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ABSTRACT
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Candidate: Philip Edward Jewell

Degree: Doctor of Philosophy (PhD), Department of History, Faculty of Law, Arts
and Social Statistics, University of Southampton

Date: 2006

The aim of this thesis is to analyse Josephus’ approach and understanding of the category and
terminology of magic. Through a detailed examination of every instance of his employments
of the most distinctive magical terms (yong, pavric, pdyoc, dappakos/ddppakor) in his
works, coupled with three detailed case studies of his biblical paraphrase in the Jewish
Antiquities, and set against an analysis of these same terms in the literature of his first century
CE Graeco-Roman context, I will explore his distinctive approach to magic. This is an area of
Josephan scholarship which has been largely untouched; this thesis represents the first
detailed analysis of Josephus’ approach to magic, as well as the first comprehensive survey of

his employment of magical terminology.

Chapter 1 introduces a number of fundamental aspects of this thesis, beginning with a
consideration of the term ‘magic’, its relationship to religion, its uses and abuses in previous
scholarly approaches, and the importance of terminology with respect to a rigorous and non-
dichotomous approach in the exploration of the ancient texts. It will also consider Josephus as
author; his context, sources, audience, and aims. Finally, it briefly outlines my approaches to
primary (the biblical texts) and secondary (Philo, Pseudo-Philo, PGM, Graeco-Roman

authors) sources.

Chapter 2 will examine the role of magic and its terminology in Josephus’ world, considering
both the Jewish and Roman aspects of his unique situation. Providing an exploration of the
various meanings and evoluttons of the four main magical terms in the Graeco-Roman world
of the first century CE, this chapter will also explore the role of sanction in defining positive
and negative magic, as well as summarizing each instance of these terms in Josephus’ corpus.

Chapter 3, the first of the specific case studies, will analyse Josephus’ use of magical
terminology in his paraphrasing of the biblical story of Moses’ magical battle at the court of
Pharaoh. Following a detailed consideration of his biblical sources and their use of magical

terminology, I consider Josephus’ own appraisal, engaging in a detailed study of his own
employments and considering this against our authors’ own social context, his concerns for
the representation of Judaism, and his understanding of Roman thinking on magic.

Chapter 4 considers a similar approach to the figure of Balaam, exploring the extent to which
Josephus could create a positive image of the pavtic, whilst being aware of the problematic
definition of this term which existed in his late first century CE Roman context.

Chapter 5, the last of the case studies, focuses on the witch of Endor. Here again I emphasize
the care and attention which Josephus employs in his use of magical terminology, as well as
observing a direct relationship with his positive appraisal of a potentially negative figure.

Chapter 6 concludes by depicting Josephus as an author conscious of both positive and
negative traditions of magic, capable of relating the magical stories of his Jewish heritage to a
Roman audience through the precise and considered use of magical terminology.

The appendix constitutes a table, with accompanying explanation, detailing the status of
magic in Roman law of the first century CE.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction: Magic in the Works of Flavius Josephus

The word ‘magic’ conjures up a number of images, from the stage illusion of
professional magicians like Derren Brown, to the fantastic magical talents of the
fictitious Harry Potter. As such the term denotes a wide array of actions and events; it
carries different meanings for different peoples, subtly alters meaning when crossing
cultural and ideological borders. Indeed, by use of an oft quoted phrase, ‘your magic
is my miracle, and vice versa’, we may summarize the extent to which personal
opinions affect definitions.' In this thesis I will be examining the image of magic
provided by Flavius Josephus, a highly complex and nuanced representation of
ancient magic and magicians. Recent work in the field of Jewish and Chnistian culture
in antiquity has made a quiet but impressive advance 1n our knowledge concemning
magic. Each year sees the publication and translation of new magical texts, opening
their secrets to a wider, and growing, audience. Likewise, critical thought has exposed
the failings of previous theories of magic, thus facilitating the research of ancient
forms of magic, free from the constricting models of modern theorists. However,
despite this explosion of interest in the general field of magic 1n the ancient world,
very little attention has been paid to Josephus’ own appraisals, theones, and
representations. This is somewhat surprising when we consider Josephus’ importance
with regard to Jewish history in the first century CE; perhaps, in this respect, the field

of study suffers somewhat from Trachtenberg’s influential denial of the magical

elements in Jewish culture.” This thesis will aim to fill this void by studying in detail

' . RM.Grant, Gnosticism and Early Christianity, N.Y., Columbia University Press, 1959, p.93.

2. In his foreword to J.Trachtenberg’s Jewish Magic and Superstition: A Study in Folk Religion,
(Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2004, originally published by Behrman’s Jewish Book
House, 1939) Moshe Idel remarks (p.ix) that the ‘title and subtitle of his book are more than an



Josephus’ attitude towards magic. In many respects this will be an exploration of the
unknown; by a careful analysis of Josephus’ evidence I hope to show that the subject
of magic can tell us much about Josephus as a political author, and, moreover, that it

1s a fruatful area of study too long neglected.

In reviewing Josephus’ attitude towards magic in the Graeco-Roman world of
the late first century CE I will be exploring a number of issues, not least of which 1s
how Josephus’ appraisal of magical episodes differs from his sources, the biblical

texts, and from his contemporaries, such as Philo and Pseudo-Philo. In essence there

will be a total of five primary aims:
1) to explore an area of Josephan studies not previously touched on;
2) to show how, in dealing with the subject of magic, as in other areas of his
paraphrase, Josephus was a creative writer who did not merely replicate the

text of the Bible in an unthinking manner, but in fact offered his own carefully

considered appraisal;

3) to show that Josephus understood the nuances of Graeco-Roman magical
terminology and the impact which it could have in representing both virtuous
heroes and villainous rebels;

4) to show that Josephus recognised both positive/legal/sanctioned forms of
magic as well as the more traditional negative/illegal/unsanctioned forms;

5) and finally to show that Josephus understood the influence which the social
elites of Rome had in defining the legality and descriptive terminology of
magic.

appropriate description of its contents’, and that they ‘contain much of the attitude of the author toward

his topic.’ In other words, Trachtenberg’s work is a product of its age, an age in which magic was a
purely negative term, and in which ancient Judaism was adjudged to have no need of, or affiliation

with, magic.



These aims will be explored through four chapters; the first will provide a
summary of magic in Josephus’ era and will function as a basis for three further case
studies concerning the ‘magical’ stories of Moses, Balaam, and the witch of Endor.
The first of these chapters will deal with the history, development, and representation
of magical terminology in Josephus’ era. I will explore the nature of magic in the
context in which Josephus wrote, namely imperial Rome, showing that our author was
not only aware of the varieties of magical terms, but also that he was capable of a
considered precision in employing them for a variety of purposes. This exploration
will be threefold; I will begin with an analysis of the status of magic in the Roman
world of the late first century CE, highlighting not only the fluctuating nature of
definitions and attitudes, but also the influence which the social elites had in setting
the definitions of legality and acceptability; the second phase will consist of an
explanation of the histories and meanings of the four most common magical terms in
Graeco-Roman literature, payés, yons, ¢appakov, and pavrtis, as well as a
thorough survey of each instance of these terms in Josephus® works; finally, I will
review the employment of these four terms in three case studies, concerning Moses,

Balaam, and the Witch of Endor, demonstrating the care and precision which

Josephus takes in describing magical elements of Judaism to his Roman audience. It is
hoped that, through a precise analysis of Josephus’ terminology and approach to
magic, each of the five aims may be illuminated to an extent which allows us to speak
of Josephus as an author not only aware of, but also interested in, magic. Indeed, it is

hoped that Josephus will emerge from this thesis as an extremely creative author who

took great care to appeal to both Roman and Jewish sensibilities concerning magic.



What 1s Magic? A Brief History of Theories of Magic

At the heart of this thesis is the theme of magic, though what exactly this term
connotes and how it should be defined has been a topic of debate for centuries. The

popular image of magic, as defined by the Oxford English Dictionary, runs as

follows;3

1) The use of ritual activities or observances which are intended to
influence the course of events or to manipulate the natural world,
usually involving the use of an occult or secret body of knowledge;

2) An inexplicable and remarkable influence producing surprising
results. Also, an enchanting quality; exceptional skill or talent;

3) The art of producing (by sleight of hand, optical illusion etc.)
apparently inexplicable phenomena.

We might note the use of the term ‘apparently’, the reference to 1llusion and sleight of

hand, and the general sense of mystery, all of which refer to the more negative

appraisal of magic as nothing more than a ‘parlour trick’ or ‘deception of the senses’.’

However, the entry also refers to the more positive interpretation of magic, by which
supernatural events are accomplished by unknown means. These two images of magic
have been at odds for millennia, and the conflict has informed the methodological

approaches to the subject adopted by modemn scholarship, which searched for a theory

of magic that went beyond the basic dictionary definition. A study of this scholarship

* . Definition of ‘magic’ (noun) taken from the online version of the Oxford English Dictionary located
at http://dictionary.oed.com last accessed on 30/05/06.

* . Indeed, the most famous practising magician of the twentieth century, Aleister Crowley, insisted on
employing the term ‘magic’ for such parlour tricks and deceptions, whilst using his own term ‘magick”
of his own work, defining it as ‘the art or science of causing change in conformity with will’; Magick,
J.Symonds and K.Grant (eds.), London, 1979, p.133. See further, R.Hutton, The Triumph of the Moon,
A History of Modern Pagan Witchcraft, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1999, pp.173-177.




shows several points which have great relevance and impact upon the approaches
adopted towards magic in the ancient world. Primarily, magic has only recently
become a serious and widespread object of study in scholarship, and, as a result, there
are multiple theories of magic, often influenced by modern ideas and ideals. In
addition, modern theorists have often attempted to provide all-embracing and
universal theones of magic, especially with relation to 1dentifying ritual and action;
the evidence available from the Graeco-Roman world, however, suggests that such
theories, especially those which separate magic and religion as discrete categories, are

unsustainable. As a result, a detailed survey of previous methodologies is called for in

order to contextualise my own approach.

The interest shown in the theory of magic by historians in the latter half of the

twentieth century stems largely from the discipline of anthropology and its studies
concerning modem magic from around the world. Many anthropologists have studied

‘primitive’ societies from the lofty vantage point of modern science, values, ethics

and logic. The prime examples of this approach, of seeing their own socteties' distant
and barbarous past in the present societies of Australian islands or African bushlands,

are to be found in the ‘intellectualist’ theories of Frazer’ and Tylor.® These ‘armchair’

anthropologists were interested in tracing the lines of human progress from savagery,
through barbarism, to civilisation. Both wrote voluminous works on the question of

magic and religion in ancient and modem societies, with Frazer's The Golden Bough

becoming a much read and respected book.” Rooted in the philosophies of their age,

> . J.G.Frazer, The Golden Bough, London, Macmillan, first published 1890, revised abridged edition,

1990.

® . E.B.Tylor, Primitive Culture, 2 vols., London, John Murray, 1929.

