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RABBI HIOAL 1’HBSIS

I

As the title of this thesis might-leave some doubt as to the pre

cise limits of its subject matter, it might be well at the very beginning to

prescribe the limits for it, and to define the subject under consideration.

As this is ostensibly an attempt to give a critical, comparative

account of the Greek, Latin and Rabbinic sources for the Jewish War,' it is un

necessary to treat of those details and topics which are not covered or, at

least, touched by both the Semitic and the Greoo-Latin accounts. We are prim

arily interested in the relation that these sources bear to one another and

may, therefore, well pass over all independent and isolated information, im

portant though it be, provided that it has no bearing on any of the other sour

ces.

than one competent historian, and any attempt to go over it and treat themore

subject from the point of view of the history of a period would amount to sheer

does not warrant our going into such extraneous material, but admits only of a

treatment of the comparative value and merits of the sources which we use and

discussion of their convergence on individual facts ana problems of thata

Good, detailed accounts of what actually happened during the fourhistory.

of hectic activity and delirious excitement through which the peopleyears

passed will be found in Jost, Graetz, Schuerer, Derenbourg, ana others, with

special attention often given to difficulties and frequent reference maae to

nature of our topic that such a thesis finds justification for its appearance.

new material which has turned up, and because of the peculiarly circumscribed

This method of procedure may be upheld on the ground that the history as
a whole, and even in critical fashion, has been treated at great length by

repetition of a somewhat inferior sort. Furthermore, the title of this thesis

such problems as we shall discuss. It is, therefore, only in view of some
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II
As we have exercized, our prerogative in prescribing the limits

of this thesis, so we must exercize similar caution in our selection of the

O' succeed, in extracting those reports which deal with ourvast
But the reports that we thus use are so few ana scattered, and the i’al-period.

mudio literature is so vast, that we cannot help feeling that such an important

event as the Jewish War must have been a commonplace topic of discussion among
the rabbis, and must, therefore, have received more attention in the literary

The Talmud must be full of tales and laws.activity and remains of the sages.

and homilizing and historical incidents which refer directly to our period, but
which remain in obscurity either because they are not in their proper historical

This conclusion will later
be borne out when we have occasion to refer to several reports of the first
temole which must undoubtedly refer to the second. But that even these have by

exhausted the references, and that there ought to be hundreds of moreno means
similar instances even couched in more obscure language so as to make their ap
plication and historical connection appear dubious--this should be clear to any

and often drawing conclusions by implication. Furthermore, we must remember tna.
if the rabbis did refer to the circumstances surrounding the great calamity.

a knowleuge of the various accounts dealing with our subject ana even from this

parently limited and are, as far as we know, confined to the two Taimuds and 

several of the Uidrashim. Within these bounds we can approximately arrive at

setting or because the rabbis considered it unnecessary to connect certain events 
and institutions with their great national debacle.

one who is familiar with the raobinical method of insinuating various things

it was always with a sense Of horror ana sorrow. This feeling often led them

sources to be discussed. The Hebrew and Aramaic sources are, at least, ap-
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to avoid mentioning the actual events of the trageoy so that what they relate

of that particular time is dissociated from the time in which it occurred.

This method of euphemizing the past is not unfamiliar to us. Likewise, the

rabbis were much closer to the events; and things which now appear strange and

disconnected to us had significance for them. They were familiar with all the
allusions and thought it unnecessary to add to their sorrow by making explicit

For instance, it is quite conceivablereference to the surrounding tragedy.
that at least a large part of the Talmudic laws had their inception at this
time—but in discussing these laws the rabbis would never make any allusion to
their origin because of the chagrin they felt at having to think of such times.

So, in attempting to reconstruct the history of the War on the
basis of Talmudic reports, we must give up all hope of ever unearthing all the
references to the War, and must content ourselves with the few stray references
that reaaily lend themselves to our search and investigation. It was, of
course, impossible in preparing this thesis to reau througn all the rabbinic

I had to be guided solely by the few hints thrown out by Dr. Llannliterature.

and by whatever additional information and accounts I was able to discover by
the aid of cross references in the rabbinic literature. Looking up an unusual
word in the dictionaries often led me to the investigation of passages which

threw light on the subject. But, in spite of the paucity of material, all this

Thus we see that despite the lack of definite evidence in the

rabbinic sources, we can sift our material fairly well and practically cover

the subject. This, however, is in no wise truethe ostensible references to

In striking contrast to the scattered, indefiniteof the Greco-Latin sources.

reports of the rabbis, these accounts are infinitely numerous and can in most

gives a fairly well connected account when used side by side with other sources.



Wall nigh all the ecclesiastical writers and. most ofcases be easily located.
the secular historians contain source material which if properly examined

But we can easily aiviae such sourceswould alone require a life of stuay.
into secondary and primary material. The latter is decidedly less extensive,

and it has been the purpose of this paper to examine it. Practically every
volume in the Byztantine Corpus has references to the War, but it of inferior
caliber and in most oases can be traced to some of the sources here used. It

is only in rare instances that a Greco-Latin historican like Orosius—just as

in the case of Abraham ibn Baud in Jewish sources—who is acknowledgedly in

debted to others, is able to contribute additional information to our knowledge

But such information is due either to his supplementing theof the period.
earlier writers by quotations from their works no longer extant, or to the fact
that he relied on an entirely different source at variance with the one generally
used by him, and now lost.

If we bear these facts in mind, we find ourselves in a better pos- •
ition to use our selective judgement in availing ourselves of the sources to
be studied in this thesis. And so, we can practically limit our examination to

Of greatest importance is Josephus, the Greco-three or four primary sources.

Jewish historian who has devoted one whole treatise (Jewish War—except Book I
which, however, really gives a sort of introduction to the tragedy) to the
period under consideration; and throughout his other worjts are numerous refer

ences to some subject, generally corroborative of the statements in the War.
The value of Josephus’ accounts lies in the fact that he was not only a contem
porary but also a witness of the events and inciaents which he relates and he
had an active hand in the conduct of the war, both on the Jewish and later on

Airing the siege of Jerusalem, he was practically an eye witnessthe Roman side.
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of the harrowing occurrences which he describes. Furthermore, his actual know

ledge of Jewish internal affairs, and both Boman and Jewish politics, is pro

found, and he was often able to view things in the perspective of their effect

on history.
It is, of course, inevitable that Josephus' writings should be re-

His peculiar position and his indebtedness to thegarded as a Tendenzschrift.
Flavian family made it imperative for him to bestow exaggerated praise on all
their achievements and often pass over or condone those things which we can only

But this procedure, while certainly not laudable, is not peculiar tocensure.
We find a dmilar purpose in all the great histories of antiquity,andJosephus .

Tacitus,Xuetonius and many others are full of the same adulation of the imper-
But this does not affect our understanding of the actual courseial families.

We can usually read between the lines and, with the aiu of histor-of events.
ical insight and scientific testing of the facts, generally extract the kernel
of truth from the superimposed mass of adulatory notices.

Furthermore, Josephus' interest and solicitude for the Jewish re
ligion and Jewish people led him to view things in the proper light so that he

In taking this attitude toward Jo
sephus, we find ourselves at variance with Graetz and all his followers, but
that should not dismay us. For, after all, if vie accept Josephus' own story of
his conduct during the war—and there is apparently no reason to deny it— we
find little to censure therein. That he did all he could for the Jewish cause
is evident from his account of the siege of Jotapata and also from a fevz stray

True, he ultimately did go over to the Homans, asremarks in JioCassius.
Graetz laments, but it was only after he had utterly failed to improve the Jewish
position and after he realized the futility of prolonging the contest. But

was able to pass correct judgment on them.
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of Jewish activity.

of impeccable Jewish sympathies. '.Thy, then, should Graetz and others be. so

ready to condemn the action of Josephus which fines many parallels within the

very heart of Jewish patriots? The truth is that whenever a prominent Jew is

shown attention by the Goyin he is immediately suspected of having lukewarm

Jewish sympathies, and his character is blackened and maligned because of his

‘•treason" to the ancestral cause. We have seen too much of such superficial

judgment in odr own day not to be able to apply it to the case of Josephus.

purposes, and each contributing just some additional information to illuminate

Orosius is avowealy dependent on Suetonius and Tacitus, whom hethe subject.

quotes as Cornelius. But in one or two instances he supplements the other

accounts.

It is but natural that these historians should deal only with the
Roman aspect of the Jewish War. They were not interested in Jewish politics

Josephus
and the Talmudical reports, on the other hand, are primarily interested in the
effect of the War on the Jewish people, the suffering it caused and the methods
used in carrying it to its unsuccessful conclusion. Thus, strictly speaking.

Hext of importance to Josephus in the list of Greoo-Latin writers 
efcome Jio Cassius, Tacitus and Suetonius, all of themAabout equal value for our

and Jamnia3 readily submitted to Vespasian without any opposition

whatever, and of these three, Sepphoris and Jamnia later became leaning centers 
Likewise, Johanon b. Zakkai himself says3 that he would

or internal conditions, and consequently avoided mentioning them.

surely this course is not censureable. The inhabitants of Sepphoris and 
Rtolemais1

have gone over to the Romans had not the zealots prevented him ( ■tl‘X’7
| Jk?—although this is stated negatively, I believe the implication 

I have drawn is altogether warranted}. And these were all representative Jews
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we are apt to find. Josephus more in agreement with the Talmud ana more closely
The reverse of this also holos true—related to it than to the other sources.

whicn is exactly what we find wnen canparing the various reports.
There is one striking fact that will present itself to the readers

of this thesis as well as to anyone who studies history uirectly from the sour-

When reading Graetz or Jost, or even Schuerer, we somehow feel that ouroes.
fairly continuous narrative illustrating the scientific law

Now, whether or not this is true of history is still a mootof causality.
question, but it can definitely be stated that very few instances bear out this

It requires nothing short of genlaw with anything like scientific accuracy.
ius to construe the few isolated facts that depict the history of the past and
weld these into one connected story, passing over and smoothing out all dis
jointed facts and omitting all contradictions. Such a method of writing hist
ory—so nobly expounded by Graetz—is quite helpful to the reader who is inter
ested in tale rather than history; but the student may not rest content with such
a presentation, especially when the sources and historical eviuence seem to
throw doubt on this.

Instead of always reaching satisfactory conclusions, we must fre-positive.
quently be content to present the case as we find it with its isolated dis
jointed facts and arrive at no final interpretation of what actually occurred.
This is still true although the historical science lias made tremendous strides
in the last few years, and has enabled us often to extricate the facts of the
case from a mass of disconnected and unrelated things. Indeed, so extensive

is our knowledge of the past that we can frequently weigh two equally reliable
contradictory reports and arrive at the truth of the matter. But this is not

And our inability to reach definite conclusions is especiallyalways the case.

history presents a

In other words, history must just as often be negative as
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borne out by the period we are studying, for which the source material is so

III
In looking about for an apparent cause of tne 'liar that led to the

destruction of the Jewish state, we are immediately confronted by difficulties.

the refusal of thetrivialities were the cause.

priests to offer the sacrifice of Caesar was the direct cause of the outbreak

Apparently no strained relations preceded the actual openingof hostilities.

of hostilities. Not only is this highly unlikely in itself, but it is extremely

improbable that the Romans should have taken such grave offense at such a slight

But here we see the so-called Tendenz which runs through the writingsmatter.
Sacrifices and religious observances and ceremonials were ofof the rabbis.

paramount importance to them, whereas political relations were considered insig-
Here, as elsewhere, the rabbis were not entirely subject to phantas-nificant.

magoric flits of the imagination. There is always a kernel of truth in what they
say but they manage to obscure the real issue by stressing and cherishing

That the incident of the sacrifice was connected with the outbreak oftrifles.
It is also evident from Josephus8 that Zechariah

was instrumental or, at least, an important factor in urging and -
having the priests reject the sacrifice. This was, indeed, a contributory
cause and was all that the rabbis cared to remember of that phase of the war.

, which explicitly states that
) wanted to have nothing to do with the Jews’the procurator ( V

scant and the conflicting testimonies and historical errors numerous.

The Talmud and LIidrash, in their prestidigitations style assert that mere 

According- to Gittin 56a,4

the War is clear from Josephus.5
7b. Abkulas

But the attitude of the Romans to the whole affair seems to be 
.8 better represented by the report in Lam. R. 24
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Ha dismissed, the informer (refusal to offer the sacrifice.

).

ligible role, so they add.ec. another to the story' and satisfied themselves with
the story that the procurator took offense the second time he heard of the
Jews’ refusal and then became aware of the true import of their act.

of the War against Rome
What he means here, however, is that it was a contributory cause, for elsewhere
he gives causes which seem more plausible and more in accord with the warlike
spirit of nations.

the rabbinic reports are in close accord with Josephus.
as an impetuous act on the part of the zealots leu by Eleazar b. Ananias

or to prevail upon them not to omit the sacrifice.to kill him" But the fana
ticism of the day won out and brought down the wrath of the authorities. The
Talmud in its own way had to insert the story as to how the Romans were in-

It is also characteristic of the Talmud to
find a pilpulistic difficulty in the incident. According to the reports, they
wanted to exonerate the Romans from the blame and said that the blemishes which

blemishes only for them and not for the Romans (

S’nV Tt>3

had been put in the sacrifices (by Bar Kaiatza after his break with them) were

who speaks of the incident as the cause or beginning

The rabbis feared the consequences ana sought
17

represent it
13 or

which they ascribe to Bar Kamtza, against whom they had a
18 grievance for another reason.

