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PREFACE .

Bosides the pgreat mass of scientiflc and religious

literature which is the Jews’ noblest herit&ga from his

past , tharé exists , too, & popular Jewish literature,
of which the JOSIPPON is not the least worthy example.
The re Were books in the Ghetto ower which the Jewish boys

and girls pored in nmuch the game way as does the modern

ehild over his fairy books and tales of sdventure. A

gtudy of such a work -~ one of the constructive factors

in the life of every Jewish child- would need no furtier
apology then this.
The Josippon is valuable to us for nther res-

sons than this. I was the conncting link between the Ghetto




and the world. The numerous translations and versions

which are noted below, testify tolﬁhe‘gramt popularity

of the book among the Gentiles. Its influence must have

beén great in breaking down prejudices sgalinst the Jem

by spreading knowledge of the history and life of the Jaw,
BUt it is not to be understood that the Josippon

ig but & child’s book or an apologetic work sent out by

the Jew to his Uentile neighbors. It was originally an

hisorical work of evi@ent sgriuosnegs and loftinegs.‘ As

suoh,it LY constanﬁly appealed to by Jewish scholars in

all centuries ag an suthoritative anh aythentic work.

The excellence and ease of the werk soon recommended it~

$0 the'popular mind both anong the Jews and the Gantilés.

h, .
Furtérmore, I have chosen the Josippon as the




subject for treatment in my thesis, as I believe ihat

it offers & #plendid opportunity iof 11l rating the va-

1idity of ecritical proceasaf%% gr&ﬁda where we need not feel

ourselves hampered by theological prejudices. It is pos-
gible 10 érgue here dispaséion&taly and therefore the best
result® are atbalnable.

In subnpitting this thesis to the Faculty of
the Hebrew Union College, I believé that I an cognizmant
of its defects @nd shortconings, whieh are not few. I
have suffered greatly in the preparation of this thesis

through the absence of all the first and in many cases, of

" the more jinportant secondary sources. I have endeavored %o

lehd s scientific tone to the thesig bY congtant references

and citations but the limitatdons of ny knowledge and the




inadequacy of my apparatus are suffioient to show the
hollowness of such pretansids.:

The only merit T dare clsim in this thesis is
th@t of origindlity in the presentation of the gubject
nstter. I have done little else than to gather tacts and
theories from nany vairied and widely scattered sources
and to srrange the uaterials, thus collected, systemat~—
ically. A few cf:the references in the body of the thesis
are my own, also.

1 wish to take this opportunity tq eﬁpress ny
thanks t0 such menbfrs of the Faculty as have assisted
me with their halpful/ﬂsuggestions and with the loan of

roeference books.
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JEWISH HISTORIOGRAPHY.
'70 Aacomaf e 1040 A.G.E"

From the Destruction of Jerusalem to the Close of the

Period of the Gaonin.

The art of historiography for its own sake,
was not cultivated among the Jews after the destruction
of their Temple for many centuries. The disintegration

of their national unity and the shock conseguent thereto
dazed the people and robbed them of their sgnsgg. Their
energies were absorbed by the efforts‘to reconskruct Ju-
daism on a non-national basis, and the dialectical dis-
cussgions to that end. A proper appreciation of the value
of contemporary historical records ;at no tind, tookeen
among the Jews - together with a regard for other inter-

ests of practical life was lost .




Too much stress can not be laid upon the effect
of the loss of a national political life in this matter
of keeping historical records. Desplsed and persecuted

as he was for centuries, and scattered as his people

wag, bthe Jew was too -miserable to realize that he had a

past that wag worthy of attention, and the awful misery
of the present did not suggest perpetuation in writing.
The universalistic~ i.e. non-national trend given to the

faith by the Rabbls of the reconstruction period suggest -

~ed that Israel must look in other directions than the

past. Religion and not politics was to be made the baslis

of the new Israel. All of these influences and gsuggest -

[

ions nust be reckoned with in answering the question of
the almost total disappearance of the historian’s arh
among the Jews of this perilod.

A flourishing historiography must havebeen




cut down by the war, which meant death, not only to pol-
{tical interests, but, what is more important hp us, to
all hig?gr cultural eleménts among the Jeﬁs. Tlavius
Josep’hi{xs ( Vita §66) and.Eusebius ( Beclesiastical His;
poiy ) mention Jewish hiétorians, whésa worke were mnore
or less widely known. We shall merely mention Flavius
Josephus (38~100) in passing, as an adequate treatment
is impossible in the narrow limits of thie sketch. Fur-
ther, as the predominant influences in Josephus’ work
wag the Graeco~ Roman, it nust remain & question whether
to assign him a place among Jewish historians. Constant
reference ﬁo nis work in the following pages will acqualnt
s better with the contents and character of his books.
For & period of a thousand years, for the most

part, we are compelled to satisly ourselves in our search

for historical sources, with stray notlces smbodied in




other works and a few straggling books, and even these
not of apurely historical tharacter. Passages are found
4 4 ’ 3 2— (3 4

in the Mishna, the two Talmuds, the Midrashim, Tosefta,
Mochilta, Sifri, Sifre, and Boraitha which contain refer~

ences to historical events, but, in & foreign context,

and garbled, as we uay suppose them to be, they are not
B Jost+ wovhk nlbﬁy 51 D s (V\,t,w/v—mu%

very sabisfactory. o J%luwuﬁx,(y{4.fzb] ZA;IC,yab;JQMirr“zlc).f“

From the early part of this period, we have the

3
book of TOBIT which reechoes the conditions of the tine

4

6f the Hadrianic ware. Parts of the Haggada of Pesach
come from this time -~ but we nmust notice here, as we

shall be compelled to do agaein, thatthis is not an his-

le=6.g, Aboths Pars III,bz Sanh. 1,68 etc.
5.~ 0.0, Jorushalmi, Sotah I¥,11s Masser Sheni V,8: etc.
Babil, Kid. 86% Berachot 29%:48%: etc.

b 3.“‘" Cfc ZnnZ GoD-Vc,polggo
4= cf. Hunz op. cit. p.133,




torical work per se, but composed primarily for litur-

gical raa:cng T‘h.é MEGILLAT TAANIT dats from this sane

period and is characterized by Zunz ( op.citiB as "hal-

aschic—- haggadie". It 18 & 1ist of the days of the year

on which it is not permitted to fagt because of sone

’ ; fortunate occurence on bhal day in the history of the

| Jews, Its contents are pistorical with a large admix~

ture of legend. We mus% not forget that here too the-
historical matter ig but subservient to the halachic
purpose of %he‘book.To the end of the second century,

: | ’ " also, i sscribed the NEGILLAT JﬁOHj;IN,’ vhose contents &

may héve already been known to Flavius Josephusf'as he

speaks of the geneslogies which were 8O carefully kept
{v~ not to be confused with the SEFER JUCHSIN of Abrahan

Zacuto, 1604,
9.« cf. Vita 1z Contra Apionem I,7.
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by the noble and priestlj families of the Jews. The
SﬁEgEMAQéM and some Greek apochrypha, DE VITA ET MORTE
PROPHETT ARUM, having some historical value, date fron
the firgt half of the third century.

Collections of legends -~ having more or legs
historical worth, - were made throughout this period,
ever as late as 1030 by one K. Nissim! Hashiyrefers 1o
these‘collections a8 VY300 . The worke of the Ga-
onin also contaln occagional notices of interest to the
histbrian.

Pseudepigraphid works grow frequent during

the later part of this period, which are attributed to

{,. aytuvtn a8’ Man

2‘;"" C«fl S&nho 31'b




the rabbis and other prominent Jews of the earlier cen-
turies. The MEGILLAT ANTIOCHUS, the SEDER OLAM ZUTA,
the MAASE DEB&BI JUSHUA ben LEVI, the JOSIPPON and many
others may be mentioned in this qonnectiéno TheseAbooks
all contain much valuable historical matter, but this

ié intermingled with a great amount of 1eg§ndary, ﬁanciw
ful matter. -

Beginning with the last guarter of the ninth
century, we find a congtantly growing number of higtor-
ical works., It must be noted that a corresponding 8¢t ~
ivity was manifested is thethristian world at the sane
time and, as is usual, found a reflex in the Jewlsh world.
Here again, we must call attention to the fack thatthis
historical activity was not causéd by any purely scien-
t1fic interest. Shexira Gaon’s Letter 1s apologetic

and polemical, to prove the continuity of the traditlonal

authority, with a view to confuting the Karaites; sim~




/

ilarly, the Seder Olam Zuta tries to prove the legitin-
acy of the Babylonian Exilarchate. The JOSIPPON ~ we

may believe~ as ls set forth in later prefaces ( e.g.
that of Leon Mosconl (£1.1370) and that of Tam bem Daud
ibn JachyaL) to console the Jews in their misery by show-
ing them the great wonders the Lord had performed for

Hig people in %he past and, dmplicitly, holding forth
'hope for similar deliverances in hhe present and the
future.

‘As coming from the first half of the ninth
century, we may mentlon that interesting little book,
known as the Book of Eldad Haddani; the SEDER TANNAIN

Fuvthe”

and AMORAIM,885 ( circalds,a lost historical work of Nathan

ben Isaachabbdbli, 958 ( circa)s the above mentioned

{,~ Found in the Magazin Berliner,li1v41%K,1878,p.017.
2.~ Found in almost all the editions of the Hebrew text of

the Vulgats, beginning with the Constantinople ed.,1510.




LETTER of SHERIKA GAON (9868), written in ansver to a qﬁestm
jon ssked by Jacokh ben Nissim of Keiruan, in regard to

the origin éf the Mishna. At the end of the tenth cen-
tury, we place the SEDER OLAX ZUTA, which carriesg the

tale éf nan from Adam to the end of the f1fth century,

A.C.E. It endeavors to prove that the E¥xilarch is of

Davidie descent. It shows the.strong influences of the
Arabiclchronicles. To the earlier part of the tenth or
to Fhe latter part of the ninth century, we ascribe the

- composition of the JOBIPPON. The following centuries
are rticher in this literaturse.

‘jhese later Hebrew chronicles are character-

ized by a bald attempt to imitate the Biblical style,
by being Pseudepigraphic, by the intermingling of fact

. and fancy. New facts they do not olfer. Their style

ig pedantic and full of words and phrases that bear the




I
c
:
gstamp of a later period. : V
We shall endeavor to treat the JOSIPPON -
i' #hich the best scholarehip has assigned to this period o
1 L
| as stated above,_ as the typical book of its age, ﬂ
|
i
‘v| \
ﬂ
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TITLES .

JOSTIPPON.

JOSTPPON .

JOSTPPON IN GENERAL.
EZPLANATIONS .OF THE NAME. MAJOR AND MINOR

LIBRARY OF THE JOSIPPON. CONTENTS OF THE

COMPARED WITH FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS,




THE JOSIPPON.

