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Abstract

The letters between Sparta and Judaea preserved in 1 Maccabees and Josephus’ Antiquities have
generated considerable scholarly discussion. Only Josephus’ version of Areus’ letter to Onias includes
information about its courier Demoteles, its ‘square’ script and the image on its seal. Comparison with
contemporary Hellenistic epigraphical evidence suggests that these elements are archival metadata
rather than parts of the original letter or Josephan inventions. Similar clauses attested in documents
inscribed in several Hellenistic cities are remnants of archival processes, and the presence of such
details in Josephus’ version of Areus’ letter suggests that it derives from an independent source and
never underwent the translation process so evident in the Maccabean versions. This strengthens the
case for authenticity.
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I. Introduction

A well-known and much-discussed diplomatic exchange between Sparta and Judaea is found
in 1 Maccabees; it consists of three quoted letters: in the first, the high priest Jonathan
(12:6-19) writes to the Spartans reporting the discovery of an earlier letter, which is appended,;
in that letter (12:20-23), the Spartan king Areus wrote to the high priest Onias claiming to
have discovered a document showing that Jews and Spartans shared a bond of kinship; in the
third (14.20b-23), the Spartans write to Jonathan’s successor, Simon, acknowledging the visit
of Jonathan’s envoys and affirming friendly relations between the two peoples. These
documents, and the versions of two of them that appear in Josephus’ Antiquities (13.166-70,
12.226-27), have been subjected to extensive discussion for centuries, and a full bibliography
on the question would involve well over a hundred titles: a volume that shows no sign of
abating.! T will add to the flood by focusing on the version of Areus’ letter that appears in
Josephus’ Antiquities and the light that some epigraphical comparanda shed on it. I will argue
that the Josephan version is independent of, and superior to, the one found in 1 Maccabees,
and that the case for its authenticity is stronger than has been thought.

It has long been recognized that Josephus’ Antiquities follows 1 Maccabees very closely
for the periods where they overlap.” Their precise relationship, however, is entangled with
two complicated questions. The first of these involves the compositional history of 1
Maccabees, which was originally written in Hebrew but now survives only in a Greek

! From this extensive bibliography, especially worth reading are Orrieux (1987); Gruen (1996); Jones (1999)
66-80; VanderKam (2004) 124-37; Amitay (2013); Berthelot (2024).

2 The parallel presentation of Sievers (2001b) is highly instructive; see also the recent careful analysis of Nodet
(2015).
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2 Claude Eilers

translation.® The second question is whether Josephus’ text of 1 Maccabees looked like
ours, which we shall return to below. For now, it should be noted that these questions are
connected to three ways in which Josephus’ presentation and arrangement of the letters
differs from 1 Maccabees.

First, although the Antiquities presents versions of Jonathan’s letter to Sparta and Areus’
letter to Onias, the third document, the Spartan response to Simon, is not included. This is
probably related to a change of source on Josephus’ part. His narrative follows 1 Maccabees
down to the final liberation of Judaea under Simon (1 Macc. 13.41-42; AJ 13.213-14), and
the Spartan letter to Simon (1 Macc. 14.20b-23) appears after that, which explains its
absence from Josephus.

A second difference is that Josephus’ version of Areus’ letter appears earlier in his
narrative. In 1 Maccabees, it is found at 12.20-23, appended to Jonathan’s letter (12.6-18),
which describes it as ‘added below’ (td davtiypagov vmékertan, 12.7). Although the
Josephan Jonathan also describes Areus’ letter as ‘appended below’ (fig Umotéraxtat o
avtiypagov, 13.167), it is not, in fact, included there; rather, it appears at the point of the
Antiquities where Onias IIT accedes to the high priesthood (12.277). Josephus had evidently
assumed that Onias III was the addressee of Areus’ letter and therefore inserted it at what
he considered its correct chronological place, thereby separating it from its documentary
context and obscuring its provenance. In doing this, however, Josephus misidentified the
recipient. As many have noted, the letter’s author must be Areus I, who reigned 309-265
BCE, and its recipient must therefore be either Onias I (late fourth or early third century
BCE) or Onias II, whose first years as high priest probably overlapped with the end of
Areus’ reign.* None of this, however, need detain us.

A third difference is the focus of this paper. The Josephan versions of the letters of
Areus and Jonathan each include a clause that is absent from 1 Maccabees: first, Jonathan’s
letter begins with a formulaic wish of good health (formula ualetudinis, A] 13.166, returned
to below in section VI), and second, Areus’ letter concludes with details of its delivery
(A] 12.227):

ANPOTEANG O PEPWV TA YPAUUATA SLATIEPTIEL TAG ETMLOTOAAC.
TA YEYPOUUEVA €OTL TETPAYWVA. T) 0PPaYiS £0TIV AETOG SPAKOVTOG
ETELANUUEVOC.

Demoteles, the document courier, dispatches (?)° the letter; the writing
is square; the seal is of an eagle grappling with a snake.

These extra clauses are much commented upon and variously explained. A key problem,
which is indeed baffling, is that they are wholly absent from 1 Maccabees, which was
clearly Josephus’ main, and possibly sole, source for this part of his Hasmonean narrative.
What might explain the presence of these clauses here? There are, as I see it, only three
possibilities. Either, first, Josephus had a version of 1 Maccabees that included these
clauses, which was thus different from ours (as some argue anyway);® or, second, his
versions came from a different source (either literary or archival);” or, third, he added
these details himself.

