain of
the temple will be split and the spirit of God descend (from the mountain of
Jerusalem) to the Gentiles.’

4 See Eisler, Weltcnmantel, Munich, 1910, p. 252 1. 5.
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able numbers as early as the eleventh century, this statement is
quite trustworthy ; and indeed one would be readily inclined to
assign the genesis of this translation to Byzantium and to this
period, were it not for the character of the language, which
Sreznévski has identified as Old Northern Slavonic, as distinct
from the Old Bulgarian ecclesiastical language, which a tenth-
century translator would have employed.

Moreover, a note in the Moscow MS. of the Chronographer of
Perejaslavl (a work containing a compilation of extracts from
the Slavonic Josephus, the Slavonic Malalas, etc., with a continua-
tion down to the year 1214, derived from the Chronographer of
Perejaslavl) states that the copy of this MS. was begun in the year
1261 ; according to Prof. Istrin this work was written in Lithuania,
in which country the second important MS. of this type, the codex
of Vilna, had in fact been preserved down to 1916.

Prof. Istrin rightly recognized that the author of the compila-
tion contained in the Moscow and Vilna codices aimed at writing
a history of the Jewish people, and that he began this work in
Lithuania about the year 1261. Now, since the whole MS. is
written in a uniform style, and since the laborious translation of
the entire Haldsis (of which only quite a few brief and—as shown
by the example of a Russian codex recently found by Prof.
Benesevi¢1—easily detachable sections could have had any direct
interest for Christian readers) betrays an interest in Jewish history
quite uncommon at this period and in these surroundings, it is
surely needless to seek for an author of this Lithuanian ‘ Chrono-
grapher of 1262’ other than the patient translator of Josephus
himself. How indefatigable that translator was in constantly
accumulating fresh Josephus MSS., to supplement his first complete
edition, has been shown above (p. 127). In the course of this
search for MSS. he finally hit upon a Greek éxAoys, containing
the compilation of Georgius Monachus, Malalas, etc., and Josephus,
which he rendered into Old Russian, rejoicing at this increase of
his materials. A gloss mentioned above (p. 129), which can only
have been added to the Greek Haldsis during the period of the
Latin kingdom by a Byzantine scribe (1204-1261), shows that the
original used by the Slavonic translator was still in Byzantium
in the first half of the thirteenth century. This fully accords with
the conclusion that the translation was executed between the
years 1250 and 1260.

That seems to me the simplest explanation of the matter. The
Lithuanians were still half heathens; their king, Mindowe
(murdered in 1263), had only just gone over to Catholicism (1251),
while his son VojSelk attached himself to the Greek Church. Among
such a people the number of learned persons acquainted with

1 Codittcre, No. 1428.
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Greek and Russian?! possessing an interest in Jewish history so
unusual and unparalleled in all mediaeval Europe, and capable of
producing such extensive translations, must have been extremely
small. Orthodox Jews cannot be thought of, because, among other
reasons, they would not have failed to omit from their Greek copies
the Christian interpolations, which to them were so objectionable,
or at any rate the undoubtedly Christian chapter-headings.
Apart from that, cven if Byzantine Jews knew Josephus, there is
no apparent reason why they or Slavonic Jews, who had learned
Greek at Constantinople, should have translated him into Old
Russian.

It was, however, just the extraordinary nature of these facts
which put me—following up a hint of the learned Russian lawyer
Dr. H. Sljosberg in the discussion after my lecture before the
Société des Etudes Juives in Paris—upon what I regard as the only
track leading to a satisfactory solution of all these difficulties.

I had previously been led to a correct understanding of the
tendency of the whole Slavonic translation by a more thorough
study of a passage recognizable at the first glance as a Christian
interpolation. I refer to the seventh of the ‘additions’ in
Berendts’ first publication, discussed above, p. 146, i.e. the story
of the rent veil of the temple.

For the convenience of the reader the passage is here repeated :

‘This curtain was before this generation entire, because the
people were pious; but now it was grievous to see, for it was
suddenly rent from the top to the bottom, when they through
bribery delivered to death the benefactor of men and him who
from his actions was no man.

¢ And of many other fearful signs might one tell, which happened
then. And it was said that he, after being killed and after being
laid 2 in the grave, was not found. Some maintain 3 that he had risen,
others that he was stolen away by his friends. But for my part I
know not which speak more correctly! For a dead man cannot rise
of himself, though he may do so with the help of the prayer of another
righteous man, unless he be an angel or another of the heavenly
powers, or unless God himself appears ¢ as a man and accomplishes
what he will and walks with men and falls and lies down and rises
again, as pleases his will. But others said that it was impossible to
steal him away, because they set watchmen around his tomb, thirty
Romans and a thousand Jews.

‘Such (is the story told) of that curtain. (But) there are also
(objections) against this reason for its rending.’

1 The literary language of Lithuania used in the documents of the court
chancery was the dialect of Kiev.

* Cod. Arch. : ‘ that he was killed, and after being laid.’

3 Or‘ pretend.’ tvorechu, equivalent to Greek wowiow, the word used for the
production of ‘ poetic ’ fiction.

4 Cod. Aych. : * has appeared.’
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By indentation and variation of type I indicate that here we have
what is doubtless an ‘interpolation within an interpolation.’
That is evident from the position of the summary statement,
‘ Such (is the story told) of that curtain,’ etc., which must originally
have stood immediately after the sentence actually referring to the
curtain, and not after the narrative of the ‘many other fearful
signs.” Accordingly, everything between is an interpolation by a
second hand, probably the latest of all Christian interpolations in
the whole work.?

The interpolation of the first hand concerning the curtain
already presupposes the passage about Jesus discussed below (pp.
383 ff.) in the form in which it stands to-day, as altered by Christian
omissions and Christian interpolations. If, for instance, the
curtain passage, for no obvious reason, avoids the name of Jesus,
it does so intentionally, because the proper name, in consequence
of the reasons discussed later, is wanting also in the Jesus passage.
Similarly, the periphrases ‘the Benefactor’ and ‘the man who
from his actions (i.e. his divine works) was no man ’ are clear
references to the significant words, which are shown to be Christian
marginal notes, ‘ (Pilate) saw . . . he was a benefactor, not a
malefactor,” and, higher up, ‘ his works, however, were godlike.
. . . Therefore it is not possible for me to call him a man.” Lastly,
the phrase ‘ when they through bribery delivered (him) to death’
refers back to what is undoubtedly a Christian insertion (see below)
in the section on the Roman judicial proceedings against Jesus.

The passage concerning the rending of the veil of the temple
comes, therefore, either from the hand which is responsible for
the Christian omissions and interpolations in the section about
Jesus and Pilate, or from some still later reader or copyist.

On the contrary, the interpolation of the second hand, which
from what has been said must be of even later date, has a tendency
totally distinct from that of all other Christian insertions so far
discussed, including the interpolation about the curtain. Whereas
these without exception emanate from believing, indeed from
orthodox, Christians, here unquestionably a doubter speaks.
M. Goguel?it is true, maintains that ‘ we do not see how, concern-
ing this text, one can speak of scepticism on account of the
resurrection.” But I fail to see how the sceptical character of a

man who says of believers that they ‘pretend that he had risen’

can possibly be disputed. The glossator, in fact, proceeds ex-
pressly to emphasize his complete scepticism. ‘I know not,” he
says, - which speak more correctly, those who pretend that he had

risen, or the others who pretend that he was stolen away by his

1 T had arrived at this conclusion before I knew that Dr. Gaster’s MS. of the -

Rumanian version actually omits these sentences.
2 Revue de I'Histoive des Religions, 1926, p. 40.

1
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friends.” If the assertion that Jesusis risen appears to him merely
as some mala fide, fictitious ‘ pretensions,” then the expression ‘I
know not which speak more correctly ’ is more than sceptical : it
is ironical, and means ‘ I know not which speak less falsely.” An
unbiased reader can surely be in no uncertainty as to the sense
of these words. Whoever speaks thus, clearly doubts both state-
ments, the testimony to the resurrection no less than the allegation
of opponents, reported by Matthew,! that the body was carried
away. The third possibility he admits is clearly expressed at the
beginning of the interpolation. The fact that the body of Jesus
was not found in the grave he by no means regards as the one
certain and historically established point, but as a mere rumour.
‘It was said that after his death and deposition in the grave he
was not found,” ‘ and of many other fearful signs which happened
then might one #ell.’” It is therefore for him quite questionable
whether even these ‘ tales ’ are true.

