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JOSEPHUS 
 
The correct form of the name of Josephus (or, according to his adopted Roman name, 
Falvius Josephus), the Jewish historian, was Ἰώσηπος written also Ἰώσηππος or Ἰώσιππος; 
Latin Josepus, Joseppus, or Josippos.  The forms Ἰώσηφος, Josephus, first came into use 
during the Middle Ages, in the analogy of the Biblical Ἰώσήφ.1 
 
1. Life1. Life1. Life1. Life. – As Josephus left behind him an autobiography, and often speaks about himself in 
his other writings, we possess a relatively large amount of information regarding him.  He 
was born in the first year of the Emperor Gaius, i.e. A.D. 37-38, and was a scion of one of 
the most eminent priestly families among the Jews.  His father’s name was Matthias, while 
his mother was of princely blood, being a descendant of the Hasmonaean leader Jonathan.  
Being intended for the priesthood, he was introduced to the study of Jewish law and 
literature at an early age; and at the age of sixteen he attended successively the schools of the 
three leading sects of Judaism – Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes – in order to acquire the 
intimate knowledge of each requisite for an eventual choice among them.  He afterwards 
attached himself to a hermit, called Bannus, who dwelt in the desert, even living for a time 
as an ascetic.  At the age of nineteen he resolved to embrace the doctrine of the Pharisees, 
and began to take part in the political life of Jerusalem.  He first came into public notice in 
A.D. 63 or 64, when he was sent, probably with others, as an ambassador to Rome, to treat 
for the release of certain Jews whom the procurator Felix had sent in custody to the capital.  
His mission was attended with complete success, and he was sent home laden with gifts (Vit. 
16 ff.). 
 
On his return to Palestine, Josephus found everything in a state of ferment and unrest, and 
the revolt of the Jews broke out shortly afterwards (Aug. A.D. 66), spreading to Galilee and 
the surrounding district after the defeat of Cestius Gallus near Jerusalem.  Leaders were now 
elected in Jerusalem for the various insurgent territories, and to Josephus, associated, at the 
outset at least, with two assessors, of whose counsels he was bound to take cognizance (Vit. 
29, 73, 77), fell a most important post – the chief command in the two divisions of Galilee, 
including Gamala (BJ ii.568).  He subsequently maintained that, along with others who 
shared his views, he had tried every possible means to prevent the outbreak, but that the 
course of events had forced him to embrace the popular cause; he alleges, indeed, that he 
accepted the Galilaean command not as a step towards war, but with a view to its 
                                            
1 In this article the works of Josephus will be cited under the following abbreviated forms:  
BJ = Bellum Judaicum, AJ = Antiquitates Judaicae, Vit = Vita, CA = Contra Apionem; and 
the accompanying numbers refer to the paragraphs of the present writer’s edition. 



prevention (Vit. 20 f., 28 f.).  As it fell to him to sustain the first assault of the legions, he 
fortified the most important points, such as Tiberias, Taricheae, and Jotapata, and collected 
an army, the nucleus of which, formed of 4500 mercenaries, was supplemented by the 
Galilaean levy of nominally 60,000 infantry and 350 horse (BJ ii.569 ff.).  His mobilization 
was interrupted by the attacks of the imperial forces stationed at Ptolemais and the troops of 
Agrippa II, as also by disputes with the cities of Tiberias and Sepphoris, the latter of which, 
favouring the cause of Rome, was not to be relied upon.  Josephus now fell into bitter 
personal antagonism with John of Gischala, an implacable foe of Rome, who was urging on 
the insurrection, and whose machinations were so far successful that the Government sent a 
commission to Galilee for the purpose of superseding Josephus.  The latter, however, was 
able to maintain his authority, and to thwart the designs of his enemy, mainly because of the 
loyal support accorded him by the people of Galilee. 
 
We do not know the gravamen of the charge preferred against Josephus.  In Galilee, John 
denounced him as a traitor to the national cause (BJ ii.594), while in Jerusalem the same 
accuser contended that he had the ambitions of a tyrant, and that he ought to be dismissed 
from office before he became too powerful, as otherwise there was a danger of his coming 
to Jerusalem and setting up a despotic government (BJ ii.626; Vit. 193) – an entirely 
different accusation, and one which practically means nothing.  But, as Josephus is far from 
impartial in his narrative, it is highly probable that other and more serious grievances were 
brought against him.  It would appear that he was no very enterprising or successful general, 
and showed dilatoriness in many things.  He was specially at fault in allowing Sepphoris, one 
of his commanding positions, to fall into the hands of the enemy (BJ ii.574, 646), and 
probably in other ways laid himself open to criticism.  Whatever the truth may have been in 
these matters, it is clear that the dissensions with John of Gischala and others were anything 
but favourable to the preparations and defences being made by the Galilaeans in view of the 
imminent attack of the Romans. 
 
In the spring of A.D. 67, immediately after Sepphoris had been occupied and the 
surrounding country devastated by an advance guard of the Roman army under Placidus, 
Vespasian, the legate of Nero, pressed forwards from Ptolemais with a large force.  Josephus 
fell back upon Tiberias, and from there sent couriers to Jerusalem, demanding either that 
effective reinforcements should be granted him or that peace should be concluded.  He 
seems to have felt that his position in Tiberias was insecure, for, when he heard of 
Vespasian’s advance against Jotapata, he marched thither, and gained admission before the 
investment was complete (8th June, A.D. 67).  But he had little hope, as he says (BJ iii.193 f.), 
of making a stand here, and accordingly made up his mind to escape from the besieged 
town together with some of his more eminent colleagues.  The inhabitants, however, forced 
him to remain, so that he continued to direct the defence until the place succumbed to a 
night attack, 20th July, A.D. 67.  While the Romans were putting all to the sword, Josephus, 
along with forty others, men and women, saved himself by hiding in a cavern difficult of 
access.  This place of concealment having been discovered, Vespasian, acting through the 



tribune Nicanor, with whom Josephus was personally acquainted, offered him the privilege 
of asking mercy, and after some consideration, he consented. 
 
His companions, however, would not hear of submitting to Rome , and gave Josephus the 
choice of committing suicide or dying at their hands; but at his suggestion they determined 
to kill one another in a certain order determined by lot, and the cast of fortune left as the last 
survivors Josephus and another, whom he had little difficulty in persuading to join him in 
accepting the Roman clemency.  We may venture to assert that the transaction cannot have 
been quite as he describes it, for among those whom he claims to have outwitted were 
persons by no means so simple as his narrative implies (BJ iii.342). 
 
After this act of submission, Josephus was brought before Vespasian, who had him put in 
irons, with a view to his being sent to Nero at Rome.  The prisoner now asked for a special 
interview with the commander, at which he announced to Vespasian that the imperial 
throne would shortly be his.  Vespasian was at first inclined to deprecate such language, but, 
having learned that Josephus had previously shown himself something of a prophet, he took 
a different attitude.  The captive still remained in bonds, indeed, but he was well treated, and 
at all events nothing more was said about his being sent to Rome. 
 
Suetonius has a statement not unlike this, though differing in details, namely that Josephus 
firmly maintained, when put in durance, that Vespasian would soon liberate him again, but 
as the Emperor (Sueton. Vespas. 5, Dio Cass. Lxvi. 1).  The prediction of Josephus must, 
therefore, have been known to other historians of the period.  In point of fact, premonitions 
and prophecies were at that time fully credited and seriously regarded among all classes, and 
it is by no means unlikely that Josephus in his precarious situation should have ventured to 
make such a prediction – hazardous though it was.  He vaunts his prophetic gift, and seems 
to have believed that God had specially favoured him and revealed the future to him (BJ 
iii.351 f., 405 f., Vit. 208).  In any case, the special favour shown to him by Vespasian seems 
to prove that the Emperor felt in some sense indebted to him. 
 
Vespasian was proclaimed Emperor in Alexandria on the 1st, then at Caesarea on the 3rd, of 
July, A.D. 69, and Josephus was at once set free (BJ iv.623 ff.).  He accompanied the 
Emperor to Egypt, and in the spring of A.D. 70 joined Titus in his march towards 
Jerusalem.  He was present during the whole siege, acting at the headquarters of Titus as 
interpreter and commissioner, knowing both the land and the language, and thus taking 
service with the Romans against his own countrymen (CA i.48 f.).  More than once, as he 
tells us, he unsuccessfully advised his people to abandon their futile resistance (BJ v.114, 261, 
361 ff., vi 94 ff, 118 f., 365); on one occasion, indeed, a stone was hurled at him and he was 
severely injured (BJ v.541), for the insurgents regarded him as a renegade and a traitor (BJ 
iii.438).  When the city fell, he was able to save a number of prisoners, including his own 
brother, and to rescue some sacred writings (Vit. 417 f.), and he then accompanied Titus to 
Rome and took part in the Jewish Triumph.  Thereafter he permanently resided in the 



capital.  Vespasian allowed him to occupy his own previous dwelling, and granted him a 
pension and the right of citizenship.  He now took the name Falvius Josephus.  This 
gracious treatment was continued by Titus, as also by Domitian and the Empress Domitia.  
Josephus likewise enjoyed the friendship of Agrippa II and his household (Vit. 364), and it is 
probable that he kept in touch with eminent Jews in Alexandria and other places, as well as 
with the Adiabenian chiefs who lived in Rome (BJ vi. 256, vii. 477). 
 
His wealth must have been considerable, for his depreciated lands near Jerusalem had been 
taken by Titus in exchange for better situated properties, and Vespasian supplemented his 
annual allowance by the gift of another estate in Judaea, which, again, was exempted from 
taxes by Domitian.  He was several times married; his first wife had remained in Jerusalem, 
and was among the besieged (BJ v.419).  Vespasian subsequently gave him a girl-captive, 
who, however, deserted him in Egypt; thereupon he married a third wife at Alexandria, and 
by her had three children, one of whom, a son named Hyrcanus, was still living in A.D. 94.  
Josephus had this marriage annulled in Rome, and then took to wife one of his own race, a 
woman of good family belonging to Crete, who bore him two children, Justus and 
Simonides (Vit. 414 f., 426 f.).  The latter, who had the surname Agrippa, is believed by K. 
Zangemeister to be the M. Flavius Agrippa mentioned in an inscription found in Caesarea 
(ZDPV xiii. [1890] 25). 
 
The outward circumstances of Josephus were thus fairly propitious.  True, his good fortune 
was not altogether unbroken.  He was hated, and more than once legally indicted, by his 
countrymen, notably by a certain Jonathan, who had raised some disturbance in Cyrene, 
and who, having been brought to Rome, denounced Josephus and other leading Jews as the 
instigators and abettors of the rebellion.  Similar things occurred under Titus and Domitian 
(BJ vii. 448 f.; Vit. 423 f., 429).  But Josephus was always able to clear himself, and retained 
the favour of the three Flavian Emperors to the last.  Among his patrons was also the 
Emperor’s freedman, Epaphroditus, to whom he dedicated his later writings. 
 