", On the influence of The Golden Bough for the subsequent investigations into the theory of magic see
G.Cunningham, Religion and Magic, Approaches and Theories, N.Y., New York University Press,

1999.



especially the 1deas of evolution and the gradual progression of civilisation towards a
(Victorian) summit, they used science and logic, the hallmarks of Victorian
modernism, to interpret magic.® They saw that magic and religion were attempts,

much akin to a lesser developed species of science, by which man explained the world
around him. Magic ultimately failed in this respect for Frazer because it was a system
based on erroneous scientific methodologies and constituted a warped 1dea of the laws
of causality. In essence it was seen as a base survival from the periods of barbarity,
created through intellectual error and characterized by the ‘primitive' man of antiquity.

Religion became the outgrowth of magic, a process which the Victorian
anthropologists saw as resulting from man's deeper spiritual consideration of the
world and of his place in it.” Spirits were utilised in magic but religion, the next rung
on the evolutionary ladder, was marked by the recognition of superhuman spirits and
deities who were to be supplicated, begged and pleaded with for their intervention in
the affairs of humanity rather than being constrained to do so by magical spells,

incantation and rituals. '°

A number of eminent authors have written in response to the theories of Tylor

and Frazer, many, such as Malinowski, being profoundly influenced by The Golden

8 . As S.J.Tambiah (Magic, Science, Religion and the Scope of Rationality, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1990, p.82) has observed, Frazer and Tylor’s intellectualist distinctions between
magic and religion were derived from the religious models created by Christianity, primarily from the
Bible’s artificial division of true religion (Judaism) and false religion (paganism/idolatry), and the
sixteenth/seventeenth century Protestant view of magic as an attempt to coerce and constrain the
divine.

> . However, the Victorian ethnographer’s failed to analyse their own biases, especially with regard to
their definition of religion. As O.Pettersson (‘Magic-Religion. Some Marginal Notes to an Old
Problem,’ Ethnos 3-4. 1957,pp.110-121, quote p.119) states: “the scientific debate over the relation
between ‘magic’ and ‘religion’ is a discussion of an artificial problem created by defining religion on
the ideal pattern of Christianity. The elements of man’s beliefs and ceremonies... which did not
coincide with the ideal type of religion was — and is — called ‘magic’..."Magic’ became — and still
becomes — a refuse-heap for the elements which are not sufficiently ‘valuable’ to get a place within

T "

‘religion’.
'O Frazer states (The Golden Bough, p.51) that magic treats the spiritual powers “exactly in the same
fashion as it treats inanimate objects, that is, it constrains or coerces instead of conciliating or
propitiating them as religion would do.”



Bough.'" Whilst the Victorian anthropologists and antiquarians relied upon the great
number of witness reports which flooded into Britain from travellers who had first
hand contact with the extremities of the British Empire, others were actively
researching ‘primitive’ societies. In his fieldwork on the Melanesian fringes of
Australia, Malinowski observed a sharp distinction between science and magixc..12 He
quickly realised that magic was an everyday occurrence and was intrinsic to society in
the Trobriand Islands. In negation of the standpoint of Frazer and Tylor, Malinowski
sharply demarcated that which belonged to the 'profane' world such as science, and
that which belonged to the 'sacred' world, such as magic and religion."”” He also
rejected the Victorian idea of progression from magic to science, passing religion on
the way; he saw that in the Trobriand Island society there existed both magic and

science, as well as a nebulous concept of religion.'* Magic, though based on a false

conception of cause and effect, served a sociological and psychological need of the
islanders.!” When technology and science failed, magic took over and the islanders

had complete faith in its efficacy. Malinowski believed that the magic he encountered

was most effective in influencing people and changing their 1deas and perceptions.

Above all else magic was a social phenomenon which involved more than just the

individual.

' On Malinowski’s regard for Frazer see Magic, Science and Religion and Other Essays, Garden
City, N.Y., Doubleday, 1948, pp.93ff.

'z B.Malinowski, The Trobriand Islands, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1915, Coral Gardens and their
Magic; a Study of the Methods of Tilling the Soil and of Agricultural Rites in the Trobriand Islands (2
volumes), Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1935, Magic, Science and Religion and Other Essays, Garden
City, N.Y., Doubleday, 1948.

' Malinowski, Magic, Science and Religion and Other Essays, pp.79-87.

'% Malinowski, Magic, Science and Religion and Other Essays, p.85: “There are no peoples however
primitive without religion and magic. Nor are there, it must be added at once, any savage races lacking
either in the scientific attitude or in science.”

', In this sense, Malinowski could be seen to be following Frazerian categorisations. See further,

F.H.Cryer, Divination in Ancient Israel and its Near Eastern Environment, A Socio-Historical
Investigation, Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press, 1994, pp.68-70.



Among the most debated topics conceming magic 1s its relationship to
religion. Many philosophers and sociologists, including Durkheim, Mauss, Levy-
Bruhl and Evans-Pntchard, have written on this subject, generally rejecting the
standpoint of Tylor and Frazer in which religion and magic are grouped together on a
progressional ladder of human evolution.'® Thus Durkheim focused on the context of
the rite, suggesting that the difference between magic and religion was to be found in
social attitudes and settings. Magic was a purely individual pursuit for Durkheim,
which he paints as taking place in secrecy and seclusion; with this he contrasts his
view of religion, which is portrayed as a social phenomenon which takes place in
public and which has no secrets.'” This view was taken up by his nephew, Mauss,
who suggested that a magical rite is any rite which does not play a part 1n organised
cults; it is private, secret, mysterious and approaches the limit of a prohibited rite.'® In
A General Theory of Magic, Mauss argued that magical acts should be defined by
their contexts and not by the structure of the rite.!” He observed that magical acts were

repeatable though only enacted in the same social context each time, that the magician

was a socially defined, often secretive, individual and that, at its basic level magic
was simply the art of change and of changing. An important point concerning the
Victorian and colonial theorists, however, is that their theories of magic were based

upon the observation of a small number of ‘primitive’ cultures, from which they often

' E.Durkheim, Les formes élémentaires de la vie religieuse, Parnis, 1912, trans. J.Swain, R.Nisbet
(ed.), The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life, 2™ ed., London, George, Allen and Unwin, 1976,
M.Mauss (written in collaboration with Henri Hubert), ‘Esquisse d’une théorie générale de Ia magie’,
in L 'Année Sociologique, 1902-1903, translation from Sociologie et anthropologie, 1950, reprinted as
A General Theory of Magic, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1972, L.Lévy-Bruhl, How Natives
Think, London, George, Allen and Unwin, 1926, E.E.Evans-Pritchard, Witchcraft, Oracles, and Magic
Among the Azande, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1937.

'7 . Whilst religion served to “unite into one single moral community” (1976, p.47), magic in contrast
“does not result in binding together those who adhere to it, nor in uniting them into a group leading a
common life” (1976, p.44).

'* . M.Mauss (written in collaboration with Henri Hubert), 4 General Theory of Magic, London,
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1972, p.24.

' Mauss, A General Theory of Magic, pp.20-24.



extrapolated general laws of society. However, as Leach has observed, there are so
many different approaches from a plethora of cultures that no single theory seems to

account for all the data.®® The dictionary quotation at the start of this section is,

perhaps, as far as we can go in this respect.

The contribution of sociologists such as Malinowski, Durkheim and Mauss
was to change the perception of the subject of magic from being an inferior subset of
religion to a distinct and important element of society in its own nght. In the old
Victorian methodologies there had always been an ill-defined and somewhat hazy
division between magic and religion. Research into ancient magic has received great
benefit from these more recent sociologists and anthropologists, as their work

constitutes a concerted effort to define magic and religion, and to i1dentify where the

two overlap and where they differ. In so doing, a number of authors, not least of them
Levy-Bruhl, have highlighted the idea of mysticism and its role in both magic and

religion.”’ Much of Levy-Bruhl's early work was dedicated to the subject of what he

referred to as primitive mentality as distinct from western logic. Opposed to the
progressionist theories of Tylor and Frazer, he proposed that the mind of ancient man
was fundamentally different from that of modemn man.** For him magic had been a
greater part of society in the past, as can be witnessed from modem ethnographic
research, and man's mind worked on different levels according to the context; in

magical rituals the mystical mentality had the greatest role to play. Although Levy-

Bruhl questioned the Frazerian divisions between magic and religion, he was still

0 Having observed a wide array of approaches and theories E.Leach (Social Anthropology, Oxford,
Oxford University Press, 1982, p.133) was forced to admit that “as for magic, which readers of Fraser’s
The Golden Bough might suppose to lie at the very centre of the anthropologist’s interests, after a
lifetime’s career as a professional anthropologist, I have almost reached the conclusion that the word
has no meaning whatsoever.”

21 Lévy-Bruhl, How Natives Think, pp.23-27.

22 Lévy-Bruhl, How Natives Think, p.44: “primitives perceive nothing in the same way as we do.”



influenced by the evolutionary framework; his work may serve as a prime example of
the power and influence which the earliest models were able to hold on later
theorists.”> More recent theories have adopted a wide variety of interpretative

frameworks, from Tambiah’s suggestion that magic should be seen as a form of
rhetorical art which communicates via symbolism,”* Glucklich’s attempt to define
magic through the idea of the ‘magical experience’ and its corresponding mindset,*
and even modern versions of the intellectualist categorisations from theorists like

Goody, Jarvie, and Horton.”® We might note, too, the work of Marrett who observed

that any distinction between religion and magic i1s an artificial construct, created

through the illusions of ethnocentric projection and historical distortion.*’

Of particular importance in this discussion of the modern theories of magic,

however, 1s the extent to which modemn approaches have been conditioned and

influenced by the work of the earliest theorists, who were keen, for polemical and
cultural reasons, to represent magic as an exclusively negative category of human

behaviour. In this manner the term ‘magic’ has been stigmatised; in the dictionary
quotation given at the beginning of this section we may observe that the popular
notion of magic involves such ideas as trickery, illusion and deception. In the works
of Frazer and Tylor, influenced by centuries of religious thinking on the subject, it

was such negative facets of the term which were to be at the core of what they

2 | Cunningham, Religion and Magic, pp.56-58.

#  8.J.Tambiah, Culture, Thought and Social Action: An Anthropological Perspective, Cambridge
MA, Harvard University Press, 1985, and Magic, Science, Religion and the Scope of Rationality,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1990.

| A.Glucklich, The End of Magic, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1997.

% _ J.Goody, ‘Religion and Ritual: a Definition Problem,’ British Journal of Sociology 12, 1961,
pp.142-164, 1.C.Jarvie, The Revolution in Anthropology, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964,
R.Horton, ‘African Traditional Thought and Western Science,’ in B.R.Wilson (ed.), Rationality,

Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 1970, pp.50-71.
7 RR.Marrett, The Threshold of Religion, London, Metheun, 1914. See further, M. and R.Wax, ‘The

Notion of Magic’, Current Anthropology 4, 1963, pp.495-518, and D.Hammond, ‘Magic: A Problem in
Semantics’, American Anthropologist 72, 1970, pp.1349-1356.
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believed magic to be. Any positive appreciation was discarded, and an artificial
polarised opposition was created between religion (positive) and magic (negative).
The legacy of this dichotomy has affected not only research into modem forms of
magic, but also the appreciation of ancient cultures who practised rituals which were
automatically condemned as negatively defined magic. This thesis will endeavour to
escape this judgemental dichotomy, and thus attempt a rehabilitation of the term
magic in its application to the ancient world. In essence, then, ‘magic’ will be used in
an advised and cautious manner, and care will be taken to resist modern theories of

magic which only serve to distort the personal and nuanced representation of magic

and magicians made by Josephus.

