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Solomon’s Two ans ÄAccording osephus

Christopher 5egg Washington

Introduction

Kgs 1,14-2 features the actıviıities OT IW Igures, the domite and Rezon S0OT7)] OT Elıada,
DotN of whom adale called Satan- (IRDSV adversary) of Solomon. Ihe brevity OT this DasSsSage leaves
Öone ıth [NMaNYy unanswered historical questions, whıile the divergencies Detween
and IC DOSE variety OT text-critical problems'. In this TrODOSE investigate Osephus
portrayal OT the LW! "satanic" DETSONAaAgES Inntı (hereafter Ant. 8.199-204* In
cComparison ItA ItSs 1Ca| SOUTCe represented DV the following major wıitnesses: d
eX Vatiıcanus (hereafter B)“ and the LuUuclanic (hereafter ÖT Antiıochene MSS“* OT the . XX and
Targum Jonathan the rFormer rophets (hereafter I My cComparison alms tO answer IW

Overarching questions: Given the divergences between and SS (BL) Kgs 1,14-25,
IC text-Torm 0oes Osephus depend In How and whYy has osephus
hanged the ata of the SOUI’C(B6

On Kgs 1,14-25, 5c6e, In addıtion the ‚xommentarıes, e An Adversary against Solomon, the
Edomite, 7!  S (1976) 205-226; EDELMAN, 5olomon Adversaries ezon and Jeroboam Irıo OT "Bad
Guy'  - Characters Illustrating the Theology f Immediate Metribution, Ihe Pıtcher IS Broken Memorial Essays for GöstaAHLSTROM up and HANDY), Sheffield, 1995,

For the text and translation of the works OT osephus UuSse the edıtion of St. THACKERAY. ARCUS,
WIKGREN, and FELDMAN, Oosephus Cambridge, MA-London, 965 8.199-204 IS found In Vol678-681 where the translation and are DY Marcus) CD—— have liıkewise consulted the text and apparatus of 8.199-204 In

Flavıl Josephi Opera, Berlın, “1955, 219-221

‘Or Uusı BROOKE, MACLEAN, and St THACKERAY, The Old Testament In ree! 11 - and INngs,
Cambridge, 1930

For UuSt FERNÄNDEZ ARCOS and SAIZ, F exto Antioqueno de Ia Bıblıa Griega, 1- eyes
9.,3), adrıd, 1992

Or E uUuSsSe the TeXT of SPERBER The In Aramalic Leiden, 19539 and the translatıon OT HARRINGTON and
Targum Oonathan the Former Frophets Ihe Aramaiıc Bible 10) Wilmington, 1987

>With thıs question have In VIEeEW those elements shared DY the VarıoUus witnesses Tor Kgs 1,14-25 1C] osephus
adapts n SOme WaYy
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Ant. 8 199 204

Kgs 14a ppends ITS nNOTICE God arousal OT Solomon first

the conclusıon OT the divine word of condemnatıiıon uUpOoN\N the KINg reported (//
197 98) Between these IW osephus (8 nserts reference, peculıar imselT

about the impact of God ddress upon Solomon when Solomon ear thıs, he Was rieved and

soreily at the hought that almost all the good things for IC he Was envied WerlrTre

' TOr the He IIkewise Xpands (8 the Contient of 14a iıtself DV WaYy of

both transıtional A  reface and afterword”" A  r did a long tiıme elapse a  r _ the _ proph
God!® sei up TIYELPEV BL)

(1t()Ä.é}‚uov)1 E agalnst him, named Aderos (”ASepov) '“Tol  IN  n_Tfor
: (&yOpac)'*
Ihe SeCONd half of Kgs (M1) DrOVI' addıtional detail CONCETNING the fıgure of

introduced ı d, his INg from the seed OT the KINg Edom BL DV present
theır equivalent thıs ıitem (‘Trom  Ik the seed OT the Iingshıip doumala only after extended
interlude GCOMMPNMNSING Daralle!i 2 ?7?bacı the Kezon story) IC they sSiTLUaTte Dbetween

the IW halves of osephus (8 200) { this alıgns imself Ith the

P he OO TESET VING ention of Rezon tili the conclusion of the Hadad/Aderos StOTYy see
204) the Sarıe time, however, he works InTO NIS rendition of 14b MT) element

FOTr Osephus Overall treatment of Solomon, FELDMAN osephus as Apologist the TeCOo oman Or|!
Hıs Portrait of Solomon Aspects of Rellglious Propaganda Judaısm and Early Christianity (ed SCHUSSLER FIORENZA),
Notre Dame, 1976

In Kgs 11 11 God speaks directly Solomon osephus above reference the prophet nnouncemen: DiCKks
NIS z earlıer presentatio!| 1C] S50lomon addressed rather Dy sent DYy God' see 197) On Josephus

penchan! for Introducing explicıt inentTIONS of prophets and "prophecy”" where the Bible 1aC| such see FELDMAN
Prophets and rophecy osephus JIS 41 (1990) 386-422 387 3094 TIhe rabbinic tradıtion of
agrees wiıth Josephus making the speaker OT the words of Kgs 14 i (D prophet whom IT unlıke Josephus, also

Marne, <a Ahyah the Shilonite)

The above formulation JOS beyond the ıble underscoring the Dromtness MOr dıa d long iıme elapse ımmediately an
wıth 1C| God egan actıng nIS word of JjJudgment upon Solomon alı  Zze elements OT Josephus presen(tatio| lıke thıs
1C] lack a Daralle! the SOUTCe®e as such (as also 4DIıcal HC] Josephus has counterpart)

KOgs reads "the Lord”" (BL Küpu06) ÖOn osephus endency avold the Biblical USsSe of "Lord" divine e-
non-'  ree sSsee BEGG Oosephus Account of the ‚arly Diviıdead Oonarchy 21 .20) 108) Leuven

