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[371] In the thirteenth book of his Ancient History of the Jews, Josephus relates (Ant. xiii. 1-
5) the doings and fortunes of Jonathan, the brother of Judas Maccabaeus and after the death 
of Judas (161 B.C.) the leader of the rebellious Jews in their struggle with the Syrian rulers.  
In the sequel of Jonathan’s embassies to Rome and Sparta, and not long before he fell into 
the hands of Tryphon and was put to death, we read (Ant. xiii. 5, 9): 
 

About this time there were three philosophical schools (αἱρέσεις) among the Jews, 
which entertained different opinions about human affairs.  One of them was called 
that of the Pharisees, one of the Sadducees, and the third of the Essenes.  The 
Pharisees say that some things, and not all things, are the work of fate (εἱµαρµένη), 
but that some things are in men’s own power (ἐφ᾿ ἑαυτοῖς) to determine whether 
they shall come to pass or not occur.  The class (γένος) of the Essenes declares fate 
ruler of all things, and that nothing happens to men that is not in accordance with its 
decision (ψῆφος).  The Sadducees do away completely with fate, holding it to be 
nothing at all, and denying that human affairs take their outcome in accordance with 
it; but they put all things in our own power (ἐφ᾿ ἡµῖν αὐτοῖς), so that we ourselves 
become the authors of the good things that befall us and receive the worse things in 
consequence of our lack of discretion. 

 
For more particular information the reader is referred to what Josephus had written twenty 
years earlier in the second book of the Jewish War.1 
 
To the passage just quoted from Ant. xiii. 5, 9 we shall return at a later point in our inquiry, 
but it is appropriate here to make some observations upon it. 
 
In the first place it is to be remarked that the paragraph has no connection with the 
preceding (Jonathan’s letter to the Lacedaemonians and the reception of his overtures) nor 
with the following narrative (the plans and movements of Demetrius’ generals); it serves 
only to apprise us that in the latter [372] days of Jonathan these three native philosophies,2 

                                            
1 See below, p.374. 
2 In the brief account of Jonathan’s time in the War (Bell. Jud. I.2,1) there is no corresponding mention of 
these parties or sects. 



which he elsewhere describes a very old (Ant. xviii. 1, 2, ἐκ τοῦ πάνυ ἀρχαίου τῶν 
πατρίων), were in existence, and what their distinctive doctrines on this point were, but 
tells us nothing about their origin or history.  In other words, it is a purely chronological 
notice. 
Secondly, of the fatalism here attributed to the Essenes there is no other intimation, either in 
the corresponding descriptions of the three sects or in the incidental mention of the order or 
of individual Essenes; on the contrary, what is told of them and the words that are put in 
their mouths suggest no departure from the pattern of Jewish theism.3 
 
Thirdly, when the Pharisees and Sadducees appear on the historical stage, under John 
Hyrcanus and his successors,4 it is as parties vying with each other for political ascendency 
through their influence over the rulers; and the contentious issue was not fate and free will, 
but the regulations (νόµιµα) – partly interpretation and application of biblical laws, partly 
traditional complements to them – the authority of which was maintained by the Pharisees 
but denied by the Sadducees (Ant. xiii. 10, 6).5 
 
The occasion for the introduction of the three older schools in Bell. Jud. Ii. 9, 2-14 and in 
Ant. xviii. 1, 1ff. is the rise of a new party which Josephus calls “the fourth philosophy.”  
After the deposition and banishment of Archelaus (6 A.D.) Augustus decided to incorporate 
his tetrarchy in the province of Syria, and sent out Quirinius to make a census in Syria 
(including Judaea) for purposes of taxation, and to take possession of the property of 
Archelaus.6  Coponius accompanied him, under appointment as procurator of Judaea.7  The 
Jews did not take kindly to these measures, but were dissuaded from overt opposition [373] 
by the high priest Joazar son of Boethus.  A certain Judas (sometimes called a Galilean,8 
sometime as Gaulanite from the city of Gamala9) however, incited to revolt, saying that the 
census of property was nothing but plain servitude, and urging the people to assert their 
independence.  This party made a religious principle of their political theory, holding that 
God was the sole ruler and sovereign, while tribute to Romans was a recognition of mortal 
sovereigns besides God; they endured every torture rather than call any man sovereign, and 
encouraged their partisans by the assurance that the Deity would help only those who did 
their best to help themselves.10  They were a party of action, and in this unlike all the 
others.11 
 

                                            
3 See especially Ant. xviii. 1, 5, § 18: Ἐσσηνοῖς δὲ ἐπὶ µὲν θεῷ καταλείπειν φιλεῖ τὰ πάντα ὁ λόγος. 
4 Ant. xiii. 10, 5 ff. 
5 Again with a reference to Bell. Jud. ii. 
6 Ant. xvii. 13, 5, xviii. 1, 1 and 6. 
7 With powers, including that of capital punishment, not ordinarily conferred on procurators. 
8 Bell. Jud. ii. 8, 1; ii. 17, 8; Ant. xx. 5, 2. 
9 Ant. xviii. 1, 1. 
10 Ant. xviii. 1, 1. 
11 Bell. Jud. ii. 8, 1. 



Judas associated with himself a certain Sadducus, a Pharisee, and his party are said in all 
respects except their political intransigeance to have agreed with the Pharisees.12 
 
Josephus sees in this “new philosophy” the root of all the evils which befell the Jews from 
that time on, of which he gives a doleful catalogue, culminating in the burning of the 
temple (Ant. xviii. 1, 1).  But though the movement had popular success (ibid.), we learn 
nothing of serious hostilities at the time13 and of anything like a formidable rising only a half 
century later, when the procurator, Gessius Florus, by his abuse of power, as with malice 
aforethought provoked the people into revolt (Ant. xviii. 1, 6; cf. xx. 11, 1).14 
 
[374] The passage in the Jewish War (ii. 8), to which Josephus refers in several places, begins 
with Judas the Galilean and his principles about paying taxes to the Romans:15 
 

For three species of philosophy are current among Jews.  The adherents of one school 
are Pharisees, of another, Sadducees, while the third, which thinks good to cultivate 
an ascetic piety, are called Essenes, though by race they are Jews. 