3 See, recently, Darshan (2019) with earlier bibliography.

* On Onias I, see VanderKam (2004) 188-97; on identification as Onias II (as preferred by Gruen (1996) 26 n.3 and
others) see, generally, VanderKam (2004) 129-37.

5 Elsewhere Siaméumely seems to mean something like ‘send’ or ‘transmit’ or ‘distribute’ (see LS] g.v.); here, the
context suggests ‘deliver’.

¢ Nodet (2015) 515.

7 Willrich (1900) 81-82; Willrich (1924) 26-27; Motzo (1924) 212; Gauger (1977) 20; and those cited in n.30, below.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 13.201.136.108, on 15 Oct 2025 at 12:59:09, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0075426925000114


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0075426925000114
https://www.cambridge.org/core

The delivery of Areus’ letter 3

This last possibility, that Josephus invented the details and added them, has been
around in some form for a long time® and an influential advocate of this approach,
Burkhart Cardauns, even identified what he thought could be its source:® Xenophon’s
Hellenica recounts that, following a great victory over the Arcadians in 363 BCE,
Archidamus III ‘sent the herald Demoteles home to report the greatness of the victory’
(Emepev olkade dyyedobvta AnpotéAn tov kipuka tijg Te vikng to uéyebog, 7.1.32). Later
‘in the same chapter” (‘im gleichen Kapitel’), Cardauns observed, the delivery of a letter is
reported from the Persian king to delegates of Greek cities gathered at Thebes: ‘the Persian
who bore the document, having shown the king’s seal, read aloud what had been written’
(0 Mépomg 6 pépwv T ypdppata Seiag v Paodéwg oppayida Avéyvw Tt yYeypappéva,
7.1.39). Therefore, Cardauns concluded, Josephus had borrowed Demoteles’ name from
7.1.32, the envoy’s role and the letter’s seal from 7.1.39, merged them, added a description
of the seal and then appended them to the end of Areus’ letter. This was all done, on this
view, to lend an air of authenticity to the document.

Although Cardauns’ argument has had followers," its flaws are serious and, indeed,
disqualifying. Yes, the parallels appear in the same chapter of Hellenica, but only because the
chapters in editions of Xenophon are so large: in fact, these sections are several pages apart
and come from different episodes that took place in different years. In addition, Xenophon’s
description of the Persian courier’s role, which justifies the argument that Josephus imitated
this passage, is too generic to suggest much: dozens of texts describe couriers with similar
wording.!! (What other words should have been used instead?) There is, in any case, a key
difference between the seal description as it appears in the Josephan version and its
supposed source. In Xenophon, before the king’s letter is read, the Greeks are shown ‘the
seal of the king’ (tnv facdéwg o@payida), thus authenticating the document. Although this
phrase would have characterized Areus’ seal perfectly, it is not used; instead, its emblem is
described as portraying an eagle grappling with a snake. The motif has been much
discussed, and several Greek and Levantine parallels have been noted.'> What has not been
explained is why the emblem is described here at all if its model had merely attributed it to
the king. The eagle and snake cannot come from Xenophon; more notably, neither can the
very idea that there should be a description of the seal.

Il. The epigraphical comparanda

The clauses describing Areus’ letter and reporting its delivery are likelier to be archival, given
some epigraphical comparanda that have not, with one notable exception,'* been noticed in this
connection. These comparanda can be found in contemporary inscriptions from five stelae.

8 For example, Wernsdorf (1747) 162; Driiner (1896) 43.

9 Cardauns (1967) 319.

19 Cohen (1979) 38 n.55; Piper (1986) 149; Bremmer (2010) 52.

11 Parallels from literature include: Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 6.5: yp&upata @épovteg; [PL] Epin. 9.1: émotoAnv
@épovteg; Thuc. 7.8.3: @épovteg ... T yphupata; Joseph. A 17.93: émotoMyv @épovtes, App. B Civ. 4.17.135: &
ypéupata pépew. Parallels from inscriptions include: IG XII 3.91 with suppl., p. 277, 1I. 13-14: ypéu|pata @épwv; IG XI
4.1065 (Delos), 1. 10 = IG XII 5.128: [@épovteg & yp]dppata; Segre and Pugliese-Carratelli (1949-1951) no. 105, 11. 25-26:
ypaupa[ta ...] épovreg; IG XII 3.91 [Syll® 572], 1. 12-15: KaAAiag mpeott | whp Pacéwg Prinmov ypdy|pata
PépwV Kal oparyia T || facAéwg; FD iii/4.159, 11, 5-6: pepbvBw 82 kal ypdppata ol "Eyyaiot tapé tob kow|od tédv
Aokpdv.

12 Bremmer (2010) 52, noting Turnheim (2000); Rodriguez-Pérez (2011). Homer, Iliad 12.200-50 (an eagle drops a
wounded snake among the Trojans, who debate what it might portend).