As can be seen from this discussion, there is a wide array of theories of magic.

The early work in this field by Frazer and Tylor has been highly influential, and in
many senses it is now difficult to avoid the dichotomy between magic and religion
which they proposed. More recent work though, especially in the field of ancient
magic, has shown that such distinctions are artificial orderings of the evidence at best,
and at worst are heavily prejudiced approaches which occult the true approach to
magic and religion adopted by the societies in question.”® Although this thesis will not
be adopting, for reasons which I will shortly be exploring, any of the theoretical
approaches to magic explored in this section, this review has been essential to the

consideration of how magic has been studied and defined. Not only have the most

important approaches been analysed, it has also been made quite clear that any

*® . So H.S.Versnel, (‘Some Reflections on the Relationship Magic-Religion’, Numen 38, 1991, pp.177-
197), who advocates a broad approach to ancient magic which focuses primarily on Graeco-Roman
terminology rather than the heuristic tools of modern thought. We might note, too, the advertising
summary for the recent work edited by T.Klutz, Magic in the Biblical World (London, T&T Clark,
2003), which states that the “category ‘magic’, long used to signify an allegedly substantive type of
activity distinguishable form ‘religion’, has nearly been dismantled by recent theoretical developments
in religious studies.”
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division between religion and magic is arbitrary. Moreover, no one theory of magic
can be said to be all-encompassing of human experience; as Evans-Pritchard suggests,
it may be more useful to speak of ‘religio-magical’ phenomena, dismissing in the
process the idea of ‘religion’ and ‘magic’ as mutually exclusive categories capable of
clear distinction.”” The most important consideration when reviewing the classical
theories of magic is that they are structures which are imposed on the evidence, often
in an attempt to provide a universal classification; in this manner such theories suffer
from cultural relativism, and from the prejudices of the theorists own era. In contrast,
the approach of this thesis will be based upon a close reading of Josephus’ own
magical terminology; his evidence will not be pigeon-holed in an artificial structure,
as might be advocated by some of the above theorists, but rather we will allow him to
speak for himself, This terminological approach. will be dealt with below but, to
conclude this section, we will note that the true definition of magic shifts from society
to society, and age to age. There is no singular and all embracing definition of magic;

as a result we will focus our attention on Josephus’ own approach.

The Study of Magic in Antiquity — The Importance of Terminology

Despite the integral nature of magic in ancient societies and religions, it is a
subject which has been relatively neglected by classical scholars, mainly because of

modern 1deologies which see magic as a figment of the imagination, a past time for

* | E.E.Evans-Pritchard, Theories of Primitive Religion, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1965,
pp.110-114.
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the eccentric, and a diametric opposite of science and its worldview.”° However, the
publication of the second edition of Preisendenz’s Papyri Graecae Magicae: Die
griechischen Zauberpapyri, the pre-eminent collection of Greek magical texts,
represents a watershed in the study of ancient magic.”! This work instigated a
paradigm shift in attitudes towards magic amongst classical scholars, and instigated
numerous publications of individual magical texts as well as several collections of
translated primary sources. Such a growth in scholarship has, naturally enough, led to
a number of debates concerning the theory of magic, some of which have proposed

radical alterations to the traditional ideas concerning magic and religion. For instance,
the volume Ancient Christian Magic: Coptic Texts of Ritual Power has been widely
criticised for its attempts to drop the term magic from scholarly discourse, replacing it

with the nebulous term ‘ritual power’.>* Such controversies represent the fluid nature

of the field of study, as well as the extent to which the shortcomings of the traditional
ethnographic approaches have been exposed. Indeed, the very fact that the Greek

magical papyri include not only spells but also prayers, has shown that the traditional

% Indeed, even at the beginning of the twentieth century, a time when classical scholarship was in its
heyday, magical texts needed to be carefully handled. For instance, when one of the founding fathers of
the modern interest in ancient magic, Albrecht Dieterich (1866-1908), announced a seminar to discuss
the Papyri Graecae Magicae he made no mention of ‘magic’, instead referring to ‘Selected Pieces

from the Greek Papyri’.
! K.Preisendenz (ed.), Papyri Graecae Magicae: Die griechischen Zauberpapyri, 2 vols.,

Leipzig/Berlin, Tuebner, 1929-1931, second ed. By A.Henrichs, Stuttgart, Tuebner, 1973-1974, A third
volume was unfortunately destroyed by the bombing of Leipzig during the Second World War. The
English translation with useful commentaries and additional Coptic texts is H.D.Betz (ed.), The Greek

Magical Papyri in Translation Including the Demotic Spells, Chicago/London, 1986, second ed., 1992,
*2 . For instance P.Schéfer in his essay ‘Magic and Religion in Ancient Judaism’ in P.Schifer and

H.G.Kippenberg (eds.), Envisioning Magic: A Princeton Seminar and Symposium, Leiden, E.J.Brill,
pp.19-43, notes that the title and subtitle of the volume by Meyer and Smith provide a ‘marvellous
example of the dilemma, or rather confusion, of the editors’ (p.25, n.25) in their efforts to replace the
term ‘magic’. As Meyer and Smith note this field of study has long been handicapped by religious and
scientific interpretations of magic; “Various theories — at times theologically biased, culturally one-
sided, chronologically self-congratulatory — have been advanced to show that ‘magic’ is bad religion,
bad science, bad medicine.” They argue that these definitions and descriptions are ultimately rooted in
Graeco-Roman polemic and Protestant anti-Roman Catholic statements. However, their suggestion of
replacing the term magic with ritual power is somewhat akin to throwing out the baby with the
bathwater, and only serves to obscure the matter. Magic should be defined, and scholars should be
aware of the history of terminology and polemic concerning the language of magic, without the
rejection of common terminology. Ritual power is such a nebulous term that its use only serves to
obscure the 1ssue.
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dichotomy between religion and magic seen in Frazerian intellectualist theories
cannot be supported in the period under question.® In contrast to modem
intellectualist and functionalist theories of magic then, Pritchard’s idea of the magico-

religious ritual, allied to the importance of terminology as highlighted by scholars

such as Graf, Gager and Dickie, creates a much more appropriate paradigm for

studying Graeco-Roman magic.**

As many of the recent volumes of articles on magic in the ancient world point
out, these collections of scholarship are focal poiﬁts In the renaissance of the study of
ancient magic; they represent a new appreciation of magic and its ancient texts and
practitioners.”> In Magic in the Ancient World, one of the few modem monographs on

the subject, Graf provides a brief review of this renaissance, discussing the various

schools of thought and study in America and Europe.’® He stresses that such groups
represent the re-emergence of ancient magic as a scholarly field of study, being

marked by an enthusiasm which earlier characterized the ‘heroic era’ of religious

studies at the turn of the twentieth century.’’ This re-emergence may be seen in

>, See further H.D.Betz, ‘Introduction to the Greck Magical Papyri’, in The Greek Magical Papyri in
Translation, Including the Demotic Spells, 2™, ed., Chicago, Chicago University Press, 1992, pp.xli-liii
and H.G.Kippenberg, ‘Magic in Roman Civil Discourse: Why Rituals Could be Illegal’, in P.Schifer
and H.G.Kippenberg (eds.), Envisioning Magic, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1997, pp.137-163.

** . Here the observations of D.Frankfurter (‘Ritual Expertise in Roman Egypt and the Problem of the
Category “Magician’’, in P.Schifer and H.G.Kippenberg (eds.), Envisioning Magic, Leiden, E.J.Brill,
1997, pp.115-135) are particularly apposite for he shows how the Egyptian priest functioned as a
magician, and illustrates the role that the Christian dichotomy of religion and magic had in labelling
this figure a ‘magos’.

*> . To give but one example, T.Klutz (‘Reinterpreting “Magic” in the World of Jewish and Christian
Scripture: An Introduction’, in T.Klutz (ed.) Magic in the Biblical World, From the Rod of Aaron to the
Ring of Solomon, London, T&T Clark, 2003, pp.1-11) notes in his introduction that the last quarter of a
century has seen a ‘quiet but impressive’ advance in the study of magico-religious phenomena in
ancient Jewish and Christian culture, a situation due not only to the publication of increasing numbers
of magical texts, but also to the re-evaluation of traditional theories of magic. His volume is testament
to both facets of the growth in studies in ancient magic.

*®  F.Graf, Magic in the Ancient World, London, Harvard University Press, 1997, pp.9-10.

*7 | Graf sees that the recent increase in the publication of ancient magical texts “provides hope,
suggesting that our own era will probably see the slow growth of interest similar to that aroused by
magic in the past, during what could be called the heroic era of religious studies at the turn of the
century, the interest that it met with and continues to meet with in anthropological research, French,
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several 1mportant articles concerning new approaches to magic in the ancient world,
as well as a growing number of source books’ and general introductions.”® Of
particular importance for mapping out these new approaches are the influential works

of Versnel, Aune, and Segal, all of whom adopt a cautious methodology to the
interpretation of ancient magic.”® Each of these authors emphasize the problems
which modemn theories of magic can have in the exploration of Graeco-Roman magic,
as well as suggesting that magic, in our period, was no more than an alternate, though

often unsanctioned, form of religious experience. However, it must be noted that in
the field of theory there is no consensus among scholars, and many works on magic in

ancient contexts are prefaced by a short discussion of definitions, approaches and

methodologies.

That this is the case should not be surprising, for the ancients themselves had a
somewhat ambiguous attitude towards magic and rarely attempted a definitive

theoretical and abstract summary of its nature. However, 1t can be seen that, at least in

terminological terms, the Graeco-Roman era was highly significant in the history of
theories of magic.*! As Graf shows, it is this terminology which is at the root of our

modemn discussions; moreover he identifies this period as the first step on the

German, and English. Diachronically, the renewed interest in magic in Christian culture must be added,
whether in that of the Middle Ages, the Renaissance, or the contemporary era.” F.Graf, Magic in the

Ancient World, p.10.
°% _D.Ogden, Magic, Witchcraft, and Ghosts in the Greek and Roman Worlds, Oxford, Oxford

University Press, 2002, G.Luck, Arcana Mundi: Magic and the Occult in the Greek and Roman
Worlds, London, John Hopkins University Press, 1983.