The identity of this Epaphroditus is a disputed point.  Some scholars, among whom is E. 
Schhrer, identify him with the grammarian of the same name mentioned by Suidas (s.v. 
Ἐπαφρόδιτος) – an opinion with which the present writer cannot agree.  Josephus 
eulogizes his friend as one who administered affairs of the utmost importance, and who had 
experienced numerous changes of fortune: ἅτε δὴ µεγάλοις, µἐν αὐτὸς ὁµιλήσας πράγµασι 
καὶ τύχαις πολυτρόποις, ἐν ἅπασι δὲ θαυµαστὴν φύσεως ἐπιδειξάµενος ἰσχὺν καὶ 
προαίρεσιν ἀρετῆς ἀµετακίνητον (AJ i. 8) – statements which apply, not to the grammarian 
and scholar, but rather to the freedman, who had previously been in the service of Nero, and 
who, under Domitian, acted as chief of the high and powerful royal office ab epistulis.  He 
was dismissed in A.D. 95, and executed shortly afterwards (Sueton. Domit. 14; Dio Cass. 
lxvii. 14).  The identification of Epaphroditus is a matter of importance for the chronology 
of the writings of Josephus (cf. Prosopographia Imper. Rom., Berlin, 1897-98, ii. 36). 
 



We cannot say when Josephus died.  For us his life comes to an end with his writings, and 
these do not carry us beyond the reign of Domitian.  We may surmise, if we care, with H. 
Dodwell (Dissertationes in Irenoeum, Oxford, 1689, p.468), that he did not survive 
Domitian, and that he was involved in the fall of his patron Epaphroditus, or fell a victim to 
the suspicion manifested by the Emperor in his last days. 
 
2. Works2. Works2. Works2. Works. – We have seen that Josephus spent the later portion of his life, from A.D. 71, in 
Rome, and it was here that presently he entered upon his literary career. His object was to 
give the Greeks – a term which probably also covers the educated classes among the Romans 
– a more thorough knowledge of his own people, and especially of their history and their 
religion.  He accordingly wrote in Greek, which he had doubtless learned while in his 
native country, and, as he tells us himself (CF i. 50; AJ xx. 263), he guarded against defects in 
style by consulting writers of experience.  It is certain that he also had some knowledge of 
Latin, and in one passage he quotes Livy (AJ xiv. 68; cf. xix. 270). 
 
a) His first work was the History of the Jewish War (Ἱστορία τοῦ Ἰουδαικοῦ πολέµου, de 
Bello Judaico) – to give the title which he himself chose, though the MSS show a preference 
for περί ἁλώσεως (de Captivitate), which also appears quite early in Christian literature, 
and is indeed, used by Origen (Selecta in Threnos, iv. 14 [PG xiii. 656]).  In this work 
Josephus tells the story of the Jewish insurrection in which he had taken part, first on the 
national, then on the imperial, side.  The book was written after the dedication of the temple 
of Pax (A.D. 75), and a little before the death of Vespasian (A.D. 79) (BJ vii. 159 f.; Vit. 361; 
CA i. 50).  As Josephus says in his preface, however, he was not the first to write a history of 
the war. 
 
An account of it had been given immediately after its termination in connexion with the 
domestic wars which followed the death of Nero; it had also been the subject of more than 
one monograph, and it engaged the attention of historians subsequent to Josephus.  One of 
the earlier narratives was composed by a certain Antonius Julianus, who likewise took part 
in the war, and was for a time procurator of Judaea (Minuc. Felix.Octavius, xxxiii.4; BJ vi. 
238).  Josephus himself had previously written an Aramaic account (now lost) of the war for 
the use of his own people in the East, and it was only after the completion of this that he 
resolved to make his candid narrative accessible also to the Romans and the Greks (BJ i. 1 
ff.).  No part of this Aramaic record has come down to us, and we are, therefore, not in a 
position to fix its relation to the extant Greek narrative.  The latter was probably a complete 
recast, constructed on a more comprehensive plan.  A Syriac version of bk. vi. of the BJ is 
preserved in the Peshitta, the Syriac OT (ed. A. M. Ceriani, Milan, 1876-80).  This is not, 
however, as some have supposed, a survival of the original Aramaic work, but rather a 
translation from our present Greek text, as is clearly proved by its erroneous renderings (Fl. 
Josephi Opera, ed. Niese, vi. P. xxi). 
 



In his preface to the BJ, Josephus proposes, by means of a true and straightforward chronicle, 
to bring his readers to a better understanding of the Jewish people and of the insurrection. 
 
He then proceeds to give a brief abstract of the work, and opens his narrative (i.31) with an 
account of the Maccabaean rising.  The first third of the book is entirely devoted to the 
period between that event and the outbreak of the revolt against Rome (A.D. 66).  Then 
comes the revolt itself: first, its beginnings (ii. 270); then the campaigns of Vespasian in A.D. 
67-69 (iii. and iv.); the investment and capture of Jerusalem (v. and vi.); and lastly (vii), the 
final passages of the conflict, down to the taking of Masada (A.D. 72), and the Jewish 
disturbances in Egypt and Cyrene.  His tone is naturally that of a Jewish patriot; Josephus 
modifies or suppresses many of the sinister things laid to their charge, such as the brigandage 
practised in the later Hasmonaean period, from which all the neighbouring peoples suffered 
so much (Strabo, pp. 761, 763; Diodorus, xl. 2; Justin XL. ii. 4). 
 
As regards the war itself, Josephus is chiefly concerned to show that the Jewish people, and 
the aristocracy in particular, were in no wise to blame for it, and that its real instigators were 
certain fanatical zealots, who tyrannized over the people and coerced them into mutiny.  
Some degree of blame, no doubt, rested upon Cestius Gallus, the commissioner for Syria, 
who might have stamped out the rebellion at the outset had he only adopted vigorous 
measures and not weakly given way (ii. 533 ff.).  Nevertheless, the truly guilty parties were 
the zealots, who remained irreconcilable to the last, and repeatedly rejected the generous 
terms of peace proposed by Titus.  These intransigents were no longer to be counted Jews at 
all: they had despised the Law and outraged all righteousness; they had desecrated the 
Temple, with the result that God was not on their side, but vouchsafed His presence to the 
Roman armies, whose vengeance He permitted to be fully wreaked upon His own people 
(BJ iii. 293, v. 444, 562, vii. 327 f.). 
 
We must conclude, from Josephus’s own account, that this presentation is one-sided and 
unjust, for a large proportion of the Jewish people were heart and soul in favour of rebellion; 
we see in his perversion of the facts, however, the real explanation of his attitude and of his 
defection to Rome.  He admires the Romans, particularly their martial virtues, their military 
organization, and their learning (BJ ii. 577 ff., iii. 70 ff., 115 ff., v. 47 ff.).  His personal 
situation naturally leads him to accord special praise to Vespasian and his house.  He tells us 
(Vit. 361) that he submitted his narrative to Titus, and that the latter impressed his seal upon 
it and gave orders that it should be published and placed in the public library. It would be a 
mistake, however, to regard the work as being on that account an official chronicle.  
Josephus certainly had no Government commission for his task, but wrote entirely on his 
own initiative.  He occasionally alters or distorts his facts to suit his royal patrons.  A 
significant instance of this appears in his narrative regarding the destruction of the Temple. 
 
He informs us that Titus was in no way to blame for the firing of the building, as that prince 
had decreed in a council of war that it should be spared; but the order was forgotten amidst 



the exasperation and vehemence of the soldiery, and the sanctuary was given to the flames 
(BJ vi. 236 ff.).  Another report, probably traceable to Tacitus, tells a very different story, viz. 
That Titus gave express orders that the sanctuary should be destroyed (Sulpicius Severus, 
Chron. 11. Xxx. 6; Orosius vii. ix. 6; cf. J. Bernays Gesammelte Abhandl, Berlin, 1885, ii. 
159) – a statement to which unquestionably the preference must be given.  Similarly, in 
comparison with a still extant narrative in which Tacitus (Hist. ii. 74 f.) tells of Vespasian’s 
elevation to the throne, the account of the same event given by Josephus (BJ iv. 588 ff.) is 
very unsatisfactory, both from its excessive adulation of the Emperor and from its 
suppression of important facts. 

 
Josephus likewise knows how to mingle self-approbation with his laudations of the Emperor 
and his family.  In particular, he seeks to place his own martial performances in the best 
light. 
 
He gives a full description of the way in which he so cleverly brought to naught the 
schemes of his opponents in Galilee (ii. 599 ff., 623 ff.), and of the various stratagems and 
means of defence which he employed against the Romans in their beleaguerment of Jotapata 
(iii. 171 ff.), and speaks of the high esteem and admiration which these things evoked among 
the Romans (BJ iii. 340, 348, 393). 

 
Further, the delineation is steeped in rhetoric, in accordance with the style then in vogue in 
the writing of history, and decked with every ornament and artifice of eloquence.  Reports 
in the direct oration are very copious and sometimes run to a great length: we listen to 
Herod (BJ i. 373 ff.), Annas the high priest, Jesus, Simon the Idumaean (iv. 163, 238, 271), 
Titus several times (e.g. iii. 472), Josephus himself (iii. 362, v. 362 ff., vi. 96 f.), and finally 
Eleazar, in a memorable speech in Masada (vii. 322 ff).  The longest and most finished 
speech of all is that of King Agrippa II, delivered in Jerusalem just before the outbreak of the 
revolt (ii. 345).  Moreover, the historian has grafted upon his narrative tales and anecdotes of 
all sorts, such as the story of Judas the Essene (i. 78 f.); he also recounts various and 
occasionally amazing, exploits of war, performed by individuals, both Romans and Jews; he 
tells of remarkable natural phenomena, such as the river Belos (ii. 189), the Sabbatic river 
(the Sambation of Rabbinical Judaism; see J E x. [1905] 681-683) that flows only every 
seventh day (vii. 96), and the root Baaras (vii. 180 f.); and finally, he specifies the various 
omens which heralded various events (vi. 288).  Considerable space is devoted to description 
– e.g. of the land of Judaea, the Dead Sea, the city of Jerusalem, and the Temple (BJ iii. 85, 
vi, 476 ff., v. 136 ff.).  He explicitly states that he has no wish to practise the restraint which 
in other circumstances is appropriate to the historian (BJ i. 11 f., v. 19 f.), and he frequently 
gives eloquent expression to his feelings – his sorrow over the fall of the Holy City and the 
Temple, his horror at the enormities of the zealots, and his sympathy with his besieged 
compatriots.  Rhetoric of this type, moreover, readily lends itself to exaggeration, in which 
Josephus is quite at home.  We instance his description of the famine in the besieged city 
(bks. V. and vi.), which reaches its climax in the well-known story of the woman who kills 



and eats her own child (vi. 193 ff.).  Another example is found in iii. 245, where he relates 
that a certain Jew had his head struck off by a projectile and carried to a distance of 1800 
feet.  Josephus affects large numbers, and makes no claim to accuracy in regard to them.  Of 
the numerous instances that might be given we content ourselves with the following: 
1,100,000 (vi. 420; cf. v. 567), while according to Tacitus, the entire multitude of the 
besieged numbered 600,000 at most (Hist. v. 13). 
 
