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ABSTRACT

The Dissertation, Josephus’ Jewish War as a Narrative Five-act Tragedy,
develops a method of reading the war narrative of Josephus that is consistent with
the textual design of the literary work.

Traditionally Bellum Judaicum has been held as a history, with little
discrimination among the many types of history. A different understanding of the
genre of the war narrative of Josephus is proposed in this study from what has
been traditional, namely, that in addition to being a narrative history, B.J. is also a
narrative five-act tragedy. Given the ease of recognition, the narrative history may
be considered as placed in the foreground and the narrative of five-act tragedy in
the background. It is a rare literary phenomenon here named genres disjunction.*

This raises the issue of what motivated Josephus to undertake such an
extraordinary literary creation. It is argued in Chapters 2 to 4 of this study that the
author of B.J. was led to this manner of writing by his covert political dissidence
against the Romans in general, and against the Flavians in particular. In this,
Josephus had a precedent in Lucius Annaeus Seneca in his public life and a model
in his writings. In the latter, the nine tragedies in general, with exceptional
relevance of Hercules Furens, served as source and inspiration for constructing
B.J. in genres disjunction. After briefly discussing that B.J. is a composite work

with sections in the expository and narrative modes, it is recognised as a narrative

! Genres Disjunction is a term created for this study to identify a literary phenomenon of the
presence of two genres in one literary work. It also implies that a work is constituted with as many
texts as there are full genres in operation. It is the genre that defines a text.



history. However, the major emphasis from Chapters 6 to 10 has been on B.J. as a

narrative five-act tragedy.

The implications from the newer understanding of the dual genres of B.J. have
been drawn in the last section, titled Conclusion.

The implications affect the Text, the Creator of the Text and the Reader-
Responder to the Text. The text of B.J. easily accessible to any reader is one in
the genre of narrative history, whereas the text of the narrative of five-act tragedy
calls for a more skilled reading. The second text, structured as a five-act tragedy,
is constituted with B.J. 1 - 2 as the Exposition, B.J. 3 the Complication, B.J. 4 the
Crisis/Climax, B.J. 5 the Reversal and B.J. 6 - 7.162 the Resolution.

The issue of how to read the two texts in genres disjunction is a major
challenge, particularly with each text holding its own valid meaning. The most
appropriate strategy is for the reader to follow what was available to the historical
reader to determine meaning of the texts. It is argued that to determine which of
the two meanings is preferred, or which is both valid and relevant, is to apply the
Roman reading strategy of the ironic mode as developed in Cicero’s De Oratore
and in Quintilian’s Institutio Oratoria.

The Creator of B.J. is the historical person Flavius Josephus, with three roles
as the historical author, the implied author and the character in the narrative. In
each of these roles Josephus’ involvement in the Text is different in kind. Unless
these roles are identified and their distance from the text determined, it is
impossible to read the Text as it calls to be read. Associated with the role of the
historical author is another much vexing question of the alleged help of

Assistants. Implications of having such Assistants are drawn from the study.



The implications of reading successfully a work in genres disjunction of two
texts, places added obligations on the reader-responder as the historical reader.
Not only is this reader expected to be well-versed in classical Greek and Latin
literature of the time, but also to be in the author’s confidence as a covert
dissident against the Flavians. With appropriate changes, these expectations

would cover all the actual readers of B.J.
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INTRODUCTION

Three literary experiences of reading B.J. initiated this dissertation, Josephus’
Jewish War as a Narrative Five-act Tragedy. The first was of being much surprised at
the impressive skills of Josephus as a writer, particularly his ability to move the reader
to experience the events as he had experienced when he witnessed and participated in
them. As part of this encounter, it was curious that the author found it necessary to
claim repeatedly that he was being truthful. Why was he preoccupied with truth? What
truth did he have in mind? Or, was he rather concerned that his work would be
misread?

The second experience was of reading Seneca’s tragedies. Of the nine Senecan
tragedies, Herc. fur. seemed the most intriguing, since it kept recalling the Herod
narrative in B.J. both in its details and in its structure. An analysis of this particular
narrative unit reinforced the first impressions and raised the possibility that the whole
of B.J. might be a narrative five-act tragedy in the Senecan mode.

The third experience was of my early reading of what some of the scholars had to
say about Josephus. Their comments, by and large, contradicted my response in as
much as their focus was on the history behind the text. It was in this welter of
comments and opinions that the idea for the dissertation was born, that it would be a
worthwhile endeavour to find an appropriate way to read B.J. through determining its

genre.



As appropriate to a literary research, the design of this study is analytical, not
empirical.' Instead of a statement of hypothesis, a thesis or an argument is proposed
and pursued. Assumptions are stated so are its limits. The terms are defined and a
description of the method used to locate data is provided. Such a design requires that
the main texts are identified and a selection of representative texts by the same author
or authors and by contemporaries or near contemporaries is provided. This can be
extended to include scholarly works, even remote in time, chosen for their secondary
relevance to the thesis. The secondary texts do not enjoy the validity and reliability of
the primary texts. Reliability and validity in the analytical design depend more on
consulting the primary sources, and less on secondary, even scholarly, sources.

If B.J. could be read consistent with its genre it would enable, on the one hand, to
obviate the problems emanating from a misreading of it, and on the other, to offer
resolution to not a few of the antinomies Josephan scholarship has found in the text.
Given the purpose, the study has been restricted exclusively to B.J. Such a limitation of
scope is intended to help focus clearly on the issues springing up in one work rather
than complicate them with diverse problems that are peculiar to other works, not
strictly relevant to B.J. The restricted approach also has no mean advantage of enabling
the study to be completed within the prescribed limits.

In Chapter 1 the review of how modern Josephan scholarship from 1853 has

attempted to read B.J. highlights a common trend among the scholars: namely, to read

1 J. Anderson, B. Durston, M. Poole, Thesis and Assignment Writing (Brisbane, New York, Chichester,
Toronto: John Wiley and Sons, 1985), 19-21. There are eight elements in the empirical study design.
These are: statement of hypotheses, statement of assumptions, statement of the limitations of the study,
definition of terms, appropriateness of research design, description of population and sample, the
control of error and, lastly, reliability and validity. Some of the elements are common with the
analytical study design, however, the definitions of these varies between the two types of designs.



the work as history. This is done in two ways. One of the traditional ways has been, and
continues to be, to read it as an expository history. In all expository writings, given the
objectivity of the approach and the implied assurance of reliability of the textual truth,
the credibility of the author necessarily becomes the uppermost consideration. Scholars
who considered B.J. knowingly or unknowingly as an expository history, found
Josephus seriously wanting as a writer. They attacked the historical person calling him
a liar, a plagiarist and a Roman lackey for his perceived personal shortcomings. They
transferred these to the writer, as if the historical person and his role as a writer were
identical, thereby impugning his work.

The other way, running concurrently with the first, was to read B.J. as a historical
narrative. The perspective of narrative seems to have allowed greater flexibility to
Josephus, the historian, to use literary devices, to exercise his imagination and to take
classical models for his work. Scholars also found they could live with personal
shortcomings of the historian of the Jewish war simply because the textual qualities
were seen as distinct from the personal qualities of the writer. Only since the last few
decades have there been attempts to go further into what was understood through the
term historical narrative. Yet serious thought has not been given to the significance of
the difference between historical narrative and narrative history. Nevertheless it is clear
that with time the trend has come to see B.J. generally as a literary work. While much
remains to be done about why B.J. is a narrative history preliminary steps are taken in
this study to clarify it.

At this point it is worth noting that some readers may observe that the events of the

war in the narrative of B.J. naturally follow the sequence of a tragedy. This observation



is not rejected in this study. Rather it argues that B.J. follows more than a sequence of a
tragedy; that it is much more than a narrative in tragic mode. As the presence of
conventions of the classical tragedy genre embodied in it demonstrate, that the
historical author has consciously structured B.J. as a narrative five-act tragedy, and
with the aim to express his covert dissidence against the Flavian dispensation.

The study proceeds in two parts. The main focus of Part One is to seek to establish
connections between Lucius Annaeus Seneca and Flavius Josephus. The process begins
with the possibility in the coincidences in the lives of these two historically famous
contemporaries, which then moves into probabilities through parallels and then into the
actual links.

The scope of the process is to investigate into the coincidences in the lives of the
two personalities. Next, a search for attitudes in Seneca’s writings leads to an
investigation of similar attitudes in B.J. Finally, actual literary links are recognised in
the tragedies of Seneca and B.J. as well as how Josephus uses Seneca’s model for his
own purposes, particularly in the Herod narrative.

Being well known political and literary actors, the possibility of Seneca and
Josephus encountering common experiences is very real. Chapter 2 is focused on
finding common ground between the two contemporary writers. Appearances at first
glance suggest diversity in their cultural background, the places with which they were
associated, their political accomplishments and their literary achievements. Yet they
had similar experiences, common reasons for attitudinal disjunction and the rationale to
be covert dissenters. In addition, for Josephus as a historian of the Jewish war it was a

challenge to reconcile his loyalties to the Jewish nation and the Flavian dynasty.



Chapter 3 explores political and literary contexts of Seneca’s tragedies and
Josephus’ narrative of the Jewish war. The parallel elements suggest potential links
between the authors. It is the common literary elements in the tragedies and the war
narrative that point to such links. Even here, while the minor elements tend to balance
between the potential and actual links between the two near contemporary authors, it is
the major element of the theme of madness that tilts the balance in favour of actual
links. This is perceivable with significant force when Josephus subsumes what Seneca
has to say about the theme of madness in all his tragedies. What is more, Josephus
takes it further with impressive complexity through converting it into the motif to give
his entire B.J. narrative its driving force.

Chapter 4 confirms the actual relationship between Seneca and Josephus, through
echoes of and allusions to the details in the work of the former in the narrative of B.J.
The actual relationship is focused in the dependence of modelling of the Herod
narrative in B.J. on Seneca’s Herc. fur. After eliminating the probability of direct links
of Josephus with Euripides, the study outlines connections between Seneca and
Josephus. An abundance of data available is presented in evidence of what may fairly
be termed as the real links between the two contemporaries: in the details from the
sequence of the acts, the Hercules myth, the unnatural crimes, the presence of the stock
characters in the play and the narrative, the shared critique of social morality, the tragic
themes, and finally the presence of five-act tragedy structure.

In Part One two sets of parallels between Seneca and Josephus become clear. The
first reveals many similarities in the lives of these contemporaries. These seem to be no

more than coincidences. The second set of parallels in the writings of the two points to



something more. The similarities in the writings show that they are more than

coincidental in that the Senecan tragedies have a marked influence on B.J. The
persuasive basis for such an argument, as already examined, is how the Herod

Narrative is closely modelled on Herc. fur.

The second part of the study extends the connections found between Herc. fur. and
the Herod narrative to the whole of B.J. This is accomplished through an analysis of the
narrative of B.J. structured as a five-act tragedy. Chapter 5 serves as a bridging chapter
between the two parts of the study in establishing that B.J. is made up of expository
units as well as narrative. The preface and the coda are in the expository mode while
the rest of B.J. is in the narrative mode. It is commonly accepted that B.J. is a narrative
history. The present study focuses on B.J. as a narrative five-act tragedy. As a prelude
to the second part, Chapter 5 also discusses the conventions Seneca follows in the five
Acts of his play Herc. fur. It is these conventions, by and large, that guide Josephus’
narrative five-act tragedy.

Chapters 6 to 10 proceed in a uniform fashion. A description of what conventions
constitute each Act is first given. After this an analysis of the book is taken up to argue
that it is an application of the conventions of a particular Act within the tragedy.

In Chapter 6 the conventions of Exposition are explained and of how they apply to
Books 1 and 2. In the first section the focus is on how Book 1 serves as a remote setting
of the tragedy of the Jewish war. Beginning with the Hasmonean period, the analysis of
the narrative continues into the Roman period. The focus shifts closer to the war in the
Herod phase. In the second section the patterned sequence of events of Book 2 are

focused as proximate setting. As Book 2 develops, it gives the situation in Judaea first,



followed by what happened in Rome and then details the impact of Roman decisions on
Judaea. Thus it becomes clear that Judaea and Rome were not ready for the
consequences of appointing incompetent procurators but men bent on destroying any
good will that might have existed between the Jews and the Romans. This becomes the
proximate setting as the mischief of the procurators begins to bear fruit in transforming
the Jews and the Romans into tragic antagonists. The proof of it lies in the rout of
Cestius and the loss of his legion, on the one hand, and the hubris of the successful
Jewish rebels, on the other.

Exposition leads the study into Book 3, since it conforms to the second Act,
Complication in Chapter 7. After explaining what conventions embody the second Act,
it is argued that conflicts hold the central focus in Book 3 as is proper to Complication,
with a specific “exciting force” serving as a trigger. The conflicts cover the whole
range from mutually exclusive societies, to individuals and groups at odds with each
other, and the individuals in conflict with themselves and nature and superhuman
forces. The war textually begins in this book.

Book 4 develops the Complication into the Crisis-Climax of B.J. It is explored in
Chapter 8. The rebel activities are traced geographically. The friends and foes of the

Jewish nation the “hero-victim’?

are noted in the patterned events and their impact. The
complex play of multiple narrative voices appears and equally impressive is the march

of the twelve trials of the “hero-victim” from the “turning point” to the Climax.

2 In this study, the “hero” is the protagonist, “the central character in a work of fiction or a drama.” In a
tragedy, given the characteristic victimisation of the hero, it seems more appropriate to term the central
character as the “hero-victim” without gender differentiation or limitations of number of characters or
the cities where they live, who together fulfil the role. See C. H. Holman, A Handbook to Literature,
(Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill, 1983), 211.



Chapter 9 is a study of Book 5 as it offers the Reversal, or the fourth Act of the
tragedy. The civil war is dealt with chronologically, geographically and logically. In the
third, the logical order, three sequences work in tandem: the Jewish, the Roman and the
combined in which the two combatants meet in a staged battle. The tragic narrative has
its beginning in the “tragic force” as the antagonists set themselves against each other.
The fortunes of the “hero-victim” fall in fifteen structured steps. These may also be
viewed in terms of six stages of madness.

Books 6 and 7.1-162 are studied together in Chapter 10 as they form the
Catastrophe of the five-act tragedy. On the surface Book 6 is about the final Roman
assault on the City and its political and religious landmarks. As Catastrophe it is a
narrative of the death of the “hero-victim” symbolically in the burning first of the
Temple and second, of the City. There is a third stage through the deaths of the captives
in 7.1-162. The Flavian Triumph in Rome becomes the celebration in reward for the
three-fold death of the “hero-victim.”

Lastly, conclusions from the research are brought together. It covers such areas of
B.J. as a literary work in “genres disjunction,” the reading of it in the ironic mode, and
the textual truth of B.J. Conclusions are then drawn from what the three distinct roles of
Josephus, the historical person, mean. In this, particular emphasis is put on the role of
assistants who might have aided Josephus as the writer. What this reading suggests

regarding the intended reader-responders of B.J. is also considered.
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Asking new questions of the narrative

may produce a very different reading.

Steve Mason,

in Flavius Josephus and Flavian Rome, 270.

Bellum Judaicum of Flavius Josephus has been read, as Per Bilde argues, in progressive
phases since 1853. Per Bilde targets the conceptually evolving relationships among the
scholarly works.! He briefly considers Schreckenberg, Feldman and eight other authors from
Farmer in 1956 to Moehring in 1984 who attempted surveys but left the topic of trends
untreated. In Bilde’s opinion this is a significant void left unattended.? Bilde undertakes the
task of filling what he considers as the lacuna.® He sees three specific “phases” in the
development of Josephan research over the past century and a half.* The first “phase”
“corresponds to the traditional Christian concept of Josephus encompassing antiquity and the

Middle Ages” and is characterized by “an uncritical attitude.”

The second “phase” is
perceived as a reaction against the Christian concept. In the 16™ and 17" centuries “assumed

infallibility” of Josephus is replaced with doubt about his integrity, while the authenticity of

1 p. Bilde, Flavius Josephus Between Jerusalem and Rome: his Life, his Works, and their Importance (Sheffield:
JSOT, 1988), 123-24.

2 H. Lindner, Die Geschichtsaufassung des Flavius Josephus im Bellum Judaicum. Gleichzeitig ein Beitrag zur
Quellenfrage (Leiden: Brill, 1972); H. W. Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History in the Antiquitates
Judaicae of Flavius Josephus (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1976); W.C. van Unnik, Flavius Josephus als
historischer Schriftsteller (Heidelberg: Schneider, 1978); T. Rajak, Josephus. The Historian and his Society
(London and Philadelphia: Routledge, 1983); H. R. Moehring, “Joseph ben Matthia and Flavius Josephus: the
Jewish Prophet and Roman Historian,” ANRW 11, 21.2, (1984): 864-944.