* . N.Janowitz, Magic in the Roman World, London, Routledge, 2001, B.Ankarloo and S.Clark (eds.),
Witchcraft and Magic in Europe; Volume 1 Ancient Greece and Rome, London, The Athlone Press,
1999,

. Versnel, ‘Some Reflections’, D.E.Aune, ‘Magic in Early Christianity’, ANRW 2:23:2, 1980,

A F.Segal, ‘Hellenistic Magic: Some Questions of Definition’, in R.van den Broek and
M.J.Vermaseren (eds.), Studies in Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religions, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1981,

.349-375.
E'p As Graf shows (Magic in the Ancient World, pp.30-35), the embryonic idea of a categorical

difference between magic and religion can be observed, to a degree, in Plato; the development of the
schism between the two, however, finds its greatest impetus in the Christian age.
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theoretical hiving off of magic from religion, a process in which terminology became
crucial.* Yet, whilst Graf can identify the proto-type of modern distinctions between
religion and magic in the works of Plato, such evidence 1s singular and its dichotomy
is not supported by other Greek and Roman materials. Thus, Segal shows how ‘white’
magic is subsumed under the category of religion in the early imperial Roman
period.*’ Indeed, as Nock famously observed of the Roman world before Christianity:
“There is not, then, as with us, a sphere of magic 1n contrast to the sphere of
religion.”** Although we can recognise elements of ritual and religion which we

might term ‘magical’ by our own modern Western definitions, ancient authors and

legislators were not as eager to apply magical terminology.

Whilst we see a marked negativity surrounding magic in modern appraisals,
from Frazer’s idea of primitive thought and superstition to Durkheim’s anti-social
behaviour, the situation in antiquity was much more fluid, as magical terminology did

not automatically signal disapproval or relate to a negative viewpoint. Thus, we have

the positive accounts of the Persian magi given by Herodotus, as well as the later
echoes of this view in Cicero, Catallus, and Philo.*> We must avoid, therefore, an
automatic condemnation of magic as part of our approach to ancient magic. Such a

point has been noted by several recent authors who suggest that magic 1s essentially a

1-46

form of religious ntual.™ Such an attitude runs contrary to the traditional relationships

between magic, science and religion, formulated in the works of Tylor, Frazer, and

‘2 Graf, Magic in the Ancient World, pp.41-44. Sce further Dickie’s discussion (Magic and Magicians,
pjp.20-21) of the importance of Graf’s work in this respect.

¥, Segal, Hellenistic Magic, p.358.

*. A.D.Nock, ‘Paul and the Magus’, in Essays on Religion in the Ancient World, edited by Z.Stewart,
Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1972, pp.308-330, quote p.314.

*> . Herodotus, Histories, 1.101, 1071F, 120, 128, 140, 7.19, 37, 43, Cicero, De legibus, 2.26, De
divinatione, 1.46, 91, Catallus, Carmina 90, Philo, Quod Omnis Probus Liber Sit, 74.

4 So for instance, Schifer, ‘Magic and Religion in Ancient Judaism®, pp.19-43,and D.Frankfurter,
‘Ritual Expertise in Roman Egypt and the Problem of the Category “Magician™’, in Envisioning Magic,

pp.115-136.
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Malinowski, which see magic as a form of superstition, primitive or corrupt religion,
or as early, yet deeply flawed, examples of science. Indeed, one critical commentator

has suggested that these standard dichotomies resemble “nothing as much as the

endless shuffling and re-dealing of a deck of but three cards.”™’

As the emic or ‘inside’ view as used by modern anthropologists in their
fieldwork has largely been rejected as a methodological position by scholars of the
ancient world, it has been necessary that such arguments over the positioning of
science, religion, and magic have taken place.*® In looking at the subject of magic,
and in forming our own definitions of the term, it may be more fruitful if a primary
distinction is made between magic and non-magic, and secondly between positive and
negative forms of magic, rather than between constructs of a personal viewpoint such
as religion and science. In order to do so it will become rapidly apparent that
terminology is key to the study of ancient magic and an analysis of language will
serve to constitute an approach which is not hampered by cultural prejudice or
relativism. This survey of Josephus’ attitude towards magic will, then, be firmly based
upon his particular use of magical language. Whilst these matters will be dealt with
more fully in Chapter 2 it will be noted that Graeco-Roman magic is neither contained
nor defined by actions, but in terminology. Hence, in this thesis I will be basing my
approach on a close analysis and comparison of magical terminology, rather than on

any artificial theory of Graeco-Roman magic.

*". C.R.Phillips III, ‘The Sociology of Religious Knowledge in the Roman Empire to A.D. 284,
ANRW 16:3, 1986, pp.2677-2773, quote p.2732.
%, Versnel, ‘Some reflections’, p.144.
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Magic in Second Temple Judaism

Although magic in biblical literature, the primary source for Josephus’ three
case studies, will be dealt with in detail in the next chapter it is important to note the
wider framework of debates and approaches which have been adopted towards Jewish
magic. The biblical corpus itself overtly projects a very negative appraisal of magic,
seeing it as a purely negative, illegal, and harmful species of religious practice; 1t 1s
this appraisal which, as Thomas shows, was particularly influential in the theories of
Frazer and Tylor.*’ It is not surprising, then, that the earliest reviews of Jewish magic,
roughly contemporaneous with the work of these theorists, adopted a negative
interpretation of magic. As might be expected the evolutionist theories of magic,
derived in part from the false dichotomy proposed by the Bible between Israelite
‘religion’ and the ‘magic’ of the nations, were highly influential in the early
appreciation of Jewish magic.”® Such influences were powerful enough to convince
Trachtenberg that distinctively Jewish forms of magic did not exist in the Second
Temple Period, and that Deuteronomic law was the last word on the subject in the
period. This view was supported, seemingly, by the fact that the syncretistic magical

papyri in which distinctively Jewish elements are to be found only date to Talmudic

times.”!

¥ . K.V.Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic, London, Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1971, and
‘An Anthropology of Religion and Magic 11, The Journal of Interdisciplinary History 6, 1975, pp.91-

109.
** . The most important early summary of ancient Jewish maglc despite being heavily influenced by

Frazerian notions, is L.Blau, Das altjiidische Zauberwesen, 2™ ed., Berlin, Louis Lamm, 1914,
*! . H.D.Betz, ‘Introduction to the Greek Magical Papyri’, in The Greek Magical Papyri in Translation,

Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1996, pp.xli-liii.
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However, as Hull has shown, there are strong reasons in support of the idea
that these texts are late versions of a very lengthy tradition of Jewish magic, one
which stretched far back into the Second Temple period.”* As a result we may see the

laws of the Bible on magic not as provisions for a Platonic utopian society, but rather
as measures to address and control some of the magical practices of the Israelites and
Jews. If Hull is correct, it would appear that some Jews in the Second Temple Period
were doing precisely what biblical law prohibited with regards to magic. Indeed, we
might note in this respect the magical practices of the Dead Sea Scrolls sect.” In a

similar manner, we have a number of Second Temple authors and works, such as
Artapanus, Pseudo-Eupolemus, and Jubilees, which all make mention of the
connections between Jewish heroes and magic.>* However, such observations, which
show magic to be a facet of every epoch of Jewish history, arrived too late for some

scholars. Thus, evolutionistic interpretations of magic based on Frazer and Tylor, may

also be seen in the works of Davies and Guillaume, who offer the earliest explorations
of Jewish divination, and in that of Rogerson, who provides a summary of the Old

Testament’s worldview of magic and miracle. Davies imagines magic as a ‘survival’
from a more primitive, pre-religion, phase of society though he does observe that “it is

hard to say when exactly the magician resigns, and the priest enters upon office” as

2 ] M.Hull, Hellenistic Magic and the Synoptic Tradition, London, SCM Press, 1974, pp.20-27. See
further, M.Smith, ‘The Jewish Elements in the Magical Papyri’, in S.J.D.Cohen (ed.) Studies in the
Cult of Yahweh, N.Y ., E.J.Brill, 1996, pp. 242-256.

> A.Lange states (‘The Essene Position on Magic and Divination’, in M.Bernstein, F.Garcia
Martinez, and J.Kampen (eds.), Legal Texts and Legal Issues: Proceedings of the Second Meeting of
the International Organization for Qumran Studies, Cambridge 1995, Published in Honour of Joseph
M. Baumgarten, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1997, pp.377-435, quote p.408) that “the non-Essene texts from
Qumran demonstrate that magic and divination were not perceived in late Second Temple times as
independent entities but were an integral part of Jewish belief and thought’. Likewise, P.S.Alexander
(““Wrestling Against Wickedness in High Places”: Magic in the Worldview of the Qumran
Community’, in S.E.Porter and C.E.Evans (eds.), The Scrolls and the Scriptures: Qumran Fifty Years
After, Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press, 1997, pp. 318-337) observes the problematic place of the
Essene magical practices within Jewish law at Qumran.

** . Artapanus, fr.3, 26-37, cf.fr.1, 1, Pseudo-Eupolemus, fr.1,1-9, Jubilees, 8.1-4, 10.1-14.
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well as that “all magic is a sort of religion.”> Guillaume, following Frazer, was able
to state that “the progress of religion ... is in proportion to its success in freeing itself
from the legacy of the medicine man and magician until it attains to a living
communion with the object of worship.”® Finally Rogerson, although referring to
‘magico-religious ceremonies’ nevertheless assigns magic to the practice of ‘the
ordinary people’ who have turned away from Israel; again an evolutionistic view
which denies any positive form of magic in the Bible or in Jewish society.”’ Even in
more modern appraisals the early works of Blau and Trachtenberg remain highly
influential. In this category we may place Barclay’s brief appraisal of magic as a form
of cultural assimilation between Jews and non-Jews.”® Although Barclay notes the
difficulties in differentiating magic from religion, he nevertheless relies upon the

definition of magic as a secret act, an essentially negative interpretation which is

clearly based upon earlier evolutionary views.

Despite the influence of Frazerian approaches, the subject of Jewish magic in

the Second Temple Period has received a good degree of positive modern comment.
Indeed, as with its Graeco-Roman counterpart, this field is witnessing something of a
modern revival in which the biases of the past are being set aside, and in which magic
can be spoken of in connection to Judaism without the implicit sense of negativity
which clouded earlier views. Symptomatic of this new scholarship 1s the work of

Alexander, who suggests that to “fail to consider magic would be to neglect an area of

immense importance in the study of early Judaism” and that “magic flourished among

> T.W.Davies, Magic, Divination, and Demonology Among the Hebrews and Their Neighbours,
London, 1898, p.3.