 
Then follows (ii. 8, 2-13) a long description of the Essene coenobite order with its rule and 
discipline, supplemented by a short notice of the married variety.  The whole reads more 
like an extract from a book than the product of Josephus’ own observations,16 and this 
impression is strengthened by a comparison with other sources (Philo, Pliny).  In the sequel 
the Pharisees and Sadducees are dispatched in a single paragraph (ii. 8, 14): 
 

Of the two previous schools (ii. 8, 1 f.) the Pharisees, who have the reputation of 
interpreting the regulations (νόµιµα) with exactness and lead the first school, 
attribute everything to fate and to God.  To do right or the contrary lies chiefly in 
men'’ power, but fate is auxiliary in each particular case. . . . 17  The Sadducees, the 

                                            
12 Ant. xviii. 1, 1; xviii. 1, 6. 
13 It is common to find a name for the adherents of the “Fourth Philosophy” in the “Zealots,” who play such an 
active part in Josephus’ account of the siege of Jerusalem.  It should be observed, however, that Josephus makes 
no such identification, either where he is recounting all the evils which sprang from the new philosophy of 
Judas Galilaeus (And. xviii. 1, 1), or where he is relating the doings of the zealots in Jerusalem (Bell. Jud. iv. 3 
ff.).  The name first occurs in Bell. Jud. iv. 3, 9 as that which the action gave themselves, ὡς ἐπ᾿ ἀγαθοῖς 
ἐπιτηδεύµασιν, not (as in reality) ξηλώσαντες τὰ κάκιστα – Josephus calls them ‘robbers.’  The typical zealots 
of the Old Testament history in Jewish apprehension were Phineas (Numb. 25) and Elijah, and in taking this 
name to themselves the Zealots probably had these examples in mind.  Simon the Zealot among the apostles of 
Jesus (Luke 6, 15; Acts 1, 13), for which Matthew and Mark in their lists have ὁ Καναναῖος,there is no 
occasion to discuss here. 
14 A son of this Judas, named Menahem, was active in the beginning of the insurrection under Gessius Florus 
(Bell. Jud. ii. 17, 8-10); two other sons were crucified by Tiberius Alexander (Ant. xx. 5, 2). 
15 Above, p.373. See Mark 12, 13-17 and parallels. 
16 Vita, c. 2. 
17 Here comes a sentence on the Pharisees’ doctrine of a future life: “Every soul is imperishable (ἅφθαρτον), but 
only the soul of the good passes into another body, while that of the bad is punished with eternal torment.” 



second group, deny fate altogether, and hold God beyond doing or not doing 
anything evil.18  They say that good and evil lie open to men’s choice, and every 
individual can attain either according to he own will.19 

 
In the eighteenth book of the Ancient History, again with mention of the three native 
philosophies which the Jews had had for a long time and a reference to his description of 
them in the second book of the War, Josephus begins with a sentence or two about the 
simple and reasonable living of the Pharisees,20 their respect for their seniors, and their 
deference to the opinions of their predecessors (in contrast to the unmannerly [375] 
disputatiousness of the Sadducees).  Coming then to their attitude toward Fate, he is 
apparently endeavoring to make plainer what he had said on this subject in the War twenty 
years or more earlier: 
 

Though holding that all things are brought about by Fate, they do not deprive the 
volitional faculty of human nature of its impulse to do them, it having seemed good 
to God that there should be a concurrence,21 and that to its (i.e. Fate’s) deliberation 
that of men also, in the exercise of individual volition,22 should accede, with (the 
concomitant of ) virtue or vice.23 

 
The striking thing in these passages is that the Jewish sects (as we are in the habit of calling 
them) should be primarily characterized by their attitude toward fate, and especially strange 
is the exposition of the doctrine of the Pharisees on this point.  Other differences among 
them both in teaching and in mode of life are included in the descriptions of them in the 
second book of the War and in the eighteenth book of the History, particularly about what 

                                            
18 ‘Evil’ is probably here to be taken in the sense of ‘harmful.’ 
19 Here follows the Sadducean doctrine of the hereafter: “They deny the lasting existence of the soul and the 
punishments and rewards in Hades.”  The friendly concord of the Pharisees among themselves is contrasted 
with the rudeness of the Sadducees. 
20 In these points an affinity with the Stoics is perhaps intimated; note particularly the hegemony of reason 
(λόγος).  See Josephus, Vita, c. 2 (end). 
21 Κρᾶσιν, Niese κρίσιν; cf. (earlier in the paragraph) ὧν τε ὁ λόγος κρίνας παρέδωκεν ἀγαθῶν ἕπονται τῇ 
ἡγεµονιᾳ. 
22 Something like this seems to be meant.  The manuscripts offer τῷ θελήσαντι, τὸ ἐθέλησαν.   Niese 
conjectures τῷ θελήσοντι. 
23 Πράσσεσθαί τε εἱµαρµένη τὰ πάντα ἀξιοῦντες οὐδὲ τοῦ ἀνθρωπείου τὸ βουλόµενον τῆς ἐπ᾿ αὐτοῖς ὁρµῆς 
ἀφαιροῦνται δοκῆσαν τῷ θεῷ κρίσιν γενέσθαι καὶ τῷ ἐκείνης βουλευτηρίῳ καὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων τῷ 
ἐθελήσαντι προσχωρεῖν µετ᾿ ἀρετῆς ῆ κακίας (Neise’s text).  If the sense is rightly interpreted above, the 
Pharisees made the moral quality of men’s actions depend on their assent to the impulse; by this they became 
responsible.  We should then have something like the theory of kasb (‘appropriation’) by which some Moslem 
theologians thought that they reconciled not only foreordination, but the immediate divine causation 
(‘creation’), of every act of man with the freedom of the will, or, in their way of putting it, with man’s ability 
to produce acts.  We might then imagine that the Pharisees were thinking of the ‘evil impulse’ within (רצי 
 man’s assent to which makes the evil deed his own.  But we may well hesitate to draw such large ,(ערה
inferences from the text which lies before us. 