13 Robert (1928) 443: ‘De méme Flavius Joséphe, copiant une lettre du roi de Sparte Areus au grand-prétre Onias,
arecopié aussi la description du sceau, ajoutée a la transcription de la lettre lors de son insertion dans les archives
du destinataire.’
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4 Claude Eilers

Inscription no. i, now at the Louvre, contains two documents: a letter of 182 BCE
written by Eumenes I of Pergamum inviting participation in a new festival, the Nicephoria,
and a decree of some Greek city (probably Tasos) in response.' Between the two documents
is a short note reporting the delivery of Eumenes’ letter and its date. In synopsis:

(Letter of Eumenes) 1-11

amédwkev Méywv, AvBeotnplidvog €KL, 11
(‘Megon delivered it on the 6th (of the month) of Anthesterion’)

(Decree of Iasos) 12-20

This short delivery notice is clearly not part of either document: Eumenes could not have
known the specific day on which his letter would be delivered, and the civic decree that follows
begins with its own formulary prescript, which included a date. Megon’s delivery and its date is
its own separate datum. The action that is described must have been common (all documents
received by a city had to be delivered by someone) so, too, it seems, was the recording of such
deliveries. What is unusual in this inscription is that this detail was included when these
documents were being prepared for public display. In this specific case, a motive might be
guessed: in his letter, Eumenes had named two couriers who were to deliver his letter, Megon
of Ephesus and Kalas of Pergamum; only Megon had in fact completed his assignment, and the
discontinuity between what Eumenes had described and what actually happened motivated
someone to take the unusual step of naming Megon as the sole courier.

Inscription no. ii contains a decree of an unidentified city honouring a foreign judge
(8wkdotng) who had come from Cos to adjudicate some dispute there. Once he had
completed this task, a decree was passed in his honour and forwarded to Cos, where it was
inscribed. Again, several supplementary clauses were added (the superscript letters are
added to facilitate discussion):*®

(Civic decree honouring a Stkaotrg, lines 1-21)

@ gipé- 22
Bnoav mpeloPevtal Twkpdrng MoAepokpd-
tov, Aiprog Awpitov. ® qvnvéxen Acsiov tpra-
K481 V<>0 TdV MpeaPevtav © £xov émicapov
(vacat) L@8Lov yuvaikeiov. 25

(@ ‘Chosen as envoys (were) Socrates, (son) of Polemokrates, (and)
Diphilos, (son) of Diphilos; ® delivered by the envoys on the thirtieth
of Alseios; © having (as) seal a female figure)

Three details are included here. The first (‘a’) reports the names of envoys who had been
appointed in a process prescribed by the decree (lines 10-21). Once that selection process
had been completed and the individuals chosen, an addendum recording their names was
appended. Such appointment riders seem to have been standard practice,'® and this one
was part of what was sent to Cos. The next two clauses reflect what happened after it
arrived there: ‘b’ records the date by month and day (but not the year) on which the
aforementioned envoys delivered their decree, which is reminiscent of Megon’s delivery in

4 Rigsby (1997) no. 177 (Welles (1934) no. 49; 1. Iasos 6); cf. the discussions of Fabiani (2015) 19, 282 n.30, and
Boffo and Faraguna (2021) 532 n.86, 534 n.89.

15 JG XII 4.1 177 (SEG 49.1119).

16 Rhodes (1997) 5 offers such ‘supplementary material’ as the eighth standard element of Greek city decrees in
the Hellenistic period.
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The delivery of Areus’ letter 5

no. i. In ‘c’ the public seal of the sending city is described. (More on this below.) Again, this
note was added in Cos and reflects a Coan process.

Inscription no. iii was found at Astypalaia in the Dodecanese. It contains two decrees of
Smyrna dating to the second century BCE; the first honours Astypalaia and the judges
(8waotai) whom it had sent to Smyrna; the second decree honours an Astypalaian official
who had facilitated the matter:"”

(Decree of Smyrna honouring Astypalaia and its Sukaotai) 1-71

@ mpeoBevtic Mpédn] | Asdxiog AltJovuaiov. 71-72

(‘@ Chosen as envoy (was) Leukios (son) of Dionysius’)

(Decree of Smyrna honouring an Astypalaian official) 73-99
® mwpecPeuic Hipél- 100-2

[6]nt Agvkiog Alovuaiov. © amvey[ke] 8¢ [td Ymelopara pmvog Apl-
[tJepioiov Sevtépar. @ & opayic oG 8Hpov t0d Zpvpvaiwv(?)].

(‘® Chosen as envoy (was) Leukios (son) of Dionysius; © (he) delivered
[the decrees] on the second of Artemesios; @ the seal [of the demos

of Smyrna]’)

Both of these decrees had authorized the appointment of an envoy, just as in no. ii, and
to each decree is appended its own separate supplementary clause noting the appointment
of Leukios, son of Dionysius (‘a’ and ‘b’). The delivery itself is recorded at ‘c’ followed in ‘d’
by a description of the seal that had been applied to them. Again, the clauses dating the
delivery and describing the seal are Astypalaian, not Smyrnian.

Inscriptions nos iv, v and vi are from the late third century BCE, part of a large dossier
of some 50 responses to an invitation issued by Cos to recognize its sanctuary of Asclepius
as ‘inviolable’.'® The royal letters and civic decrees received in response were displayed on
a series of marble stelae, a handful on each stele, each document introduced with a title
identifying the sending city with a genitive plural governing an assumed Yngiopa. Thus
no. iv introduces a decree of Pella with the title (yf@lopa) Meddaiwv, and then a pair of
decrees from Naples and Elea (Velia in Latin):*

MeAaiwv (‘Of Pella:’) 1-16

(Decree of Pella follows)

@ Yagpiopata, & ékopcay Bewpol Emdatplog Nikdpyov, PAd@pwvy 17
AapSa<v>ov-

® Neomoriv © &yov [[#xov] émicapov {hiov avdpeiov: 18

(@ “The decrees which the theoroi Epidaurios (son) of Nicharchos, (and)
Philophron (son) of Dardanos brought.
®) (Decree) of Naples, ©© having as emblem a male image’)

(Decree of Naples) 19-27
@ Edeatav © #xov émicapov {Glov yuvaikéov kabfuevov: 28
(‘of Elea, having as emblem a female image, sitting’)

(Decree of Elea) 29-32

17 ISmyrna 581 (IG XII 3 supp. p. 80; IG XII 3. 172; second century BCE); for the context and interpretation, see
especially Robert (1949).