As regards the resurrection, he with subtle dialectic bases his
doubt on reasoned grounds and challenges certain quite definite
doctrines. In the first place—and this point has hitherto been
entirely overlooked—he controverts Marcion.? ‘For a dead man
cannot rise of himself.” Orthodox Christians had in fact never
asserted so much of Jesus, but had taught with Paul 3 that God
himself through his miraculous power raised him from the dead.
Marcion, however, to suit his view of the relation between God the
Father and God the Son, which approximated to modalism, so
altered and abridged the text in Galatians as to extract from it the
statement that Jesus raised Aimself from the dead. Similarly, in
Rom. vi. 9 he replaced the passive évepfeis, ‘ being raised,” by the
active avaoras, ‘rose’; while inversely, in 2 Cor. iv. 10, for ‘ the
dying of Jesus’ he substituted the incredible ‘ dying of God.” It
is this conception of Marcion which the unknown glossator
roundly rejects,

On the other hand, and this is very remarkable, he readily
admits that a (righteous) dead man can be raised ‘ with the help
of the prayer of another righteous man.” Origen in his time had
made the objection to Celsus that a Jew who believed in the Bible
must recognize as possible what is told ‘in the third and fourth
books of Reigns’ concerning the resurrections wrought through
the prayer of the prophets Elijah and Elisha.* Thus far the scep-
tical glossator of Josephus actually went. He is therefore no

1 xxvil. 64 ; xxviii. 13, I15.

3 Gal.i.1: ‘ through Jesus Christ (and God the Father) who raised him from
the dead.” Marcion struck out the bracketed words and instead of ‘ him ’ (airdv)
read ‘himself’ (air6»). Cf. Origen ap. Jerome, Comm., in loc., ‘ Sciendum
quoque in Marcionis Apostolico non esse scriptum (et per Deum patrem), volentis
exponere Christum non a Deo patre sed per semet 1ipsum suscitatum.’

8 1 Cor. vi. 14. 4 Contra Celsum, ii. 57.
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‘ Epicurean,’ ! but goes just so far as the Old Testament evidence
extends, i.e. takes up precisely the Jewish standpoint. The writer’s
intention would, however, be entirely missed if one declined to see
that, while admitting this possibility as such, he attributes no
historical importance to it in the case of Jesus. Why he does not
is not stated in his terse gloss, for obvious reasons. No Christian
authority ever taught that Jesus was raised from the dead through
the prayer of James the Just or of any of his disciples; this hypo-
thesis, therefore, alike for Christians and for their critics, never
came into consideration.

The next possible case of a ‘ resurrection > which he considers
is one where ‘ an angel or another of the heavenly powers ’ is con-
cerned. That which ‘a dead man ’ cannot do might very well be
achieved by an angel, archangel, seraph, cherub, etc., only seem-
ingly dead. That such is the explanation of the marvellous
phenomenon isin fact the doctrine of certain early Gnostics and also
of the Paulicians of Asia Minor, whose errors are combated in a
polemical work of an otherwise unknown Hegumenos (i.e. abbot)
Peter, and later by Photios, Patriarch of Constantinople, and others,
upon whom the Bogomils 2 are dependent. According to these
docetic and Marcionite heretics, who may be assigned certainly
to the seventh and eighth centuries and possibly to.the sixth,
Jesus was no man, but.an angel sent down by a good God for the
enlightenment of mankind, under an obligation to let himself—
seemingly—be born of a woman, maltreated by sinners, put to
death by crucifixion and buried, after which he might rise again
and return to heaven.

But this possibility, too, is only mentioned becauseit hasalready
been refuted in the earlier passage about Christ (below, p. 384), on
which this whole interpolation is so plainly dependent, and where
it is expressly stated that Jesus ‘in view of his ordinary nature’
cannot be called an angel. There remains, therefore, for the sceptic
but one final possibility, that * God himself has appeared as a man
and falls and lies down and rises again, as pleases his will.” . This
final possibility, as Schiirer 3 first rightly recognized, is the Christ-
ology of the co-called Monarchianists, Patripassianists, or Theo-
paschitae : it is the view of people such as Noetus, Epigonus, Cleo-
menes, Marcellus, Photinus, Praxeas, Sabellius, and many others.
But neither Schiirer nor Couchoud 4 has seen that the sceptical
glossator, far from being a Patripassianist or Modalist himself,
rejects these views a limine, precisely as he rejects those previously

1 Contra Celsum, ii. 60.

? Bogomil, the Slavonic equivalent of Theophilos, founder of a Gnostic sect
in the tenth century in Bulgaria. Bury’s Gibbon, vi. 122 [translator’s note].

3 Theolog. Lit.-Zeit., 1906, p. 256.

¢ Revue de I'Histoirve des Religions, 1926, P- 54.
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mentioned. Here Frey’s statement ! is undoubtedly right: ‘ The
idea that God himself has suffered that fate appears to the writer
so inconceivable that he thinks he has but to mention it in order
to rule out any application of this possibility to the case of Jesus.’
Were the sceptic not rejecting this possibility just as decisively and
bluntly as all that had gone before, there would have been no need
for him to proceed to dispose of the possibility, likewise rejected,
of the stealing of the body. Yet he goes straight on: ‘ But others
say that it was not possible to steal him away.” He must therefore
have already tacitly reached the conclusion : ‘ Since God himself
cannot have been treated or suffered thus, the Benefactor also
cannot have been God himself. Was then the body stolen ? But
others say that it cannot have been stolen, because thousands of
Jews and Romans watched the tomb.” So the question cannot be
decided at all, and the end is that nothing is known in the matter,
as from the very beginning we find nothing but ‘on dd¢,’ ‘they say,
‘others say,” ‘might one tell’—in short, mere rumour and report.
The position is therefore quite peculiar. The writer, from the
highly remarkable conjunction of Marcionite and Sabellian doc-
trines controverted by him, can hardly be older than the end of the
fourth century, and from the mention of a Paulician error hardly
older than the sixth, while if he is drawing upon literary tradition
he may be of a still later date. This learned glossator not only
possesses an exact knowledge of the Christologies of different
heretics, but elaborately follows traditions contained in canonical
and apocryphal Gospels which can be quite definitely fixed. In
the original interpolation on the curtain of the temple one may still
be uncertain whether Mark xv. 38 or Matt. xxvii. 51 served as his
model, because both narratives present the words * torn from top
to bottom ’ of the Slavonic. But the dependence of the second
interpolator on the narrativein Matthew is patent. Only in Matt.
xxvii. is v. 51 (describing the rending of the curtain) followed by
‘many other fearful signs which happened then,” viz. ‘ the earth
did quake, the rocks were rent, the tombs were opened,’ etc. Only
in Matt. xxvii. 64, xxviii. 13-15 is the discovery of the empty
tomb followed by the assertion of opponents that the body had
been stolen, along with the legend of the watching of the tomb,
designed to refute the charge. The actual statements of this
section are therefore simply taken over in order from the Gospel of
Matthew, while the words ‘30 [v.l. 1000] Romans and 1000 [v.l. 30]
Jews,” appended to the clause ‘ set watchmen around his tomb,’
- come from the apocryphal Acts of Pilate or the Gospel of Peter.
The glossator thus betrays the most accurate knowledge of the
- orthodox and heretical views on the resurrection, but rejects them
. all, partly as impossible, partly as uncertain, resting only on
‘ 1 Der slav. Josephusbericht, etc., Dorpat, 1908, p. 190. -
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“hearsay ’ from beginning to end, and adheres to his Jewish Old
Testament standpoint.

An interpolation such as this is certainly not to be explained
as an extremely clever forgery, intent upon putting nothing into
the mouth of Josephus which a Jew could not have written. The
supposed forger of the secondary interpolation, on this hypothesis
so extremely careful, and yet in every line betraying his knowledge
of Christian sources—a forger whose like there is not throughout
the rest of the work—must have pursued this interesting game
quite for its own sake. For as a Christian ¢estimonium veritatis the
section is obviously valueless, because it leaves ‘ as its final im-
pression only doubt and uncertainty’ (Frey), accounts for the
resurrection on the basis of a fiction, indeed regards the discovery
of the empty tomb not as a fact but as hearsay, and even leaves
open the possibility of the stealing of the body (since the watching
of the tomb is only vouched for by an ‘ others said ’), and finally
appears to deny not only the equality of Jesus with God the
Father but even the divinity of ‘ the Benefactor.” With what
object could a Christian interpolate this agnostic-sceptical passage
into one which in its original form could be put to good use from
the Christian standpoint, purporting to come from Josephus and
to confirm the miracle of the rent curtain ?

