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al and continuing intercst in the
which has been derived
f the Dead Sea Scrolls,

There has been substanti
srudy of Judaism in late antiquity,

at beast in part from the discovery 0

and from archacology carried out in Israel, particularly of

anaeopues. However, this meant thar Jewish communities

in the diaspora did not receive the attention they deserved.
Fews i e Hellenistic and Roman Cittes fills the gap in this
area of scholarship. Beginning with the Hellenistic city of
Jerusalem itself, the book goes on to study the Jewish
communitics and synagogues that emerged from the
Mediterrancan |]|;|l.|m1'.1, as reflected 1n the ‘n-'p'l'.lﬂ-:I'I.E‘L of
Luke, Josephus and Philo Fundamental questions of social
identity, everyday life and religious practice are covered,
along with valuable discussion of the size of the Jewish
population in the ancient world — a ropic which has given

rise to much exaggerated speculation in the past.

Written by a team of experts, this study will be of interest
only o students of ancient Judaism and biblical

dies, but will also be valuable for classical scholars
plornng the social |'-|'-||r|-..5! ind ||_||:_:|:|||-. ASPECTS of life in
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INTRODUC | |

Studying the Jewish Diaspora

Sean Freyne

The essays collected here seek to make a contribution .
Jewish Diaspora in the ancient world, a topic that is o
many fields — historians of _]udmsm and early 1ris
[-plg.,mplmta Greek and Roman historians and histo
in issues of ethnicity and identity. These papers
1997 at a conference organised under the ausp ice
Committee for the Bible and the Ancient Nﬁ.ﬁ
Academy. The long delay since the conference woul
papers from publication, Yet the conference commil
opinion — one happily shared by very
papers can still make an important contribution
received rhe artention it deserves from students of
There are many factors that contribute to thi
Diaspora studies in antiquity, not least the scarcit
than for Egypt. Yet one suspects this is not the
ordinate position within the burgeoning field
Judaism. These have been concentrated largely
political reasons to do with che modern stat ot
amount and nature of the data that have been &
over the past half-century. The excitement ge
and cheir publication, and the intense inte
from Galilee, are just two examples of particu ;
they may be, setting, and to an Eﬂﬂﬂﬁ Vil
contrast, the new data for the Diaspor
confined as they are for the most pa
archaeological ewdem‘e 1
Perhaps also the very idea
perience for Jews of later ¢
of the arcempred ex
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SEAN FREYNE

Feldman, have appeared to some critics to h_L* {W!.:J'_]:'r" ﬂ]WF}I[J'L’,L'-[IL} thus eicher
indirectly subseribing to the 'lm:hr].fnjﬂst" view of .117‘1“1511_1"15[”_"}'1 or alter-
natively paincing too rosy a picture of the artractiveness of Judaism to non-
Jews. On the other hand, Christian scholars have b.m':n all too prone to adopt
stereotypes of Judaism and Hellenism as opposing cultural ,!”r“‘"‘; As a
resule, Christian origins have been interpreced in rh{; context of [_hc Graeco-
Roman religious and cultural milieu racher rh-rmx in that in of its parent
Judaism, following a nineteenth-century History of Religions approach. The
Hellenists and Paul were, until relatively recently, seen as having cur the
umbilical cord wich the Jewish matrix, and Luke’s apologetic history of the
spread of early Christianity at the expense of a recalcitrant Diaspora Judaism
was uncritically adopted.

Many studies of Second Temple Judaism by both Jewish and Christian
scholars today are critically aware of the biases of both the ancient sources
and the personal ones that determine our scholarly constructs. It has become
clear that in order to understand fully the phenomenon of Jewish emigration
from the homeland in the ancient world more sophisticated models are
called for than that conjured up by the single term ‘the Diaspora’. The
emergence of this term as the appropriate label for Jews living away from the
homeland has its background in the Babylonian exile and the LXX trans-
Ia_tinn ﬂf_ the Hebrew term galuth by such Greek words as aporkia and
Jﬁaﬁ?.;ﬁlﬁi_fﬂﬂﬁ as well as draspora, in the sense of forcible exile, or being lead into
captivity. Thus the phenomenon of Jewish existence outside the homeland

was in danger of retaining Aegative connotations, even though not all Jews
returned from Babylon in the wake of C .

| yrus' decree. This picture was more
appropriate for the Jews living in the

the ghetroes of medieval Europe than for
those of Heflem;tu: and Roman times, when the far-flung dispersion of the
_{z&;;ﬂu!d be 1nrerplz'et§-d positively by various apologists (1 Macc, 15:

» Josephus, Antiguities XIV, vii.2 [110-15); XV. i.2 [14Y; Jewish War

I[. 4 - "y

» xh;:ndtisz], Lo, 3 [43]). In all I:ruhzibihr}-' the realicy lay somewhere
twi [Wo extreme ' 1 ! ;

i xtremes, depending on tifcumstances of education, class

ﬂwﬁﬁ"e alrf: Ir_linr well informed of the circumstar
ear ellenise i i :
cmnm":ljt}r x E:.t;]c pgrju:_:[. Yet the existence of g self-confident Jewish
g Eennnp :nn:l‘ne in E:g}rpt from the fifch century BCE tells its own
i EEFP]: [i:-}}[flrtl C}:il’tﬂlﬂi}i’ Suggest an active slave rrade between
Pilll:ir . this was only for cert: :
. . _ ¥ 1or certain strata of the ati
Toubias why achieved a high Position in the Prolemaic g
the spectrum and his ¢g