- ! : s )
The Josippon ( Hebrew Ils)’b13198,851,etc.)

is a chronicle written in Hebrew by the so called JOBEPH

8 1+~ The author refrs to the book asp™Ma 2 1D7' a9 4
L' Orp“nalz ps'bw*ﬁ!:b ,(888): Tt ig variously talled

[
t‘ 0*0”5’*'117 ,( Mantua ed.fol. 133)r ni1aam o'n*n 13
- | svyarg b Vat, ms. 408)F - A taa
aYIia'a » 8. R Su pRop'ptn ﬁJ-'I.-Qw,n'SvD&D}’ f

t[' | or a‘v:_yl 11o° nvﬂfby_Azaria'dei ROSﬁi to distinguish it
L} from theoo-nsz 775'aw~%r the Greek Josephus: &180[79*37’
. ~113',£wi*$ REMAL and 10 h ek 719°®>?.A
A 8. B5,250.276.309.etc., I cite according to the
pagination of the Breithaupt ed., Gotha, 1707 and
sometimes , according to the Peragim of the Vulgata.
buo~cfs V& Ro,p.188,n.5. ’
6= ibid.~ but Neubauer (J.Q.R. XI,358) sass ‘that the
$itle 1s & marginal gloss nade by Jean Baptista, &
converted Jew, sixteenth century.
d.- Suggested by Bacher (R.E.J. XXXVII,146), since
in & Hebrew-Persian dictionary by Salmon ben Sanuel
. §1339), 8eToy wn reference is made to a history of
Alexander by'that namne. Th@&xqwﬁ*ggyg ~yaq of
Abraham Daud doesnot contain any Alexander legends
and therefore cannot be the book referred to, while
the Josi,pon contains a larggnunber of them.
6o ¢, Moor Anayim, p.37,134.
f.- ibid. p.52.129.184,
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BEN GORION ]“1"1%1 11 s‘(a'\\ 8% .,198.8t0. orimmz:p‘é"m’

283), who assures us that he is that JOSEPH whom Titus

and Vespasian lead into exile(685); that he 1s of priest-

i

ly descent (65.157.198.250.351{574.807.828.829.830#886.

etc,); that he was an ejye witness of and participant in

the final struggles of the Jews with the Romans under

) .
Titug (67 et passin in peraqim 68-73, etec,.)s that he was

the author of various books Whos® titles suggest the

i

e
well known works of Flavius Josephuss -~ all tending to

gv- del Rossi, p.‘lB.ﬂbog 7wgrm

he-of. Wolif, Bibl. Hebr.,p.508 If.

2,- this namne is gomebimes referred nore particularly

to the sixth ook of the work(6H etc, ), which is some-

tines also called™ nlﬁnEY\,"Wars of the Lord?.(ibid.).

4.~ From this citation and on the author refers to him-

"Joseph, the Priest".

gel! merely as ]hﬁﬂ 121
he Jews (466 %

5,— fdauavany manvn an apology for t




produce the impression that he is Flavius'Josephus, the

gson of Matthias, the Jewish governor of Galilee during

the war, the friand of Titus, amd the author of the Ant-

iguities, the Wars °, and the Contra Apionem.

The name JOSIPPON is in itself interesting

: !
and worthy of attention. The author tells us(B74) that
when Joseph ben Gorion was appoinﬁed military governor

%
of Galilee, he was called JOSIPPON as a title of honor.

R. The "Wisdom of Joseph"(4523)u3 A large Roman history(66)r
4, & book on Jewish customs,etc. for Bomans@452?r 5. CEHm
tain books of wisdom among the Greeks and Roman9376. The
book under discussion.

) .
8.~ 445 may refer to the same work under different nanes

{,~-c6f. however p.351.18'91 K1) Yr'zm I.l s[m’ TNk 1D
I A YATTA DI DK KD o w:1]zgﬂ51
which I take to mean that the name is to be interpreteé

a8 a dinminutive. The wordsgwn pgpg1&re awkward in the

context and it may be are the insert of #gome late har-

noniwer, who knew the explanation of Jerachmeel, et al.




<<<<<<<<<<

Theg form of the name is that of a diminutive,

when explained on Hebrew ground, as was pointed out by

! 2 2.
Jerachmeel, Leon Mosconi, and Tam ben Daud ibn Jachya.

Mosconi compares the forms 7 911 and /75'01’to (Miﬁﬁand
P’Jng; in &I Sam.IT1,2 and X¥I111,20. and Tam 1ibn Jachya
calls further attention to v]zW'x, Dt . XX¥11,20. They also
add that it s & title of honor. Wollhausen calls atbon~

tion to the fact that in Arabic the vowel 1. is short

Yy athew

in this word, pointing to a Latin original .than to the

4
Greek;[uﬂTnﬂqy Gaster, however, holds that the nane ig

2+~ cf, Skinner, Tsaiah X¥L~LXVI,p.468, Cambridge Bible.

!

1.-¢t. V.& R.,p.186,

2e=cls 0D cit.

3,~0cf, Well. Der Arabische Josippus,p.44. Well. holds
tnat the Arabic was made fxom the Hebrew version.

. 4,~cf. Gaster, Chronicles of Jerachmeel. Introduction.’




a Byzantine form of Josephus, which is the best alter-
native explanation to that offer ed on Hebrew ground.

The Josippon, as we possess it, may not be the
original, as Deon Mosconi ( op. cit.) speaks of a MAJOR
aﬁd MINQR JOSTPPON, which latter he holds to be our pre-
gent text. We know that abridgemen%s of the work were
nade by Abraham ben David of Geronta (123 century, cf,
MosooniAop. ¢it.)r by Samuel Hannagid of Cordova ( first
half of the 11 century, cff. ibid: ¥k by Sebastian Muens—
ter Worms,1529§% by ﬁebasﬁian Lepusculus ( Basle, 156993 ,

etc, These abstracts sonetines passed for the book it~

gelt, and it may be that Mosconi’s statement refers to

the earlier compendiums. His state ment 1s borne out
by Jerachmeel (12 century, cf. Gaster, op. cit.) by

’ ' / )
Lleazar ben Asher Hallevi (132B)& by Abrahan Zacuto in

{,-ct. Neubauer, op. cit., where he refers us to MS.dil




T e o

it e it it gl

it e e e i -

/ /f

{ 2.
his 8efer Juchsin (16 century) and by Azaria del Rossi O e

(16 century). In the Zemach David of Daved Gan@?@lG cont -
ury), we &f@ told that the Christians have a more com-

plete version of the book. Whether the references are

to the larger work ¢f Flavius Josephus or to a Hebrew

work from which our:Jogippon was made is difficult to
deternine. The constant use of the phrase, "And Joseph

ben Gorion says"(90,261.275.351.etcs) may be taken as

an indication that the work is an abstract. Further,

it we accept the explanation that the name Josippon de-

notes a diminutive, it may be that the name itself con-

of the Bodlelan.

' e
{ o~ of. Warsaw 6d.1876kp. 13,24,
2,-06f. op. cit.,p.246,234.
3-"" Gi)o WOlff, OPoCH’:.




taing a subtle hint Hhat the book is a "Little Josephus".

More definite proofs are lacking on this point.
The library of the author of the Josippon dp-
pears to have been quite exitensive, though it is aguestion

whether he knew fthe works he cites or nmerely quoted then
from others., e.g. He nentions Nikolaus of Damascug. Did
he ppssesa the works of this author or did he only guote
him from Fl@vius Jogephus ¢ cf. Ant.XII,8.2.) 7

Nikolaus of Damascus(67.268.315,336.etci; Strabo

of Cappadocia (87,283.335.847,); Titus Livius of Rome(68.

N

809.335,3); Togetha of Jerusalen(68.283.); Porophus of
Rome (68.); History of Alexander the Great by the Kgyptian

\ ; , .
Magi(90.)s Philo (53K R36, ¢t Ant.XVIII,Bula);iWenan hen

1,-ct. Azaris dei Rosgi ( op. ¢it.p.154.284,) nentions

seeing such a work in Hebrew in nis day.t16 century ).




ben Enos (131.132.); Books of the Greeks, Persians, Medes,
and Macedonians (250); Alekander’s letters to Aristotle

( 181.);'A§ﬁs of the Kings of Rome (250.)s; Akisteas (17333
Oicero, Pompey’'s Lieutenant 0335.); the Leap Year Tables
of dulius Caesar 6166.); etc. are among the many aubhors
and books cited by this 1ndéf&tigable writer. He may be

conpared to Flavius Josephus for the large nunber of books

/

¢cited. Some of these works may be identifled while others

have disappeared from the field of our knowledge.

»

i
The narrative of the JOSIPPON, variously divided,

carries one through history fron Adam to the destruction

1,- In B., the work ig divided into six books containing
501 chapters; in the Vulgata, into the gane number of books

containing 97 chapters. In the Editié Princeps ( Mantua,

1480), the book and chapter divisions, as well as a1l refer-

ence thereto ( cf. infra) are lacking. The division into
books must have besn early as Mosconi ¢ op.city) refers to

v




e e s

of the Second Temple by the Romans under Titus. The greater
part of the‘%dok is devoted to Jewish history, though ex-
tenfled references are made to pgeneral history. The earliest
partiof Jewigh history, i.e. the pre- exilic Biblicad his-
tory, is not treated as fully as the importance of it de-

gerves ( ¢f. infra.). The history from the return from
the fxile to the Hasmonean qudlution is briefly sketched
but from that point'and on, 'Jewiah history is treated with
o fullness of detail and vividness that is f&scinatinga

Tﬁe aubhor beginsf like the author of the can--,
onical book of @hronicles - with the genealogy of Adam, which
he follows ?p\through the Epigoni of Noah (p.1-10); the

tales of the bullding of the Tower of Babel, the Confusion

it. In B. and V. the book divisions differ. B.g.in Vo

book I = p. 4-91 of B. 3 in B, book Iz p. L = 715




of Tongues; and the Scattering of the Peoples ¢ cf. Gen.V.,
X.,XIL»£ are the parts borrowed from the Bible story. By
the introduction.of Gepho, son of Eliphaz, son of Esau

{ qf, Gen. XXXVI, 11 & 1B) as the ancestor of the Kings of
the Kittin, one of whose descendants founds Romeg'of Uz i

( cf.lene X,23%kof o sonof Hadadezer ( cof. II SAM, VIIT,3);
and of‘Davjd with whon thé Romang conclude a tfeaty through
fear of hisg prbwesm and bhild their walle up, the author
bridges over the gap betwsen Bihlical and Roman hietory

and proceeds to relate tovuﬂ the legends of early Rome in a
rather garbled form ( p.11~22#$)a This is followed by &
graphic account of the fall of Babylon, 4t the hands of
€yrus and Darius(?ﬂ. Atter this begins the fuller accuont
of Jawish history. The tales of the Return of the Jews

from the Babylonlan Bxile ¢23-28)), of Daniel (2F -46%),




of Zerubabel (47-56§@s ke bullding of the Second Temple
of the Holy Fire (80-83), and of the secreted Altar(63)- a
stwange ningling of canonicalvand apochryphal soﬂroesmh
follow this, A few notices of Cyrus and Cambyses (64-72)
"1ead up %o the Esther story, which 1s also enbelllshed
from extraneous sources. With one of hisg characteristic
1@aba, the autho r introduces us to thé conflict between

4

Alewandep and Darius (84-931% treats of the former’s re-

lationg with the Jews (88-89) cand then describes his can-.
paigns at some length, which scecounts he prefaces with
some legends about his ancestry, birth and early life