*° . A.Guillaume, Prophecy and Divination, London, 1938, p.390

°7 . J.Rogerson, ‘The World-view of the Old Testament’, in Beginning Old Testament Study, London,

SPCK, 1983, pp.64-66.
** JM.G.Barclay, Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora, From Alexander to Trajan (323 BCE - 117

CE), Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1998, pp.119-123,.
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the Jews despite strong and persistent condemnation by the religious authority.”” In
respect of this more positive appreciation of magic, the work of Smith has proven to
be something of a watershed; Jesus the Magician was a work which attempted to

break down the ngid boundaries between magic and religion, showing not only that
definitions arose from self-interest, but also that different interpretations and
judgements can be made of the same magico-religious event or ritual.®’ Likewise, the
recent works of Schifer, Cryer, Gager and Romer, have re-assessed the place of

magic in ancient Judaism, employing a wider ranging and less negative dr:—:ﬁnitio,n.‘s'1

Such scholarship has enabled us to speak of magic in the Bible, as well as in
Second Temple Judaism, without focusing exclusively on the biblical laws; as a
result, Cryer is able to conclude that “ancient Isracl was a ‘magic society’, like those
around her”.% Although there is little archacological or papyrological evidence of
magic in the Second Temple Period (the Bible and parabiblical literature remaining

the main storehouse and inspiration of Jewish magic in this period), the sources we do

have speak of a society which accords well with Cryer’s comments. To take one
example, the second book of Maccabees reports that the Jewish soldiers of Judah

Maccabee were in the habit of wearing magical amulets for protection despite, as the

% _ P.S.Alexander, ‘Incantations and Books of Magic’, in E.Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People
in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.—A.D. 135), English version revised and edited by G.Vermes,
F.Millar, and M.Goodman, Vol. III, part 1, Edinburgh, 1986, pp.342-347. The fact that this article
appears in such an influential work on Jewish studies in antiquity is a clear indicator of the new, more

ositive, appraisals of magic.

. M.Smuth, Jesus the Magician, N.Y., Harper & Row, 1978.

°! . Schifer, ‘Magic and Religion in Ancient Judaism’, pp.137-163, F.H.Cryer, Divination in Ancient
Israel and its Near Eastern Environment,; A Socio-Historical Investigation, Sheffield, Sheffield
University Press, 1994, J.Gager, ‘Moses the Magician: Hero of an Ancient Counter-Culture?’, Helios
21:2, 1994, pp.179-188, T.C.R6mer, ‘Competing Magicians in Exodus 7-9: Interpreting Magic in the
Priestly Theology’, in T.Klutz (ed.), Magic in the Biblical World, from the rod of Aaron to the ring of
Solomon, London, T&T Clark, 2003, pp.12-22.
52 . Cryer, Divination in Ancient Israel, p.324.
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text reminds us, the provision against this made in biblical law.®’ In speaking of
Josephus then, we will be conscious of this new wave of positive scholarship on the
question of magic, not least in respect to the idea that positive forms of magic may be

found in Judaism despite the provisions of the Bible. In addition, I will make
extensive use of the sources which are available to us from the Second Temple period

in my three case studies, from sources as diverse as Artapanus, Pseudo-Philo, and the

Dead Sea Scrolls.

Previous Scholarship on Magic in Josephus

Until relatively recent times the subject of magic was a neglected facet of

Josephus’ worldview. Of course, this is not surprising when we consider the nature of

studies in Graeco-Roman magic in general, allied to the dominant image of Josephus

as, first and foremost, a resource for political history during the period of Roman

domination over Judea.* One exception to this general rule might be seen in the work
of MacRae, one of the first explorers of Josephus’ attitude towards the supernatural
and miraculous.®’ He emphasised the rational nature of Josephus’ attitude towards
these subjects, suggesting that Josephus was somewhat ahead of his times in

discounting the reality of many miraculous events from the Bible. This is not to say,

®3 .2 Macec. 12:39. See further, J.Goldin, ‘The Magic of Magic and Superstition’, in E.S.Fiorenza (ed.),
Aspects of Religious Propaganda in Judaism and Early Christianity, London, University of Notre
Dame press, 1978, pp.115-148.

® . Commenting on the reluctance of scholarship to address the occult in Josephus, M.Smith (‘The
Occult in Josephus’, in .L.H.Feldman and G.Hata (eds.), Josephus, Judaism and Christianity, Detroit,
Wayne State University Press, pp.236-256, quote p.236) states that this feature “is not prominent in
Josephus’ work, where military and political history and court intrigue hold the centre of the stage,
while religion, in the background, figures mainly as a cause and condition of actions and as a matter of
legal observances and historical claims, anything but occult.”

6 . G.MacRae, ‘Miracle in the Antiquities of Josephus’, in C.F.D.Moule (ed.), Miracles, London,
A.R.Mowbray and Co. Ltd., 1965, pp.128-147.
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however, that Josephus did not believe in the miraculous; as MacRae rightly observes,
Josephus also supports the ideas of prophecy and portentous prediction. In this
manner, he observes a categorical difference in Josephus’ thought between magic and
religion, using the example of Moses’ contest of magic with the Egyptian priests to
show how the two differ, and of how miracles can be considered ‘true’ and magic
‘false’. This dichotomy is also adopted by later authors such as Betz and Moehring,
who discount any possibility that Josephus may have believed that magic was a
supernatural possibility as much as he did regarding the miraculous.®® However, it
must be realised that these works define magic as a form of deception and as a
condition of ignorance; for the authors there is a clear difference between religion
(and its miracles) and magic (and its deceiving of perception). Magic hardly features
in the works of these authors; nothing is said concerning Josephus’ belief in it, nor is
mention made of his repeated use of magical terminology. Even in more wide-ranging
works on Josephus as historian, such as the influential work of Rajak, magic is only
referred to fleetingly and is accorded no great significance. She states that “there are
occasions where Josephus shows interest in some kinds of magical speculation and he
appears to have faith in the capacities of genuine prophets.”®” As I will demonstrate,

this is something of an understatement concerning the multiple forms and instances of

magical terminology which Josephus includes in all his works.

% . 0.Betz, ‘Miracle in the Writings of Flavius Josephus®, in L.H.Feldman and G.Hata (eds.), Josephus,
Judaism and Christianity, Detroit, Wayne State University Press, 1987, pp.212-235, H.R.Moehring,
‘Rationalization of Miracles in the Writings of Flavius Josephus’, StEv 6, 1973, pp.376-383.

°7  T.Rajak, Josephus: The Historian and His Society, 2% ed., London, Duckworth and Co., 2002,
p.xii. This is the only reference to magic, indeed to the supernatural, which Rajak makes in this
introduction to Josephus.
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A more positive approach to magic in the works of Josephus, however, may be

seen in the works of Smith, Duling, Bloch and Gagc=:r.63 These authors are more
interested in exploring the area of magic in Josephus, refusing to discount the subject

as some form of defective logic, instead addressing the subtlety and precision with
which Josephus employs magical terminology. Smith’s work serves to open a door
into ‘occulted’ subjects in Josephus, amongst which we may count magic. His
conclusion, that the occult is much more than simply a decorative element for
Josephus, is an important observation which is at the core of this thesis. Likewise,
Duling observes the neglect of the subject of magic in scholarly investigations of
Josephus, and is forced to admit, following a discussion of Josephus’ miracle stories,
that our author has a number of similar accounts of magic. For Bloch, Josephus is a
source of positive comment on the subject of magic, with his portrait of Moses
seeking to not only avoid the more negative aspects of an association with magic, but
also to echo the image of the great lawgiver of Judaism as a powerful magician who

used his powers for the good of his people. Bloch observes that Josephus seeks to

represent Jewish magic as something compatible with Roman society, and which
would not pose a threat to the political establishment. Finally, Gager’s work serves to
explore the specifics of magic in Josephus’ account of Moses’ serpent confrontation at

the court of Pharaoh, and views Ant. as a reactionary account of the founder of
Judaism as a super-magician. These four authors have shown that magic in the works

of Josephus is a subject worthy of discussion and analysis, and that Josephus relates a

% . M.Smith, ‘The Occult in Josephus’, in L.H.Feldman and G.Hata (eds.), Josephus, Judaism and
Christianity, Detroit, Wayne State University Press, 1987, pp.236-256, D.C.Duling, ‘The Eleazar
Miracle and Solomon’s Magical Wisdom in Flavius Josephus’s Antiquitates Judaicae 8.42-49°, HTR
78:1-2, 1985, pp.1-25, R.S.Bloch, ‘Au-dela d’un Discors Apologétique: Flavius Joséphe et les
Magiciens,” in N.Belayche et al., Les Communités Religiouses dans le Monde Gréco-Romain, Essais de
Définition, Paris, 2003, pp.243-258, and ‘Mose und die Scharlatane, Zum Vorwurf yons kai amatedv
in Contra Apionem 2:145-161,’ in F.Siegert and J.U.Kalms (eds.), Internationales Josephus-Kolloquim
Bruxelles 1998, Munster, 1999, pp.142-157, Gager, ‘Moses the Magician: Hero of an Ancient Counter-

Culture?’, pp.179-188.
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number of events which have been categorized as ‘magical’. It will be from their lead
that this thesis will progress; however, my work will constitute the first truly in-depth
analysis of magic in Josephus, one which not only analyses the subtlety of each
instance of Josephus’ magical language, but which also assesses his specific
employments across three detailed case studies. In so doing I hope not only to support
the idea that Josephus held an interest in magic, in both positive and negative forms,
as a fundamental aspect of his society and culture(s), but also to push back the

boundaries of our knowledge concemning this aspect of his works.

Methodology

No dedicated study has been made concerning the nature of magic in the
works of Josephus, though there has been a degree of discussion on the nature of the
supernatural and the theory of miracle in his works. The present work aims to remedy

this situation and to further the study of ancient magic. Whilst Josephus does not
display any direct knowledge of the magical texts of his era, and is thus unable to

provide us with an ‘inside’ view of the magician and his art in the same manner as the
ancient magical papyri do, his views on the subject are very important for our
understanding of several important areas. I will be exploring: the image of magic and
its terminology in the first century CE in the minds of the cultural and literary elites of
Rome, amongst whom, Josephus stands as an almost unique testament to the role and
nature of magic in both the Jewish and Graeco-Roman worlds; the understanding by
Josephus concerning the biblical passages on magic and his interpretation of them in

his paraphrase of biblical literature; the understanding developed by Josephus of the
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biblical association of magic with foreign peoples and cultures, and his views on Jews
and non-Jews with regard to magic; and the views of Josephus himself as a Graeco-
Roman author, a citizen of Rome, and a social commentator. Throughout, it will be
observed that magic was a daily reality for Josephus, functioning as a part of his
world view. The incident involving Eleazar and the practice of Solomon’s style of
magic at the court of Vespasian, witnessed by Josephus himself, 1s testament to this
fact.®” This approach to magic will not be prejudiced by ‘elitist’ views which see
magic as a “crude stage in human development preceding, and only under certain
unfavourable social conditions retarding, the development of science and religion

proper”;’’ on the contrary it has much to teach us concerning Josephus’ view of his

religious and political world.