becomes of men after death;24 but these are independent of the fundamental difference about 
fate, and with them we are not here concerned.   
 
In other places in Josephus the word Heimarmene (‘Fate’) is used in ways and connections 
which make no difficulty.  Thus, when everything seemed to point to Vespasian’s accession 
to the empire, “Fortune (τύχη) proceeding everywhere as he [376] would wish and things 
mostly conspiring with it, gave him reason to think that not without divine providence (οὐ 
δίχα δαιµονίου προνοίας) would he grasp empire, but that some just fate (δικαία τις 
εἱµαρµένη) was bringing around the rule of the world to him” (Bell. Jud. iv. 10, 7), the 
conception and expression are altogether in character, however Josephus may have thought 
of the confirmation of his own interpretation of Old Testament prophecies in that sense 
(Bell. Jud. iii. 8, 9).25  He can say that what God has decreed is ‘fated,’ as in Bell. Jud. vi. 4, 5, 
§250: 
 

God had long ago foreordained (κατεψήφιστο)26 the destruction of the temple by fire, 
but now, in the revolutions of time, the fated day (ἡ εἱµαρµένη ἡµέρα) had arrived, 
the tenth of the month Lous.  

 
In the classification of the Jewish philosophies, however, addressed as it is to Greek and 
Roman readers, it is fair to assume that the term Heimarmene is used in what was at least 
meant to be its philosophical definition.  What would an educated reader in his time have 
understood by it? 
 
The word owed its currency to the Stoics.  The notion of a Destiny to which gods as well as 
men are subject is old; it is sufficient to allude to the Homeric Moira.27  It acquired 
philosophic import in Stoicism.  In this conception of it, it was the eternal, unalterable, 
causal nexus of the universe; as what we call the ‘uniformity of nature’ it was Nature itself 
(φύσις); looked at in terms of cause and effect it was Necessity (ἀνάγκη);28 while considered 
theologically, as the ordering of the all-pervading dynamic Reason (λόγος) of the world, it 
could be called Providence (πρόνοια).29  A more theistically inclined Stoic could [377] call it 

                                            
24 Bell. Jud. ii. 8, 11; Ant. xviii. 1, 5 (Essenes); B.J. ii. 8, 14; Ant. xviii. 1, 3 (Pharisees); B.J. ii. 8, 14; Ant. xviii. 1, 
4 (Sadducees). 
25 On Heimarmene, iv. 4, 6, §297; vi. 1, 8, §84; vi. 2, 1, §108; vi. 4, 8, §267 f. 
26 Cf. ταύτην ἕθετο τὴν ψῆφον ὁ θεός, Bell. Jud. vii. 8, 7, §359; κατακαύσεως ἀρχῆς ὑπὸ θεοῦ ἐψηφισµένης, 
Ant. xvii. 2, 4. 
27 In the apologetic pamphlet Contra Apionem (ii. 34. §250) Josephus, satirizing the Greek gods, tells of Zeus 
κρατούµενος ὑπὸ τῆς εἱµαρµένης.  
28 What we call ‘the laws of heredity,’ which play so large a part in modern fatalism, did not enter into their 
consideration. 
29 Seneca, Nat. Quaest. ii. 45.  He continues: Vis illum fatum vocare, non errabis.  Hic est, ex quo suspensa sunt 
omnia, causa causarum.  Vis illum providentiam dicere, recte dices.  Est enim, cuius consilio huic mundo 
providetur, ut inoffensus exeat et actus suos explicet.  Vis illum naturam vocare, non peccabis.  Hic est ex quo 
nuta sunt omnia, cuius spiritu vivimus.  Vis illum vocare mundum, non falleris.  Ipse enim est hoc quod vides 



Jupiter, understanding by the name not the Jupiter of mythology or of the cultus (qualem in 
Capitolio et in ceteris aedibus colimus), but rectorem custedemque universi, animum ac 
spiritum mundi, operis huius dominum et artificem, cui nomen omne convenit. 
 
It will be sufficient to quote one or two definitions. 
 

Fatum, quod εἱµαρµένην Graeci vocant, ad hanc ferme sententiam Chrysippus, 
Stoicae princeps philosophiae, definit: “Fatum est,” inquit, “sempiterna quaedam et 
indeclinabilis series rerum et catena, volvens semetipsa sese et inplicans per aeternos 
consequentiae ordines, ex quibus apta nexaque est” (Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae, 
vii. 2, 1).30 
 

Cicero, who had heard Poseidonius in Rhodes, gives the following definition: 
 

Fieri igitur omnia fato ratio cogit fateri.  Fatum autem id appello quod Graeci 
εἰµαρµένην, id est, ordinem seriemque causarum, cum causae causa nexa rem ex se 
gignat.  Ea est ex omni aeternitate fluens veritas31 sempiterna.  Quod cum ita sit, nihil 
est factum quod non futurum fuerit, eodemque modo nihil est futurum cuius non 
causas id ipsum efficientes natura contineat.  Ex quo intelligitur, etc.  (de Divinatione 
i. 1215.  For parallels see the notes of A. S. Pease in his edition, pp. 320-322.) 