Frey is here quite right in excluding the assumption of a Chris-
tian forgery, whether highly artificial or wholly inappropriate. He
has also correctly seen that the author’s standpoint is purely
Jewish. The latter regards as possible whatever is consonant with
the Old Testament miracles of Elijah and Elisha in raising the
dead ; heis therefore no ‘ Epicurean ’ sceptic. But the idea of an
incarnation, of a suffering and dying God, is for him quite im-
possible ; he even avoids the expression ‘if God die’ as blas-
phemous, and speaks only of a ‘lying down’ of God. He does not
believe in the resurrection of Jesus, which he pronounces ‘ imagi-
nary’ or ‘ pretended’; the very story of the empty tomb remains for
him doubtful.

Here, then, speaks one who found Josephus already inter-
polated by a Christian hand, one who knew the Gospel of Matthew,
the Gospel of Peter, and the Christian Ac?s of Pilate, but yet main-
tained an entirely Jewish standpoint. Where and when can such
a person have written his ideas on the margin of a MS. of Josephus
that had been or was found in Christian possession ?

To this question, in my opinion, only one answer is possible.
The answer will at the same time afford a surprisingly simple ex-
planation of that remarkably strong interest in Jewish history,
discussed above, which is indispensably required to account for the
existence alike of a Slavonic translation of Josephus and of the
 Chronographer of 1262.’ ‘



CONTROVERSY ON VALUE OF SLAVONIC VERSION 155

THE JupaizING HERESY 1IN Russia

It is precisely in Russia, and in the fifteenth century, that
is to say, at the very period when all extant MSS. of the old
Roman Josephus were written, that we have evidence of a
powerful  Judaizing movement —the so-called Zidovstvujuscaja
jeres—which penetrated into the highest clerical ranks and
even into the family of the Grand Duke of Moscow, and brought
the Pravo-Slavic or Orthodox Russian Church to the verge
of ruin.

Of the beginnings of this movement nothing is known. Ana-
tole Leroy-Beaulieu! conjectures that the ‘ Sabbatarians’ (Russ.
Subbotniki) are, like the Maraiios of Spain and Portugal, descended
from Jews compulsorily converted to a sham Christianity. These
people, under the direction of Jewish Rabbis, continue to this day,
especially in Southern Russia and the Caucasus, and after severe
persecutions under the Tsars at last enjoy as much religious
freedom as other denominations ; the late Konrad Grass estimated
that before the War (1914) some 400,000 Russian peasants were
secret adherents of the Jewish faith.

Leroy-Beaulieu’s theory has indeed great intrinsic probability.
For it is well known that under the rule of the Khazars, a South
Russian people of West Turkish origin, and their Khagans, Juda-
ism was the state religion of the realm. That realm embraced the
whole district from the Caspian to the Black Sea, from the Don to
the Volga, indeed for a time from the Dnieper to the Urals, extend-
ing southwards to the Caucasus and occasionally beyond, and
northwards to the lower valley of the Oka and Moskva. Judaism
had held this position since the eighth century, when, after a
previous conversion of the people to Christianity, the Khagan
Bulan—probably from political motives, to ensure the spiritual
independence of his state, which lay between the Christian By-
zantium and the Islamic kingdom of the Abbasids—under the
- influence of Jewish exiles from Constantinople went over to the
- Mosaic religion. Within this empire in the time of Masudi (ninth
century), Mahometans, Christians, and heathen lived peaceably
side by side along with the Jews. Kiev for a time belonged to it,
as well as the later principalities of Moscow and Perejaslavl Suz-
dalski. When the Russians under Prince Svjatoslav overthrew
the dominion of the Khazars in the year 967 or g68, the position
of the Jews and Jewish Khazars in the country must have been
precisely similar to that of the Spanish Jews after the fall of
Granada. Mass movements into the Greek Church must natur-

Y L'Empire des Tsars, Paris, 1889, iii. 515-18.
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ally haveresultedin a sham Christianity,! which could conceal itself
much more easily than the Marafio religion in Catholic Spain,
because the Old Russian Church itself, perhaps under the influence
of Jewish converts, strictly observed the so-called Noachian pro-
hibitions of consuming blood and ‘animals strangled’ or ‘ torn,’
which were regarded by rabbis also as binding upon ‘ proselytes of
the gate.’

On the ‘ Judaizing heresy’ at its flourishing period, dating from
the last third of the fifteenth century, we possess detailed informa-
tion in the contemporary work of Abbot Josif Volotzki of Volo-
kolamsk (} 1516), entitled ‘ Prosvjetitel ’ = ‘ Illuminator ’ or ‘ Re-
vealer,’ i.e. of the Judaizing heresy.2 According to him, the great
and decisive crisis arose from the rich merchant republic of Nov-
gorod, at that time seething with political, religious, and social un-
rest. Because through it, by the Neva and the Volkov, flowed
Russia’s trade with the Baltic and so with the Hanseatic towns
and Western Europe, Russian historians like Ilovajski have sought
to find some connection between the Russian Church crisis at the
end of the fifteenth century and the German Reformation, a view
which both chronologically and from the standpoint of doctrinal
history is completely mistaken.

Novgorod, which had always been a breeding-ground for
heretical movements, and had already been seriously disquieted by
the so-called Strigolniki of Karp, found itself at that time in a
position of extreme difficulty. The plague years of 1465-7 had
almost crippled its trade with the West, while a deep-seated opposi-
tion between the rich patrician merchants and the lower classes,
who were badly hit by the stagnation of trade, had seriously weak-
ened the city’s defensive strength. To meet the threat to its inde-
pendence as a free state from the Grand Duke of Moscow, Ivan 111.
Vasiljevi¢, the council sought political support from Casimir 1v.
of Lithuania and Poland. Casimir on his side, with shrewd calcu-
lation, favoured the Catholicizing efforts of Gregory the Metro-
politan Bishop of Kiev, a supporter of reunion of the Eastern and
Western Churches, and had brought over a considerable number of
Russian nobles to recognize at once the overlordship of Lithuania
and the spiritual primacy of Kiev. A section of clergy and laity
of Novgorod, clinging tenaciously to the independence and strict
observance of the rules of the Greek Church, viewed with the
greatest disinclination these overtures to Lithuania, dictated by

1 A ‘circumcised ' monk, Adrian (Andreas) of Kiev, is generally named as the
first heretic in Russian Church history. He is said to have fought hard against
the worship of images and to have attacked the Russian clergy as idolatrous, thus
betraying typical Jewish-Christian tendencies.

2 The exact title of the book is ‘¢The unworthy monk Joseph’s story of the
newly risen sect of Novgorod heretics and apostates,’ etc. Many printed editions,
notably that of Kasan, 1852 and 1888.
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politics, and were assiduously supported by the partisans of Mos-
cow. Ivan himself in a letter to Jonas, Archbishop of Novgorod,
bluntly pronounced Gregory of Kiev a heretic, and admonished
Jonas to hold fast the Pravo-Slavic faith. When the Novgorodi-
ans openly broke with Moscow and received from the hand of
Casimir a sovereign who, though a Lithuanian, was of the Greek
Orthodox Church, namely, Michael Olelkovi¢ (8th November 1470),
a number of Lithuanian Jews followed in his train, probably
as financial agents of the Lithuanian court. Their names were
Osif, Shmoilo, Skaryei, Moisei, and Chanush, their leader being a
certain Skharia (=Zacharias) of Kiev. He is described as a
Karaite! and an adept in astrology,? necromancy, and the magic
arts, laudatory epithets from which we may perhaps infer that he
was simply a physician practising his profession after the fashion
of theage. That he was a Karaite is not improbable, since Witold,
Grand Duke of Lithuania, had in the fourteenth century carried
off a number of Karaites from the Crimea 3 and settled them in
Troki near Vilna : moreover, it is well known that, while the Kara-
ites regarded Pauline Christianity as an unpardonable apostasy
from Judaism, many of them held Jesus himself to be a pious, just,
and God-favoured man—a point of view exactly in accordance with
the doctrines of this Skharia set forth below.

According to the full and credible statement of Josif of Volo-
kolamsk, he taught his disciples that the belief in a triune God-was
vain ; that there was but one God ; that Jesus was not the Son of
God nor the Messiah, but only a prophet like Moses, and therefore
could not haverisen from the dead; and that the Messiah had not
yet appeared, but would come at the end of time, and even then
not as Son of God according to his essence, but only according to his
works, like Moses and the prophets of old. Consequently, until
then the Law of Moses was binding; the Sabbath and the food laws
must continue to be observed, circumcision be practised, and the
veneration of icons and saints shunned asidolatrous. The writings
of the New Testament were full of errors and incredible statements ;
the Lord’s Supper was only an allegorical form of the Passover rite,
which should bekept according to the Jewish calendar; the Wednes-
day and Friday fasts were useless; and so on.