As to the sources from which Josephus drew his materials, we are left to mere conjecture, as 
he gives us no information on the subject.  For the main portion of his work, the history of 
the rebellion, he could draw upon his own experience, and sometimes even upon what he 
had actually witnessed.  He may also have been, and probably was, indebted to some of the 
earlier accounts noted above – an inference suggested by the occasional similarity between 
his work and that of Tacitus (Tacitus, Hist. v. 6 f. || BJ iv. 476, ii. 189; Hist. v. 13 || BJ vi. 288 
ff., 312 f.).  As, however, these earlier accounts have almost entirely disappeared, we can say 
no more on the matter.  Josephus afterwards states (CA i. 49) that he kept a record of events 
during the siege of Jerusalem, but this does not seem very credible.  His narrative of the war 
has been manifestly drawn up chiefly from the Roman point of view.  Of the insurgent side 
he knows very little; e.g. his knowledge of events in Jerusalem before the siege does not go 
beyond what might have been learned among the Romans themselves. 
 
It is of interest to note that the chronological references are given, not according to the 
Roman, but according to a Syro-Macedonian calendar, which had been adjusted to the 
Julian reckoning, and exactly corresponds with the calendar of Tyre known to us from the 
Hemerologia.  We might perhaps infer from this that the dates given by Josephus were 
obtained from a Syrian Greek soldier in the Roman camp; or it is possible that he transferred 
them from his original Aramaic narrative. 
 
For the first part of the BJ, embracing the earlier history of the Jews, he must have been 
dependent upon older works; but, as, apart from the books of the Maccabees, which he 
appears not to have used here, a native Jewish chronicle can hardly have existed, Josephus 
probably excerpted from works in general history such passages as related to his own nation.  
In this connexion the name of Nicolaus of Damascus is the first to suggest itself – the writer 
whose chronicle extends till about the close of Herod’s reign; but, as Josephus occasionally 
diverges from his, he must have drawn upon other sources as well.  The history of Herod in 
the BJ gives us the impression of being a special composition, and reads almost like an 
encomium.  It was doubtless composed by Josephus himself with a view to its insertion in 
his work.  For the following period, till the beginning of the insurrection, he must have 
relied mainly upon extant Roman historical works, though he made many additions of his 
own, such as the description of the three Jewish sects (ii. 199 ff.). 
 
b) The second outstanding work of Josephus is the Antiquities ( Ἀρχαιολογία  Ἰουδαική, 
Antiquitates Judaicae), which embraces in its twenty books the whole history of his people 



from the creation of the world to the beginning of the revolt (A.D. 66), and which was 
completed and published in the 13th year of Domitian, i.e. A.D. 93-94 (AJ xx. 267) – a 
number of years after the BJ.  He tells us that long before, while engaged with the BJ, he 
had entertained the idea of writing such a book; but this statement is belied by the preface to 
the BJ, in which it is expressly said that a work of the kind is now a superfluity, as other 
writers had been in the field (AJ i. 6; BJ i. 17).  The project of writing the AJ must, 
therefore, have been a later inspiration. 
 
As in the BJ, so in the AJ, the object of Josephus is to furnish the Hellenes with an accurate 
delineation of Israelitic and Jewish history, in place of the misrepresentations of unfriendly 
or malevolent chroniclers. 
 
It must be admitted that the knowledge possessed by educated people of the day in regard to 
the remoter past of the Jews was as meagre as it was inaccurate (cf. T. Reinach, Textes 
d’auteurs grecs et romains relatifs au judaisme, Paris, 1895).  The interest of the Greeks was 
practically confined to Moses, the Laws, and the Temple, and at best their ideas of the 
history of Israel in its entirety were of the vaguest.  Current tales about the Jews, some of 
which, such as that given by Tacitus, Hist. v. 6, were altogether fabulous, had mostly passed 
through Egyptian hands.  In Egypt, as is well known, there was from an early period a large 
Jewish population, and it was in Egypt that investigators first began to interest themselves in 
the past history of the Jews, although in an altogether hostile spirit.  The conflict between 
Jews and Greeks was not confined to Egypt, but spread to the adjacent country of Cyrene.  
Similarly in Syria, from Maccabaean times at least, the two peoples were constantly at feud, 
and this mutual hostility defused itself through almost every region where Jew and Greek 
dwelt together, their respective material interests often contributing largely to the strife.  
The Greek antagonism to the Jews found expression also in literature, leading to vehement 
attacks upon both their personal characteristics and their national history.  In these 
circumstances Josephus thought it incumbent upon him to give a faithful account of his 
people’s history, in order to disabuse the minds of men, and especially of the Greeks, for here 
again it is the Greeks for whom he writes (AJ i. 5 f., xvi. 174, xx. 262). 
 
Josephus was not the first Jew to undertake the task of systematizing OT history.  To say 
nothing of the Septuagint, other works of a similar kind had already appeared in the field of 
Alexandrian scholarship.  Some of these were known to Josephus, and of their authors he 
names Demetrius, Eupolemus, and the elder Philo (CA i. 218; cf. BJ 1. 17). 
 
It would appear that the Alexandrian works referred to had not met with much acceptance 
among the Greeks, their uninviting form being in part responsible.  Moreover, none of 
them had gone beyond the period covered by the canonical Scriptures, while Josephus 
carries his narrative down to his own time – to the beginning of the rebellion, in fact.  His 
work, accordingly, was much more complete, and harmonized with the taste of his time.  



The result was that it drove its predecessors from the field, so that, save for a few fragments, 
they have utterly perished. 
 
He acquaints us with the purpose of his book in the preface (AJ i. 1 ff.).  In regard to the 
earlier period, he proposes to relate faithfully the history of the Jews as given in the 
Scriptures, and these he follows stage by stage from Genesis to Esther.  He was admittedly 
the first to note the constituent elements of the Scriptures, i.e. the OT canon, which, 
according to him, embraces twenty-two books, viz. the five books of Moses, thirteen books 
from the following epoch terminating with the reign of Artaxerxes I., and four books of 
Songs and Proverbs (CA i. 39 f.).  Naturally, he avails himself mainly of the historical books, 
but he supplements these from the prophets Nahum, Jonah, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel and 
Daniel.  He makes explicit mention likewise of the poetical writings of David and Solomon 
as well as Haggai and Zechariah (AJ vii. 305, viii. 44, ix. 206 ff., 239, x. 32 f., 78 f., 264 ff., 
xi. 96).  He is silent regarding Job, though it does not follow that he did not know of that 
work.  We may assume, in fact, that his OT was, in its component parts, the same as we 
have it to-day. 
 
To judge from what is said in the introduction and from other passages, he used the original 
Hebrew, and himself translated this into Greek, being acquainted with, and having recourse 
to, the Septuagint version of the Pentateuch alone; at all events he makes no mention of a 
Greek translation of any other portion (AJ i. 7 ff., x. 218; CA i. 55).  It is an interesting but 
difficult problem to determine which text he used.  His work is in a sense our earliest 
authority in this field, and is of no little value for the history of the OT text.  It sometimes 
happens, as in AJ vi. 16, that he alone has preserved the genuine tradition. 
 
It was recognized long ago, however, that Josephus in most cases follows the Septuagint 
rather than the Hebrew text.  He resorts not only to its phraseology, but also to its 
explanations and interpretations.  Thus, his reckoning of the time that elapsed between the 
Creation and the Flood, viz. 2262 years, approximates closely to that of the Greek text, but 
differs widely from that of the Hebrew (AJ i. 82); he follows the Septuagint, not the original, 
in computing the period of Israel’s residence in Egypt at 215 years (ii. 318), though he is not 
always consistent on this point (i. 185); while, again he repeats the strange mistake of the 
Septuagint in 1 S (1 K) 253, where, confusing the proper name Kaleb with keleb, ‘a dog,’ it 
makes Nabal the Calebite a Cynic (vi 296).  He relates the history of Ezra according to the 
recent Greek version known as 1 Esdras, and the Esther which he used contained the 
additions found only in the Greek.  According to the investigations of Mez (Die Bible des 
Josephus) in regard to Judges and Samuel, the text he used was that of the so-called Lucianic 
recension, to which he is, therefore, the earliest witness.  Nevertheless, he occasionally, as in 
AJ i. 151. 224, resorts to the Hebrew, where he adopts the place-names throughout Joshua 
(AJ v.).  All this prompts the inquiry whether Josephus really knew Hebrew, as some believe, 
though it is also denied.  The present writer is of opinion that we have not sufficient 
evidence finally to decide this question, though, as Josephus plumes himself on being one of 



the most learned men among the Jews (AJ xx. 263), we need hardly hesitate to credit him 
with some knowledge of the ancient tongue.  At the same time it should be observed that he 
makes no distinction between Hebrew and the Aramaic vernacular of his day, and it is at 
least conceivable that on occasion he read the Scriptures through the medium of an Aramaic 
paraphrase, i.e. a Targum.  Special mention is also due to his readings of proper names, in 
which he often differs widely from the  Septuagint, and sometimes approximates to the 
Massoretic pronunciation; e.g. he writes not Νῶε or Νώεος, but Νῶχος; not Ι ᾿οθολία, but  
Ὀθλία; not Σεδεκίας, but Σαχχίας.  It is clear that Josephus represents a pronunciation 
which differs materially from that generally in use. 
 
Josephus’s rendering of the Scripture narrative is, on his own showing, anything but a mere 
paraphrase, without supplement or abridgement.  He threads his recital with the additions 
and explanations which had been grafted by the exegetes, and especially the Hellenistic 
interpreters of Alexandria, upon both the historical and the legislative portions.  He has thus 
used the Haggada as well as the Halakha.  The latter appears mainly in his description of the 
Mosaic legislation (AJ iv. 199 ff.), while Haggadic elements, legends, etc., occur with special 
frequency in bk. i., as the patriarchal tradition given there readily lent itself to such 
supplementary or explanatory matter.   
 
As an instance of this we may refer to the table of nations given in Gn. 10, which Josephus 
harmonized with the geographical ideas of his day (AJ i. 122 ff.).  A legendary addition is 
found in i. 69 f., where, in conformity with Bab. traditions, he tells us that the descendants 
of Seth erected two memorial pillars just before the Flood, in order that the sciences and 
inventions of the day might remain on record for future generations.  Perhaps the most 
remarkable insertion of all is that narrating the campaign which Moses, as an Egyptian 
Prices, conducted against the Ethiopians, and which was brought to a close by his marriage 
with the daughter of the Ethiopian king (AJ ii. 283 ff.; for Jewish midrashim cf. JE ix. [1905] 
48).  This is really an attempt to solve the difficulty of the Cushite wife of Moses mentioned 
in Nu 121.   
 