 
The Stoics gave a prominent place in their theory to the endless series of concatenated 
causes, connecting the name εἱµαρµένη with εἱρµός, an etymology which prevailed over the 
earlier connection of the word with εἰρηµένη.32 
 
Controversialists33 were not slow to point out that the necessitarianism [378] of the Stoics 
abolished moral responsibility, and that to punish men for doing what they cannot help 
doing is manifestly unjust: 
 

                                                                                                                                             

totum, partibus suis inditus, et se sustinens et sua.  Cf. Nat. Quaest. ii. 36; De Benef. iv. 7, 1 f.; 8, 3; Epist. 19, 5, 
etc. 
30 Gellius gives, ostensible from memory, Chrysippus’ own words in the fourth book of his Περὶ Προνοιάς: 
εἱµαρµένην esse dicit φυσικήν τινα σύνταξιν τῶν ὅλων ἐξ ἀιδίου τῶν ἑτέρων τοῖς ἑτέροις 
ἐπακολουθούντων καὶ µεταπολουµένων, ἀπαραβάτου οὕσης τῆς τοιαύτης ἐπιπλοκῆς. 
31 On this use of veritas (ἀλήθεια) as equivalent to αἰρία, φύσις, ἀνάγκη, etc., see Stobaeus, Eglog. i. 79, 1 (ed. 
Wachsmuth); v. Arnim, No. 913.  If we had to translate it in modern terms, we should probably say ‘reality’. 
32 See Stoic. Vet. Frag., No. 176. 
33 The arguments of Carneades, Epicurus, and (within the Stoic school) Diodorus of Tarsus against Chrysippus 
are summarized in Cicero’s De Fato.  Epicurus saw no way to escape admitting Fate (and necessity) except by 
denying the logical principle of the excluded middle, and physically by the ‘swerve’ of the atoms for which no 
cause could be assigned.  That the initial oblique swerve of the atoms was very small does not remove the 
difficulty. 



Si Chrysippus . . . fato putat omnia moveri et regi nec declinari transcendique posse 
agmina fati et volumina, peccata quoque hominum et delicta non suscensenda neque 
inducenda sunt ipsis voluntatibusque eorum, sed necessitati cuidam et instantiae, quae 
oritur ex fato (Aul. Gellius, vii. 2, 5). 

 
Chrysippus endeavored to maintain the dogma of the school that nothing comes to pass 
except in consequence of “antecedent causes,” and on the other hand that some things are in 
our own power and that it depends on us whether they come to pass or not,34 by 
distinguishing two kinds of causes:35 
 

Chrysippus autem cum et necessitatem improbaret, et nihil vellet sine praepositis 
causis evenire, causarum genera distinguit, ut et necessitatem effugiat et retineat 
fatum.  Causarum enim, inquit aliae sunt perfectae et principales, aliae adiuvantes et 
proximae.  Quamobrem cum dicimus omnia fato fieri causis antecedentibus, non hoc 
intelligi volumus, causis perfectis et principalibus, sed causis adiuvantibus, 
antecendentibus et proximis. 

 
Although the latter causes are not in our power, Cicero adds: 
 
 non sequitur ut ne adpetitus36 quidem sit in nostra potestate. 
 
In illustration of his distinction Chrysippus supposes a cylinder – we might imagine a drum 
of a fallen column – to be lying near the edge of an incline; a man sees it, and that he could 
push it over the edge, and the sight of it occasions in him an impulse to start it rolling.  This 
impulse, though not without a cause – the sight of the opportunity – is not compulsory; that 
anything should come of it, there must be assent on the man’s part.  When once he has 
started it down the slope, it rolls on its way under causes (its shape, the slope, what we call 
the force of gravity) with which the man has nothing to do;37 [379] there are “adjuvant and 
proximate causes”; the cause perfecta et principalis is the man who by his assensio to the 
adpetitus started it on its descent.  Cicero sums up: 
 

Omnin oque cum haec sit distinctio, ut quibusdam in rebus vere dici possit, cum hae 
causae antegressae sint, non esse in nostra potestate, quin illa evenaint, quorum causae 

                                            
34 Cf. Josephus, Ant. xiii. 5, 9; Cicero, De Fato, c. 19 §45. 
35 Cicero, De Fato, c. 18, §41; cf. Aul. Gellius, vii. 2, 6 ff.  According to the latter Chrysippus held, 
“Quamquam ita sit, ut ratione quadam necessaria et principali coacta et connexa sit fato omnia, ingenia tamen 
ipsa mentium nostrarum proinde sunt fato obnoxia, ut proprietas eorum est ipsa et qualitas.”  Note the 
following development of the last clause. 
 
36 “Adpetitus’ is here put for ὁρµή in the technical sense. 
37 See Cicero, De Fato, cc. 18, 19. 



fuerint.  Quibusdam autem in rebus, causis antegressis, in nostra tamen esse potestate, 
ut aliud aliter eveniat.38 

 
Cicero’s criticism of this argument we need not here repeat.  In a passage (not now found in 
our incomplete copies of De Fato) quoted by Aulus Gellius (vii. 2, 15) he said: 
 

Chrysippus aestuans laboransque quonam hoc modo explicet, et fato omnia fieri et 
esse aliquid in nobis, intricatur.39 