1993 218 and the Iıterature cıiıted there

This IS osephus substitution for the term 'OUN(! Kgs 11 and transliterated Osephus
UuUSses the Greek form of thıs Hebrew word whether relatıon humans Or malevolent supernatural figure, see

Die Theologie des udentums nach dem Bericht Von osephus 26), Gütersicoh 1932

This the reading of the 1C| Jese and arCcus tfollow place of the Varyıngd 'Oorms of the Marnie '’OUuUnNn|!|
in the cCodices of Compare Adep As wiırlli be notel Oosephus form of the Marme above stands closer

that of than

Wıth the above appendix Kgs 11 Oosephus spells OUuTt the logical between HIS Tfollowing aCCOUnNnT of the
earlıer treatment of people DYy Davıd and tNne fact of eINg of avı SO mentioned
TI
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"anticipated” from the end OT TE the fact OT Hadad’s eINg still chıild” at the tiıme OT

the Israelite devastation OT FEdom and NIS OW! resultant Tıght gYP described In 1 5-1 /a

Ihe historian’'s "conftlatıon OT and 1/D reads thus He Was d  C chıl (TALG, BL

NO.LÖCLPNLOV WLKPOV) of royal ineage (EK BAGLALKOV OTNEPHOTOV, BL EK TOU OTEPLOATOC TNCG Baoıleiac) “ OT

Idumean (aCe ( Tö0VLO1OC YEVOC, COMPaTE Tö0VHO.LOG, BL 1,14b) when.

TIThe background Hadad’s Tlıght (and subsequent emniıte olomon IS elated- rather CIrCum-

stantlially and repetitiousiy (e U., 0aD’'s Killıng OT all the omıtes IS mentioned twıice) In 11.45-
1615 ere well, and BL theır OW! WaYyS In a whole serles OT details'®. osephus SIM-

plıflıes: eros W as chıl en Joab "Imd&ßov) ' /, Davıd’s cCcommMmMander (OTPATIIYOD, BL 1415 TOV

AOXOVTO. TNG OTPATLAG) ubdued (KOUTOUOTPEWOLLE VOU. Idumea'® and within SIX months destroyed
(ÖLAOOPELOA.VTOG, BL s EEWAEOPEVGEV all those wn  O WerTe of 19g  Ing ayUe and able ear

arrııs19ı
Ihe SQOUTCe continues 7-1 ıth rather Circumstantial aCCOountTt OT Hadad's flight

and inıtial reception there, and | XX 11ICce agaın diverging In details*®. Josephus, here

14,  he phrase A  ofT the royal seed(s)" OCCUrS only here In Oosephus.

Pn aCCOUnNT, In turn, 00| back the narrative of Davıd’s f Edom n ?7?75am (// 1Chron 18,12-13 Ant.
cf. Ps 60,1

16  On ese differences, see BHS and the cCommMentaries.

*/ rhis IS the declined form OT the general name’s, "Joab” dS found In both and

18.  The above IS Oosephus’ generalızıng replacement tor the wording of X  3, Or when avı Was In Fdom (SO
BL Was exterminating [EvV T EEOAOOPEUIELV (L)/ EEOAEOPEBIAL and Joab the commander went (MT, wer Dury the
slaın  r osephus’ version, 1C| eaves asıde the SOUFrCe’s mention OT David's n (SO MT)/ extermmmatıon of (SO BL)
Edom, IS In aCcCcord wiıth hIs z earlıer presentation In 7.109 where avı does nOT personally conduct the campalıgn agaınst
FEdom see the pDaragraph's openIing 'ormula NOW T Was nNOT oniy when he hımselt Davıd] Tought and led the arıny that G0d
granted hım victory and SUCESS, Dut. On the er hand, n that DreVIOUS TeXT srael’'s triumph OVeT Frdom IS ascriDel MNOT

Joab, as here n 83.200 but rather hıs brother, Abıshal, thıs attrıbution corresponding 1Chron DA (compare the
paralle! text, 2?5S5am 8:.13, where ıt IS Davıd himself whı ‚uDdues om Such diıscordances between OTIe CONTEXT Of
and another dre understandable given the long period f tiıme t took osephus COMMPOSE the work (L. FELDMAN,
Oosephus' Portrait f Saul, HUCA 17 982|] 45-99, estimates that he abored ıt for ün  at eas Ozen (79/81-
93-94)") d well d the fact that he Wäas working wiıth (Bıblıcal) SOUTCeEeS 1C] ıTTferei themselves regarding the
Israelrıte campaıgn agaılnst Fdom In the tiıme f David.
Osephus formulation IIıkewilse elımiIinates the seemingly ırrelevant and Oobscure. SUOUTCGeE deta!l \OU) oab's "burying the
(whose slaın”, substituting explicit statement concerning the IMOTe ‚alıent point, Joab’s actual %,  ‚ubjugatio| OT
Fdom- ‚atter that IS left merely implıicı In Kgs 141 b-1

SI notice represents osephus' shortene:ı and adapted version of the repetitive OT 19 5b-1 "Ne (Joab) sSIieW
ale In Fdom for Joab and all srael remaıne! ere SIX months, untıl be had CuTt Off male In lıom)” In

comparıng Josephus’ rendition with that f the SOUTCE, ONe NIsS z  'eduction of the atter’'s double mention OT Joab’s
extermination of the Omıtes d single ONe, d well dSs hıs OMISSION of the f m  all srae! along Joab In
Edom, this last SErvINg, In IIne wıth hIs earlıer non-reference avı (compare 1,1683), keep attention focussed Joab
4S CONqUET OT of Edom. In addition, Josephus modifies the ;OUrCe’s reference Joab's Kıllıng all FEdomıte males,
specifying that alz only DUut ea]! oOse of age bear arınıs. his modification ıKely reflects ‚osephus’ sensitiviıty
regardıng ‚; ontemporarYy claıms \OU! Jewish xenophobia (on which 56c6, FELDMAN, Josephus Portrait f
Gideon, KEJ 152 {17 993] 5-29, — In such claıms osephus here endeavors make clear that Joab’s