We cannot always identify the sources from which he drew such things, but he certainly 
reveals a close affinity with noted Hellenists, such as Demetrius and Eupolemus. Philo the 
Younger, the most celebrated of all Hellenistic writers, was likewise not unknown to 
Josephus, who, however, does not quote from him, but merely mentions him as the 
spokesman of the Jewish deputation tot he Emperor Gaius (AJ xviii. 259). He applies, in 
common with Philo, the allegorical method of interpretation – e.g., in his description of the 
Tabernacle and other institutions of the Jewish cultus (AJ iii. 180 ff; cf. Philo, ed. T. 
Mangrey, London, 1742, ii. 150); according to AJ i. 24, Moses himself in some cases wrote 
allegorically. A similar correspondence appears in the narrative of Balaam, as given in AJ iv. 
126 ff., and Philo, ii. 127 ff., respectively. 
 



In many other matters, however, Josephus and Philo differ widely: the history of Moses, for 
instance, is reproduced by Josephus in a form quite unlike that given by Philo.  Some would 
trace back the Ethiopian campaign just mentioned to Artapanus; but, while that writer does 
tell (ap. Eusebius, Proep. Evang. ix. 27) of a war waged by Moses against the Ethiopians, he 
has in mind a different event altogether, so that the theory of Josephus having borrowed 
from him is out of the question.  In brief, the enlargements and importations of Josephus 
cannot be definitely assigned to their respective sources.  In all probability he had at 
command a substantial quantity of exegetic materials, including oral traditions, and chose 
what suited his purpose. It would appear as if in many of his sources text and tradition had 
already been fused together. 
 
His chronology of the Old Testament period presents considerable difficulties.  He 
expanded the chronological references of the Scriptures into a system. Thus BJ contains 
calculations running back from the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus to the days of 
Abraham (vi. 268, 435 ff.), and in the AJ the system is recast and carried out in its several 
parts (i. 82 ff., 148 f., ii. 318, vii. 65, 68, viii. 61 f., ix 280, x. 143, 147, xi. 112, xx 230 ff.).  In 
this he is probably following the example of Hellenistic experts, two of whom, Demetrius 
and Eupolemus, had won some repute as chronologists. 
 
The details of his system are often inconsistent with each other.  Such discrepancies have 
been explained on the theory that Josephus, using a variety of documents, followed now one 
and now another, without calculating for himself.  Objections have been brought against 
this view by Destinon, who shows that Josephus obtained some, at least, of his results by 
computations based upon his own narrative; but, even so, his discrepancies are not all 
removed.  Further, while we must certainly bear in mind that the MSS themselves manifest 
considerable variation in regard to chronology, and that many of the apparent 
inconsistencies may be due to copyists’ errors, and may be eliminated by conjecture, this 
expedient should be adopted only with the greatest care, and when all is done, difficulties 
still remain.  On the whole it seems impossible to deduce from Josephus a consistent system 
of chronology, or even to show that he had one, and in this respect his work is of a 
somewhat careless kind. 
 
The personal standpoint of Josephus is fixed by his religion and his position in life; he is a 
Jew, a priest, and a Pharisee. History teaches, in his opinion, that prosperity attends those 
who fear God, while the godless and the disobedient are duly punished (AJ i. 14, 20, xx. 48, 
89).  He is convinced that the world is ordered by divine providence; in a noteworthy 
passage (AJ x. 277 f.) he denounced the Epicureans, whom he puts on a level with the 
Sadducees, while the Pharisees correspond to the Stoics (Vit. 12).  His views regarding God, 
destiny, and the human soul are in line with Pharisaic teaching, as appears also from the BJ 
(v. 376 ff., vi. 267, 310, iii. 374, vii. 341), although he occasionally dilutes his Judaism with 
the conceptions of Greek philosophy, even showing some inclination towards pantheism 
(AJ vi. 230, viii. 107).  Nor is this to be wondered at, for Josephus is no logical theologian or 



philosopher, but is concerned, above all, to make Jewish history and Jewish character 
intelligible to the Greeks, and at the same time to present these things in the most favourable 
light.  He accordingly takes pains to remove or to palliate the more sinister or repulsive 
elements, to bring the marvellous within the bounds of credibility, and to overlay the OT 
history with a Hellenic gloss. 
 
Abraham appears as a reformer of religion and science, as the founder of monotheism, and 
even as the pioneer of astronomy and arithmetic in Egypt (AJ i. 1254 f., 166 f.).  Josephus 
speaks of the Psalms of King David very much as if they were the productions of a Greek 
lyrical poet (vii. 305).  The terebinth at Mamre he hellenizes as Ὀγυγία δ῀ρῦς, The 
Ogygian oak (i. 186), and similarly the altar which Moses set up after his victory over the 
Amalekites is said to have been dedicated to the God of Victory, θεὸς νικαῖος  (iii.60) – an 
idea of which there is no trace in Ex. 1715.  When Josephus ascribes to Moses two works, viz. 
Politeia and Nomoi (iv. 194, 196, 302), it is manifest that he has in his mind the two great 
works of Plato bearing these names – the law-giver being the precursor of the philosopher.  
It is likewise from Plato (Legg. iii. 676 ff.) that Josephus borrows the account of men’s 
descent from the hills to the plains after the Flood (AJ i. 109); and the patriarchal history in 
bk. i affords, on the whole, the most numerous and the clearest instances of his hellenizing 
and modernizing methods.  He makes no mention of the worship of the golden calf; he 
transforms into statues the golden tumours offered by the Philistines to their idols (vi. 10; cf. 
1 8 [1 K] 64), and the 100 proeputia of the Philistines which David was required to bring to 
Saul into 600 heads (vi. 201; cf. 1 8 [1 k] 1825), seeking in this way to modify or expunge the 
specifically Jewish features of the narrative.  Closely connected herewith is his attempt to 
meet the attacks and aspersions commonly made upon the Jews, or upon Moses and his laws 
(i. 16, ii. 177, iii. 179, 265, vii. 116 ff.; cf xiv. 187). 
 
In order to invest the Mosaic legislation with a character of extraordinary humaneness and 
clemency, Josephus does not scruple to supplement the traditional text with enlargements of 
his own (iv. 207, 234); and to win the suffrages of Hellenism he intersperses the 
confirmatory testimonies of secular historians.  Of these the most outstanding are Herodotus 
(AJ viii. 157, 253, 260), the Annals of Tyre (viii. 144 ff., 324, iv. 283 f.), Berossus (i. 93, 107, 
158, x. 20, 34, 219), the Sibylline Oracles (i. 188), Alexander Polyhistor (i. 240), and 
Nicolaus of Damascus (i. 94, 108, 159 ff., vii. 101 ff.), all noted and distinguished names. 
 
With the book of Esther and the period of Artaxerxes, Josephus reaches the end of the OT 
narrative (xi. 296), and this marks the beginning of the second section of the AJ.  At the very 
outset a lacuna occurs in the tradition, which extends to the time of the Maccabaean revolt.  
For this interval of three centuries, embracing the reigns of Alexander, the early Ptolemys, 
and the Seleucidae, Josephus had only disconnected legends of later Alexandrian origin. 
 
There is, first of all, the visit of Alexander to Jerusalem, with all that preceded and followed 
it (xi. 297 ff.), for the account of which Josephus is indebted to an apocryphal work which 



was of later date, at all events, than the Book of Daniel (xi. 337). For the narrative of the 
Seventy and their translation of the Mosaic law-books (xii. 11-118) his authority was the still 
extant Letter of Aristeas, while the sections which follow, embracing the semi-legendary 
narratives of Antiochus the Great and the Jews Josephus and Hyrcanus (xii. 137 ff., 155 ff.), 
appear to have had a similar source. 
 
Various explanations of this fact may be offered.  Destinon puts forward the theory that the 
1 Mac. used by Josephus was different from ours, and that the final section, embracing the 
period of Simon, had not as yet been added.  To the present writer, however, it seems more 
probable that Josephus discarded 1 Mac. at the point where it narrates the death of Jonathan 
because he now wished to work upon the basis of his own earlier account in the BJ; for 
there are facts to show that, while he did not use the concluding part of 1 Mac., he was 
certainly acquainted with it.  Of 2 Mac. he seems to have had no knowledge; but it is, 
nevertheless, probable that he was indebted directly or indirectly to its source, viz. Jason of 
Cyrene, for some of his materials.  AJ xii. 257 ff., e.g., has not corresponding passage in 1 
Mac., but it has points of contact with 2 Mac. 62, and, therefore, probably emanates from 
Jason.  Another such insertion is found in xiii. 62 – an account of the temple of Onias in 
Egypt.  Further, in the narrative of 1 Mac., Josephus has made some alterations of his own: 
thus, to take a special instance, he asserts that Judas Maccabaeus was high priest – a statement 
that carries other changes in its train.  He has also transferred some materials from his own 
previous work, the BJ, so that, taken all in all, his divergencies from 1 Mac. are by no means 
inconsiderable.  Finally, mention must be made of another characteristic of the AJ, viz. 
hostility to the Samaritans – a feature not found in the older writings, and first brought into 
relief by Josephus.  This attitude is not confined to his record of the Maccabaean period, but 
manifests itself as far back as ix. 290 f., giving occasion for manifold enlargements of greater 
or less extent.  The last passage of this class is xiii. 74 ff., which narrates the conflict between 
Jews and Samaritans in Egypt under Ptolemy Philometor.  We may venture to infer from 
this that in the days of Josephus the antagonism between the orthodox Jews and the 
Samaritans was more pronounced than usual. 
 
For the period beginning with Simon the high priest (xiii. 213), Josephuis took the BJ, in 
revised and enlarged form, as his groundwork in the AJ.  The two narratives are often quite 
identical, though verbal reproduction in passages of any length (with the exception of AJ 
xiv. 480 f. = BJ i.352 f.) is avoided.  This agreement was formerly explained on the 
hypothesis that both works were drawn from a common source; the present writer once 
shared this opinion, but now regards it as erroneous, believing that Josephus simply 
incorporated in his later work a revised transcript of his earlier.  As a matter of fact, the BJ is 
a work of unique character, composed according to the writer’s own special design, and is 
scarcely conceivable that any work capable of serving as a common source was previously in 
existence.   Corroboration of the theory that the AJ is an expansion of the BJ is provided also 
by the inconsistencies and dislocations found in the former, as these would naturally occur 



where new material was imperfectly grafted upon the pre-existing text; a palpable instance 
of this appears in the account of Pompey (AJ xiv. 37-44; cf. BJ i. 131). 
 