‘ !
( 90-152# Bk. Il of V.%:). Then followy a ghort review of

1.- Strangely enough, the author ingerts in thig narrative, B®
Loy one Jewish notice€125); that the Makares are the descendants

of Jonadsb ben Rechab( c¢f. IT Kings X,15; Jer.5XXV,8Y)
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his successors (153m167hj always with more or less re-
ference to Rdmen history. The author nod iakes up his
nain theme, which he interrupts in put four places. The
agsault-on the Temple by Heliodorus€168-1721), the Trang-
lation of the Bible by the Seventy(172-178), the Maccab-
bean Revolution (176 -250 _ciroa:),' the rise andfall of the
Hasmoneans and the vise of the Heﬁpdi&ngézﬁdwﬁ400, the

tast war till the final cabtastrophe (540~886) follow

'.;, one another in rapid succession. There follows a sup-

plenent (888-892) conthaining an elegy by Jéseph , the
Priest, and‘the expression of sone general Messianic hopes.
Mhe only interruptions in thgsa narratives (168-886) are
four snatches from Roman history G(221-2263;349-3R83K29;
667w678),

The author of the JOSIPPON covers the ganes




ground as does Flsvius Josephus 4n AntiguitiesI,2,1; 4,8i‘

B; 65 X 10;XT 1,152; 385 B; 8; XII 2;6; and ‘in the seven

books of his Jewish Ware. Besides much is found In the
Jogivpon of which there ig no hint in‘Jos@phug é @ofo

the account of Alekander’s canmnpaigns), or of which the nmerest
wention 1s made in Josephus ( e.g. Iituﬁ’ speech to the
Jéws,p,848;'cfu Wars  ¥3 4,5). This sdditional information
was drawn from the works whiech he cites ( of. supraki);

from the mass of Jewish trafiition ¢ e.g,p.0890, cf. Gittin
67}§Nf&nd from hig own fancy ( e.g., the speeches In Hhe

work,n.87, 848,etc.®)
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TRANSMISSION OF THE JOSIPPON.

CITATIONS IN JEWISH LITRRATURR FROM THE TENTH TO THHE | 1
e
FOURTRENTH CENTURY., MANUSCRIPTS. PRINTED EDITIONS. ’

TRANSLATIONS AND VERSTONS. l




TRANSMISSION OF THE JOSIPPON.

T have stated above that the best scholarship
has assigned this book to the end of the Gaonic period.
From that time and on,.ww have an almost perfect chaln
of citations of thework, of manusceripts, and printed
editions, as well as of versions and translations. There-
fore, before discussing the different views as to the
origin, date and authorship of the book, I wish to devote
a.few pages to tracing the %ransmission ol the Jogippon
in Jewish and other literaturesg.

Iﬁ is a matter of grave importance in the cri-
t1 e of the Josippon, as to the first reference to the
Jogippoen in Jewish literature. I follow Neubauer ( on.

¢its) in assigning to Dunaéh ibn Tawminm (900m960ﬁfx the
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first authenticated reforence 4o the book. The reference

( ¢f. p. 8R4) in hhe counentary of Saadja on Danl. 1%, 27

be /
hag been provan;toﬁlatgr by Rmp%ﬁport-as he shows that a

the comnnentary is ;ot the work of Saadjs Gaon (892-942)
but of an unknown exegete of.Narbonnq(?); The queshion
of the date of Bleszar Qalir ( who has reminiscences of
Jogippon l&ngumgez¥ is more conplex. Gaaterjputs him
in the seventh cantury; Weiea:[in the time of Nitronal .
daon | a.aaew; and Rappaport€~in the time of Sherira O
Gaon ( 930«1000); Thus following Neubauer, the dating

of Qalir according to.RagQﬁport fite in nicely and we 0
note 8alir as the second reference to our book in Jew- 1.

igh literature. Habbenu Gershom (960-1028) is the next

0 cite the book.

fa=cfinrnyn "0102 1838, p.34R.
2U” Cfo ibide,lazg, puioa,nAVQ

3.wefs op wcit.

1

4o cf. Juedische Tradikion, IV,R224,n.5.

B~ ¢l op -Oi@c,’1829.
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In the eleventh cmnbury, we hdve Raghi ( 1040-

2. 3
1106),Bechai ( first half of the century), Jerachmeel,

-

. ' 4
Rabbi Nathan of Rome, Samuel Hannagid of Gordovaf and

Moses ibn Ezre who cite this book: Rlso, one Jacob. beo
?Eu bi)’l o /{a-n..a_,fe (/0/0~/0a’0_} ho crFES, ]Zf//.)ﬁoh ohbﬂn{m.-

In the twelfth century, we find Samuel ben

é. . - . 7
Meir (1100-1180), and Temac ben Samuel ( 4.1200,circel-

A S P
both descendants of Rashi- Abrasham ibn Ears (1098-1167),

.. q x>
Abrahan hemits ben Dior (1461), Jehuds Hsddsesi, the

le=cfs I Kings XX,18¢ Dmok XAVIT, 17+ Danl.V,1: VI,20:
iVII 6 VIIT,11,21,802« X1,2,17« Hay. 11,8+« Aec. IX,14:
Isa. XXI,4: XXKIX,2: Berachot 43™: Joma' 28™: B.Bathra 3°
By~ of. Gon.k,8.

o061, Ganter, op. cit,

4;;Inhiskmmh,sw.yaw.

5.~ of. Introd. of Mogconi, ‘cited above.

6.~ ¢f. Posachim 119",

7.; ¢t. Tosafoh Aboda Zars 107,

8.~ cf. Psalus UXX,5.

9;« of. Bofdr Heggabalah. -

'10;~lcf. I Chron. XI,17.




]
Eapsite, Abraham ben Dawd Hallevi of Geronkﬁ, and 80 un~
known commentator of Ghroni&les in the Rheinfals who

knew-the Josippon.

B
In the thirteenth century, David Qimehi (1160

. 2 . .
12353, Moses Nachman (1195-12370), Ohizkiah ben Manoach

. y - ] 3
(1260), Leon Mosconi .(1270), and thed Seles-i-itumcivon -
refer tho this work., References incresse in nunber fron
this time on o that hardly a decade can be nentioned

in hie succesding centuries in which we cannot trace

the book in Jewislh literaturs,

The earliest reference to the Josippon in non=-

S Q, @«w s 44

2o of. Hag.11,7,10: Zec.XI,14: Lexicon,s.vounkass,
8.~ ¢, Gon.l,9.

"4, cf. 0p. Git.

Bom pa96. |




Jewish 11terahura ig nade by 1ibn Hamﬁ‘( Spain,d.1083),
The aarliest-us.ﬁ;; the Turin Mg.,1335. Three
other conplete Mas. are foundé two in the Vatican, dating
from thé niddle of the fifteenth century, and»ane in Pa-
rig, 1472, which hag the exceil@nt introduction of Mom~
2. . .
coni, to which reference hag heen 80 often nade. Theve
aye also some fragments of .Josippon Keg. in the Bodleian,
the longest of which is an sccount of the fall of Jeru-
galen, 1481,
Printed editions began to appear by the end

of the fifteenth century. The Hebrew boxt hag been pub-

lished in alwmost innumerable editions, nogt of which

sre mersly reprints and offer few, If any, variantse.

Lo~ olw (ihwolson, Samnelband, 1897,W‘A97 7w, P81
?Jo"“" an VQ & BO, '],‘}018@.




MANTUA,1480,'fol., was the first print and is known a8
the BDITIO PRINCEPS. It was provided with an introduction

by Abrahan quath. The CONSTANTINOPLE,1510, edition, pro-

,,,,,, |

vyided with an introduction by Taw ben Daud ibm chhya,'
ia}generally known as the VULGATA and is the texi moét
froquently printed The nmost significant variants in the
toxt are found between Hhese two editicné { Ot. infral,
Among:th@ nost ifmportent prints of the Hebrew text, alone,
we may mention & book of Qxc@rpts, published by Peter
Schaeffer,Norus, 1529+ the Vonico editfon, 1541t sn edition
by DAvid Kyberi Argentorati,1650« the Oracow editions

of 1589 and 1596 an edition in Frankfort on the Main,
1689: the 1783 Amaierdam edition: an edition/in Prague in
1784; in 1794, two printg in Leghorn and Wengrow, tes-

poctivelysin Zolkiew, 1805+ in Wilna,1819: in Caleuita,
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18415 in Lemberg,1855; 18690: in Warsaw, 18680: and many
more too numerous to mention.

The book has been tranalaﬁad into many lan-
guages. The first translation vae made into Arabic in
the eleventh century by Ba’id al Jemenis and #gain in
1228, by %ekkaria ibn Sa’id. The Arabic may be found
in the Patis (1845) and the London (1857) polyglots. From

the Arabic was made an Eihiopic version. Wellhsusen (op.

¢it.) mentiong an Abyssinian translation. In the four-

‘ﬁeenth contury, a,Pers&an version was nade. ( cf. Neu-
'bauar, op. ¢it. ).

In Basle, 1541,ISQbaa%ian Mnénster printed
the Hebrew text of M., with a Datin translation and in-

troduction. At the same city, in 1669, Sebastian Lepusg-

culug printed in Latin an abstract of Muenster’s work,




In 1808, Johann Drusiue edited a Latin version of the

Josippon. In 1708,-8t% Oxford, appeared the book of Johann

. Gagnier, containing the Hebrew text, with Latin tranglat -

- ton and introduchion. In 1707, Jogﬂﬁh Breithaupt issued

s new odition of V. at Gobtha with a Latin translation,
introduction and notes., Other Latin versions appeared
in Gothe and Leipzig in 1710,

The Josippon enjoyed & mout extraordinmry
popularity in Eng}@nds The diacuésions shent the divorce
procgedinga of Henry VIII. and the constant referaﬁce

ﬁo the Levitical laws of Levirate aroused an interest

in Jowish customs and history. To satisfy this demand,
in 1558, Peter Morwyn made the first English version of
the Josippon from Muenster’s work. Edition followed e~

Kl

dition, in 1561, 1567,and 1575, In 1679, John Wallle




and Thomas Adamg revised and annotated this version. Their
edition was reprinted in 1593 and 1868. Janes Stafford
iéghed the -book as & Royallet %rm@t in 1682 and again

iﬁ 1688, Another version waa'mada and publisbed in Lon~

don in 1701, The last Stafford print wes illustrated.

The earliest version in any nodern langusge

was nade in CGerman in 1530. Another translation Into this
tongue wag made by George Wolff in Magdeburg in 1661. A

German translation in Hebrew type was issued in Ameter-

b
dam in 1787. Jewish German translations have been fre~

§
]

quent. The firet wae made by Michwel Adam in Zurich, 1548,
Hoses ben Bazmlel igsued another version in Prague, 1607,
1,~ Enown 88 tho Kether Xehunah and the Sheerith Jisroel

( vola.162 ).  Issued very frequently, as it has been

very popular with the Jews in this form.




In 1681, at Amsterdam, Abrahan ben Mordechsi edited anoth-
ar version and,'%he game year, & siuilar work appesred
st Prague., The Amsterdan edition was re~issued In 1723,

1743, snd 1774. This last editlon wag {llustrated. Aw

nother version.was made by Selignan Reis in Frankfors

on the Main,1692. and reprinted in 1708, In 1771, in

, C P, .
Fupth, and in 1779, in Dyreafurth, other Jewish Qerman  “C.

versions appeared. A Jiddish version was printed in

Lemberg in 1883,

e
e

. Bpamtoli versions wore printed in Constantie

nople, 1743, and later in Selonica in 1863,

The first French veralon was made in 18183,




TRADIFIONAL VIEW OQF THE . JOSIPPON.