dıd nOT extend the Edomite male 'ants and DOVS, but only those actually capable of offering
resistance him
On osephus’ overall, highiy ambıvalent of Joab, the (sole) CONqUeror Of EFdom In nNISsS Dresentation, FELDMAN
Osephus’ OT Joab, sStUdIOS ıDlICcOos (1993) 323-351

ee BHS and the cCommMmMentarıes for ese
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tOO OTINDTESSE: Darticularlıy tor what the flıght ıtselT and he Hadad) fled QUYOV, BL

d ANEÖPO) Fharao KINg of gYP wh  IV  In (MLAOOMPOVOG) and JaVeE OÖLÖOOL
BL 8b6ß KS@KeEv)“ hım wellıng (OLKOV BL 18) and land X@OPOLV L yAv)““
|  INn (E1LC SLotpopNV)  Zdm
Pharoah benetfactions still urther according IC relates the latter

INTO the gyptlıan royal Tamıly Osephus Version appears CcConiuse the identties oT the

IW mentloned A r 26 Pharao loved NyYATO) ım much“/ that he

JaVeE hım | (  S ÖO VVOAL NDOC YOHOV BL FEOOOKEV ‚UTQ YOVALKOL) NIS O W! SISTeETr ıTe (TtNC
Y LVOLKOC TINV KÖEAQTV BL ı1 vV] AOTV y DVOLKOC XDTOUV) named aphıne

29(90QU
royal eventTuates a 20) | the Irn of NIS sorn "Genubath” (SO BL

wn takes NIS Dlace | haroan osephus, N1Ce 1 shortens and DY her he had

21.  The above phrase represents osephus hıghiy compressed VersioT) OT D 171 8a W fled gYypt,
wiıth  An  Jı  Hılı recall that Josephus has "anticipated" the
reference adad' aye earlıer DOoIN! his z presentation. Ihev _ set out from the CIty of)

A11C JUR z  AN > Pha and der entered Fharoah, BL)
0Se|  us, it will be observed, elıminates all SQUTCGCeE materıa| standiıng between the double mention Of Fdomıte  ; MOVI  f
.gYyPpt, 1 7aßb- 18Da In 01Ng, he Dasses OVeET the SOUFrCe (extraneOUuUs) referenc:| the TWstations Miıdıan
maran) ONM WaYy gYDp! He Iıkewise eeps attention focussed himself DYy leavıng asıde the
allusıons NIS entourage ereby he Dlays down the discrepancYy Detween wnNnere all male Fdomites are
saıd have Deen kılled and 1 1C| represents eINg accompanıed OgYDP! DYy orce f Sormne SIZe|
Lompare NIS J0a centered” retelling of 11 from 1C] he EXCIS@S mentIOn of both avı and all srae!

Ihıs indıcation has Counterpart the SQOUTCeE as such osephus MIg! however have readıly inTerrei ITS Contifent from
the Bıblical nOTICE (1 CONCETNING the Dbenefactions Pharoah aCccorde!ı above

Note osephus U1STOrIC presenT, form en introduced DY him where NIS Biıblical SQOUTCe uUuUSes past Tform, SGe BEGG
osephus Account, 11

In MenTtTIONING the 7i  a“ DYy Pharoah osephus qg0oes together with and agaınst 11 18b6ß 1C] 1aC|
that indıcation

This indıcation CONGCGETNING the DUrpoOSe f the land es the Dlace of addıtional tem the 1DIIcal catalogue
of Pharoah benefactions 11 18b6 "he assigned him allowance Of 00 At the Sarrie iime One MI! VIEW the
substitution 15 Kınd f adaptation/conflatiıon of the SOUTCGCE (MT mentIOnNn of TW royal gl (a supply OT

food and) the land Was ntende Droviıdel him wıth the requısıte fO00d

Thıs OpEeEMINGg indiıcation has equivalent T does, however, DICK the earlıer statement f 11 (// 200)
18101 eIng Dut child at the iiıme of NIsS flıght gYD! In VIEW f this statement osephus wishes make clear
here that Fharoan dıa NOT UIVeE HIS SISTET law (D I1T1676 Dut walted until Aderos had COrTIEe of age

Compare 19a D  and 'oUunN!| 'avor (BL XOpLıV) the SIg of Pharoah” On Oosephus VarlQus words for ve
see SCHLATIER Theologıie, 154

Like Osephus has equivalent the specification that wiıfe Wäas "the Oölder (tNG B]/ TV [L] HEWLO) SISTETr
of FPharoah consort Conversely, COMmMOonNn wıth he acC| paralle! the ıtle the atter —
xa  Ö RSV the GCOMMDaTE NT >0) On the dıfferences between and | XX here see the mentarıes

As ARCUS osephus, 679 DOINTS OUT 1Kgs 11 the proper Marne (MT 0’3 IcT e).2) 11 20],
ÜEXELELVOG) IS that Of Fharoah z wife, NOT the ONe he Hadad osephus mMmisconstrual f the atter I5

understandable the fact that the SOUTCe®e the Marnie appears immediately 'er the second OCCUurrence of the) term
SISTET referring the wife Hadad DYy Fharoah such that ONe might SuUuppOSe that the Marne be fact that of thıs

siıster rather than of the herself In anYy ventTt, Oosephus form Of the Marne (9opiun) stands closer the
f than the “"KXEHELVOG of
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1018 who Was rought UD together Itn (OvvaveErpÄON) the ren OT the KINg (TOV BAÜGLÄEOC
NOALOTL, BL VDLOV D ÖJ)32'
Ihe 1Ca| takes 116 turn In 127 wıth nhearıng ” OT the deaths OT avı and
Joab and askıng aroah's leave reiurn hıs OW'! COUNTFIY osephus rendition 83.202a)
transposes Hadad’s word into Indiırect address®®. "NOW when Aderos ear! In gYP OT the ea
of both VI and Joab“* he went to Pharao and as allar DermMISSION tO 9! HIS natıve COUNTTYV
BaÖllEeıv E1C TV KOTPLÖC.) SE aroah's IEDONSE related In a Involves question about
hat nas acked ıth hım that he Should 110 WAant leave. aın switching indirect

discourse, osephus 8.202b) Tor once-amplifies: "But the KINg inquire: A 228 x  and Pharoah
sSald hım IBL er what he acked (TLVOC EVÖENG, a e  what ave yOU acked (BL
TLVL...EAOTTOV] or what had befallen_him (Tı naOhv)S that he Was NO anxIlous (EOTOVÖCKE' leave