18 On the phenomenon, see especially Rigsby (1997).

191G XII 4.1 221 (SEG 12.378; Rigsby (1997) nos 46-47), side b, 1l. 17-32.
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6 Claude Eilers

Almost all the decrees in this dossier are presented like the one for Pella, with a simple
title followed by its text. The decrees of Naples and Elea are introduced differently,
apparently to lend more prominence to the thedroi who had undertaken the mission to
these distant cities. Each is then inscribed with a title that both identifies it and describes
the emblem that appeared on the seal (‘c’ and, possibly, ‘e’).

Inscription no. v presents the decrees of five cities. It is laid out thus:*

@ Kaooav8péwv- (‘Of Cassandreia:’) 1
(Decree of Cassandreia) 2-17
® Apgumodirayv: (‘Of Amphipolis:’) 18
(Decree of Amphipolis) 19-34
© drimnwv: (‘Of Philippi:) 35
(Decree of Philippi) 36-55
@ [Kop]kupaiwv #xov émicapov ypima 56
(‘of Corcyra, having as emblem a griffon’)

(Decree of Corcyra) 57-63
© Agu[kadiwv #xov émicapov - - -] 64

(‘Of Leukas, having as emblem ...")

(Decree of Leukas) 65-71

Note the titles introducing the decrees of Corcyra (‘d’) and (if the supplement is correct)
Leukas (‘¢’), which again describe the seals. These, together with the titles in no. iv, are the
only descriptions of seals amongst the roughly 50 documents related to asulia that have
survived at Cos.

Inscription no. vi is a recently published stele, part of the same series as iv and v, that
presents the decrees of four cities and two royal letters.?! Each of the royal letters
describes the monarch’s seal.

¢motodal 8¢ taide NABov mapd ZynAa Exovcal émicapov i 67
(‘These letters came from Ziaelas, having an equestrian as an emblem’)

(letter of Ziaelas) 68-75
Mapa Aaodikng €xovoav émicapov dvkupav: 76

(‘From Laodike, with an anchor as emblem’)

(letter of Laodike) 77-90

Ill. Extra-documentary details as archival metadata

Especially noteworthy in these inscriptions are clauses that have been added by a receiving
city: for example, the titles added at the top of the documents in nos iii, iv, v and vi that
identify a text as ‘Decree of [city name]’. Cities do not use such titles for their own decrees;
they are ubiquitous, however, for foreign documents, for the obvious reason that no one
would know a foreign document’s origin without such a title. Much rarer are reports of
delivery such as those found in nos i, ii and iii,?? and extremely rare are the descriptions of

201G XII 4.1 220 (Rigsby (1997) nos 25-27, 45).
21 Bosnakis and Hallof (2020).
22 More examples are Welles (1934) nos 47, 65, 66, 67.
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The delivery of Areus’ letter 7

seals such as those found in nos i, iii, iv, v and vi, The rarity of delivery reports and seal
descriptions invites explanation, not least because all documents sent from one city to another
were delivered by someone (obviously) and sealing is a well-attested practice.* Nonetheless,
deliveries were rarely reported and seals, almost never. Indeed, the seven examples cited
above in nos ii-vi are the only seal descriptions known to me, and it is striking that six of them
are from a single city (Cos), all but one of which were part of the same diplomatic project.

But why ever make a record of an incoming document’s seal? It is worth stepping back
and considering this from the archival perspective. The details that we have been
considering (the identity of couriers, the dates of delivery, the descriptions of seals) are
not part of their documents but about those documents. In modern terms, these are
metadata, data about data, and various kinds of metadata can be found in Greek
inscriptions: headings and titles, dates of processing, notes recording delivery, names or
titles of officials involved in their reception. As we have seen, such details are sometimes
appended below their documents (as in the Josephan letter of Areus and nos ii and iii), but
sometimes are added above them either in self-standing fashion (nos iv and v) or included
within a ‘docket’.? Each city, one assumes, had its own practices regarding what kinds of
details to preserve within its archive and under what circumstances one or more of them
might be included when a document was prepared for dissemination or display.

But why keep a record of such details at all? Here it is important to remember that there was
apractical side to this. A detail such as an envoy’s name would be lost if not recorded. So, too, the
appearance of its seal, which will probably have been destroyed during processing. In private
contexts, of course, correspondents knew one another’s seals at a glance. Between institutional
actors, however, such knowledge would have to be bureaucratized and such details kept ‘on
file’, that is, in some piece of metadata. What we find in these documents is a vestige of that.