Astonishing as it sounds, the testimony of his opponents leaves
no room for doubt that these doctrines of Zacharias met with
extraordinary favour among a section of the higher ecclesiastics of
Novgorod. He succeeded in converting to his views Gabriel, the

1 The Karaites were Jewish ‘ protestants,” who rejected the oral Rabbinic
tradition, and regarded the Old Testament as the only source of revelation.

2 Perhaps because the Karaites insisted on an astronomically calculated
calendar.

3 They had ventured into that district in the time of the Khazars, and can be
traced there from the thirteenth century onwards.
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protopope of the church of Hagia Sophia in Novgorod, the proto-
popes Alexis and Dionys, Gregory Michailovi¢ Tucin, son of
a Novgorod patrician, and many other clerics of Novgorod and
Pshkov. We ask ourselves whether we have not from the outset to
reckon with some political intrigue of Ivan 111. of Moscow, striving
to produce a cleavage, the deepest and widest possible, between
the people and clergy of Novgorod, with perhaps the whole of
Russia on the one hand, and the Catholicizing, pro-union metro-
politans of Kiev along with the Lithuanian-Polish kingdom on the
other. The fact remains that the new archbishop Theophilus, the
successor of Jonas, who died two days before the arrival of Michael
Olelkovi¢, was working for Moscow and took no action against
the Judaists; also that Ivan 111. during a visit in 1480 to Nov-
gorod, which had meanwhile fallen completely under his sway,
treated the Judaizing protopopes Dionys and Alexei with great
respect, and indeed subsequently took them with him to Moscow,
where he appointed them archimandrites of the churches of the
‘ Anastasis " and the ‘ archangel Michael.” Here they started upon
a lively and apparently quite unimpeded propaganda movement,
favoured by the fact that the court, in consequence of an incident
at the solemn dedication of a church, was on very bad terms with
Gerontios, Metropolitan of Moscow (1472-89). Among their
converts the most important were Feodor Kurytzin, who as private
secretary to the Tsar enjoyed his unbounded confidence; Zosima,
the archimandrite of the Simeon monastery in Moscow; and a
certain monk named Skhariah.

Even Helen, the emperor’s daughter-in-law, and her son
Dmitri, the heir to the throne, were won over to the Judaistic
cause ; the Tsar himself tacitly but emphatically favoured it.
When the Metropolitan Gerontios, disliked at court, died on the
28th of May 1480, the seat remained vacant for eighteen months—
a symptom of the protracted intrigues and counter-intrigues which
preceded the nomination of a successor ; finally, Zosima the Juda-
ist was appointed Metropolitan of Moscow. The same year, it is
true, saw the death of Alexis, described by Josif of Volokolamsk as
the real ‘boar of hell’ and ‘ devastator of the garden of Christ’;
still, after the occupation of the metropolitan see of Moscow by a
Judaist, after the conversion of the Tsar’s chancellor Kurytzin and
Dmitri, heir to the throne, the sectarians might well hope for a
brilliant victory, the more so because the Tsar Ivan 111. appeared to
welcome everything which impeded the pro-union efforts of Kiev
and thereby counteracted the political influence of the Catholic
king of Lithuania and Poland.

It goes without saying that the Greek Orthodox clergy did not
quietly look on at this cynically calculated toleration of such a
movement by the Gossudar of all Russia, who was a queer char-
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acter, almost unaffected by religious restraints, but probably
influenced by the secular philosophy of the Italian Renaissance.
His director of ordnance and fortress-builder was Aristotile Fiora-
vanti of Bologna; his palace was built by Pietro Antonio and
decorated by Andrea Solari ; and Ivan’s chancellor Kurytzin had
in fact dared to say in public that a knowledge of astrology was
more useful to a prince than all the squabbles of pious theologians.

The leader of the counter-movement was Gennadios, Arch-
bishop of Novgorod, now completely robbed of its former freedom
and its patrician nobility, newly colonized by the Tsar with * vile
people’ from the interior of the realm, and politically quite un-
important. He, with ever more insistent remonstrances, urged
the Tsar to institute an enquiry into the propagandist activities of
the Judaists, which at the outset had been carried on in secret and,
apparently, only within a narrow esoteric circle. The first oppor-
tunity for an official prosecution came in 1487, when certain clerics
of Novgorod, under the influence of drink, gave vent to ‘blasphem-
ous’ expressions, and were in consequence brought up before the
Archbishop of Novgorod. One of the accused, a monk named
Nahum, had repented and, to save his skin, denounced not only
himself but all his associates. It leaked out that two great
Moscow merchants had made a special journey to Lithuania to
get themselves secretly circumcised in that country. Thereupon
Gennadios summoned a Council of Bishops (1488), which con-
demned and excommunicated the heretics. Those caught in
Novgorod were incarcerated in a monastery, and demand was made
for a trial of their colleagues in Moscow.

The Tsar granted the action, but only three unimportant per-
sons, against whom open blasphemies could be proved, were sent
off to Siberia ; one was entirely acquitted. To Archbishop Gen-
nadios, who sought the burning of the heretics, the gloomy despot,
accustomed to pursue his ends undisturbed over mountains of
corpses, replied for the time with mock courtesy, saying that he
held it ‘a sin to punish a man with death on account of his errors
in belief.” And this at the very time when he was writing, through
his Judaizing chancellor, to his favourite daughter Helen, the wife
of the Grand Duke Alexander of Lithuania, that she should die
rather than exchange the Orthodox for the Catholic faith !

Gennadios, however, refused to be quiet. Deeply stirred by
the promotion of the Judaizing Archimandrite Zosima to the
Metropolitan chair of Moscow, and of the Judaizing Archimandrite
Kassian of Dorpat (Tartu) to the dignity of an archimandrite of
Novgorod,and assisted bythe Metropolitan’s deputy, Bishop Prokop
of Moscow, and the Bishops Niphont of Suzdal and Philotheos of
Perm, he summoned a General Synod, which on the 17th of October
1491 solemnly anathematized the deceased protopopes Gabriel and
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Alexeiof Novgorod. Meanwhile the Metropolitan Zosima, without
committing himself, was getting up public discussions on the Holy
Trinity and the person of Christ, at which the opponents of the
innovators could not hold their own, so that ‘ the people were
greatly perplexed.” Against him Gennadios and his friends were
at present powerless, not only because he had too great sup-
port at court, but chiefly because the year 1492 had been the cause
of a serious shattering of confidence in the Orthodox Greek Church.
In accordance with early Christian millennial expectations, which
through Julius Africanus had won great credit in the Church of
Byzantium, large circles in Russia looked for the end of the world
in the year 7000 of the Byzantine era. Now, according to this era,
the year 7000 coincided with nothing more noteworthy than the
expulsion of the Jews from Spain and the discovery of America—
the year 1492. When the end of the world, anxiously awaited by
so many believers, failed to come, the Judaists considered the
Gospel, the Apostolicon, and the Church fathers to be convicted
of mendacity.

‘ If Christ is the Messiah, why does he not appear in his glory
according to your expectation ? ’ they triumphantly asked their
adversaries.

The turning of the tide was due partly to the activity of Josif,
Abbot of Volokolamsk, whom Gennadios summoned to his aid, and
who as early as the 17th of May 1494 by his public complaints
brought about the voluntary resignation of the Metropolitan
Zosima, partly to a fateful change of conditions at the court of
Ivan 111

The Tsar was twice married. His first wife, Mary, a Grand
Duchess of Tver, died early (1467) ; by her he had a son, regarded
as heir to the throne, Ivan Tvanovit (t1490). At the instance
of the famous Cardinal Bessarion, promoter of the reunion of the
churches, Pope Sixtus 1v. in 1469 proposed to the widowed Tsar
a marriage with Zoja (alias Sophia), an orphan who had been
educated in Rome. She was the niece of Constantine Dragasés
(t 25sth of May 1453), the last of the Palaeologi to sit on the
Byzantine imperial throne, and daughter of Thomas, Despot of
Morea (t 1465); and Paul 11. and Sixtus 1v. had hitherto stood to
her ¢n loco parentis. Ivan agreed, fully conscious of all the ad-
vantages to be derived from a connexion with the house of the
Caesars, which in the eyes of himself and of all Russians stood out
as the apex of imperial legitimacy and the highest grade of aristo-
cratic distinction ; but with his usual cunning he managed care-
fully to avoid all advances in the direction of those plans of reunion
which the Papal court hoped to promote by this match.