A ](KOATOAÄLTNETV) hım

1Kgs mentlions Hadad's pDersistence In the face OT aroah reTusal, though nOT, however,
the atter's reaction these continued importunlities., Osephus both amplıfles the appeal and

supplies notice the Egyptian (Inıtlal) e  and, a  OUg Aderos nt!
ressed EVOYAGV) and leaded NOPOK!  V) Ith him  38SIın

30Josephus‘ OmıIission f the chıild’'s DFrODET Mame perhaps reflects the tfact that he willl have significance for the

miınor 1Ca! characters.
continuation of the Eisewhere LO0O, osephus tfrequently Spares NIS Gentile 'eaders the strange-sounding f

*LNIESE reads TUVETPÄKON wıth the COdiIces here. Josephus USse of this verb 'eflect the eading OT 1,20ba
1C| STates that ” Thekemeina brought hım (Ganebath) WEV) In the aal f the 501715 of Pharoah”" as Opposedwhere she rather weans  n (FTA} hım

32Compare the repetitive OT ” Tahpenes weaned (SO 'aised) hım In Pharoah's iO0Uuse (SO In
the anlf of the 50715 of Pharoah) and Genubath Was In the nNouse OT Pharoah ISO BL) In the MI of the S0715 of
Fharoah'

33  On Josephus' VErY frequent replacement of Bıblıcal direct with indırec] address, SCa BEGG Josephus Account, UDE  N

STB formulation conflates the ‚;OUrCe’s mentions of the demise of David (”he siep! wiıth IS fathers") and Joab
(”he Wäas dead") Josephus Iıkewilse eaves asıde ıts enewed see FTA designation OT Joab d5S a  ‚sommander Of the arm'  E,
deaths
In FA Various explanations are CiIte!l dS whYy the Rible uSsSes different eXpressions In reference the TW

35Comr.\are Hadad's word Cite: In 2 Ine epa! that Kra IMaYy z COUNTIrFYy (BL Kl AVOATTPEWO E1 TTV
YYV LWOV)

Orn added question 1C] Josephus attrıbutes Pharoah Serves reinforce the historian's earlıer emphasıs see
the Ing’'s "kındly reception”" f the eTugee.

37Compare that YOU are 110 seeking yoUur z country'  AA Osephus’ formulation underscores the
aggreived eelings f Fharoahn WhNnO, er hiIs OWI! good treatment Of [10' finds the latter eager eave

"Josephus' formulation UundersCcores the pDersistency f Hadad's appeal In "And he saıd hım, ‚Only let
gO ' ") which refer One-time intiatıve his Dart.



thıIs | the fow of the nmarratıve the extual wIitinesses diverge harpiy abruptiy breaks

Off ITS AaCCOUnNT of ıth ention of NIsS enewed Importunıngs (11 22D) ı order ITS

presentalı of me figure, ezon E1a 23) BL the contrary, round OTT the report OT the

haroan exchange Itn MOTICE ITS eventual OUutifcOoMe sSee theır DIus at the end OT

D and Ader returned NIS d” ose VersioTn Jearly alıgns ıtselft ıtn the BL TEeXT |

thıs At the Salrıle iıime nowever, the hıstorian prefaces (8 203) NIS Daralle the

jJustcited BL DIUS ıth EXPaNSIVE transitional Dhrase of his OW EeEVISIN! Ime _W
things_were _ already _ beginning to _ go ıll (T NPOYHATO. KOKOC äxew)“
unlawfTful_ acts (norpavopi.ag)“ we _ have mentioned and God s ange (S1c.TV OpYTIV. TOU 0800

and Aderos arıle |KEV, BL Dtheir_account““ Pharao _gave hıs consent (ouyyXOpNcOvIOG) ””
45 mnOVEOTPEWEV| dumea (BL TV YNıV 04027010}

osephus ollows NIS expande: Versiorn OT the RL DIUS from the end of 22 ıth qualiy

lengthy MOTICE that sSsuch : ıthout paralle!i | eıther OT BL Ihe notfice does Nowever

S667[1]1 have ı 16 W the (and ] eading 1IC| NO stands at the end f ITS 255

A  and he Hadad) eigned VerT yrıa (078)  46 This indication } OT COUTSGC, rather SUTrDNMNSING,

T hıs phrase aC| cCounterpart the SOUTrCe whNhose acuna CONCETNING the (non-)affect Of Hadad UrgIngs uDpOrTN Pharoah IT

fılls ItSs specification el  at that tim!  B nas VIEW the continuatıon f Josephus aCCOounT where Pharoah does subsequentl!y
DETITHISSIOTN 566e above

ote the echo here OT 1993a wnere Solomon sald e grieved that almost all the good thıngs for 1C}] he Was

envied WelTe changıng for the TOLVTOV E1 LETOBOATIV EPXOLLE WODV KOVNPAV) ” Wıth the above indiıcation osephus
intımates d well d "polıtical” moTtivatıon Tor Pharoah eventually reienting and allowıng Aderos reiurn NIS omelanı

the weakening f Solomon which WOU| allow Pharoan unleash a potential rebel agaınst hım IMn thıs
WaYy wıthI