TRADITIONAL VIEW STATED. RECONCILIATIONS OF DIVERGENT
NAMES. IDENTIFICATIONS,. CORRESPONDENCES WITH FLAVIUS
JOSERHUS. HIS LIFE., HIS WORK. STYLISTIC ARGUMENT.

TRADITIONAL RATING OF THE BOOK.




THE TRADITIONAL VIEW OF ?HE JOSIPPON.

The traditional view of the suthorship of the

Joalppon has been held ~ explicitly or implicity- by all

Jewish writers from fthe tenth century down almost to our

1

own day. &ﬁv@%waow&wnawaw@mo&u@%mﬁﬁwas the nyw© T H1E

m&ttazk Many Christian shared this view, of whom the

-

_moetlimportant was the above named Sebastlan Muenster.

The Traditionalists hold that the JOSIPPON
wvag written by FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS, in HEBREW, previous to
hig writing his BELLUM JUDAICUM in GREEK.( nyﬁPreface).
They hold that JOSEPH BEN GORION is one and the same as

FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS, who wrote a book in Greek on the Wars




of the Jews, snd that this book has been bransmitted in
ite original Hebrew, thrbugh ﬁhe centuries, nutilated
snd interpolated'by careloss and unscrupulous writers.
For substantiation of their claim they argue as follows.
The name GORION ie not unknown in the eafly
Jawigh sources. Josephus mentions one Jos§ph ben Gorion
{ ¢f. Wars,I1,20,%8 ) as one of the miltary conmanders
of Jerusalem, who had as hie special charge the repair

of the ¢ity walls. In Midrash Rabba to Rether, ohaﬁ.&,‘

2
ve find )vvta K2« mentioned and a Midrasi of that nanme
18 included in the collection made by‘Adolph‘Jallinek,
. 3.
wiina noa, ¥ol.Ie In Taanith Zoaand Gittin 56 , we find

& Nikodewmon ben Gorion mentioned. We also tind in the

1o cf. dei Rossi, op.cit.,p.134.
.= A reworking of Midrash Rabba to Rsther.




Palostinian Talmud, Erubin 4,8 thet afanily naned Gorion

~lited in Rome. Therefore that & family of more or less
prominence lived in th@'timea of Josephus is well estab~-
1ished, not only by the tasﬁimony of Jdosephus himself,
butldlao by ﬁh&thf smntémpéraries &nd.successofs.

The difficulty that Flavius Josephus never calls
himgelf the gon of Goribn but always refers to his father
68 Mat%hiaﬂ f ef. Bitad® ), is glq%ad over in various ———
ways. Peter Morwyn ( cf. supra ) was little trfighled
by this ocrux. He agyﬂ-in his Epistle to the Reader in
his first English adlplon‘"Although he name himselfe  in ‘,’
this ,BEN GORION, thet is the sonne of Gom‘o&, and in
the other, the sonne of MATTHIAS; whiche 1s & thyng so
common in the Jewes gensalogles, that men nede nét peke

: 2
tarre for the lyke". The Sefer Juchsin ingeniously calls

1, Quoted in the London Jewish Chronicle./#7¢,




J
the suthor JORPH BEN MATTHIAS BEN GORION. Sebastian

Muonster, in his pref&ce! ha s 8 very clever and what
would meen o b a very acceptabll expanation of the d1ifi~

eulty. He calls to mind thet a descendant of David 18

known &8 BEN DAVID, no matter what his immediate father's
pane night be. From this Muenster infers 4hat , whenever

there was o dimtinguished sncestor in a Jewish family,

211 the descendants were known ag his children. Flavius

2 '
il? Jogephus tells ue that he was of Hasmonean descent, and

therefore his great eponymous ancestor was Matithias.

I Honce, in the JOSIPPON, he speaks of hinself ag BEN GORION,
} '2.~ cfs Wolff, ope it

| § 1.~ Roprinted in B.

Bo-cf. Ant.HVI,7,1s Vitadd,




referring to his own fathers while in his GRELE works,
he oalls himself the son of Matihias, but to be understood

in the sense here explained. Other identifications of
g41))1 less value have been attenpted. J&cob,Attignius'
Ldentifies Joseph ben Gorion with Jomeph of Arimathes

buy this would lead only to more difficult complications.,

' 3
Rabhi Jair Chayim Bachasrach ( 17 century) identifles the

autlior of the Jowippon with the Joseph Hakkohen of Rab~

Lo ¢ . Nd+ka71dng\
biniesl literature, &8s does aleo aﬁg Joseph Saul %ﬁiﬁ?%&o

Baohertgoes g0 far as to identify the above named Niko=

. 1
demon bhen dorion and Joseph ben @Gorion. Leon Mosconi .

L.~ of. Wolff, op. cit,

8.~ 0. Sb. Mat.YXYITI,57.

8.- 0f. JoBR.,TI1,p 612,

4i-cl. Zobachim 100%

5.; of. Hagkams in 4he Lenberg(1889) ed. of the Josippon.

8- cf. R.B.J.,KXXVII,p. 155 ff.
‘75“ cfis 0D, it




thinks that our author is the Joseph mentioned in Midrash

Ezre and Midrash Dibrai Hayyanin.
The author of the Josispon tells us that he
{ i
i8 aof priestly descentand thils sgrees with the account

g fres us /

that Josephus,of himself. The author tells ug, too, that
) -

he was that Joseph taken captive by Titue and Vespasian,

for verification of which fact the traditionalist sends

<,
ug to consult Josephus. He telds us that he was command-

: v J
er of Galilee and participated in the last war. He pro-

tests again and agsin that he was an eye witness ol the

events that he describes. .Josephﬁs tells us that he wrote

4
s book in the language of his own coumtry, which 1g none

L, cf 85,198 ot passin and Vita § 1.
2.~ cf. 656 ff. and Vita 76« Wars 11,8,9.
8,«c¢f. Wars II,20 et soq. and III passim and p. 574 %o

the end, passin.




, , »
other than Hebrew. And did not Jogephus’s education and

position fit for éuch a work? In short an almost sofpletbe
dorrespondance ig foundAbetween Jogseph ben Gorion and
Joseph ben Matthids 48 regarda'lifa, ohaructef and work.
Theddivergence of nane is explained.as ahove. kny further
discrepancies arg attributed to bad transmission of the
text and $o0 interpolations - & dangerous weapon for the
traditionalist to wiéld.

J
The purity of his style is emphasized and

fhe book’s
brought in evidence of ity authenticity. Only an author

dom of, Pref@ce o Wars: and Eusebiug Fecl.Hist.,3,9.

e~ of, Hagkama cited above.
Rew of. Vita 2.
3,=0cf. Gastor,op. citsy Trieber, G.4.N.,1895, no.4,p.

409; Graets, Geschichte V,p.319; et al. but ci. infra.




who lived when Hebrew was yet a spoken language could
nave used 1% with such fluencpy ; and did not the sacred

; _
tongue only fall into disuse after the #ar? This was the

first book componsed in Hebrew after the cloge of the Canon.

Attention is further called to the accuracy of his descript-

s
ar

ions of bsttering rams, chariots and other Wa 1 paraph%h-
ali&f long since fallen into disuse if the critics date

the book in the end of the Jaonic period. Only a contem-

porary could have so intimate a knowledge of technical

nattorag.

The hook was rated very high anong the Jows

for ite historical worth, for its language and for the

te~ cf. Haskana quoted above.

.2‘9"”‘ cf¢ 6910 5980 Esggu 599. 720q @‘bco
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%o this opinion in the following extravagant words.

"Ihig honored book wag composed by & man almost divine,
& sturdy warrior, a priest of the Most High God, =----In
hiszbook he excels all others who lived after King Solo-

mon of blessed memory."

The burden of the proof rests with the critics.

Lo~ Quoted by Muenster in hie Preface. cf. B.




THE GRITICAL VIEW OF THE JOSIPPON.
BISTORY OF JOSIPPON-CRITICTSM. ORITICAL VIEW STATED,
ARGUNENTS THERGFOR. SXTERNAL EVIDENCE. INTERNAL BVIDENER.

DISCREPANCIES IN THE BIOGRAPHICRL NOTICES. SUSPICIOUS

¢
&,

4
PROTEPTATIONS. CONTRADICTIONS WITH JOSEPHUS. MNISREADINGS
OF JOSEPHUS. MISQUOTATIUNG OF JOSEPHUS. "DIFFERENCES IN
METHOD. JOSIPPON IS A THANSLATION. THE AUTHOR USED LATE
'SOUROES. LATE PEOPLES, PLAGES, EVINTS AND GURTOMS ARE RE-
TERRED TO. AUTHOR EXPRESSED LATE IDEAS. USED LATE LAN
| - I
GUAGE. IMPURE STYLD. UNRELIABILTY IN MATTERS OF FACT.

SUBSTITUTION OF JOSEPH BEN GORION FOR JOSEPH BEN MATTHIAS.
t\ !
STHMING UP.

i
i
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GRITICAL VIEW,

The view as statgd in the preceding section
was held hy all scholars smong the Jews and Chrigtians
for centuries. Protected by transmissgion in the sabred
tongue, and hallowed by a yuasi sanctity, the book was handed
down among the Jews for centuries, unquestioned &svto
ite authenticity. In the early centuries, Christian scho—
larship devoted little or no atftention fo Jewish studies,
puch less to this chronicle, which could be duplicated a
half dozen times in Ghristign sources. In the fifteenth

century, began the Renaissance of Jewish stufiies and the

few cf. BUPTE.

Re= cf.'Abrah&m Kdnath, BUD TS .
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interest aroused then, has continued to this day.
The difficulty of the identification, made by
the traditionalist, was first felt by Gilbest Genebrardus
/
(1537-1597) who pointed out that many things were of a

hater date in the Josippon than the trarditionalist view

would permit , and thaet parallel passages in the works
of ¥laviue Josephus differed occasionally from the Josip~-
Z.
pon. A whole galaxy of Chrigtian scholsrs becane inter-
" egted 1n the question and the naterial was well gone over
“in the following centuries.
'Th@ first Jow to enter into these studies wasm

‘Azaria dei Rossi(1514-1E78) in his epoch making work,

“4em0f, Wolff, op. cit.