IV. The epigraphic comparanda and the clauses in AJ 12.227

So, what are the final clauses found at the end of Josephus’ version of Areus’ letter? That
question has been debated for centuries; some scholars have asserted that they are part of
Areus’ letter and others that they are something that Josephus added.?® In fact, they are
neither. When such clauses are found in the epigraphical record, they are archival. The
note recording Demoteles’ delivery (§227b) finds parallels in the final clauses of nos i, ii
and iii, above, and in the heading of no. iv. The same point can be made about the
descriptions of seals, as is best illustrated by presenting them together in series:

+ seal of Areus’ letter: 1) o@payig éotv AeTdg SpaKovVTOg EMEANUPUEVOG
(A7 12.227d);
» seal of unknown city: £ ov émicapov | {pSov yvvaikeiov (no. ii, 1. 25-26);
« seal of Smyrna: & o@payig to[0 &pov tob Zpvpvainwv(?)] (no. iii, 1. 102);
+ seal of Naples: &ov £mioapov {hi8ov avdpeiov (no. iv, 1. 18);
+ seal of Elea: £ov émicapov {@dLov yuvaikéov kabruevov (no. iv, L. 28);
« seal of Corcyra: €xov émicapov ypUma (no. v, L. 56);
+ seal of Ziaelas: &govoal ¢micapov inmi (no. vi, 1. 67);
+ seal of Laodike: &ovoav émicapov &vkvpav: (no. vi, 1. 76).

2 Evidence collected by Wenger (1923) 2396-98, Haensch (1996), and (especially) Haensch (2006). For other contexts
in which public emblems can be used, including seals, amphora stamps, market weights and coins, see Killen (2017).

24 For the term, Rigsby (1997) 138, 260, 268, 371, 510 with Eilers (2023); Robert (1960) 206 refers to them as
‘marques d’enregistrement par la chancellerie’.

% ¢f. samuel Petit apud Hudson (1720) 530 n.‘m’, who denied that the seal could be part of Areus’ letter;
Havercamp (1726) 606 n.'k’, insisted it must be.
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8 Claude Eilers

The image of each city’s seal is different, of course, that is their entire point, but it is
striking how similar these descriptions are to one another formally: each is offered
paratactically without subordination or conjunction. This is, of course, consistent with
what might be expected of archival practice, where no artistry is needed or appropriate,
only the efficient recording of the relevant facts. We should suppose, then, that the clauses
at the end of Josephus’ version of Areus’ letter are not part of Areus’ letter, nor Josephus’
additions; rather, they are either archival vestiges or clauses forged in imitation of them.

But what is to be made of ‘what is written is square’ (§227c: T& yeypaupéva éoti
tetpaywva)? This, too, has provoked some puzzlement. Given, however, that the naming
of the courier and the description of the letter’s seal are archival, the description of its
script (which appears between them) should be, too, and therein lies a possible
explanation. During the course of the third century BCE, Greek letter-forms began to move
away from ‘epigraphic’ letter styles, which were upright and square, and towards rounder
ones: four-bar sigmas (Z), for example, gave way to lunate ones (c); epsilons evolved from E
to €; omegas, from Q to w.?® In this context, one might reasonably guess that an archivist
(or someone imitating one) took note of the old-fashioned ‘square’ lettering of an incoming
document, in this case, perhaps, reflecting (or imagining) a Spartan conservatism in
orthography that is not (to my knowledge) otherwise attested. If, as seems likely, the
archiving of documents typically involved retranscription, this aspect of the physical
appearance of a document would be lost if not noted in the archive’s records. In this case, it
might also imply that whoever was responsible for these clauses, presumably archivists in
the temple in Jerusalem, knew what contemporary lettering should look like. In itself, this
should probably cause no great surprise. Any interaction with either the Ptolemies or
Seleucids will have occurred in Greek, and it has been widely accepted since Martin Hengel
that many within the upper echelons of Judaean society were highly Hellenized.”

V. Why include archival details with Areus’ letter?

Even if all this is correct, however, why append these details to the foot of Areus’ letter now?
Some scholars have invoked a concern for security, suggesting that Areus had included these
details to allow Onias, the recipient, to check whether someone had broken the seal and
replaced it with another.?® Such a security measure, however, would be comically easy to
circumvent by breaking the seal, rewriting the letter, and describing the new, fake seal. A seal
only guarantees security if it is already known or delivered separately (as Pliny the Younger
seems to have done at least once).”” Neither seems a realistic possibility here.

So, why are these details included with Areus’ letter? Again, the specific context is
important. As noted above, Areus’ missive to Onias had originally been appended to Jonathan’s
letter, but Josephus had moved it for his own reasons to his narrative of Onias IIL. This was, as
several scholars have noted, a mistake. Jonathan (or whoever composed this letter in his
name) seems, however, to have made a similar misidentification.>® That, at least, seems the
best way to explain his excuse for the delay in answering Areus’ letter, which invokes recent
wars and tribulations and a Judaean reluctance to burden their kin with their own troubles.
Such an excuse more plausibly alludes to the quarter century from the time of Onias Il (whose
assassination in 175 BCE marked the beginning of the turmoil that is alluded to) than to the
century-plus that had passed since the time of Onias II (or I). In the light of such an assumption,
describing the letter’s seal, characterizing its script and naming its courier makes some sense,

26 See the overview with examples in Cavallo and Maehler (2008) 7-8.

%7 Hengel (1974); (2001); Gruen (1998); Chrubasik (2017).

8 Destinon (1882) 66 n.1; Goldstein (1976) 457; Klauck and Bailey (2006) 241.
2 ¢f. Pliny, Ep. 10.74 with Haensch (1996) 449-51.