Bechariah b. Abkulos, who is represented as a leaner of the zealots sine by 

side with Eleazar b. Simon^.^ 

16

Of course, it was

formed of the decision of the zealots and invented the characteristic tale of

But that the sacrifice did have more than a passing significance 
10 is borne out by Josephus,
(Ta uTO

In the matter of this refusal to offer the sacrifice of Caesar,
11 n .ul2 Both

I’vSlOwith a rebuke ( iT3 Tjf’J 

really too much for the rabbis to admit that the sacrifice played such a neg- 
,9
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mV ), for they were unaware that Bar Kamtza had acted so
Of course, the whole story of the blemishes is a fabricationtreacherously.

to cover up the mauness of the zealots, but it also shows that they did not

feel so hostile to Rome.
19 is right in regarding the incidentIt is quite likely that Oraetz

as a dispute between the Hillelites and Shammaites.
were formulated at thisclear when we bear in minu that the eighteen decrees

One of the important statiiestime ana were the outgrowth of such a dispute.

The sacrifice of Oaesar would naturally fall in

this category.
Josephus ascribes the outbreak to the rapacious

23This causeu a revolt in 66 B. C., 16 Iyyar,gold talents. which was followed

by the plunuering of Jerusalem by his soldiers.

that the war

started under flor us and was continued by Cestius Gallus. Now, it seems much

more probably that such an act was responsible for the hostilities rather than

But we find it difficult to account for

such a performance of brigandage on the part of flor us unless we connect it with

And we find such an act adumbrated in

This at least accorus with the general tenuency of

warring countries, especially in Roman history. The slightest indication of

recalcitrance in the payment of tribute brought down the wrath of Rome on even

the most powerful subjects. And it is certainly conceivable that the zealots

an overt act on the part of the Jews.
26 

Josephus.

This becomes especially 
20

activities of the last procurator, rforus, who robbeu the Temple of seventeen

24Tacitus probably referred to this when he said

The implication there is that cessation of the payment of tribute 

on the part of the Jews was the most important cause ( St. Tov craved

a mere refusal to offer a sacrifice.

of these was the prohibition against intercourse with foreigners and against

21 accepting gifts from them.

22In another place,



who protested their allegiance to God alone and denied the authority of any
other overlord should have incited the people to stop payment of the tribute
and thereby disavow Homan authority.

It was for the purpose of compensating the imperial treasuryintelligible.
It was likewise to be e;<peotedthat he seized the the money in the Temple.

that once the people hau ueciaea to stop further payment they would regard the
They would naturally overact of Florus in no other light tnan we have noticed.

look the fact that he was but taking what legitimately belonged to Home.
These data must be borne in mind. As far as I am aware, no hist

orian has emphasized or even taken note of this laxity on the party of the Jews

procurators, especially Cumanus, Felix and Florus, and they exonerate the Jews
of all censure and even commiserate them for their sufferings under the tyrants.
Now, we know that history does not proceed that way. Every quarrel must have
two contending parties. The various accounts of the doings of the governors
in Josephus are in thorough accord with what we .enow of the activities of Homan

Nevertheless, we must hold tnat men do not act in thisprovincial governors.

The reports in Josephus may not be an exaggeration.manner for no cause. They

But there must, have been some provocation.probably are not• The blackest

crimes associated with Homan provincial governors always relate to the colledion

of the tribute and there is no reason to suppose that the case is different with

Felix and Florus—especially since Josephus and others tell us that they were

simply collecting tribute-money. That they tried to enrich themselves aud

practiced wholesale extortion ought to be equally obvious, and that the Jews

rebelled against this would only ue in line with what many other nations then

But the first step towards de-equilibrizing the status quo seems to havedid.

The act of Horus, then, to which we have alreauy referred, becomes

as the cause of the war. All seem to ascribe the whole blame to the beastly
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They refused the tribute. The procurators not onlybeen taken by the Jews.
tried to collect it, but also to overreach themselves and thus brought about the

(Of course, the original provocation for all this may have been
caused by Roman extortion several decao.es before the War.)

In view of this interpretation of the facts, the blame seems to
This is unfortunate, but the testimony seems to point thatrest on the Jews.

Of course, it was only the hotspurs in the Jewish group that can beway.
Johanon b. Zakkai ano. other peace-loving spirits woulu have purchasedblamed.

peace at any price and would never have gone to war. But tuey were overwhelmed
by the fanaticism which swayed the crowd ana its demagogic leaders.

The above presentation of the facts may seem uncertain, but there
are several other more pointed references which leave this question in no doubt.

Agrippa speaks of the lack of

).
Furthermore, Ab d R. N. IV seems to have a direct reference to this

same recalcitrance of the Jews. Johanon b. Zakkai accuses the people of pre
cipitating a war which could be averted merely by giving Vespasian one bow or

). Row, the commentaries tell us tnat
Submission to wnat? It must be that such sub

mission was accompanied by the payment of tribute which was the generally re
cognized form of submission to home. We must remember that our source is late
and probably lost sight of the fact that the despatch of such a bow or arrow
had to be followed by the regular payment of tribute.

These facts, therefore, confirm our suspicion that whether or not

as two coequal causes of the War

V
this was a sign of submission.

payment.of tribute and the destruction of the porches of the tower of Antonia

( owrt
K.a.'i r'as rra^-s o-TTt. Koa re Tris 'Ayt ^vt'a-s

clash of arms.

one arrow ( -h hjk

In his famous speech to the Jewish populace.

decao.es
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the discontinuance of the tribute was the direct cause of a break, it was at
Wars are waged on account of failure to colleast the most important factor.

lect obligations, but never because of a refusal of one party to offer a pre

scribed sacrifice.
An event that preceded the actual outbreak of the War and is

probably connected with the decision to discontinue the tribute is described in
which, however, seems to contain some reliable infor-

28 Apparently a

between the war party, the zealots, and the peace party overdispute arose'

The latter was composeu of the eldersthis very matter of the tribute.
, i.e., the rabbis) and they hau to flee Jerusalem. This was(

These elders nau fled to Mount Eidon whither the .zealots

pursued ana slew many of them. Agrippa hau sent an array to nelp them, but both

elated over this victory and confluent of their position, thewere defeated.

zealots then burned the palaces of Agrippa and Berenice, which enraged both of

The former then complained tothem and estranged them from the Jewish cause.

Nero of this shameful treatment and Nero sent Cestius Gallus to avenge him. He

but the reason for therepulsed.

presence of Agrippa’s soldiers is there not given. It is clear from the
that they had arrived there by pursuing Eleazar's troop from Mount Siuon, but

Thus the infuriated Agrippa washad to retire after their defeat at his hands.

He was justifiedHe was right in trying to nelp the peace party at Mount Sidon.

. 32

mation and even supplements a similar account in Josephus.' 

.29

an imoortant factor in determining the course of events that led to the War.

£)’□ j)T
done to escape the wrath of Nero whose two legates had been sent to Jerusalem—

probably to collect the tribute—ana muraered by Sleazer (i.e., b. Ananias) 

and the Sioarii.5°

a rather late source,27

laid waste part of Judea but was finally shamefully defeated by Eleazer and
31x'he same account in given in Josephus,
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in having- Hero protect his property, but he himself would probably have tried

It was an all arounu unfortunateto avert the results of this conduct of his.

IV
We may now pass over the events that transpired during the Course •

"We againof the War for they are adequately related in Graetz anu Schuerer.

and Menahem b. Judah
The former is not to be confused with the late leader of the

The first Sleazer is also mentioned elsewhere in
the son of Ananos (probably a variant of

Ananias) the high priest, ana also a high priest himself. He must have inheri-
39ted revolutionary tendencies from his father who according- to the Talmud,

wrote the llegillat Taanit, a scroll commemorating the Jewish victories of the

It is not at all certain, as
In fact, the Talmud

explicitly says it was done by Ananias b. Hezekiah. This might have been
composed just prior to 66 when Ananias was busy stirring up sentiment against
Rome, but by u6 he was already very old anu in that year he died. Just before
his death, the rabbis assembled in his room and passed the
This meeting may have been called by jlleazer. In fact, the son must have
assumed the revolutionary mantle immediately after his father gave it up. The
whole family, even as far back as the days of Herod, had been distinguisned

for revolutionary tendencies, and there is little doubt that this Ananias is

Josephus38 where he is spoken of as

find the rabbinic account in harmony with Josephus regarding- the early manage-
35 whicn fell to Jleazer b. Ananias

... .. 33 situation.

Jost assumes, that the ilegillah was written by nleazer.

41 ,

meat of the War,^4
36 Ha’glilee.

37 zealots, iileazer b. Simon.

past, in oruer to strengthen the people in the time of the revolt anu to show
40 them that they haa as much to look forward to.
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is men-

He is mentioned in Josephus as one ofthe firebrands in the zealot councils.

In the ‘x'alraud, he isthose who was responsible for summoning the luumaeans.

When Bar

Kamtza brought the Roman offerings with the blemishes which he nad inflicted,

tne raobis were disposea to sacrifice them and avoid trouble with Home, but

■ Zechariah prevented them. ihis leu to tne War. !x'he rauois, however, were so
47 i’his shows that thereanxious to avoid this that they wanted to kill him.'

was a strong party in favor of peace tnat would have employed any means to se-

‘x'his same passage shows that in the councils of the rabbis there werecure it.

also fanatics like Zechariah, who was also a priest. 'x’he sympathies of the

48are shewn in the passage quoted from Lam H. which says that when Barman

Kamtza showed inclinations to Rome and was going to betray his country, Zech

ariah could have prevented him but did not. We have already noted that the

rabbis' ascribing the cause of the War to the refusal to offer the sacrifice

is but another evidence of their interest in the cult rather than the political

situation.

Of no less importance tnan Zechariah b. Abkulos in tne eyes of

It is related that he had some disagreement with

the rabbis which led to his estrangement and determination to provoke a war.

He stopped at nothing to secure his revenge, ana even nad to fabricate a

42 
not the son of Hezekiah, the zealot, who was executed by Herod.

the raoois was Komtzos b. Komtzos who shares equally with him the responsibility 

4-9 of having caused the War.

It seems that the early leadership of the War was in the hanus of

43 Side by siue with this Bleazer, a Zechariah b. Amphikallis

46 says his humility was the cause of burning the 'x'emple.

frequently referreu to as being responsiole for the uestruction of the 'x'emple.

„ . 45R. Jose

pries ts.

44 tioned, a priest of prominent family who, with Zleazer b. dimon, was one of
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false story auu renaer the sacrifices unfit. His exact part in ti.e early
The raoois would, make himstages

that he wasa
Here, again, we naveone of

an agreement between the two sources, for the rabcis in looking back on tiie

, even though the exact party he played anaas a traitor and

He came from a prominent family from

This may account for the fact that he is singled out above all

Or, we might say that he is simplyothers for responsibility in the calamity.

wont to ascribe all the troubes, even as Graetz

Abkulos is maae the symbol of all zealots ana fanatics, and therefore blamed

for the catastrophe ( TJi'inn

By far the most outstanding personality on the Jewish siue during

denominated as He is represented as the

not whole-heartealy in sympathy with tue revolt, ana woula glaaly auandon it

’Yd Furthermore, he is respectful to his

were

that he should have been so conciliatory to Johanon, the leader of the peace

It is contrary to all representations of the zealots in Josephus, andparty.

course of events would .nave regarded an anti-Jewish or pro-Homan sympathizer

J’vVo 
the damage he did is not related. 

52 
Perea.

three leaders of the pro-Homan party in Tiberias.

of the war, however, is by no means clear.
50 

to the government.
51

Josephus merely says

held up as the symbol of all pro-3oman sympathizers, to whom the rabbis were
53 

assumes that Zechariah b.

the War was, at least accoraing to the Talmud, the personality alternately

/7’lPiF
leaner of the zealots ana Sicarii (

were it not for the trust imparted to him by his position (XTT’JL^'Jk <£>0

’1= lblS> p ‘T’Yb Gib ).54

uncle, Johanon b. Zakkai, and even devises a ruse whereby the latter can escape 

from Jerusalem and save the remnants of Jewish scholarship. If /7’lPZ j FL 

the leader of the rebels as he is here depicted, it is quite unlikely

and stp j)-o X2 If. .

V3. ) who is
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just the oppositeeven elsewhere in the Talmud.

role, and instead of going to his unole when called, he Simeons Johanon to

him at the slightest rumor of defection, ana harshly rebukes him for uttering

a lament over the ruthless destruction of the granaries, (That Jonanon should

play this Questionable part is curious to say the least. Everywhere he is

We should expect him to have uttered such an exclamation as II

Why, then, diu he uissemblewnen ne heard of the burning of the storehouses.

before his nephew by changing it to pH or, if ne did not prevaricate, why

midiu he ever say when ne neara of the burning? The whole inoiaent

is out of keeping with wnat we know of Jonanon's character. There is an ad

ditional difficulty in this passage, which shows such a remarlcable and suduen

change in the character and attituae of . In the first part

nephew who would be willing to discuss peace with the Jews were he not afraid

of the consequences. Then, he lets his uncle escape from Jerusalem. The lat

ter part, as we see, is in agreement with Git tin, but the incongruity in the

whole selection is flagrant. I see no solution, unless we assume that the

latter part was taken over from or modelled after Gittin—out we nave no rignt

to exercise such arbitrary judgment over texts for which there is no other

It is contrary to the canons of literary criticism.)evidence for evaluation.