 
For Heimarmene in the definition of the schools there was not equivalent word in Hebrew 
– and no corresponding conception.40  Jewish determinism, as far as it went, was theological, 
not philosophical.  Things were determined by the will of God, and his decision was 
embodied in a decree (xxxxxxxx) of the sovereign ruler of the world.  The Essenes, who are 
described as thorough-going determinists, left everything in the power of God;41 The 
Sadducees, complete libertarians, held that God was beyond doing anything evil.42  In 
consequence of the personal and moral conception of God in Judaism, God’s decree was not 
irrevocable; the God of the Bible was not incapable of changing his mind on good reason, 
and the best reason is a change in the conduct and character of men.  A homilist of the third 
century names three things which annul a dire decree: prayer, charity, repentance; the 
public fasts when the autumnal rains did not set in at the expected season and the institution 
of the penitential days at New Year’s culminating in the [380] Day of Atonement are 
evidence of the belief that public and private repentance was effectual with God.43 
 
Philo has an instructive passage on astral fatalism, evidently in a Stoic adaptation of the 
doctrine: 
 

Making earthly things correspond to things overhead and celestial to terrestrial, and 
exhibiting as through musical principles the most harmonious symphony of the 
universe by the association and sympathy44 with one another of the parts widely 
sundered in place but in kinship not severed.  They surmise that this phenomenal 
world is essentially one, either being itself God or including in itself God, the soul of 
the universe.  By making gods of Fate and Necessity they have filled human life with 

                                            
38 De Fato, c. 19, §45. 
39 The imporance to our happiness of thus distinguishing what is in our power (ἐφ᾿ ἡµῖν) and what is not will 
be familiar to all readers of Marcus Aurelius.  
40 This difficulty appears in the recent Hebrew translation of the War from the Greek by Shemchuni.  He can 
do no better than render εἱµαρµένη by xxxxxx, ‘decrees’ (of God), putting the Greek word in a note and 
explaining it by xxxxxxxx, which is modern Hebrew for ‘providence.’ 
41 Above, p.371. 
42 Above, p.374. 
43 G. F. Moore, Judaism, II, p.67.  See also I, pp. 454-456. 
44 Technical Stoic term. 



great impiety, teaching that aside from the causes that are perceived there is no other 
cause at all, but that the revolutions of the sun and moon and other stars distribute to 
every man both what is good and the contrary (De Migratione Abrahami, c. 32, ed. 
Mangey I, 464). 

 
For Palestinian Judaism in the times of Josephus evidence cannot be adduced; the so-called 
rabbinical sources begin to flow in any volume only after the fall of Jerusalem.  The 
aphorism (Abot 3, 15) attributed to Akiba (died ca. 134 A.D.), “Everything is foreseen 
 and the power of choice (xxxxx) is given (to man)” – God’s foreknowledge is not 45,(יופצ)
foreordination of men’s actions, will occur to everyone.  Of similar purport are the words of 
Sirach: 
 

Say not, It was the Lord’s fault that I fell away . . . say not, He led me astray . . . He 
made man from the beginning, and left him to his own counsel (διαβούλιον) . . . 
Before man are life and death, and whichever he chooses will be given him (Ecclus. 
15, 11-17). 

 
The Psalms of Solomon, probably originating in Pharisaic circles in the middle of the first 
century B.C. have the same doctrine: 
 

Our deeds are in the election and power of our soul, to do righteousness or 
unrighteousness in the works of our hands” (9, 7-9).46 

 
The presumptions of the Synoptic Gospels are the same.  In fact, the power of religious and 
moral self-determination and the consequent responsibility of man for his conduct is written 
through and through the Scriptures; and in making man with [381] this power God, so to 
speak, put a limitation on his own omnipotence. 
On foreordination and its limits a bit of Haggadah in the name of R. Hanina bar Papa (third 
century) may be quoted. 
 

When a child is conceived, the angel who is appointed over that function asks God 
what its lot shall be, strong or weak, wise or foolish, rich or poor, and God decides all 
these things.  The question whether the future man shall be wicked or righteous is 
not raised; R. Hanina said “Everything is in the power of Heaven except the fear of 
Heaven” – God can do everything except make a man religious.  That man must 
determine for himself, and it is the substance of God’s demand (Deut. 10, 12).47 

 

                                            
45 Cf. Matt. 10, 29. 
46 See Judaism, I, pp. 453-456. 
47 Niddah 16b. 



In the Tanhuma Midrash on Exod. 38, 22 (Pekude, §3)48 this is found in an ampler form.  All 
the souls that have been from Adam on and that shall be to the end of the world altogether 
were created in the six days of creation; they are all in paradise (xxxxx) and were all present 
at the giving of the Law (Deut. 29, 15).49  On the night of conception, God decides over the 
drop of semen in the charge of the same angel, whether the child to be conceived shall be 
made or female, weak or strong, poor or rich, short or tall, ugly or handsome, stout or thin, 
despicable or proud; and similarly He decides about all that shall befall him; but not whether 
he shall be righteous or wicked.  This He puts in the power of man alone (Deut. 30. 15).  
Then God sends the angel to fetch from paradise such and such a spirit named so and so, and 
show him thus and so.  When the spirit is brought, God, against its protestation that it is 
satisfied with the abode it has been in since its creation, makes it enter the drop of semen . . 
.50  The angel takes him to paradise and shows him the righteous sitting in glory with their 
[382] crown on their heads, explaining to him that these were in like manner fashioned in 
their mother’s womb and came out into the world, and kept the law and the 
commandments, whereby they became worthy and were bidden to this good which thou 
seest.  “Know that in the end thou too wilt depart from the world, and if thou art worthy 
and keepest the law of God, thou wilt attain to the same and to the assembly (xxxxx) of 
these; and if not, know that thou wilt attain to another place.”  Then the angel conducts him 
to Gehenna and shows him the wicked, whom the tormenting angels are lashing with 
scourges of fire, crying out in pain, but finding no compassion.  To this vision also the angel 
attaches the suitable moral, and admonishes his charge, when he is born into the world, to 
be righteous not wicked, and thus attain to the life of the World to Come.  The angel also 
transports him through all the world and shows him the place where he will die and where 
he will be buried, and the righteous and the wicked.  At birth, however, the child forgets all 
that it has seen or known. 
 