Thıs term echoes the prophetic word S5Solomon ASs cited 197 IS Solomon S} unlawTul aCTis (TOPOLVOLLTILAOT) had NnOT

escaped Hım

{ hıs phrase mMIg| De S6711 as osephus "delayed” utiılızatıon of the wordiıng of Kgs 1 and the Lord Was (BL
OpyLOON) wıth Solomon:'  e 1C] he Was equivalent NIS rendering of 13 190 198 Such OÖn Ant 190-
198(199a), SC BEGG olomon’s ‚pOStasy gS 11 13) According osephus (TO!  COMING JS J) Ön
Oosephus terminology for divine wrath” SE SCHLATIER Theologıe,

The above phrase SCr V6S underscore the connectıon between osephus 199b-204) and NIS

aCCOUNT f Solomon and God this 190Ö- such that adad'’ eventual (being allowed to)
reiurn EFdom appears have ıts ultımate the d  ne  Z -  anger at Solomon. In thıs connection, note the termıinolo-
gıcal Ial Detween the z narratives cıted ıin 40Ö-41

Wıth thıs Dhrase Oosephus ılls the nmarratıve gap Dbetween the TW jJuxtaposed NOTICES wıth 1C] f3 conclude
®  and der saıd to hım (Pharoah) let and der returne:| HIS land” Ihe historian spells ıT Out that

appeals dıd eventually have theır desired effect and that IT Was wıth Pharoah DETMISSION that he left Egypt As
such the ıitem reflects COoncern wıth upholding royal prerogatives/inıtlatives 1C] surfaces frequently Oosephus
retelling of the Bible (compare 379 wiıth ITtS SQOUTCGE tEeXT, 1Kgs 23)

Osephus specification CONCETMNG "destination  n nere SErves remind eaders of the atter's ıomelanı see
200) On Josephus (standarized) uUuse f Iıdum(a)ea  ia designate the COUNITYV called "Edom  x and alternatıvely

"Edom”“ and "Idumea" C (see, gns 11 15), see MIS statement Sau Was nıckname: dom IEdom|]
and that Was what he called the cCoun‘ the ImMOTe dignified mame of dumaea IT OWEes the Greeks Cf. C. H. F. DE

EUS Idumaea JEOL eCS\p

read rather "Edom C] reading IS adopted DY RHS and arıy COomMMmMentatOors



that OTI1e wWould eXpeCT rather mention f Hadad’s Ingshiıp Ver ELdom, NIS Omelan: aCccording
1495:; and the Dlace IC a In fact, eiurns from gYP In osephus OW!

presentation, SE above. The historian apparently did KNOW the problematiıc eading of 11,25
At the Saiıle time, however, he takes Care DTrEDAaTE hıs rendlition OT that ıtem Itn the Tollowing
interjected STatementT explalnıng NOW It W as that Aderos en UD In yrıa -  ‘And NOT DEINg

T revolt TIrom ANOGTNOAL TOV DoÄopt?)vog)“
garrısonS_(KATELYETO...QPOVPALC 1w)»)„ocig)‘“3 ause of them  revol ( VE@WTEPLOLLOG) ”” wWwas not a

matter_of free_choice (EA£VD0EPOC) NOr 1thout Der! &QöeLOg),-he _ removed from there (1 dumea|
/  IX 50u'

Following the above insertion osephus 8.2043) DICKS the thread OT the (MT1) narratıve Irom

1,23 .which speaks OT Solomon’s other "satan”, Rezon®'. hereas, however, 1123 Degins,
rather abruptly, also raised adversary hım, Rezon”, osephus replaces thıs e0ol0g|-
cal indication ıth OTIle that smoothly dovetaıls Ith HIS immediately Dpreceding reference
Aderos COomiIing yria lın  WI Certarin DEerson named Razos ”aa PACaw) , WhoO had

[UT) aWaVYV (droSeSpaKoTL) * from hIs astier (SEONOTNV, BL KÜpLOV) Adraazaros a ASpadLopov) , the KINg
59OT Sophene Ihe presentation OT Kezon’'s activities proceeds In 124 where reads

and he ere (BL has the plural, there gathered) [Nel about hım and he Hecame leader OT

mauradıng Dand atfter the slaughter DY aVı ( BUE and they went tO (BL he catured) Damascus

S p ern Dhrase will De echoed In 8209 (cft 1Kgs 11,206-27/) where osephus speaks of eroboam ttempting
persuade the Deople Tfurn d VWaYy from Solomon (ÜLETAOBOL ZohAopövoc)

O THie explanation of Aderos inability foment rebellion against Solomon even In nIs OW! COUNTITFY ar back Josephus'
notice Davıd’'s subjugation OT Fdom In 8.109 (// 2Sam 83,14) "the King then OCCUPDIE!| the whole of dumaea wiıth
garrısons (MPOUTPALLG)  o

® 9Josephus USeSs this term, dSs he does er words f the XXX-Stem, wıth clearly negatıve connotations of the activity of the
Jewiıish rebels In, 2.259; 6.343 Ant. 01 1 See further

50A::cording ARCUS, Josephus, 680 the above has equivalent In COdexXx Alexandrinus (A) of the
L  > Thıs indication IS Incorrect, howevVver. In fact, er the DIUuSs about Hadad’s retfurn nNIsS OWI COUNITY at the end Of
E 1C] it shares wiıth BL, proceeds immediately 'eC0OUunNT the Rezon Of U  .a (whiıch T, n
BL, sıtuates In 185 position).

Sal that In he "Rezon sectio!  ‚ cCorresponding 1,23-2bau, stands er ‚14a

52Cor*npare EOpü EOPOV. On the origın OT Osephus’ form Of the Marne, CoMmpare SCHLATTER, DIe hnebräischen
amen DE Oosephus 1.0;3)}- Gütersloh, 194:3; 102 and SCHALIT; amenwörterbuc! Flavıus Josephus, Leiden,
1968, 10  O© Osephus OItSs the Marne of Rezon father, Eelıada (MT), B), FAL&0ödO (L)

53Jcsephus‘ of this verb corresponds the eadıng {(Rezon) fled (T) from of S6CE711 take the
Dhrase d$S designation OT Rezon homeland: TOV EV POeuLOEp B)/ TOV EK PaeL &O (L)

54Josaphus' form of the MartTie IS the ecIne!l version of the Aöpa0Llop of Compare "Hadedezer”", Aöpalop.