This is, at least, more in accord with what we should expect.

We experience further difficulty in trying to account £>r his part

sources just given. But

it is quite unlikely tnat the very person in charge of these storehouses anu

in reg-aru. to the burning or the storehouses, which is related in all the
58 

That he actually diu this seems unquestionable.

represented as the ardent champion of peace and ready to denounce the war

57 party.

55For instance, he assumes

56

n’tfrz. jn
of the passage, he is hostile to Johanon but later he becomes a friendly
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food supply should take the initiative aim destroy them. either he would have

explicitly state that he wasin his care. and Lam. H. 1'
in charge of them (cJ V

ditional wordsntyrrnO has ingeniously conjectured that

77‘(11

7LJAYX) and that a copyist inserted

(=mistake for

burn them. represent this

act as a precatory expedition, which is wholly out of keeping with wnat the of

ficer in charge would have done. As an explanation of this passage, I, there-

wnat buber lias still left unsolved.
b^L

It is neither essential nor out of place. Then, to explain or elaborate the

77 A1 OK)word , either because it seemed incomplete or because he mis-

, a copyist inserted

(or , according as we understand
the original to have read). This suggestion does no violence to an admittedly

difficult text, and explains what appears to be unintelligible in the light

would be aof actual occurrences. As previously stated,

7
He, therefore, believes the text in Koh. B. originally read

/■

as a

Y"° 
et al.

r

understood the significance of

(although not essential to

i-nvo

(7'°
The qualifying word.

) is indeed acceptible

'j) xuO

fore, suggest the following conjecture which seems to be an improvement on

The passage originally read: ,7 ‘3l

c?X> )"> ‘J V t may or not have belonged to this.

us in difficulty as to how to explain why the guardian of the storehouses should
61Ifurthermore, the various references in Josephus

refused to be responsible for the granaries or he would have protected them if 
59

Now, Koh. H. 711 —5 T— D l51

K>j>' 6 XJK

our understanding of the passage), but it still.leaves

h -\>vn '_rx»

just before • His explanation of

po’j> vja Tijinn,7'Hi).
To bring the passage from Lam. H. into harmony with Koh. B. (which has the ad- 

. 60
i’PO’j? ) Buber

is a gloss borrowed from Git tin 56a (d^VITT -jrcl vm)
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possible reading, although not so desireable in view of the usual appellation
of

1^30I n°y 
ilem auri;

would mean that

three zealot leaders, Bleazer b. Simon, Jonn of Gischala ana Simon b. Giora,
as aescrioed in Josephus,

in the raobinicThe prominence ascribed to

of the three leaders who, accoruing to Josephus, controlled the oity of Jerusa

lem and directed the conduct of the War in its most dangerous stage. But in

trying further to identify him, we must resort to conjectures which, however,
'llare not improbable. His treatment of Johanon b. Zakkai in the and

n/» incident would suit a description of Bleazer b. Simon, the zealot

chief during the early stages of the siege. i’here is, however, more weight in

favor of his identification with ninon b. Giora. and others

nAsay, the latter is so called because his father or

3.nvx in Aramaic), it is quite likely to suppose that is

simply a euphemistic equivalent of kl r 1 . If we pronounce the word

, it can be explained as a strengthened Aramaic noun of the form

of It would mean that he was a fervent be-or

liever or truster in God anu, therefore, is equivalent to the Greek and Latin

If, however, we pronounce itmetuens and sebomenos.

it becomes the regular form of the Araiaaio participle, and may mean either a

truster of God or, if taxon as tne passive participle, a trustworthy person.

1’he last would, of course, be a very good euphemism for

Z1
As understood by the

a

rris zl

sources leaves little doubt in our minds that he must be identified with one

n'\92. JU. was the governor of Jerus

alem during the siege anu woulu well acooru with the role playeu by any of the

was a proselyte (

, etc.

If, as Schuerer®^

as leader of the zealots ( _ZX or‘Jl'~>lZ

commentary

or •
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people gave him the name to encourage him and .ma :e him feel thoroughly at home
in the Jewish group, and not conscious or reminiscent of his early origin. It

might, indeed, be argued that such a nick-name would make him all the more aware

of it but, if this is true, it would be only for the purpose .of comolimenting

him ana aawing favorable attention to his origin that the epithet was bestowedI

upon him.

n'\5 2ZThis identification of seems

to me to be well nigh established.

speaks of a Justus b. i’istos whose characterisation tal-curate.

D ' b’ilies quite well with tnat of He was leaner of the revolutionary

Pistos ana are the

ir'/ r'r'e-Jexact equivalents of one another. The verb is often the iieptu-

agint translation of • So we have very good grounas for identify-

It is possible that Justus left Tiberias after its capture anding these two.

took up his residence in Jerusalem, there becoming a leader in the zealot coun
cils . It is thus hard to choose between the two possibilities. I incline to
the former because Justus does not play as prominent a role in Jerusalem as Simon

ft "&:Z-b. Giora did and is everywhere represented as tne very

Furthermore, we shoulu nave

to assume tnat Justus went from Tiberias to Jerusalem whereas both

and Simon b. Giora are represented as having carried on their activities in

Jerusalem.

h 1 tfrz.We find a reference to in Kel. XVII, 12, which

/"
center of all revolutionary activities in Jerusalem.

party in 'iJiberias and was personally ambitious ano. anxious to a^ranuise him-

Pl KPS

As an alternative, however, I offer one which

self by sponsoring a change of regime (€k TM \

So va/x-iV e <t tKp i n V"), pis t os and D ' iPfZ

is by no means impossible ana even from the etymological point of view more ac- 
64 

Josephus

and Hiraon b. Giora,*’3
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really does not offer any au.aiti.onal identification.

The commen-
tary to Lain. H. 1' does identify him with the whom we nave

x'he fanci
ful theory of Rapoport
has little in its favor except the authority of Rapoport.

or
Athrongeus.) is ultimately reduced to our own assumption—that

"2. of Kel. is the same as the one of Koh. R. ana Lam. xi.the His

the revolt as far back as the days of Archelaus, when Athrongeus lived.

unto him (i.e., Vespasian).
forth unto him. The king recognized his great wisaom ana honored him ana raised

him to the position of Governor of Jerusalem, ■After the destruction of the

Temple, he (Johanon) went up to Jabneh." There is, indeed, somethin., to be

said for this account. That Johanon was made governor of the city is unlikely.

but that he was spared after the destruction ana was rewarded for his Homan

sympathies by being given charge of Jabneh is quite probable. Vespasian

(really, Titus) had heard of Johanon's overtures to the Jewsa

is well preserved in Ab d. R. If. IV which says the spies infomed him

It

(This tradition

It simply states there

V’T'JiZ ‘WT/7

"Aboa Sikra, chief of tn<

tnat he vias a man of extraordinary strength.
31

been discussing, and in fact there is no good reason to aeny this.

65 tnat he is the Athrongeus mentioned by Josephus

be an apocapated form of

lated Y) , which is the equivalent of the Greek

67 But Rapoport

TVTI ’van •□.'niXYO ). and might well nave favored him with this boon.

(The whole theory S 

is based, as in so many oases, on a fanciful etymology, h ’ ZL. is said to 

h 'iP^ZAs. , apple, which, in the Targum, is trans-

/) ' Z- I — ux xxex • xo vxxc oeuuc a*. uxxe Vila vx xxuxx. xt. cxuu xxaiu. XX, axs ~

mistake, however, lies in his trying to place such a strong, virile leader of

An interesting variant of the relations of /J'u'l jH. and Johanon
68 ' ' *

o. Zakkai is given in the Sefer Seder Hakabbalah: "Aboa Sikra, chief of tne J '
i *

bioarii ( C7'1P 0'<••’// . literally, roboers) went forth in secret unto the

A king, Vespasian, ana askea tnat R. Johanon b. Zakkai be permitted to come forth

The king dia as he was asked ana he (Johanon) went
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is also unlikely that Abba Sikra would nave, or was even aole to ma-te such
The zealots maintained a closeovertures to Vespasian on behalf of Johanon.

watch in the city and would nave prevented all escape—ana that Abba uikra should
devise the ruse of a fake burial for his uncle is almost unbelievaole, if he
were a leading zealot ana tne description of their actions in Josephus is
accurate.

Zechariah b. Baruch was a leaning citizen in Jerusalem whose wealthparty.
and power were an attraction to the zealots. Trumping up against him charges

of treason ana collusion with tne enemy, they had him brought before a specially

summoned tribunal or Sanhedrin which deolareu him innocent. As the judges were

leaving the court, two zealots slew Zechariah in tne presence of all as a taunt

to them, and a sign of their contempt of the judges. Nothing more is said of

the incident in Josephus.

Of a Zechariah b. Barachias,

identity) of names, the nature of the tragedy ana the scene of the action.

For the same
tioned in the Talmud. a similar story is told of
Zechariah b. Yehoyaua ana referred to the first Temple. Ha cannot prove that
the account is wrong, but the similarity between this ana the incidents jast.
relateu is so striking that we feel inclined to equate tnem, especially since
it is unlikely that their memory of incidents of the first Temple should oe so
clear and that two almost identical things should nave occurred at the

But we can, at least, explain the cause ofdestruction of both Temples.

The rabbis remembered amistaken identity if our assumption is correct.

I
I

One incident is sufficient to descriue the carryings on of the War 
69

because of the similarity (almost
73

It was a comparatively gentle proceeding. 
70 71i'he same story is told of a Zechariah b. Barachias, who was

reasons, we must identify these two Zechariahs with the ones men-
74For instance, in Lam. R.

killed between the altar ana tiie i'emple. The identification of these two
72Zechariahs seems quice well established
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.Zechariah who had been murdered by the zealots. They could find no expla

nation for this and therefore assumed that he must have been a prophet who took

.D -) ZT ).them to task for something ( But why speculate further

when they already knew of such a Zechariah, the story of whom is told in 2

Onoe they had hit upon this theory, they were left with no al-Chron. 24:20?

ternative but to ascribe the consequences of the event to Ileouzaradan, which they

Shis accounts for the fact that in the various Talmudic reports aboutdid.

), the rabbis eviuently thinlringZechariah, he is called a propnet (

all the wnile of Zechariah b. Yehoyaua. It is difficult co correct an error

once inaae.

But whereas Josephus merely mentions the inciuent in passing, the

Talmud makes a great deal of it anu ascrioes to this occurrence responsibility

for many serious consequences. it is said tnat eighty thuus-

aim priests were slain to appease the anger of Zechariah. In other accounts,

all the young men anu tne Banheurin were thus vicariously slaughtered. In Lam.

(a parallel

is here given to a scory in Josephus of a rich woman from derea who moved to

Jerusalem and lost all her money during the famine. do great was her misery

that she had to resort to the inhuman act of killing and eating her infant son. fi'-.
In the lliurash, she is made the wife of Loeg b. Josef and her name is not

given, but in Josephus she is called Mary bat Eleazer and her husband's nameI r
is missing. Another striking parallel to this with, however, importance dif

ferences, is the story in (littin 56a of Martha bat Boethus who nau formerly

been very rich but lost all her money curing the great famine. Her plight was

so wretched that she could not secure any food with even great o_uantities of

Wandering in search of food one uay, shemoney, so she had to throw it away.

75
In J. Taan. 69a

H. 2^0, the muraer is maue the cause of much famine and misery.
76
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contractea a fatal disease ana aied.)

The famine in Jerusalem was inaeeu terrible. The harrowing ae-

Tne price of food was prohibitive. People haa

to eat dung and old shoes ana other isorganio fooa. r'or a mere pittance, people

would do the most oaring things.

and they had to suck the Jioe out of straw

The people were so reduced and so accustomed to the lack of

This reminds us of the story told of R. Jadok

in Gittin 56ab who had to have a special physical, a boon of Vespasian, take

There may be some relation between the two ae-

Of course, no one was to blame for this state of affairs but the

zealots themselves.
siege, and though the remark that the provisions would have lasted twenty-

one

This is well attested by Tacitus. There is no reason to deny that the three

In Josephus,these treasures, proceeded to burn them. it is said that John

of Gischala and Simon b. Giora set fire to the granaries ana thus subjected

Jerusalem to a terrible famine, which brought their ruin although they could

have withstood any siege had they not resorted to such folly. In B. J. 7.8.1.

different time) is ascribed to the Sicarli

Another such predatory act is related ofin general and not any individuals.

)
They would wager to bring home five Homan

78

Jerusalem did have plenty of provisions to withstand the 
82

saription of the aire straits to which tne people were reduced is given over
77 

ana over again in Josephus.

heaas in exchange for five dates,
79 

for sustenance.

the same act (although perhaps at a

care of him after the siege.
81

counts.

years is undoubtedly an exaggeration, they were certainly well provides for.
83

But the fanatics lacked insignt ana insteau of closely guarding

85

riciiest men of Jerusalem had looked after tne needs of the people ana made such
84 provision.

food that when the Romans captured the city and administered food to them, it 
80 

had to be taken in gradually.
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the Sicarii in B. J. 4.7.2.