Elaborated midrash such as this must be taken for what it is, homiletical ingenuity exhibited 
in getting out of texts what is not in them,51 and it need hardly be said that it is not adduced 
as evidence of notions that were current in the days of Josephus.  But on the only point with 
which we are here concerned, the moral self-determination of man, these ideas are in accord 
with the consistent teaching of Scripture, and the words of the proof-texts from 
Deuteronomy (especially 30, 15) seem to have been in the mind of Sirach.52 

                                            
48 The passage is one of the additions in the Mantua edition; it is not in the preceding editions nor in the 
manuscripts on which Buber’s edition is based. See Buber’s Introduction, 86a, n.3.  It is interesting on other 
accounts, the microcosm-macrocosm, the analogies between embryology and cosmogony, and the seven ages 
of man (not the scheme familiar to us). 
49 When the ‘preexistence of souls’ in the Wisdom of Soloman is discussed, it would be advisable to take the 
possibilities of Jewish midrash into account as well as Greek philosophy.  The connection with Prov. 4, 3 
should not be overlooked. 
50 The intervening sentence seems in another version to have been the end of the story. 
51 A very good illustration of this art is the use made of Job 9, 10. 
52 Above, p.380. 



 
How Josephus came, in the three passages quoted above, to classify the Jewish “philosophies” 
of his time by their attitude severally toward Fate is a matter of guess-work, and what I have 
to submit are guesses, to which I would not give a fictitious value by calling them 
‘hypotheses.’  I have remarked that for the world ‘Heimarmene’ there is no equivalent in 
Hebrew, and that in the sense in which in an account of the Jewish philosophies it would 
presumably be understood by educated readers [383] it was a conception alien to all Jewish 
thinking that we know anything about. 
 
In the order of Josephus’ writings the earlier of these passages is that in the second book of 
the War (ii. 8, 2-14),53 written in the first years of his residence in Rome.  At that time he 
cannot be presumed to have been capable of producing the kind of literary Greek which we 
read in the War;54 at a much later period he tells us (Contra Apionem, i. 9, §50) of the 
assistants he employed for the sake of the Greek.  We might suppose, then, that he gave 
them in his way an account of the distinctive opinions of the Pharisees and Sadducees, and 
left them to express it in their own way.  ‘Heimarmene’ might well seem to them the most 
appropriate word to use for determination as such, and Josephus’ acquaintance with 
philosophy will hardly have been sufficient to make his aware how incompatible it was with 
Jewish religious thought. One may even imagine that, in the singular clause in which it is 
said that the Pharisees εἱµαρµένῃ τε καὶ θεῷ προσάπτουσι πάντα, the words καὶ θεῷ are a 
correction introduced at the instance of Josephus to give God something to do with it.  It is, 
of course, possible that in conversation with his literary advisers Josephus himself used the 
world “Heimarmene’, understanding by it, as a Jew, divine determinism, not Fate in the 
Stoic sense.  The propensity to use high-sounding words imperfectly comprehended, 
without concern for the meaning which more intelligent hearers or readers attach to them, 
is a common infirmity to which a foreign language offers large opportunities. 
 
On the whole, however, I am more inclined to a different guess, namely that the 
classification of the Jewish ‘philosophies’ by their attitude toward Fate came originally from 
a foreign source.  The indebtedness of Josephus in the first book of the War and part of the 
second to the historical work of Nicolaus of Damascus is generally recognized by the critics, 
and has as high a degree of probability as is attainable in such matters.  I suspect that the 
passage in Ant. xiii. 5, 955 about the three philosophical schools which existed among the 
Jews [384] in the time of Jonathan is in fact taken directly from Nicolaus, and as far as I can 
see without any change, down to Josephus’ reference to his previous description in the 
Jewish War.  In discussing that passage I have pointed out that it is irrelevant in its present 
context; that it mentions no other peculiarities of the sects than their different doctrines 
about Fate; and that it makes the Essenes thoroughgoing fatalists, of which there is in 

                                            
53 Above, p.374. 
54 For his own account of his Greek, see Ant. xx. 11, 2.  
55 Above, p.371. 



Josephus elsewhere no suggestion.   All these things would be explicable enough in a general 
historian in Herod’s time, who was trying to give his readers a brief account of Jewish sects 
in terms of current Greek philosophical controversies.  His Heimarmene passed over into 
Josephus’ accounts in the War and in the eighteenth book of the Ancient History, 
supplemented by other differences which are ignored in Ant. xiii. 5, 9,56 and with 
explanations which do not make the attitude of the Pharisees any plainer to us. 
 
The word and idea of Heimarmene are not the only problem presented in these passages.  
Does the statement in Bell. Jud. ii. 8, 14, §163, that to do right or wrong lies principally in 
the power of men, but in each particular case Fate is auxiliary (βοηθεῖν), involve Chrysippus’ 
distinction of principal and adjuvant causes?  Is ὁρµή in Ant. xviii. 1, 3, §13 used in the 
technical Stoic sense (Cicero’s adpetitus); and does προσχωρεῖν in the same passage imply 
the doctrine of assensio, the technical term for which is συγκατάθεσις?  In short, are the 
Heimarmene passages in the War and especially in Antiquities xviii not merely un-jewish 
but specifically Stoic in the line of the Chrysippean development, or modification, of the 
doctrine of the school? 
 