1ces of Jewish emigration from

administration was at
Feer sugpests other reasons for

L:11), must haye Mmeant that many Jews Jeft

: freel
different from other eth .

nic groups

INTRODUCTION

whose movements are known to us from the
backdrop the stereotype of Hellenism and Todikhiiatt
opposed forces continued to dominate many ‘conadail
existence of Jews. Within this scenario the figure of
stands out as the exception that proves the rule, even the
understanding of his project suggests that he saw the posiciv
Greek philosophy in articulating his own Jewish traditionsand
wholeheartedly a thoroughly Greek edu cation, following { e
other Graeco-Jewish writers before him like Aristobulus and A;
same time Philo could also be a vigorous defender of the ri
Jews as both his In Flaccum and his Ad Gaium demonsteate i
Philo’s importance has been minimal in more general studies pit
Diaspora; he 1s of more interest to Middle Platonists than to b
Judaism. i
Philo’s defence of the Jews of Alexandria raises a further issue:
to the Jews that is often not fully appreciated in attemp
their situation in the Diaspora. Unlike conditions obtaining
Christian empire, when various restrictions against Jews begis wa
the legislation from the late fourth and early fifth centuries
status of the Jews in the Roman Diaspora in earlier time
favourable. This was graphically illustrated by Titus' refus
against the Jews in Antioch as he recurned triumphancly t
of the first revole (Jewssh War VIL. .3 [43-62); T.'E"_ 00
king, Antiochus III (Antiguities XIV, 1.4 [147-53
nition to the Jews in the eastern Diaspora. Almost two |
Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians shows thar while
to the Jews, he wanted to respect their -~--= u
previously been established. Nor is there any evide
taken against the Jews of North Africa or '=- S
disturbances in the reign of Trajan, and a similar i
obrained also after the Bar Kochba revolt, with thefgpdcgie
Once the notion of a single Diaspora Ehﬂfiﬂs;m# “1
captivity is deconstructed it becomes ID!:JI‘E
model that will embrace all aspects of Jﬂ‘ﬂlﬂﬁh_ Eﬂlm :
in a meaningful manner. The sheer gtﬂgﬂph_l': Sl
under the various ruling dynasties, Hellenistic & i
like other ethnic minericies, had to adaprt G
Perhaps that explains why the more important ¢
individual locations such as Egypt or K
well informed. Yet there are highly s
the wider perspective, no matter
These have to do firstly
assimilation and scrat
particularly acum -

ENIstic ag

e
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SEAN FREYNE

i homed s i i o Jnusi, e el How s
pussihlf tor thf‘m to dWE‘H. In Lll‘.éﬁ'bbc;:lﬂl' ac;_‘fi[-"'[ﬂ.[‘ and p[tl‘[]fii"-'ﬂﬂ"li-_.’ thar
serategies for coping, e [in.g ;ﬂnr Fam i]m-f; to place and from regime to
B - L ithinthe Roman world difior from
regime? Did their chh;m .Eé:ﬂ : HLL S e R S
that of other ethnic minorities, and if so, Sharices inithisirepatd b Bt Jemrs
with those groups? Wha, if any were the differences in he e = , and in
living in the eastern rather th:,m the western |:-arr~_u:° ; “f m;{r-urtr_];t jI:l-,[_.lr_
particular for those living outside the fomer 1n Pf:t'::ijl ‘e{wm .!h! e
relationships, especially with Jerusalem, need to be exp Alon e Ut _“"'f”lﬂ% 1y,
not simply idealised as in many accounts. W’zislthr: only difference in "J-L]I?r,L_,’ a
Jew in Sardis racher than Scythopolis proximity to the :puther city? Were
there strategies for networking berween Jewish communities thmugimut the
Medicerranean and Near Eastern worlds, or was it the connecrion with

Jerusalem and its immediate territory enshrined in che f_jcs.j gnation J’wﬁ_f;.wﬁ
that controlled all relationships? Was living in Galilee, for example, a form
of Diaspora existence for a Jew, given the particular symbolic significance of

Jerusalem, or did the territorial boundaries of the land of Israel still play an
important role for Jews everywhere? A third set of questions has to do with

the perceived clash between Jewishness and the Hellenistic zettgesst. Did the

cosmopolitan spirit touch Jews as much as other ethnic groups abroad, and
does this explain their non-participacion in the two revoles? What particular
crafts and patterns of trading did Jews pursue/ What levels of participation
in the public life of cities or municipalities were tolerated and expected and
how did these differ for Jews and for other ethnic groups?

