Assessment One
In this essay, I will do a review on Caryn A. Reeder’s essay, Gender, War and Josephus. The essay focuses on Josephus use of Gender in Jewish Wars to construct an account of the Destruction of Jerusalem and Maccabean Revolt. I chose to review this essay as I found it interesting how Reeder analysed Josephus’ account of the revolt compared with other of the time period and how Reeder picked up on the language used by Josephus . Another reason I chose this essay, is its primary focus. The essay focuses on the work of Josephus. He was both Jewish and a citizen of the Roman Empire. 
Firstly, to review Reeder’s essay, need to know background information on the topics discussed. In the essay, Reeder discusses how Josephus used Gendered language to create an account of the takeover of Jerusalem and the failure of the first Maccabean revolt. It will be compared to the account in Maccabees I and Maccabees II. Reeder notes that compared to normal accounts of the Maccabean revolt and the destruction of Jerusalem by Romans, Josephus acknowledges the defeat as a failure; However, Josephus also does not regard the Jewish population to be weak or as Reeder describes it ‘womanily’. Instead, Josephus respond can be likened to the biblical account of the revolt and destruction of Jerusalem in Maccabees. 
Reeder uses a historical perspective to validate the arguments proposed in the essay. She often compared the use of Gendered language in Josephus’ Jewish Wars , referring to Roman manliness[endnoteRef:1] as being used more in a positive way than Jewish manliness. She also argues that Jewish manliness was used to display a lack of it. Reeder also argued the types of manliness differed in Josephus’ language. Reeder uses the example of ‘virtus’ to explain the different ways Josephus used language to create an account. Reeder explains ‘virtus’ was referred in Roman times as militaristic masculinity; In addition, to meaning virtuous. On the other hand, Reeder argues Jewish manliness was used to make them seem emasculated. I disagree with part of this argument, as Josephus also uses masculine language to describe the sacrifices of the Jews during the reign of the Roman Empire in Israel.  [1: ] 

Reeder considers the time period in which Josephus would have written and published Jewish War. Given it was in the Roman Empire period, his audience would have been Romans. Thus, meaning the Jewish population were not high members of society. 
In the essay, Reeder analyses Josephus’ account of the first Jewish revolt and Jewish masculinity, meaning the destruction of Jerusalem. Reeder notes even though Josephus says the Jewish army are defeated; they still are masculine as they chose ‘an honourable death over surrender’. I would agree this statement as from multiple accounts, there is a pattern emerging of the Jewish army being masculine in terms of rebellion and holding their belief system. One scholar that would agree with Reeder is Myles McDonnell. 
Reeder also comments on the use of feminity in Josephus’ language. Noting in Josephus’ account, The Jewish army were to busy fighting amongst themselves to notice the Roman’s advances into Israel. I agree with Reeder that Josephus is being critical of the Jewish army here. In addition to this, I agree with Reeder, that it is quite a feminine statement as Roman thought was, that arguing was a ‘women’s thing’ to do and a good Roman soldier would not do that.
According to Taylor C Ashby, Joesphus almost used masculinity as a weapon against the Roman Empire. Being Jewish and of a high position in Roman society, Josephus used his position to promote Jewish masculinity in his literature. However, Ashby states Josephus uses language cleverly to suit a Roman audience. Therefore, Ashby disagrees with Reeder in their point of Josephus using gendered language to emasculate the Jewish army.
There are many problems with Josephus’ work as Eric D Huntsmann states we have to question Josephus on account of his dual nationality. There are also other reason we can question the credibility of his work. This may not of been considered by Reeder as her work describes Josephus’ Jewish Wars as being more positive towards the Roman Army. Huntsmann describes Josephus as an apologetic historian. Huntsmann explains this by stating Josephus may be conflicted by the Roman-Judean War. Therefore, Josephus could of used the book to offer a more sympathetic account of the revolt. Therefore, if we look at Josephus as an apologetic historian rather than a Roman scholar; Reeder’s arguments can be considered flawed as Josephus does portray the Jewish army as masculine, just in a different way.     
The essay does not consider how close to Maccabees I, Josephus’ account of the Jewish revolt is. This is important as it shows Josephus’ sympathy to the Jewish army and population. Especially with Maccabees I :62-63: ‘But many in Israel stood firm and were resolved in their hearts not to eat unclean food. They chose to die rather than to be defiled by food and profane the holy covenant and die they did.’
Overall, Caryn Reeder’s interpretation of Josephus’ Jewish Wars is flawed. Reeder argues that Josephus says the Jewish army or population are both, masculine and feminine. I disagree with Reeder interpretation as she uses the framework of hegemony and compares the portrayal of Roman masculinity to Jewish masculinity. These masculinities are not the same and cannot be compared as the people do not share the same values. Roman masculinity is all about being militaristic. Whereas, Jewish masculinity is all about honour and faith. 
In conclusion, Caryn A. Reeder’s essay Gender, war and Josephus provides some excellence points in terms of how Josephus uses gendered language to display the attitude towards the Jewish population in the late first century. Reeder makes a point of stating there are two types of masculinity present in Jewish Wars, Roman masculinity and Jewish masculinity. I partly disagree with Reeder argument here as she states Josephus refers to Jewish masculinity as being lesser. I would argue that Roman and Jewish masculinity are two separate entities. Josephus just describes the Roman masculinity as brutal and militaristic. The Jewish masculinity as rebellious and brave. Therefore, I would also have to disagree with Reeder’s argument that Josephus’ account is more positive towards the Romans than the Jewish army. As discussed previously, if we class Josephus as an apologetic historian, we can clearly see, he holds sympathy for the Jewish army. 
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