If so, it might be imagined that Josephus wished to explain and qualify the statement in Ant. 
xiii. 5, 9 about the Pharisees, bringing it into closer accord with Jewish conceptions, and 
that his literary assistants expressed his suggestions, for Greek readers, by the Greek terms for 
what they regarded as equivalent ideas, terms furnished (though from very different 
premises) by Chrysippus and current in the Stoicism of their time.57 
 
[385] The kind of Fatalism that was most widely current at the beginning of our era, was 
the doctrine that a man’s temperament (and therewith his behavior) as well as his fortunes 
were determined by the stars – astral fatalism.  The Babylonians had from remote times 
practised divination by various celestial (‘meteoric’) phenomena, chiefly, if not exclusively, 
to predict the fortunes of rulers and kingdoms, campaigns of armies, and the like affairs of 
public concern, and they developed a science of astrology, the interpretation of astronomical 
observations as omens.  A particular branch, or application, of astrology was genethlialogy, 
which undertook to foretell events in the life of an individual in private station by his 
‘horoscope,’ the positions of the stars at the hour of his birth (natalicia).  This art, whose 
professors were called ‘Chaldaeans,’58 with the prestige of immemorial antiquity and the 

                                            
56 Nicolaus was not unacquainted with other characteristics of the Pharisees as a party; but apparently did not 
regard them as of philosophical interest. 
57 The phraseology throughout and in all three passages gives evidence of familiarity with Stoic terminology; 
and in other respects of accommodation to Greek conceptions.  When the soul of the good is said µεταβαίνειν 
εἰς ἕτερον σῶµα (B.J. ii. 8, 14), the Pharisees’ doctrine of the revivication of the dead (in the same body), for 
which no intelligible Greek expression could be found, is transformed into a µετενσωµάτωσις 
(transmigration).  Cf. also Ant. xviii. 1, 3 (ρᾳστὡνην τοῦ ἀναβιοῦν), which a Greek would probably have 
understood in the same way. 
58 In the laws, also ‘mathematici’ (‘calculators’). 



pretensions of exact science, spread westward, and notwithstanding attempts to restrain it by 
legislation, was resorted to by high and low. 
 
The Stoics, who took divination under the special patronage of their philosophy, included 
this art also.  There was, in fact, no sphere of nature in which eternal and unalterable law 
seemed to be so manifest as in the movements and configurations of the heavenly bodies.  
The Stoics discourse on the συµπάθεια τῶν ὅλων with a profundity which imposed on 
themselves.  Panaetius was an exception;59 but Poseidonius, in this as in other points, 
reverted to the orthodoxy of the school. 
 
Not only was destiny written in the stars, to be read by those who were expert in 
deciphering the celestial hieroglyphs; it was determined by the stars, which in ancient 
religion were potent deities, benign or malign, or ambiguous, according to their positions 
and combinations and their prepotencies.  Heimarmene thus became astral Fate, and the 
high philosophy of universal law in nature made alliance with superstition and [386] 
charlatanry.  These powers are the στοιχεῖα τοῦ κόσµου, the rulers of this age, of whom 
Paul60 writes – demonic powers, not divine – but into that chapter we have no occasion here 
to digress. 
 
The Jews had ample opportunity to become acquainted with Babylonian astrology and its 
Western developments.  There are passages in the prophets which are commonly – and 
probably rightly – thought to be aimed at the religion which made gods of the stars and at 
the Chaldaean stargazers and their science of divination.  God created all the stars in the sky; 
He musters their host by number; He calls them out by name; powerful as they are not one 
of them fails at his command to take its place in the ranks (Isaiah 40, 226).  Those who lay 
off the sky in regions and gaze at the stars, predicting from them what shall befall, are 
challenged to stand up and deliver their clients from the catastrophe God is about to bring 
upon their nation (Is. 47, 13).61 
 
Another verse in the same book (Is. 49, 14) leads a Palestinian rabbi of the third century to 
speak of the twelve signs (constellations) of the Zodiac, and of the millions of stars of 
different ranks (magnitudes?) – how can God, who created all these for Israel, forsake of 
forget Zion, as she complains?62 
 
The belief that a man’s constellation (xxxxx) determines his fortunes made its way, however, 
into Jewish circulation also; see Shabbat 156a-b.  There we may learn what a man will be 
who is born on a given day of the week (first, second, third, and so on) according to a tablet 
                                            
59 Cicero, De divinatione, ii. 42, §88. 
60 Cf. also Ephesians 6, 12. 
61 The difficulties which this verse presents do not affect the certainty of the reference to astrology, which was 
recognized by the Greek translators. 
62 Berakot 32b. 



(πίναξ) of R. Joshua ben Levi.  R. Hanina held that it was not the constellation of the day, 
but that of the hour,63 which was decisive.  R. Hanina is said to have taught that one man’s 
constellation makes him learned, another’s makes him rich, and so on.64  On the question 
whether [387] Israel as a nation has such a constellation there was a difference between him 
and R. Johanan, the former affirming it, while the latter maintained that Israel was not under  
the fatal power of any star, quoting Jer. 10, 2 “Thus saith the Lord, Learn not the way of the 
(heathen) nations, and be not dismayed at the signs in the sky, for the nations are dismayed 
at them.”  Rab was of the same way of thinking, and extended it to the individual Israelites, 
citing Abraham as an example.  To God’s prediction of the birth of an heir of his body 
(Isaac) the patriarch replied, “Lord of the world, I have observed through my astrology65 that 
I am incapable of begetting a son.”  God answers, “Get away from your astrology.  Israel has 
not fatal star.  What is your notion?  Because Jupiter66 is standing in the west? I will make it 
go around and stand for you in the east (Is. 41, 2)”.  A similar opinion of the emancipation of 
Israel from astral fate is attributed to Samuel, with all the more weight because he was 
famous for his astronomical learning; it may be inferred that it was entertained also by 
Akiba, being in both cases illustrated by stories proving the truth of Prov. 10, 2 (xxxxx xxxxx 
xxxx). 
 