It is far easier to ask than to answer questions
scattered nature of our evidence, Yer the

questions that need to be explored
understanding of the phe

such as these, given the
y would appear to be the kinds of
if we are to make progress in our
: | nomenon of the Jewish Diaspora in antiquity. In
particular, there is a need to ENgage in comparative studies wherever possible
wu:hlnt.her groups who were also interested in maintaining their distincrive
ethnic identity while living away from the homeland, Howeve
c!.lltul'al examples are introduced it js important to acknow]
time and place before any conclusions can be drawn. This
when Jewish examples of Diaspora [ife i
medieval or modern Europe
occur, but these are played o itical, cultural and social
clrcrlgstances, and we canp Epunw:s Lt:: Ltj::iu :Ill::tm!;”::-j::‘
fl:;’tri::; ?z;]hfl:;t"ﬁt because stereotypes of Jewish ‘stubbornness’ have been
_ R “l;::ﬁifs and Christjan anti-Judaism over the centuries,

hip may have fel bl;
stereotypes for . : telt obliged o support these
Sy, ﬂP“ngEﬂ: reasons, it does little service to the ﬁExliiJilit}' and

without losing its

r, when cross-
edge difference of
s particularly crue
are introduced from, for example,
or North America. To be

ut in very different pol
UL transpose Jewish re

sure, similar issyes

e
INTRODUCTION

The idea that gave rise to the Dublin conference eme
writer from an assignment to prepare an article for The
Archaeolopy in the Near East (ed, E, Meyers, 5 vols, |
Hellenistic and Roman periods’ (vol. 2, 29-35), In th
the literature it became obvious that while this was co
to the architectural, economic and historical
insufficient attention had been given to the notion of the
universe’, calling for allegiance not merely from its citizens b
were allowed to share its space, no matter how lowly their
same time, I recalled the provocative title of an article by J:
‘The City as useless symbol in Late Antique Judaism’, tabl
brought into sharper focus the question of the Diaspora and ¢
posed for Jews. How far did practice differ from ideology |
world and what were the factors at work in adaptation and 2
Was 1t possible to re-conceptualise the Jewish Diaspora ¢ iffere
were the factors that gave rise to Neusner's challenging
rabbinic attitudes? Did similar considerations apply at an ear

As always happens, our theorerical outline for the conferenc
matched by the responses we received to our ‘call for papers’.
the framing of the topic in a certain way remained with
which were lively and informative. Re-reading che pape:
the light of those discussions and developments in the t ir
to me that the elements of a possible new parnd@m
been suggesting for the study of the Jewish Diaspora.
contained here, even if the authors of the different ar

as to other projects on issues that are of importance 0 all o
terms of ancient Mediterranean and Neat Eastem |
perspective of an emerging global E“Jt.m I:.hal: in ,_
threatens to abolish all notions of echnic identity and diften




THE HELLENISTIC CITY
OF JERUSALEM!'

Lester L. Grabbe

The place of Jews in the various Hellenistic cities in the Grmk and Roman
world has been the focus of a variety of scudies.” What is often overlooked is
possibly the most important Hellenistic city for Jews in the ancient world:
the Hellenisric city of Jerusalem itself. Here we have not just a city in which
Jews lived as a minority population and semi-ourtsiders (except for the very
few Jews who were citizens). Rather, we have a city which was creaced and
run by Jews and in which the vast majority of citizens — if not every one -
were themselves Jews.

The so-called Hellenistic reform which took place in the
Seleucid rule and led to the Hellenistic city of Jerusalem
described by pens dipped in vitriol, beginning with the b
Our attitude to the ancient Greeks js strangely
Athens, we prefer the Greeks to the barh

many of the famous battles such as Marathon. Yet when it comes to Jewish
history, the Greeks suddenly cease to be the cowboys and become the Indians
= to use a phrase which would n

» 0 doubt be very politically incorrect chese
ays.

early part of
has generally been
oks of Maccabees.
ambiguous. We admire
arians, we take the Greek side in

For this reason, it is very
crtically and not be seq
knows'. Can we trus; the

important that we read o
mpeded into believing simply what ‘everyone
books of Maccabees? This may seem a strange

to know anything about the Maccabean period,

ation? Apart from the books of Maccabees, there

ion. The few references in non-Jewish literature

ir sources carefully and

1 This

i mfh::nﬁﬂp}?;fd El'hbt.lﬁtﬂl]y‘m be delivered orally; apare from some minor
dﬂi‘ s HE nged this style in che Published form, A version of chis paper was
nfl e :E';:—JW 1997 as the second Maccabean Lecruge, sponsored by the
thank the Maccabes, ngs College Lﬂ}..-[m::n Ilgeplf:men: of Thealogy and Religion. 1

s r M.A. Knibb for the INviEar ih
ceure there, g5 | : ! ation to deliver the
ig..-.- Do thank the Royal Irish Academy for INviting me give this paper in the

ent seudies, sec |
| iu Barclay 1996, Leqn 1960, Trebilco 199, . Rutgers 1995,

o

THE HELLENISTIC CITY oF |

are very brief. Josephus gives a somewhar i depe:
scholars dismiss as confused, but then in the A
paraphrase of 1 Maccabees. So if we wanr te
revolt and events which led up to it, we must use 1 a
Yet it 1s a common proclivity of historians to take
proceed to tear them to shreds. This is called the -.
much we depend on our sources, we cannot do sc
requires close and critical analysis, The writers of
history have their biases, their prejudices, their p:
their lacks. siciand
Understanding these characteristics of a parti lar
useful tool to interpreting what is said. It is also o ren
ing what 1s ot said. The ‘argument from silence’ can be 3
a powerful argument in some cases. It is Sherlack {olmes
not bark in the night. As I shall show later, there are
omissions 10 2 Maccabees' account of the events srecedi
revolr, LS
But there 1s a particular weakness which afflices ho
their theory instead of the text. That is, they read their
instead of reading the text for what it says. A we
many years ago. It is called ‘eisegesis’, though n
called ‘reader response’. Unfortunacely, the books
been read very selectively for what mighe support
than the entire text for what it says. Once having r
a scholar mighe well feel that a particular scatemen
misinformed, but the reading of the text — he er
this critical judgment. i~
So what I propose to do here is to read the
generally the best source for much to do with tk