V

7/e now come to a consideration of tne internal conditions in Jeru-

has already informed us of the presence of numbers ofsalem.

' foreign allies in the city. The Jews haa sent to their kinsmen in Mesopotamia

into three hostile

groups, of which Eleazer b. tiimon ana the zealots helu tne vantage point, in

Simon b. Gio^ras ana the bioarii were in tne lowest part of thethe sanctuary.
city ana practically controlled the situation. between these two was John'of

Gischala and his party. The latter won the sanctuary by strategy ana allied

to himself Eleazer and in the face of great danger he and Simon isaue a pact of

mutual aid.

’ll Till in-and

between Johanon and ben Batiah would seem to confirm the various tales
\7e need not feel shocked at these happenings simply because theyof horror.

were carried out under representative Jewish leaders. Stories of war toaay are

that the women helped the men during the siege

and actively participated in the war. His accusation is that Josephus wanted

us to think that the majority of the people were not in sympathy with the War

which was caused and carried on by a small, powerful minority of fanatics.

But there is really no good reason to question the representationsPossibly!

(probably Adiabene) for aiu, ana their petitions were receivea ana granted.
88

The city was aiviaed, accoraing to Josephus,

just as baa, and do not necessarily involve the reputation of the generals. 
91 

Greets again

This, as we have seen above, is quite in accord 
85 

with the various Talmudical reports which refer it to ben Batiah.

finds fault with Josephus for failing to mention
92 the fact recorded in Tacitus

87 Ido Cassius

That the situation under these three firebrands was as black as

89 but theit is painted in Josephus is denied by Graetz,

90 cident
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It does, inueeu, seem that the Warof Josephus without some other evidence.

was carried, ou in a spirit of mauuest delirium ana certain!,/ uiu not nave tne

support of the majority.

that corpses lay strewn about the city, unburieu.

The few who succeeded in paying last rites and honors to their dead frienus and

This is

tells us of Johanon b. Zakkai, only as we have al

ready seen and shall have occasion to point out later, the incident here just

bears a vague recollection of what actually happened , and because of the lapse

of time the whole natter was referred to Johanon, whereas he certainly could

not have played this part.

there were several high priests in Jerusalem at the time.

Once the zealots ohose by lot a high priest who was utterly ignorant of the dut

ies of his office, and was so poor that they had to contribute to his support

and defray his expenses. Later on in the siege (i.e., after the second wall

7'OJl

This happened, according to the Uishnah, on the 17th of Tammuz,

and might well have occurred at this time.

that the Uishnah is in direct accord with Josephus The ex

planation for this, as offered by Josephus and bchuerer, is that there were

100no more men to offer it. This is probably correct; bit, in addition, Graetz

offers the explanation that there were no animals to sacrifice (this suggest

ion was made by Bartinoro in his commentary to the passage in Tnan.). Both

suggestions seem likely and represent the true state of affairs.

When the Roman soldiers finally entereu the city, they must iiave

) nau to be abol-
97

relatives had to carry them outside the city through a certain gate.
94 

precisely what the Talmud

93
Josephus tell us

Heligio-s conditions in Jerusalem were quite bad during the siege. 
95 

Josephus tells us

of the city had been captured) the daily offering (
96 ished.

At least, all are of the opinion
98

on this point.
99
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wrought havoc with the women. swears that during the

'x'iie very statement of the case here ini-siege his wife never left his hana.

plies that it was an unusual case ana that many other women haa been torn away

from their husuanas and misused.
102'x'he actual duration of the siege was only about five months.

it must refer to the duration of the whole war.

.during the war, as we have already seen, there were many different

parties within Jerusalem, constantly contenaing with each other. Josephus calls

them by various names, as does, also, the Talmud. For instance, Josephus speaks

of the followers of Simon b. Gioras as Sicarii and the men of dleaser b. Simon

This distinction at first appears tenable. But, then, John ofas Sealots.

the two later made a truce with Sicon. find the original Zealots,Later’

who were under the command of Bleazer, called Sicarii. Furthermore, re find tne

names used interchangeably ana full descriptions of their activities in the fol

lowing places in Josephus: B. J. 2.13. 2-3; 2.17.6; 4.7.2; 7.9.1. x'he Sicarii

are, again, specifically mentioned in Machshirim I, 6, where the name is appar

ently used with reference to the whole war party ana the fanatical roobers that

went about plundering houses for food—of whom we reaa so much in Josephus.

It does, indeed, seem unlikely that in the face of such famine the men of Jeru-

of the fear of the Jerusalemites for the Sicarii.

’jn 108a

Salem could have found enough water in which to hide their dried figs ( ),

but aside from that, the representation of machshirim is correct in speaking

’ 101Bleaker b. haxassab

Wherever tne Talmud speaks of it as lasting three or three anu a half years,
103

Gischala who led a band of Galilean Zealots made an alliance with Zleazer and
104 • we

Side by side with these names, we fiua in the Talmud the names
105 □'U>OaP 106 tf’S’TJ7 107
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(to which we have just referred). As we previously de-and

elded.

certainly applies, butThe use of

as it occurs in a late source, we may at least pass over it. . There remain the

two wo rds,  ‘ 7^' and , which do adequately represent con-

also occurs in aditions as we find them in Jocephus. Al though

late source, in fact by the same author, the whole passage seems to represent an

earlier tradition anu even shows some indication of having been extracted from

an early source.

.Seducing all these data to a conclusion, we must infer that the

various names uses, are but different appellations of the same people. The war

party really deserved such names, ana tnat they vary we can explain by assuming:

first, that the traditions themselves arose at different times ana different

places; ana secondly, that tne various activities of the men at different times

could more appropriately be uescribea by one name than anotner.

There still remained in Jerusalem the two rabbinic schools that

•The

makes much of their activity because the rabbis were greatly inter

ested in religious disputes, but Josephus does not mention them, because during

the War they played a part decidedly inferior to that of the Zealots. There

can be no doubt, however, as to the relation of these parties to the Zealots
and their activity in what we may call the religious background of the War.

Johanon b. Zakkai, the favorite disciple of Hillel, was leader of
the Hillelites and as we know of his activities from other accounts, we can say

The Shamaaites were

nue to the need of the

that the Hillelites were the conciliatory peace party.
Ill

their opponents and actively supported the Zealots.

probably represents a later reflection of the rabbis on the

109 Lactual course of events. The use of Cf'lSO'd

must liave had an active part, at least, in the early course of the Jar. 
110 

Talmud
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n The correct explanation of tneforced, the

role taken oy the bhamaaites is probably tiiat they gave religious sanction to

the enforced decrees and laws of the War Tarty.

The eighteen uecrees of which we near so much in the Talmud were

forced upon the Hillelites unuer circumstances that we can connect only with

saw to it that they would have

They even resorted to killing

The Shammaites did prevail and imposed thewhen their efforts were resisted.

was against accepting gifts fromand Rome.

This may well refer, as Jost thinks, to the incident of the RomanRome.

offering when Eleazer and the hotspurs refused to sacrifice it.

We are in no position to say when these eighteen laws were passed,

but that it was either at the very beginning of the war (i.e., just before the

Roman offering was refused) or immediately before that is apparent from tne

following evidence. Shab. 13b-17a puts the passages of these decrees in a time

of straits when force was the usual thing. This happened on the uay when Hananian

was about to die ( ), and the mantle of the revolution was

If his father, Hezekiah, lived in the time of Herod,

it must have been at - least near the revolt when ue was reauy to die. It appears

from J. Shab. 3o (as also from the passes cited) that the action was taken

Now, it iswhen the rivalry between net Shamaai and det Hillel was keenest.

We shouldin Jabneh.

'r-
taken by his son. Eleazer.

the two schools was finally settled by a

evident from Erub 6b-7a and Erub lob (= J. Barak Sb) that the dispute between

Calling a hurried meeting in the rooms of Han-

e. . 114the Shammaites

decrees upon the people, which were calculated to widen the breach between Israel 

One of the important restrictions116

117

times ana oppression from Rome, they maue one decree after another, auu finally 
112 on the people.

the activities of the iealots.
113aniah b. Hezekiah b. Garon,

a majority and posted guards outsiue the house to see that no opponent should
115 enter and that no partisan should escape.
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be justified, in assuming that when the Talmud here speaks of Jabneh, it refers

to the temporary incumbency of Eleazer b. Azariah since many important decis-

uZi'i 1.Z). If.

90 or 100 J. E., vhich is the approximatethen, we place this

early days of the War for tne passge of the eighteen decrees. It would take

just about that ti:se for the intense feeling between the two schools to have

Joupled, then, with the fact that the Talmud every-subsided—and no longer.

where represents this as having taken place during the time of, ana because of.

a great civil calamity, of wnicn we know no better example than tne War itself,

ana also the fact that the iaentification of the bhammaites and zealots is

established by Shab. 17a, all the eviaenoe seems to point to the beginning of

the 'War for the enaction of the uecrees.

indeed gives support tosanction to what they would have none anyway.

our suggestion by saying that Eliezer and Joshua refer to this event when they

Joshua, who was always closely alllgned withgive their philosophy of history.

the most liberal .Pharisees and himself a staunch advocate of peace, naturally

The war might haveviewed the passage of these uecrees as a national calamity.

Eliezer took just the opposite view, andbeen prevented were it not for them.

It does, inueed, appear from Ehab. 17a that these

decrees vie re only temporary ana were accepted by tne people only as long as the

but they fell into disuse and haa toAealots ana tihammaites used armed force.

be passed again in Jabneh, probably because of the Hadrianic persecutions, which.

This was done by theirin a measure, duplicated the conditions of the War.

Z7/'2- 13- when the bat koidisciples, ana was pruhibly accomplished

If this is true,ana effected a reconciliation between the two sonools.came
i

ions were made, and may disputes settled at that ti.me (

*7
time that Eleazer assumed the presidency, we arrive at no other time than the

Thus, the fanatics gave religious

Hash!118

because of his Inclination to dhammaite tendencies looked upon the event in a
119 

very favorable light.
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and. Eliezer to trio temporary incumbancy of Aleazer b. Azariah.'oi’ Joshua

121

down to us In the name of Hananiuh b. Hezekiah. Perhapsco iso

whole group composed it.'

both men were foremost in revolutionary propaganda, exoopt that Hananiah may

have been too old to write it, if it were composed at the beginning of or during

But we cannot date its composition.the War.
to strengthen the people in

time of disaster by showing them the Jewish victories in the past, ana holding

(This is precisely what theup before them promises of similar victories.

There are many undoubted references to the War in this boroll and

Let us say, for the sake of conjecture, in oruer to facilitate theary uays.

discussion, that the -cjgillah was composed in the year 67, certainly no earlier,

for then we should be unaole to explain the origin of passages which undoubted

ly refer to the War and yet represent happenings which must have transpired

until then.

( connects this

127

refers to the departure of Agrippa’s soldiers from Jerusalem. His reasoning

which has
123 

Jost

however, tries to prove from the calendar used by Josephus that it
129

then Hananel ana Kissim are eo.ually right with Bashi in referring the opinions

120

phrase there, Jnn.bi/7 1'j.Ztlh implies; viz., that in spite of the 
/ . . ....

mJ

trouble they were then undergoing, they had better times to which to look forward.)

as if a But it really makes little difference, as

some of which are disputed, wuile the majority of them refer to pre-revolulion-

is right in assigning it to dleazer, his son, because the Talmud speaks
124

Another activity of the Zealots is soen in tne bcroll of Fasts,

122

We merely know that it has an 
125 

important relation to the War, ana was composed

with the departure of Floras * army from Jerusalem as described in Josephus.
128 Zeitlin,

The month of Elul has the following notice: 7 “7 "idA

JVvck ) Schuerer
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soerns good, but it is so difficult to establish any certainty auout the calen
dar then used.

oalled

is the manuscripton.

Floras actually left Pal

estine.

to Vespasian.

If our explanation of the purpose of composition of the Aegillah

is correct,

a reference

of his father, Ananias, Agrippa ana xierenioe. bo elated were theythe palaces

says that the notice in Sivan

^TAJljTT must refer to the capture of the tower of Antonia

led to the evacuation of Jerusalem by Floras and his men. A manuscript variant,

would well fit a description of Antonia.

Che removal of the publicans from Jerusalem on the 25th of Sivan

77TlTt"fb IK>~T —a variant gives the 21st of(
Sivan) must refer to the time when the Jews ceased paying tribute.
served that this probably happened before Floras* outrages, but Zeitlin’

signs it to the time immediately after the departure of Floras. His arguments

are not convincing, but they have some prdability.

On the 3rd of Cishri, we are told, the mentioning ( KjilbfX )

Chis must refer to the famous dispute in
between the Galilean Saduuoees ithe reading nere varies between

when mleazer and his banu burned

even though the Jews hated him anu accused him of treas-
130

A fact which lenus support to bchuerer's argument

then we find in the notice for Ab (KJZZ^ 
131 

to the l^jlophoria of Josephus,

7/e have ob-
134i as-

variant of the passagd&n’Yll

Agrippa was at nand, ana we lacer hear of him in Galilee, lending aid

Galilee and Zadoki, but my Mishnah reads Galilee Zadoki) ana the Pharisees con

cerning the m^jjnioning of the name of God in documents alongside that of the

was removed from the documents.