3 Bilde, Flavius Josephus, 17-18, 123-71, and Josefus som historieskriver. En undersggelse af Josefus’
fremstilling af Gaius Caligulas konflikt met jederne I Palaestina (Bell 2, 184-203 og Ant 18, 261-309) med
sawrligt henblik pa forfatterens tendens og historiske palideglighed (Kgbenhavn: Gad, 1983).

* Despite Bilde’s time limit applied to the scholars analysed, the trends in scholarship are

acknowledged to be dating well back to the First Century CE.

% The uncritical attitude is seemingly founded on a Christian bias in favour of Josephus supported by references to
Christians in the Antiquities (Ant. 20.200), to Jesus (Ant. 18.63-4), to John the Baptist (Ant. 18.116-19), and to
James (Ant. 20.200-3). Equally importantly in Christian eyes, the description of the fall of Jerusalem and the
razing of the Temple in B.J. as well as the Testimonium Flavianum accorded Josephus “a quasi canonical status”,
the honour of a “Jewish Church Father” and even of “a fifth evangelist.” See Bilde, Flavius Josephus, 17.
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the Testimonium Flavianum is seriously called into question. Bilde calls this “phase” the
“Classical Conception”, marked by features incompatible with objective historical writing.°
This “phase” is amply illustrated in the 19" century.” The third “phase” is characterized “as a
synthesis of the first two.” This may be seen in a new and a more tolerant attitude towards
Josephus among the scholars of the 20" century. Bilde considers this the “Modern
Conception.”® This “phase,” begun at the end of 19" century continues to the present.® The
present review, while acknowledging Bilde’s contribution, takes another look at the
scholarship, briefly touching upon literature from 1853 to 2000. The focus is on the
developments in the perspectives on Josephus and his work, or on the work on its own, with

specific trends in each perspective. These trends will help to identify if and how the scholars’

® The features incompatible with objective historical writing are identified as threefold. The first is the unpleasant
“tendentiousness” in the writings like the servile flattery of the Flavians, apologetics for the Jewish people and for
Josephus’ own morally suspect character. The second feature is Josephus’ so called plagiarist practices of using
the unacknowledged “anonymous middle source” and lack of originality. The third refers to Josephus’ own weak
and untrustworthy personality. Mason describes the classical conception as one that “assumed a simple though
erratic model.” See Mason “Flavius Josephus in Flavian Rome: Reading on and between the Lines,” in A. J.
Boyle and W. J. Dominik, eds., Flavian Rome. Culture, Image, Text (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 563, for a brief
summary of the “model.”

" H. Graetz, Geschichte der Juden von den altesten Zeiten bisauf die Gegenwart, Vols 3.1 and 3.2 (Breslau:
Schottlander, 1853-75); J.M. Jost, Geschichte des Judenthums und seiner Secten, I-111 (Leipzig: 1857-59); J. von
Destinon, Die Quellen des Flavius Josephus in der Jid. Arch. Buch XII-XVII = Jid. Krieg Buch | (Kiel: Lipsius
and Tisher, 1882); G. Holscher, Die Quellen des Josephus fir die Zeit vom Exil bis zum jlidischen Krieg (Leipzig:
Teubner, 1904); N. Bentwich, Josephus (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1914; rep. 1926 and 1976; R.
Laqueur, Der judische Historiker Flavius Josephus. Ein biografisher Versuch auf neuer quellenkritischer
Grundlage; trans. C. Diesler, ed. S. Mason, The Jewish Historian Flavius Josephus: A Biographical Investigation
based on New Critical Sources (GieRen: Minchow’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1920, and Toronto:York
University, 2005).

W. Weber, Josephus und Vespasian. Untersuchungen zu dem Judischen Krieg des Flavius Josephus (Berlin:
Kohlhammer, 1921; rep. Hildesheim: Olms, 1973); F.J. Foakes-Jackson, Josephus and the Jews. The Religion
and History of the Jews as Explained by Flavius Josephus (New York: Smith, 1930; rep. Grand Rapids: 1977); A.
Schalit, Die Vita des Flavius Josephus, Eine historischkritische Untersuchungen (Wien: 1925); S. J. D. Cohen,
Josephus in Galilee and Rome. His Vita and Development as a Historian (Leiden: Brill, 1979); F. Trisolgio,
“L’intervento divino nelle vicende umane dalla storiografia classica greca a Flavio Giuseppe e ad Eusebio di
Cesarea”, ANRW II, 21.2 (1984): 977-1104.

® The modern conception is marked by two characteristics: the first is the focus on Josephus’ own creative
contribution and the second concerns the interest in how Josephus was motivated in literary, theological and
political aspects.

% The term “phase” seems a misnomer. A “phase,” as Bilde understands it, is sequential. What Bilde calls a
“phase” is rather an “attitude towards Josephus and his work,” that can coexist and overlap with another. For the
purposes of this study the focus is on the scholars’ perception of Josephus and his work. An attitude is implicit to
a perception.
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understanding of the status of Josephus as a historian and as a person influenced their reading
of B.J. as a literary work."

For the purposes of this study 2005 determines the cut- off point for modern Josephan
scholarship.™* In general, B.J. has been read either as a history or as a history with literary
elements in it. There has not been a single case of reading it simply as a literary work, free of
its historical underpinnings. It thus leaves only two practised ways of reading B.J., namely, as
history or as history with literary overlay. In these two ways of reading there lies a remarkable
progress in perceiving Josephus and his work in the last 30 years. Josephan scholars have been
instrumental in achieving it, necessitating in some instances significant changes in their earlier
positions. This Review is set out in three sections: the first briefly deals with the traditional
reading of B.J. as a history; the second deals with the gradual shift toward the current manner
of reading B.J. as history with literary elements; the third deals with the most recent period,

when B.J. is without hesitation seen as a literary work with historical underpinnings.

1.1 READING B.J. ASHISTORY

1.1.1 B.J. AS EXPOSITORY HISTORY

The earlier manner of reading B.J. as a history began, as Bilde has it, in 1853 and continues

to the present. In this first phase, there were two clear tendencies. The first tendency

10's. Mason, “Flavius Josephus in Flavian Rome: Reading on and between the Lines” in A. J. Boyle and W. J.
Dominik, eds., Flavian Rome, 559, 566, highlights the result of the “academic tradition” of studying the works of
Josephus “from the perspective of Judaean realia,” rather than the “literary investigation of his legacy” and the
“setting in which he first published his compositions: Flavian Rome.” This study addresses aspects of the literary
legacy and the Flavian setting as integral to that legacy.

Up Bilde, Flavius Josephus and S. Mason, “Of Audience and Meaning: Reading Josephus’ Bellum Judaicum in
the Context of a Flavian Audience” in J. Sievers and G. Lembi, eds., Josephus and Jewish History in Flavian
Rome and Beyond (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2005), 71-100.
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considered B.J. as an expository history, which is objective factual history or ‘scientific
history”.*? Von Ranke propounded an extreme type of this approach.”®* Such a genre would
demand that the historian Josephus explicitly be part of his work so that the voice in the text is
that of the author. The truth of the work would entirely depend on the historian’s credibility as
a person and on his competence as a writer. Not every scholar who accuses Josephus of lying,
of contradicting himself, of being a Roman lackey, or of being incompetent copyist and so on,
consider that B.J. is an expository history. Scholars who do not distinguish Josephus the
historical person from his functions as a historian, as an implied author, and as a character tend
to blame Josephus for all the defects they notice in his history for undermining it as a historical
source.** Evidently, the scholars focusing on B.J. as a historical source exclusively were not

interested in its literary qualities.

1.1.2 B.J. AS NARRATIVE HISTORY

While the first manner of reading B.J. was as expository history, the second manner reads it
as historical narrative. It is seen as a history in the narrative mode. The narrative lifts factual

history to another level where it becomes an account of events which are factual to a large

12 The term “expository history’ has not been used before. It is introduced here as a species under the

genus ‘history,” with its other branch of ‘narrative history.” Expository history itself includes

subcategories of positivistic history or scientific history as well as a moderate expository form used by
Polybius. The latter needs further study.

3. Von Ranke, Zur kritik neuerer Geschichtschreiber (Berlin: Universitit zu Berlin, 1824).

Y H. Graetz, Geschichte Der Juden Von Den Altesten Zeiten Bis Auf Die Gegenwart. vol. 3.2. (Breslau:
Schottlander, 1853-1875); J. von Destinon, Die Quellen des Flavius Josephus in der Jid. Arch. Buch XII-XVII
= Jud. Krieg Buch I (Kiel: Lipsius und Tischer, 1882); R. Laqueur, Der jldische Historiker; W. Weber,
Josephus und Vespasian; P. Vidal-Naquet, Du Bon Usage De La Trahison, in Josephus' De Bello Judaico,
trans. P. Savinel, (Paris: Bayard, 1977); S. Schwartz, “Josephus and Judaism from 70 to 100 of the Common
Era,” Ph.D. diss., Columbia University, (1985). Feldman has convincingly refuted Schwartz. See L. Feldman
and G. Hata, eds., Josephus, the bible and history (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989), 395. J. Lewy,
“The Motives of Titus to Destroy the Temple according to Tacitus,” [Heb.], Zion 8, (1942-43): 81-83; L.
Bernstein, Flavius Josephus: His Time and His Critics (New York: Liveright Publishing Corporation, 1938).



CHAPTER 1. MODERN LITERATURE ON JOSEPHUS 14

extent while allowing for non factual elements to embellish or to interpret the events.™ It

allows for a distance between the extra-textual historical author and the intra-textual implied
author or narrator. The scholars who consider B.J. as a historical narrative acknowledge the
need for historical facts to underpin the narrative while exercising tolerance of Josephus’
alleged shortcomings as a person. He was not a mere chronicler of historical events, but a
creative raconteur of historical stories with latitude for imagination. A clearly discernible
diminution of personal attacks on Josephus as a person and as a writer distinguishes these
scholars from the first group.*

The second phase retains some traditional antipathy against Josephus, the person and the
historian, and accepts an increasing role for literary elements in B.J. Such a phase begins more
perceptively around the late 1970’s, and continues to the present. It is a phase that increasingly
looks at the text independent of Josephus, the historical person. In the creation of the text, the
person of Josephus and his role as the writer take positions extra-textually. Because of such a
perspective, the text is recognizable as being endowed with a greater say in determining the
meaning embedded in it. The style and the manner in which the content of the text is shaped

become significant elements in understanding the meaning of the text.'” If the text is

>Holman, A Handbook, 284. Mason categorically states that “everyone who recounts the past necessarily
interprets it.” This can be true only of history in the narrative mode where interpretation with subjective
elements is possible, not in the expository mode where, by definition, objective analysis is appropriate. See S.
Mason, Josephus and the New Testament, 2nd ed. (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2003), 299.

16 B. Niese, “Der Jiidische Historiker Josephus,” HZ 40, (1896), 193-237, translated into English as “Josephus”
HERE 7, (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1914), 569-79;H. St. John Thackeray, Josephus: The Man and the
Historian (New York: KATAV, 1967), 23-7; H. R. Moehring, “Joseph ben Matthia and Flavius Josephus: The
Jewish Prophet and Roman Historian,” ANRW 1l 21.2, (Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1984), 864-
944. A. Schalit, “Josephus Flavius” Encyclopedia Judaica, vol. 10, (1971): 251-65; D. R. Runnalls, “Hebrew
and Greek Sources in the Speeches of Josephus’ ‘Jewish War’,” Ph.D. diss. (University of Toronto, 1971); G.
Hata, “The Jewish War of Josephus: A Semantic and Historiographic Study,” Ph.D. diss., (Dropsie University,
1975). H. Lindner, Die Geschichtsauffassung; B. Thérond, “La discourse de I’histoire dans ‘La guerre des Juifs’
de Flavius Joséphe,” Thése de doctorat de 3 cycle [Etudes grecque], University of Paris, (1979), and “Les
Flaviens dans ‘La Guerre des Juifs’ de Flavius Joséphe,” DHA 7, (1981).

7 The meaning of the text is distinct from the interpretation of the text. The first is controlled by the elements
in the text and confined to the text. The second is what the reader contributes to the meaning with wider
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singularly significant for its meaning, then the remnants of the lingering negative attitude
towards Josephus, the historical person, become increasingly irrelevant.
1.2 B.J. ASA LITERARY WORK

Scholarship on Josephus in the last three decades has directed its attention to the text of
B.J. and to its historical author. The discussion of the text has been on determining its genre as
a historiography. Connected with the topic of genre are the questions of how the content and
presentation merge into each other and if at all the pre-textual matter can be educed from the
textual content. The other topic, Josephus the historical author, has been fine-tuned vis-a-vis
his text of narrative history of the Jewish war. While his personal shortcomings fade into
insignificance in the discussion, the tension of living in the Principate is seen increasingly as
worthy of consideration in the writing of the B.J., adding inevitable complexity to it. It is the
task now to outline the contribution of some of the key figures in the above developments.

Shaye Cohen is among the earliest scholars to raise literary issues. He starts his
investigation with the apparent problem of discrepancy between B.J. and Vita. He presents a
survey of literature on the topic, which extends from J. A. Fabricius in the late 18th century to
R. Laqueur in the first quarter of the 20th century. After acknowledging the contribution of
over a dozen authors, Cohen points out the weakness in the attempt of each of them. His
approach is to determine “the relative historical value of V and BJ” by first understanding “the
literary relation of V to BJ” and then by tracing “the tendentious elements of \/ and BJ”.*®

In the process of achieving the two objectives, Cohen makes a variety of comments on

Josephus and on the genre of B.J. Comments on Josephus, either on his personal traits or on his

implications and further insights which the author did not necessarily have in mind. See E. D. Hirsch, Validity
in Interpretation (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967) and The Aims of Interpretation (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1976).

18 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 23.
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ability as a writer, are mostly negative. On his personal qualities, after noting that Josephus
views himself not as a traitor but as Jeremiah redivivus,'® Cohen condemns him as a Flavian

22 and being insecure.?® As a writer, Josephus is credited

lackey,” as vain,* as a “known liar
with knowledge of Greek? but then he is said to have borrowed from sources without
acknowledging them.? He is accused of failing to maintain a sense of proportion in the length
of narratives, and this with specific reference to the Herod Narrative.?® Further, Josephus
apparently failed to resolve contradictions.”” As an author, he is charged with failing to note his
intentions at Jotapata where he was a participant in the hostilities,?® and of course he goes to
great lengths to paint himself as an ideal general as defined by Cicero.”® For these and other
authorial shortcomings, Cohen criticises Josephus as sloppy and unreliable® or just sloppy.®
Cohen has one foot clearly in the old tradition.

As well as his appraisal of Josephus as a writer, Cohen analyses the genre of B.J. and

identifies it as “rhetorical historiography” without defining the term.*? Cohen returns to

9 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 232.

20 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 86.

2! Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 91, 212, 230, 239.

22 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 200.

2% Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 212.

24 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 45.

%% Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 44, 490, 77.

%6 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 58.

2" Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 182, 184, 190, 198, 201-02.

28 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 204.

2% Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 92-7, 239.

%0 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 181.

31 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 92-97, 239.

%2 “Rhetorical Historiography” has been traced back to Cicero, if not as a term, at least in its meaning. The
sense of the term becomes clear in Cicero’s letter to his friend, Lucius Lucceius, wherein he is requested to
eulogize Cicero’s actions “with even more warmth than perhaps you feel, and in that respect to disregard the
canons of history” and to exaggerate Cicero’s merits “a little more than may be allowed by truth” (Ad
Familiares 5.12.3). Cicero offers precedents for the concept by recalling the works such as Callisthenes’
Phocian War, Timaeus’ War of Pyrrhus and Polybius’ Numantine War (Ad Familiares 5.12.2). Feldman adds,
“It will be noted that all of these are accounts of wars, and by that standard Josephus’ Jewish War could be
regarded similarly.” See Louis H. Feldman, Josephus’s Interpretation of the Bible (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 1998), 9.
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“historiography” later in the study and describes it as “historical fiction”.** No analysis
follows of how historicity and fiction might affect each other in the same work. Being
singularly focused on the question of history, Cohen claims that fiction distorts the facts.
Cohen does, however, note in B.J. certain peculiarities of the genre, as he understands them.
He rightly notices “a dichotomy between the advocates of the war and of peace™* but without
considering if the genre required the dichotomy. Cohen finds that Josephus rhetorically
idealizes what constitutes a heroic general but does not inquire into the intrinsic links between
the two parties, the hero and the villain.*® Cohen also notes that Josephus follows “traditional
patterns” for characters when he describes himself as hero,*® and John of Gischala as “a trouble

maker”®’

without discussing the “tradition” that dictated the “patterns”. Cohen criticises the
separation of chronology as pre and post defeat of Cestius Gallus as incorrect,® but tolerated as
“thematic”.*® Despite the negative comments on the perceived weaknesses of Josephus as a
writer, Cohen acknowledges towards the end of the study that Josephus “was not a slave to the
sources”.*® He admits that Josephus “intentionally changed from a Roman apologist to a
religious nationalist” by the end of the war.** Finally, while tracing the literary sources of non
Josephan data, Cohen confirms that no data external to Josephus exist either on the early stages
of the war or on the situation in Galilee, the political parties within the revolutionary

movements and the central command of the war prior to 65 C.E. What external evidence exists

does verify the pro-Roman sentiment of Sepphoris, the defeat of Cestius and the general course

%3 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 188.