The work is split into four main chapters, one which discusses Graeco-Roman
magic and its distinctive terminology in the first century CE, and three that will

analyse the characters in question from Josephus’s Ant. Chapter 2 will lead this

general discussion, exploring the ancient history of magic and its terminology, and
attempting to explore the development of four main terms for magic and magicians
(Layds, yéns, dappakov, and pavris) which were common in the first century CE
Graeco-Roman world, and which are to be repeatedly found in the works of Josephus.
Following this, three chapters constitute case studies discussing Josephus’
paraphrasing of biblical episodes involving magic. Chapter 3 focuses on the figure of
Moses in Ant., with particular reference to the famous contest with Pharaoh’s court
magicians. Further data from Against Apion, in which Josephus defends Moses

against the charges of charlatanism, will be explored in connection with his reputation

09 Jewish Antiquities, 8.42-49.
0, A.A.Barb, ‘The Survival of Magic Arts,’ in A.Momigliano (ed.), The Conflict Between Paganism
and Christianity in the Fourth Century, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1963, pp. 100-125, quote p.100.
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for being a master magician in the Graeco-Roman world. Chapter 4 will focus on the
figure of Balaam, often thought to number among the prophets of ancient Judaism,
but who, as a non-Israelite, was heavily associated with the world of magic. Chapter §
appraises the characterisation of the witch of Endor by Josephus, and explores the
associations made between magic and the role of sanction. The aim of this work will
be to study the manner in which Josephus utilises the terminology of the first century

CE Graeco-Roman world in order to create his own theory and approach to the

subject of magic.

In particular I will explore the idea of sanction with regard to positive and
negative forms of magic. Because terminology will be the key to Josephus’
representation of magic we may detect any patterns or structures by which he employs
key terms. Essentially, it will be proposed that Josephus makes use of more negative
terminology when speaking of those who operate outside Roman law or the sanction
of the state/emperor, whilst those who, often performing similar actions, are described
by positive terminology are considered to be acceptable to the Roman order. In this

manner, Josephus’ use of magical terminology can be said to be very precise, and,

moreover, is designed and accommodated to a Graeco-Roman audience who would
recognise the differences between a pdvTis and a yons. It will become clear that
Josephus composed his works in order to appeal to a number of varied audiences;
principal amongst which, however, is that of the ruling elites of Rome. For it was this
group, as we shall see, which defined magic in Josephus’ soctety, especially in
relation to the legal standing of magic and its corresponding terminology. Hence, the

idea of sanction, namely that which Rome found acceptable, will be of paramount

importance in analysing Josephus’ approach to the magical stories of the Bible
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recounted in Ant. These issues will be further dealt with in following sections of this

introduction, and in more detail in the first chapter.

Josephus- His Life and Works

The life of Flavius Josephus was certainly not short of incident. Born in

Jerusalem in 37 CE to a priestly family which could trace their line back to the
Hasmonean high priest Jonathan (161-143 CE),”! the young Josephus was inducted
into all the major religious schools, the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes, as well as
sitting at the feet of Bannus, a wilderness ascetic.”’ However, as a member of the
nobility, Josephus was installed as the general in command of Galilean forces at the

commencement of the war with Rome in 66 CE. As the rest of Judea was shortly to
find, little could stand in the way of Rome’s legions; Josephus and his men were
captured in the following year in the city of Jotapata. It was here, as his fellow Jews
engaged in a suicide pact, that Josephus made a momentous decision, one which was
to have great ramifications for the rest of his life.”” Having been brought before the
Roman general Vespasian, Josephus claimed that God had revealed, through several
dreams, that his captor was destined to become the ruler of Rome.”* Whether

revelation or shrewd regard for the Roman political scene, Vespasian was intrigued

enough to keep Josephus as a part of his entourage, rather than sending him to Nero in

", See further Rajak, Josephus: The Historian and His Society, pp.15-18.

2, Josephus claimed to ‘follow the party of the Pharisees’ (Life 12). This statement has, however,
received critical comment; see S.Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees: A Composition-Critical
Study, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1991, pp.342-353.

>, Although Josephus did not relate his prophecies concerning Vespasian at this point, he claims (War,
3.399-408) that his survival in the aborted suicide pact was due to the fact that he had to act as God’s

messenger to announce to Vespasian his future elevation to imperial power.
" . Jewish War, 3.351-354.
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chains. Indeed, Josephus was even employed as an envoy to his people, sent by the

Romans to propose surrender.

In 69 CE, with the proclamation of Vespasian as emperor, Josephus became a
part of Titus’ entourage, eventually returning with the young general to Rome
following the conclusion of the Jewish war. Here Josephus was transformed into a
Roman citizen, living in the former family home of the Flavian dynasty, and was
provided with the resources, including a generous pension, needed for a literary
carcer. Through the patronage of the impenial family, and later the influential
freedman Epaphroditus, Josephus was able to develop his skills in the Greek language
to the point of composition in that language.”” This switch from imperial patronage to
that of a wealthy freedman was occasioned by the attitude of Domitian; although this
emperor took care to protect Josephus from the slanders of his enemies, as well as
exempting his Judean properties from tax, he was responsible for a number of anti-

Jewish measures which prompted renewed persecution, and he took little interest in

Josephus® works."

His first work, the Jewish War, appeared in the decade after the revolt against
Rome and constituted a detailed history of the events which led to the destruction of
Jerusalem. His largest work, in terms of both size and scope, the Jewish Antiquities,

was next to be written, dating to 93 or 94 CE. It consisted of a complete history of the

Jewish people from the creation to the Roman era, the first half of which is a rigorous

> Although Josephus gives a number of references to Epaphroditus (4nt. 1.8, Life, 430, Apion, 1.1,
2.1, 2.296) the true identity of this important patron is not known, though it is clear that he was a
freedman of some influence in Rome, See further S.Mason, ‘Introduction to the Judean Antiquities’, in
S.Mason and L.H.Feldman (eds.), Flavius Josephus. Translation and Commentary. Vol.3. Judean
Antiquities 1-4., Leiden, E.J.Brill, 2000, pp.xviii-xix.

', Life, 429. Rajak, Josephus: The Historian and His Society, pp.223-224.
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and creative paraphrase of the Hebrew Bible. In his final years in the late 90s CE, he
published two further works: the Life, an apologetic autobiography focused on his
time in Galilee, and Against Apion, an apologetic defence of Judaism.”” All of these

works were produced under the auspices of Roman patronage; although there is a
degree of uncertainty, it is likely that they were also all written in Rome.’® Josephus,
then, although raised in the Jewish faith and spending his early life in Judea, was no
stranger to Roman society and culture. Indeed, as Goodman remarks,’” it is more than
likely that Josephus found himself living in a home from home whilst in Rome, for

not only did he live as a property-owning nobleman,*® but he would also have been

surrounded by other Jews and Disaporan communities.®'

The Genre of the Jewish Antiquities

An important observation to be made with respect to the stated aims of this

thesis is that Ant. belongs to the genre of the rewritten Bible. This term was developed
in modern scholarship in order to describe those Jewish writings from the Second

Temple period and late antiquity which sought to offer new interpretations of the

7. On the dating of Josephus® works see E.Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of
Jesus Christ (175 B.C. — A.D. 135), new English version rev. and ed. G.Vermes, F.Millar, and
M.Goodman, Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1973-1987, vol.1, pp.46-55.

" . 8.1.D.Cohen, Josephus in Galilee and Rome: His Vita and His Development as a Historian, Leiden,
E.J.Brill, 1979, pp.8-23.

” . M.Goodman, ‘Josephus as Roman Citizen’, in F.Parente (ed.), Josephus and the History of the
Greco-Roman Period, Essays in Memory of Morton Smith, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1994, pp.329-338.

**, Although Josephus lived in the Flavian estate he also reports (Life 425) that Vespasian granted him
his own lands back in Judea.

°l. As Acts 28:17-29 shows, despite the periodic expulsions of Jews, Rome had a sizeable Jewish
presence in the time of Nero.

30



biblical books through a re-writing of scripture.®® This form of literature has a long
history within Judaism. The prime example may be seen in the biblical corpus itself
with the books of Chronicles, which attempt to re-present the history of the events of

Samuel-Kings so as to accord with the religious and political values of the early
Second Temple period. This work set out the principles of the re-written Bible;
omission of materials, supplementation of the main narrative by alternate sources, the
use of oral sources, resolution of inconsistencies, and the explanation of passages
which conflict with the re-writer’s intentions. We find these concerns 1n a number of
works, from the second century BCE Wisdom of Jesus ben Sira and the Book of

Jubilees, to the Genesis Apocryphon and the Temple Scroll from Qumran, on to the

works of Josephus and Pseudo-Philo in the first century CE.

These works were often presented as if they were biblical books, with the
authors implicitly claiming for their works an authornty equal to, or at least
approaching, scripture.” In analysing Ant., then, we are looking at one example of a
biblical re-writing or paraphrase, and must be conscious of the fact that it is a work
built upon a venerable history of instances of a similar approach. Josephus’ work may
be compared directly with the work of another biblical re-writer, Pseudo-Philo, as
well as with more abstract approaches to the Bible as we may see in Philo’s work.

However, it is clear that Josephus’ work represents a “much more systematic and

°2 | The phrase ‘rewritten Bible’ was coined by G.Vermes (Scripture and Tradition in Judaism:
Haggadic Studies, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1978) and is most prominently used in respect to Josephus by
L.H.Feldman (Studies in Josephus’ Rewritten Bible, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1998). H.Attridge (7he
Interpretation of Biblical History in the Antiquitates Judaicae of Flavius Josephus, Montana, Scholars
Press, 1976) prefers the term “paraphrase’, but to all intents and purposes this is merely an alternate
form of ‘rewritten Bible’; both terms make it clear that Josephus is a creative and critical employer of
the Bible in his Jewish Antiquities.

83 . C.T.R.Hayward, ‘Rewritten Bible’ in R.J .Coggins and J.L.Houlden (eds.), 4 Dictionary of Biblical
Interpretation, London, SCM Press, 1990, pp.595-598.
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comprehensive” paraphrase in comparison with previous works in the genre.** This is
a point repeatedly stressed by modern scholarship, most principally by Attnidge,
Sterling and Mason, who show Ant. to be an extremely creative and imaginative work
in which our author has laboured in order to produce a fitting paraphrase of the
Bible.>> Josephus will be shown, in the ensuing discussion, to be a careful and
creative author who marshalled his source materials concerning magic in order to

present the Bible to a Roman audience.