Yadaim^33

.urthermore, it would ue odu, at least, to find Agrippa *s men

over this victory that they included it in the Megillah as a day of rejoicing. 

Zeitlin^3^ ( irojL. 1 
/ 133

l which
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ruler (our Ilishnah read? VA2

dors the answer of the Biiarisees, not only an evasion

have been U -IT, a.
The correct reading is even so ansees that he committed a like offense.

anagram for Z7 T7 which probably became distorted into its present form,

77 <4 X) That this was the correct

reading is attested by tne Tosafists to , baba Batra 162a,

1. It is cle?.r from

that this anonymous Galilean is none other than Judas who

His son, Uena-

the Romans. He then took the opportunity to put into practice the opinions

of his father. There was no better way of denying Ronan authority than co

been plaoed side by side with that of Jahveh. The memory of such an event

would be dear to the liberty loving Zealots, and they, therefore, inserted it

in the Uegillah.

This may

possibly refer to the passage in Josephus

"The 7th of Kislev is a holiday"—a rather curious statement.

The event was so fresh in the minus of the

state tnat some LLishnahs read £7 u>77 O 
137

B. J. 2.8.1.

which speaks of the time that
141 Henahem and his men slew those that could not escape to the three towers.

Zeitlin142

on 6 Gor^ihios, 6b 0. Bt, 

which according to Zeitlin was the 3rd of Tishri that year, won a victory over

taunted the Jews for recognizing the authority of any but God, 
138 

hem, was one of the early leauers of the revolt, and

"On the 22nd of JSlul, they began to slay the wicked."
140

omit the name of the Roman ruler from Jewish documents, where it had heretofore

139

, through a metathesis of the consonants.

who, although quite confused as to the significance of the whole problem, do

,136

but also unintelligible in the context. The original reading must, therefore,

*1/IYT71 in order to justify the retort of the Rhari- . ■

may be right in connecting this with the victory of the Jews over

143 Cestius on the 8th of Ihus.

3*710 ZiaJ 7)0,7 which obviously ren- 
c

UtifTi bjj t>^)k)77 ,



readers that it could be called a "holiday" without any elaooration.
'x’his

. must refer to the passage in Josephus

the charges against Zechariah b. Baruch.

taxes this same passage to refer to the return of the Sanhedrin to power after!
the defeat of Cestius. jut the following points may be urDeu against it. B.

J. 4.5.4. implies that there was no legally constituted body in Jerusalem, but
that the tribunal was called by a public proclamation ana the judges had no
real authority. 1'here was not even another governing power in Jerusalem at the

time, let alone the Sanhedrin. Furthermore, the best manuscript, P. omits

'2. and reads only , which might well represent such an hap

hazard tribunal as the Zealots called to condemn Zechariah, whereas it would be

y,_n (P'S => -Jz iswholly out of place if applied to a Sanhedrin. But even if
correct, it would designate a communal meeting or gathering, such as we nave

alluaed to, rather than a Sanhearin. It is, indeed, quite unlikely that the

Sanhearin ever functioned

••i’iie 12th of Adar is the day oi# i’iron". 'x’iron is a guou Greek

word meaning, recruit.

there is no better reference to such a day than in xlio Cassius,' who says

i’he passage goes on to say that they became

active supporters of the Jewish cause and gave them invaluaole assistance uuring

the siege. It seems probable that the Jews should nave looked with great favor

on such a uay and would have incorporated it in their scroll of holidays and

victories.

As a matter of fact, this passage might have been Interpolated later.67 C. E.

'x’his does not necessarilly affect our previous suggestion that the

Llegillah was written by Eleazer b. Ananias and his confreres sometime before

or could maintain its authority during the War.
145*

"On the 28th of 'x'ebet, the congregation sat in judgment."
144 

which speaks of the tribunal called
145

Zeitlinby the Zealots to pass on

some Romans toward the very end of the War became disheartened ana auopted

Judaism ( & Te IT'O-V} ,

In view of this ana the lack cf any good explanations,
146
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If we do not adoot such a view, we are at a loos to explain the passage.

"On the 17th of Adar the Gentiles rose against the remnants (or

refugees) of the rabbis ( —Zeitlin translates this, Senphoris)

in the provinces of Jhalcis anu Bet Zabadin but there came salvation (to the

speaks of these attacks which were maue to prove the uevotion of the inhabitants

to the efnpire.

VI

Josephus lias devotee oonsiaerable space to a description of the

last daps of the siege, but the Talmud passes over this stage of the War with

merely a few scattered references, and a general agreement on one point; viz..

that the Homan general performed wholesale executions to appease the blood of

the murdered Zechariah b. Baruch.

But before the actual seizure of the city and the Semple, a number

of signs had appeared both in and outside the city.

), came out again

In view of the terrors of the Zealots describee by Josephus anu theirpeople.

eternal vigilance for all opposition, it is almost inconceivable that such a

person should iiave been alloweu to wanner aoout the city proclaiming, "Woe,

But we must remember that by this time the numbers of Zealotswoe to Jerusalem!"

hau. been so thiiuieu out that they hau little time to busy the..selves with

148 
Josephus

These were the attacks maue on the Jews throughout Syria by the Greek
147 

inhabitants out of sympathy for Cestius after his defeat.

Jews)."

There appeared in the sky 
149 

a star resembling a sword and a comet that continued for a whole year.

A fanatic, who had proclaimed the doom of the city as 

~To T'bJt,u.i uearly as 62 (

with ever greater and more caustic denunciation, to the utter confusion of the

At the ninth hour of night during the feast of Passover, a great light shone 
150- as bright as day.
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t
lunatics. Their time was taken up in defending the city.

2oohariah b. Baruch of whom the Midrash'

calls the man a peasant and husbanuman

), but John the baptist, who was certainly considered a pro-

With such prophecies of doom we may compare Yoma 39b where Johanun

b. Eakkai foretells the destruction of the Semple, ana also Gittin 36a which

tells of Ji. Zauok who fasten for forty years before the destruction in oruer to

avert it. That is the version of the story as told in the Talmud, but the

fasting bears a close resemblance to the symbolic prophecies of Isaiah and

who would walk barefoot arouna the city to bring the approaching doom

to the attention of the people. It is quite likely that R. Gauok useu this

means to warn them.
Alongside of these external predictions, there were several bibli

cal verses and "oracular" statements which were

and Tacitus It was to the effect that one from theirmention such a verse.

that the Jew^s| misland would conquer and rule the world. Both writers agree

understood this since it really referred to Vespasian who was first proclaimed

viz., that the

There seems to becity would be destroyed when civil war prevailed therein.

no rabbinic parallel for this.

does bear a close

began taunting the people.

( (\ V 0 ( A. o 3

phot, is frequently thus characterized.

Jeremiah,

Josephus^S

But, on the other hand, a verse saying that
157Jerusalem would be either saved or destroyed for Titus

ing the fall, or misinterpreted as foretelling victory for the Jews.

154

either interpreted as forecast-
Josephus^5^

156Another such prediction is given in Josephusj4.

It is possible that this prophet of doom was none other than

i 51 says.hlblTA TiTY) h'Mj] , he

emperor by the legions in Palestine (or, according to some accounts, in Egypt).
155 

Modern criticism seems unjustly to regard this as a christological prediction.



158resemblance to the verse quotea from Isaiah 10:54" to the effect that Jeru
salem ana tne Temple wuula fall only throa„h the attack of a \l(iug. The raoois

Identify him with Vespasian. both passages seem to represent a later reflection

on wnat actually happened. (She Talmudic account woulu, tnerefore, be uepenuent

Josephus if there were any relation at all between the two.on

159These prophecies soon saw fulfilment wnen, on the 10th of Ab,

(Taan. 29a assigns the actual destruction to this day but says the burning was

takes great pains to

that he oruered the burning of the

He was intent on preserving the shrine of

accepts this account and assumes that Titus' frierid-Israel's God.

ship for Berenice would have hinuereu him from such a ruthless act. How, even

if we did not have evidence to the contary, we should have to deciue against

The former was Titus' frienu and might be expectedboth Josephus ana Graetz.

to have absolved him from such olame before the Jewish people. Graetz forgets

palace had been burned by the Jews and that she was probablythat Berenice's

alienatea from them. furthermore, the necessities of the case anu the pract

ices of warfare would have rendered the aestruction of the Temple indispensable.

It had been the hotbed of the revolt, and the center of all uealot activities.

Only by its extirpation could Situs hope to prevent another such rebellion in

the future.

But these speculations find good support in the Latin writers.
163 says Titus wanted to destroy tiie Temple in oruer to extir-Sulpicius Severus

pate Christianity, for since that religion was the daughter of Juuaism, the

destruction of the latter's place of worship would bring about the doom of the

Temple gates only as a last resort.
162 

Graetz

on the 9th), a soldier, contrary to the order of Titus, threw a flrebrauu into 
160 

the Temple and started the conflagration. Josephus 
161 

exonerate Titus of this act and even says
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164 calls a monkish reflection on aforme r. Shis is certainly what Graetz'

political question, but that need not affect our using the information. It is

to be expected that a monk living many centuries later would put this inter

pretation on an historical event, but that does not mean tha't he invented the

i Here, as elsewhere, Sulpicius is undoubtedly dependent on Tacitus, whoseevent.

who is largely dependent on Tacitus and Suetonius,

ical significance or represented a prophecy which we no longer know. Here,

again, the original source has disappeared, but there is no reason to question
Orosius* account although the reasons ne may ascrioe to Titus seem fictitious.

The

tells a similar story. Vespasian called together his generals

(this time four in number) to a council and gave to each a quarter of the city

to demolish (the hidrash, of course, does not say this but the punishment meted

out to Phungar by Titus makes it clear that Titus han given each orders to

demolish the city). Amgar (the reading of Buuer—he is represented as tne

leauer of the four, and it is safe to say that in speaking of him the raubis

iiad in mind Tiberius Alexander. Amgar is spoken of as a former frienu and

neighbor of the Jews.

wall anu although his disobedience was punished by Titus, the wall was allowed

to stand.

destruction anu devastation reigned supreme in Jerusalem anu Juuea.

After the destruction was complete,
169

history is not complete in this regard.
165 

Orosius,

only the western wall of Jerusalem was left, as it was spared by Titus. 
170Hid rash

was burned in oruor to fill out a number,which either must have hau some syst-

166

The description suits the apostate) spared the western

After the destruction of the Temple, Titus called together his six 

generals^? to see what should be done.^8

agrees in this with Severus but assigns different motives to Titus. The Temple
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How well tne lalinud remembered the tragedy! In Giltin

57ab, we are tola, tne dead bodies filled the rivers and streams up to the sea.

full of gore that the Gentiles were able to .fertilize their

for many years and prouuoe thriving crops, (This passagevineyards with it

tensibly refers to

in Josephus and because the number of warriors, 80,000, tal-to the description

lies with the number of priests killed in Che Temple when it was destroyea, we

assign it to the Jewish 'Jar, The Talmud had been talking aoout de car ana as

the section conoensd really begins a new topic, there is no reason to suppose

that it still refers to Betar.)

In examining several passges which seem to nave a bearing on our

subject, we meet a difficulty. The Talmud describes certain events. tnat are

supposed to nave happened in eye year 586, with such viviuness ana often accur

acy of detail, that we cannot help wonuering how the raoois ever remembered

so far back. We must conclude that many references to Nebuchadnezzar, Nebuzar-

A notorious example
Nebuchadnezzar is

said to nave shot an arrow in the name of Home. But Rome had not yet come

into existenceJ If we say, the rabbis were speaking anachronistally, then why

not also assume that Nebuchadnezzar is an archaism for Vespasian, especially

since the account here tallies so well with other ostensible references to the

second Temple? It is a variant account of Gittin 56a which ascribes the

shooting of the arrow to Nero. Likewise, both Gittin 57b ana Sanh. 96b speak

of the conversion of Nebuzarauan which is also a variant of the same story' about

Nero. In these various accounts, Nebuzaradan and Nebuchadnezzar are used

adan and the first Temple indubitably refer to the second.
172

The surrounding country, Josephus tell us, was covered with dean boaies ana
171 

drenched with blooa.

The waais were so

os-\(/ £, 
the Betar massacre, but because of the similarity' of details

Ui

of such historical inaccuracy is furnished by Lam. R.
173
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In

Nebucliaunezzar is mentioned, instead of his general because the war

was oarried on in his name, anu although the whole passage refers to the second

Temple, the raouis thought it more appropriate, as long as tney were resorting

Similarly, in Gittin 06b anu iianh. 96b, Ilebuzarauan, ■the general waged war.

who is everywhere in such cases used as the equivalent of Vespasian, is mentioned

because Nero had already disappeared from the soene and Nebuzaroan (i.e., Ves-

The conversion of Nebuchadnezzar as told in lam.

is almost an exact parallel of the conversion of Nebuaradan as told in

Git tin 57b (and Sanh. 96b). This confusion resulted from the fact that in the

case of Babylon the rabbis had only a general and a Icing to deal with, but in

the War they had two Icings, Hero and Vespasian (they probably knew knothing of

Otho, Galba and Vitellius), to reckon with.