3 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 183.

% Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 90-97, 186, 203.
% Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 92-97.

%7 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 222.

% Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 230.

¥ Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 52-53.

“ Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 232-33.

! Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 240.
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of the war.*? In this Cohen has the other foot in the current trend. These are the first steps of
the new trend in Josephan scholarship and Cohen strides the two phases in holding on to the
traditional criticism of Josephus the person and the writer and raising the issue of genre of
history. Perhaps unintentionally, Cohen points out that studying Josephus as a writer is
warranted.

Tessa Rajak is another prominent scholar to be aware of the literary aspects of the writings
of Josephus. In the essay in memory of Morton Smith,** Rajak investigates the two Josephan
accounts of the Essenes, one in B.J. and the other in A.J. In explaining the similarities and
contrasts between the two digressions, she maintains that these are “both ethnographic fiction

and a realistic account”**

of what Josephus experienced first hand. As “ethnographic fiction”,
the digressions depend for their thematic schemes on Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Politics.
Rajak points out that the models for the “ethnographic fiction” do limit the content as do the
interests of the readership and the author’s own realization of the lack of freshness of material.
These limitations are seen in the omissions in the content and in changes of emphases in some
of the details of the content, to name but a few.

What is a more significant contribution of Rajak is her principle of literary interpretation
that literary form can restrict the content. She calls these restrictions “constraints of the literary
form” and “the tyranny of the text”.*> She thus highlights how the above limitations impose on

the reader fidelity to the literary text. Rajak then favours “an approach to Josephus’

historiography generally, where we can find that literary form controls content to a surprising

*2 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 248-49.

T, Rajak, “Cio che Flavio Giuseppe vide: Josephus and the Essenes,” in Fausto Parente and Joseph Sievers,
eds., Josephus and the History of the Greco-Roman Period (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 141-60.

* Rajak, Cio che, 145.

** Rajak, Cio che, 158.
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extent”,* that is “the largest single determinant in his presentation of Jewish history”.*’ This is
acknowledged with the proviso, “all things considered”; a phrase which includes Josephus’
experience, constraints of patronage, of dishonesty and his temperament. There is a corollary to
this stance. Rajak claims, “It has not been profitable to subject each Josephan claim in either
War or Antiquities to a test of truth or falsehood, even if there are moments when scholars
need to do this over particular claims.”*® She is convinced that it is naive to believe “that
realistic reportage, even if squeezed, can survive such onslaughts [by literary forms] intact and
be extracted in nuggets from a narrative. *°

In the essay, Rajak does not enter into a discussion of the nature of literary truth, nor does
she deal with the mode chosen for B.J. Initial steps, however, were taken to grapple with these
issues in her earlier work published a decade before the essay. Without hesitation, in that
book, Rajak accepts that “Josephus is not an objective writer.”*® Writing in flattery of the
emperors was quite in tune with the times.”* Nevertheless, Rajak maintains that “it is quite
safe to take Josephus’ works starting with the first [B.J.] as his own, and to treat him exactly
the same way we do other ancient writers.”** She also adds, “Strong emotion does not disturb

his capacity ... to tell the truth and nothing but the truth.”*?

*® Rajak, Cio che, 159. H. Attridge takes what seems a similar if not an identical position to Rajak’s in The
Interpretation of Biblical History in the “Antiquitates Judaicae™ of Flavius Josephus (Missoula: Scholars Press,
1976), 56, where it is claimed that Josephus moved from form to content: he became aware of “the possibilities
of historical literature as they were defined by historical rhetoricians like Dionysius.”

*" Rajak, Cio che, 159.

*8 Rajak, Cio che, 159.

* Rajak, Cio che, 159.

%0 Rajak, Josephus, 185.

> Rajak, Josephus, 7.

%2 Rajak, Josephus, 63.

>3 Rajak, Josephus, 79.
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In discussing the mode of B.J., Rajak makes two relevant statements. The first is that B.J.
is written in “a prominent historiographical fashion of the time”.>* In this is to be found “the
only complete surviving example of a Thucydidean history of a war of the early imperial
period.” The second statement is that B.J. is the best instance in Greek of the “tragic manner
of writing history.”*® By this phrase it is unclear that Rajak means that the structure of B.J. is in
the classic tragic genre. Rather, what is clear is that in style B.J. was according to the
contemporary tendency to be emotive, pathetic and even grotesque. This was a popular form in
the Hellenistic period, a tendency that was a subject of Lucian’s satire and Polybius’ censure.

For the issues under investigation in this study, Rajak’s contribution is of immense
significance. First, she accurately points out that Josephus’ writings cannot be taken in entirety
as realistic but as a blend of fiction. Fiction allows Josephus, at least in the digressions, to
employ thematic schemes borrowed from the classical writers. It is an implied conclusion that
Rajak would consider B.J. as a historical narrative. Secondly, Rajak notes that the content of
the narrative is to an extent moulded into a given shape by factors external to it, precisely
because it is cast in a particular genre. There cannot be any doubt that literary form can shape
the content and allow room for other, political, moral, social and psychological, determinants
as well. In her monograph on Josephus, Rajak notes specific Greek influences on B.J., but
leaves open the question of Roman literary influences on Josephus.

Gregory E. Sterling attempted to explain the genres of Josephus’ histories of A.J. and of
B.J., concluding that as far as the former was concerned the oriental and occidental

historiographical traditions were applied.’” The oriental tradition used records of ancient events

> Rajak, Josephus, 9.
% Rajak, Josephus, 9.
% Rajak, Josephus, 9.
*" G. E. Sterling, Historiography and Self-Definition (Leiden: Brill, 1992).
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for a truthful account and the occidental or the Greek tradition, used patterns of setting out the
content in a particular form.>® In this Josephus used the Greek stress on style without
undermining truth, since the Greek practice was to emphasise style at the expense of truth.
Consequently, Josephus specifically adapted the strategies of Dionysius of Halicarnassus in
A.J., including his apologetic intent as it was familiar to the Greek and Roman audiences.*
Sterling came to the conclusion that for Josephus his A.J. was an “antiquarian rhetorical
history” only in a partial sense, since it was also an “apologetic historiography”, or “a rehashed
history” for the aim of promoting the Jewish nation as ancient as any other and for the Jews it
was an exercise in self-definition.?® As far as B.J. is concerned, it is also an “apologetic
historiography” intended to promote the innocence of the Jewish nation by blaming the few
fanatics for the rebellion, and a “rhetorical historiography” but not wholly of the antiquarian
type as it relied on eyewitness accounts for the war proper.

In both histories, Sterling explains how the audience is Greek, Roman and Jewish with
specific apologetic authorial intent used for each.®® Unlike Rajak, Sterling does not accept that
form controls the content but, on the contrary, that the nature of the content drives Josephus to
look for an appropriate form. Sterling does not explain what Josephus means by truth in both
of his histories. Nor does he investigate if the strategies Josephus used in A.J. are indeed
endowed with genre traits of “rhetorical historiography” whether antiquarian or contemporary.

Nevertheless his work is a serious attempt at analysing the literary genre of Josephus’ texts.®

%8 Sterling, Historiography, 290-95.

%9Sterling, Historiography, 298-305.

% Sterling, Historiography, 245.

%1 Sterling, Historiography, 298, 302, 306.

62 M. R. Niehoff in the article, “Two Examples of Josephus’ Narrative Technique in His “Rewritten Bible” in
JSJ, vol. 27, (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1996), 31-45, confirms Sterling’s observations, without naming him, on the
Rhetorical Historiography and the Roman Antiquities and adds Josephus’ dependence on Dionysius including
motifs, points of emphasis, strategic structuring of the biblical material and a conscious manipulation of the
narrative perspectives.
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Louis H. Feldman inquires further back than Sterling does into “the historiographical ideals
of [Josephus’] Greek predecessors” to find “two schools in particular vied for [his] allegiance:”
the first, the rhetorical school associated with the name of Isocrates (463-338 BCE), the
second, the scientific school founded by Aristotle (384-322 B.C.E.).% The notable contribution
of the Isocratean School was the introduction of fictitious speeches into the narrative, of
digressions loosely connected to the narrative theme, of stress on moralising and
psychologising and of the importance of careful selection of historical examples to suit the
“propriety” of the occasion. Isocrates himself pioneered the writing of eulogistic biography in
his Evagoras. Feldman points to a further evolution of Isocratean initiatives. He does this
through the fifty tragedies of Theodectes, the panegyrics and tirades in the history of Ephorus
and finally in the Philippica of Theopompus, in which the biography of Philip 1l of Macedon is
written as psychological history.

Theopompus served as a bridge for the Peripatetics. Aristotle himself refers to the narrative
of Alcibiades in Book 10 of Philippica as an example of history in his Poetics.* In that
innocuous illustration Aristotle’s disciples saw a widening of the scope of history from
exclusively public events to include also an individual’s biography. Thus his disciple
Theophrastes first set about classifying types of lives and diversifying biographies. Soon
biographies were diversified, based on Aristotelian ethical categories. Duris of Samos followed
with history in the tragic mode extending Aristotle’s concept of tragedy from poetry to history.
Phylarchus extended the element of tragedy in his Themistocles in such a manner as to blur the

distinction between a tragic play and a tragic history.

83 . H. Feldman, “Cicero’s Conception of Historiography,” Ph.D. diss., (Harvard University, 1951) and
Interpretation of the Bible, 13.
*Poet., 9.1451 b 10.
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Based on the research of Wacholder, Feldman links Josephus to the dual schools of
Isocrates and Avristotle through Nicolaus of Damascus, “a Peripatetic Philosopher and
historian.”® It was Nicolaus who is reputed to have abandoned the distinction between history
and biography. Josephus, according to the research cited, models his biographical narratives
on Nicolaus’ now lost biography of Augustus thus blurring the differences between history and
biography. Feldman is able to prove convincingly that “Josephus shows considerable
knowledge of Greek literature, in matters both of style and of content, chiefly Homer, Hesiod,
Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Herodotus, Thucydides, Plato and Aristotle.”®® There is a
close resemblance between Rom. ant. of Dionysius of Halicarnassus and the Jewish
Antiquities. There are also further similarities with Livy and Dionysius in the use of
“psychologising and philosophising remarks throughout [Josephus’] history.”®’

Feldman’s observations have a direct bearing on A.J. and the biblical characters as well as
the post-biblical characters of Agrippa | and Herod. He does compare B.J. and A.J. as
historiographies. The distinction between B.J., as a critical historiography, and A.J., as
rhetorical historiography, is rejected. By the time of Josephus “virtually all historiography was
... actually rhetorical.”® This is maintained despite Josephus’ attack in B.J. 1.17 on those who
wrote history rhetorically. Josephus himself writes B.J. rhetorically. Like Phylarchus in

Themistocles he blurs the differences between tragic play and the tragic narrative in B.J. There

are rhetorical elements identifiable in B.J. shared with Theopompus and Euripides. The

% Feldman, Interpretation of the Bible, 4. See B. Z. Wacholder, Nicolaus of Damascus (Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1962).

% Feldman, Interpretation of the Bible, 218.

%7 Feldman, Interpretation of the Bible, 219.

% Feldman, Interpretation of the Bible, 9. See also H. W. Attridge, Interpretation of Biblical History;

and the Appendix in S. Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees: A Composition-Critical Study

(Leiden: Brill, 1991).
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narrative itself, particularly in Book 6, resembles Themistocles in stirring the readers’ emotions
of fear and pity as the plot moves to the historical catastrophe. The Herod Narrative in B.J. is
remotely modelled on Heracles of Euripides, which opens the way to be examined if it has any
links with Seneca the Younger, “Josephus’ elder contemporary”.®® Even though Feldman does
not pay attention to this specific relationship with Seneca, he does offer a valuable precedent
for B.J. to be considered as a tragic narrative resembling a tragic play.

James McLaren’s study Turbulent Times? is unique both in sharply focusing on the felt
need to identify and comprehend the pre-textual ‘facts’ and in demonstrating how to meet the
need through the text without being controlled by its “framework”.” To identify and grasp the
pre-textual facts involves three steps: first, isolation and study of “actual events and
situations”; second, an exploration of other textual interpretations of the above and third, an
understanding of how the facts, on the one hand, and their interpretation at their specific
chronological distances, on the other, are related.”* Each step is seen as a chronological phase.
The first is of the actual incident; the second is of the near contemporary and the third of later
era. Josephus belongs to the second phase. Therefore, his narrative cannot be taken as the
framework to reach the actual facts.’

However, McLaren proposes Case Study method to focus on pre-textual facts or “actual
events and situations”, rather than on the content of the text or “the authorial summaries.” The
Case Study involves three steps. First, individual incidents requiring investigation are
identified and isolated. Second, each incident is examined on an individual basis and third,

disparate pieces of information regarding each incident are synthesised with context of other

% Feldman, Interpretation of the Bible, 197.

70 James S. McLaren, Turbulent Times?: Josephus and Scholarship on Judaea in the First Century CE, JSPS
29, (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998).

"t McLaren, Turbulent Times? 219.

"2 McLaren, Turbulent Times? 224, 234-35, 252,
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incidents, with materials in non-event based sources, with socio-political environment of
Greco-Roman and Near Eastern World, and with themes and patterns across the incidents.”
The interest in pre-textual facts is worth pursuing. Those facts help to underscore how the
author has developed the content of the text and what other possibilities exist for other designs.
In this the motivation for the author’s selection and peculiar bias of the narrative become
intelligible. The complexity of the Case Study guarantees that the effort to reach the facts is
serious and demanding of a great deal of methodological clarity and commitment. It is a valid
principle of literary criticism that the text be read as the author would have told it. If Josephus
recounts the narrative from hindsight, so the readers must maintain the same narrative
perspective. This alone, it needs to be noted, is inadequate to read the text for the fuller
meaning. Moreover, the methodology is based on a questionable premise that the reader can
reach the pre-textual facts by going past the content of the text and without knowing authorial
intentions. Such a “symptomatic reading” is useful for a psychological analysis of the author
but not to gather his textual meaning, namely, the meaning the author wished to communicate.
Indeed, it would ensure the opposite, which is a misreading of the text. When McLaren admits
that “The exact nature of the relationship between Josephus and his literary context within the
Greco-Roman world is [seen to be] beyond the scope of [the] study,”’* he misses an essential
step. The result could only be stumbling into the possible at worst, or into the plausible at best.
It could never reach the probable much less the actual. Only with meeting the author in the text
is there a sure means of reaching the actual, though not always in its starkness but certainly as

enhanced imaginatively. Further, one cannot obtain pre-textual facts from the text alone

" McLaren, Turbulent Times? 253-56.
™ McLaren, Turbulent Times? 60, note 20.
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without reference to other contemporary and the chronologically later but related extra-textual
sources.”

To explore “how and why Josephus uses the Greco-Roman literary devices of Spectacle and
Tragedy in his account of the war between the Romans and the Jews in the Bellum Judaicum,”
Honora Chapman analyses the siege of Jerusalem with the primary emphasis on the Temple,
followed by Mary’s cannibalism and concluding with the fall of Masada.” The analysis is
introduced and concluded with three aims attributed to Josephus: first, to demonstrate that the
majority of the Jews were tragic victims of a few malicious Jews; second, to present that the
Temple, “the greatest spectacle was viewed as valuable” by both the Jews and the Romans,
especially by Titus; and third, to prove that “the opposition to Roman imperialism [was]
wasteful, deadly and ultimately impious.””” To make the narrative effective, persuasive and
appealing, Josephus “colours his history with tragic language and themes,” because such use of
language and of spectacles was “a common concept for describing the transmission of
information” as it was “the main feature of Roman public life.”"

Chapman next sets down how B.J. is to be read. “The task of reading Josephus is complex,
because one must always take into account the multiplicity of meanings from the Greco-
Roman and Jewish perspectives as they are transmitted in the Greek language.”” The phrase
“multiplicity of meanings from the Greco-Roman and Jewish perspectives” suggests, to begin

with, that it is the historical readers, whether Greco-Roman or Jewish, with their peculiar

cultural baggage determine the meaning of the text. Projecting meaning into the text rather

S, Mason, “Contradiction or Counterpoint?: Josephus and Historical Method” in The Review of Rabbinic
Judaism: Ancient, Medieval and Modern, Vol 6.2-3, (Leiden: Brill Academic, 2003), 144-188, especially 184-
85. Mason agrees with the assessment in this study of McLaren’s approach.

"® Honora H. Chapman, “Spectacle and Theater in Josephus’s Bellum Judaicum,” PhD Diss, (Stanford
University, 1998).