The parties named in these expositions and discussions (with exception of Akiba) are 
scholars of the third century, and therefore not witnesses to what was thought or taught in 
the first; but the whole tenor of the Old Testament history and prophecy made astral 
fatalism, apart from is heathenish origin and character, incompatible with Jewish 
monotheism. 
 
I have quoted above a passage from Philo;67 I will quote another, which incidentally shows 
that he knew some Jews who were in this particular not uninfluenced by the atmosphere of 
contemporary thought. 
 
On Gen. 15, 16, “In the fourth generation they shall come hither again, for the sins of the 
Amorites are not yet full,” Philo remarks: [388] 
 

This [last] clause gives the weaker brethren occasion to infer that Moses posits Fate 
and Necessity as the causes of all events.  As a philosopher and prophet we may be 

                                            
63 Each hour of each day having its presiding planet; see Dio Cassius xxxvii. 19; and Boll, art. ‘Hebdomas,’ in 
Real-Encyclopaedie de classischen Altertumswissenschaft, VII, 2547 ff., esp. 2560 f. 
64 Phrases outlive ideas.  When a Jew to-day politely salutes another with xxxxx, he wishes him good health or 
success, with no reminiscence of the original astrological significance. 
65 Xxxxx/  The word is unknown, but that astrological divination is intended is clear; compare the references to 
Pharoah’s astrologers.  On Abraham’s astrological attainments and God’s disapproval of the art see Ginzberg’s 
“Legends of the Jews,” V, p.277, no. 108, especially Gen. R. 33, 10.12. 
66 xxxxx ‘righteousness’; as a proper name, the planet Jupiter. 
67 Above, p.380. 



sure that he knew the series, the concatenation, and the complexity of causes; but he 
did not ascribe to these the causation of all events.  On the contrary, he conceives 
another and earlier Bring, enthroned above the universe, like a helmsman or a 
charioteer; for this Being steers the world-ship in which all voyage, and guides the 
winged chariot, the whole heaven, but his independent, unlimited ruling power.68 

 
A good illustration of the conception and expression of the inevitable on the premises of 
Judaism, and of the necessary inferences from it, is to be read in the story of Ahab’s death in 
Josephus, Ant. viii. 15, 4-6.  The ‘Must-be’ (τὸ χρεών) is here neither Fortune (τύχη) with 
its combination of aleatory chances nor Fate (εἱµαρµένη) with its eternal and inevitable 
concatenation of causes, but the will of God revealed by the prophets. 
 
Two predictions of the scene and circumstance of Ahab’s death were apparently 
irreconcilable.  Elijah had connected the king’s death, as a striking instance of poetical 
justice, with Naboth's vineyard at Jezreel (1 Kings 21, 19; Jos. Ant. viii. 13, 8); Micaiah ben 
Imlah foretold that the king – and he alone – would fall in battle with the Syrians in his 
campaign for the recovery of Ramoth Gilead (1 Kings 22, 17; Jos. Ant. viii. 15, 4).  This 
conflict of predictions was argued by Zedekiah, one of the false prophets who had 
unanimously prognosticated the king’s success in his enterprise, to discredit the prediction of 
Micaiah (Ant. viii. 15, 4).  The event, as narrated in 1 Kings 22 (Ant;. viii. 15, 5 f.), signally 
verified the words of both Elijah69 and Micaiah. 
 
The comments in Josephus are instructive: 
 

For the ‘Must-be’ [τὸ χρεών] prevailed, I opine, and made the false prophets obtain 
more credence than the true one, in order that it might take occasion to accomplish 
its end (cf. 1 Kings 22, 19 ff.).  [It brought to naught the ruse by which Ahab planned 
to thwart the prediction of Micaiah;] the ‘Must-be’ found him notwithstanding his 
disguise. 
 
Since what had been said by two prophets befell Ahab, we must think great things of 
the Divine [τὸ θεῖον] and honor and reverence it in all cases [389] . . . Again, from 
what happened in the case of the king is to be inferred the might of the ‘Must-be,’ 
which it is impossible to escape even if the outcome be known beforehand.70  It gets 

                                            
68 Quis rerum divinarum heres, c. 60 (Ed. Mangey I, 516). 
69 1 Kings 22, 38 transfers the washing of the chariot and thus the fulfilment of Elijah’s prophecy to the city of 
Samaria, where Ahab was buried.  The origin of this confusion is here irrelevant. 
70 Chrysippus is reported to have drawn the same inference from the examples of Oedipus and Alexander son 
of Priam.  Laios and Priam had been fully and explicitly warned by oracle; they tried to frustrate the prediction 
by exposing the infants, but in vain.  “Thus the prediction of the evils was of no profit even to them, on 
account of the necessity there is in Fate” (διὰ τὴν ἐκ τῆς εἱµαρµένης αἰτίαν); v. Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum 
Fragmenta 939 (I, pp. 270 ff.). 



the better of human souls by flattering them with fair hopes, by which it brings them 
into a position where they can be overcome (cf. 1 Kings 22, 19 ff.).  So Ahab was 
deceived by it, and lost his life by disbelieving those who gave unfavorable 
predictions and lending faith to those who prophesied what pleased him. 

 
What is for our purpose most significant in these passages is that τὸ χρεών is equivalent to 
τὸ θεῖον; the ‘Must-be,’ the Inevitable, is the Deity.  It may not be superfluous to remark 
that here as elsewhere in this book of the Ancient History the pragmatism of the Book of 
Kings is adhered to in idea and expression; see, for instance, Ant. viii. 12, 6. 

 
 

 