8¢=-cf. ibid. Joh. Drusiuvs, Jos. Scéliger, Issac Casaubon,

Jos. Oagnier, Jos. Bemsnage, Joh. Buxtorif,et. al.




i
Moor Anayim. In thie book, he showed that a distinction

b ' {
must be made between a~11n~l ?1:‘»\~and a"nwwL };s-av:

that the work contains nany etatements that have been fal -

. J? .
sifi@d~= that there are variant editions. But dei Rossi .

did not reject the identification made by tradition and
iefarred to the works of Flavius Jogephus as those of

4
Joseph bem Gorion. He preferred the Greek Josephus 1o

the Hebrew asg he thoﬁght that the former was tanpered

‘. 5
with lees. Dei Rossi was on the point of makdng an im=-

portant discovary bub the force of tradition made hinm

o= chﬂbﬁg r}'vs*n-,p.ﬁ, ot passin.
12,7 ¢f. Meor Anayim,p.234.134,
3.~ ibdd. e.g.~Aloxander legends(90 £2) and description of

the ooronation.oeramoniés(GGS Y are found ‘in V. but not inBN|

4"‘ Gfo(’[bﬁj} ?I”)Hh,piiﬁo
Bew cfs Meor Anayim,p.37.




auntrue to hig best scholarship. Thie appears to be char-
W {
scteristic of his bent of mind for we are told "Strong

a5 he was in removing obstructive rubbish, his power of /

reconstruction wag snall". Oritical studiem were not

cultivated among the Jews during the seventeenth and eight-
senth centuries and so the work of dei Rossi lay unnoticed.
The great Rennaissance of Jewish Science anong

3

the Jews in the early part of the last century brought

the'questions concerned with this book~ ag¢ well as many
othef gimilar problems~ to the fore once again. Zunz,
a';z': B g N . .
R&pyﬁbort, Parmoly, Geiger and many others whose names o
ave well known in the history of modern Jewish studies,
E&%ejﬁdrefor loss attention to #his book. Since then
there has not been a lack of Christian and Jewish gcholars

l.=c¢f. Graetz ( Bng.ed.) IV,p.B815.
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to keep the qu@stions involved alive. There is no writer
on Medlaeval literature of ﬁ&k Jews who has not treated

thé subject of the Josippon norelr less extensively. .

Briefly stated the critical view of the date,

~authorship, and country of the Josippon is as follows.

This book was not written by Flavius Josephus, the son
of the priest, Matthias, in the first Christian century,
but by the so~callevaoseph ben Gorion at the close of

the Gaonic period. It is not an original Hebrew product -

! , _
£
ion bpt & mosaic of other works which have been translated

inﬁ7/Habr®w. It 18 not a Palestinian production but the
// ‘
work of some Mediaeval Italian Jew.

1

The critic argues a8 follows.
FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS carefully discriminates

hetween himself and Joseph ben Gorion ( cf., Wars,II,20,3)

¢




whb could not have been a priest ae Josephus slways adds

the title when speaking of such ( ibid. et pagsin).

ﬁosephus never mentions a nane Gorion in connection with
/

his fanily but tells that his father wasg MATTHIAS, and as

it to preblude any doubts on this point, he gives us his
%\}.‘W’V\««xm&;{}‘g\)—&mﬁ‘“‘ )

genealogy as far back as Jonathan, Josephus doeg not

. . 2
nention & brother BONIN as does Josippon bubt -one Matthlas.
Josephus tells us that Gorion was elain during tho g|yge
while Josippon informs us that his fdéther Gorion lived
twonty months after the fall of Jerusalem. Further, when

g
Jogephus tells us in the preface to the Wars that he wrote

\\
\

L.~ ct. Vita, f:¥are 11,20,4.

“Bu=" ¢1.867.,870,887, and Vita 2.
8.~ Wars IV,6,1. cf. 887,
4,-c¢t. Busebius, Bcel. Hist. 3,9., where he tells us that

Josephus wrote a histroy in the language of his fatherland.




& book in"he IMaguage of our country" he cannot mean

L

Hobrew ag in his day the people no longer spoke Hebrew but

an Aranaic dialect.

Another stirking fact, theugh not a conclu~
sive argument, is the fact that the Rabbinical, Gaonic
and Patristic literatures are sbgolutely silent with re-~
ference to & Hebrew Joééphus, ﬁhough works of a sinmilar
character are referred td-fn the Walmudf’e.g. Seder O
lan is referred to. We must recollect in this connection
.thmt the firest reference to the book in Jewish literature

is found in the tenth century, and in non-Jewish litera-

fdure in the eleventh century ( cf. supra). But we need

1e=cf. Wars VI,3.1. where Josephus refers to the language

‘of the country as Hebrew. He uses the word in the sane

loose gense ag do the N.T. writers.

Bn“cfoM‘. F'Zé-' )’74-%‘4/66,‘ \f’% Pﬁ¢, .f)"C'l,




‘no external evidence. The book gpeaks for itself and

the chain of evidence that ig woven to prove that the

work is late from the text of the book itself, ig diffi~

/

cult to break through.

Besides the discrepancies mentioned above be =~

tween the life of Josephus and the life of the aughor of

thé Josippon, which are in themselves insurmountable dif -

ficulties, the author betr&ys his identity on various

occasions. It is suspicious that the author should be

y}:onstaant{l;y* endeavoring to identify himself with the real

L

‘ !

Josephug. Sometimes, too, he forgets his assumed role
. _ 2

and quotes from Josephus ag if from & strange author,

which mingling Zunz ¢ €.D.V.,p.168) agssures fs is charac-

o= c1.66,157.28%: 350,352,387 .873.751,

RBe= cf. 250, 309,337.334,378,446.452,466.510.524.,6t¢,




/

itaiistic of the younger pséudepigraphic writers. a.7.
Boraitha of R. Eliezer. Writlhng as he does in the third
peréon, the author occasionally slips into the third per-

son (876), Hig self praise is imnoderate (877) iand un-

becoming so temperate and modest a writer as Josephus.
Who does not feel the artificlality of the

harmonies suggested above, between the names Joseph ben

Matthias and Joseph ben Gorion? Ve dare noﬁ'tinker with

prob lems when a remedy suggests itgelf which is rational

and offers & msatisfactory explanation of all the difficul -

w%ios of the case. A harmony is at best & testinoniun

paupertatis.

Forther, if{ Josephus translated the book from
Hobrew into CGreek, we have a perfect right to expect

that the two works should agree, even in the minutest




details. And any errors arising from & nmisunderstanding
of the text should point to a Habrew original.

Wo have already mentioned the discrepancies be -
tween their statements as to their lives and thelr fami-

Fov theh

lies.h Gorionides tells us that Herod is of Jewish descent

‘while Josephus rejecté Nikolaus’s sycophantic statements

!

for the more correct ones of his Idumean origin. Gorion~-

ides omites all mention of Joseph ben Matthias as military
r :_ ’ .

commander of Galilee. Josephus tells us that Pompey

took Jerus&lam on the fast day of the third month, while

Goy&onidea says, on the seventeenth day of the fourth

. ; 3
“month on the day of the fast. Josephus tells us that

,io““' 816a Gi’a Al’lt. XIV,i;S.
29"’5743 cf» W&I‘S II,8004

8¢~ Ant. XIV,4.3, ¢f.p.333, Sinilarly,p.40! and Ant XIV,

16.4. with regard to the capture of Jerusalem by Sossius.




Marcus Tullius Cicero was one of the consuds when Pompey

captured Jorusalem, and Josippon tells that he was a lieu-

/ .
tepant in the army. Id the Josippon, we are told that

the blood of Aristobulus was sent to be examined, while

. ‘ 2
Josephus omits all mention of such a circumstance. Men-

ahem ben Saruq (910-970) is substituted in the Josippon
J
for the scribs Mani ben Hliezer. Accordin%ﬁo ben Gorion

the whole Bible was translated by the Beventy under Pto~
/

v /
lonyPhiladelphus, while Josephus tells us that only the

i 4
Eéntateuch wae done at that time. According to Wars IV,

/
. $ . ,
1.6.,BBUTIUS is killed in battle. According to the Josip-

2 8
pon,(632) BUTIO is killed while fleeing for his life.

1e~ Ant o’XIV,4-1. Cfop .333,

3',—'p.8070 Ofo W&rs,V,lB.V;,

4.~ p.173.175, of. Pref. to Ant.4 8.




The table senﬁ by theeligh Priest Eleazar to Ptolemy Phi-
Jladelphus is engraved with the rivervMewnd@r according to
Josephus, but according to our author, with the river of
Egypt.l According to Josephus, the ﬂigh Priest who met A-

loxander the Great was Jaddua, while according to the Jos-

2
ippon, his name was Hennanya. A reference to Breithauptd®

valuahble notes will furnish many ginilar cases of contra ~
dictﬂons, of which I have cited bul Qfew typical ones.
‘ Not only does the author of the Josippon con-

t%aﬁict the statements of the¢works of Josephus, but in

many cases at®v he misreads his original so that his trang-

B, ~ Such variation in the names 18 too frequent to mention.

1¢" AnﬁaXII,Z.Q. Gfopi176e

2;” AntéXIQSOSO GfopfSGQ

',‘




lations are absurd. e.f.~ p.8335, we readdiXusxi ey OANINY
OIK P v7x$1w) oin7oywhich 19 a misreading of
"Gaius Antonius et Marcus Tulliue Cicero" (Ant.XIV,4.3),

by which the author made two person, five. Similarly,we

tind Kidiwrwr a2y fwra JENyr(Ant JXITT,18.4) rendered -

?B’s nX1 ?L)x~n¥7 vqwéup JK,p«R97, ThEse errors
not
would seen 1o point to the fact that the Hebrew is,an ori-

gigal but a translation. (cf. infra).
\

The aufffor of the Josippon occasionally mig-
quotes Josephus. Josephus tells us (Ant.KIV,3.1.) that

the ingeription on the Golden Vine seen by him in Rome

was"Gift of AleXander the King of the Jews." but that

the report was that Aristobulus had sent it to Ponpey.

Qur author therefore corrects the inscription to read
MGt of Aristobulusktc.",'without giving us any notice

that he has done gso. It is a clear case of misquotation.




Nor must we omit mention of the difference in
nethod of treatment of historica) incidents. The Josip-
pon is'fillad with legends. Mere facts mentioned by Jog =

ephus are worked up into long tales. Speecheg,objectiva-
\

ly noted by Josephus,are elaborséted into long addresses

/
in a most rhetorical manner. It seems that the diverpences

bet ween the Josippon and Josephus are too greal to be ex-
plained as falgifications or accidents.