2 Maccabees is better. Before looking at 2 Mai
would be useful. e
When the Seleucid ruler Antiochus HI or Antio R 1
Palestine in 200 BCE, things do not seem to have ¢t
Some have asserted chat it did, but I see lit . n ..
Josephus (A, XILiii.4 [145-6D), ﬂntlﬂf{? S
Jews.* If genuine, it is an important document .
in their traditional customs ﬂl'ld_ even .
taxes so that war damage to the city co
187 and was succeeded by his son .
Seleucus attempted to confiscart

o e
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behind this account 1s not certain, s will be noted below, but apart from

this the Jews seem to have lived peacefully under Seleucus _

The change came about under Antiochus IV Epiphanes, though not in the
way often presented in handbooks. Antichus IV was a son of Antiochus 111
and brother to Seleucus IV. He had been a hostage in Rome but was

; of Seleucus’ death reached him. Seleucus had a
returning home when news 1 :
son. also named Antiochus, but he was a minor. So uncle Antiochus took the
opportunity to seize the throne. Alchough in name he ruled the hrst five
years jointly with his nephew, you are not likely to be surprised when I tell
you that this ended in the youth’s assassination and Antiochus the uncle’s
sole rulership. It can be dangerous to be heir to the throne.

We know from a cuneiform tablet that Anciochus IV began his reign 1n
September 175 BCE.' When he took the throne, what did he do with regard
to the Jews? The answer will be a surprise to many: he did nothing. We have
no indication that Antiochus had any particular interest in che Jews. The
first encounter with the Jews does seem to have come abour fairly soon after
he began his reign, but it was not initiated by him. On the contrary, Jason
{brother of the Jerusalem high priest Onias III) approached Antiochus — and
he brought him an offer he could not refuse. He offered to pay 360 talents of
silver, plus another eighty from another souce, a total of 440 talents of silver,
to be given the high priesthood in place of his brother. What was Antiochus

; Tt :
tu_dn. _The answer was obvious: 1t mﬂd? no difference o him who was high
pni:sr in Jerusalem — In any case, the office was still in che family; Jason had
at least showed some sign of having a bir of gumption, and he might turn
m:a,: he useful; above all he paid cash on the barre] head.
A tmthu; wis a I'Ll]iti'l'.. What is it that rulers of that time — or perhaps any
l:d'le - a.;E !Inl:t'n':ﬁtr:d n? Power and money. As an astute ruler, Antiochus
ran - I ' '

£ . plans to extend his empire — his power — but to do that he needed
Maney. Armies cost money. You have to feed and pay troops, even if they are
conscripts, bur Hellenist; e

: ellenistic rulers made a good deal of yse f :

t e al of use of mercenary
Foops, Ifing mercenary troops could be like taking

bosom. If you want to ke iy

} Keep your troops on your side

them more than the Id i

5 : ¥ could get from

ddenly find yourself with an ¢

was no Iprc-blem at all for

hlg;!upr:esrhmd and accep

t Jason had more in mind than just the

also had visions of i s

making Je

INEG your
you had better pay
Il your enemies; otherwise, you might
oy 'PPOSINg army in your very heartland.® So It
tinr:n}t:;:?;&ﬂ:: se¢ the wisdom of giving Jason the

Y

agy office held by his brother He
Hsalem a city to be reckoned with in the

:ww Wiseman 1954; 2021
I St v ¢ such works as Griffy
for the victarious ganemI

- s hl for the LIOOPS to refise

hus VIT's troops when the Pareh,

ans tried to use them

h 19335; 1976, Yalichey 1997,

Thm“st the. CPPONEncs troops in his own army.
though this semetimes happened, eg., with

s f, Yalichey 19597 198),

(e

Jerusalem as citizens of Antioch’ (2 Macc. 4.9).7 Nowa r
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Hellenistic world. Therefore, in addition to the 440 ¢ v
offered, he added another 150 into the bargain ‘to ¢
a g}rmnilﬁjum and a b{ldj’ of vouth for it,

well ask, "What is wrong with a gymnasium? It would o
exercise, get the youth off the street, divert their enere
so likely to mug lictle old ladies. Sounds like a good i

a good thing or not, we shall come to. But the building
greater implications than just providing a place for the youns
in shape. For some reason, the author of 2 Maccabees is n
explicit about what Jason was asking for, bu the reason is t
the ancient reader, as well as to the modern reader kno
Hellenistic culrure, it would have been clear what was hanpenin
bidding for the right to make Jerusalem into a palis, a city
Greek foundations. vt il
The basic government of the ancient Greek mainland was che cit
main city with a small citizen population and large slave ¢
territory with land worked by slaves, and a certain number of
(‘metics’), foreigners and others. The government of the city-
considerably, bur the citizens often had a hand in making ¢
goverming their state. As Alexander conquered his way acr
Mear East, he periodically set up cities modelled on the Gree
citizens were his Macedonian veterans and cheir families. #
with a gymnasium, and land was confiscated and assigne
however, it was not farmed directly by them but by slaves
the case in Asia, by serfs who were bound to the land. =
The gymnasium was in many ways the centre of t
‘architecturally and culturally the defining insl:il:uﬂ'
civilization, recognized as such alike by those who wi
opportunities and by those who saw in it as}rml_:rn_i Ef
served as an important focus for social acch?ues in the
training ground for the new citizens. The utig:lml’-‘ v
ephebates or trainee citizens to che skills needed in war.