Upon this older substructure Josephus superimposed a great deal – so much, in fact, that his 
additions, especially in the later books, greatly exceed the original in point of quantity.  
They are of many kinds; first of all may be mentioned the testimonies of various historians, 
such as Strabo, Timagenes, Nicolaus, Livy; and to these we may add Agatharchides and 
Polybius, whom he had already quoted (xii. 5 f., 135 f.).  Then there are the more or less 
extensive enlargements upon the earlier work which appear in the last third of the AJ.  
Josephus has not divulged his authorities for these enlargements, and we must, therefore, 
depend upon conjectures which, in the present state of our knowledge, are most uncertain. 
 
It is very unlikely that he directly availed himself of the Commentaries of King Herod, 
which he mentions once (xv. 174), and the most natural suggestion is that he relied upon the 
historians whom he now and again quotes - e.g., Strabo and Nicolaus of Damascus.  There 
is no doubt that the latter in particular was largely drawn upon by Josephus (as was 
suggested above in regard to the BJ), more especially, though not exclusively, for the time of 
Herod; for Nicolaus, as is well known, was a friend of Herod, and was likewise acquainted 
with Jewish history from the earliest times.  As, however, he is not only quoted in the AJ, 
but also criticized and corrected (xiv. 8f., xvi. 183f.), Josephus must have had other sources of 
information as well: nor must we forget his own redaction, for he was anything but a verbal 
plagiarist.  As regards the post-Augustan period, he must have depended upon later writers.  
In this section he inserts several fairly long supplements, such as the account of Agrippa I 
(xviii. 127 ff., xix. 292 ff.), of the Balylonian Jews (xviii. 310 ff.), and of the Adiabenian 
princes who had embraced Judiasm (xx 17 ff.).  He would, no doubt, derive a good deal of 
information from his personal intercourse with the house of Agrippa, and with his own 
more eminent co-religionists, including the Adiabenians.  Moreover, he must have availed 
himself of works dealing with Roman imperial history (cf. xx. 154); and from these he 
sometimes takes facts and incidents having little or no connexion with the Jews – e.g., and 
embroilments with Parthia under Tiberius (xviii. 39 ff., 96 ff.).  An account of the death of 
the Emperor Gaius, the bitter enemy of the Jews, is given with great diffuseness (xix. 1-211), 
and is adapted, T. Mommsen conjectures (Hermes, iv. [1869] 329), from the historian 
Cluvius Rufus, though it may quite well have come from some other source. 
 
Besides his classical authorities, however, Josephus also made use of native Jewish traditions.  
From the latter come the history of the Temple, and the annals of the successive high priests 
from bk. xi. onwards, while the whole work is brought to a conclusion by a second 
historical sketch of the high priesthood (xx. 224 ff.), quite independent of the earlier, as 
appears from the fact that it omits – rightly – the name of Judas Maccabaeus from the list.  
To these native contributions belong likewise the numerous, and sometimes very 
extraordinary, Jewish legends, a number of which reappear in the Talmudic writings – e.g. 
what is told of Hyrcanus I., and of his relations with the Pharisees and the Sadducees (xiii. 



288 ff.), and the story of Onias the Just (xiv. 21 f.); but there are many more, and their 
historical value is of the slightest (cf. xiv. 106 f., xv. 319 ff., 367 f., xvi. 1 ff.). 
 
Special notice is due to the documents and letters here and there inserted by Josephus.  Some 
of these are simply transferred from their sources, where they already form part of the 
narrative, and are still to be found in Ezra and Esther, in 1 Mac. and the Letter of Aristeas.  
To this class in all likelihood belong also the Edicts of Antiochus III. (xii. 138-153), the 
genuineness of which is not unreasonably doubted. 
 
A different judgement must be passed upon the fairly numerous Roman edicts or decrees of 
the Senate: the plebiscita enacted in favour of the Jews by Greek communities, mainly in 
Asia Minor; and certain official deeds dating from the reign of Claudius (xiii. 259 ff., xiv. 
144 ff., 186 ff., 304 ff., xvi. 160 ff., xix. 280 ff., 303 ff., xx. 11 ff.).  These have no bearing 
whatever upon the narrative, or practically none; thus, to give a salient instance, there is 
found in xiv. 186 ff. a quite promiscuous collection of records emanating from the most 
various periods.  But their genuineness is past dispute, and is admitted by all.  Most of them, 
and especially those massed together at xiv. 186 ff., were presumably brought together by 
Nicolaus of Damascus for use in the process against the cities of Asia Minor which the Jews 
brought before Marcus Agrippa – King Herod being also in attendance – in 16 B.C.  It was 
Nicolaus who conducted this case for the Jews, and he seems to have inserted his speech, 
together with the relevant documents, into his histories, so that Josephus had but to transfer 
them to his own work (xii. 125 ff., xvi. 27 ff.).  The deeds of later date had, of course, a 
different origin.  The three edicts of xix. 280 ff. go hand in hand; the first two, as appears 
from xix. 310, were articulated with the third. 
 
We note, finally, that from the earliest possible point, viz. the Persian period (ix.), 
chronological references were inserted by Josephus at the appropriate places.  For this 
purpose he availed himself of the chronological schemes then to hand, and took the Graeco-
Roman reckoning as his standard, thus bringing Jewish history within the range of universal 
chronology.  The task was not without its difficulties, and at one point, indeed, a violation 
of the text was necessary; the Artaxerxes who, according to 1 Es 2 reigned between Cyrus 
and Darius I had to give place to Cambyses (xi. 21 f.). 
 
In the AJ, as in the BJ, Josephus took great pains with the form of his narration.  He 
introduces several fairly long speeches – eg. ii. 140 ff., xv. 127 ff., xvi 31 ff., xix 167 ff., - and 
he exerts himself throughout to write with vigour and elegance.  Good examples of his style 
will be found in iv. 11 ff., vi 327 ff., xviii. 310 ff., xix. 1 ff.  In this work, however, he puts 
more restraint upon himself than in the BJ, the diction of the AJ showing a change in the 
direction of simplicity.  The contrast in style is best seen in passages which are substantially 
the same in both works.  Thus Herod’s address to his soldiers as reported in AJ xv. 127 ff. is 
quite different from what appears in BJ 1. 373 ff.  In general, Josephus endeavours in the 
later work to fill out his earlier delineation.  An example of this is provided by the section 



dealing with the Jewish parties, which is inserted at the same point in both narratives (AJ 
xviii. 11 ff.; BJ ii. 119 ff.).  Great interest attaches to his relation to Thucydides, whom he 
specially chose as his model for the AJ, more particularly in bks xvi. – xix., where he even 
employs forms of the old Attic dialect, as he does nowhere else, and is manifestly at pains to 
emulate the great historian in his form of expression, his massive sentence-construction, and 
his fullness of thought.  Nor can it be denied, finally, that in the AJ Josephus has changed his 
views with respect to many things and persons discussed in the BJ, and utters a different 
verdict regarding them.  An instance of this is found in AJ xx. 198 ff. (CF. Vit. 193 ff.), 
which treats of the high priest Ananos the younger, and from which we derive and entirely 
different impression of the man from that gained from the story, and especially the 
characterization, of the corresponding passage in the BJ (iv. 318 ff.). 
 
c) The Autobiography of Josephus (βίος Ἰωσήπου) forms a sequel to the AJ.  It is appended 
to the latter without break or introduction, and at the close is distinctly spoken of as 
belonging to the larger work (Vit. 430; cf. AJ xx. 266).  It is likewise dedicated to 
Epaphroditus, and was composed, as is indicated in the last chapter, in the reign of 
Domitian, being published, of course, at the same time as the AJ, i.e. A.D. 93-94. 
 
We emphasize this point, as other writers, including E. Schhrer, are of opinion that the book 
was written after A.D. 100, in the reign of Trajan.  It is true that, according to Vit. 359, 
Agrippa II was dead at the time of composition, and Photius, Bibl. Cod. 33 (p. 6b, 31, ed. I. 
Bekker, Berlin, 1824-25), states that he died in the 3rd year of Trajan, i.e. A.D. 100.  Photius, 
however, must have made an error here.  The concluding words of the Vita put it absolutely 
beyond doubt that the work was composed while Domitian was still alive.  The death of 
Agrippa, moreover, is actually presupposed in a passage of the AJ (xvii. 28), and must, 
accordingly, have taken place in the reign of Domitian. 
 
In this smaller work the primary object of Josephus is to vindicate his line of action during 
his tenure of the chief command in Galilee, and he accordingly treats with special fullness of 
his relations with the cities of Tiberias and Sepphoris, as also with John of Gischala, thus 
providing a supplement to the BJ, with prelude and epilogue narrating his earlier and his 
later life respectively.  The book was written by way of a rejoinder to the charges of his 
countryman, Justus of Tiberias, who likewise had played a part in the rebellion, but had 
latterly taken service with Agrippa Il, and had, shortly before, published a history of the 
Jewish revolt, in which he challenged Josephus and his account of the war, arraigning him 
as leading instigator of the rebellion, and exhibiting his conduct, especially in his relations 
with the Romans and Agrippa, in a most unfavourable light.  In his Autobiography, 
Josephus seeks to rebut these charges, and from his self-defence we can deduce 
approximately the strictures of his assailant.  When he comes to discuss his relations with 
John of Gischala, with whom he had dealt in the BJ, he gives once more no very flattering 
picture.  Josephus tries to show that it has been his own constant endeavour to maintain 
peace, and to protect the interests of the Romans and of Agrippa.  In reading his book we 



must use the greatest care and vigilance – all the more so as it frequently conflicts with the 
BJ, both in substance and in the order of events, and sometimes without any assignable 
reason.  Besides his main motive of self-justification, Josephus seems to have been influenced 
by a desire to compose a fresh and interesting narrative, and one that would make the most 
of his courage and his shrewdness. 
 
d) The last, and perhaps the most interesting, work of Josephus consists of the two books 
Against Apion. 
 
This is the usual title of the book, but it can hardly have come from Josephus himself.  It 
makes its first appearance in Eusebius, HE III. Ix. 4, and is repeated by Jerome (de Vir. Illust. 
13), thence finding its way into the editions of Josephus and into current usage.  It is 
appropriate, however, only to the second book, as Apion is not even mentioned in the first.  
There are other two titles with good traditional authority in their favour, viz. (1) Of the 
Antiquity of the Jews (περὶ ἀρχαιότητος Ἰουδαίων) which, again, is pertinent only to the 
first book; and (2) Against the Greeks (πρὸς  Ἕλληνας) which is somewhat too general, and 
can scarcely be attributed to the author.  In view of these differences in the tradition, we 
may perhaps assume that the two books originally bore some name implying their 
controversial character – ἀντιρρήσεις or ἀντιρρητικοὶ λόγοι. 
 