A similar anachronism is related in i'aan. 29a ( ). A very

accurate account of the destraction of the first Temple—even to the priestly

watch on duty—is given, anu of the second Temple it is merely said, "Like-

wise" ( How does it happen that the details coincide so

Temple must have been very dim, tell .what occurred the first time and then ap-

Here, the Tal-

in ascribing the burning of both Temples to the

same day (9th of Ab—-Josephus says the 10th, because he borrowed his account of

the first from Jeremiah) •

themselves into the fire ’when they saw the Temple burning. has the

Titussame story but does not impute to the priests such lofty, heroic motives.

had to tell them it vias unbecoming for priests to survive the Temple.

The Talmud here also tells how the priests threw
177

Josephus

pasian) haa become emperor.
r, 175
R.

ply it to the second Temple instead of doing just the opposite?
. u T _ 176 mua agrees with Josephus

l=>< ).
agreeably? How is it that the rabbis, whose memory of happenings in the first

interchangeably Just as vie shall see in the case of Hero anu Vespasian.

„ 174Lam. R.

to an anachronism, to uo it properly anu use the name of the king in whose name
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The number of victims in the 'Tar is variously reoorted.

there at the beginning of the War. quoting Tacitus and Suetonius,

regards 600,000 as a more probable number, but he also quotes .the figures given

by Josephus, only to disregard them, however, in favor of the smaller number.

Gittin 57b puts the number at 9*.0,000 for Jerusalem and 2,100,000 for a certain

other battlefield (

The second number is probably a reliable esti

mate of those killed during the War outsiue of Jerusalem.

in the month of Nisan,

brought with then a change of policy in the Homan

Jewish property which Titus and Vespasian had seized as war measures was gladly

returned to the people. As early as the capture of the second wall, Titus had

raised to restore each unto his own possessions.

revenues of the
1land. says that Titus

This was probably done for a nominal fee withordered the sale of Palestine.

the purpose of restoring the property to the original owners. It would not be

surprising if Titus thus favored the rich to the exclusion of the poor but the

I

179
Josephus

is of the opinion 

that the wealthy received their land back from Titus, and that many of them.

The termination of actual fighting and the culmination of the Tar 
180 

which was brought about by the capitulation of Masada
161

0. E. 73

like Josephus, lived outside of Palestine, enjoying only the
185 

This is a likely conjecture inasmuch as Josephus

as was previously pointed out, this ’
I / Its connect-

promised to return to them the possessions and property he had seized, if they
182

would submit to him. Again,

ion, however, with the Zechariah b. Baruch incident would alone justify its 4- 

being placed where we put it). The first number is in about as close agreement / 

with Josephus as we can expect.

he tried to persuade them to desist and nro— 
184 

(Buechler

says 1, 100, 000 were killed in Jerusalem alone, and that there had been 2,700,000
179 ©rosius,

account is given under the events connected with the first Temple.

government. The
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promises aaoribea to him by Josephus and the whole Talmudio discussion of this )

in the matter.) These promises were carried out after the completion of the

War, as we gather from Josephus and as we learn explicitly from the Talmud.

Gittin 55b definitely speaks of the restoration of such confiscated

property to its lawful owners before the War. .airing the War it had been con

fiscated and then the original owners were allowed to buy it back if they had

If not, the property had to remain in the hands of its Ronan ad-enough money.
ministrator for twelve months, after which time anyone could buy it by paying

an additional fourth of its value to the original owner.

How, the Talmud does not say that this law applied to the War of

and

do indeed assign it to the Hadrianic persecutions. J. Gittin -x7b

offers no help to a solution of the problem. As the law is quoted here, it is

referred to the time of a dhemad ( ) which would certainly seem to apply

better to the Haarianio persecution since 7)942 refers to a persecution and

-rnu/ is often used as the general name for that persecution. But we
may -regard this as an haphazard use of and in view of more oogent

says there were three stages in the development of
this law. The last enactment regarding it was passed during the administration

of Rabbi ( Rabbi would not have made two different

decisions about the same law, so we assume that the second stage in its develop

ment ( twins- 7/hatmust have been some time before this.

66-70; but its position in the context ana certain other reasons which we
186 

Derenoourgenumerate below require our assigning it to this time.
187

Rosenthal

reasons assign it to our V/ar.
189 

The Mishnah

not a war—ana the Jewish War was in no sense such a religious persecution—and
188

point make it seem lively that Titus kept to his wora ana showed no favoritism

(

!’r zLWni
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period or occasion would be more appropriate for us to place such a law than

immedlately following the Hadrianic persecutions? For the same reason, we should

be compelled to assign the first stage in the development of this law to the

tine immediately following the War of 70. That is, after both-Haurian ana Titus

had maae concessions to the people and aecided to restore their property to

them (Jerusalem, of course, would have been omitted in the case of Hadrian, for

Jews were not allowed to live there after £. 136), the raobis set to work to de

vise some practical means of redistributing the confiscated pronerty. Tne use

to describe the first stage lenas su port to thisof

It is always used to denote some Uishnaic compilation beforeinterpretation.

the time of Akiba and though this alone does not enable us to date the law ac

curately, yet coupled with the fact that J.osephus speaks of a confiscation of

the property and hints about its return, it does pennit us to olaoe the origin

calls attention to the fact

This, however, is no dif

ficulty and does not conflict with the Talmudic account. If we understand by

then

they were the ones, designated as in ttittin, from whom the

Jews obtained it in turn. tenth legion iiad

exclusive rights to Palestine. Titus might have, ana

he re turned the

greater part of the land to the people in accoruance with the

Furthermore, we might give the statementgiven them.

interpretation that the difficulty would disappear.

190 
could organize the Academy, etc.

192 
tenth legion,

probably did, give them 

land to use for quartering purposes, but it is lixely that

that Titus did not restore the confiscated property, but farmed it out to the 
193 

and kept it as his own property.

of the law immediately after the War in 70; i.e., as soon as the rabbis in Jabneh
191 

Schuerer

tlie passage that Titus farmed out all his property to the tenth legion, irr
But we need not assume that the

in Josephus such an

Instead of taking

assurance lie had



to mean he
v

between Palestine ana the colonies.
for himself and. It was

Not only isadministered under his own supervision.
i- TTO £</o- ^a(194takeChen we oantion, but it even appears more satisfactory.

in the sense of "sell” which is its usual meaning

195 in VitaChe passageforced interpretation of "farm out".

it would simply mean that Titus

That became its homeleft the tenth legion in Palestine to preserve oraer.

even as iigypt, Gaul, etc. became the homes of other legions.

VII

and had a joint triumph

with his father.

received that of Judaious,

menorah and the golden table. adds that he took along also the

curtain ( ).
Such was theAt the end of the

end of the Zealot leader/

Now,

which bear further scrutiny. that when Titus entered the

Temple after its destruction, he took two zonot with him ana on a Sefer Torah

before the altar committed fornication. What an ignominious deed for the heir

apparent of the Romasi empire! ■aid the Talmud actually believe Titus capable of

senatorial administration, but Titus retained Palestine

this a plausible explana-

Titus, himself, left Palestine shortly after the capitulation of
197

Jerusalem. He arrived in Home in the year 71 0. Ji.

Instead of giving it the 
196 

, likewise, be-

was put to death.

Both generals received the title of lane rator, but neither 
198 a more significant title. In their triumph they

199 
including the

to mean ne reta^
7 o distinction which he arew

it as his private property, we should take it as a

) and all the holy vessels ( (^7^X377 •<“ 
201 

triumph, Simon b. Gioras

the Talmud has some stories about both Titus ana fespasian
202

It is related

carried the utensils which Titus had brought from the Temple, 
200 

The’ Talmud

governed by imperial and

comes clear and no contradictions remain, for

The latter were
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There seems here to be an allusion to the general reputationsuch vulgarity?

It is known that he was a debauched profligate of the worstof tho prince.

The Talmud may have nau refer-

wrought up over something else.

Titus lived in home with Berenice, sister of Agrippa and former

She was his consort ana ooncubine, ana expeatea to becomequeen of the Jews.

his wife.

It was bad enough that he nadreluctantly he dismissed Berenice from Some.

thus aesecrated the Jewish name by living in adultery with her. It was even

worse that he let her go in this fashion.

Since, therefore, it is legitimate to interpret like in terms of

of like, we may use a Midrashic method in explaining the Talmudic passage.

though the rabbis may have aisliked .Berenice, she still represented forMuch

the Jewish people ana its good name before Rome. Titus' relations to herthem

therefore considered a aefileraent of the land of Israel, which they spokewere

of in this case as the Sefer Torah. It is in this metaphorical way that the

rabbis expressed their protest against all similar laxity in sarital relations

and particularly in this instance.

The loose usage of the titles of Caesar, king and emperor in Jose

phus has led many to think that Josephus was inuulging in wholesale adulation

Titus, for instance, is givenThis, however, is not true.of his patrons.

these titles frequently in Josephus after the third book and Vespasian is, of

Likewise, the Miarash and Talraua

confer these titles on them.

sort while he was a prince, ana became sober only when the affairs of state
203 

compellea him; i.e., when he oecame emperor.

But Titus hau to sacrifice his private aesires to state policy and
204

ence to his private character, but it is more likely that the raouis were

In Gittin et al, Johanon addresses Vespasian as
course, subject to this honor even oftener.



elaborate Ofking (
of address inthis, but it is wholly unnecessary.

was acoHomitian, Tacitus tails us.suoh a position.
poniitian, and as TaCi„oiAs this oocurrea long before the accessionsoldiers.

his ue;tus is certainly not guilty of such sycophancy—as

titles oon-everywhere brings out—we must ooncluae that these

rabbis, but that they wareferred upon Titus and Vespasian by Josephus and the

mere expressions of high esteem and unusual honor.

historians of the'He now cane to a point which has bothered many

Git tin 56a says

tnat during the War—ana presumably just before the

became a proselyte.

the original, of the same story about both Nebuchaunezzar ana Nebuzarauau. It

is, inaeed, strange that the rabbis should have let their fancy wanaer so far
'He may set it down asafield.

guilty of enuless confusion,historical instinct and in historical matters were

'.'/hat, then, is thethey never consciously distorted facts or perverted history.

explaration of this curious notice?

As we have seen in the case of Nebuchadnezzar and Nebuzaradau, the

name of the king or emperor is often used for the general who actually carries

on the war in his master's name. She imperial stanuarus thus receive the

ultimate creait for all victories ana achievements. Nero, therefore, can here

stand only for Vespasian who airected the early conduct of the War. This becomes

clearer when we look a few lines lower ana find that Vespasian took cuarge of

Hut here Vespasian stanus for Titus.affairs. Tne rabbis here regaraed

Nero became convinced of the futility of nis attempts

We have alreaay seen that this is only a variant, although

period and passea over by others as mere groundless legenu.

destruction of Jerusalem—

explanation

to conouer Jerusalem ana

were not loosely

to men
Of course, the Talmud offers an

a general rule that though the rabbis had no

,soripfion of -omiti^

It was a usual form

205 ilairao*! Jaesar by his



Vespasian as the actual conqueror ( >jv

of the War am Vespasianthe last general to be appointed 1'or the management

Furthermore, the saneearns immediately before him.

former-oase 1TT‘

and for Vespasian A

17Y;fix with

The Talmud here means that Nero was first sent againsteribed to a soribe).

This is impossible for Nero did allJerusalem and he was followed by Vespasian.

the military appointing ana there was none higlsrtlian ne to give him such an as-

)7T”lV.Tft) also implies that a generalandsignment. The use of

In view of this, it beoorr.es clear that what they meant was as follows; Nero

Titus was left there to conduce the siege (

Nero, the rabbis, therefore, refer to a conversion of Vespasian. This is, un-

whioh
the rabbis had ever present in their memory.

They, perhaps, overstep the privileges of even legendary history
It is indeed possiblewhen they derive H. Meier from this conversion of Nero.

that H. Meier did descend from Titus and Berenice, but there is a simpler explan-

Once they haa confused Vespasian or Titus and Nero, itation of this passage.

only another step to derive Meier's origin from him because of the etymolo-was

it appears in Hebrew).

language is used to describe

from outsiue was employed to assume control of the situation anu it cuula, tnere-
207 

fore, not refer either to Floras or Cestius, the two preaecessors of Vespasian.

gioal meaning of both Meier and Nero (i.e., as

. But we Know
206,

I. Titus was

— the use of the suf-

i

the appointment of both Titus ana Vespasian (in the

0)J’*03O^V

appointed Vespasian as general to conduct the 'Jar and when ne became emperor

Nero vias used for Vespasian and the latter for Titus. By the conversion of

C 
this to oe false (and the raobis, themselves were aware of it

p-ra1?
for Vespasian is an insignificant variation and may be as-

208 doubtedly, a confused allusion to the love affair of Titus for Berenice,

beoorr.es


consulted an oracle as to the outcome of the War.