*7

! Quotations are generally from the NRSV. ‘ s
8 One of the aims of the gymnasium seems indeed to have beer
young men: ‘And, not least, it was a means of containir
vouth (see “Epyov 1984, 23 for an ephebic law of 24
“not to clap, nor hiss, bur to watch silently anr.l
1996: 528), <l
9 Davies 1984: 308. Sce also Rostovezeff 19415 10

etk R -

10 The ephebate probably goes back at l&

however, that our c
Reinmuch 1948; 211-

.
-
.



LESTER L. GRABBE

physical exercises and contests wcre.an im]“m}l' tant F‘i”:: :"::::Ef::":“[lr‘”"duhn;
activity. But the gymnasium was munh maore than jus : ]p; s are .
4 - i literature and rhetoric.”” This is why in
provided education in writing, L
mainland Europe, a g}'mmz,rfr:fm 15} a gran : ; | ﬁ]tl:m; AT like Hsg
Jason clearly had some sort of vision for the N M e #
have a vision of the future for the Jewrh ref.r‘::m.ﬁ_.‘ This has often been assumed,
but let’s not judge in advance. However, his vision ﬂ:jr Jerusalem, at J:mstt wis
to adopt the trappings of the old Greek SR 1 i_“’ people “’m”}[ hﬂ_“_m'i‘
citizens. This was a new concept. Up until this time 11:11& Jews .IC_It'I'llf':IhL*EJ
themselves as members of an etbnos, a people. The idea of being a citizen of a
city was something introduced into Judah for the first time. To be a citizen of
a Greek city carried privileges and was jealously ggurdud. As noted above,
many of those who lived in a polis were not actually cicizens. We are not given
details of who became citizens of the new pofis of Jerusalem, but we can be
sure that the wealchy and the aristocracy were among the first on the list,
Jason himself had the task of drawing up the list of citizens: one would not be
surprised if he charged for the privilege; in any case, he probably built up
political credit with those of power and influence.!2
What is the pronouncement of the books of Maccabees on Jason's
enterprise? In a word, they were against it. The story is told in derail in 2
Maccabees 4. Jason ‘set aside the existing royal concessions to the Jews,
secured through John the father of Eupolemus’ (4. ] 1). This refers back to the
initial conquest of Palestine by Antiochus 11T who confirmed the
Jewish observances.'” Evidently John had been crucial i
Antiochus that the Jews' tradirional
Maccabees then goes on to EIve 1ts v

traditional
1 negotiating with
rights continued unhindered. 2

erdict on Jason's enterprise (4.10— 15):

- - . he {Jason] destroyed the lawful ways of liv
customs contrary to the law [paranomor].
establishing a gymnasium right under the cit
such an extreme of Hellenizarion
foreign ways because of the surpass;
who was ungodly [asefar] and no tru
no longer intent upon their se
safctuary and neglecting che

ing and introduced new
He took delight in
adel . , . . There was
and increase in the adoption of
ng wickedness [anapneia] of Jason,
¢ high priest, that the priests were
rvice at the alcar, Despising the

sacrifices, they hurried to rake part in

11 In the Hellenisej i
cTstic period, when cities w nerally i : -
e i = wEe not generally involved in military activiry, the

part of their endeavoy ! 5, ;r;w:-vtr. utl]lut_tua were still an important
12 Despite Doran’s commene (1990: 103) ¢}, : J.Lﬂlﬁu [.Iu- references in n. 9 above,
irth as a Jew', i¢ i : ot the “requirement for citizenship remgined
» 1L 15 not clear from : I i

i possible
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the unlawful [paranones) proceedings in the wre
signal for the discus-throwing, disdaining the h
ancestors and purcing the highest valye upon
LAE N T

Now, I want to ask a silly question ar this point:
was wrong? 2 Maccabees thinks thae Jason is a wicks
frequently in this passage. Bur what specific act of brea
name? I understand there is an old rule used by lawyer
on your side, you pound the law; if the law is against
table. The author of this passage is pounding the table;
lots of adjectives and adverbs: ‘wicked", ‘unlawful’, ‘ung
not at any point tell us anything concrete, - A
We can probably all agree that Jason should nor have tak
priesthood from his brother Onias. Bue beyond that 2 M
specific examples of anyching unlawful, The mast he ich
priests were not as intent on their service of the altamg:-; |
been, but even this may be a matter of interpretation, W
tamzd offering did not cease because when it was stopped a f
was an extremely traumaric experience.'® Were the people w
various sacrifices not being attended to? Were there Ic
people dragging along chirsty sheep and goats, blea
priests were not doing their job? As far as we I:Enttli, _
normal. What is alleged is that priests left the altaraca
to attend che sports in the wrestling arena. oy
Priests were not required to be on duty twentyr il
were more priests than were needed to take care of the s
eventually a system developed in which theym
courses.'” They were on duty for a week twice a y
were on duty on the festivals. So who were the p
wrestling arena? Were they priests on duty? If so,
been broken, though there was a greater danger ¢ :-“ |
titually polluted if away from the temple. Or has the 1
caricature? No details are given, so 1t 1S hard to eval
all the writer can say is that the priests Wﬂﬁm
be. Considering the author’s earnest demrt-tﬂ;. K
praising by his faint damns. i