I mentioned above that the Josippon showed
traces of being tranélatea. The following facts will
€b§@r/§ut tpe gtatement more fully. p.158,~]ﬁ~w ) > is
tound which points to the Latin original as in the Hebrew

b
gources, we find the nane writtenxﬁ*az:zﬁcf. Sanh.100 )
Wo4 *5171€443,729.816) i evidently the equivalent of

l.~cf. Wars VI, 4.5 and 848, See also BB5.886.694,708,714. et




"magnanimi®s ypany 1b rnsnxy (508),0f "concredere vit -
an™; Srensnpp avw(870), of "libertates"; yoy=man

27¢¥ (229),0f "socii anicique's .:Ln-zfx€98) of "barban

caninan"sy ayxs bo5onl20.878) of "Templum Jovie"; "Anti-

ochus Pius™(280) ig rendered 3i1x* vy o |5x'wyxand not

-venn 3 Johannig---~~ perpetuis vinculis innodatus us-

que ad mortem magis trahens spiritum vitare etc." is ren-

’

dered DNy an s an'nw.ﬁﬂ.£rﬁa ~£Jn~ﬂaxs«n1 %
£888) nitwvn nh‘n\[utla

We also learn that the author of the Josippon

tiged late sources., 1.-The greater part of the book is

based upon the work of Hegesippus"De Bello Judaico et

Txeidio Urbis Hierosolomytanae",which was rendered into

Latin from the Odreek Jogephus by St. Ambrosius of Milan

(fourth centumy). It was early agcribed, by some confus-
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/

ion to a Bishop Hegesippuslsecond century),‘who was &
converted Jew.r Some critics(Delitzsch, Rappfport, Stein~ ¢
‘,3Schneider et al.) hold that the author of the Josippon
merely tracnslated Hegesippus into Hebrew but this vosi-
tion seems to be untenable, as it 1s very evident that
the éﬁthor used other sources also. Trieber (on. cit.)
¢laims that from p.486 and on the basis of the work is
Hegesipnus, as these pages are {illed with the antitheses
and other rhetorical devices of Heg. The speeches are
faithfully preé@rved from Heg. and similar errors in
History and Geography are fou nd in both., e.g.,p.829
xisw/A,H@g.,Goshn&' Hegh confuses thegJordan and the
Buphrates. ¢f.p.474, In Heg.83.3, in the account of the

land for military purvoses, Joseph ben Matthias is omit -

thd and Joseph is made to be the Joseph who was appointed




governor of Galilea. cf.p.b574,1t., Heg. says that Herod

was buried 200 gt&dia jiom where he dled. Josippon says
(649.520) that Hérodion ls 200 gtadia from Jerusalem. ( c¢f.
Ant LXVII,8.8). The text of the Josippon ds an evident
nisunderstanding of the text of Heg, Zupz (G.D.V.)
points out further the following passages in which Josip-
pon copies Heg. 605(3.16)s 608(3.17)v»68665;2%: 743(5,
168+ 777(5.22)9 795¢5;23r§ 847(B.41)r - 878(5.63)., Voggel -

gbein and Rieger (op. ¢it.) poimt out that in the follow~

'ing pagsages, the Josippon agrees with Heg. against Josebhus.;Aﬂ

;487(1.43x= A89(1.42) s 409(1.44)s B15(1.45): B19(.146)r 51
(2.1): B22(2.1)r 530(2.4)s B43(2.9)¢ E7§(2,15) s B35(4,48) ¢
8EO(4,16)y 664(4.29): B678(4.33)x 720(B:13)x 728(6.15)1
821(5.80)e 837(5,37)r 2,-8YNKELLOS ( seventh contury)

was also used by the author of the Josippon as the follow-




ing argument will show. The author knew Greek and we may

infer from this that he used a Greek source. e.g. RREAEY
¢ ' A
Iz’pwr‘ 1 “n **{1"-,',,Nll<w3)\lqu ¥ 217U D3k, ArTIraTef ($ho

in the other parts of the book “vgruikls ugsed)s ||-B|w:gp,

L
k%ngrwl/wf‘:]nﬂnw ,T%Jof (theGreek accugative iorm):llgsl . ﬂ

#kfm‘ﬁaco.)wrswpg n\ar»vu)rGgen,plur.hth'A‘V\ﬂk s
AfﬁxﬂrlaKWViQgeﬁfpil;”|0@1‘b ,Eﬁ@aVan(&cc.h'etcn
otc. ( ¢f Trieber, op. cits)s The author did not use
jAfricmnus a8 his source ag A. agsigns 300 yeers ﬁo the
Ptolenies, Whilarthe Josippon ssaigns only R95. Nor aid

he uge Hugebius as E. did not mention Cornelius Gallus

nor the duration of the rule of the Ptolemies. Synkellos,
alone of the Greek chronographers agrees with the Josippon
in matters of fact. The part of . ,the Josinpon for whicﬁ.

Synkellos is the source is the history of the Diadochi.




3. The Apocﬁryphal tales are borrowed from the Latin
o "
version. e.¢. Alexander’s generals are called his family,
{p.186, cf. I MAc.I,B):and ses above on ben Sirvach.

4,~ The tales of Zepho and Nektansbus are cribbed fron

the "De Rebus Alexandri™ of the eighth century. The author

may also have used the De Vita Alexandri and the De Proelils
Alexandri of Leo Presbyter(d.985). dagnier found a Greek
history of Alexander in the Bodleian, with a 4Latin trang ~

lation, which was an almost-literal rendering of the nar-

rative of the Josippon,p.90~152. # 5.~ BookIII, chapters

1 & 2are from the Chrodicle of Hieronynus as gquoted by
Eusebius ( cf. Wolff, op. cih.)-‘ 6.~ The contents of
the Voelkertafel,p.3, may be borrowsed from the Chazar let -

tor (955). The names in then are almost alike. Thege are

absolutely similarasxia, 2aba, p1v(xpnel, 130K (1adx)
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aﬁdgxnv1: ﬁhile the other names can be eagily identified.
7?; The John the Baptigt story shows Ohristian influences
(BBBO.M The Christians were the first to state tﬁat Herod
wag the son of Antipater, the Ashkalonite f Justin., Dial.
cont ra Tryphoﬁ 52" cf.p.188). We may mention here incid-
entally'thgt the Josippon ﬁés vory nopu;a#ﬁith the Chrig-
biens at all times, it being their dief source of infofn

mation besides Josephus , concerning Jewish history, etc.

y .
8,- We algo find tr&oes of the influence of the prayer book
on the language of the Josippon. e.7.428.608.733,756.etc.
9.~ The author used the Haggada freely.e.g. p.’16, - n"d,
PRI B i
( ¢f. @ittin 57 ) and not Bethsuron as in II Mac.XI,5.

b

890. The tale of the blood of Zechariah. cf. Gittin 57 .

131, The ocean flood that encircles one third of the earth

cf. Midrash Rbhbba to Bereshith 23, end. &187,784.~ The




story of the martyrdom of the mother and her seven sons.

A

cf. Gittin 5’75, and Midragh Apchah. 888.~ Thepmartyr-
dom of Simeon ben CGamaliel. c¢f. Midrash on Psalns IX,13.
10, = Arablc influenees are topnoted. p.-4.-wa Xin Ewn
igs Arabic for Volga, and. ,‘1}43;)7;:(1),8)' for Vénice. .65
x'mmgx ,{x{sx,vxng »¥IT7X and 0.311.le‘3 are Arabic words.
P~159,4\w‘og9 any I;wgn 'waJ;, umwgs \(w’che sut hor gives
an Arabic equivalent . ]o..i.b‘é:° It is an aaé’cern legend that
Roxana was called Roschang“‘and that ghe wag the daughter
of Darius. b.861..864.869.877 et cyMdis usged for comman -
der. p.136.364, ,refir&énées are made to Arablc vweights
and money. The use of"ohe“‘xendinguf‘ m transcribing, 'as'

there is noddn Arabic. e.g., (l/“)lw,i&:wvga?*_s,11=»w1“>\L,

18 WwiAnn,12. p.66,-88, etc.’) used for the Hebrew ,:.,'

A




{1
acecording to the Arabic notation. ‘,
|

The author of the Josippon refers to peoples,'

cities, and places under their late names or which were not

known till late. e.g; Franks,854.519.547v-Toscana;4v»
Angles,547: Po,8: Danes,547r Ireland,547r Burgundy,b47.772:
Turkomanni,92s Br@hmins,128v Barbary,221s Sestia,728¢753i-v
Ancona,391s Campagna di HRoma,?r Romagna,?20: Sorrento, 19«
Trani,869m Tessino,Be Gandi&,lSBr»Oﬁranto,Bgl% Lombardy.

8y Bretons,2+ Seine,R: France,2.etac . ete.

The author refers to late events. e.3. 221.-
The Goths are in Spain. 7.- Tarsus fell into the hanlls

of the Arabs(790 A.C.E.). 185,~- Oassar unade a calendar

for the Greeks and the CHRISTIANS., B330.- The balsgam in~ I
- |
dustry in Egypt. 807.- He refersg to Mienahem ben Saruq }
\
|
I
|




(tenth ceﬁtqry). 351.§vﬂe ment ions Hegesippus( fourth
century). 687,fffé.ﬂe nénutely describes the coronhtion
c?emonies of a nmediseval emperor, with full attendance
of}Pope, Bishops, Electors, etc. 97;m~"For then the Greeks
we re idolaﬁers". Points to a time when the Greeks fere no
longer aonsidered such.,

The author wag scguainted with ideas that came
_in%o the western world late. e.g. 725.~ Josephus spoke
Hebrew. as did also‘Titus.p,Bﬁi. 847; p.871.,~ The stars
are not made of firé. 125.- The mystical mountains behind

. / .
which 1live the lost tribes of the Jews. 800, Transmnig~

ration of souls and various other metaphysical niceties

S
1.~ It may be that the Sefer Nldad Haddani is the sqrece

of this idea.
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about "Souls".789;799.882; The explanations of many words
1ikexgvxl630xaA5b 329: z;'les.BVZr D’j(ﬂl7’ 709 7zwiﬂ
349« 173 ,a.?ﬁ?:used for the fuﬁure world. 221.673.828.
Ehe'&poc&lyptic 1nterp?etations of Daniel.v

Wo are tol9/that the language ¥nd the style of

{

the Josippon are Biblical, which opiniongis held also by

/

|
some of the critics.{cf. supra). Exception has been taken
to this stat ement by Sigmund Fraenkel(Z.D.M.G. ,L.p.418,ff)
as well ag by others. 1.~ The suthor’s style is not
Biblical but is crowded with Biblical words and phrages.
9»&.]).216.2‘34‘-P'T,GfaIIKingﬂ XXV'l,'?' po 829.414a AJD.OfD
Rzek .XXVII, 17« p.13, »D!)A,cf. Psalms COXXXIX,18: p.12,~

7775 ox.cfe Bzek . XXT,28e p.193.=n710Y 257 5 x 7OVA 7oy

cf.Bxod.XVII,14: p.194.- 020 b bap |43 ,cf.Isaiah XXXIV,2:




LITIT,72 0.302.- y2d yxbn wwx nr x13 *5,cf. Bsthr.

VII,b: p.217.-npny o ngm K1 Y ,cf Ex0d.XTV,26: ete.

The &u‘thor ha,s/& decided fondness for unusual expregsions 075 |
Biblical language. cf. abowe and p. BBL-«\;)n L9 nx ISR
p.28!1.282.~+13xn NX "7"2 adDpun )2 EJ’-

He uses Old Testament words in & sense wich is peculiar

to himgelf. e.g. ;\g o) ,LMN.I,iB: Targun, Lf,@,m;:" Rasbhi,
i;&égiwulgw@, ﬁé‘éﬁigén(}orionides, lay l‘ow ( of corpres)

in both active and passive senses. I p..277.‘~ann ngm
i%\\ﬂ‘f\ Q'ay Q9739 : p.323;-;.757x ‘1% DS néaw,,;.,--n“zzn‘n_
'y"g*",Psa-lms GXXXIX,B._ g,pmm Q,m;, tof & omm Gorionides,

Mu Qii_(\ of an eneny)e p+35,,h annbna yyn Im")n ~;,L,c C-.P,

39",& AIVVA 'IBX ,Y) Xt a TlhnLYll INE AR
27 :

A, Gen.XIX,6. gloge ¢ of a door and sometimes, of the




e e e s JE {) IS
womble Gorionides, edd one’s Lifer p.41,b. ﬁh\v/wna%g X
p .
BEi,bs I A NaA Y,

nen, Bxed.XXIX,28, breast piese of &n animal:dorionides,

" . s

i&éﬁgﬁlﬂ of.a man)é»p.281;~va'5|1 AXK 'Swl IdYD Rx 7~1,
. ;x,Job XXXVIIL, 8« ;iiée Gorionides, in a figurative
éenae, 88 1px N9mu Aax vrxy | He succe eded his brother
ag ruler” ( Liter&lly,‘"ﬂe girded hinself with the rule
ofvhis brother"i.