It is
interesting to see that hash! here preserves an accuracy of tradition usually
unobtainable by him. In using , he shows us tuat it was not merely

This, coupled, with that

Vespasian is said, to have consultea the oracle,

proves conclusively that Vespasian must be unaerstood for Nero where the latter

is used, in the passage in Gittin. (It was, of course, natural for all generals

to consult the oracle before wars ana even battles, but in the whole Jewish

'.7ar we hear of it only in these two cases. 'This coincidence alone justifies our

Aconclusion. This reconstruction of the passage makes the conjecture of one

'ittiO is thought by him to have become a convert. But Josephus says

nothing to this effect.) can unuerstana the same

story when told of Nebuchadnezzar and Nebuzarauan. They are but variants of

Vespasian of whom the original conversion is related.

VIII

We are all familiar with the story in Gittin of theoeaing discussion.

dramatic exit of Johanon b. Bakkai, his prophecy of the good fortune of Vespasian

The historicity of this account lias beenand his subsequent reward by him.

he came to take charge of Boman affairs in Palestine.
211 

fact that in both places

ymo
outside of Jerusalem that Vespasian uiu this, but on his march soutnward when

It is in view of this that we

Let us now turn back to an incident which hau no place in the pre-

21b

scholar wholly unnecessary, who is of the opinion that Nero is a mistake for 
212Nikanor,

This interpretation of the Talmuaic passage is borne out by
■ 209buetonius. It is there stated that when Vespasian readied iuount Camel, he

210 
reishi tells us that that

was the significance of the arrows which Nero shot Tl'TIUj

He wanted to learn if the outcome of the War would be favoraole to him.
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disputed on the ground that vespasian never besieged Jerusalem ana that Johanon

oould not have case into such intimate association with him, and that his exit

from Jerusalem is altogether too dramatic to admit of probability. V/e can im

mediately dispense with the last objection. Tiie i'almud uoes often clothe his

torical facts in a mythical setting. I'o the first two we can answer that Ves-

Johanon might have effected an escape from the city and made

(>7e learn'overtures to Vespasian to help him save the remnants of scholarshin.

from z’esach. 26a that Johanon had been a prominent teacher oefore the uestract-

It says He might

iiave gone to meet the general while he was still in Galilee ana unaer such cir—

At such

to the throne (such prophecies were common in antiquity. gives a

stages of the War the Zealots and Sicarii had not become so powerful and vigi-

1’hus, we find that, from purely internal evidence, the 1'almudia reportlent •

is at least plausible. It can withstand the test of all accurate historical

analysis •

Y/e learn from Josephus

and

very

Bomans as early as 66 or 67 ana that the peace party was in the majority
Gittin 56b also tells us that Jabneh had a wellsympathetic with Home.

At this time, 
it would have been possible for Johanon to leave the city, for in the early

ion of the 'Jennie and it was, therefore, up to him to procure such a favor.)
210

a time, Johanon might have delivered to Vespasian his prophecy of his accession 
218 v, /

Gchuerer gives a
J

(Yle may, indeed, question the i'almuaic exaggeration that Vespasian

that Jabneh haa gone over to the

mass of literature and parallel sources for such prophecies).

But the 'Jalmua does not say Jonanon met Vespasian just outsiae of Jerusalem.

□ Yi -3 , "when ne readied that place".

pasian was in the act of preparing for the siege of Jerusalem when he neard of
214 

Hero’s aeath.

cumstances it is likely that Vespasian would iiave received him well, since ne
217 was alreaay known to the Somans as the leader of the peace party.

gave Johanon Jabneh.
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1'iie probability is that Ves-

the Hasi, until a reorganization was effected.)

d'he uetails tally in more ways than one ana it may be that thegood fortune.

rabbis simply ascribed the prophecy to Johanon because of thoir prejudice in his

Uhis seems obvious from the factfavor and their utter dislike of Josephus.

that two such similar prophecies would not have been uelivered by two such prom-

I’he weight of probability is against it.inent Jews concerning the same event.

So we must concluae either that both Johanon and Josephus aelivereu these pro

phecies, or that Josephus -was a liar, or that the rabbis ascribed to Johanon

more than was his due. 7/e have given up the first conjecture. fhe second is

a prophecy to Josephus.

/(eV

t

et unus ex-nobilibusconfirms the quotation delivered by Josephus;

captivis Jo^eohus, cum coiceretur in vincula, constantissime asseveravit fore

of the passage in vio) verum iaa

.223In slightly different form, the same passage is quoted in Orosius1iinoeratore.

who says that the legions urged Vespasian to become emperor and the most
Shis seems to beinsistent of these was Josephus who was then in chains.

(although Orosius himself mentions it in the name of Suetonius) the original of

gives a direct quota.ion from Josephus 

c) iq yeis S(q

~r-o

222
Suetonius

established, school ( 71*130^7/ 71J 21' ).

pasian bestowed some significant favor on Jonanon because of his peace aoti-

Still we fino. in Josephus2"® a similar forecasting of Vespasian’s

vities, ana became of his imperial patronage ana great scholarship Jonanon was

ut ab eodem brevi solveretur (this reminas us

accepted in Jabneh after the 'Jar as the leaaer of the school ana, perhaps, even

wholly unlikely since the Latin writers are almost unanimous in ascribing such

. „ ,221ado Cassius

which we no longer possess; V my

€ V I a.isT OV Xu re ts
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al 1 the prophetic claims advanced by Josephus. It is, indeed, plausible that

Josephus was very urgent on Vespasian when the legions wanted him to become

eniporor, and that Josephus later exaggerated or misconstrued this into a oro-

phecy, whereas we moderns have to exercise our ingenuity anu imagination to a

considerable extent to believe that such a prophecy was delivered immediately

All the evidence is thus definitely com’ir. atonyafter the fall of Jotapata.

of the truth of Josephus' claims to prophecy or prediction or foresight or

whatever we call it.

As for Johanon, we may loos to Ab d R N IV for a more probable ac

count of his fate. He remained in the city until its fall anu was suitably re

ftwa^ea by Vespasian for his steadfastness to Home. In view of this, we better

understand the words in Gittin 56b f which would

If he actually

waited to escape and meet Vespasian until the latter was preparing for the

siege, he would have been prevented by the Zealots from carrying out his ruse.

Abba Silcra and the Zealot vigilantes would

escape in spite of them would have been imoossible

cribeu it to Johanon who stood out before them as the hero of the whole War.

Shortly after the uelivery of this prophecy—or whatever we ueciue

upon regaraing it — Vespasian himself founu occasion to realize a cherished am

bition and become emperor. different writers naturally place different inter

them. 'x’acitus' says Berenice used her influence to help him realize his

aspirations (sacl Josephus represents it as having been forced upon him; but his

testimony is not altogether reliable in view of the fact that he was deeply

pretations on his conuuct at this critical moment anu we can but choose between

225

never have permitted this and his

But the rabbis remembered the Jewish prediction of Vespasian's future and as-

224 
as Josephus himself tell us.

^73.V X1? p
less unintelligible if Johanon really left the city.be more or
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indebted to the whole Flavian family) anu won his favor uy giving him rich

iiio Cassius2*^ definitely confir .s the testimony of d'aoitus, saying,gifts.

id nothing to achieve his aim until Mucianus (as per Josephus)however, that he

urged him to take the crown but that he had before that had aspirations of his

is not so gen<. rous to Vespasian and sequent disorders in Home.

cuses him of setting out to -tome immediately when he heard of the revolt of

He nau hopes of joining the struggle, coming out victor-Otho and Vitellius.

ions, anu winning the crown. Ahis uoes, indeed, seem more consonant with what

we must decide in favor of their ac

counts, not that they present Vespasian in a more favorable light, but because

they ought to represent a more original trauition.

IX

few inuividual facts which have a bearing on

our subject, anu which we must consider before bringing it to a close. A war

Oof i'itus is mentioned in Sotah 49a (Mishnah:

recognised as a corruption of

says it

was eighty years from the war of Asverus to that of Vespasian. Shis is approx-

Ahis gives us seventy-four years.

). This is an

If we begin theobvious error for

Vespasian ana Quietus (which we emended for 
t!

nJ

0>«VlS7) • ‘jJhis is

years elapsed between the wars of

O (19‘lP

OlV'j)
who lived and fought against the Jev/s under Srajan.

232 which most texts now read."

; i.e., the war of L. Quietus
229

J. Sotah 24 be

1’here remainX just a

imately correct, if we assume, with Graetz, that Asverus is a corruption for
230 

Varrus who in 4 B. C. suppressed a revolt.
231It is further stated that twenty-four

we ,<now of the behavior of Boman generals in such instances, but in view of
228 

the priority of both dacitus and Jio

own, and was ’wondering what to do when he heard of Galba’s death and the subse-
227

Zonaras
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reckoning with the opening of the War in 66, we have 116 as the uate of the war

This is approximately accurate. Trajan began the conflict aboutof quietus.

when it was soon quelled, only to break out again
Thus, if we make slight allowances for the peculiar methous of Jewish calen-
dation and of counting the number of years, we find that the statements of J.
Sotah and Heder 01am are not amiss as is generally supposed.

tells how the Jewsphus in regard to the trickery of the Jews.
the Homan soldiers between the towers and slew many and, again, how theygot

them into the cloister ana there set fire to it and burned them. Y. Taangot

tells of still another stunt. The Jews made the Homans thirsty by giving69b

them salted food ( ) ana to quench their thirst they arank from

This caused

them to choke ( HI iU The

re

gives a short remark which has a worla of importance for

our theological knowledge, but which we cannot eluciaate, because of insuffic

ient data and lack of elaboration in the passage. It is there stated that

Jahveh had taken up his abode in Italy. Coming as this does from one of the

most civilised and intellectual Jews of his time, this statement of the locali

zation of the aeity cannot fail to impress us with the primitive turn of Jewish

mina even at that date.

He was far too ardent and zealous a Jewishmerely sycophanting to Rome.

theologian and spirit to allow his political biases to encroach on his theological

beliefs.

n

collection of the pranks played by the Jews on the Romans. 
265 

Josephus

V?e find several correspondences between the Jewish sources and Jose- 
254 

Josephus

It would be unfair to argue here that Josephus was

some wineskins filled with air which the Jews nad offered them.

Ti'V pj n ■niiii ynAj^r»i->Tri7> •.
tales do not tally, but it is interesting to note that the rabois hau some

115 ana it lasted until his death in 117, and continued into the reign of Haarian
253

l under bar Kochba in lo2-3.



is, inueeu, strange

Homan protectorate, out wa have no reason to question such

me nt.

In B. J. 5.2.1. ana 6.2.2. the city of Gophua is mentioned. It

quotes whnt he considers a spurious Inscription of

Titus, which speaks of several generals Before vespasian ana Titus, ana calls

Jerusalem a city, intemotatan omnious aucibus ante se aut fmstra netitam aut

This inscription may be spurious, but it contains a reliable traditionomino.

□ V?

QUIWP O'J'W The latter has generally

been taken to mean Florus and Cestius, and it is these two whom Titus or his

forger probably had in mind when writing omnibus ducibus . aut frus t ra

aut omino.

"fe have seen that it is possible to estaolish an approximate date

for the composition of the Greek and Latin sources, but we are utterly lost when

trying to give an accurate, or even approximate, date for the Talmud accounts

except, of course, by ascribing the process of their origin, development and

composition to the years 70-500.

Y/e have seen man;' close resemblances between Josephus ana the

Josephus displays

an uncanny knowledge of Jewish history, traaition, myth, ana folk lore; and he
even shows a familiarity with the halacha, in many cases of which he is at

ana is closely related to the passaged previously quoted from Ab d H K
VTl1^ auivjo o'J'W

an explicit,^ state-

also occurs in J. Taan. 69a.

Schuerer“ 5

In B. J. 6.2.4. it is stated that the Jews iiaa rignts of capital 
punishment under Homan rule ( 0 °X, H,U€ '■$ J & 'r"1’ t

) • Tills

in view of our general understanding of the general Jewish history uauer the

Talmudic accounts. They were, undoubtedly, interdependent.
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variance with the Talmud. But his acquaintance with the Midrashic methods of

the raoois is, perhaps, even more striking because we should uot expect to rind

it in him. In fact, the whole fourth section of the sixth book of B. J. ch. 5,

reads like an extract from any rabbinical Midrash. The interpretation of the

biblical verses coula not be more rabbinical, and ho'ft certainly must either

have borrowed it from the rabbis or must have been so saturated with Jewish

teaching as to be responsible for it himself. In view of this, we cannot wonaer

that Josephus ana the Talmud are so often in agreement—and though there may

be superficial discrepancies anu apparent contradictions, a critical analysis

of the Talmud documents will often remove these anu show that the two are ulti

mately in concord and harmony. It is only natural that the lapse of years be

tween the happenings recorded in Josephus ana the writing down of the rabbin

ical traditions should have aimed the memory of the rabbis so as to introduce

into their reports confusion ana inaccuracy. But remembering that, after all,

the raoois were moralists, preachersana theologians and not historians, we can

overlook all their deficiencies with a smile and thank them for having handed

down to us what would otherwise appear ary, historical facts, clothed in a

spirit that makes them interesting ana written aown in the life-blood of their

rich experiences.
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Graelz is of the opinion that used in Ab d a. N. VI better

Of course,

which, after all,

pression.

war party as better description of con

ditions at the tine.