The ﬂnl::r possible example of a breach of the lz T

4.18-20. This states: i

14 The book of Daniel (9.27; 11.3
setting up of the ‘abominari
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When the quadrennial games were bt-lﬂ.!_%_h"ld i i

the vile {just in case you rm;_.tllnt I]:WF forgotten] Jason
E E;EE;;’ chosen as being Antiochian citizens fr{f:m l;‘:'”;';'[lf::ki“
carry three hundred silver drachmas it ﬁuull jL £ to use il.:
Those who carried the money, however, Ehnught o nd r for
for sacrifice, because that was inappropriate, but in:: E'JKIJ]L:'IE{] o
another purpose. So this money was | rlremi.red by the se me .r. ur[_ |
sacrifice to Hercules, but by the decision of its carriers it was appliec

to the construction of triremes.

If we accept this at face value, as it often .i'.‘i,. then _}:15_'.un ,H{;']MLITF !thtl' I]-H‘:n
though it would have been a violation mlfmde_[.hf L) S {; e
ever, let us look at this account carefully ]*n’.@r, if I were Jason and |'+|um_'w:t to
send 300 silver drachmas to Tyre, I would pick my couriers very carefully. I
would want men I could crust. There were an awful lot of bars, taverns and
brothels becween Jerusalem and Tyre. Buc if I chose trustworthy men, they
would also be people who would not rake the money for one purpose and
then use it for something else when they got there. Second, it 1s easy to
allege that it was intended for another purpose, but where is the evidence?
The money was not in fact used for a pagan sacrifice but for warshi ps. This
all suggests to me that Jason really originally sent the 300 drachmas as a gift
with the intent that the silver be used to buy warships. Someone, however —
perhaps even the author of 2 Maccabees — simply put the worst possible
interpretation on the act. I admir that there can be no certainty, but che
account here seems to me to be problematic.

One other allegation is made in 1 Maccabees 1:14-15. This is that those
?rhu built the gymnasium ‘removed the marks of circumcision’ (Emoinocay
Eotoig axpoPustiog). It is nor easy to evaluate whethe
more than a wild allegation because i
sources. It is not in 2 Maccabee
value and put the WOrst
should keep in mind, Th
description of ‘uncircum
shall not make YOu crin
\ Ifitll:uut fear of contradi

r this is anything
t is mentioned by no independent
s, for example. However, let us take it at face
Interpretation on it, There are still two points one
¢ first point concerns the operation itself, There is a
cision” in an ancient medical rext (Celsus 7.25.1). 1
ge by reciting the gory details, but I think I can say
ction that it would have required a certain amount of
e e OPeration in a time before anaeschetics were

}" were IoE qU.EU.IIn * Uba I , T

If & did ; ; E Up at che surgeon s door,
some d 0 through i -
. £ Eh wich this, it would haye been o compéte 1n

RRae . ij:]m '3"'&'1':-:!;:::I El;lﬂﬁ. We have ng evidence thar EXercises were done
S '!ﬂllﬂl.. o : -E::c-:gabees does not suggest thar they were, and
2= 0) Shows that it was nop necessarily always the custom:

] . were the first tg

pla
nly, 20 to rub gher ¥ Bames naked, to take

selves down with olive oil

el K
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el

= i

S E
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=
e B =
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after their exercise. In ancient times
athletes used to wear coverings for their lo
practice was still in existence not VEry many vy

many foreigners, especially in Asia, wear these lo
matches and wrestling bouts,!® P
Tk 'ﬁ\

Some have seen a condemnation of nudity in the Jerusalem |
Jubilees 3:30-31 which states: :

But from all the beasts and all the cattle he granted tc
that he might cover his shame. Therefore it is corr
heavenly tablets to all who will know the judgment of ¢t
they should cover their shame and they should not be unc
the gentiles are uncovered.

|.-| .

This does not strike one as a polemic againse fellow
comment on the practices of the Gentiles and an admoniti
them. It 1s not even clearly a reference to exercises in the ¢

My second point is that there is no reason to chink
men did remove the signs of circumcision, Jason was res
boys, you know they sometimes they do things you d 0
are known in every age for kicking over the traces. A
may well have happened — and all the author of 1 M ¢
example, or even a rumour — but it would have be .
and there is no evidence that it was a deliberate pol

What was the reaction of the people to all thﬁs?
reads that ‘the orthodox Jews in Jerusalem were i icen
There are two problems with such statements. First, €

i1 closely relared: it concerns the reaction of th&_:
reaction? The answer is, we are not told there was an "
[ think with some confidence, that there was a va
those living in the country were no +dmlbt
happening, or at least sceptical about 1t. e
country people to the wicked ‘big city’. But this |
not know for sure. Whar we do know is ha
Strations against Jason's plan; on the contra

it }. ‘“hl_,'.‘ :

=

16 Thucydides, History of the Pelo
London: Penguin: 1954: 3

17 Knibh 1989 16=17)

the nude in the Jen

Russel] 1967:

T Ly

-
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people embraced it because they became a p‘art f the Ff::.;g:ll.zicg:-:?,'
which may have been called Antioch, or Eerh;lpﬂ ML 2 S s
the citizens were called ‘Antiochenes’ ( AVTLO)(ELC: 4"*“_* 19).”" They even
welcomed Antiochus in magnificent fashion when he visited Jerusalem on
his way to Egypt (2 Macc. 4.21-22). ;

Jason's Hellenistic foundation lasted only gbuur rhrr_:vl years (2 Macc,
4.23-26). Jason had in essence double-crossed his Elamrhr:r. I'here is no reason
why others could not play that game, and an |_nciwu.{.ua[ named Menelaus did
precisely that. He went to Antiochus and _ﬂﬂtred him even more money to
hold che office of high priest. In fact, he offered a much greater sum, adding
a further 300 talents to the amount being paid by Jason. This was a large
sum by any standards, and if it was meant to be an annual contribution as
some have suggested, it was an impossible sum. We know it was impossible
because Menelaus did not pay it!

Who was chis Menelaus? According to Josephus, who has an account
independent of the book of Maccabees (Awns. XII.v.1 [237—401), he was the
brother of Onias and Jason and was actually named Onias as well — Onias-
Menelaus. Most scholars have rejected this account, and I think rightly,
though some other points in Josephus’ version need more attention than they
have hitherto been given.

According to 2 Maccabees, Menelaus was one of th ree brothers. Simon was
a caprain of the temple and had had a disagreement with Onias over the
running of che city marker. As a result of this, he had gone to Apollonius
the Seleucid governor for this pare of the § :
tale. As a result, the king Seleucus IV had sent his minister Heliodorus to

confiscate the temple treasury. This is all described in 2 Maccabees 3 and
ended happily in that Heliodorys did not in the end take the temple money
t:I:;gIh ‘_ﬂ-’hfthf'l‘ we should credit the reason given depends on one 5:
;ruv: :I? 2 Mﬁccabﬁﬁf*_ says an angel on a fiery steed with two COMpanions

. eliodorus off with 2 heavenly flogging,

Simon was one brother, then, and another
i!ﬂﬂ COME in a minute, [t
Sl‘m]}lf lay Jews, which wou
high priest withouc

eleucid empire, with some sort of

was Lysimachus to whom we
has often been asserted that these brothers were
e Id mean that .MEﬂElﬂLIE would have been become
conclusion is based gn :l;:i;:e:t !‘HEHE] AT
ghe tribe of Beigr S .m . Mztcnulﬁfts 3.4 that Simon was ‘of
Greek manuscripes, bue ¢ | cely ergioccd made in the majoricy of

. 't 15 scarcely credible, Simon was captain of the

 3:4). When Menelaus became high priest,

w Been if he e > g the People, which there surely would

descent (as syb
i ek sequent events show),
fjamin’ the Old Latin and Arme Rt &

nian versions

[ ey

i
"
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have ‘tribe of Balgea', which was eviden]
in Nehemiah. 12:5, 18,2

Therefore, what we see is another example df-"- .
priesthood which seems to have a long history, ;

to us, but there are hints in the Hebrew Bible :!-': n
has Levitical priests, Aaronite priests, Zadokite priests,
priest according to Judges 17:30, So alc

: hough even
Maccabees sees Menelaus’ crime as worse than Jason's (

was at least from the traditional high priestly family, N
probably a priest. , .
Menelaus soon got into trouble because he was nov ok
had promised to Antiochus. He was summoned to appear b
but when he arrived, the king was away dealing with a revole,
to appear before another high minister named Andronicus
chance to gain time, so Menelaus stole some of the golden o
giving some to Andronicus and selling others in the area of *
way, he not only gained a breathing space with regard to his d
hribed Andronicus into murdering Onias the original hig
had raken refuge in a temple near Antioch — a pagan temple
did not save him. e i1l
Meanwhile, back in Jerusalem rumours had begun to
stolen temple vessels. We now have a crucial piece of inforn
the people’s reaction to the thefe of the temple vessels?
streets. Lysimachus, who was governing while Menelaus 1
with a large band of armed soldiers to attack che ¢ OW
ordinary mob. They were out in such numbers and so
rumours of the temple desecration that they drove off the .
killed Lysimachus. This fact puts a number of the pr
perspective. The people of Jerusalem were not indifte
religion. They had the same regard for the temple an:
ancestors had. [t was a most sacred place and not to !
Selling off temple vessels was a breach of its holiness and :
the religious susceptibilities of the people. iy
You will now see why I put so much store s .E' '
Maccabees. If the people react so strongly to mﬂlﬂg_ "'
they would have reacted equally strongly to a hl’ﬁ]! L
Jason. His Hellenistic reform clearly did not

¥ a priestly famij

L

20 See the data in Hanhare 1976: 53. Thi"_
likely explanation; however, others are
indeed from the tribe of Benji
rather, the writer made the col

1997: 32 n. 44),
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concerned marters in what we would call che _'.wcular' rmlr.u.-". It ;_Ll_su II'.ILiJ'EFl.FE":i
chat Menelaus must have been of a priestly family [:w:‘umc? i'JIIE mlzll!?}’“_'lﬁ"-'hf
high priestly office would not have heen tolerated otherwise. S ’fhﬁl'
mind chat those who rioted were the citizens of Jerusalem, e
gathering from the countryside. They seem to have been Jason's people, as is
indicated by the immediately following event. ol "

As soon as the riot was over, the gerousia or 'senate’ or governing council
sent a delegation to complain to the king. What was []1_{5_.21”"'*'*"'5*"“" ? The "“m':‘
implies a ‘council of elders’ (from gerdn ‘elder, old man’) just as dnu_a ‘senate’
{(from Lacin semex). The indications are that this was a traditional feature of
Jerusalem government.”* It had evidently been |nmrpnr;ur}'d into the ciey
government set up by Jason. Furthermore, 1t was made up of those who went
along with Jason’s reforms. Yer they were che leaders in hghting a chreat ro
the temple and che law.