" Chapman, “Spectacle and Theater,” 5-6, 195.

"8 Chapman, “Spectacle and Theater,” 5, 194-95.

¥ Chapman, “Spectacle and Theater,” 195.
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than letting the text determine its meaning runs the danger of relativism. When the readers are
extended from the historical to the empirical, the danger of relativism considerably widens.
While recognising the tragic elements and the spectacle in B.J. they are perceived
as mere stylistic devices, no more than embellishment to the narrative. The valuable
reference to Elaine Fantham’s article holds the clue to reading B.J.%° In the article
Fantham refers to “the subterranean tradition” in which mime, personal elegy and
satire had “an invisible continuity.”®! If the clue were heeded it would lead one to
look at the tragic language, images, fabula and spectacle in B.J. as not merely “to
attract and entertain [the] readers and ... to foster a sense of sympathy in [the]
audience for [Josephus’] own apologetic stance,” but to achieve a deal more.* It
would encourage an enquiry into stylistic devices to determine if they were intrinsic
to the presentation of the text, if they were indeed integral to a genre, so that they
would necessarily reconstitute the content and thence determine the meaning of the
text.
Jonathan Price, as if to push the new trend forward, recognizes “matters involving creative
choices and subtle arrangement and control of [Josephus’] material.”®* He explains how in the
episode of Eurycles the Spartan, in the Herod Narrative of B.J., Josephus “employs dramatic

techniques and language and even a dramatic structure.”®* Price claims, “The inspiration for

this way of writing was particular forms of spectacle, which were a permanent fixture in

8 Chapman, “Spectacle and Theater,” 4.

8 R. E. Fantham, “Mime: The Missing Link in Roman Literary History”, in Classical World, 82.3,

(1989): 153-63.

82 Chapman, “Spectacle and Theater,” 154.

8 J.J. Price, “Drama and History in Josephus’ BJ”, http://www.josephus.yorku.ca/sbl.htm 1999, SBL Papers on
Line. See also his Jerusalem under Siege: the Collapse of the Jewish State, 60-70 CE (Leiden: Brill, 1992).

8 Price, “Drama and History,” 1.
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Roman life, as well as the distinguished precedents in Greek historiography.”® In the analysis
of the Eurycles episode, Price identifies the “villains,” the audience, the supra human tragic
agents: jealous Fortune, nemesis, and malignant spirit, which bring about misfortune and
Herod who is a dupe and a victim of Eurycles, deserves the punishment he gets. The whole
episode is described as set out in three parts.

Price correctly identifies the elements of classical tragedy. He has set the stage to
demonstrate that the Greco-Roman influence is more than the theatrical atmosphere. It is
literary as well. The structure of the Eurycles episode, it must be noted, is far more intricate
than the three parts Price identifies. However, in this study the insight of Price into the
elements of tragedy is followed up mainly through their presence in the seven books of B.J.

Given the intricacy of the structure and the use of tragic elements, Price raises the
legitimate question of the authorial role of assistants in B.J.. Price is of the opinion “that
Josephus is to be credited with the artistic and creative decision to compose Herod’s domestic
troubles as a “tragedy’ not only employing language and other techniques of the theatre but
giving the entire narrative a dramatic structure”.% Price’s research confirms that B.J. has plots
in it and that can only mean that it is a narrative. The dramatic structure of the episode recalls
the blurring of genre boundaries as in Themistocles.

Gottfried Mader’s monograph, Josephus and the Politics of Historiography, removes
uncertainty with regard to the place of stylistic elements in the works of Josephus.®” Mader’s
threefold aims are “to reconceptualise the question of Josephus’ intellectual affiliation to his

classical predecessors” and to the laws of history; “to consider the work’s classical and generic

% Price, “Drama and History,” 3.

% Price, “Drama and History,” 27.

87 G. Mader, Josephus and the Politics of Historiography: Apologetic and Impression-Management in the
Bellum Judaicum (Leiden: Brill, 2000).



CHAPTER 1. MODERN LITERATURE ON JOSEPHUS 29

[sic] features in other than just formal-stylistic terms;” to pay “closer attention to the neglected
literary, artistic and structural aspects of BJ.”®® The aims are incorporated in the argument
which is to prove “that there is a demonstrable correlation between Josephus’ use of classical
themes and generic [sic] conventions on the one hand, and his tendentious interpretation of the
Jewish revolt on the other.” Immediately the two sides of the “correlation” are specified with
synonyms so that the first is “his historiographical method” and the latter is “his political
agenda.”®® The method of analysis is to treat the two sides of the “correlation” not as
“traditionally been treated apart from each other” rather as “closely interconnected.” The
rationale behind such a method is “that each can be better understood when they are analysed
in tandem and as a conscious reciprocity.” In other words, what is to be demonstrated as
correlated is presumed to be correlated in the process of demonstration.”

Mader then applies his method to the Jewish insurrection in B.J. in Books 4 to 6. He finds
that Josephus closely models his Jerusalem stasis on the Athenean Plague and Corcyrean
stasis. Just as in The Peloponnesian Wars, “the external convulsion precipitates a
corresponding dislocation in men’s attitudes” and “destabilizes language,” so it is claimed
happens in B.J. Therefore, to make sense of B.J., the reader would first have to make sense of
Thucydides’ work, where the readers would know that the genre was first established.

Without going into the terminological, the literary-critical and the logical complications in
Mader’s work, one of his conclusions is relevant to the present study. “Where form cannot be

explained apart from the work’s polemical-apologetic tendencies, genre and generic [sic]

8 Mader, Josephus and Politics, ix. Note that Mader uses the term ‘generic’ as an adjectival form of ‘genre’.
Such a form is not yet current. The current meaning of ‘generic’ is ‘general’ without reference to ‘genre’. See
OED 2nd ed., J. A. Simpson and E. S. Weiner eds., Vol. 3, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), 437-38.

8 Mader, Josephus and Politics, ix.

% This is a fallacy of begging the question. See L. S. Stebbing, Logic in Practice (London: Methuen,

1959), 60.
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affiliation in B.J. are plainly not just a matter of style or literary ornatus, but serve as a system
of communication which can be described from the perspectives of both writer and

91 Mader acknowledges his debt to Fowler, Entman and Taylor for this insight.”

recipient.
While Mader’s manner of arrival at the conclusion is open to question, the conclusion itself is
valid in the literary-critical theory of the relationship between the genre and the reader-
response to the meaning in the text. By acknowledging that the literary form is more than mere
embellishment or “literary ornatus,” Mader adds a positive dimension to the literary form
against what Rajak had earlier claimed as a restriction. This literary-critical principle may be
further enlarged to mean that the literary form may both reconstitute and even constitute the
content. The present study will discuss the principle through the analysis of the whole of B.J.,
thus opening new vistas for Josephan scholarship. Scholarly studies widely recognise
Josephus’s reliance on the Greek sources, whether Thucydidean or others. It needs to be
complemented, however, in terms of the possible impact of Roman sources on B.J., which will
be specifically identified.

Steve Mason is the first to begin with the traditional view of B.J. as an expository history
and apparently abandon it in favour of the same work as a narrative.” The first stance of
Mason may be seen in his composition - critical study of Josephus on the Pharisees™ wherein

he proposes a methodology for reading Josephus already practised by Neusner a score of years

earlier, in his extensive scholarly undertaking on the rabbinic tradition about the Pharisees.”

% Mader, Josephus and Politics, 150.
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Neusner’s methodology is highly disciplined in not being in a hurry to ask questions about the
historicity of the content. He proposed to analyse the presentation of each source, first. Only as
a second step he would construct a hypothesis of events and intentions about the group. While
following Neusner on his heels, Mason aims to recover the external or physical history of the
Pharisees as well as their intentions and thought. To achieve his aim he adheres closely to the
two-step methodology of Neusner.

The first step is titled “exegetical phase” in which by exegesis the presentation of only the
sources chosen as “admissible” are analysed. This phase attempts to determine the historical
value of the content of a text one needed first to comprehend the literary qualities of the text.
Mason’s methodology, and on that score Neusner’s too, implies that the historian be aware that
the literary text operates at three levels: that of the original level, namely, of material events;
that of presentation, of conscious or unconscious imparting of style; and, between the two, that
of the author who “with his intentions, proclivities, perception of events, motivation found to
record the events, the exercise of will to select, omit, shape the material to serve his ends.”*
Mason’s description becomes clearer if the material events are seen as extra-textual facts. What
the author does with them is the intra-textual content. The imparting of style would then be
part of the presentation, also intra-textual, with genre, structure, emphases and key terms and
characteristic vocabulary.®’

The second phase is the “hypothetical phase”. Mason acknowledges the complexity of this
step. It involves first how the original readers understood the framework. An understanding of
how the given segment on the Pharisees falls within the larger narrative follows the first. After

this a hypothesis is formulated concerning the aim mentioned earlier, and on that a

% Mason, Josephus on Pharisees, 16.
% Mason, Josephus on Pharisees, 16.
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demonstration of the validity of the hypothesis takes place. Mason sees this as an ancient
Greek literary conceit of courtroom cross examination that Herodotus and Polybius in
particular expressly used to test the reliability of witnesses to their material facts.”® The
“hypothetical phase” is indeed a historical reconstruction phase. As M. Bloch is quoted as
saying, “Then, [the historian] was concerned with grasping the author’s meaning; now he will
present his own account. Then, he was looking for the witness’s intentional statements; now he
seeks the unintentional evidence that will expose the witness’s biases and limitations.”®
There lies the rub.

Neusner, Bloch and Mason, all three seem to assume that the hypothetical phase gradually
leads to a historian’s creative contribution free of the text. Mason’s recognition, with Neusner,
Cohen and Bloch, of the need to understand the mind of the author expressed in the text as the
first step in any serious study of Josephus is a significantly valuable contribution. In addition,
Mason’s research method closely reflects scientific method, and this suggests that Josephus’
history is to be taken as expository, if not of the extreme positivistic kind. Mason’s effort has
the virtue of helping others to question if the mode of Josephus’ histories was indeed
expository.

Steve Mason’s subsequent research has brought him into the current phase of reading B.J.
as a narrative history with literary elements in it. In Josephus and the New Testament, Mason

succinctly gives his position with regard to B.J. In the section subtitled Jewish War, the war

narrative of Josephus is called a “narrative” many times, but only once indirectly as “a

% Mason, Josephus on Pharisees, 16. “Once the witnesses have all been heard on their own terms and have
given their own interpretation (the exegetical phase), the investigator steps forward to pose his questions, in
order to rediscover the events that stood behind all of the accounts.”

% M. Bloch, Apologie der Geschichte oder der Beruf des Historikers, trans. S. Furtenbach, 2nd ed., rev. F.J.
Lucas (Stuttgart: E. Klett — J.G. Cotta 1974), quoted by Mason, Josephus on Pharisees, 16.



CHAPTER 1. MODERN LITERATURE ON JOSEPHUS 33

historical narrative” not as a narrative history.!® There are five elements to be noted about the

narrative. As a “narrative” B.J. is “a work with a narrator,”*%*

or “any telling with a teller,”
strictly external to the action narrated. The narrator of B.J. is assumed to be Josephus without
distinguishing the historical person from his roles as a historical author, the implied author and
the character. The “tone” is attributed to Josephus which properly belongs to the narrative
voice, which is the voice of the narrator, or the implied author. That Josephus can also
sometimes be a character in the narrative action is not mentioned.

Secondly, the narrative work is an account in prose of actual or fictional events structured
as a sequence of actions related chronologically or causally or contextually. Whenever the
Jewish God, fate, fortune, or providence intervenes in B.J. one cannot be speaking about actual

192 rather of the fictional or the fictitious. This finer, but essential aspect of the presence

events,
of the fictional and fictitious goes without a comment. On the other hand, Mason well explains
the “symmetrical concentric” structure of B.J. This is done with reference to Onias (1.31-33
and 7.420-36), Parthian kingdom (1.175-82, 248-69, 288-91 and 7.105, 221-24, 237), Roman
civil war (Book 1 and 7.157), Masada (1.237-38, 264-66, 286-94 and 7.255-406), Passover
(2.10-30 and 6.421-31, 259), burning of the roof of the Temple colonnade (2.229-30, 405 and
6.233), and Idumeans (4.224-304, 318, 353 and 7.267). Above all, Mason notes how the deaths

of Ananus Il and Jesus (4.305-65) are the central episode of the whole of B.J.*

100 Mason, Josephus and NT, 65. “It is not easy to make a compelling argument about the larger aims of a
historical narrative, for we must make sophisticated deductions from what is included and excluded and from
the author’s tone.” A phrase like “a historical narrative” may mean that the narrative is of history with focus on
the subject of the narrative. Whereas, the phrase ‘narrative history’ will immediately denote that the history is
in the genre of narrative history.

1015 Onega and J. A. G. Landa, eds., Narratology (Harlow: Longman, 1996), 5.

102 Mason, Josephus and NT, 65.

103 Mason, Josephus and NT, 67. “The story of Ananus’ murder not only occupies the midpoint of the narrative,
but it also serves as the literary fulcrum.”
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Thirdly, events are selected for their relevance to the author’s purposes and for their
outstanding quality to achieve them. Mason gives two types of authorial purposes for B.J. to
refute five current misunderstandings about the Jews and four arguments in support of his
countrymen. The five misunderstandings are that Jews held bizarre values; that they were a
belligerent nation; that they were poor citizens of the Roman empire; that the revolt in Judaea
was an expression of national character; and that the Roman victory represented martial virtue
of Titus, the triumph of the Roman gods and the defeat of the Jewish God.'%*

Josephus aims to “preserve the dignity of a conquered and humiliated people” through four
arguments. First, the Judaean ruling class behaved honourably both towards their nation and
the Romans. Second, civil wars were pervasive among the Jews and the Romans. The Jewish
civil war was due to Jews differing with their fellows on how to deal with the provocations
from the procurators. Third, the Romans cannot take credit for the destruction of the Temple
and Jerusalem. It is the work of the Jewish God who had condemned his people and used
Romans as his agents. Fourth, even though the Jews were ridiculed for their lack of military
prowess, yet without their legitimate leaders they fought the Romans with impressive courage
and resourcefulness.'® The anti-Roman sentiment which underlies the four arguments is far
more serious than acknowledged.

Fourthly, the narrative is presented with utmost artistry with appropriate artistic devices. In
addition to the “symmetrical concentric” devices noted above, Mason justifiably draws

attention to the highly original and literary Greek of B.J., the themes and vocabulary native to

104 Mason, Josephus and NT, 64.
105 Mason, Josephus and NT, 68-92
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1% the use of dramatic forms in Herod’s portrayal™’ and

Greek and Hellenistic literature,
others, and pauses to reflect on current issues of Hellenistic philosophy or historiography.

Lastly, the narrative is communicated to an audience in a variety of ways. Mason briefly
notes that the audience within Rome is the non Jewish Greek speakers. These would be the
primary audience. The secondary audience would have been around the empire, both Gentiles
and the Jewish readers. If the Romans were the intended audience, as they certainly were, they
would have to be the educated elite.'®

The movement in Mason’s appreciation of B.J. from 1991 to 2005 is inconsistent. There
needs to be finer tuning of the concepts of narrative and of narrative history as a genre. Mason
has shown keen interest in the use of irony in B.J. There is wide scope for research in that area.
The third aspect is the basis for anti-Roman sentiment in B.J. and the time of its composition.
What hinders Mason’s consistent progress into contemporary trend is his empirical
methodology for the study of B.J. Being a literary text, any study of B.J. needs to be guided by
an analytical study design.'®

The above issues have been tackled in the most recent Josephan studies in a way that is
significant to the perception of B.J. as a literary work. Tamar Landau has attempted to

incorporate the concepts from Narratology into her analysis of Herod narrative.*° John

Barclay has noted that where Judean pride and imperial self-image were at stake and

196 Chapman deals with these in “Spectacle and Theater” “and in the chapter “By the Waters of Babylon™:
Josephus’ and Greek Poetry,” in Sievers and Lembi, eds., Josephus and Jewish History, 121-46.

197 See T. Landau, “Power and Pity: The Image of Herod in Josephus’ Bellum Judaicum,” in Sievers and
Lembi, eds., Josephus and Jewish History, 159-81.

108 Mason, Josephus and NT, 96-97. For an extensive treatment of this topic see Mason, “Of Audience and
Meaning” in Sievers and Lembi, eds., Josephus and Jewish History, 71-100 and J. J. Price, “The Provincial
Historian in Rome” in Sievers and Lembi, eds., Josephus and Jewish History,101-120. See also Mason,
“Flavius Josephus in Flavian Rome: Reading on and between the lines,” in A. J. Boyle and W. J. Dominik, eds.,
Flavian Rome, 559-589.

109 5ee above, Introduction, 1, note 1.