The Aims of the Jewish Antiquities

The subject of Josephus’ aims in Ant. has only recently attracted detailed

scholarly attention. Bilde, in his introduction to Josephus, laments that it is “almost

impossible to refer to any literature concerning Josephus’ aim in Ant.”*® Since then,
however, a number of important observations have been made and scholarship has

started to illuminate Josephus’ concerns and goals in his retelling of Jewish history.
Although the idea that one of Josephus’ basic aims was to compare Jewish history
favourably with that of the Romans, most principally as seen in Dionysius of
Halicarnassus’ Roman Antiquities, has long been established 1t has been repeatedly

amended and enlarged upon.®” Here I will touch upon a few of the more influential

8 L.H.Feldman, Josephus's Interpretation of the Bible, London, University of Califormia Press, 1998,

14,
£ . Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History, G.Sterling, Historiography and Self-Defintion:
Josephus, Luke-Acts and Apologetic Historiography, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1992, S.Mason, ‘Should Any
Wish to Enquire Further (ant. 1.25): The Aim and Audience of Josephus's Judean Antiquities/Life’, in
S.Mason, (ed.), Understanding Josephus,; Seven Perspectives, Sheffield, Sheffield University Press,

1998, 64-103.
86 P.Bilde, Flavius Josephus Between Jerusalem and Rome: His Life, his Works and their Importance,

Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press, 1988, p.102.
87 H.St.J.Thackeray, Josephus: The Man and the Historian, N.Y., Jewish Institute of Religion, 1929.
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studies. Schwartz suggests that 4Ant. served as a more outspoken and positive
representation of Judaism as compared to the purely pro-Roman War, and that it was
a work designed to act as propaganda for the growing Pharisaic movement at

Yavneh.®® Sterling sees the work as a form of apologetic historiography designed “to
establish the identity of the group within the setting of the larger world”.*® Attridge
emphasized the nature of Ant. as a theological history, in which Josephus observes
God’s watchful care (mpévoira) over Jew and Roman alike.” Feldman has drawn
attention to Josephus’ desire to Hellenize his narratives, especially as a mechanism for
his primary goal of rebutting anti-Jewish slanders.”’ Likewise, Rajak states that “to
achieve a kind of Hellenization is central to his whole enterprise, and a reconciliation
of the two nations is, as we know, his ultimate aim.””” Finally, Mason shows Ant. to
be a “massive effort at legitimation, seeking to demonstrate the great antiquity and
nobility of Jewish traditions”, and that it was designed to “maintain a secure place for
his people in the political-religious scene.””” Whilst Schwartz’ views on the Pharisaic

connection are lacking in direct evidence from J osephus,94 each of the other theories

brings important insights into different facets of the aims of Ant. In the following
discussion I will seek to explore Josephus’ own appraisal of his aims, as well as

taking into consideration these recent scholarly conclusions.

88 S.Schwartz, Josephus and Judean Politics, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1990. Schwartz’s views have not been
particularly influential, as he accords too much significance to the differences between War and Ant.,
as well as seeing passages on the Pharisees (whom Josephus does not have a particularly high opinion
of) as coded references to the Yavneh movement; this is a somewhat problematic approach, as Mason
(‘Introduction to the Judean Antiquities’, p.xv) suggests.

% | Sterling, Historiography and Self-Definition, p.17.

® | Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History.

! Feldman, Josephus’ Interpretation of the Bible, and Studies in Josephus’ Rewritten Bible.

?2 . T.Rajak, ‘Josephus and the Archaeology of the Jews’, in The Jewish Dialogue with Greece and
Rome, Studies in Cultural and Social Interaction, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 2001, pp.241-256, quote p.254.

73 . S.Mason, Josephus and the New Testament, Massachusetts, Hendrickson, 1992, p.71. See also
‘Should Any Wish to Enquire Further (Ant. 1.25): The Aim and Audience of Josephus's Judean
Antiquities/Life’, in: S.Mason (ed.), Understanding Josephus Seven Perspectives, Sheffield, Sheffield
Academic Press, 1998, pp.64-103.

?% . The thesis falls down as Josephus makes no obvious reference to Javneh in any of his works, nor to
the rabbinical/Pharisaic movement as a political entity. To read such ‘hidden’ aims into Josephus’
Antiquities is, first and foremost, a rejection of our authors own claims concerning his work.
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Spanning a time frame from the creation of the world as seen in Genesis 1:1 to
the events of his own era, Ant. constitutes the magnum opus of Josephus. Although

frequently compared unfavourably with his earlier War,”> Ant. is an unparalleled

account of Jewish religion, politics and culture, and serves as a unique testament and
representation of his nation’s antiquities. Principally, 1t 1s a creative rewriting of the
Bible, for which Josephus used a number of biblical texts as well as a wide range of
Jewish and non-Jewish sources. Although he reports in War that he considered it

superfluous (TTepLTTOV) to relate the entire history of the Jews for such had been done
before him with accuracy (uet’ akptpetas), and importantly without veering away
from the truth (o0 ToAV THs dAnBelas),”® the insistence of his patron, Epaphroditus,
leads him to the creation of Ant.”’ For Josephus this work was to be a faithful record
based primarily upon a faultless rendering of the Bible.”® Or, at least, this 1s his claim.
He states that this work is an ancient history, based upon the Hebrew records (éx Tov
"EBpaitk@v pednpunvevpévny vpappdTwv),” in which he will relate the precise

details of scripture (Ta pév olv akptffy Tdv €v Tals aypaddals) without adding or

100

omitting anything (oU06&év mpoobels ovd av wapaiimwv).  In his preface Josephus

also acknowledges LXX as a predecessor, source and model for his own work.

Having told his readers that ‘some of the Greeks took considerable pains to know the

%>, So, for instance, H.St.J.Thackeray notes in his introduction to the Loeb edition of the Jewish
Antiquities (p.vii) that whilst the Jewish War was written in the ‘prime of life’ with ‘surprising
rapidity’, the “Archaeology was the laboured work of middle life; complied under the oppressive reign
of Domitian, the enemy of all literature and of historical writing in particular, it was often apparently
laid aside in weariness and only carried to completion through the instigation of others, and with large

assistance towards the close”.

% Jewish War, 1.17.

1. Jewish Antiquities, 1.8.

*% . Josephus attempts (Jewish Antiguities, 10.218) to explain and defend his use of the Hebrew Bible:
“But let no one blame me for writing down everything of this nature, as I find it in our ancient books;
for as to that matter, I have plainly assured those that think me defective in any such point, or complain
of my management, and have told them in the beginning of this history, that I intended to do no more
than translate the Hebrew books into the Greek language, and promised them to explain those facts,
without adding anything to them of my own, or taking anything away from there.”

? . Jewish Antiquities, 1.5.

19 Jewish Antiquities, 1.17.
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affairs of our nation’, he goes on to speak in glowing terms of king Ptolemy II as the

101

instigator of the creation of LXX.™ Despite this acknowledgement of the importance

of this Greek translation, at no point does Josephus explicitly acknowledge his own

dependence on it, at least in terms of it being a direct source.'** In any case, it appears
that his own 1dea of translation was much more one of rendering the essential contents

of the biblical narrative in his own style, rather than literally transposing it from one

language to another.

103

Although it is subject to many interpretations, - it 1s clear that in the literal

sense Josephus’ attempt at this self-stated aim was something of a failure, as
numerous biblical stories are embellished with Josephan touches whilst other
potentially damaging details are left out of his apology on Judaism. Whilst we may
conclude that Ant. is a highly detailed and extensive account of the biblical narrative,
it must be seen, nevertheless, that it 1s not a translation as such, at least not in our

modern sense of the term. Granted, we do not know the true form of his biblical texts,

and it seems that he was working from a selection of Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek
sources,'® but it is clearly evident, from accounts such as Moses’ marriage to the
Ethiopian princess (4Ant 2.239-53) and his omission of the golden calf episode

(Exodus 32), that Josephus’ Ant. is a highly creative paraphrase, and not a direct

0V Jewish Antiquities, 1.9 and 1.10. He also expends considerable space on his account of the Letter

of Aristeas, Jewish Antiquities, 12.11-118.

92 Feldman (Josephus’ Interpretation of the Bible, p.26) suggests that the stylistically inferior LXX

would have been unsuitable for Josephus’ attempt to reach a cultured Greek audience. However, the

fact that both the LXX and the Antiquities were written in Greek, coupled to Josephus’ glowing praise

of the LXX, his acknowledgement of its importance (4n¢. 12.114), and his style of writing and
araphrasing, suggest that it would have been a useful resource.

"> . The sense of Josephus’ avowed aims we adopt here is somewhat literal. However, as Feldman
(1998, pp.39-46) has shown, there a wide array of interpretations of Josephus’ words in this regard.
Although this is an important issue, it will suffice for our study, which is essentially an analysis of the
biblical paraphrase, to surmise that Josephus had a somewhat fluid attitude towards his stated aims. In
this manner Josephus’ promise not to add or detract may be seen as a formulaic phrase, used by a
whole host of Graeco-Roman authors, in order to affirm their accuracy; so, Attridge, The Interpretation
of Biblical History, p.58f., and Cohen, Josephus in Galilee and Rome, pp.25-28.

1% . See below for a full discussion of Josephus® biblical texts.
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translation, of his biblical texts. In any case a direct translation would merely amount
to a duplication of the already existing Greek version of the Hebrew Bible. Although
LXX serves as a precedent for Josephus, there 1s nothing 1n his works which suggests
that he found its translation of the Hebrew Scriptures to be wanting. His own work,
then, 1s to be seen as a rigorous paraphrase of biblical literature. In this respect, for
example, Josephus feels the need to explain amazing events which he has recounted
from the biblical accounts, as he perhaps feels that they would be too unbelievable for
Greeks and Romans ears. One such instance is the parting of the Red Sea by Moses,
where Josephus is compelled to state; “As for myself, I have delivered every part of
this history as I found it in the sacred books; nor let anyone wonder at the strangeness
of the narration.”'” Here Josephus fully admits the bizarre nature of such events,
echoing to a degree the rationalisation which may have marked the Greek speaking

readers of his work, but nevertheless reminds them that such events are taken from the

Hebrew Scriptures.

Josephus states that originally it had been his intention to discuss the origins of

his people and the laws which they evolved, however, owing to the extensive nature

of such an undertaking and the difficulty of translating it into a foreign language, he

was forced to conceive of the two separate works.'?® Such an admission demonstrates
the importance which he attached to accurately translating the history of the Jewish
people. Of particular importance and prominence is his desire to correct the erroneous

judgements which coloured Roman thought on the subject of the Jews, and 1t 1s with

this purpose in mind that he translates scripture in his Ant. For instance, in the preface

19 Jewish Antiquities, 2.347. This formula is an ofi-repeated method of presenting the more fantastic
elements of the Bible; see further H.Moehring, ‘Rationalization of Miracles in the Writings of Flavius
Josephus’, TU 112, 1973, pp.376-383.

19 The Jewish War, 1.6-7.
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to Ant. he states that because of his direct experience of the war and 1ts misreporting

and representation by other commentators, he “was forced to give the history of it,

because I saw that others perverted the truth of these actions in their writings.”'"’

Indeed, he 1s keen to stress that Judaism has a venerable past, one worthy of Roman
respect and attention. His bold vision sees a retelling of “all our antiquities, and the
constitution of our government, as interpreted out of the Hebrew Scriptures.”'® Such
an undertaking is designed to present a favourable view of Judaism in an era of rising
anti-Semitism, as Sterling, Rajak, and Mason suggest, and to explain to the Roman

authorities that the Jewish people, especially of the Diaspora, are not instinctively

rebellious, as suggested by Feldman.'"”

This concern for Roman values may also be seen from the portrayal of

characters such as Abraham, Joseph and Moses, who are seen in a Hellenistic light as
great Graeco-Roman intellectuals, lawgivers, philosophers and generals.''% This is not
surprising when we consider the history of our author, his desire to represent his
people in a favourable light, and the Graeco-Roman environment in which he wrote.