55Cumpalfe "Zobah", Josephus mentioned "Adrazaros KINg of Sophene  ‚ already In 7.9! //25am 8,3), cT. 105
//25am 83,8) The place [allie dSophen!  e figures also In 8.259 (// the plus In 1Kgos On the form of the MName, see
SCHLATTER, amen, WNI qualifies it d ach hellenistischem Vorganı  I and SCHALIT, amenwöOrterbuch, 147 who
olds that the form represents cribal substitution ftor osephus'’ “3 Or



and they dwelt ( D, he dweilt) n it, and they made hım KINg ( he Was ing In

Damascus’. osephus rendition 8.204D) continues HIS earlıer inkage of Solomon’s IW

opponents, while Iıkewilse focCUusSsSINg attention Aderos opposed ezon er  M Rezon) Was

IN (Anortebovetı) Z he (1.e Aderos) jogined forces wıth (E1C (PLÄLOLV...TVVÄNOG) © thıs

[Nall and ItN band OT obbers ‚OTLOOC AN@TPLKOV) Z under hım (1 Aderos)“”” went COUNTTY

(dvaßaiveı)® *, and takıng pOssession (Kozm.oxd)v)ez of that Dart of Syria“, Was proclaimed
ANOÖELKVUTAL KINO hereofS41 v
1Kgs 132265 (MT) rounds OTTf the segment concernIing Solomon’s IW!  S OppOnents DV fırst statıng
"he Rezon) W as adversary of Israel all the days of Solomon”. It then continues ıth the SYI1-

tacticaliy problematic Dphrase W:  and the evil 1C| adad” BE: for theır Dart, read the fırst element

OT the above Dart of theır Rezon nterlude” In between the LW nhalves OT 11,14

eır equivalent the second ıtem ollows ırectiy atter the Dlus IC they attacn the end

f 1122 z Ader returned NIS CI SS above); they render this mMmoOorTe ntelligibly and

thıs _ was the Vl IC| Ader did Both witnesses thereafter ONlle together n speakın of Hadad’s

- wl (MT P RSV "he abhorred”"], EBOpvOLLNOEV, EBonüuvOn) owards Israel and of hIs AA  reigniıng
ver  Ln (SO (BL) osephus 8.204c), In Iine ıth this Drevious presentation, eliminates all

mention f Rezon (iCompare 1,25a0, M1} In order OCUS attention Aderos In ıtıon, he

DroVvi [110Te specific Content the SOUrCcCe’'s allusions the "evıl one  n (SO BL) DV and

D verb and eVEOTI mMmOorTe tSs Varlıous nominal and verbal cognates) frequently used DY Oosephus In referenc! the

activities f the Jewiıish rebels of HIS day, 56ee RENGSTORF. omplete Concordance Flavıus Oosephus Leiden,
1979,

57  The above Dhrase has equivalent In 11,24 such It MIg however, De S6611 4S anticipation of/inference from the

reference RKezon being head f i  mauradıng band” In that

OT 8 . 204.
S His phrase OCCUrsSs only here In Osephus; it DICKS the reference Aderos "fallınqa In witt! ezon at the beginning

27 öohrase IS used WwWICEe eisewere DV Osephus (BJ 3,450; 21), both Imes In reference the Jewish rebels. Note

the wordplay wiıth the verb AÄNGTEDOVTL employed earlıer In 8.204.

6°Compare 1 124 whnere T ezon hıimselt whı IS called the leader of mauradıng band” (BL ÖX.COV CUOTPELLLOTOG B|]/

GSUSTPEULLATOV IL]

Sı  Note the ıstoriıc presen(t, see Ihe ‚ubject continues hbe Aderos; Compare 11,24 where it IS ey  KEn
ezon and NIS and) who 7  go  e amasCUus.

San verb echo the NDOKATEAGBETO f BL'S version OT 11,24. ere, NoweVver, the O16 whı P  takes amascCus

IS Rezon, nOTt Aderos.

A IS Josephus' generalizatiıon for the "Damascus”" of 11,24 The wording IS seemingiy inspired DYy that OT A225
1Tıne) "Hadaı 'eigned OVer ram  Ar yrıa In Greek). See NexXTt note.

64,  With thıs phrase Josephus finally 'eaches the ıtem, Hadad’s becoming KINg OT Syria (SO 1,25Dß) 1C| has

inspire| his whole preceding development/modification of the SOUTCE TeXT n As result of that reworking the
‚ontradıction  C between 1,24b and 25b6 where {WO dıfferent individuals (Rezon and Hadad) are designated da (lal
of what MIg De en the Sarııe areca, Damascus/Syrıa IS eliminated. Compare 1,24Dbß where it IS S whome

_ hıis robber anı ake KINg In ‚ amascCu: (SO reads he Rezon|] rule! In Damascus; aC| equivalent the

phrase) See DrevVIOUS nmote.
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HIS "abhorrence” f Israel. He 0eSs DV OT the TollowiIng notice: o  and he eros OVeTlTTäal)l

(KATOATPEXOV) the COUNTTFYV OT the Israelites, amagıng (ENOLEL 1<0.1<(7)g)65 IT and plundering IT whıle

Solomon W as Sall alive  S6n Havıng Just Dreviousiy ‚ antıcıpated" the notice OT 1,25bß about
Hadad’s ingshıp Ver ‘Aram  Z  % sephus 0es NOT reproduce that notice at this Juncture. In ıts

Diace he introduces generaliziıng Closing ormula for the AaCCOUnNT f wWwhıch, has

consistently hıghlighted the role f Aderos VI.  -VIS that OT Rezon: "Such, then, Were the injJuries
the Hebrews®’ WeTE ate: suTtfier LVE KÄCYEL) n at the anı OT Aderos  69u_