Like the AJ, the CA is dedicated to Epaphroditus, who died, as has already been noted, in 
A.D. 95, and it must, therefore, have been written some time anterior to that date, i.e. very 
shortly after the AJ.  It is a defence of the Jews against the imputations made by Greek 
writers, which Josephus had, on occasion, tried to ward off in the AJ.  But his arguments had 
not carried conviction; the voice of calumny was not silenced; and he felt that he must have 
recourse to his pen once more, in order to furnish a thoroughgoing and final refutation of 
the charges, which had at length, it appears, been massed together by Apion, the well-
known grammarian of Alexandria.  This Apion was the leader of an Alexandrian deputation 
to Rome in connexion with the conflicts between the Jews and his fellow-citizens which 
occurred in the reign of Gaius, and he took occasion at this juncture to draw up an 
indictment against the hated race – a theme upon which he had previously touched in his 
Aegyptiaca. 
 
Josephus first of all impugns the assertion that the Jews were a people of recent origin – an 
assertion made on the ground that none of the great Hellenic historians had mentioned 
them.  The Hellenes, he maintained, were entirely without warrant in claiming that they 
alone were in possession of the most ancient historical learning, when, as a matter of fact, 
their records were quite modern, and their early history was unreliable.  The Oriental 
peoples generally had memorials going back to a much more remote era, while the Jews had 
for ages preserved their archives with the greatest care.  The silence of the classical Greek 
historians was due simply to the geographical position of the Jews.  Josephus then sets forth 
the testimonies of Egyptian, Babylonian, and Phoenician historians, in order to prove that 



the Hebrew people had a far more ancient history than the Greeks (CA i. 73-160); he 
proceeds to show that even Greek authors of considerable antiquity were acquainted with 
the Jews, and had spoken of them with respect (i. 161-214); and he comes at length to the 
tales of Manetho, Chairemon, and others regarding the exodus from Egypt, subjecting them 
to careful examination, and showing them to be unworthy of credit.  In bk. ii Josephus joins 
issue with Apion, and refutes the strictures passed by the latter upon the person of Moses, the 
claim of the Jews to the free citizenship of Alexandria, and the Jewish religion (ii. 1-124).  
Finally, by way of rebutting the accusation made against the religious practices of the Jews, 
Josephus once more summarizes the salient elements of the Mosaic Law, and contrasts the 
God-fearing character of the Jews with the religious indifference and the immoral 
mythology of heathendom (ii. 145-296). 
 
The work is composed with considerable skill.  The criticism of the various stories about the 
exodus of the Jews from Egypt is altogether to the point, their inconsistencies and other 
defects being most appositely exposed.  Josephus himself is of opinion that the Jews were 
one with the Hyksos, and uses this identification to fix the date of the exodus.  His 
arguments are not seldom defective, as, e.g., in his attempt to compute the date of Solomon’s 
reign according to the Tyrian annals (i. 116 ff.); he suppresses or distorts many things, the 
clearest instances of which are connected with the Jewish right of citizenship in Alexandria.  
The assertion that this right was granted by Alexander the Great or Ptolemy I. is 
unquestionably a fabrication.  Among the authors cited by him, moreover, names are found 
which are open to suspicion or simply forged, though he has, in this connexion, preserved 
most valuable passages from the ancient historical literature, and especially from the annals of 
Egypt, Babylonia, and Tyre.  Some of these had already been given in the AJ.  It is no easy 
matter to identify the sources from which he drew all this lore.  He may possibly have 
borrowed a good deal of it from Apion himself.  In Rome, which was at that time a great 
emporium for Greek literature and scholarship, he would find no difficulty in securing the 
learned equipment requisite for his polemics. 
 
A question may be raised as to the specific occasion of the booklet.  This can scarcely have 
been the indictment framed by Apion, for at the time when Josephus write, i.e. A.D. 94 or 
95, the pamphlet of Apion and the whole controversy which it had evoked were fifty years 
old.  It is conjectured by A. von Gutschmid that the revolt of the Jews had been the means 
of producing a fresh crop of anti-Jewish writings, and that it was these that moved Josephus 
to take up the challenge once more.  His own words seem to imply that the campaign of 
defamation had been quite recently renewed – just after the publication of the AJ, in fact 
(CA i. 2) – and this would bring us to the closing years of Domitian’s reign.  About this time 
several persons were by the Emperor’s orders put to death on account of their leanings to 
Judaism – a procedure which tended to revive the old charge of atheism (Dio Cass. lxvii. 
14).  In many respects the pamphlet is a continuation and expansion of the AJ; it was written 
with the same object in view, it followed immediately upon the larger work, and its 



contents had for the most part been outlined in the AJ (cf. AJ i. 16-82, ii. 177, iii. 179, 265).  
Josephus must, therefore, have taken it in hand immediately after the latter. 
 
e) In addition to his extant works, Josephuis had other literary projects in view, which in all 
probability, however, were never carried out. 
 
Already in the BJ (v. 237, 247) he had announced a book which was to deal with Jerusalem, 
the Temple, the sacrifices, and the worship, but this must have remained an aspiration only, 
as otherwise he would assuredly have mentioned it, or quoted from it, in his subsequent 
writings.  At a later period, again, he meditated a theological work of a similar kind, for at 
the end of the AJ (xx. 268) he announces four books upon God, His nature, and the grounds 
of the mandates and prohibitions of the Mosaic Laws, and, as he refers several times to this 
projected work (e.g., AJ i. 25, 29, iii. 223, iv. 198, 302, CA i. 92) he must have drafted some 
definite plan for it.  It was to be a kind of aetiology of the Laws, probably with explanations 
in the style of the rationalizing allegories of Philo.  Whether the work was ever actually 
written we do not know; certainly not a single trace of it survives.  Further, according to AJ 
xx. 267, Josephus intended to write another historical volume which should deal once more 
with the Jewish was, and follow the fortunes of the Jews till the date of writing.  He more 
than once alludes to this forthcoming narrative (e.g., AJ xvii. 28, xix. 366), but it must 
remain open to question whether it was ever given to the public. 
 
Finally, in numerous passages on the AJ we meet with references (indicated by the phrase 
καθὼς ἐν ἂλλοις δεδηλώκαηεν or δεδήλωται) to an earlier work, which have caused much 
perplexity among expositors, and given rise to various conjectures. These references bear 
upon events in general history, and they punctuate the narrative from Philip and Alexander 
the Great (xi. 305) to the battle of Philippi (xiv. 301), appearing again on the passage dealing 
with the reign of Tiberius (xviii. 54).  They suggest the thought that Josephus had produced 
still another historical composition. 
 
A. von Gutschmid and H. Drhner suppose that this work was an unpublished first draft of 
the AJ; others, that it was a commentary on Daniel – for, according to Jerome in Iesai. 11 
(ed. Vallarsi, iv. 451 [PL xxiv. 377]), Josephus had occupied himself with the interpretation 
of the year-weeks of Daniel.  As Josephus himself makes no mention of any such work 
either in connexion with the prophecies of Daniel (AJ x. 269 ff.) or elsewhere, both 
conjectures are equally improbable. Further, Jerome cannot be speaking here from his own 
knowledge, but must have borrowed the annotation from Porphyry, and repeated in 
inaccurately.  It is, therefore, conjectured by Destinon that Josephus, in mere carelessness, 
took over even the quotation-phrase from the source which he was using; but this also is an 
unlikely theory, and gives no satisfactory explanation of the facts.  On the whole, therefore, 
the references form an unsolved riddle. They may mean nothing more than that Josephus 
had a liking for a well-sounding phrase; and it is to be borne in mind that similar 
untraceable references are found also in the BJ vii. 215, 244, and in the first half of the AJ – 



e.g., vi. 322, vii. 89, x. 30.  It is obvious that in this matter Josephus was not particularly 
scrupulous. 

 
3.Value and significance. 3.Value and significance. 3.Value and significance. 3.Value and significance. – Josephus was assuredly no historian of the first rank, no 
conscientious or unbiased inquirer, seeking truth alone, but a writer whose supreme object 
was to produce a certain impression.  Life other historians, he is not unwilling to afford his 
readers pleasure as well as instruction (AJ i. 13, xviii. 128 f.), but the leading motive of all 
that he writes is that of the apologist.  Though he did not overlook the needs of his 
countrymen (AJ iv. 197), yet it was pre-eminently the Greeks – the Romans being included 
under that term – that he had in view (AJ i. 5 ff., xvi. 174).  It is his ambition to dissipate the 
prejudice against the Jews, to repel the imputations cast upon them, and to mitigate the 
antagonism between Jew and Greek.  With such objects in view he endeavours to present 
the history of his nation in the most favourable light.  His apologetic purpose reveals itself 
also in the selection of his documents, for he quotes with the intention of showing the 
favour in which the Jews had been held by the great monarchs, as well as by the Romans 
themselves (AJ xiv. 186, xvi. 174 ff.).  Truth is sacrificed to tendency; for, though he asserts 
that he will set down nothing but the truth, and the whole truth (AJ x. 218, xiv. 1), he does 
not keep his promise.  He omits and he adds; he very frequently quotes from his authorities 
in very casual fashion; and, accordingly, the Biblical narratives sometimes receive from his 
hands an entirely new complexion.  He also availed himself of all the resources which the art 
of rhetoric then provided, in order that he might render his narrative forcible and attractive. 
In spite of these defects, however, we cannot afford to disparage him.  When we remember 
the rarity of literary culture and ability among the Jews of that day, and their meagre interest 
even in their own history (AJ xx. 264), we must allow that Josephus compares very 
favourably with his compatriots.  He attained to a highly creditable standard of historical 
knowledge and literary proficiency, with the result that his writings are a perfect mine of 
most valuable historical material.  He has produced a very remarkable body of work, often 
showing a high degree of skill; and these things we must still place to his credit even if we 
assume his partial dependence upon literary auxiliaries. His craftsmanship displays itself in all 
his writings, principally and most unmistakably in the AJ, and particularly in the second half, 
where he had to combine a great mass of materials from different sources.  He was in no 
sense a mere copyist, stringing authorities together in mechanical fashion, but had the 
faculty of combining them into a genuine unity; for example, at the beginning of bk. xii. he 
welded Aristeas’s account of the Seventy with what precedes, and filled up the lacunae 
between the two passages.  Sometimes, of course, he is less successful; his documents are 
often combined in quite a superficial way; one considerable section (AJ xiv. 213 ff.) is simply 
a disordered heap, quite unrelated to the tenor of the narrative.  At the same time, we must 
conceded that it would have taxed any historian to bring these documents into an articulate 
and organic unity, and we may congratulate ourselves that he preserved them at all. Our 
knowledge of the history of later Judaism is in the main derived from him.  Beneath all his 
partisanship and his rhetorical language lies a goodly nucleus of important information.  His 
defects are by no means peculiar to him, but are shared by many other historians, and they 



may at least serve to give us a better idea of the literary methods and style in vogue at that 
day.  Even the speeches, though not authentic, but composed by Josephus himself, are not 
without value.  They are of interest in relation to the technique of the art of rhetoric, and 
sometimes contain valuable material; e.g., the great speech of Agrippa (BJ ii. 357 ff.) gives us 
a survey of the various Roman provinces, and of the distribution of the imperial forces, 
which is signally interesting and must have cost the writer considerable labour. 