The Greek Tsarina was not liked in Moscow. The worst was
believed of her, and when in 1490 Ivan Ivanovi¢, the Tsar’s son
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by his first marriage and heir to the throne, suddenly died, she was
charged with having had a hand in it. The princes and Bojars,
who regarded the daughter of the Palaeologi with hostility, man-
aged to induce Ivan 111. to promise the succession to Dmitri, son
of Ivan Ivanovi¢ and his wife Helen. But before his solemn
coronation as Grand Duke and heir to the throne took place (4th
of February 1498), Vassili, son of Ivan and Sophia, conspired
against Dmitri and his own father. He was arrested, six of his
followers were ruthlessly executed, his mother Sophia was watched,
and her old Byzantine lady-retainers, suspected of being witches
and poisoners, were drowned in the Moskva.

However, even Helen and Dmitri, the heir to the throne, failed
to retain the favour of the suspicious Tsar, and in January 1499,
along with their devoted followers the Patrikejews and Rjapolow-
skis, fell into disgrace. Meanwhile Vassili and Sophia succeeded
in so completely regaining Ivan’s favour that on the 11th of April
1502 Dmitri, holder of the title of Grand Duke of All Russia, was
with his mother incarcerated in a monastery, while Vassili, as the
new Grand Duke of Vladimir, Moscow, and All Russia, finally
secured for himself the succession to the throne.

The downfall of Helen and Dmitri, the patrons of the Judaists,
decided also the fate of all their dependants. The Tsar dismissed
his chancellor, Feodor Kurytzin, in deepest disgrace, and quietly
looked on while a council of bishops on the 27th of December
1504 took proceedings with draconit severity against the ad-
herents of Judaism. The chief supporters of the movement, in-
cluding Deacon Volk Kurytzin, brother of the chancellor, Ivan
Maximov, Dmitri Konopljov, and the Archimandrite Kassian of
Novgorod, after having their tongues torn out, were burnt in iron
cages at the stake. The less compromised clerics were banished
to remote monasteries, and of the laity many saved their lives only
by flight to Lithuanian-Polish territory, where the great success of
the later Unitarian movement stirred up by the Italian reformer
Socinus was doubtless substantially promoted by the scattered
followers of the Russian Judaizing heresy.

It may not be undeserving of mention that the Russian am-
bassador to the Spanish court intervened in this conflict by send-
ing to Archbishop Gennadios a report of the proceedings taken in
Spain to extirpate the heretics. This tends to confirm the con-
jecture previously advanced that the ‘Judaizing heresy’ in Russia
and the Marafio movement in Spain are exactly analogous. Inthe
same report the envoy mentions that, according to the statement
of a Jewish traveller, the Jews of Kiev openly asserted that the
Tsar protected the Judaists and would shortly have all churches
in Moscow shut up. To assist the attack on the heresy, he got his
dragoman at the embassy to translate into Russian the De con-

L
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victione Judacorum of Nicolas de Lyra, together with a treatise by
the baptized Jew, Joseph of Mogador, on The Conversion of the
African Jews.

THE GENESIS OF THE OLD RUSSIAN TRANSLATION OF JOSEPHUS
AND OF THE LITHUANIAN ‘ CHRONOGRAPHER OF 1261 ’:
ORIGIN OF THE EXISTING MSS,

Bearing in mind the main results of the preceding chapter, we
can have no further doubt concerning the surroundings in which
the Old Russian version of Josephus, along with the Old Russian
history of the Jews composed in Lithuania in the time of King
Mindowe and including Josephus, came into existence. The com-
plete correspondence, in their attitude toward the resurrection of
Jesus, between the sceptical glossator of the Christian interpola-
tion on the rent veil of the temple on the one hand, and the Juda-
ists attacked by Josif of Volokolamsk on the other, is obvious.
Equally perfect is the agreement, in language no less than in idea,
between the conception, attributed to the Novgorod and Moscow
heretics, of Jesus (and of the future messiah) as a ‘ prophet like
Moses,” as a son of God ‘ not according to his essence but according
to his works,” and the similar statement in the section on Jesus in
the Slavonic Josephus.!

It will therefore not be wrong to describe the Old Russian
Halosis and the © Chronographer of 1261 ’ simply as the propagand-
ist writings of the Judaizing heretics. The incredible success of this
Unitarian sect is only intelligible if, in confirmation of their denial
of the divinity and messiahship of Jesus, they were in possession of
evidence which to many of their contemporaries seemed irrefutably
clear. Such evidence, however, so far as we can judge from our
present historical knowledge, they could have found nowhere else but
1 the account of Jesus given in the more or less unabridged Josephus.
Absurd works which the Jews themselves possessed, like the
Toldoth Jeshu? could never have made a similar impression on
their readers, and in fact were never translated into any European
vernacular for propaganda purposes. It was quite otherwise with
the Slavonic Josephus, which with its Christian interpolations,
mitigating and concealing the author’s bitter hostility to Chris-
tianity, and with its fulness of detail, partly supplementing, partly
correcting the Gospel narratives, cannot have failed to create con-
fidence among Christian readers. One who accepts Josephus’
account of John the Baptist, Jesus, and the primitive Apostles, with
its Christian interpolations, as the truth, can reach no other view

1 See below, p. 384 n. 9. ? See above, p. 107 1. I,
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.of Jesus than the Unitarian-]Judaistic doctrine of the heretics
‘described above.

Just asthe opponents of the Judaists had Nicolas of Lyra trans-
{lated into Russian as a counterblast to the Jewish heresy (p. 155),
'so must the Jews on their side have translated Josephus into
Slavonic for the sake of their religious propaganda. That this
happenedin Lithuaniaof allplacesand at the timewhen the Catholic
and the Orthodox Greek Church were competing for the soul of the
heathen King Mindowe is now readily intelligible. As the case of
the heretic monk Adrian shows (p. 156 n. 1), there were crypto- Jews
even among the ‘ white’ monastic clergy of the Orthodox Church.
In provinces like Lithuania, where Christianity was not yet the
dominant religion, they may have been in closer contact than else-
where with their unbaptized brethren, and have nursed daring
hopes of bringing back Christianity to Judaism on a Unitarian
basis, or at least of convincing the Lithuanian Grand Dukes of the
advantages of the Mosaic religion, by the same means of public
religious discussion as had once served—at least according to a
pious legend—to convert Bulan, Khagan of the Khazars, to
Judaism. The use made of the so-called * Chronographer of Pere-
jaslavl Suzdalski,” whose history extends to the year 1214, shows
that the translator or translators of Josephus had associates, assist-
ing in the work, even in Suzdal, the northernmost extremity of
the old province of the Vjatitches, once tributary to the empire
of the Khazars.

All particulars of the MS. tradition accord excellently with the
result so far reached. The codex of Vilna (p. 118, No. 15), written,
according to Istrin, ¢n Lithuania, lay until 1916 in the very district
from which Prince Michael Olelkovi¢ came to Novgorod with the
five Lithuanian Jews and with Zacharias the Karaite of Kiev, and to
which the two Moscow merchants afterwards repaired to get them-
selves secretly circumcised—clearly, therefore, the starting-point
of the whole movement. Zacharias must have been connected
with the Karaites of Troki near Vilna. The copy of the Josephus
MS. used by the Metropolitan Makarios was written in Novgorod
(p- 147), i.e. at the place where Zacharias, as early as 1468, had
converted to Judaism the protopopes Alexei and Dionys, Gabriel
and the patrician Tucin, three years before he himself entered it
with Olelkovi¢. This proves either that this was not the Kara-
ite’s first visit to Novgorod, or that he had previously sent out the
propaganda literature of his sect through fellow-members journey-
@mg on business to the great merchant city on the Volkov. The
kighly remarkable fact that the MS. copied at Novgorod in 1468
bad itself been written in 1399 at Constantinople can be easily
explained by the assumption that the Karaite Zacharias was in
touch with the flourishing Karaite community in Constantinople.
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The MS. 654 of the Moscow Clerical Academy (p. 117), which
Berendts chose as a basis for his translation, comes from the
monastery of Volokolamsk, whose abbot Josif was the most active
opponent of the ‘Jewish heresy ’ (p. 160), and expressly mentions
the evidence of Josephus in the second chapter of his book * Pros-
vjetitel.” It will not be over-hazardous to conjecture that in it
we have the very copy made for the use of the famous anti-
Judaizing controversialist, Josif Volotzki of Volokolamsk. The
Josephus MS. 445 of Kasan contains at the top of a blank leaf the
note, ‘ This book is a gift of Ivan Vassilievi¢, Tsar, ruler and
Grand Duke of All Russia *—that is to say, the great protector and
subsequently executioner of Feodor Kurytzin and the other Juda-
ists! One would like to know #o whom the Grand Prince presented
this remarkable book, where, in those portraits of the demoniacal
Herod, his quarrelsome wives and rebellious sons, he must have
seen, as in a spectral mirror of history, himself, his wives Mary and
Zoe-Sophia, his daughter-in-law Helen, and his treacherous heirs
Basilios and Demetrios. Like the almost identical Codex Kasan
444, with the two codices copied from it, 445 and 446, it comes from
the Soloveitzki monastery on that barven island in the White Sea
which, used to this day by the Russian Government as an ill-famed
dumping-ground for ‘ political offenders,’ served the Tsars so long
as a place of exile for heretics, until the monastery, in consequence
of these numerous deportations, fell into the hands of the exiled
Raskolniki, was recovered after repeated military expeditions
against a stubborn resistance, and on the 22nd of January 1676
had to be demolished. The four MSS. must have belonged to
as many Judaizing clerics condemned to confinement in distant
monasteries. More detailed investigation of the extant records
and authorities on the judicial procedure against heretics in the
year 1504, to which I have so far not had access, would perhaps
enable us to identify the particular monastery to which the Juda-
ists who escaped death were banished. But even now one may
conjecture that the three MSS. of the St. Kyrillos monastery at
Bjelo Osero, as well as the four from the Soloveitzki monastery,
were once the property of interned Judaists.