These names are also more

theological
prejudices inherent in them,.whereas —it may not have been so

31. B. J. 2.17.6.
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Zealots, exonerates the Homans of

to the rabbis, however—certainly conveys 
and bias which is distasteful to

Jl) ,
in harmony with the spirit of the time,

I 1 .

D’-SUp
a certain theological impression

Certainly, the depredations of Simon b. Giora can be 

called by no other name than

preserves the details, but this is in no wise certain, 

is a translation of

modern ears, although it may have been 

pleasing to the Jews of the War.

because they have no

 •S-1H give a

7.9.7. Zleazer b. Ziuon, leader of the 

having causeu the Jar ana lays the blame 

partly on the Jews ana partly on the „ , . . „e!c peoples with whom they were living

of Josephus or vice versa; but whereas 

the latter may represent for Josephus a picture of what haopenea, the rabbis 

of tne peace party must have given the fanatics a more opprobdous appellat

ion than which, after all, uoes convey a subtly favorade im—

It seems, thereiore, taat the other accounts whicu speak of the 

♦jinn or
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49. Gittin, 55b g-\vn' XSD'J ~>21

1713^3 77of the accounts is translated by Rashi as 
j’v-’bn 'OX
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61. U. J. 4.7.2.; 5.1.4.; 7.3.1.

63. Whose name also occurs uio 0. LXVI, 7 ano. Tac. Hist. V, 12.

64. Vita 9.

65. Brech Hi11 in 257

66. B. J. 2.4.3.

67. Ib.

69. Amst. 1711, p. 2,

69. B. J. 4.5.4.

70. Uatth. 23:35.

71. ji’or the whole literature on the subject and its relation

f o re us, V. Strack

72. bchuerer denies this, I, 2 p. 229' He is

probably or the opinion that the N. 1’. account

prior to the War.

73. J. Taan. 69a says ne was killed in the 'J7/3 77 which is not

the precise location Given iniiatth., but we must remember tuat tne story

was fresher in the memory of the Gospel author. The rabbis

to make the crime appear more severe by referring it to the Priestly Jourt.
But it is sufficient to note that both accounts Place it in the Temple. The

rabbis, however, may have had some recollection or the story in Llatth., f°r
they ask whether the crime was committed in the

thethe Temple ana
altar, as in Uatth. agreement with the Talmud
in placing it in the middle of the Temple.

may have tried

or in the

apostolic authors ana, therefore, could not speak or something which happened

62. I, 2 p. 232n’73

to the question be-

Billerbeck, Comm. an. loc.

(n.62* no reason ^i^soever.

dourt of Israel

Court of Women, which was approximately located between 

Josephus, however, is more in

must be contemporary with i^s
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74. Resik. 23.
et al.7b.

76. B. J. 6.3.4.
76. B. J. 6.3.4.
77. of. e.g., B. J. 5.1.4.; 4.13.6-7; 5.12.3-4; 6.3.3.
78. Ab d. R N VI.
79. lb. ana Gittin 56a.
80. B. J. b.13.4.

82. Gittin 56a et al.

84. Gittin 56a et al.—they were Nikodenus b. Gordon, b. Kalba Sabua and b.
2sitsis Hakeset.

85. B. J. 5.1.4.

86. In connection with John of Gischala of whom so many dark crimes are related

In Josephus of which not the least is the burning of the storehouses, it is

worthy to note that he was an old friend of Bimon b. Gamliel, who in one

particular instance w^s ready to follow his auvice in a dangerous situation.

Now Graetz (362) takes this passage from Josephus (Vita 38) to prove that

Berhapsl But if he wereJohn was really not as bad as he is represented.

the leaner of the dealots and nis oaity were reauced to such extremities, it

is only natural that he should have resorted to such atrocities. i’hey are to

furthermore, his friendship with Simon b. Gamliel provesbe expected in war.

Un the conaary, the passage in Josephus seems tonothing to this effect. say

that Bimon was easily influenced by the revolutionary propaganda and were

it not for the superior and cooler juapment of Ananos, would have committed

himself to the error of taking the command of Galilee from Josephus, •7e

81. For further information ana parallel sources, v. Bchuerer I, 2p. 2*tln^^.

47
83. Hist. V, 12 ap. Graetz 397
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mast here agree with Josephus that such a procedure would have hastened

the advent of the calamity.

07. LVI, 4.

80. fl. J. 5.1.fl. '

09. 390.

92. Hist. V, 12.

93. fl. J. 5.13.7.

94. Gittin 56a.

95. fl. J. 6.2.2. et al.

n!0897. equal to July 70 A. fl., according to flchuerer, I, 2p, Z‘i2

98. fl. J. 6.2.1.

99. ib.

.67100. 400

102. Graetz, 384°.

103. ib.

104. B. J. 7.8.1.

105. Gittin.

106. liefer Hakabbalah.

•107.

108. Ab d H. H.

109. This "appellatio post eventum" may nave been
speaks of their advocacy of the rule of God to the exclusion of

110. e.g., Shab. 13b-17a.
Weis, Dev I, 186.111.

101. Ketub. II, 9.
 __.6

90. v. sup.
5191. 398 .

iafluenced by B. J. 7.8.1. which 
all others.
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112. Shao. l.c.

14. 9.2.-3.
calling this114. Aocording to Jost 437, Mleazer b. Hananiah was

.'nesting.
115. Shab. 17a.

117. l.c.
118. 'I’o the Baraita, Shab. Ib3b.

and'd'almucic use of

iiliezer to the assumption of tne presidency

. His ascription of icliloewise was aware of this use of to

the eighteen decrees is therefore all the more convincing.

AJ' reasons

are slightly different. Weiss (ior I, 190),

His reasons, how-

For additional literature on tne subject of theever, are not convincing.

eighteen decrees, v. Lerner, Magazin fur Gesch. W. Wissenschaft vol. 9-lo,

and Seitlin, R. 11. J. 1914, who follows Greetx.

121. Megillat Taanit.

122. Shab. 13b.

123. 440.

124.

125. So Jost 1. c.

when they refer

by nleazor b. Azariah; but hash!

or, according to the fuller ana better

. u 1 lea by Herod—-v, a
113. Who was probably a ron of the Jealot, Hezeldah, * t.

120. 2he opinion given above practically coincides with that oi Graetz, 5, III, 

n. 26, who places the passage of the decrees during the revolt.

119. Hananel and ITissim, ad. loc., are at least in more

these opinions of Joshua

were enacted curing the patriarchate of Simon b. Gamliel.

on the other liana, says tney

reading given in Hananel ad loc.,

instrumental in

116. For the whole list, v. Shab. l.c. anu Weis, op. cit. 196.

accord witn the general
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126. I, 2p. 212

127. B. J. 2.17.10.

120. Zoitlin, 94f.
I

129. B. J. 2.17.18.

130. Zeitlin ib. also quotes it from Graetz.

lol. B. J. 2.17.5.
132. 91 f.
123. B. J. 2.15.6.
134. 93.
135. IV, 8.

,n269136. v. Zeitlin 99'
137. ap. Zeitlin 99.
138. B. J. 2.17.8.
139. For whole discussion of the Megi Hah passage, v. Zeitlin 97 ff.

140. B. J. 2.17.8.

141. v. Zeitlin 96.

142. 100 f.

143. B. J. 2.19.9.

144. B. 3. 4.5.4.

145. 105.

146a.For the various theories on this wore, ana passage, v. Zeitlin 108.
146. 65.5.4.

' 147. v. Zeitlin 112 f.
148. B. J. 2.20.2. ana Vita, 6.
149. B. J. 6.5.3.
150. ib.
151. Lam. R. Pesik. 23.



N 0 T E 3

152. lb.

153. B. J. 6.5.4.

155. v. o.o Llurphy's Tacitus, p. 504, n. 6.

154. Hist. 5. 13.

156. B. J. 4.6.3.

157. B. J. 5.9.2.

158. Gittin 56b.

159. B. J. 6.4.5.

160. ib.

161. B. J. 6.4.2.
■1162. 403 .

163. ap. Sohuerer, I, 2 p. 244J

164. ib.

165. 7.9.5-6.

Itaque Titus, imperator ab exercitu pronuntiatus, templum166. The passage is:

in Hierosolymis incendit ao diruit, quod a die conditionis prii.ae usque ad

So, Orosiusdiem eversionis ultimae manserat annis mills centum et duobus.

evidently believed Solomon built the Temple in 1032.

167. The leader of whom was Tiberius Alexander, the nephew of Thilo—B. J. 4.10.6;

5.1.6.

168. B. J. 6.4.3.

170. Lam. R. 1 .

171. B. J. 3.9.3.; 3.10.9.

172. Resile 23.

173.

loc., is

,n.H5e

'[nil

169. B. J. 7.1.1.
 .31

auk
—the variant of this quoted, in hubert au

prii.ae


NOTES

and does not allay the difficulty since Kebuchaunezsar knew no more of

Laouicoa and Antioch than he din of Rome.

174. ib.

17b. Pestle. 23.

176. B. J.' 6.4.5.

177. B. J. 6.5.1.

170. B. J. 6.9«o.

179. 7.9.7.

180. B.

181. V. Bchuerer, I. 2, p.

182. Bi 5.8.1—J.

183. B. J. 6.2.2.

184. Aeon. Cond. 8.

185. B. J. 7.6.6.

166. Essai, Rote All, p. 475 f.

167. lionatsschrift, 37 pp. 106, 57-65, 105-110.

188. A.parallel to this passage is found in J. Ketub. 2bo.

190. The name of the law as it occurs in the Talmud affords an interesting stuuy

Graetz and others were led, following Rashi ad loc., toin etymology.

described in Josephus (e.g.ascribe the origin of the name to the Sicarii as

Rashi and Graetz thought thatB. J. 2.13.2-3, 17.6; 4.7.2; 7.8.1; 7.9.1).

in order to save their lives ( and

court and original owners would not have labelled the property as Sikarikon

and thus given it and the confiscator an oppobrious appellation when they

that after the war they got it back;

J. 7.8.1-7; 9.1-2; 7.7.1; Tao. Eist. II, 79. 

253n* lc5.

the Jews were compelled by the robbers to hand their property over to them

1^7 I l^lj h * 1 "* I
This explanation is unlikely since the

189. 1. o.



notes

were desirous of recovering it. Jas trow is of the opinion that oikarikon

is a rnetathetical disguise for Kaisarikon, meaning, of course, that the

property had been seizeu by Situs and aaue a part of the royal domain. Shis

suggestion offers no improvement over that of Graetz since it is difficult

to conceive why the rabbis should have uisguiseu something'which nau the

good will of the emperor connected with it. Superior to both of these sug-

, a word in use in the legalor

Furthermore, his con

tention that Latin words, although used by the people in their speech, never

became a part of the Jewish legal terminology is quite well taken. Feist

, the equivalent of the

191. I, 2. p. 253Uj

192. Vita 76.

193. B. J. 7.6.6.

194. l.c.

195. Schuerer l.c.

196. 76.

197. bchuerer, I, 2, p. 2*9.

196. Dio. 0. 1ST, 7.2.

199. B. J. 7.5.5.

200. ttittin 56b.

201. B. J. 7.5.6.

59 furnishes a parallel to this.202. Gittin 56b. lam. R.

203. Murphy's Tacitus 521.

would, therefore, vocalize the word 

c. , which by the laws of Phonetics would

gestions is the etymology offered by Feist (Monatssohrift 71) who derives it 

from k

parlance of that time for precisely that purpose.

perfect participle, K. t K. f

readily give in Hebrew,
1137 ,
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204. Berenice ab urbe diraisit, invitus invitem, Sac. 1. c.
205. Hist. Ill, 86.
206. of. Gittin 56b.
207. of. Ab d R. IT. IV—

II, 2.
209. Vesp. 5.6.
210. Gittin 56a.
211. Suet. l.c. ana Gittin l.o.
212. B. J• 5.6.O.
213. 56 ab.
214. B. J. 4.9.
215. 1'his, however, is to be gathered from the remark of Vespasian, Gittin

56b,
216. Gittin 56a.
217. Ab d R N IV.

n.41218. I, 2, p. 223
219. of. Bueohler 4, 6; and Graetz 385.
220. 3. J. 3.8.9.
221. L.XVI, 1 f.
223. 7.9.3.
222. Vesp. 5.6.
224. B. J. 4.9.3,5,10,11.
225. Hist. II, 59-60—v. Graetz 396 .
226. LXIV, 8.3.
227. ap. -ido 0. p. 232.
228. aonaras lived in the twelfth century.

□ Mj?? d nt? D'JWST* □■‘AV? IX&’W BVJ.

208. For the story of their relations, v. Juvenal, Satires VI ana i'ao. Hist.



notes

229. Taken from Seder 01am R. ch. 30.

230. B. J. 2.5.1-3; Ant. 17.10.9-11,

231, A variant, fifty-two, occurs in modern texts, but the Amst. 1711 ed. which

1 am using has

232. Some scholars disregard this important variant ana accept’ the inferior

reaaing for reasons that I cannot ascertain.

233, Seder 01am R. says sixteen years later.

234. B. J. 5.3.3; 6.3.3.

235. B. J. 5.9.3.

n.128236. X, 2, p. 249 f.

168583