The author uses onl&.ﬁha nost unususl an 4 striking fige

Ures. 0.g. p-203.- Innbya P“S'V“l‘wsy LR ERURD BN

an II S&D\.XI,iS: p.?JSE.m ’,n:ln 0”5’1 nnnl)n 7:/\\1‘7_)7‘)

7Y nl_y onLJ Tux nnnbnn zn 7nv‘1zvparwaga.

Y4~ Al]l referonces of the type 35,b are 1o the E.P.
2.

which I was unable to place in B.




,éz./f' ’
I
!
)

p.203.-¥@R) amy ax1 waaeihx ax owpy S Hukd,

The adthor’s syntax is faulty, too. He confuses the cone
struct state of clas;sica.l Hobrew and the Sw of Mighnaic
Hebrew in his genitives. .eaug.p.%i.‘«']':“n Lu x>0 gap xu,
It 15 known thet Dw (=5 Jux) 1s used in the 0.T. with
proper nouns but never with c¢osnon nouns & does Gorionw
ideg. e.g..p. 54;,&’.177:,[, 7wx s 7?/,&;’ 2975 voex IA 5D

4%,b Irab 2ux Lfm saxir He does no.t uge the waw consecuw
v‘eive an do the classical 'wrip_earss. Bl p.!ssi;«mx)”.. nRR R
,p.?aa;»mnpy a0 € et Driver’s Tenses, §112).
Further-t;ma author uses a large nunber of New He'bre‘w

words and phr&saso B.£.125.,9"1x ¢ 134.j’>~x r 449.Inlsx,

{ harbor)s '746._3‘:4;)13 21B.an 2 ¢ 493.~m‘57‘u’763.nxmn Py

740 a%v4n 5 460,515 4 807,299 01w ¢ BBE.muxn a0 910




53, 09 1 B389, © Yy 8 7B, Mu ¢ 799, an D A hg
Eld.ni7mas 0y 7 A8A ¢ 808, e i !,'y gAY RN
738, nysd paAnws 731.0/§wn pby 13027 pun: '?92.053

OS2 05: a'non v 774 7/7:2 27Y ¢+ 488, xi1p 'D

mbob paans 79373:57 9 21yb Tsx posn oaw Tyt

866.33«0;%/:; h'nietc.

_ ow
The author also uses ipf&}ﬁy fords and phrases which are found

{

only in the later Rabbinical literature. e.g. P.818.°0/3X !
615.618./77%1: 309.701A030¢ 173,787,478, pnnoax 782.0nn%a !
789 i xwnt 786, pnvia: 782.799. Smin: 90,520.615.,738.,
. o ‘ . - » v éa " I‘E
741.751.782.797 798,801, y2 0« 816, b gamynudlar 5113wy
443, /80X A 1 311.2}9!? :t RR1.9"950r 748,886, pyxr9:

6’76.1':3,3: 747, Lm'JP‘zgz 512, Y'g)1 D0t 456 .inbu s 425,

428 yanixat okYe 738, ynw nkyn' X200 ’/9'7.%&: LYY ¥




nyTe BOLHY as iabniBB2, yos mnsnr 359.390.000 3,

The author uges words anh phrages which are charactemig~

tic of the philosophical literature. e.g. 17,8 5900

17,b. 19,8 020150 m,ﬂ;.L,Ingzs 18,0 U‘ngsvm T VDS

\\ “d
e

18,5 g3 nn:n}»BO,c RERE nngn;r(B»186,hn7?mf
The peculiarities of styls and diction make it fmpossible
for the hook.t0 have been wiftton in the first Christisn
ceﬁtury. We should at least have expected the book to

have k& axhibited'the nore charscteristicx traits ol the

Néw Hebrew literature if Joaepﬁﬁs were the author. The
éboqe tacte qre sﬁfficient,too/to disprove that the author
%rote in & classical style, uising the best Hebrew. A
‘false tradition is regponsible for the growth of this

particular fiction, which eluded some ol the best critical




ninds which have concerned themselves with the Jomippon.
Nor are the author’s descripiions ag accurste
and ag original as the traditionaldst would hdve us believe.
It has been shown that they werse culled froum Vegetius,
IV,14 & 15: from Josephus,VWars III,5§ and from De Re Miw
litari, &g well ag from the fertile imagination of the
suthor. Thewugeuracy m&nishes,too, when weé exanine then
caefully. e.g. The ram is so0 heavy that Wgrever it reats
it causes deep depression in the Ground. ( cf.p.591 etc):
Furthermore, the author of the Josippon errs
’jn”St&temant of fact, which is not the case with Flavius
Vﬁosephus, whose reliability in such natters 48 well known.

8.8+ p.B821.~ The Goths-were in Spain in the time of Han-

1»"’ Gf. WOlff, Opc 011},




nibal. p.367.~ Shannsi was Hillel'’s disciple. p.850.~
Titus is répresented as reforring to Abraham agis 21X

p.8651,~ Jephtha is referred to as mry~35nvs. PelBB = Am

ristoile founded & mnint in Rome. p.362;~ Olynpiads and
years ave confused. e.g; From Olymp.i34 to Olynp.185 is
Ei,gé;iéb) His chronalegy is hopelessly confused. Joseph,
who wag B2 years old at the birth of Caessr was only g?

yoars old at the fall of Jorupslem(p.751)s p.881.~ Titus

put Ishmasl ben Tligha to death. p.178.~ Ptolemaéug and

nbha are differentisted. p.153.» Ptoleny Lagi and Antig~
onus are identified. 7p.168.~ Augustus, the son of Seleu-

cus, the son of Perdiccas. p.162.- Octavius and Augus~

‘tus are diffewentiated. p.474.- The Jordan and the Fu~

' J
phrates are confused. p.166.~ The apthor says he saw




Juliug Gassar. p.157;— He says that he was a contenpor-

ary ol Joshus ben Sirach(gecond century,B.O.); It is hard~
1y credible to what an extent tho author has confused facts.
His chronology €156;851; etc.ﬁ;is hopelessly entangled.

He dates by digrownx &nd all attenplts to decipher his

, ‘ /
®iddle have been unsuyccessiul.

We have but to explain how the nanme Joseph ben

Gorion was nmade the name of the author and chief sctor of

1;~ D, 156;u 21x99Nng i8 the name of the ruler of Dgynt.
p.i57;~ ovk ' ong ig & title, a corruption probadly, of
?Imperatorxy p4351;~« v1x7 "ok 18 the name of @ haw fron
t.he p;omulgation of whiech the author dates events. DBut the
~§ther faféranc@s prove-that the author had in nind & pere

fod of some kind. Breithaupt’s guess that reference is

nade to theOlympiad is helpful but inadequate.




the War with the Romane. In Hegesippus, }hich work we
have shown above %0 be the chief solirce of the Josippon,
Joseph ben Matthias is not mentioned as military governor
of Galilee. Joseph ben Gorien ismentioned in the imme~
diately preceding context, as the governor of Jerusalen.
The text of Heg,3;8 ¢ loe.cit.) reads" &x quibue Josephus
in‘Galileam descendens". As only one Joseph was mentioned
in the context, the reference in this passage can be

to him only. This nistake once made, the substitution

of Joseph ben Gorion for the althentic Jogephus continued
111 we have fhe present state of the text. But we mustv
note here that in thg sesond half of the book reference is
hade nerely %6 one Jogeph,fthe priest,. f(c¢f. suprs) And

we nust also note that all the pdesages in which Joseph




ben Gorion is mentioned as author of the_béok are 1&cking
1n9théE.P. However, even in the B.P. ,Joseph ben Gorion
slresdy occupied the center of the scene of achion.

'And now 0 sum up. 1;w We have shown that the
Josippon wag unknown $1ll the tenth century. 2.~ We h&vé

19

shown that Joseph ben dorion was not Joseph ben M atthias,
bettgf known as Flavius Josephus. B.- We have shown that
the Josippon contradicts Josephus in statements of facts.
4;~ We have shown that the author of the Josippon used
late sources, and was acquainted with late peoples, events
.places, and ldeas. 5;~ W; nave shown that the lan gua ge
of the author is not Biblical and that his style ls not

pure but that the book is filled with late words and phra-

gos and that the style is corrupt. 6.- We have shown that




THE DESCRIPTIONS arenot original and not exact enough to

warrant the conclusion that they were written by a con-
tenporary. 7;~ We have shown that the Joaippén is & trang-
i&tion and not an original . 8;; Wo have shown that the
abthor of the Josippon is unreliable as an historian.
9:» We have explained the confusion of the names of Joseph
ben Gdorion and Joseph ben Mattias.

What is left for the traditionalist to base

his tradition upon but an empty_tr&dition ?
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THE AUTHORSHIP, COUNTRY AND DATE OF THE JOSIPPON.

Toh criticism in the preceding chapter, hag
been.antirely destrpctive. 1 believe that I have shown
therein the invalidity of the traditional view,~ that
Flavus Josephus did not write the Josippon in Hebrew.

But hegative results, while of value, are not the end

of criticism. We are now confronted with the guestions
arising directly from our destuctive work. 4&nd to the aﬁs~
wering of these qusestions , we devote thig section of our
thosis. Who wrote gﬁf Josippon T Where and when was it
wriiten, if not , as the traditionalist would hava‘us

believe 7 The constructive task is by far the most dif-

ficult.