%0 Thus, Momigliano (1931) 1146-47; Abel (1949) 222 n.10; Orrieux (1987) 174.
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The delivery of Areus’ letter 9

since these details offer the Spartans a means of authentication: it is reporting to them things
about the letter that its sender would recognize. Areus’ seal might be remembered; the old-
fashioned script might resonate; and Demoteles’ diplomatic mission might be recalled. Indeed,
given Jonathan’s erroneous assumption that only a few decades had passed since Demoteles’
mission, he might have supposed that, even if no longer alive, he might be remembered by his
countrymen. The archival clauses at the end of Areus’ letter, therefore, were added by
Jonathan (whether real or fictional) to allow the Spartans to authenticate it.

VI. The formula ualetudinis at AJ 13.166

The clauses that appear at the end of the Josephan version of Areus’ letter, then, are
archival, or crafted in imitation of such. This requires, as several scholars have already
deduced, that the ultimate source for Josephus’ version must have been archival,*! which
also requires that it is independent of 1 Maccabees. This also explains the presence of a
formula ualetudinis in the Josephan version of Jonathan's letter, but not Areus’?* Again,
some have suggested that Josephus had added this to make his text more believable,*
which is less convincing, especially given that Josephus does not seem to add such clauses
to other letters. The Letter of Aristeias, for example, quotes three documents in its narrative,
and in his rewriting of that narrative Josephus includes all three. The first does not include
a wish of good health (8.29), but neither does Josephus (A 12.36). The second (Aristeias 9.35)
has a short one in the form of xaipew kat épp®doOat, which Josephus trims to xaipew
(AJ 12.45). The third (Aristeas 11.41) contains a rather elaborate wish, which Josephus
paraphrases fairly closely.>* Similarly, among the Roman letters quoted by Josephus, no
additions can be found. Caesar’s letter of 47 BCE to Sidon, for example, contains an
elaborate wish of good health, which is closely paralleled in two epigraphically preserved
letters of Caesar.®® Similarly, the formula found in Antony’s letter to Hyrcanus finds an
almost identical match in a roughly contemporary letter of (probably) Octavian to
Aphrodisias.>® The Augustan letters quoted by Josephus do not include such a clause, but to judge
from contemporary epigraphy, usage had changed and such wishes were no longer expected.

None of the evidence suggests, then, that Josephus was inclined to change much, which
implies that the formula ualetudinis appears in the Josephan version of Jonathan’s letter
because he found it in his copy, and not in Areus’ letter because he did not, both of which
would be consistent with the fact that wishes of good health seem to have been a standard
feature of official letters of the second century BCE, but not of the mid-third.*’

31 Goldstein (1976) 457; Gauger (1977) 20 with n.25; Sievers (2001a) 246; Schwartz (2022) 349.

32 A 13.166: €l ¢ppwpévolg VPV kal T Kowd kai T {Sia xwpel katd vodv, obtwg &v €xoL wg Pouddpueda
£ppopeda 8¢ kal fuelg (‘If you are well, and your public and private affairs are going well, it would be as we wish; we
are also well’). On the formula, Koskenniemi (1956) 155-63; on its history, see especially Bickerman (2007) 117-20.

33 Palmer (1828) 16: ‘lonathae autem litteras a Iosepho interpolatas sive adulteratas et inprimis ad normam
Romanarum epistolarum constructas esse, negari non potest’. Cf. Goldstein (1976) 453: ‘After the salutation
Josephus added the stereotyped formula’.

34 Aristeias 11.41: a0t Te £ppwoo kal 1y Pacidicoa Apowon, 1) &Sedgn, kal T& Tékva, KaAdg &v £xoL Kai mg
BouvAdpeda, kail avtol 82 Lylaivopev (‘Be in good health, both yourself and Queen Arsinoe, your sister, and your
children; that would be well, and as we wish; we, too, are well’); A] 12.51: éppwpévwv ool te Kal Tfig faotAioong
Apowdng kai TdV TEkvwv KaAdg Npiv €xet vta (‘If you and Queen Arsinoe and your children are in good
health, all is well with us’).

35 A] 14.191: &l £ppwoBe 0 v £xoL, Kiyd 82 Eppwpal oOV T) oTpatoméSw; cf. RDGE 26, col. 6, 11, 9-10: xaipew
Kol épp&dodar kéry[o 8¢ petd] | [tod otparedparog vylawvov. - - -J; RDGE 54, 2: &l £ppwl[obe, €0 &v £xor Lytawov
8¢ avtog petd tod otpateduatoc).

36 A 14.306: £i £ppwoBe, €0 &v £xol, Eppwiatl 82 kal adTdC PeTd Tob oTpateduatog. Aphrodisias and Rome, doc. 6,
1. 11-14: &l #ppwode €0 &v £[xoL, Vylaivw 82 kai | avtdg petd tob otpaltedparoc,

37 Bickerman (2007) especially 118; for the data, Exler (1923).
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10 Claude Eilers

VIl. The Josephan versions do not show signs of translation or retroversion

If Josephus acquired these letters from an independent source, the obvious question is
whether they, like the Maccabean versions, had been translated from Greek to Hebrew
and back to Greek. Almost certainly not, at least to judge from the texts as we find them
in the Antiquities. The very act of translating a text, it is important to remember, has
certain predictable effects that are obvious in 1 Maccabees but absent from Josephus’
versions. One such effect is lexical simplification, which is so common in translations
that some theorists include it among a short list of ‘universals of translation’, or features
found in translations regardless of the source or target language.®® In the case of the
Maccabean versions of these letters, which seem to have been translated at least twice
(Greek-to-Hebrew-to-Greek and possibly Greek-to-Aramaic-to-Hebrew-to-Greek),*® sim-
plification is fairly evident. The verb &mootéAAewv, for example, appears six times in the
Maccabean versions, which are listed here with their Josephan parallels, where
they exist:

(@) 1 Macc. 12.7: dmeotdAnoav émotoAai (‘a letter was sent’).
AJ 13.167: xopwoBeiong ... émotorig (‘a letter was brought’).