    
The work of Josephus at all events fell in with the taste of his readers, and won him approval 
and renown in after generations.  It is recorded that he was honoured in Rome with a statue, 
and his writings were placed in the library of Rome (Eusebius, HE III. Ix. 2; Jerome, de Vir. 
Illust. 13).  He became the classical historian of the Jewish people, and it is safe to say that he 
was counted among the most celebrated authors of antiquity.  This estimate was due not 
only to the substance, but also in great degree to the form, of his writings; for the rhetorical 
and highly embellished style of description, which so soon palls upon the modern reader, 
was regarded in ancient times as a merit, or even as an indispensable quality in historical 
composition. The style of Josephus, therefore, evoked both admiration and imitation; we 
need only refer to the numerous testimonies compiled by Hudson and Haverkamp in their 
respective editions.  It was among his own countrymen that his works were read least of all.  
They looked upon him as a deserter and a traitor; and, their interest in history being of the 
slightest, he exercised no perceptible influence upon their literature.  The affinities which 
exist between his works and the later Talmudic literature are usually, and perhaps rightly, 
explained by the theory of a common dependence upon oral tradition.  All the more did he 
find readers among the Greeks, and perhaps also among the Romans.  That Tacitus made 
use of his works, as many believe, remains very doubtful, and certainly cannot be proved.  
Nor does Suetonius, who mentions his name (Vespas. 5), seem to have read him.  One of the 
first to quote him is the Neo-Platonist Porphyry.  It was in Christian circles that his repute 
was highest.  An author like Josephus, who stood upon the ground of the OT and the Law, 
and who had, nevertheless, wrought himself free from the narrow limits of Judaism as it then 
was, and who interpreted the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple as a penalty inflicted 
by God, had so much in common with Christian writers that they could look upon him 
almost as one of themselves. We must regard the evangelist Luke as being the first to make 
use of his works, not a few well-attested indications of such dependence being found alike 
in the third Gospel and in the Acts of the Apostles. 

 
4. Relation to Christ.4. Relation to Christ.4. Relation to Christ.4. Relation to Christ. – The problem of the attitude of Josephus to Christ and Christianity is 
of considerable importance.  We find in AJ xviii. 63f., appended to an account of the 
administration of Pontius Pilate, a short chapter about Christ, which has a place in all our 
MSS, and which was quoted by Eusebius and many others after him.  What is said here 
about Christ, however, does not take the form of a narrative, such as we should expect from 
a historian, but is, in the main, a eulogy, and of a kind that only a Christian could have 
written.  But, as Josephus, alike in feeling and in utterance, is always a Jew, and, indeed, a 
Jewish priest, never manifesting the slightest hint of the Christian standpoint, the general 



consensus of investigators has long ago decided that the passage is spurious.  Some regard 
the whole passage as an interpolation; others, such as A. von Gutschmid and T. Reinach 
(REJ xxxv. [1897] 1-18), try to rescue a portion of it, supposing that a genuine paragraph 
has been supplemented and re-cast from a Christian point of view, and seeking to restore it 
to its original form.  This view appears to the present writer untenable; the whole chapter 
forms so obviously an indivisible unity that, if any part of it is a fabrication, the whole of it 
must be so, and ought to be removed from the text altogether.  If objection be alleged to this 
conclusion on the ground that Josephus could not have completely ignored Jesus, it may be 
replied that he records only such events in Jewish history as attracted the attention of 
foreigners by disturbances or otherwise, and led to the intervention of Rome – conditions 
which apply neither to the work of Jesus nor to His death, so that the silence of Josephus 
provides no difficulty.  Further, if in reality he had written some account of Jesus, this would 
have been found in the BJ, for the Jewish history found in the AJ, so far as it relates to 
Jerusalem and Judaea, is essentially a reproduction of the earlier narrative.  Since, then, he 
makes no mention of Christ in the BJ, his silence regarding Him in the AJ is precisely what 
we might expect.  Finally, it should be noted that Origen (in Matth. x. 17; c. Cels. I. 47 [PG 
xiii. 877, xi. 745, 748]) is not aware of the testimony of Josephus to Christ; hence the passage 
in dispute was probably interpolated after his time, though before the time of Eusebius. 

    
The motive of the interpolation is no mystery: it was desirable that there should be some 
mention of Jesus in the works of Josephus, some note in harmony with the Christian view, 
and, naturally enough, this was inserted in connexion with the governorship of Pilate.   But 
the course of the narrative is thereby deranged, and even now we can see plainly that the 
passage did not originally belong to the text. 

 
An incidental reference to Jesus is found in a later passage (AJ xx. 200), where the James who 
had been beheaded is spoken of as His brother (τὸν ἀδελφὸν Ἰησοῦ τοῦ λεγοµένου 
Χριστοῦ,  Ἰάκωβος ὄνοµα αὐτῳ῀).  This passage is altogether beyond suspicion, and we are 
unable to agree with the scholars who regard it likewise as an interpolation.  The manner in 
which Jesus is here mentioned coincides exactly with what we should expect from Josephus.  
Thus, while Josephus had doubtless heard of Jesus, he did not deal with Him in his history, 
and the passage in AJ xviii. which we have discussed must be pronounced spurious. 

 
The well-intentioned forgery must have helped to make Josephus still more acceptable to 
the Christians.  They pored over his works, and from them, more particularly the two books 
against Apion, they borrowed a goodly portion of their equipment for their controversial 
writings.  The earliest apologists – Theophilus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Tertullian, 
and Minucius Felix – refer to him by name and make use of him.  The chronologists, in 
particular – Julius Africanus, Hippolytus, Eusebius, and their successors – availed themselves 
of his help.  In another sphere Eusebius also is indebted to him, especially in the HE and the 
Proep. Evang., while the later ecclesiastical writers are all acquainted with him. Throughout 
the entire mediaeval epoch he ranks as one of the great authors, alike in East and West. 



 
[The current view that AJ xviii. 63 f. is spurious has been controverted, since the death of 
Niese, by F. C. Burkitt )ThT xivii. [1918] 135-144), A. Harnack (Internat. Monatsschrift fhr 
Wissenschaft, Kunst und Technik, vii. [1913] 1037-68), and W. E. Barnes (CR cv. [1914] 
57-68).  It is maintained that, in view of the mention of John the Baptist and James the Just 
by Josephus (AJ xviii. 116-119, xx. 200), we should naturally expect him to refer to Christ, 
who, despite what has been said above, did attract the attention of foreigners, as is 
conclusively shown by the famous reference in Tacitus (Ann. xv. 44; cf. also Sueton. 
Claudius, xxv. Nero, xvi.), a reference which, as Whiston had already suggested, was 
probably borrowed from Josephus.  Burkitt finds a note of insincerity in the passage of 
Josephus, as well as a ‘cool and patronising’ tone which a Christian would not have 
employed, any more than he would have spoken of the Christians as a ‘tribe (φῦλον) or used 
ἡδονή2 in the way in which is occurs in the passage under consideration.  Neither would a 
Christian, Harnack urges, have been so ignorant of the life of Christ as to say that ‘He drew 
over to Him both many of the Jews and many of the Greeks,’ since His activity was 
restricted to the non-Hellenic world.  The passage ‘this was [the?] Christ (ὁ Χριστὸς οὗτος 
ἦν), etc., is, it is suggested, an implication that, in the opinion of Josephus, the Messiah had 
actually appeared and been put to death, so that the Jews would no longer be a political peril 
to the Romans.  Even the appearance of Christ to His disciples after the Resurrection may, 
Burkitt thinks, have been entirely credible to Josephus (cf. AJ vi. 327 ff., ix. 183), and the 
accounts of the Resurrection would, moreover, afford a welcome Jewish parallel to the 
stories told concerning Apollonius of Tyana (q.v.) and others.  Harnack says that, in 
describing Jesus as ‘the Christ,’ Josephus was in no danger of being taken for a Christian (cf. 
AJ xx. 200, ‘Jesus, who was called Christ,’  Ἰησοῦ τοῦ λεγοµένου χριστοῦ); besides, his 
phraseology intentionally betrays the love of sensationalism which is frequently visible in his 
writings.  It must also be remembered, in judging the attitude of Josephus as a whole, that, 
although a Jew, he was free from Zealot prejudices, and that he was further liberalized not 
merely by his admiration for Hellenic culture and for Roman power, but also by the 
influences which surrounded him.  Nor must it be forgotten that he wrote under the 
patronage of Domitian, whose own household included the Christians Titus Falvius 
Clemens and his wife Domitilla.  As a diplomatic historian of the Jews, writing in detail for 
foreigners, Josephus would have been unlikely to omit mention of an event which affected – 
however slightly in his day – the fortunes of his nation; it is evident, from his allusions to 
Christ, that he regarded Him as a sage and a noble Rabbi, and from that very fact he would 
not pass over in silence one of his own countrymen of whom he could say, with the 
patriotic pride which distinguishes him, that He was ‘a teacher of men who receive true 
words (τἀληθῆ, not, with Whiston, ‘truth’) with pleasure,’ so that Jews, as well as Greeks, 

                                            
2 The sole parallel which Harnack is able to adduce for the use of φῦλον is the description of 
the Christians as ‘latebrosa et lucifuga natio’ by a pagan speaker in Municius Felix (viii.); and 
for ἡδονή, as used in a good sense by a Christian writer, he can cite only II Clem. xv. 



could boast of their wise man (σοφὸς ἀνήρ);3  Thus the interests of courtier, historian, and 
patriot would meet in an objective and non-committal reference to Christ.  From a 
somewhat different point of view, Barnes defends and amplifies a suggestion of Whiston, 
holding that the phrase ‘this was [the] Christ’ was added merely to identify the Jesus of 
whom Josephus wrote in this passage with the Jesus whom the Christians ‘loved’ (not, as a 
Christian probably would have written, ‘in whom they believed’), and to differentiate Him 
from others of the same name, especially as He was already known to the Graeco-Roman 
world under the name of Christ. 