Conclusions

Maving 110 completed ITIVYV etaılle! eading f Ant 8.199-204 In relatıon Kgs 1,14-25, ısh

here tO Driefiy SsUumMAarTIZE itsS results Ith regard the questions ıth IC thıs egan ÖOn

the extual question, have note: DOoINtTS of COnTtacCcTt between osephus version and both

and BL IC Oomnted OUT, Iverge rather markedly n this aS5S5Sage In COTMNMMOTNMN ıth see
11,23-2bac0) osephus, U, DOsitioNs his reference "Rezon at the end of the

segment, rather than (SO BL) Ilready at tS pening Also In agreement ItN 1,25bß he

(8,204D) represents Aderos/Hada eCOoMINGg KINGg OT Syria/Aram (compare BL om Oosephus
Iıkewise alıgns imselfT Ith 1423 Z BL n mentioning Razos/Rezon's ‚runnIıng away”
Irom NIS master, S6e In addıtion, his Tforms of the OT Adero’'s gyptian ıfe

(  phine”, and of NIs fellow against Solomon (“Ri  A aPpPPCAaT closer those

of than the cıted In BL On the other hand, Osephus Marne for the segment's
protagonist, A IS [1I1I0OTE remINIScent Of BL’'s "Hader”" than T IS OT MT's "Hadad”

Moreover, osephus explicit ention that Aderos did, In Tact, reiurn HIS omelan echoes the
BL pDlus at the end OT 1 Z Just HIS reference (8.201) tO the ‚ bringing up  x rather than the

_ weanıng” (SOo MT) of Aderos’ 50rn In the gyptian COUrT cCorresponds the BL eading n 1120
IThus, ıT would aDDeaTr that osephus had avallable comparable those of both and BL

Kgs 1,14-25 In COMpoOosIing his version.

My second openIing question CONcerned the "rewriting techniques”" employe: DV Osephus In

199-204 Of these, IS especlally In evidence In HIS andling OT the materıa| of

55Compare T1Z9 KOKLO 1V ETNOLNGEV. ote 100 the echo of Josephus’ OWI 8.203 wnere he refers thıngs beginning
(KAKÜOSC) Tor 5S5olomon

65Ccrmpare 11,2bac M1) W  all the days of Solomon" where, however, the Dhrase IS used In reference, NnOT Dut
ezon, see above.,

57Cumpare "the Israelite:  i earlıer In 8,204. On Josephus (oscillatıng) designations for the chosen people at Varıous Deriods
of eır history, 5ee Ihe Appelations OT the Jews udal0s, ebralos, Israel) In the | ıterature from Alexander
Justinian, 1SS. New ork University, 1973, 170-1 31

6laJosephus uses this collocatıon also n BT /: 3.409;

ET closing formulas are typıcal 'eature of Josephus' retelling Of the Jble wiıth 16 often abrupt transıtion from one

topic the NeXT: they clearly rOoUunN! off ONne narratiıve before the Tollowing ONne (in_casu the aCCOountTt of Jeroboam's
revolt, 83.205-210//1 Kgs 11,26-40) begins. See BEGG, Josephus' Account, 280-281, and 1831
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1,15-20 In Here, osephus nNave deliberately SsSeli about elımınatıng/
educıIng the SOUFrCe'Ss repetitions and eXCessive detalıl given the ultimately mınor significance OT the

happenIngs In question. Thus, . he confines ImselT a  C single mention OT 0aD’'s OT

the domıite males COMPare 1,15-16), DasSsSecS VeT the notice the general’'s UrPpOSE OT

D  INg the slalın” (1 za 9} and leaves asıde the "stations” of Aderos'’ flight recorded n 48

Similariy, he the MartTie Of Aderos gyptlian S5011 (1 "Genubath”, 1,20a), and CUTSs OUut the

repetition n 13.20DB5 notice IS In the gyptian In the Salıle Iıne, the roles

attrıbuted such minor cCharacters aVı see 1,1D5a) and Hadad’s entourage (11,17/7a) dre

excised highlight those of ([NNOTE significant Tıgures, Joab and imseilfT,

respectively7o.
osephus version of Kgs 1,14-25 also features ofıtıSOUTrCe

data, nNowever. In tact, VeT the whole COUTrSe of his rendition. Ihey egin ıth

osephan prefatory remark 8.199D) IC makes the transıtion from the of Solomon’s

(8.190-199a) the Tfollowing ada:  ezon narrative, and make fiınal apPE6aTalıce ITn

the hiıstorlan s characteristic closing ormula at the end OT 8.204 In Detween the segment's
openIng and close, osephus urther interjects concernIng aroah inıtlal reDuftt OT

Aderos Dlea and the Circumstances f NIS eventual assent this 8.2033a) IThereatter, In

and the fırst words OT 8.204, he inserts still longer plece of relatıng NoOow Aderos Calne

leave Idumea for yria and HIS meeting Up ItNn Razos there On considerably smaller scale,
the specification introduced DV osephus In 8.201 that ıt W as only when Aderos ‚ grew up that

harocan QaVe hım royal marriage Dartner (SO resolves the difficulty that in (//
the adad/Aderos IS spoken of d ([1TI1676 "child”" at the time of NIS departure for

inally, several other miınor expansions insiıst the good ireatment accorded Aderos In

gYP' Pharoah ecelves hım Kin! COMPpPare and expatiates HIS reproachtul
question what Aderos hnas acked In gYP that he NO leave see 8:202: COTMNDaTE

osephus also SQOUTCE ata In variety OT respects. Terminologicalliy, he replaces 8.199b)
the mentlons of "the - and "6atan: (transliliterated DY BL) In 1LEG Ith alternatıve designa-
tions, "God" and "enemy", respectively. On the stylistic level, he thrice substitutes indirect for