On the other hand, the Rumanian MS. of the Very Rev. Dr.
Moses Gaster (p. 116), translated from Polish, is clearly, if one may
judge from its main contents (Christian Acts of Pilate, etc.), a col-
lection of materials made by an Orthodox controversialist to
combat the Judaists. This indicates that the movement sup-
pressed in Russia must have spread to Poland and ultimately to.
Moldavia and Valachia (p. 597 1I. 20 ff.).
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THE SECT OF THE JOSEPHINISTS IN NORTHERN ITALY AND Pro-
VENCE, AND THE HERESY OF ‘]JOSEPHUS EPAPHRODITUS ’ IN
Asia MINOR

The close parallel existing between the sceptical gloss concern-
ing the resurrection and the views of the Russian Judaists dis-
cussed above, at first led me to a belief that it, too, was a late inter-
polation of purely Slavonic origin and of the same nature as the
Slavonic explanations of ancient place-names and names of ancient

. peoples.! I am indebted to M. Paul Alphandéry for calling my
attention to the fact that the gloss may go back to the Byzantine

. original of the Slavonic translator. This important fact in turn
permits us to trace the origins of the Judaizing heresy a few cen-
turies further back in the history of the Greek Church. M. Alphan-
déry also was not slow in suspecting a connexion between the
Russian phenomenon and the sect of the Josephinists? which
sprang up in Northern Italy and Provence some time in the thir-
teenth century—that is, at approximately the same period which
saw the Slavonic Josephus translation in Lithuania. The term
(Josepini, Josephini, Josephistae) first occurs in a decree of Pope
Lucius 111. and the Council of Verona (1184), in a bull of Gregory 1x.
of 1231, and in charters of the Emperor Frederick 11. (1239),
always in the fixed formula ‘ circumcisos, passaginos, Josephinos,’
from which onemay infer that it is a question of Judaists practising
circumcision. The term passaginos, of doubtful meaning, most
probably indicates ‘ vagabonds,” ‘ vaganti,” corresponding to the
strojniki, the ‘ straying’ apostles of the Bulgarian Bogomils—that
is, people who leave their settled homes and take up a wanderer’s
life from religious conviction, just as Leo Tolstoi did at the end of
his life.

Of the terms Josepini or Josephistae there exists only a very
ancient and doubtless erroneous explanation. A treatise attri-
buted to the inquisitor Rainier Sacconi, who died in 1258, derives
the word from the matrimonium spirituale still called ‘Joseph'’s
marriage.” Were the treatise really the work of Sacconi, himself
a converted Catharist, the explanation would deserve some atten-
tion. Yet the treatise is absolutely spurious, a work of the four-
teenth century, and altogether untrustworthy. It is furthermore
quite impossible that the Judaizing sect should have adopted the
ascetic doctrines of the Marcionites and Manichaeans, the American
‘Shakers’ of more modern days. Dr. Amman,® however,
pointed out that the sect in question is most probably derived from

1 See below, p. 216 1. 15-20.

2 Bibliography in L. J. Newman, Jewish Influence on Christian Reform Move-
ments, New York, 1926, p. 300 sqq.

3 Art. ‘ Joséphistes’ in the Dictionnaire de Théologze Cath., t. viii. ¢. 1547.
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a seventh-century sect of Asia Minor, usually counted among the
Paulicians, and which the Byzantine heresiologists of the ninth,
tenth, and eleventh centuries attribute to a founder named Jose-
phus Epaphroditus, ‘ whose very existence is doubted by some,’ as
the Greek text has it. If onerecalls that to some Jewish Talmud-
ists the Gospels themselves took on the shape of a mythical heretic
called ‘ Euangelion,” a hypothetical founder of the Christian
‘sect,” one cannot but suspect in this enigmatical Josephus Epa-
phroditus the names of our old acquaintances Flavius Josephus
and his publisher Epaphroditus.! The Pseudo-Photius and Petrus
Siculus are indeed the first who speak of a ‘spurious Josephus’
(Iédanmos vébos), evidently with reference to the discrepancies
they noticed between the Josephus of the heretics and the canonical
Josephus of the Byzantine Church.

If these alleged ‘ spurious’ writings of Josephus could originate
a new sect in a community which had already embraced an
adoptionist Christology, the point at issue can naturally only have
been statements about Jesus in the unabbreviated text whether
of the Halosis or of the Antiquities. Sincein the extant MSS. the
name of Epaphroditus in the form of a dedication occurs onlyin the
Antiquities and not in the War, the allusion to one Josephus Epa-
phroditus is a valuable hint to the effect that the text of the An#i-
quities, too, must have contained a statement about Jesus which
appeared objectionable to the Orthodox on dogmatic grounds.

Itisinteresting to see just how far this text could and must have
helped to shape the sect’s conception of Christ. The Paulicians,
as is well known, assumed that Jesus was one of God’s angels sent
to earth under the obligation to suffer vicarious death. This con-
ception coincides with the Jewish explanation of the Messiah asan
angel (ben ’elohim), a ‘ son of God’ in the Old Testament sense, an
explanation found as early as the debate between Justin and
R. Trypho. It is clearly with reference to this early Judeo-Chris-
tian doctrine that the Slavonic text thinks it necessary to refute
the theory that Jesus of Nazareth was an angel. Paulicians, taking
for a basis of their doctrine the accounts of Jesus as found in
Flavius Josephus, must have denied that Jesus was an angel,
and the Paulician adherents of the hypothetical ‘Josephus Epa-
phroditus ’ would then simply be a special sect which had adopted
the writings of Josephus (or some of them) into their canon, a
procedure which is by no means unique in the annals of the Chris-
tian churches.?

The spread of the sect is explained in part by the transplanting
of Paulicians from the Taurus to Constantinople and Thrace in
the reign of the Emperors Constantine Copronymus (741-75) and

1 See above, p. 30 n. 3.
3 See e.g. above, p. 119, on the Uvarov MS. Cp. also above, p. 31 1. 22.
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John Tzimiskes (970) ; further by the primitive apostolic practice
of itinerant preaching adopted by these heretics.! Thus they
spring up in Northern Italy and Provence on the one hand and in
Lithuania on the other. There and in Constantinople they spread
their Josephus in the Old Slavonic language. With the Paulicians
they have in common their hostility to the organized clergy, the
monks, and image-worship. Their resumption of the practice of
circumcision connects them with the Russian Judaists and with
the same practice in the Armenian Church.