1191 andau, “Power and Pity,” in Sievers and Lembi, eds., Josephus and Jewish History, 166-69.
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potentially in conflict, it would be sensitive terrain for the historian like Josephus to enter. ***
In a similar vein Paul Spilsbury notes “the importance of paying special heed to the very
significant constraints Josephus laboured under — the constraints of empire.”**? This would
apply to all the writers during the Principate. James McLaren has pointedly noted that Josephus
himself might have been conquered but that did not necessarily make him submissive.*** It
leads to the conclusion that Josephus probably was a covert dissenter against the Flavians.
1.3ROMAN IRONY

Taking into consideration “the constraints of empire,” on the one hand, and Josephus’
repeated acknowledgement of the obligation to tell the truth in his war narrative, on the other,
this study inquires how he could have reconciled the apparently mutually exclusive demands
on him as a historian. In other words, it is worth inquiring how Josephus could have been a
covert dissenter as a historian of the Jewish war. A proposed solution is that Josephus wrote
B.J. in “genres disjunction” using ironic mode developed by Cicero and Quintilian rather than
the Greek variety of irony.

Greek rhetoric projects a pejorative connotation of irony as a form of deception.
Plato, Demosthenes, and Aristotle, consider irony denotatively synonymous with
deliberate fraud, primarily revealed in deceptive behaviour.*** By extension, such

irony in language becomes deceptive use of verbal communication, which carries the

intention of misleading the audience.

113 M. G. Barclay, “Judean Historiography in Rome: Josephus and History in Contra Apionem Book 1,” in
Sievers and Lembi, eds., Josephus and Jewish History, 29.

12p_gpilsbury, “Reading the Bible in Rome: Josephus and the Constraints of Empire,” in Sievers and Lembi,
eds., Josephus and Jewish History, 209.

113 McLaren, “Josephus on Titus” in Sievers and Lembi, eds., Josephus and Jewish History, 295.

114 Repub. V1.478.b-d; 1 Philip. iv.7; Eth. nic. 7, Eth. eud. iii.7.
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The Roman understanding of irony, on the other hand, follows a totally different
paradigm. Cicero distinguishes the unsophisticated from the sophisticated irony and
makes a serious beginning for the theory of the rhetoric of irony in his De or. In one
phrase he makes a clean sweep of unsophisticated irony, which includes all kinds of
contraria, not only the opposites, even the unacceptable Greek elements associated
with them as well. He sets his eye on the sophisticated. Irony exists when “things are
said other than you may have in mind,” “when at play seriously,” and the hearer
thinks otherwise of what is heard and the speaker thinks otherwise of what is said (De
or. 2.209-72, 289; 3.203).

This is possible only if the acts of speaking and of listening are intentional, and
the rules of the serious language play are mutually shared between the speaker and
the listener. The meaning conveyed, being unspoken, allows for indeterminate
perception of many hues, limited only by the listener’s competence and the cultural,
intellectual and emotional contexts of the speech of the ironist.

Quintilian, a contemporary of Josephus, adds further refinement to Cicero’s
creative contribution. He accepts Cicero’s duality of the unsophisticated and the
sophisticated when defining irony. He also places under one genus both “the opposite
of what is actually said” (Inst. 9.2.44) and what is “other than the words seem to
express” (Inst. 6.2.15). He adds the specific distinction between irony as a trope and
irony as a figure of speech. As a trope, irony is franker in meaning, claims Quintilian,
and the conflict is not radical but merely verbal. As a figure of speech, entire meaning
is disguised while the conflict is both in the words and in the tone of voice adopted

(Inst. 9.2.45-6.). He further refines irony as a figure of speech. He differentiates the
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rhetorical figure from a habit of discourse as Socrates practised it (Inst. 9.2.46), and
adds a third, an elaboration of it into an entire argument (Inst. 9.2.65-6). He points out
that irony is recognised as present when there is a disjunction between “the delivery,
the character of the speaker, or the nature of the subject,” on the one hand, and the
words, on the other. “When any of these is out of keeping with the words, it at once
becomes clear that the intention of the speaker is other than what he actually says”
(Inst. 8.6.54).

In addition, Quintilian offers yet more significant insights. He notes that irony as a “class
of figure is of the commonest occurrence.” He claims that in practice the rhetoricians of his
time not merely “indicate that [their] meaning is other than [their] words would seem to imply,
but rather a hidden meaning which is left to the hearer to discover.” Quintilian’s insight into
irony is replicated in “genres disjunction” when the meaning of the text in the foreground
yields its primacy to the meaning of the text in the background. It is the “hidden meaning
which is left to the [reader] to discover” (Inst. 9.2.65). This strategy was so commonly used in
the first century that, Quintilian adds, the “modern rhetoricians practically restrict the name of
figure to this device, from the use of which figured controversial themes derive their name”
(Inst. 9.2.65-67). He gives three occasions when such ironic strategy is helpful in public
speaking. “First, if it is unsafe to speak openly”, as when the tyrants lay down conditions for
public utterance, or the senate passes restrictive decrees or when “it is capital offence to accuse
a person with what is past, or not expedient to the courts or what is forbidden to the rhetorical
schools.” “Secondly, it is unseemly to speak openly; and thirdly, when it is employed solely
with a view to the elegance of what we say and gives greater pleasure by reason of the novelty

and variety thus introduced than if our meaning had been expressed in straightforward
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language.” "> Out of the three occasions, the first applies to Josephus the covert dissenter, as he
can safely criticise the Flavians through the use of the ironic mode.
1.4 CONCLUSION

Briefly, in this study insights of the scholars in the second phase from 1979 to 2005 are
subsumed and extended. That B.J. is a literary work is widely acknowledged among the recent
scholars to the extent that it may be taken as a given. While it is true that the work is
recognised technically as a “narrative” and as a “historical narrative,” the genre of “narrative
history” as applying to the work is yet to be adequately analysed. First steps in this direction
are taken in part two of this study.

Far more significant in the scholarship are the hints of tragic elements and structures in B.J.
as well as “the constraints of the empire.” These suggest common grounds between the
contemporaries, Lucius Annaeus Seneca and Flavius Josephus, in their personal lives as in
their literary achievements. The investigation into the common grounds leads to the discovery
of a second narrative genre in the B.J. of a five-act tragedy closely modelled on Seneca’s
tragedies. The rationale for the second genre, hidden behind the genre of narrative history, is
the fear of discovery of covert dissidence. It is the fear engendered through “the constraints of
empire” that both Seneca and Josephus had reasons to experience in various degrees.

Given that the narrative history genre is overt, attention is focused in this study on the
details of the discovery of the second genre in B.J., that of the narrative five-act tragedy. It
raises the question of “genres disjunction” in B.J. The problem closely related to this topic is

how to read for authentic meaning in a work structured in single genre and in dual genres.

15 Fyrther on the danger of discovery under the Principate and the need to write the works and to read
them ironically, see Mason, “Flavius Josephus in Flavian Rome” in Boyle and Dominik, eds., Flavian
Rome, 559-60.
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It is to be argued in this study that the way to read a work with two texts in “genres
disjunction” is through the ironic mode. It is the irony not as proposed by the Greeks, rather

by the Romans, according to which the hidden text carries the preferred authorial meaning.
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Seneca had something compelling to say,

in dramatising the gap

between language and the world.

A.J. Boyle,

in An Introduction to Roman Tragedy, 197-98.

Of the Josephan scholars, Louis H. Feldman alone explicitly links Seneca the
younger with Josephus in describing the former as “the elder contemporary” of
the latter.! Between these two historically well-known personalities little is known
to have been in common, much less is recognized in the achievement of Josephus
as deriving from Seneca, except that the first lived between c. 4 B.C.E. and 65
C.E. and the latter between 37 C.E. and c. 100 C.E., having thus shared no more

than twenty-eight years as contemporaries.’

2.1 APPEARANCES

There seems to be far less reason to believe that there could have been any
grounds for contact between the two, if one were to take into account their
cultural backgrounds, the places they visited or lived in, their political
accomplishments and their literary achievements. In their cultural backgrounds,
Seneca and Josephus could not have been more different. Seneca was born into an
erudite Spanish equestrian family of Lucius Annaeus Seneca the Elder. The
family had aristocratic connections in Rome. Seneca was related through marriage
of his step-maternal aunt to L.Gallicus, who became the Prefect of Egypt under

Tiberius. He was educated in Rome from the age of five through grammar and

! Feldman, Interpretation of the Bible, 197.
2 M. T. Griffin, Seneca: A Philosopher in Politics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1976), 35-36
and A. Schalit, "Josephus Flavius," Encyclopedia Judaica, Vol. 10, (1971): 251.
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rhetorical schools. As Rudich notes, nothing is recorded, until after he turned forty
years of age, of his interest in morals or religion, except to follow what was
considered as mos maiorum.®

Josephus, on the other hand, was born into an aristocratic priestly family
belonging “to the first of the twenty-four courses” (Vita 2). Through his mother he
was related to the Hasmonean dynasty (Vita 4). His religious education as a
Jewish child is acknowledged (Vita 7-9). Although a Hellenistic education is not
noted explicitly, it is perceivable in his writings.* His active religious zeal as an
adolescent is revealed in his supposed expert knowledge of the Torah and the
three years he allegedly spent as a sect member of Bannus (Vita 10-12).

The cultural background reveals little in common between the two public
personalities. The places where the two spent time during their lives are merely
coincidental. Seneca was born at Cordoba in Spain and taken to Rome aged five
through the initiative of his maternal step-aunt. He spent thirteen years with this
aunt and her husband L. Gallicus in Egypt for reasons of his precarious health. On
his return to Rome with his uncle and aunt, he survived shipwreck in which his
uncle perished (Helv. 19.4). Back in Rome with his father, Seneca began to
practise law in the Forum from the time of Caligula’s reign (Helv. 19.2). Under
Claudius, he was exiled to Corsica for eight years. Recalled from exile, Claudius
permitted him to remain in Rome where he lived and died like the Roman elite of

his time (Helv. 20.1; Polyb. 2.1).°

V. Rudich, Political Dissidence under Nero: The Price of Dissimulation (London: Routledge,
1993), xviii-xix.

* The proof of Hellenistic education of the author of B.J. may be seen not only in the command of
literary Greek, but more fundamentally in his acquaintance with the classical writers, poets and
historians, and in the astute use of the structures proper to the genres. More about this is
presented in the main part of this Dissertation.

> See also A. J. Boyle, An Introduction to Roman Tragedy (London and New York: Routledge,
2006), 190-91.
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Josephus was born in Judaea, probably at Jerusalem (Vita 5). There is no
evidence of his travels outside Judaea until 64 C.E., when he went to Rome on a
short visit as part of a diplomatic mission (Vita 13-17). After his surrender to
Vespasian at Jotapata and his appointment as the official interpreter to Titus and
negotiator, on behalf of the Romans, with the Jewish rebels at Jerusalem, he
travelled to Egypt with the Roman army (Vita 414-17). Subsequent to the fall of
Jerusalem, he accompanied Titus to Rome and witnessed the Flavian Triumph. He
continued to live at Rome until he died, probably in the reign of Trajan.

Political achievements of the two historical figures once again lack any type of
related development. Seneca’s initial involvement with the imperial household
was through the alleged sexual misdemeanour with one of Caligula’s sisters, Julia
Livilla, and with Agrippina before her marriage to Claudius (Tacit. Ann.13, 14;
Dio, 60.8.5, 61.10.1). At Agrippina’s insistence, Claudius recalled Seneca from
exile and appointed him tutor to young Nero (Tacit. Ann.12.8). With Nero
succeeding Claudius as Princeps, Seneca’s political status rose until, with A.
Burrus, he became a ‘minister of state’, administering the empire on Nero’s
behalf.

Josephus, on his part, has a few minor claims in terms of political
achievements. In 64 C.E., at the age of twenty-six, he went to Rome as part of a
diplomatic mission to Nero to secure the release of Jewish priests whom Felix the
Procurator of Judaea had sent for trial. Unlike Seneca, Josephus was a citizen-
soldier. The Council at Jerusalem designated him to lead the Jewish army against
the Roman forces at Jotapata. As commander of Galilee during 66 C.E. he
claimed to be successful in establishing control over the region for the Council

even though he failed to defend it against VVespasian. Thus the political
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achievements of the two were different and seemingly placed them in social
positions where they could not establish any meaningful relationship with each
other.

Beyond their unrelated political achievements, both Seneca and Josephus are
known in history for their literary achievements. Seneca is renowned for his
extant seven Dialogues, three Consolations, two Treatises, a hundred and twenty
four Letters, Natural Questions, Apocolocyntosis in prose and eight or nine
tragedies in verse, while all of his many orations are lost.® His nine tragedies
dramatise malevolent tyranny in many shapes with the underlying theme of
madness. The essays, on the other hand, are an attempt to confront the same
issues, all done apologetically, for the benefit of the author’s public standing.’
Josephus, on the contrary, has written four works in prose, all having to do either
with Jews in Judaea or with the detractors of Josephus and Jews, and each with
seemingly apologetic intent.® Seneca and Josephus have a coincidental political
and cultural context for their works. Both were authors and they wrote their works
at Rome, except Consolatio ad Polybium and Consolatio ad Helviam Matrem,
written during Seneca’s unhappy sojourn in Corsica. Both had to accommodate

“the constraints of the empire” in terms of the imperial expectations of those in

® Seneca’s essays and philosophical writings are: Dialogues: De Otio, De Ira, De Vita Beata, De
Providentia, De Constantia Sapientis, De Brevitate Vitae; Consolations: Consolatio ad Marciam,
Consolatio ad Helviam Matrem, Consolatio ad Polybium; Treatises: De Clementia, De Beneficiis;
A Menippean Satire: Divi Claudii Apocolocyntosis, Philosophical writings: Naturales Questiones;
Letters: A hundred and twenty four Epistulae Morales. Seneca’s tragedies are Hercules Furens,
Phoenissae, Thyestes, Agamemnon, Oedipus, Hippolytus, Medea, Troades, Hercules Oetaeus and
Octavia. Senecan authorship of Hercules Oetaeus and Octavia is now rejected. See Boyle, Roman
Tragedy, 191-92.

" All of Seneca’s works are polytelic; one of the aims is invariably apologetic. For example, while
offering sympathies to Polybius in Polyb. Seneca wishes to plead with Claudius for his recall from
exile. While insulting the dead Claudius in Apocol. he is aiming to please Nero.

8 Josephus’ writings in the order of publication are: The Jewish War (B.J.), The Jewish Antiquities
(A.J.), Against Apion (C. Ap.), and Life (Vita).
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their positions. More to the point, in their writings both had to address the same
audience of the educated Roman elite.

To all appearances, then, there is no evidence of an external, much less of an
internal link between the personal lives of these two contemporaries, one an
erudite Roman politician and the other an erudite Jewish politician and general,
both outstanding personalities in their respective communities. Much less is such
evidence readily available in their literary achievements. Any parallel
relationships that might exist give the impression of being no more than

coincidental. It is proverbial, though, that appearance can deceive.

2.2 EXPERIENCESIN COMMON

A second look at the coincidences allows other possibilities to emerge,
possibilities of common experiences and acquaintances. The presence of Seneca
and Josephus at Rome in 64 C.E. makes them aware of the Great Fire and its
aftermath, particularly of the emotions of the terrified City (Dio, 62.16-18). On his
mission to Rome Josephus claims to have met Poppea Sabina, if not Nero himself
(Vita 16). Being so close to the centre of political power, Seneca knew Nero’s
wife Poppea Sabina, even though he did not cultivate a close association with
her.? In addition to being a politically significant person at Rome, Seneca was
also generally recognised for his cultural interests like oratory, his many
philosophical writings and plays. Possibly Seneca had heard of the Jewish actor,

Aliturus, “a favourite of [Poppea and] Nero” (Vita 16)."

® Tacitus implies that Seneca was opposed to Poppea Sabina because he could not prevent her rise
at the court (Ann. 13.45).

19 One of the reasons why Agrippina had Seneca recalled to Rome from exile was to “please the
public on account of his fame and learning...” (Tact. Ann. 12.8). Whether Seneca knew Aliturus
personally remains speculative since it is not generally agreed that the tragedies of Seneca were
composed for the stage, while they could certainly be read aloud. As a playwright, it is not
impossible that he at least heard of the Jewish actor, Aliturus. Josephus claims that it was Aliturus
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More than the awareness of the Great Fire and access to the imperial
household, both Seneca and Josephus knew the same emperors and what life
under them could be like, albeit in different personal capacities. Seneca entered
public life as questor under Caligula, became praetor under Claudius, and
appointed tutor to young Nero. It was Nero who ordered him to die in 65 C.E.
Seneca’s experience of the imperial connections was tragic.