(b) 1 Macc. 12.8: ¢nedé€ato ... TOV &vSpa TOV dmeoTaApévov EvE6Ewe
(‘lonias] warmly received the man who had been sent’).
AJ 12.167: T Anpotédel ... ebvoik®dg Sietébnpev (‘we treated
Demoteles well’).

(c) 1 Macc. 12.10a: £melp&Onuev AmooTeIAAL TV TPOC VUG dSeAdoOTTA
kal pAiav dvavedoaobal (‘We are trying to write to renew the
brotherhood and friendship’).

(Not included in the Josephan version, perhaps in the interest of
concision: its point is largely implicit in the rest of the letter);

(d) 1 Macc. 12.10b: ToAXol Yp Katpol S1fjABov ad’ o dmeoteilate
TipoOg Mudg (‘Much time has passed since you wrote [lit. ‘sent
(word)’] to us”);

AJ 13.168: TOAAGV 8¢ xpOvwv Swyeyevnuévwy amod thg £€ apxiig
dvatoAnBeiong Nuiv oikeldtntog (‘Much time has passed since we
were first reminded of our kinship’).

(e) 1 Macc. 12.16: Noupfviov ... dmeotdAkapev pdg Pwpaioug
(‘We have sent Numenius to Rome’).
AJ 13.168: épumovteg Tpog Pwpaiovg Novpnviov (‘sending
Numenius to Rome’).

(f) 1 Macc. 12.19° Kal todto 10 Qvtiypadov tédv EmOTOAGY, GV
améotellav Ovia (‘and this is the copy of the letter that he sent
to Onias’).

AJ 12.25: Oviag ... tpog Ov 0 AaxeSatpoviwv Pacidevg "Apelog
npecPelav te EmepPe kal MIOTOALS, WV TO AvTiypaddv £ott
towodto (‘Onias ... to whom the Lacedaemonian king Areios sent
an embassy with a letter, of which the following is a copy’).

38 Baker (1996); Chesterman (2004); Toury (2012) 295-315; Pym (2008); Jia et al. (2022).

39 Monerie and Clancier (2023) published a dossier of Seleucid documents translated into Akkadian for local
purposes, which raises the theoretical possibility that the author of 1 Maccabees used Aramaic translations of
these letters rather than the Greek ones, which would mean these letters were translated from Greek to Aramaic,
then Hebrew, then back to Greek. I owe this observation to Avneri Meir (2023).
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The difference in verb choice in (e) and (f) (dmootéAAewy vs méumewy) is trivial. Nor is
much more to be made of (b), where 1 Maccabees has ‘the sent man’ (tov dv8pa tov
ameotaApévov), probably in order to avoid naming Demoteles. (Simplification may
again have been a consideration, or a narrator’s understandable disinclination to name
a character who plays no further role in the narrative.) In (c) and (d), however,
1 Maccabees uses dmootéAew in describing written communication, and in doing so
probably reflects its Hebrew stage, likely using the verb now (3lh, literally ‘send’, that is
‘send word’ or ‘write’),** which seems a textbook example of interference, another
translation universal.

In the Antiquities, by contrast, greater lexical variety is evident in these letters. It uses
KopiZew in (a), which is very common in diplomatic contexts and perfectly idiomatic
here.*! At (d), instead of the Hebraism dmootéAAew (‘send [word]’ or ‘write’) the Josephan
version uses a much less common word, avamoAelv (‘remind’, lit. ‘turn up the ground
again’; hence, ‘go over again, repeat’, LS], q.v.), which is unlikely to be the product of a
double translation: from a continuum of lexical options, translations typically opt for a
midpoint.*? Whatever one makes of each of these points individually, taken together it
looks like the author of 1 Maccabees has used a single Hebrew verb where his source texts
had used five or six different ones, and that the Greek translator had little choice but to
render them all with &mootéAdew in his retroversion.** Once the lexical bridge had been
burnt, the translator had no path back. The Josephan versions, however, are consistent
with what we would expect of a non-translated text.

Similar flattening can be seen elsewhere in the Maccabean versions. Kinship terms, for
example, are limited there to 48eA@og (‘brother’) and a8edgotng (‘brotherhood’); in the
Josephan versions we find not only &8gAgog,* but also ouyyévewa (‘kinship’: 13.167, 169)
and oixe1otng (‘familial bond’: 12.226, 13.168).%> A similar observation could be made about
how Spartans are referred to. The Maccabean version of Jonathan’s letter (1 Macc. 12:6) is
addressed to the Spartiates (Emaptidralg), and Areus refers to himself as the ‘King of the
Spartiates’ (Baoidelg Zmaptiat@v: 1 Macc. 12:226). The term ‘Spartiate’, however, referred
to the elite warrior class that dominated Sparta, which included other (subordinate)
classes;* in inscriptions, it is always ‘Lacedaemonians’.*’ This is another case, one assumes,
of lexical flattening. The Josephan versions use the correct term, Lacedaemonians
(AJ 12.226, 13.166). 1t is also noteworthy that the Josephan version correctly calls the chief
magistrates of Sparta ‘ephors’, which is more impressive than it seems at first glance.
Letters to Greek cities were typically addressed to some combination of a city’s
‘magistrates, council and people’ (&pyovow kai PovAfj kai §Mpw); when magistrates are
included, they are almost always referred to generically as &pyovteg (‘magistrates’, here),
even in cities that had no specific magistracy called that. Although this practice is standard
almost everywhere else, Sparta was one of a handful of cities where this was not the case.