THE ‘ ORTHODOX ' AND THE ‘ SPURIOUS ’ JOSEPHUS

We are now in a position to follow up the history of the MS.
tradition of our author in the Greek world. Origen, as we saw,
knewa Josephus who did not acknowledge in any way the messiah-
ship of Jesus, and he was therefore rather astonished to find in the
same book a fairly neutral attitude toward -the lapidated James
the Just. Eusebius knows and quotes 4#f. xviii. 3. 3 in a form
recognizing in Jesus the messiah, a version which has altered in the
most remarkable manner:the original statements absolutely hostile
to Jesus. He knows the chronological falsification of the dates of
Pilate’s administration and of the date of the miracle concerning
the exit of the Shekinah from the temple in the War (vi. s. 3),%2 and,
lastly, the interpolation of the slaughter of the innocents, absent
from the standard Greek text but still found in the Slavonic
version, in Photius, and in Moses of Khorene.? e also saw that
these chronological falsifications were occasioned by the publication
of the genuine Acta Pilati at the order of the Emperor Maximinus
Daia in A.D. 311.# The reworking of most of the MSS. found in
public and private libraries was facilitated by the censorship estab-
lished in the reign of Constantine and still more enforced under
Theodosius and Valentinian in A.D. 449. There actually exists no
Josephus MS., Greek, Latin, Aramaic, Hebrew, or Arabic, which
does not show clear traces of Christian interpolations and deletions.

The writings of Josephus thus falsified were given the honour
of being adopted into the canons of several Eastern churches,
chiefly because the author now was supposed to furnish an im-

1 Petrus Siculus, p. 36 ed. Gieseler : one of their apostlessaysthathe ‘ travelled
from east to west, from south to forth, till his knees began to shake.’

¢ Eusebius, Chron., ap. Sync., p. 324 . (cf. Jerome, Ep. Paulae et Eutocii ad
Maycellam, opp. ed. Vallarsi, vol. i. p. 202). Both quote from Josephus the story
about the mysterious voice from the inner sanctum, ‘let us emigrate from here,’ as
happening at the time of the crucifixion, while the standard texts say that that
signhappened a short time before the fallofthecityina.p. 70. Cp. above, p. 141 ff.,
on a similar falsification, perpetrated before a.p. 180, of the date of the murder of
James the Just.- 3 Above, p. 144 n. 3. 4 Above, p. 16 n. 3.
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partial testimony, though grudgingly given, not on Christ’s exist-
ence (which no one ever doubted in those days) but on his messiah-
ship. Josephus was even made to prove the historicity of the
massacre of the innocents, of the destruction of Jerusalem as a
punishment for the death of Christ, of the rending of the temple
curtain, and even of the resuscitation of Lazarus, and all that as
early as the end of the second century of our era. The account in
the Antiquities was so condensed and worked over that it seemed
to confirm almost the entire apostolic creed. The fact that the
account in the War and the Haldsss, less reworked than the other,
rather emphasized the human traits of the historical Jesus did not
in itself meet with objection on the part of the Church, until it
was noticed with horror that Josephus had remained a most
dangerous weapon in the hands of Judaizing Unitarians—witness
the.rise of the sect of Josephinists. In spite of all deletions and
interpolations Josephus was still at variance with the accounts of
the Gospels, especially in his mention of a rebellion planned by the
adherents of Christ. Aside from this, Josephus revealed a certain
revolutionary past of Christianity, now become a highly respect-
able state religion, which could not but fill the clergy with alarm,
the more so because the rebellions of the Pauliciansand the Bogomil
preachers of the ‘ kingdom of the poor ’ had just revealed that
dangerous social doctrines were still slumbering in the hidden
recesses of the Church.

Such a state of affairs led to the complete deletion of all pas-
sages dealing with Jesus, whilst the MSS. in the hands of the
heretics and therefore inaccessible to the ecclesiastical censor were
simply denounced as ‘ falsified.” The deletion of the Jesus pas-
sages had as a natural consequence the omission also of the state-
ments regarding his disciples and John the Baptist. Nor is it
difficult to determine the period of these changes in the Josephus
text. Neither Petrus Hegumenus nor Photius (died in 891) knows
anything of a spurious Josephus—who does not appear before the
writings of the Pseudo-Photius, himself dependent upon Euthy-
mius of Zygabene (died after 1111), and of Petrus Siculus. This
result is fully corroborated by the quotation in the works of the
patriarch Photius of the passage concerning the slaughter of
the innocents, a passage missing in the extant MSS. of Josephus.
The revision of the War to which it owes its present form is there-
fore in fact posterior to Photius, so that, for example, the Russian
library of Kiev, the first Russian bishopric, founded at the time of
Photius, if it possessed the Halosis (as is extremely likely), can
have possessed only an unexpurgated copy.

Since none of the extant expurgated MSS. is older than the
eleventh century, and since the Bulgarian bishop Theophylactos
of Ochrida, a contemporary of the first emperor of the Comnene
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dynasty, still quotes from the interpolated Haldsis,! it is very
probable indeed that precisely at that time (end of the eleventh
century) the Greek Church ordered the radical revision of Josephus,
as a check upon the heretics, and denounced all MSS. containing
the older and genuine version as ‘spurious,” in this way trying
to cut the ground from under the feet of the Josephinist sect
and the ether Judaizing heresies.

1 See above, p. 141 n. 1.
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PASSAGES IN THE SLAVONIC JOSEPHUS WHICH CAN-
NOT BE ACCOUNTED FOR AS CHRISTIAN FORGERIES

HE existence of a number of Christian interpolations in

the Slavonic text of Josephus may, then, be taken for

granted. Yet I should confidently challenge any one to
try to interpret in that simple way the following paragraphs.
The passages in question, absent from the Greek standard text
as well as from the Latin translations, cannot for a:moment be
considered Christian in meaning or sentiment. As a matter of fact,
they have nothing whatever to do with the history or pre-history
of Christianity. They are reprinted here from Dr. Thackeray’s
version of Berendts’ German translation, revised after the Russian
text first published in the German edition of this book from MS.
copies kindly supplied by Prof. Vasilij N. Istrin of Leningrad.

Antipater before Caesar.

Standard Greek text, B.J., i. 10.
2-3, §§ 197 sqq.

‘At these words Antipater
stripped off his clothes and ex-
posed his numerous scars. His
loyalty to Caesar needed, he said,
no words from him; his body cried
it aloud, were he to hold his peace.
But the audacity of Antigonus
astounded him. The son of the
enemy of the Romans, son of a
fugitive from Rome, one who in-
herited from his father a passion
for revolution and sedition, pre-
suming to accuse others in the
presence of the Roman general and
looking for favours when he ought
to be thankful to be alive. Indeed
(said Antipater), his present am-
bition for power was not due to
indigence ; he wanted it in order

Slavonic version, Berendts-Grass,
p. 871.

in order

to sow sedition among the Jews
and to employ his resources
170

to sow dissension between the
Jews and the Romans and to rise
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against those who had provided
them.

¢ After hearing both speakers,
Caesar pronounced Hyrcanus to
be the more deserving claimant to
the high-priesthood, and left Anti-
pater free choice of office. The
latter, replying that it rested with
him who conferred the honour to
fix the measure of the honour, was
then appointed viceroy of all
Judaea. He was further author-
ised to rebuild the ruined walls of
the metropolis. Orders were sent
by Caesar to Rome for these
honours to be graven in the Capi-
tol, as a memorial of his own jus-
tice and of Antipater’s valour.’

against him who had given (him)
the power. Mithridates, however,
testified before Caesar to Anti-
pater’s valour.

¢ Caesar, however, having heard
both speeches and seen the wounds
of his body which he had received
in the war, honoured him with a
high Roman dignity,

and remitted the tax to his
country.! The high-priestly dig-
nity he confirmed to Hyrcanus for
his sake. But Hyrcanus he hon-
oured with the higher rank.’

Explanation of Roman Customs for Jewish Readers.

Greek B.] ., i. § 285.

‘ The meeting (of the Senate)
was dissolved and Antony and
Caesar left the senate-house with
Herod between them, preceded
by the consuls and the other
magistrates, as they went to offer
sacrifice and to lay ‘up the decree
in the Capitol.

Berendts-Grass, p. 107.

“ After the senators had dis-
persed, Caesar and Antony with
Herod between them went into the
palace;? the Roman priests,® how-
ever, the princes, and the consuls
to the Capitol to a sacrifice and
to make a record concerning the
kingdom of Herod.

‘For thus is their custom : if
Caesar gives a dignity4 to some-

! This is probably untrue, and Josephus had to delete the statement in the

revised edition of his work.
have added this passage.

It is unthinkable that the Slavonic translator should
Nothing could be more indifferent to him than the

question whether thirteen centuries before his age the Jews were or were not

taxed by the Romans.

3 What or whosepalace ? The author imagines that even in those republican
times there was an imperial palace of Caesar’s in Rome.
8 No mention of them in the Greek text and no need for them in reality,

. because the magistrates could very well throw some incense or pour out a libation

on the altar of Jupiter Capitolinus without priestly assistance. But the Jewish
priestly author cannot imagine a sacrifice without its being performed by the
priests or a procession of state, without their playing the main part in the show.
The reader will observe that the priests are given precedence before the ‘ princes
and consuls ’ by our Joseph hak-kohen !