Josephus, on the other hand, was born in 37 C.E., the year in which the reign
of Caligula began, and educated during the reign of Claudius. As an adult after his
mission to Rome, Josephus led the Jewish rebels against Nero’s rule in Judaea and
Galilee. His surrender to Vespasian, the pardon granted to him, and his friendship
with Titus gave Josephus, unlike Seneca, a more positive experience, if not
entirely so, of the imperial connections during the “Vespasianic thaw” as Rudich
prefers to describe it.'* Life under Domitian’s reign in its final years, however,
was no different from the one under the tyrants of Seneca’s later life, in fact
arguably much worse (Tacit. Hist. 4.1.4). It seems reasonable to conclude that
both Seneca and Josephus variously experienced life under imperial tyranny that
was initiated under Augustus and progressively made worse and all encompassing
under his successors up to Domitian.*2

The experience of imperial connections, whether during the tyranny or the
“Vespasianic thaw,” had similar consequences for Seneca and Josephus. It had

increasingly significant impacts on their lives, some with positive effects, the

who introduced him to Poppea. Such an episode suggests that an exceptionally close friendship
between Aliturus and Poppea Sabina and between Aliturus and Nero existed, as the comment “a
special favourite of Nero” (Vita 16) implies. Such a relationship enables one to appreciate a near
impossible mission of Josephus was made successful.

v/, Rudich, Dissidence and Literature under Nero: The Price of Rhetoricization (New York and
London: Routledge, 1997), 7.

1250 called “Vespasianic thaw” was no more than a brief interlude from 69-80 C.E. before
Domitian reinstituted the reign of terror until his murder in 95 C.E.
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others being quite destructive. It is worthwhile to consider the effects on the major
aspects of their lives, namely, the financial, the social, the political, the moral, the
religious and the psychological effects.

Financial implications for both Seneca and Josephus of the imperial
connections were the most positive and personally rewarding. Seneca is reported
to have amassed enormous wealth so that his contemporaries accused him of
usury and greed, in addition, possibly, making him an object of envy for Nero
(Tacit. Ann. 13.42). Josephus lost his property within the walls of Jerusalem but
Titus compensated for it with a gift of land outside the City (Vita 422, 426). At the
end of the war he received a pension from the imperial treasury and lodgings in
Rome under the auspices of the Flavians (Vita 422-23).

Socially, Seneca was adversely affected. His friendship with Julia Livilla
earned him Messalina’s hatred and a term of exile in Corsica (Dio 61.10). His
access to the imperial household made him a suspect to the Romans in public life,
and to the Senators an affront, being an interloper from outside their social class
(Tacit. Ann. 14.52-53).% To the contemporary satirists like Petronius Arbiter he
became an object of fun.** Josephus, too, was ostracised as a traitor among his
fellow Jews for his surrender to the Romans, for going over to the enemy, for
fraternising with the Flavians to the extent of being adopted into the Imperial
family (Vita 423, 428-29). Seneca and Josephus paid the same price for the

imperial favours, of being shunned as social outcasts.

13 Tacitus notes the damaging opinion of Seneca’s critics, envious of his wealth and influence, in
Ann. 14.52. However, in the following chapter Tacitus quickly presents what seems like a
refutation in suggesting that Seneca thought of the allegations against him as criminantium,
“slanders,” (Ann. 14.53).

14 See Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 342, note 11, for a discussion of Satyricon, and whether
Petronius parodied Seneca’s writings. Rudich narrowly limits a conscious criticism of Seneca
only to parody and travesty in the Satyricon. Such criticism is possible in other practices like
*“echo, innuendo, allusion, ironic expression, borrowing, imitation, emulation...” 222.
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In a political sense, the years of imperial tyranny brought Seneca promotions.
From being appointed questor under Caligula and praetor under Claudius, he
became “‘minister of state’ under Nero. These favours finally trapped Seneca into a
corner he could not escape even through his phased retirement (Epist. 68.2, 8;
Tacit. Ann. 14.56, 15.45). He won his freedom only in death. Josephus too
benefited in being trusted to advise Vespasian and Titus, to be appointed an
official interpreter for the Romans, and an intermediary between the opposing
sides. He, however, lost the respect of his Jewish compatriots and, given the
evidence of Vita, he could not entirely escape their vengeance through a lifelong
exile at Rome.™

Additionally, there was a grave moral price to pay for the benefactions
received through the imperial connections. Seneca lost his freedom of choice and
freedom of speech. He was forced to compromise the ethical principles of
Stoicism. For one as gifted as Seneca, for an orator, he was silenced into
compliance over atrocities he witnessed and even those in the process of being
planned against the innocent and the noble (Tacit. Ann. 14.12). What was worse,
Seneca, driven to renege his debt of favours he enjoyed from Agrippina, possibly
betrayed her through participation with A. Burrus in matricide for Nero’s benefit
if one were to make sense of their cooperation after the event. At this point in his

life, what benefited Nero was inextricably bound with Seneca’s own welfare.*®

1> Mason is of a different view that “Josephus wrote [his Vita] because he wished, positively, to
present his own life as an example of the culture and tradition he was presenting to his eager
audience.” See S. Mason, ed. Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary, Vol. 9, Life of
Josephus, S. Mason, trans. and comm. (Leiden: Brill, 2001), xxvii-xxiv. It seems more likely that
Josephus found it necessary to portray himself as better than he was perceived by others. Whether
Justus was a real character who opposed him or a fictional persona whom Josephus set up to
initiate the autobiographical encomium is an interesting topic for scholarly discussion.

'8 Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 100. It is interesting to note the manner in which Tacitus
relates the possible involvement of Burrus and Seneca in Agrippina’s murder. Nero knows that his
mother has at last been killed. But then he is shocked to realise what forces he has unleashed on
himself and is unable to contain them. Predictably he consults Burrus and Seneca on what
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Josephus did not fare better. He was driven to follow his self-interest and
probably self-preservation contrary to his ethical principles. This is evident in the
deceptive casting of lots at Jotapata, if it actually happened, causing the deaths of
his companions, not to mention the deaths of so many others, fighters and
civilians alike (B.J. 3.387-91)."” The integrity of the defence of the fortified town
is under a cloud contrary to his claims for it (B.J. 3.316-22). His posing as God’s
emissary to Vespasian rates less of a falsehood as compared to his attempts at
minimising Roman crimes in the war and placing much of the blame for it on the
Jewish rebels (B.J. 6.408)."

If moral consequences were serious the cost to the religious beliefs, or to what
amounted to them, was equally dear. Under Caligula, Seneca was converted to
strict vegetarianism with no apparent religious implications in his mind. Yet
Caligula had it banned as an “alien superstition”, a religious crime with
unpredictable consequences, including capital punishment (Epist. 108.22). The
elder Seneca intervened and quickly persuaded his son to change his mind and
revert to normal dietary practices. The ease and speed with which Seneca yielded
to the persuasion of his parent, highlight flexibility and pragmatism, the traits of

his character displayed through his public life until moments before his suicide.

measures to undertake to check the backlash against Agrippina’ s murder. Tacitus uses his subtle
style in saying no more than they “possibly were already in the secret,” incertum an et ante
ignaros. To paraphrase Tacitus, “It is uncertain whether they were ignorant of the murder of
Agrippina including the plan to murder her.” In Latin et may be a conjunction “and” or an adverb
“also, even”, here rendered as “including”. By raising the doubt, Tacitus seems to suggest they
could have been involved in Nero’s matricide.

71t helps to keep in mind that these claims are of Josephus, the historical person, who as the
author of B.J., makes of Josephus, the character, in the narrative. Therefore, the claims may or may
not be factual. One needs to note that the “narrative history” and “narrative five-act tragedy” do
not rule out the historical facts while allowing for the use of fiction and the fictitious. The fictional
and the fictitious are used ‘in addition’ to the facts rather than ‘instead’ of facts.

18 Josephus does consistently condemn all the Jewish rebels as corrupt, but he does spare the
common citizens and Jerusalem from the blame. Romans as a whole are not condemned explicitly
but indirectly for their involvement in the death of the City. In this cautious distinction, the
Roman army by itself gets more explicit criticism.
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Josephus, on the other hand, paid a far greater price. If Caligula’s attempt at
desecrating the Temple with his images was offensive, Josephus was condemned
to silently watch, as if to condone, Titus offering sacrifices to the Standards in the
sanctuary (B.J. 6.316). The destruction followed the desecration of the Temple;
then the City burned in a ball of fire. Lastly, he was a helpless witness to the
incredible sufferings and humiliation of his countrymen taken captive and
massacred to entertain their sworn enemies in the triumphal tour of the ancient
middle-east. It would have been impossible for Josephus to absolve himself for
the failure of whatever strategy he might have had in mind to save the Jewish
nation, instead, he witnessed its catastrophic finale (B.J. 6.363-69).

Of all the effects of their imperial connections on Seneca and Josephus, the
most far reaching would be the psychological, fear being the dominant emotion
that coloured their attitudes and behaviour. Living under the tyrannical emperors,
Seneca would have been in constant fear of losing the favour of the emperors
Gaius Caligula, Claudius and Nero and those close to the seat of imperial power.
Such a fear of loss would have extended to his political status, his wealth, and
even his physical survival. As it turned out, those threefold losses predictably
were realised.

Josephus too would have known what it meant to be associated with imperial
power. Despite the “Vespasianic thaw,” the danger of reversal to the brutality, for
which the erstwhile Julio-Claudians were notorious, was ever present. Titus
displayed the potential to turn into a Caligula or a Nero.* The Domitianic reign of

terror could not have come to him as a surprise even though the emperor’s

19 See Suetonius’ The Life of Titus, for the suspicion of Vespasian that Titus was a rebel against
him, (5.5) or the murders of Titus’ opponents real or imaginary including the manner of
assassination of Aulus Caecina (6.1-2), and his riotous life not far removed from Nero’s
luxuriousness (7.1-2).
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friendship and goodwill continued to reward Josephus (Vita 429). The fear of loss
would have altered the attitudes of people close to the imperial power in at least
three ways. It would have made them openly servile, or openly rebellious or
openly servile but secretly rebellious.”® Both Seneca and Josephus reveal that they
cultivated the third attitude, an attitudinal disjunction of being servile in public

while hiding their rebellion.?

2.3 ATTITUDINAL DISJIUNCTION IN ACTION

The conviction that attitudinal disjunction existed in the first century is more
than a result of reflection in hindsight. It is true no contemporary thinkers have
critically considered that it was operating in their time.” Much less have they
systematically analysed its nature, what levels of reality it encompassed, how it
affected the thinking of the writers as they deliberately planned their literary
works, what strategies they had to use to execute their works, what types of
audience they had to communicate with and what skills were needed for
competent reading and interpreting the works. Yet attitudinal disjunction is
present in the extant works of the first century. Subsequent historians like Tacitus,
Suetonius and Cassius Dio, reflecting on the period, confirm that dissidents did

exist in the first century.?® Of these, Dio explicitly charges Seneca with covert

20 Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 1-16. Rankin notes, “The pressures upon the individual to
dissimulate his thoughts, and to present a conformist front, became more and more intense under
the Principate, though conformity did not always safeguard its practitioners from the fury of the
Principes and the greed of delatores.” See H. Rankin, Petronius the Artist: Essays on the
Satyricon and its Author (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1971), 37.

2! Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 2, defines this attitude as the “Rhetoricized Mentality”
which both consciously and unconsciously affected the political and intellectual elite of the Julio-
Claudian period, including, among others, Seneca, Lucan and Petronius.

22 Quintilian mentions that it was common for his contemporaries to write “ironically” and he also
gives occasions when such a figure of speech was extensively used as a strategy in a text (Inst.
9.2.65-7).

23 Tacitus, The Annals of Imperial Rome, trans. Michael Grant (London: Penguin, 1996),
supplemented by Suetonius, Works, trans. J. H. Rolfe, vol. 1-2 (The Loeb Classical Library, 1914),
K. R. Bradley, Life of Nero. A Historical Commentary (Brussels, 1978), and Cassius Dio, Roman



CHAPTER 2. Lucius ANNAEUS SENECA AND FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS 53

dissidence when he claims, as “so many trustworthy men have said,” he
misguided Nero “to lead [him] on to a career of unholy bloodguilt that should
bring about most speedily his destruction by gods and men alike” (Dio, 61.12.1).

A dissident, as Rudich defines, is “an individual suffering from a conflict
between personal ideals and the political realities of the time.”?* It is other than a
whistle blower who is outraged with what is experienced in an organization as
ethically or socially unacceptable and publicly speaks up against it at the time. But
dissidents could be more than the above definition. They could also include those
motivated to avenge a personal loss of wealth or public humiliation, as was the
case with Lucan.” Once under pressure to resolve the conflict between the public
stance and inner rejection of the same, a dissident is compelled by external
restrictive circumstances to an attitudinal disjunction.

The main reason for such an attitudinal disjunction was that times did not
permit one, in various ways, to speak one’s mind frankly (Tacit. Hist. 4.1.4).
When such a disjunction is revealed in action one openly tries to please the very

persons who are being secretly undermined.? The necessity to hide the truth from

History, ed. and trans. E. Cary and H. B. Foster, vols. 1-9 (The Loeb Classical Library, 1914-27).
Some of the prominent dissenters were Cassius Longinus, Cordus L.Cremutius, Lucan, Petronius
Avrbiter, Seneca, Rufus and Thrasaea Paetus. Dio points to Seneca and Rufus who with “some
other prominent men formed a plot against Nero, for they could no longer endure his disgraceful
behaviour, his licentiousness and his cruelty” (Dio, 62.24.1).

?* Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, ix.

%> Nero humiliated Lucan during the recitation of the first books of Bellum Civile when the
emperor, for no known reason, is said to have abruptly called a meeting of the Senate and left the
room. Lucan was then banned from publishing or reciting his works in public as well as pleading
cases in the court. This episode marks the end of their mutual admiration and friendship. See Tac.
Ann. 15.49; Suet. Luc. 11-12; Dio, 62.29.4.

%6 The necessity to pretend through one’s life transfers theatricality into every aspect of life. See S.
Bartsch, Actors in the Audience: Theatricality and Doublespeak from Nero to Hadrian
(Cambridge, Mass and London, England: Harvard University Press, 1994) 31. Bartsch notes, “The
theatricality as a descriptive model for Nero’s reign thus reveals itself as tendentious and
schematic even at the site of its origin, the theatre, where it occurs most consistently in our
sources. Yet Tacitus chose to extend it into the political realm as well, using the idea of actors in
the audience as a paradigm for imperial politics from Tiberius on in general, and particularly so
under Nero.” Just as Nero, “a stage-playing emperor” (Pliny, Paneg. 46.4), is claimed to have
transformed his life and reign into theatre, so it equally seems probable that Seneca did his public
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the informers did drive the secret political rebels, now turned literary dissidents, to
quite imaginative and bizarre stratagems defying logic and extending to
distortions of literary conventions of a variety of genres.’

The attitudinal disjunction creates clashes, among others, between one’s
words and actions, as well as between one’s words themselves as they keep
changing their meaning in the same narrative or across one’s literary works.?
This may be supplemented through exaggerations, contradictions, and
opportunistic change of opinions. One may add to it, lying about ‘facts’, adulatio
or flattery of the powerful, much display of amicitia or friendship true or
pretended with those around the seats of power, and arguments a contrario.
Deliberate silence on relevant and important issues, use of the fictional and the
fictitious,?® become as important as “strategic irony” or “ambivalence generic [sic]
in menippean satire.”*® It becomes quite normal when appeals to fate, fortune and

the divine are overdone as if to absolve human responsibility for wrongs

and private life. For example, consider the theatricality of Seneca’s suicide described by Tacitus
(Ann.15.63-4).

?" Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 109, mentions that difference between truth and falsity
vanished, the need for verisimilitude no longer existed, logical plausibility was made redundant
and the contrived disarray of thought and imagery became the practice. Seneca expressed his
dissidence through his essays and plays, Lucan through his epic poem Bellum Civile, Petronius
through his novel, Satyricon, Josephus through his history of the Flavian war, Bellum Judaicum,
and Tacitus four decades after the Julio-Claudian era, through the Annals. Genre-bending is more
than accidental strategy. It is rather a matter of deliberate choice.

%8 This is an exciting and rewarding line of research into Seneca and Josephus but outside the
scope of this Dissertation. However, it is a matter of interest to peruse Ellen O’Gorman, Irony and
Misreading in the Annals of Tacitus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 4-7. In this
monograph, the author argues how Tacitus, after the reign of terror of Domitian and into the
relative freedom under Trajan, continued to use a unique type of disjunction through “a distinctive
sentence structure.” The syntactic disjunction was expressed in three ways: “The first is the
relationship and respective weight of main clauses and subordinate clauses...The second element
... associated with the first, is the shift from one kind of syntactical construction to another
between clauses which in classical Latin would appear under the same construction... The final
element of sentence structure is asyndeton, the juxtaposition of clauses without explicit
conjunctions.”