% S0 Tilly (2015) 247 on 12.10 pointing to Joshua 10:3, 11:1; 1 Sam. 16:22. Further examples and context at
Muraoka (2009) s.v. dmootéAAw 2c-f.

41 Cf. IG XII 6.1 no. 156. 1. 6-7: tijg Tapd tod Paocidéwg kopobeiong avtdt émotodfig (‘the letter of the king
brought to him’); Badoud (2015) 443-44, no. 65 (Syll.? 810), 1l. 11-12: émgToAfj Tpdg VUGS KopoBeion (‘letter
brought to you’); for more examples, see Welles (1934) index VI, s.v. kopiCw.

42 See the works cited in n.37, above.

4 0n the Greek translator (or translators), see Schwartz (2022) 39-43.

4 AJ 12.226: 48eApovg Lpdg Gvtag (‘because you are our brothers’), but the a8eApdg at AJ 13.166, in the address
of Jonathan’s letter, is more likely to be a diplomatic nicety.

% On kinship terms, see Curty (1992); (1995); Jones (1999); Schwartz (2022) 346.

“6 Cf. Ducat (2018) 608-12 with earlier bibliography.

4716 11 1.912 (266/5 BCE): t0ig Paoctrebow toig Aakedawov[iwv]; L v. Olympia 309 (235-222 BCE): Paciiéa
[KAeopévela; 16 V 1.961, 1l. 24-25 (late second century BCE): AakeSaipoviwv; moti tolg | épdpoug T®dV
Aaxedapoviov; IG V 1.30, 1. 4 (c. 122 BCE): AlakeSatpoviwv £popolc.
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Extant letters to Sparta are addressed only to its #popot.*® In short, the Greek translator of
1 Maccabees seems to have assumed that Jonathan had addressed his letter using the
generic dpyovteg (‘magistrates’), which would have been the correct guess for almost
every other Greek city. The version presented by Josephus avoids this mistake. Why was
Josephus able to get this right? Because he was copying what was in front of him, and it had
never been translated.

VIIl. Some conclusions and implications

Our findings can be summarized thus: the clauses found at the bottom of the
Josephan version of Areus’ letter have parallels in Greek epigraphy that are clearly
archival (sections II-11I), which implies that they are, too (section IV). A motive for
including them thus emerges: they had been included when Areus’ letter was sent
back to Sparta so that the Spartans could authenticate it (section V). Given that the
Josephan version had included such archival material, and that his version of
Jonathan’s letter includes a formula ualetudinis, these documents must be independent
of those found in 1 Maccabees (section VI), which explains why they betray none of
the typical artefacts of translation that are so apparent in the Maccabean versions
(section VII).

These findings have several implications, the most obvious of which pertains to
their authenticity, a question that has both dominated previous scholarship and
produced a bewildering array of answers.* Little would be gained by rehearsing all the
arguments on this question here, and a full exploration of them would lengthen an
article that is possibly too long already. I will limit myself to a few observations. First,
it is important to acknowledge from the outset that, strictly speaking, authenticity can
never be proven for any document, ancient or modern: the best that can ever be said is
that evidence of forgery is absent. Because of this, the burden of proof lies with those
who allege forgery. Second, any future argument about authenticity needs to
concentrate on the Josephan versions of the letters of Areus and Jonathan, which are
not only independent of the Maccabean ones, but also (and more importantly) better
than them (unsurprisingly, given that the Maccabean versions were translated at least
twice and, to judge from the result, not well either time). Third, although a degree of
doubt will inevitably linger about these letters, not least because the discovery of ‘lost’
documents was a tactic in the ancient world for introducing new material into a
discourse and elevating its significance,’® any argument against authenticity needs to
explain where the archival details appended to the foot of the Josephan version came
from and why these details were included here. This significantly complicates the
argument against authenticity, perhaps beyond the point that it can be reasonably
sustained.

Acknowledgements. This article has been improved by discussions with Ory Amitay, Rotem Avneri Meir,
Jonathan Reeves and Guy Chamberland, and by suggestions of the anonymous reviewers of this journal.

416V 1, 8-10, 30.

4 Bickerman (1928) 786-87 and Schunck (1954) 32-33 (only Areus’ letter is inauthentic); Momigliano (1931)
141-51 (only the Spartan letter to Simon is authentic); Hengel (1974) 1.72, 2.50-51 n.124 (authenticity of Areus’
letter is problematic, Jonathan’s possibly genuine); Giovannini and Miiller (1971) 164-65 with n.30 (Jonathan’s
letter is a forgery; the Spartan letter to Simon authentic); Cardauns (1967), Gruen (1996) and Gauger (2000) 261-62
(all letters are inauthentic); VanderKam (2004) 124-37, 274 (Areus’ letter is possibly authentic); Amitay (2010) (all
are probably authentic); Orian (2023) (all are inauthentic).

50 Nf Mheallaigh (2008) 410; cf. also Speyer (1970); Hansen (2003).
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