ICa direct dISCOUrSe see a, COTTIDaTE ZTD: COMpare 2 [biıs]) jJust he

twıce employs the Nıstorıic present form avored DV him see 8207 OÜVOßaLVEL, 8.204
4 others OT osephus modifications have earıng the Story’s  A content, these eIng inspire:
DV variıety f cConsiderations. Thus, oab's indiscriminate OT all domite males IS made

appear milıtarıily Justified matter COTMNDAaTE 11,15-16) ven [11076 noteworthy IS

osephus recasting 8.204) OT the notices cConcerning Rezon In 1128 Thereby, the leader of the

7°Josaphus‘ elımınNatıon see OT the SOUrCe reference David’s during the Edomite campalgn (SO
1,158a) actual extermination of the omıtes (SO BL) SErves er weill: harmonization wiıth the earlıer
aCCOUNT n 837 //2S5am 3,13) and disassoclation of avı from all Involvement In the EFdomite
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"roDDer Dand” who OCCUpIes Dart OT yria and IS acclaımed Its KINg IS re-)identified Aderos

As noted above, the 16a4S0OT] Tor thıs modification IS esolve the conftlict between

Rezon Decomes King In Damascus) and 1,25bß Hadad reigns VeTrT Aram/3yria)“. ASs

Dart OT thıs 5alııl6 nıghlighting OT the figure OT Aderos, osephus Iıkewise 8.204Db) spells OUT the

COntent OT that “evIil“ done DV hım according tO 1,2baß In OT his _ damagıng  — the territory
OT srael and derı  mv |

Ihe ToregoIng rTeVIEW OT osephus OMISSIONS, addıtions and modiftfications In 8.199-204 uggest
urther question: How [01:55 NIS version OT the of Solomon’'s LIW! "satans dıffer from the

1ICa| OTI1e result OT NIS application f these rewriting techniıques? Overall, IT mMIg be salıd
that the historian's Varlous OT changes € that IS steamlıned, SITNOO-

ther-reading, well [NOTEe internally self-consistent (there IS Hut OTIle king OT ‚ Ddyria  . Aderos)
and Dlausible the child” Aderos IS given marriage partner only when alz has "grown Up“) In

comparıson ıth 16S Vorlage Questions letft unresolved DV the SUOUTCEe presentation are resolved:
did and under what Circumstances dıd galn aroah’'s assent NIS return? How did the

domite end King In yrıa (ET. 11,25bß) In the osephan version LOO Rezon IS made

emphatically subordinate Aderos, eINg educed 111676 confederate In the atter’'s asCent

ingshıp, rather KING In his OW ig HES TIhe senstIbilities of Gentile eaders cConcernIing 0o0ab’'s
even of the domite male ren (SO 11,15-16) are taken into aCcCCOount n

Oosephus reformulation OT the ıtem see Contrary NIS _ detheologizi  w tendencyY
eisewhere In NIS retelling of ıcal history"‚ osephus 0oes not decrease, Dut actually somewhnat
aCı  es the divine role In the IMETGENCE OT S5olomon’s {[WO enemles. God aCTis mmediately  e

al QUSe Aderos against hım 8.199b, COMMpare ;14)}, whıile aroan s eventual cConsent

Aderos reiurn has ıts ultımate ground In . anger” agalnst the KING 8.203a, 1Ca!

naralle! such, 0Ug cf 1Kgs 12497 Lastliy, osephus application tO Aderos and Razos of

terminology he elisewhere mMploys OT the Jewish rebels of NIS tiıme see 49,56,59)
that he VIeWSs these Tıgures DrOTOLTYDeEeS OT the Tormer In theır rebellion agalnst establiıshed

authority. Thereby, osephus Contrives give contemporary astlt the old SOUTCe story".

It IS wıth thıs Sarne end In VIEW that Osephus IIıkewise replaces the double mentiıon of Damascus" In 11,24 (MT and
wiıth the phrase "(taking DOSsSeEssION of) that Dart of yrıa  k

72Alr<-)af.|y In the ıble (both and BL) itself, OT COUTSe, ezon appears d parenthetical interlude wiıthin the depiction of
Osephus Carrıes the DrOCEeESS of downplaying Rezon's role much further, hnowever, doing see above) wiıth VIEW

elımInNatıng the oroblem OT MT) 11,24-25 C] ake both figures "kıngs of the Sartrie place,
Damascus/Syria.

73  On this 'eature, see FELDMAN, Use, Authority, and Exegesis OT Ta In the Writings of Flavıus Osephus, ra
(CRINT DE ed. MULDER-H ssen, 1988,e 503-507.

“Josephus introduces simılar terminological links between the Jewish rebels and the third of Solomon’'s opponents,
eroboam In NIS presentation OT that figure C] extends Over 8.205-286 mM Kgs - See FELDMAN,
Osephus’ Portrait of eeroboam, USS$S 31 (1993) 29-51, 43-46 By WaYy of such paralleling of earlier and contemporary
rebels, Josephus qgives expression NIS ntense disapproval of the efusal submit established political and religious)
authority- wnenever thıs happens and whoever MaYy be involved. As FELDMAN further \OTES, such stance would surely
have MMeTl wiıth the approbatıon of Osephus’ oman Datrons, the Current world-rulers.
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n HotnN the ıDie ıtself and n e|  us the actiıvities OT and Rezon dre, ultımately, of VETV
imıted sıgnıficance. Our Comparison of the [WO 4 nevertheless, that osephus
did read the ıDlıcal ConcernIng them attentively and deliberately Sei OUTtT Improve” UDOT) IT
In the Varlous WaYyY>S have iıdentified above. Ihe S5Sarııe cOould be sald OT hIs entire retelling OT

Scripture s Istory throughout Ant 1- 175

75  On the Care and purposefulness wiıth C] Josephus, the claims f SOrmme authors, wentTt \OU HIS task of
retelling the Bible's history for I6 time and audience, see the apropos 'emarks of FELDMAN, Saul, 9/-98
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