2% |n this study, as defined earlier, “fictional’ refers to what is humanly possible or even probable,
while “Fictitious’ here refers to what is humanly impossible. For a different expression of these
two concepts see Poetics in which Aristotle writes of “probable impossibilities” and “improbable
possibilities” (1460 a) and of “convincing impossibility” and “unconvincing possibility” (1461 b).
% See Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 39. Menippean satire would also include the use of
parody and travesty. See also Petronius Arbiter, Satyricon, and Seneca, Apocolocyntosis for the
extant examples of menippean satire of the classical times.
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perpetrated. Excessive use of emotions, particularly of furor or the theme of
madness associated with tyranny, apparently reckless use of “polyphony”* or
multiple voices which makes it nearly impossible to identify which is the author’s
voice and which belongs to the protagonists in the narrative only mimics the
confusion of the situation. Forms of irony like those of expression,*? of structure

and of situation, even “Polytely”**

or multiple authorial intents for a given work
indeed seem appropriate to a situation out of control.

The dissident approach to literary creation must necessarily affect the matter
as it does the form. The textual content would be a reconstituted pre-textual
matter. The facts would not be reproduced but changed to suit the political
agenda. Positivistic or scientific history would be quite out of the question.** It
may even be constituted so that it has no relation to what actually occurred.
Fictional and fictitious material would easily find a place in the imaginative

history. Even within the text, the dissident would be driven to include a subtext,*®

and, more radically, another text in a different genre.*® In such a strategy, what

3! Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 39.

%2 Quintilian records this phenomenon in his Institutio Oratoria when he remarks that it was
common for the writers of his time to resort to “irony”, in the sense of writing about one subject
while having some other subject in mind, to appear to mean one thing in their writing while they
really meant something else, even something contrary (Inst. 9.2.77).

% Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 39.

% Briefly, “pretextual-matter” in the narrative history would be “facts” or what actually happened
or is documented as having occurred. The “textual content” is transformation of the “facts” in as
much as they are profoundly affected through the conventions of the genre in which they are cast.
The genre is clearly more than style. It affects the “pre-textual matter” through its specific
demands. In this sense style and genre are not mere literary embellishments. They are constituent
elements of a text.

% A “subtext’ is the meaning “which is implied but not directly or overtly stated” like the motif of
increasing intensity of madness in B.J. “The term [subtext] typically also implies a certain
consistency in implied meaning.” See P. Goring et al., Studying Literature: The Essential
Companion (London: Arnold, 2001), 303. One may also add that a subtext is an integral part of a
text distinct from the conventions of a genre.

% This may be termed as ‘genres disjunction’ in which the same matter is presented in accordance
with two different sets of literary conventions. It is the genre or the form that becomes the key to
grasp the meaning of a text. This may be explained with a simple reasoning. An author in the
planning stage of his work needs to make a conscious choice of the genre and accept the
implications of the conventions cognate to the genre. In this process, the authorial intent becomes
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actually happened is of little practical importance. What the writer makes of it as

the textual content is of the highest significance. When a subtext and a second text
through genres disjunction is added, then the meaning, twice removed, is what the
author intends for those of like mind.

The complexity of the matter, the textual content and the genres disjunction
are indeed the offshoot of the loss of simple audience. The loss of simple audience
and the presence of attitudinal disjunction suggest the presence of undefinable
loose groups of readers. Tacitus mentions two general groups that had to be kept
in mind in taking a public stance: the multi bonique and the pauci et validi (Tacit.
Hist. 4, 43 and Dialog. 15, 25-27).%" These two groups would stand at opposite
ends with regard to any literary work. The first generally held positive views of
the work and applauded the author for the achievement. They would be
conservative, passive and moral traditionalists as they would readily perceive
what is customary. The latter group would spend much time in discussion to find
actual or even imaginary material offensive to their imperial master. They were
the dynamic opportunists, with contempt for traditional values, cynically active in
politics.®

A third group, pauci bonique, adapted from Tacitus, needs to be added to the
two he proposed. The group of those who read a text on the surface level cannot
be the primary target audience of the writers who are serious literary dissidents.
These readers could look for the pre-textual matter and be concerned with the

factuality of the material and if it is faithfully recorded or reproduced in the

bound up with the genre, giving the readers a sure access to it through its conventions. See
Conclusions at the end of this study for further discussion on the topic.

37 See Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 7, for further elaboration. The groups were in fact the
two factions in the senate, one still holding on to conservative values and the second, the despised
but powerful imperial collaborators. A similar grouping is conceivable among the reading public.
% Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 108.
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textual content. They could be busy with the consistency of the text with the
recognised genre. If the multi bonique type of audience could be enthusiastic in
supporting the author, the danger could then lie with the pauci et validi, as it could
have been with the publicly identifiable delatores.*® The complex strategies were
aimed at protecting the author from interpretatio prava from this group, making
denial of accusation of seccesion, or rebellion, more plausible. The third group,
pauci bonique, then, have to be those who entertain friendly disposition towards
the author and his text, able to read the text on the surface and also recognise the
subtext and the second text in genres disjunction, if available, and agree with it. It
is for this reason that the presence of the complex strategies in literary works
serves as a pointer to the authors’ literary dissent, writing for pauci bonique, a

select like-minded audience.*

2.4 SENECA AND JOSEPHUSASLITERARY DISSENTERS

The wide-ranging consequences of imperial connections do not explain why
the attitudinal disjunction of dissidents could have occurred. Nor does an analysis
of the nature of dissidence and the related issues in its literary manifestation go far
enough to explain the cause of dissidence, let alone if it was inevitable. Fear
associated with dissidence is a symptom rather than the cause. The answer
probably lies with Tacitus who, on the one hand, had the opportunity of being
born in Claudius’ reign and of growing up in Nero’s and of living under the
tyranny of Domitian when Romans could not communicate by speaking or

listening to each other (Agr. 2. 2-3). He knew the generation before him that lived

¥ The three groups: multi et boni, pauci et validi (by Tacitus) and pauci bonique (mine) are not to
be taken as solidified into fixed groupings, rather as representing varied reactions in a community
fearful of the presence of delatores in its midst.

01t is a moot question who among the readers of Seneca and Josephus could have belonged to the
pauci bonique.
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under the Julio-Claudians, while, on the other hand he also had the privilege of
writing about it in the happier times of Nerva and Trajan.

Tacitus seemingly compliments Nerva Caesar in Agricola (3.1) for reconciling
“the once incompatible, Principate and liberty” and Trajan for continuing to
realise the hopes and prayers of the public for peace. Tacitus leaves the concept of
liberty unclear. One needs to turn to his Historiae (4.1.4) where he repeats the
phrase felicitatem temporum from Agricola and specifies it as rara temporum
felicitate as “when one may feel what one wishes and say what one feels”, (ubi
sentire quae velis et quae sentias dicere licet). The operative words are sentire
and dicere. This saying, to us two millennia later, sounds like a common saying. It
meant much more to Tacitus and the Romans of his time. Sentire is an inclusive
word, which means to feel, to experience, to observe, to think and to decide.* The
same holds true of dicere, which can mean to say, to speak in public, to plead in
the courts of law, and to celebrate in poetry.*? It suggests joy of communication.
Liberty, beyond the understatement of Tacitus, is the joyful freedom of every
person to express the innermost self without hindrance. Total absence of
communication and the necessary presence of doublespeak are proof that liberty,
as Tacitus understood it, did not exist.*®

While the actual, hidden dissidence of Seneca can be shown, it seems close to
impossible to prove that Josephus himself was a covert dissident. As the evidence

in the Vita (428-29) and the explicit pro-Roman bias in the whole of B.J. imply

*L A Latin Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), 1672-73.

*2 A Latin Dictionary, 570-71.

3 See S. Bartsch, Actors in the Audience, 65-6. “It is only when an audience registers that a given
speech or verse contains a meaning other than the one dictated (in public life) by political
convention or (in literature) by the additional factors of fictional context and literary precedent,
that doublespeak is born. Its subversive content may result from an intentional effort on the
author’s part, as Pliny claims his did; it may arise from a statement’s fortuitous potential for
political application, as was often the case at the theatre; but in practical terms it was the
audience’s reaction that transformed a given statement into an act of opposition or an ad hominem
slur.”
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that Josephan scholars, on seemingly good grounds, have rejected that Josephus
ever could have been a secret dissident.* Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that in
the same century, they lived under the Principates which were incompatible with
liberty and it involved immense loss for them. Both being talented
communicators, it cannot come as a surprise that they, more than the others,
experienced constraint not to feel what they wished and to say what they felt.
Their public status made dissidence inevitable and doublespeak a necessity if
criticism was to be given a voice. The urgency and the possibility of employing
survival mechanisms were anchored in what they had in common: both were
historically significant individuals, outstanding in their respective communities;
they had a high dignitas or public standing.*> They had earned, and in the case of
Josephus he wanted to claim that he had an existimatio or good name in their
respective communities to uphold;*® they were quite capable of bearing an animus
nocendi or a desire to punish the actual or the potential oppressors.*” What is more
important, they were intelligent enough to outwit the interpretatio prava or the
recognition of the reality beyond the masking appearances,* from the delatores or
the Imperial informers or prosecutors, despite the fact that Seneca did die under
Nero.*®

Seneca is known to have used at least some of the above strategies in his

writings. It is not widely known, much less proven that Josephus also indulged in

* See for example, M. Beard, “The Triumph of Flavius Josephus”, in Boyle and Dominik, eds.
Flavian Rome, 542-47.

** Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 6, 9-10.

*® Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 10-11. See B. J. Preface 1.1-16. For Josephus, his public
standing would have depended on the Roman associates and on his countrymen and admirers in
Judea, specially those who survived the war.

*" Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 12-14.

8 Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 10-14.

* Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 17-18.
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the strategies of dissidence.”® Seneca’s choice, as revealed in his works, seems to
make a radical attempt to secretly undermine the tyrannical Principate for the sake
of liberty. It is possible to argue that he began, to all appearances, to work with
the Principate as the tutor of Nero®" but from the start in that position he began to
undermine it, continuing the effort in exploiting his position as the ‘minister of
state” in association with A. Burrus.>® That he was a dissident becomes yet more
evident, especially, in the literary endeavours of his prose works.

Consistent with his choice, Seneca is unrelenting in undermining the status
and the fictions through which the Julio-Claudians ruled. Julius Caesar, and for
that matter Cnaeus Pompey are indirectly condemned. Yet Marcus Porcius Cato is
praised for refusing to compromise in his stand against both Pompey and Caesar
(Epist. 104.32). Similarly, Marcus Brutus is exonerated from the charge of being
ingratus towards Caesar for sparing his life. This is on the grounds that Caesar
had no right either to take away a human life, or to give it back. However, Brutus
is condemned for his tyrannicide that caused so much loss of life and property, in
other words for being inept. Conversely, had it been different, the tyrannicide
would have been praiseworthy (Ben. 2.20.1-3). Seneca, next, directly condemns
both Julius Caesar and Pompey. Caesar is accused of self-aggrandisement,
ambition and never letting others outshine him (Ben. 5.16.4). Similarly, Pompey

comes under sharp criticism for letting “insane love of false greatness,” (insanus

%0, Barclay, among others, implies the possibility that Josephus could have been a literary
dissident. See below notes 58 and 59.

> See O’Gorman, Irony and Misreading,, 144-75. In Chapter 7 O’Gorman argues that ghost-
writing for Nero had the effect of rendering him a ghost, invisible and inaudible. This argument
may be extended to the whole of Seneca’s own public life. The real Seneca was in a way invisible
and inaudible. But again to pursue this angle of inquiry is beyond the scope of this study.

%2 Note the charges of corruption that Suillius Rufus brought against Seneca and the mockery in
the Satyricon of one in the position and with the scandalous reputation of Seneca. This makes one
suspect Seneca was dramatising in his own life the disjunction of dissidence in thought, word and
action. Scholarship is yet to consider Seneca’s entire life as a dramatised disjunction of dissidence.
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amor magnitudinis falsae), rule him beyond everything valuable like success in
wars, peace at home or rational behaviour (Epist. 94.64-65).

Against Augustus there are repeated implied criticisms. To begin with, there is
not a mention of the fashionable contemporary politically correct jargon of Pax
Augusta in any of Seneca’s extant writings. In De Beneficiis Seneca proposes that
the best form of government, according to Stoic doctrine, is “under a just king” or
sub rege iusto (Ben. 2.20.2), yet to none of the Romans, including Augustus, is
this title ascribed.” In Res Gestae, Augustus makes an unequivocal claim that he
“transferred the republic from his authority to the control of the senate and the
Romans” (RG 34). In practice, it continued to be an autocracy of Augustus
euphemistically described in Clem. (1.26.5) as absolute happiness to provide the
welfare of many, to recall one to life from the jaws of death and to earn public
acclaim for clemency, while book burnings and exiles of the kind Ovid
experienced were the reality. More explicitly, Tacitus, half a century after Seneca,
confirms this view of the Augustan one-man rule in Annales (1.2-4; 6.48).
Augustus boasted as princeps that he was “first among equals” surpassing his
peers only in “prestige” (auctoritas), rather than in “power” (potestas). Yetin
Clem. (1.1.2) Seneca presents to Nero the Augustan image of a ruler who is above
the laws, even above the natural law (1.19.1-2) and the divine law (1.7.1), both of
which are reduced to mere metaphors. Further, in Clem. (1.11.1-2) Seneca rejects
the pretentious claims for the moderation and mercy of Augustus by bluntly
stating, “Truly, | do not call clemency which was nothing but cruelty exhausted,”
(Ego vero clementiam non voco lassam crudelitatem). The distinction between

Octavius, the man of blood, and Augustus, the benevolent ruler, is rejected, with

>3 In De Clementia, rex and princeps are used repeatedly as if they were interchangeable terms,
while rex iustus is notably absent.
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Seneca going as far as repeating the common gossip that he was a murderer and a
traitor (Clem. 1.9-10, 11.1-2). In Brev. (5.16) he is one of the implied ingrati
coming after the likes of Coriolanus, Catiline, Marius, Sulla, Pompey, Caesar and
Antony. The conclusion one is expected to draw about Augustus is that he was
ungrateful, duplicitous and cruel.

Seneca’s condemnation of Tiberius is brief but telling. He is held responsible
for the universal madness of bringing the charge of treason for the flimsiest
reasons like jokes and babble of drunks. Indeed, the Senators suffered more from
the savagery of Tiberius than from the civil war. No matter how grave or trivial
the charge, those accused all ended with the inevitable execution (Brev. 3.26.1).
There was no doubt whatsoever about Gaius Caligula’s depravity in the minds of
the Romans. Seneca, therefore, finds no need for irony of statement. As the
abundant references in his essays testify, Seneca considered Gaius as “the ruin
and ignominy of human race” (Polyb. 17.3).>*

When it comes to Claudius, Seneca has two contrary positions. His Consolatio
ad Polybium, from the Corsican exile, is addressed directly to Polybius, the
powerful freedman of Claudius, and indirectly to Claudius. It is overtly intended
to please the freedman with condolences on the death of his younger brother, and
covertly to persuade Claudius through praise to let Seneca return from exile. But
the author’s true feelings towards the Princeps emerge in Apoc., written after
Claudius died. It corrects Polyb., as Rudich points out, in at least four different
areas. First, the apotheosis of Claudius in Polyb. (12.5) is hopeful of glory, while
in Apoc. Augustus condemns him to hell to be a slave of Caligula and then

become a freedman of another freedman, Menander. Second, Claudius’ mercy

% Also see Helv. 10.4; Const. 18.1-2; Trang. 11.10-11, 14.4-6; Ira 2.33.3-5, 3.18.3-5; Brev. 18.5;
Bene. 2.12.1, 4.31.2, 7.20.3; N.Q. 4 Praef. 15.
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made much of in Polyb. (13, 16, 17) is ridiculed for “killing people as easily as a
dog squats on its haunches” in Apoc. (10, 11). Third, the praise heaped on the
eloguence of Claudius as “words as if issued by an oracle” in Polyb. (14.2) is
turned into an insult, “neither Greek, nor Roman, nor of any other known race”
and “the voice not of any terrestrial animal” in Apoc. (5). Finally, the public
lament on Claudius’ death “lists personal traits that were conspicuously absent”
(Apoc. 12).> The contrary attitudes towards Claudius expressed in Polyb. and in
Apoc. Strongly suggests that Seneca was openly against Julio-Claudians including
Augustus, Tiberius, Caligula and Claudius. It remains to be discussed if he was
also at least secretly against Nero.