The author of the Josippon must renain a mys-

tery for the present, at least. As Trieber says, "Men

wrote in those days for the glory of God and not for their
own glorification". Pseudonyms were the easviest and
safest way by wheih one could hide his identity. Never?

theleds, we are abléto fix the date and country of the

author with ﬂ%reat degree of exactness. On the establigh~
nent of these points, there hag been a great display of
eruditio .n and many theories have been proposed, all of

which are worthy of our attention. I shall state a fow

of the nost important

Graetz ( Kaxighxak)( Geschichte V,p.261) holds

that the book was originally the Arabic Maccabbee book

" N 4
( Tarich al Makkabain, Jugsuf ibn Gorgon) which was later
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reworked and translated into Hebrew by an Italian Jevw

of the first half of the ninth century. He holdsg that
Dunssh ibn Tanin ¢ of. suprai did not know the Hebrew

but [Yfe older Arabic book. The later studios o1 Wollhau-

;
gon { op. ¢it.) show that the Arwbpé weg nade frouw the

Habrew and not vice versa. TRIRBER ¢ op.cit.) holds

RN

e i

that the original Josippon , based largely on the work
of Hogesippus ( c¢f. gupra) is & product of the fifth cen~
pury. Muech of the interpolated matter is from the tenth

century. Trieber.carried the interpolation theory 1o

the extreme of absurdity. He proves conclugively in his

paper that the author of the Jogippon uged sounrces of
the eighth century, bui the parts of the work baged on

this he rejects as interpolated, with no further warrant




fgr such rejection. STRINSCHNEIDER, in his article on
"Juedische Literatur", maintains that the Josippon is the
work of & North Italian Jew of the nianth century who ren-
defed Hegesippus "De Bello Judaico "&into Hebrew. We have
alreasdy shown that other sources begideg Hogesippus wore

used in fthe preparation of the work. That the author ¥as
notls North Italian will be proven below. GASTER, in &
private letter addressed to the writer in answer 1o ques~
tions on these points, informed me that he held the Josip~
be

pon toﬁﬁenuine, 1.0, an original Hebrew production, whdéch
nad beon written in Palestine in the third post Christisn
centruy. As we have shown that ihe suthor uses sources

o
of & latr date thaw the third century and thai the JOsippon

is & tranglation into Hebrew, the position here stated




is untenable. WRISS puts the book in the early hall of
the ninth century, before Qalir whou he considers a con~

temporary of Nitronai Gaon.' But Weiss daﬁ@ Galir too
a&fly, 88 Wwe have Bhoyn aboys. CHWOLSON, followdd by

NEUBAUER, puts the book in Italy in the beginning of the

tenth century. VOEGELSTEIN and RIZGER think that the

author was & Roman of the lagt half of the tenth century.
DUKES thinks that the authoﬁwas a contemporary of Saad)s

Gaon. AUND held in his ZBeditschrift, 18228 that the author

was & South Frenchman because of the frequant‘mention of
France (3.35@.519.547;722. ete.) and the direct reference
%o Anbotse, Tours, and Chinon (p.18). JZune abandoned

this view later, as it wag phown that the "Ambolge" pas-

sage was an interpolation and that the predominant in-




fluences in the work wers not French but ITtalian. In

Asher’s Beajenin of Tudeds,dunz held that the Josippon ;
|
|
|
|

was the Hebrew version of Josephus. This position was

, |
rendered untenable by thewholea array of faocis marshalled {18

in the preceding section. Ln hig Gottesdienstliche Vor-

traege, Aunz holds that the author is a South Italian |

Jew, who lived in Rome, in the c¢entury 850 -« 950 A.C.1, |
|
This view of the natter has been generally accepbted and

I shall therefore try to reproduce his arguments, supple-

|
menting them by notices from other sources. :
Before develdping the argunent, I wish to say 1
& fow words on the text of the Josippon. It would be dif-
|
i

ficult to imagine any text in & worse state of pregserva-

tion than that of the Jasippon. Careless copyists, sleepy
, !




geribes, lacunse, glosses, interpolations and the whole
array of text- corrupting forces have gathered themselves
in this one book and have managed tp got the text into &
hopelessly mangled condition. Th#t a new text of the
Josippon, based on a careful study of the e&rly ngs. and
prints, 1s vefy necessary is eelf evident to the most casg~
| vwal reader of the book. In the present state of the text,
nuch of the‘force of argunent is inv&lidaﬁed py the un-

cortainty of the written word.

In dating the book, this matter of imterpola-

tions 18 of great 1mportance,4 ] therefore wish to say &

few Words w»n that point. As I have not had access 1o
the sources, I have not been able to pass Jjudgment on what

night be considered interpolated. The Middle Ages hand-
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led & book freely- especially, a paendapigraphic’workw
and we must hold it as a foregone conclusion that inter~

polations have been made in the JOsippon.

We may cite the variants botween V. and M. as
proof of the existence of interpolations, takinng,'as
the more original, though we are told that even M. shows
traces of having been tamperedeith. 6.g. The V. is a
third as long again-as M. hecause of interpolations. We
cite here onlyra few of the more important variants between
the bwo editions. The passages giving the date of the
birth of.Gorionidas(BBZ),‘mentioning Menahem ben Sarug
' ‘(807»,'describing the cornation ceremonies (66H,ff.),

the Qinah (886,1{.), some parts of the Alexander legends

end the headings of the various books as well as all re-




| torences to such divigions and to Joseph ben Gorion as au-

thor of the book are lacking in M.

Contradictions within the work itself point to
a‘probable neddling with the text. ©.g. The varying refer-
onces to Herod'’s encestry. p.186 and 361r the distance
of.Herodion fron Jerusalem. p.389 and F19+ the explana-

tion of the name Jericho. p.329 and 330. 9t .

The interpolation theory has been carried to

the extreme of absurdity by some criticg. We nmust dig=

agree with Trieber, e.g., who declares all interpolated

which is not Haken from Hegesippus oOr not the author’s

own. .So subjective have mosf cribics been in this natter
of interpolations, that@t has been impossgible for me to

acconphish anything in this matter, lacking as I did the




sburces. Fach critic has rejected what did not sult his
theory and &ll contradict one &nothef g0 that definite
resulis are inpossible for tho bewildered student. I
have but indicated the problenm.

That the Josippon was written by & South Ital-
ian Jew, who lived in Rome in the century, 850 - 950,
A.O.E., is proven by the following factsm and argﬁmenﬁ.
1;« We have shown above that the author of the Josippon
knew and used both Greek and Latin sources and w#sVell
acquainted with Avabic. O0f all Meditérranean lands, the
only one where -the knowledge of these three tongues to-
gether could be found, was Magna Grasca. As the Argba
did not settle in Ttaly till the beginning of the ninth

century, we must allow & period of some years duration




in which Arablc culture and influence could gpread and
nake themselves felt. B~ That the gsuihor was an Ttalian
{s further proven by the following. &.- He refers con-
gtantly to Italian towns and localities. t ¢t. supra et
infraV. Db.- In the gpelling of proper nanes, the? author
ghows that he knew only the Italian pronuncia;.’éion. .8
p.6;~7-7:m15 ,Lombardié-&i.’;k?v ,9clavis 3;’p7?w,Tur»—
cis 4; ypeb ask, Anglesis 54’7;4; 'gu 47 ,Danescls 5
1919 ,RUssi:s 5 x"mﬁﬁc, 'Alema.gnaé 4..xJ,'>Wm,T'osoa,nba=
é'nv,\.nx ,Ungerh 8: ’w»»x;)‘-y,(‘}ro_vati.: B:xd'o ,Sena s
16;524\:)“;?0! 19;1n471g,80rrent0z 19;ﬁ579x5 JNapolis
10:}@*1)!)4,}?01"&0: 391.anwm,0trantoe 82 5.'52 5k,

Annibsale: 6’78-'0'31A,G10V13‘=819. OIJX'SM,Gui&.li&num

89.0 0V ,Scythent 232.6“3 ) s'wu,Scythopclim 2R4. vusco,




Seipio:x 12@13:5;,P&u1uéw iB?é b'ganr,Kandéﬁasv 603;
prahas ,Paulinus; 839, o©1s'5b 2, Valerianuds srbioa,
Vitellius§ 544; )wvtu,Xerxeg; 881;x<4yLK ,Alexﬁaasaz,

o152 510 % ;Apollinisaveto.'etd. c.; He mentions occcady~-
fonally, an I_tallap word. e.g. p.149;~><7L7*§%U<;émeraldo.
d.~ Ho refers %o coins which were used in Ttaly. e.g.

p.364.136, e.~- He shows sbue knowledge of local legends.

6.g. p-12. The golden soffin. p.20. The naphtha on tlhe

| gea between Naplesuand Sorrento. f.- The Josippon is

based largely on Hagesippué&gwhich is an It&limn produc~
tion. g.- FUrthermore, the Josippon is first quoted
by Ttalian auhhors,ﬁcf. supra). OGaster nay be correct

in ‘general, that the use of Jﬁook does not prove its

fatherland but in those days of slow communication, khe

i
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first guotation of q%ook iaxin %avor o0f 4hat place ag its
{
home. 8.~ That the author was an jinhabitant of Rome is

ghown &.~ by his familiarity'with Roman localities and

Roman history. e.g.p. © -~ 22& 114+ 156 - 185 221 ~ 328:

. 3490 - 368: B39: 667 -B873: 323: 391s ete. b.- At about

the same time thers appeared in Rome the" Graphia Aureae
Urbis Romse", which nost likely urged our author to his
task. Nor must we omit mention of the psychoiogical val -
we of the associations ot Rome for [Hyfe nind of the his-
torian. 4;; That there was a literary adtivity gméng

the Jews, early in Ttaly, is proven by the reference

found in & letier of Alcuin %o Charlenagne, withtremgard

to & disputation in Pavia between the Jew Julius and

Peter of Piga ( c¢f. Guedenmanny Kulturgeschichte,p.12).

)
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The ninth century conﬁains'not ﬁfew Italian nameg and
works well known in Jewish literature ( ef. Aunz,d.D.V.

p.376). Therefore the production of the Josippon at this

time would not be anomalous. @
The date of the Josippon can not be fixed with g

w ‘ 1
the mame oxactness asg can thekﬁ@ntry of the author. The . Eﬁ
tirst reference to the book, We have seen was nade by H
\ 4

257{

Dupash ibn Tamin (d.980) which makes 950 the very latest date@
at which the book could have been written, though that I

would allow but a few years for the book %o reach Spain

the -home of Tamin before his death. The Arabic invasion

of Italy which took place in the beginning of the ninth

(¢f tpral: iy S :
century and the roforence to the Siege of Tarsis(p.8.7)

which took place 790 A.C.E. make the middle of the ninth




|
| |
century‘the berminus & guo. That references are made w

|

]

|
in the book to peoples, and events later than the middle |
of the tenth century is true but these are in all proba- I% ;
bility, interpolations. The book in all esgentials as E ﬂ

we have it sesns to have been composed in the century .

from B850 - 98B0 A.C.B.
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COECLUSION;

In ¢losing, I wish to add a few words of.appreu
cistion of the book as a whole. Unhistorical and unre-
liable ag the Josippqn may be, impure as &ve its style
and language, nevertheless, the author of the Josippon
is an artist. The ease with which he writes, the inter-
ost which he arouses, the dramatic portrayal of the events
_of Jowish history and the remarkable welding of popular
vlegend with dry hié%brical fact give the book ;he Gharn
which auffic?s to explain its popularity with Jew and
Gentile. Jogsephus was regarded ag a traitor by the

Jows and his works have therefore been very unpopular

among them. In the early centuries, translations of




Jogephus wore @adee into the modern tongues. But these

were for the most part in cumbersome voluunes, which were

costly, and the tho scholarly aspect of his work failed I

to attract the people. !

The Josippon accomplidhed a great work for the §f
Jow. It wasg pr&ctically the only book for centuries ?
in the Hands of the non;Jew which related the post Bib-
lical history of the Jew. "It was the link between ihe !
Bibl e and the Ghetto" says the London Jewish Chronicle. I

It first brought into the mind of the Gentile the thought

that Jews ae the heirs of this history were not & race

to be despised for they had a past which could vie with

that of any people in point of brilliancy. This book

~ / .
wo g 4he great factor ot the popular emancipation of thedew.




(N’)
{
I think that I have proven ny thesig.-w that 1
i
li
the Josippon is not the Hebrew production of Flavius Jo- 4
gephus buk the work of a South Italian Jow of the cen~ i
tury from 850 -~ 950 A.C.E. which the author conpiled
fron various sources snd rendered infy Hebrew.
y
|
|
|
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