 
Barnes notes, further, that if the passage be assumed to be a Christian interpolation, there is a 
strange absence of Christian terminology, as e.g., in the words ἐφάνη γὰρ αὐτοῖς τρίτην 
ἔχων ἡµέραν πάλιν ζῶν.  The passage reads, to him, very like a non-committal report, by 
an orthodox Jew, of beliefs held by Christians.  Respect is manifest for the character of 
Christ, who was ‘a wise man, since it is befitting to call Him a man’ (σοφὸς ἀνήρ, εἲγε 
ἄνδρα αὐτὸν λέγειν χρή, not, as Whiston renders, ‘if it be lawful to call Him a man’).  He 
was a ‘doer of strange things’ (παραδόξων ἔργων ποιητής), a tribute that was paid Him by 
other Jews who did not believe in Him (Lk 526).  The coldness of the statement that ‘even 
until now, the tribe of the Christians named after this person (ἀπὸ τοῦδε ὠνοµασµένον) has 
not become extinct (οὐκ ἐπέλιπε)’ – without the slightest reference to the wide spread of 
early Christianity – reveals to Barnes ‘again the observer from the outside who is speaking.   
He is interested in the continuance of a Jewish sect, but his position is detached.’  Equally 
bald and cold is Josephus’s bare statement, without comment on either side, that ‘Pilate, on 
the information of the chief men amongst us, condemned Him to the cross’; while Harnack 
urges that the implied thesis of Josephus, that Christ suffered death because He claimed to be 
the Messiah – construed as a political figure, a ‘King of the Jews’ – as well as his manifest 
surprise that Christianity survived the crucifixion of its founder, is precisely what we should 
expect from the Hellenized Jewish historian. On the other hand, there is even a touch of 
irony in Josephus’s allusion to the NT argument from prophecy, which narrated ‘both these 
things and ten thousand other marvels (ἄλλα µυρία . . . θαυµάσια) concerning Him’; 
indeed, with the downfall of the Jewish State, Josephus might well feel sceptical regarding 
the truthfulness of any prophecy.  Finally, even the passage under consideration is 
immediately followed by an account of the scandalous connivance of the priests of Isis in the 
betrayal of a Roman matron; and at such a juxtaposition a Christian would have revolted. 

 
Putting aside the possibility that Origen, who quotes Josephus on James the Just, referred to 
his ‘testimony’ to Christ in some work now lost (e.g., in those sections in Matth. which are 
no longer extant in Greek), and the questions whether – although he mentions the AJ a few 
times – he had actually read it, it is significant that what interests the modern reader in the 
                                            
3 Ἀνήρ = ‘man of character or prominence,’ as distinguished from the ordinary man 
(ἅνθρωπος); cf. the antithesis between the ἀνήρ Christ and the truth-seeking ἅνθρωποι in 
this passage, and also the reference to τῶν πρώτων ἀνδρῶν = the chief priests, etc. 



passage may not have been what attracted the early student (cf. Origen, c. Cels. i. 47, with 
AJ xviii. 116-119, and the comments of Eusebius, Demonst. Evang, iii. 108, on AJ xviii. 63 
f.); and, had Origen quoted Josephus on Christ at all, he may have done so quite as Eusebius 
did, as an incidental addition to the sufficient statements of the Gospels, and, ‘as it were, of 
superfluity’ (οῖπµ ἐκ ῟εριουίας). 

 
It may also be suggested that the fact that Christ is not mentioned in the BJ does not 
necessarily cast suspicion on the passage in AJ, for in the interval of from 15 to 20 years 
between the writing of the two works the spread of Christianity  – especially in Rome – 
would render very explicable the incorporation of some reference to a Jewish religious 
leader in a general and detailed treatise on ‘the Antiquities of the Jews’ such as had not been 
necessary in the more compact and less exhaustive ‘Jewish War.’ 

 
The great objections to the passage have Had their basis in a failure to read it with due 
appreciation of the circumstances of the time and the character of its author; it has been 
interpreted too exclusively from the point of view of modern Christianity.  When closely 
examined, the difficulties in the way of the hypothesis of Christian forgery are far greater 
than those which beset the theory that the passage is genuine.  After all, as Barnes 
pertinently says (p. 63), ‘what, indeed does it prove? It shows that a Jewish historian, who 
was born and bred in Palestine, who was twenty-six years old when Felix was Governor of 
Judaea, was acquainted with an outline of the life of our Lord, which agrees with that 
accepted by Christians.  Such a passage has become of serious evidential value only since 
Strauss started the mythical theory; it is a “Testimony” to-day only because Arthur Drews 
and others are again writing about the Christus-mythus.’ 

LOUIS H. GRAY.] 
 

5. Early versions and supposititious works5. Early versions and supposititious works5. Early versions and supposititious works5. Early versions and supposititious works. – the writings of Josephus were translated into 
Latin at an early date. 

    
There are two Latin versions of the BJ.  The older of these consists of a fairly free rendering, 
into which portions of the AJ and other works have been inserted.  According to the 
perfectly credible, and unwarrantably disputed, witness of the ancient MSS, its translator was 
Ambrose of Milan.  It is commonly known as the work of Hegesippus or Egesippus – a 
name which is probably a corruption of Josippus.   The other Latin version is a literal one, 
and its author is unknown; it was conjecturally, though without warrant, ascribed to Jerome 
or Rufinus (Cassiodorus, de Instit. Div. Litt. 17 [PL lxx. 1133]). 

 
About the middle of the 6th cent. The AJ (not including the Vit., however) and the CA 
were, at the order of Cassiodorus, reproduced in a very inferior type of Latin (ib.).  The 6th 
bk. of the BJ, which treats of the destruction of Jerusalem, had been previously translated 
into Syriac, and incorporated with the Syriac OC (Peshitta) as the 5th bk. of Maccabees.  
Subsequently there appeared a Slavic translation or paraphrase, which is extant in several 



recensions, and there exists also a rendering into modern Greek (in the Barberini Library 
[cod. Gr. n. 228, 229], Rome), besides fragments of an Armenian version (F. C. Conybeare, 
JThSt ix. [1908] 577-583).  The many translations into European languages which appeared 
shortly after the invention of printing all go to show how assiduously Josephus was read. 

 
In view of this almost canonical prestige enjoyed by the writings of Josephus, we need not 
be surprised to find that he was credited with other works, of unknown or disputed 
authorship, such as the following: (1) The so-called Fourth Book of Maccabees, an address 
entitled περὶ αὐτοκράτορος λογιοµοῦ, i.e. ‘the lordship of divine reason over human desire,’ 
and illustrated by references to the seven brothers who, according to 2 Mac., suffered 
martyrdom under Antiochus Epiphanes.  The first, so far as we know, to ascribe it to 
Josephus was Eusebius (HE III. x. 6); others, such as Jerome (de Vit. Illust. 13), followed suit, 
while many MSS name Josephus as the author.  In the oldest MSS the work is anonymous, 
and its ascription to Josephus, as is rightly observed in the ancient scholium to the Canon. 
apost. 76 (85) (J. B. Cotelerius, Patr. Apostol., Paris, 1672, i. 452), is quite unwarranted 
conjecture.  He had no connexion with the book; in the AJ he knows nothing of the seven 
martyred brethren; and the whole address, alike in form and contents, is alien to the manner 
of Josephus. 

 
(2) The work known as Concerning the All, or The Being of the All (περὶ τοῦ παντός, or 
περὶ τῆς τοῦ παντὸς οὐσίας or αιτίας), a polemical treatise against Platonism, in two books, 
our knowledge of which, apart from a few sentences still in existence, is derived from a note 
of Photius (Bibl. Cod. 48, p. 11b, 14, ed. Bekker).  That Josephus was its author is a mere 
surmise, suggested perhaps by the fact that, like the two books against Apion, it dealt with 
the antiquity of the Jewish nation; it may also have borrowed from Josephus.  Its ascription 
to Josephus was already impugned by the ancients, who attributed the work variously to the 
Presbyter Gaius, Justin Martyr, and Irenaeus.  Present-day scholarship ascribes it to 
Hippolytus, who was certainly credited with a work called περὶ τοῦ παντός and directed 
against Plato. 

 
(3) A third work, still extant, bearing the name of Josephus, viz. xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx (see 
J. A. Fabricius, Cod. pseudepigr. Vet. Test.2, Hamburg, 1722-23, ii.; PG cvi. 16 ff.), is a liber 
memorialis after the classical pattern; it is a concise resume in tabular form of the most 
outstanding events in the OT and NT and in Church History.  Among other things it 
contains a list of the various Christian sects and their respective doctrines, and also of the 
persecutions. 

 
(4) The Chronicle of Josephus Ben-Gorion, composed in the Middle Ages, and preserved in 
various Hebrew and Arabic recensions. Its nucleus is the BJ, in the so-called Latin version of 
Hegesippus, and it is from this that its writer took the name ‘Josephus, son of Gorion’ (cf. 
Hegesipp. III. iii. 2, and see, further, M. Schloessinger, in JE vii. [1904] 259 f.). 

 



6. Manuscript transmission and editions6. Manuscript transmission and editions6. Manuscript transmission and editions6. Manuscript transmission and editions. – The wide circulation and popularity of the works 
of Josephus are indicated in the history of their transmission.  The MSS were, and still are, 
very numerous, and the textual tradition branches out in manifold ways. Each work, again, 
had its own peculiar fortunes.  Thus, the most comprehensive, the AJ, was first of all divided 
into four parts, then into two, and each of these, again, took its own particular path.  It was 
only at the close of the mediaeval period that the AJ was put together in a single volume, the 
BJ also being included; scholarly readers endeavoured to amend and elucidate the text, and 
not a few MSS still show traces of a thoroughgoing revision. 

    
The works of Josephus were first printed in their Latin form; AJ and BJ by J. Schhssler 
(Augsburg, 1470); CA by P. Maufer (Verona, 1480).  These impressions were subsequently 
often reproduced; the last serviceable complete issue of Josephus in Latin is the Basel edition 
of 1524.  The first printed Greek text, revised by Arnold Peraxylus Arlenius, was published 
by Froben (Basel) 1544).  This issue was several times reprinted, and formed until recently 
the basis of all our editions.  Among the later of these special mention should be made of the 
meritorious but unfinished work of E. Bernard, who published the first parts of the AJ and 
the BJ with an exhaustive commentary (Oxford, 1687-1799); also of the edition of J. 
Hudson (2 vols., do. 1720), based upon Bernard’s studies; and, finally, of the great edition of 
S. Haverkamp (2 vols., Leyden, 1726), who assimilated the labours of all his predecessors.  In 
all these, however, little was done for the text, which remained largely as it was.  It is true 
that E. Cardwell, in his edition of the BJ (2 vols., Oxford, 1837), noted the various readings 
of several reliable MSS, but he made no use of them in the text.  Similarly the more recent 
editions of the text in current use, viz. those of W. Dindorf (Paris, 1845) and I. Bekker 
(Leipzig, 1855), provide little of any consequence, save a few conjectures, for the 
emendation of the very incorrect Greek tradition.  An adequate groundwork for the text 
was supplied for the first time by the present writer’s edition, now complete in seven 
volumes (Berlin, 1885-95); in the BJ (vol. vi.) he had the collaboration of J. Destinon.  As 
supplementary to this may be regarded the writer’s edition of the Epitome (Berlin and 
Marburg, 1896) and Carl Boysen’s revision of the Latin version – of which only the 6th vol. 
has appeared (CSEL xxxvii. 6 [1898]).  It need hardly be said that the work of textual 
criticism is still far from complete; it is only now, in fact, that it can really begin.  S. A. 
Naber’s revised issue of Bekker (Leipzig, 1888-96) naturally approximates more to the older 
text. 
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