4 The author has not understood his source (Nicolaus of Damascus), which
states clearly that the Senate, on the suggestion of Antony, made Herod king.
For him ‘ Caesar’ is even at that time—before the battle of Actium and in the
}idf;tin;e of Antony !—the omnipotent Roman emperor, making and unmaking

gs ! .
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On this, the first day of his reign,
Herod was given a banquet by
Antony.’
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body, it is not valid until he (!)
writes it down on the Capitol.
When it is proclaimed, a royal
sacrifice! is offered, and through it
it (the kingdom) will become valid.
On the first day of (his) king-
dom Antony offered a banquet
for him.’

Herod's Dyeam.

Greek B.J., i. § 328.

‘But while Herod was at
Daphne, near Antioch, he had a
dream.

distinctly warning him of his
brother’s death, and springing in
horror from his bed was met by the
messengers bringing news of the
catastrophe. After brief lamenta-
tion for his loss, he deferred further
mourning for another season and
set out in haste to meet his foes.’

‘ But when Herod was in An-
tioch he saw a dream which re-
vealed to him in advance his
brother’s death. Now the dream
was in this wise. There were four
ears of corn: the first was dry
through frost, but the second stood
upright, while wolves fell upon the
third and cut it down and dragged
it behind them. But the interpre-
tation of it was in this wise. The
first ear was Phasael, whom poison
had dried up; the second ear was
himself, inasmuch as he was un-
scathed ; while the third was his
brother Joseph, whom warriors
cut down and dragged away with-
out burial. And his soul was
stirred within him ; at once terror
seized him, and he went forth from
the bedchamber about midnight
like one possessed. For the soul,
which had understood sooner than
the spirit, was afraid (and forth-
with there came to him the melan-
choly tidings).’

While the reader of the Greek version is led to believe that

in a dream Herod had seen his brother die, rose in nocturnal fright
from his bed, and immediately got confirmation of the bad news,
the Slavonic version has all the details of a dream allegory
which needs interpretation, and reminds the reader forcibly of the
famous dream about ears of corn in the story of the Old Testament

1 This ‘royal offering’ is derived from the priestly law in Ezekiel xlvi. 4!
Roman ceremonial knows nothing of it. The sentence is not even consistent in
itself : of course, a regal offering’is not required for every kind of dignity conferred
upon a man. But for Josephus, of course, no office could be held legally by its
incumbent unless he had properly sacrificed with due priestly assistance.
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Joseph, the namesake of our* Josephus, who elsewhere ! takes great
pridein his priestly craft of interpreting dreams and loses no oppor-
tunity to relate prophetic dreams and their successful interpreta-
tion by Essenes and other specialists. For a Western, Hellenized
reader the story is infinitely more dramatic if the stilted and not
very plausible allegory is left out ; but it is easy to imagine the
- pleasure of areader or a writer steeped in Biblical lore when he read
or described this symbolical picture and its ‘wise’ interpretation.

Phasael and Hyrcanus trapped by the Parthians.

Greek B.J ., i. 253-270.

‘When the feast called Pentecost
came round, the whole neighbour-
hood of the temple and the entire
city were crowded with country-
folk, for the most part in arms.

Phasael defended the walls;
Herod, with a small force, the
palace.

With this he descended upon the
enemy’s disordered ranks in the
suburb, Kkilled large numbers of
them, put the rest to flight, and
shut them up, some in the city,
others in the temple, others in the
entrenched camp outside the walls.
Thereupon Antigonus petitioned
for the admission of Pacorus as
mediator.

Phasael consented, and re-
ceived into the city and offered
hospitality to the Parthian, who,
with five hundred horsemen, had
come ostensibly to put an end
to strife—in reality to support
Antigonus.

With this object, Pacorus in-
sidiously induced Phasael to go on
an embassy to Barzapharnes with
a view to the cessation of hos-
tilities. So, notwithstanding the
- strong dissuasion of Herod, who
urged his brother to kill the
- schemer and not to abandon him-
~ self to his schemes, barbarians
being (he said) by nature per-
fidious,

Berendts-Grass, p. 101 sq.

‘ But since the feast had begun
which is called Pentecost, all the
people had assembled, partly in
arms, partly simply (as civilians).

And at that time Herod took the
rest of the troops with him and
suddenly broke forth out of the
court. And he killed twenty thou-
sand of the people. But the rest
shut themselves up in the Temple.

And therefore Antigonus—with
Pacorus—entreated him to make
peace.

Phasael, having concluded the -
peace with them and prepared a
sumptuous banquet, invited them
with their troops, and, having
honoured them, dismissed them
with gifts.

Pacorus, however, in his wili-
ness tried to get Phasael and
Hyrcanus. And having prepared
a banquet, he invited them.

Herod, however, sent to Phasael
a warning to be wary of Pacorus
and not to trust himself into the
hands of those lusting for hisdeath,
neither to put faith in barbarians
even if they sware oaths,

1 B.J., iii. 352.
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Phasael left the city, accom-
panied by Hyrcanus.

To allay suspicion, Pacorus left
with Herod some of the cavalry
called by the Parthians “free-
men”’; with the remainder he
escorted Phasael on his way.

On their arrival in Galilee they
found the inhabitants in revolt and
up in arms. The satrap, with
whom they had an audience, was
a very crafty individual who dis-
guised his plot under a show of
benevolence : he gave them pres-
ents, and then laid an ambush to
catch them on their departure.
They discovered the conspiracy at
a maritime town, where they
halted, named Ekdippa. There
they heard of the promise of the
thousand talents, and that the five
hundred women whom Antigonus
had devoted to the Parthians in-
cluded most of their own ; that
the barbarians invariably kept a
watch upon them at night; and
that they would long since have
been arrested, had not the con-
spirators been waiting till Herod
was caught at Jerusalem, fearing
that the news of their capture
would put him on his guard. This
was now no mere idle gossip ; for
already they could see the sentries
posted in the distance. Phasael,
however, notwithstanding the
urgent exhortations to flee made
to him by a certain Ophellius,
who had learnt the whole plan of
the conspiracy from Saramalla,
the wealthiest Syrian of his time,

1 Obviously standing for ‘ but ’!
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Phasael, however, trusting in his
goodright and straightforwardness
and in the oath, took Hyrcanus
with him and went without any
precaution.

And?! while they went to the
banquet they 2

Cp. C. F. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of
the Fourth Gospel, Oxford, 1922, p. 66:

‘ a striking Semitic usage may be seen

in the employment of xaf to link contrasted statements, where in English we should
naturally employ ‘‘ and yet "’ or *“ but.”’

2 Here something seems to have dropped out. The brothers must aZleast have
noticed some signs of treachery, when it was too late. Supply, perhaps, ‘ they were
surrounded by a detachment of cavalry. It is quite possible, however, that
the omission of such a logically necessary clause is due to the negligence of
Josephus himself, whose first draft was properly corrected afterwards by one of
his ‘ collaborators,’
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could not bring himself to desert
Hyrcanus. Instead he went to
the satrap and frankly reproached
him for the plot, and in particular
for acting as he had done from
mercenary motives ; undertaking,
for his part, to give him a larger
sum for his life than Antigonus
had promised for a kingdom. To
this the Parthian made a wily
reply, clearing himself of suspicion
by protestations and oaths, and
went off to join Pacorus. Im-
mediately after, certain Parthians
who had been left behind, with
orders to do so, arrested Phasael
and Hyrcanus, the prisoners curs-
ing them bitterly for their perjury
and breach of faith.

............................

In Jerusalem, meanwhile, the
Parthians gave themselves up to
pillage, breaking into the houses of
the fugitives and into the palace ;
refraining only from the funds
of Hyrcanus, which, however,
amounted to no more than three
hundred talents. Elsewhere they
found less than they had expected;
for Herod, long since suspecting
the barbarians of perfidy, had
iaken the precaution of removing
the most precious of his treasures
to Idumaea, and each of his friends

ad done likewise. After the
pillage, the insolence of the Par-
thians proceeded to extremes.
They let loose on the whole coun-
the horrors of implacable war,
laid the city of Marisa in ruins,
d, not content with raising
tigonus to the throne, delivered
ip to him Phasael and Hyrcanus,
chains, for torture. Hyrcanus
w himself at the feet of Anti-
onus, who with his own teeth
cerated his suppliant’s ears, in
rder to disqualify him for ever,
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were both full of repentance and
cursed his ! infidelity !

And Antigonus jumped up and
with his teeth bit away both ears
of Hyrcanus,