The twenty books of Ant. were intended as a positive representation of Judaism to a

Roman audience at a time when Jews were not only reeling from the Jewish War, but

197 Jewish Antiquities, 1.4.

198 Jewish Antiquities, 1.5.

199 Previously in his Jewish War (1.2) Josephus had spoken of the ‘hatred of the Jews’ which had
coloured the works of many Graeco-Roman historians. Here in the Jewish Antiquities (16.175) he
states that his repeated mentioning of pro-Jewish documents is designed to “reconcile the other nations
to us and remove the causes of hatred which have taken root in thoughtless persons among us as well as
among them.”

19 As J.M.G.Barclay (Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora, From Alexander to Trajan (323 BCE-117

CE), Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1996, p.357) states; “In recounting the biblical story Josephus
consistently dresses his narrative in Hellenistic garb. Biblical figures are given characterization through

speeches and analyses of their inner motivation, and a premium is placed on emotion, pathos and
suspense.”
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were also under threat of persecution all over the empire.''! Josephus, writing during
the troubled reign of Domitian, felt a great need to represent his people as both law-

abiding and non-rebellious. Thus, in his preface he refers to the laws of Judaism and

observes how rebellion against these divine laws results in utter disaster.''? Whilst
this appeal to the rule of law may be influenced by Deuteronomistic concepts of
Jewish history, it was also a sentiment bound to appeal to the new rulers of Judea.
Indeed, Josephus represents the Romans as benefactors of the whole world, rulers
who, through judicious law-making, are able to create a tolerant pluralism in their
empire. So, Josephus praises them, stating that ‘your single rule over all makes good-

will effective and ill-will ineffective’.'"” In addition, he catalogues a plethora of letters

and decrees made 1n favour of the Jews by the Romans, thus showing that Judaism
has long been recognised and protected by the rulers of other nations.'" Tellingly, as

Attridge observes, Josephus also suggests that God’s providence (mpdvotra) has

passed on to the Roman Empire.'"’

It has also been suggested that Josephus was influenced, to a degree, by
Roman law; thus, in the case of the punishment of a thief he appears to adopt an

attitude which is found not in biblical or Talmudic traditions, but in Roman law.''® In

''!| The reign of Domitian, under which Josephus wrote and published the Jewish Antiquities, was one
of hardship and repression for Diasporan Jews. Not only was there widespread persecution (if
Eusebius, Hist. Eccl.3.1211, is to be believed) but Domitian increased the levy of the fiscus Iudaicus.
See further E.M.Smallwood, The Jews Under Roman Rule, Leiden, E.J.Brill, 1976, pp.376-378.

"2 Jewish Antiquities, 1.14.

'3 Jewish Antiquities, 16.46.

"W Jewish Antiquities, 14.185-267 and 16.160-178. See further M.Pucci ben Zeev, Jewish Rights in
the Roman World. The Greek and Roman documents Quoted by Josephus Flaivus, Titbingen
J.C.B.Mohr, 1998.

"1 The explicit statement occurs in Jewish War, 5.367, but similar sentiments may be found in the
Antiquities 1n, for example, the visions of David which compares Roman power to the invincibility of
iron (4nt., 10.195-210). Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History, pp.67-70.

16 | Jewish Antiquities., 4.272. See further B.Cohen, ‘Civil Bondage in Jewish and Roman Law’, in
Louis Ginzberg Jubilee Volume on the Occasion of his Seventieth Birthday, N.Y., 1945, pp.113-132. It
might be noted, however, that there are a number of parallels between Roman law as expressed in the
Twelve Tables and Jewish rabbinic law, though the question of direct influence is very much open to
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considering Josephus’ views on magic we must not forget that he was a Roman
citizen, patronised by the highest echelons of Roman society, lived in Rome for many
years, and sought to demonstrate the similarities and compatibility between Rome and

Judea. He was especially keen to show the Jewish people to be law abiding, and also
that law was at the heart of Jewish custom.''” These points will be especially
important when we examine the idea of sanction and of how the ruling powers decide
upon the definition and legality/criminality of magical actions. In essence, however,
we may conclude that Josephus’ aims were many and varied in writing An¢. Primarily
it is a history of Judaism, as our author claims, one designed not only to appeal to
Graeco-Roman values, but also to combat anti-Jewish slurs, myths, and
misconceptions. Indeed, as Mason shows it is a representation of Judaism which will
directly appeal to Roman ideas of antiquity and tradition.''® Likewise Barclay sees
Josephus as attempting to infiltrate “Roman discourse with his own distinctively
Jewish traditions.”' !’ Clearly, then, Josephus is well aware of the context in which he

writes, and Roman attitudes are too dominant to ignore. Yet Josephus remains a

creative and flexible author, one not wholly subservient to Roman 1deals, as Spilsbury
states: “Josephus’ work is certainly not left untouched by its location so close to the
heart of the empire. There are times when he seems to speak with the accents of
Roman propaganda. However, his own native voice 1s never so utterly overwhelmed

that we cannot hear within his speech subaltern tones quite unlike the voice of

interpretation; see further, B.S.Jackson, ‘On the Problem of Roman Influence on the Halakah and
Normative Self-Definition in Judaism’, in E.P.Sanders, A.I.Baumgarten, and A.Mendelson (eds.),
Jewish and Christian Self-Defintion, vol.2 Aspects of Judaism in the Graeco-Roman Period, London,
SCM Press, 1981, pp157-203.

7 So he states (Jewish Antiquities, 16.178): “Thus we properly expect the same attitude from them,
for foreignness should not be defined by difference in customs but in relation to one’s proper attitude to
civilised behaviour; for this is common to all and it alone enables society to survive.”

118 Mason, ‘Should Any Wish to Enquire Further’, pp.72-74.
' | 1. M.G.Barclay, ‘The Empire Writes Back: Josephan Rhetoric in Flavian Rome’, in J.Edmondson,

S.Mason, and J.Rives (eds.), Flavius Josephus and Flavian Rome, Oxford, Oxford University Press,
2008, pp.315-332, quote p.321.
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Rome.”'?’ Josephus’ own descriptions of his aims then support the concept of him as

a Jew who wished to present his religion, culture and people as a valuable and

venerable component of the Roman empire.

The Nature of Biblical Literature in Josephus’ Era

In discussing the major source for Josephus’ paraphrase in Ant. it will be
necessary to briefly explore the nature of biblical literature in his era. The first
observation to be made is that by the first century CE a number of differing texts were

held to be authoritative by different communities. Hence, the second century BCE
Letter of Aristeas attempts to not only defend the act of translating the Hebrew Bible

into Greek, but also seeks to give authority and veneration to the Greek translation

such as was enjoyed by the Hebrew texts in Jerusalem.'*! The same situation occurred

with respect to the Hebrew Bible, a point highlighted by the various archaeological

finds, mainly from Qumran, dating from the second century BCE to the first century
CE. As a result, the question of the textual history of the Hebrew Bible 1s one which
has greatly interested modern scholarship. Although the finds from the Judean desert
have greatly enhanced our knowledge of the biblical text(s) in antiquity, providing a

new terminus a quo for dating the books of the Bible, we still do not know exactly

120 P.Spilsbury, ‘Reading the Bible in Rome: Josephus and the Constraints of Empire’, in J.Sievers
and G.Lembi (eds.), Josephus and Jewish History in Flavian Rome and Beyond, Leiden, E.J.Brill,

2005, pp.209-227, quote p.227.

121 p Kahle suggested (The Cairo Geniza, 2™ ed., Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1959) that the Letter of
Aristeas called not simply for support for a Greek translation in itself, but for the Alexandrian
translation as one among many such efforts. His view has widely been rejected however. See
K.H.Jobes and M.Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint, Grand Rapids, Baker Academic Press, 2000,
pp.33-37. On the dating of the letter to the second century BCE see J.M.Dines, The Septuagint,

London, T&T Clark, 2004, pp.28-33.
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when the earliest texts were committed to wrting, nor when a collection that

approximated a canon first appeared.'*?

Indeed, the growing evidence which exists in the form of the surviving texts
themselves suggests that a large number of variant texts, and indeed textual traditions,
existed in Josephus® era.'®’ This statement applies not only to the Hebrew text, but
also, as Origen’s Hexapla demonstrates, to LXX too. This document, designed by
Origen in order to harmonize the Greek and Hebrew texts of the Hebrew Bible of his
era, made use of a number of variant Greek texts which had been produced by
previous exegetes As a result we have a witness to a number of variant manuscript
traditions for the LXX extant to us today, with the Qumran finds also providing an
important insight into the sheer diversity of the Greek text. In this manner we have the
Dead Sea Scrolls ‘Bible’, the Samaritan Pentateuch, LXX, and MT. It must be
remembered, of course, that true standardization of the Hebrew text did not occur

until the work of the Masoretes; however, the product of their work, MT, clearly

represents a tradition of some antiquity.'** Indeed, it has been suggested that the work
of the Masoretes, who added a system of notes, accents and vowel signs to the
received text of the Hebrew Bible, can be dated at its earliest to pre-Maccabaean

times.'?> However, the number of agreements which the Hebrew texts from Qumran

122 See further T.L.Thompson, ‘The Bible and Hellenism: A Response’, in L.L.Grabbe (ed.), Did
Moses Speak Attic?, Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press, 2001, pp.274-286.

123 Although the oldest extant texts of the MT version of the Hebrew Bible, the Aleppo Codex (oldest
text) and the Leningrad Codex (oldest complete text), date only to the early medieval period, we are
fortunate to have better witnesses for the LXX (Codex Alexandrinus, Codex Sinaiticus, Codex
Vaticanus), dating to the fourth and fifth centuries CE.

124 L.L.Grabbe, ‘Jewish Historiography and Scripture in the Hellenistic Period’, in L.L.Grabbe (ed.),

Did Moses Speak Attic?, Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press, 2001, pp.129-155.
125 M.J.Mulder, ‘The Transmission of the Biblical Text’, in M.J.Mulder and H.Sysling (eds.), Mikra,

Text, Translation, reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early
Christianity, Assen, Van Gorcum, 1988, pp.87-136, p.89.
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show with LXX, as against our MT, suggests that there was at least one other Hebrew

textual tradition which existed before standardization.

This fact leaves us with great problems in identifying the precise nature of the
biblical text in the first century CE. The sparse and varied evidence attests to a fluid
situation, one which was only reformed through the act of canonization. Yet, the
dating of this canonization is unclear; Josephus seems somewhat unsure as to how
‘scripture’ should be qualified, and his list of ‘authorized’ works differs from those
adopted by other exegetes of his era.'*® It must therefore be admitted that, given the
evidence available to us, the goal of recovering an ‘original’ form of even a single
book is beyond us.'*’ Indeed, the evidence available to us speaks of a wide variety of
texts and traditions. Even within the confines of the Qumran community we may see
two distinct forms of the book of Jeremiah; as Mulder observes, these textual
traditions must have existed side by side for about two centuries, even though they

were essentially different.'*® Thus, we are presented with a situation in which multiple

versions of a given text we<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>