With regard to Nero, Seneca is careful not to be discovered as a dissenter. He
praises Nero in De Clementia, for being a worthy successor to Augustus (Epist.
73.1, 4, 10). This is an instance of clever doublespeak. The conclusions drawn
from the image of the founder of the dynasty, discussed above, is that he was
ungrateful, cruel and duplicitous. And Nero is his worthy successor! Seneca is
accused of corrupting young Nero sexually (Dio, 61.10) which Tacitus describes
as “permissible pleasures” (Ann. 13.2).°° After the murder of Britannicus, Nero’s
innocence is praised as of one so young (Clem. 1.9.1.). When Agrippina is
despatched through a gruesome slaughter, Seneca writes a letter justifying the
crime, which Nero reads to the Senate to have thanksgivings voted to
commemorate the matricide (Tacit. Ann. 14.12; Dio, 62.15). If the claims and
innuendoes of the contemporaries like Rufus, Petronius, Tacitus and the sources
of Dio may be taken to have some element of truth, then Seneca was seriously

involved in the criminality of Nero, first as tutor and later as ‘minister of state’

% Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 41-43.
*® One needs to be cautious not to take the pleasures as “permissible” to Tacitus. To take the term
as an instance of sarcasm would be more appropriate.
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despite all his lofty thoughts to the contrary in his essays, and convoluted attempts
at hiding his dissidence. Faced with death, Seneca at long last drops the mask of a
secret dissident and indicts Nero. “Once mother and brother had been killed, there
was nothing left to him but the murder of teacher and preceptor” (Tacit. Ann.
15.62). The final will and testament of Seneca makes one strongly suspect that he
had constrained himself from open hostility towards Nero, which he had secretly
nursed all through his public career. During the years of long and intimate
association with Nero, Seneca probably inflicted the fatal wound on the regime in
more subtle ways than Brutus and Cassius did on Julius Caesar. Within two years
of Seneca’s death, the rule of the Julio-Claudian house came to an end with the
suicide of Nero. In a way, Seneca’s unspoken agenda®’ and the goal of his literary
dissidence, that of destroying the Julio-Claudians, came to be realised sooner than
he could have imagined.

Although less virulent than Seneca’s attitudinal disjunction, as it is proper to
the Flavian age, Josephus still displays the signs that are indicative of its presence
in his writings. Josephan scholars have been aware of the attitudinal disjunction
from as early as 1853. They preferred to identify it as a personal shortcoming of
the author of B.J. Even the scholars covered in the literature review of the current
period note the presence of these strategies. Cohen mentions that there are lies,”
excessive praise, exaggeration, and contradictions in the works of Josephus. Rajak
finds that truth and falsehood are indistinguishable in the same, as well as

excessive praise, emotions overdone, and substitution of fiction for facts. Sterling

57 For this study, the secret ambition of Seneca to undermine the Principate must remain possible
as was his involvement in the Pisonian Conspiracy. See E. Champlin, Nero (Cambridge, Mass. and
London: Harvard University Press, 2003).

%83.J. D. Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 200; 86; 91, 92-9, 212, 230, 239; 182, 184, 190, 198, 201-
02.

T, Rajak, Josephus, 159; 7, 63; 79; 145.
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and Feldman highlight the peculiarity of the period, without expressly noting it as
such, that Josephus tends to emphasise style.?® It is Barclay who pointedly
highlights the difficulties Josephus might have faced in writing history of the
Jewish war in Flavian Rome, in that he had “to enter highly sensitive terrain in
which Judean pride and imperial self-image were at stake and potentially in

conflict.”®!

While being fully aware of the difficulties every writer faced in the
Principate, Josephus, as Jewish writer, had an added personal tension to resolve as
a former prisoner of the Jewish war and a beneficiary of Flavian largess. As
McLaren puts it, “Josephus may have been conquered but that does not mean he

was submissive.””%?

2.5 CONCLUSION

The comparative analysis of the settings in which Seneca and Josephus lived
and wrote yields varied results. It does not reject Josephus’ debt to his literary
predecessors both Greek and Roman.® The cultural backgrounds of the two
public figures were quite different and their political achievements were unrelated.
The places with which they were associated show no more than coincidental
connections. In their literary achievements they used different types of writing,

with Seneca showing greater variety than Josephus. However, the political and

% Sterling, Historiography, 290-95; Feldman, Interpretation of the Bible, 62. Sterling believes
that the style does not affect the “truth” of the content. It is an ambiguous claim and must remain
such until the complex meaning of “truth” has been clarified.

%1 J. M. G. Barclay, “Judean Historiography in Rome: Josephus and History in Contra Apionem
Book 1,” in Sievers and Lembi, eds. Josephus and Jewish History, 29; Mason, “Contradiction or
Counterpoint?” 144-88, and “Figured Speech and Irony in T. Flavius Josephus,” in Flavius
Josephus and Flavian Rome, J. Edmondson, S. Mason and J. Rives eds. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2005), 243-88, as also his “Of Audience and Meaning,” 71-100.

62]. S. McLaren, “Josephus on Titus,” in Sievers and Lembi, eds., Josephus and Jewish History,
295.

%3 Take for example the thoroughgoing debt to Polybius in the following studies among others: S.
J. D. Cohen, Josephus in Galilee; H. Attridge, Interpretation of Biblical History and F. Walbank,
Polybius, Rome, and the Hellenistic World: Essays and reflections (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2002).
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cultural context in which they wrote was similar. It includes acquaintances and
experiences they had in common.

Both Seneca and Josephus were acquainted with the same political events and
people connected to the imperial household. The impact of the imperial
connections varied on the two contemporaries. Although the social outcomes were
not similar, there was much in common in all other respects. The financial
consequences were positive for both. Politically Seneca benefited at first, while
negative effects of the benefits soon followed. For Josephus political advantages
continued even after the war. Moral, religious and psychological consequences,
however, were devastatingly similar for the two. The dominant psychological
consequence of fear of discovery as covert dissidents significantly affected the
writings of Seneca and Josephus.

The fear of discovery resulted in the attitudinal disjunction of dissidents in
both. The effects of such a disjunction can be noticed in their writings both in the
form they take and in the matter they cover. At this point in the study it is at least
valid to conclude that Seneca openly demonstrates signs of dissidence in his
writings against past emperors but is cautious with Nero. Josephus too is highly
critical of the past emperors like Gaius and Nero but needs care not to offend the
Flavians. What Josephus does can be taken as stylistic quirks of his professed bias
towards the Flavians. An open link is not yet proven between the two
contemporaries.

Josephus, writing in a relatively liberal decade of the Flavian dynasty,
seemingly had less reason than Seneca to be a dissident. His claims of continued
good will and friendship with Domitian in Vita (429) only strengthens this line of

reasoning. Nevertheless, it does not deny the link between Seneca and Josephus
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in an area yet to be identified. It is proposed in this study that a literary connection
between the two literary contemporaries exists. It is a connection of dependence
of Josephus on the eight Senecan tragedies both in borrowing specific details from
them and generally in modelling his work on them. The last issue is explored in

the following chapter and through the rest of this study.
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“The palimpsestic world imaged

is the world of the play.”

A.J. Boyle, on Seneca’s Tragic Theatre

in An Introduction to Roman Tragedy, 206.

3.1 STATE OF THE QUESTION

Investigation thus far reveals that the possibility of relationship between Seneca
and Flavius Josephus cannot rely exclusively on appearances. On the other hand,
shared experiences between the two enjoying significant status in their respective
communities, suggest similar opportunities and dangers through the many
coincidences in their lives. The well known literary peculiarities of the works of both
authors indicate that they reflect the characteristics common to all other works of the
period." Such a shared literary phenomenon encourages the suggestion that Josephus
might or might not have read Seneca. The suggestion becomes more positive if
Seneca and Josephus shared the same attitudinal disjunction towards the Principate.

While it is evident that Seneca nursed an attitudinal disjunction of a political
dissident against the Julio-Claudians, there is no downright undisguised act that
Josephus too cultivated such a disjunction. Yet he had weighty reasons to nurse
resentment against the Romans and the Flavians. As is to be argued in the following
chapters, he held the Romans responsible for interfering in the domestic affairs under
the Hasmoneans, for imposing the dreaded rule of Herod and for the early

incompetent and later vicious administration of the Procurators in Judaea. The

! Some of the other authors of the period in the alphabetical order are Apuleius, Aulus Gellius,
Juvenal, Lucan, Martial, Petronius, Phaedrus, Pliny the Younger, Statius, Suetonius, and Tacitus.
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devotion to Flavians was bound to be thin. Their crimes against the Jews were not a
matter of racial memory. Josephus experienced them in his person and witnessed
them helplessly. Among these are to be counted the devastation of Judaea which
grieved him immensely, the insufferable desecration and destruction of the Temple,
the massacre of the priests, the burning of Jerusalem and the humiliating cruel abuse
of the most vulnerable captives in the arenas of the ancient middle-east for
entertainment. Given his self-esteem and standing in the community, he certainly was
a covert dissident. As such, if he was looking for ways to express his dissidence, then
in Seneca he had a ready-made model. Like Seneca he also could engage with much
literary finesse in complex ambiguity that ‘informed readers’ of his time, namely,
some of his intended readers, if not all of his historical readers, understood his
dissidence. A necessary step on the road for this line of argument is to study the more
than coincidental links between Seneca’s nine tragedies and B.J. to determine how
Seneca could have been a model for Josephus as a literary dissident.
3.2 THE CONTEXT OF SENECAN TRAGEDIES

For an authentic historical critical analysis, the context of the literary works is of
utmost importance. Not only does the context help to understand the historical
literary background of the text itself, it can take the analyst beyond the text into the
mind of the author whose intention may not be as explicit in the text as one would
like to have it. In the case of the nine tragedies of Seneca, the context is political and
literary, which doubtless is the case with every writer.

3.2.1 PoLITICAL CONTEXT
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As discussed in the previous chapter, the political context in the reign of Julio-
Claudians overlapped with the social standing of individuals. The political favours
shown by the Prince had social consequences, as in the case of Lucan shrouded in
mystery. What is known is his close friendship with Nero opened the political career
as a senator for a promising young genius. The loss of the same friendship led to the
loss of Lucan’s position as a senator, drove him to embrace the Pisonian conspiracy,
to isolation in his social status and finally to his death sentence.” The political context
of Seneca’s tragedies lies in his deep involvement in what became viewed as the
madness of Nero’s reign (Suet. Nero, 31.93; Dio, 62.29). He either witnessed the
atrocities or participated in planning them as well as in presenting them as legitimate
activities for a Princeps (Tacit. Ann. 13.3, 11, 20, 14.7, 11; Dio, 61.3). As discussed
in the previous chapter, Seneca was no passive conformist. He was a dissident but
one who kept his dissidence hidden for as long as he could until the last moment
before his death. Not only did he express his dissidence in his prose works, but it can
be argued that he extended it to include his nine tragedies.” Rudich states that, “the
tragedies present the face of evil. The essays try to engage with the evil in its form of

tyranny.” 4

% See Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 76, 106-07, 160, 289, on dangers of amicitia leading to
political vagaries of patronage in Imperial Rome. Also see Rudich, Political Dissidence, 94-96, for
Lucan’s open rebellion against Nero.

* Boyle considers the relationship between the prose works of Seneca and his plays as enigmatic. See
Boyle, Roman Tragedy, 192-208. The ‘enigma,” it must be admitted, lies in Seneca’s silence on the
relationship. In studying the writings, though, it is not hard to recognise the relationship. What Seneca
writes in prose has to do with his reflections on his own life situations and what he dramatises in the
plays is the same reflections using classical plots, themes and imagery while making relevant
adjustments in them to suit his intentions. Just as Seneca’s life was indeed palimpsestic, so was the
mode of his writings.

* Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 86.
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3.2.2 LITERARY CONTEXT

It is a well attested historical reality that the absolute dictatorship of the Julio-
Claudians led to socially and politically uncontrolled tyranny. It went beyond the two
areas and expressed itself in the artistic sphere as well.” R.M. Frazer argues that Nero

1.”% He was a man who dramatized his crimes to match those of

was an “artist-crimina
the stage and who “sometimes thought of himself as an actor off stage as well as
on.”’ Frazer supports this claim with such examples as the firing of Rome in
emulation of Priam, the murder of Agrippina as Orestes does, Nero’s nocturnal
wanderings in disguise, and the murder of his step-son Rufrius Crispinus based on
Naupilus’ murder of his son in the myth.* “Nero was guided by ‘theatre’ to dispose
of his kin.” Not only the manner in which the kin were thus disposed of, but even
punishment meted out to condemned criminals followed the theatrical mode. “During
Nero’s reign fabula and poena coincided.” Sometimes accidentally and at other times
deliberately fatal charades were enacted.'”

Nero consciously fused the political and the artistic. Dio states, if his report is to

be believed, that the emperor “wore masks modelled after himself, not masks

modelled after the drama’s male characters, but that all the masks of women showed

> “It is likely that Seneca also wrote tragedies during [early 50’s], and possibly in later years, when it
was said by his enemies that he composed poetry with greater assiduity at a time when Nero as
emperor was captivated by the art.” See M. Coffey and R. Mayer, eds. Seneca Phaedra, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990), 3. The term “poetry” (carmina) is used in Tacit. Ann.14.52.2-3,
for the tragedies of Seneca.

6 R. M. Frazer, “Nero the Artist-Criminal,” CJ 62 (1966), 17-20. More importantly see Champlin,
Nero, and M. Roller, Constructing Aristocracy: aristocrats and emperors in Julio-Claudian Rome
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001).

7 Frazer, “Nero” 18. Suet. Nero 12.28-36, 13.37-40.

8 Frazer, “Nero” 61.

? Bartsch, Actors in the Audience, 60.

19 Bartsch, Actors in the Audience, 55, 57.
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the likeness of his dead wife, Poppaea Sabina” (63.9.5). This must be after her brutal
death in 65 C.E. Suetonius further adds:

Tragoedias quoque cantavit [Nero,] personatus herorum
deorumgque, item heroidum ac dearum, personis effectis
ad similitudinem oris sui et feminae, prout quamque
diligeret. Inter cetera cantavit Canacen parturientem,
Oresten matricidam, Oedipodem excaecatum, Herculem
insanum. In qua fabula fama est tiruculum militem
positum ad custodiam aditus, cum eum ornari ac vinciri
catenis, sicut argumentum postulabat, videret, accurrisse
ferendae opis gratia.

[Nero] sang tragedies too, wearing the masks of heroes
and gods, as also of heroines and goddesses, with the
masks resembling his own face or of whatever woman he
was in love with at the time. His other singing roles
include that of Canace in labour, Orestes the matricide,
Oedipus blinded, mad Hercules. And in this [last] play,
as the story goes, a newly drafted soldier, posted to guard
the entrance, saw him adorned and bound in chains, in
accordance with the plot, he ran up to protect him (Suet.
Nero, 21.3)."

Faced with such a contradictory political and literary situation, it is plausible that
Seneca wrote his nine tragedies reflecting the current political reality cast in the mode
of a tragedy. Seneca, it seems, incorporated Nero’s crimes post factum into the nine
tragedies. Rudich makes the above connection between the two quite clear when he
gives an overall assessment of the nine tragedies of Seneca:

No character there resembles stately or royal heroes, such
as Sophocles’ Oedipus. Seneca’s Oedipus is at best
pitiable, and at worst a caricature. Similarly, compare the
chivalrous Theseus in Euripides’ Heracles with his pale

shadow in Seneca. There is no need to speak about the
scoundrels in Senecan drama. They fit well into the

' Suetonius’ story of the recruit defending Nero acting Hercules on the stage confirms that the
uninitiated could not tell the difference between reality and fantasy.
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world that Lucan and Persius, no less than Seneca
himself, deplored.'?

Seneca anticipates the above observation in Thyestes.

ATREUS: Maximum hoc regni bonum est,

quod facta domini cogitur populus sui

tam ferre quam laudare.

ATREUS: The greatest benefit of autocracy is this:

The populace is forced equally to bear and to praise
The actions of their ruler (Thyes. 205-208).

Again,

ATREUS: Laus vera et humili saepe contingit viro,
non nisi potenti falsa. quod nolunt velint.

ATREUS: True praise often befalls the lowly man too,

Feigned praise only the powerful.

Let them like what they don’t! (Thyes. 211-212).
Yet more impressively Seneca makes a telling comment in De Ira on a line in Accius’
tragedy Atreus — “Let them hate, so long as they fear” — saying that, “you would
know it was written in the time of Sulla” (Ira, 1.20.4). Bartsch adds, “For his own
play he offers a different formulation, as if to suggest, in an overturning of the public
transcript of his own day, that ‘you would know it was written in the time of Nero’:
the wish of Seneca’s Atreus [in Thyestes] is to let them hate, so long as they

513

praise.””” Rudich supports this view when he states that, “Old stories like that of

12 Rudich, Dissidence and Literature, 70.
3 Bartsch, Actors in the Audience, 176.
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Seneca’s Thyestes, could be perceived as topical in these circumstances, and Rome
itself was founded by a fratricide.”"*

A similar observation may be made on another Senecan play. Nero apparently
delighted in acting the Euripides’ version of Heracles (Suet. Nero, 21.60)." It is just
possible that Seneca’s Hercules Furens is more than a rendering of Heracles in Latin.
The play could be seen, on the indirect evidence from Suetonius, as mimicking the
emperor Nero both in his theatre performance and in his life of crime.'® Such a

possibility suggests that for Seneca’s nine tragedie