This brings us to the year 170 BCE. At this point, events in Jerusalem
were overtaken by wider events in the world. Antiochus was attacked by
Prolemy VI, providing an opportunity to invade Egypt. He was successful
and, apparently on his way back, visited Jerusalem. I say ‘apparently’ because
the account in 2 Maccabees (5.1, 15-21) associates it with the second
invasion of Antiochus in 168. However, 1 Maccabees also mentions what
seems to be the same event but describes it as taking place after the first
invasion (1 Macc. 1.16-24). It makes most sense to me thar this visit to
Jersualem took place after the first invasion because Antiochus came to
Jerusalem peacefully, which was not the case after the second invasion.
Antiochus was taken on a tour of the temple by Menelaus (2 Macc. 5.15-16)
— a clear breach of the law — and then appropriated much of the
treasury before going on his way back to Antioch.

Antiochus’ arrangements in E

temple

. | gvpt did not last: two years later in the
s'I]?l:mg of 168 he invaded !Zg]p'pr again. This time the Romans intervened.

€ story as told by Polybius is an Interesting one (29.27.1-7), The
had_ passed a motion requiring Antiochus to wich Buted
delivered only if the Romans won the bartle
commander Popilius Laenas approached Antie

denate
1 draw, but it was to be
of Pydna, When the Roman
ichus, he greeted him from a

21 .|'I.!. 18 often said these days, the ancients dic
Hc.ular' that we do. Thar js true;, on the
which had 1o do withy rhe temple and
life. Tl'lqr would normally have hacd i

& ftmdjtmml religious law or nor,

EEFoRiia 18 mention
quoted by Josephus, Ane

XILiii. 34 (138—46): 'A
in ; nd all the members of the nation shall have g form of goverment

of their counery, and I
o = i the senate [geronsial, che iests, th
temple and the temple-singers ghj] be relieved from the p:rll-l:l;::' {ﬁlfiE:

« 3 ). Thackeray (193 =
1ge, MA: Harvard Unjvm‘u:p,,_,“r E;E ;;’ _;:;:;pj;% LCL, London: Heinemann:

| not make the distinction berween
other hand, they had

the deity from whar w
v irouble deciding whe

‘sacred” and
no trouble distinguishing char
a5 confined to ordinary profane
ther something was a violation

G (] . -
‘Iflul_.h.il- o T T i1_1. = LA W

LA

»

B

‘distance but refused to shake hands. Instead e e T

consultm. After reading it, Antiochus said he would need
friends. Popilius took a stick he was cartying and d
Antiochus. He then said the Seleucid king had to mg
stepping outside the circle. Antiochus, after a few
agreed to the Senate’s demands, at which point Popi
warmly. . .
This was a rather humiliating experience for Antiochus. by
could not buck Rome. He had no choice but to withdraw fre
chough he could have taken it with ease. However, a rumoy
Jason in Transjordan, where he had taken refuge, that Ant
killed. This seemed a wonderful OppOrtunity to try to take
priesthood which he thought was rightfully his — after all, he ha
fair and square. Jason's troops retook Jerusalem, but Menelaus |
the citadel’and could not be dislodged. In the meantime, Antio
che fight going on between Jason and Menelaus and naturall
revolt was underway. He immediately sent an army to put dowr
rebellion. Whar happened next is not completely clear in e
Maccabees. In the six monchs becween when Antmchw f
Egypt in July 168 and the cessation of the temple cult in De
our sources relare a number of puzzling events which led uj
sion of Judaism, but not enough dara are given to make clear
was happening. Especially batfling is the reason that Judaiss
The subject has been much discussed but cannot be dealt
It 1s with Antiochus’ decree forbidding the practice of
Jewish revolt against the Seleucid empire really begiriu’:.l
story of the Maccabees — is a story in its own right, a very
courage, heroism and daring — but also one of int rnecin
struggle between different ideologies within Judamniv
story for another day, unfortunately, and cannot be ta KERUp
Instead, I want now to go back to Jason's H\‘.ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ@
description that we would like to have of this insticucion b :
lost forever, but this chapter has already considered a _ er

arguments. From these we can now infer several thmg‘s_

From the time of Alexander, Greek culture became &
the ancient Near East. It did not replace the arive cu
the Greeks were not interested in cultural imper!
themselves as superior and looked down on the
especially those of the upper classes, who saw that

23 Sce Grabbe 1991 59-74. B
24 For a thorough discussion see Grabl
25 Seech. 3 of Grabbe 1992, -




LESTER L. GEABBE

Greek, gain a Greek education, and adopt some ﬂ[_' the Greek ways of duil‘rg
things. It was also natural that Greek influence uf some sort Pﬂrm_'i'.“”f‘_ﬂ th’
entire society, Espﬁjan}: as time went on. The encicy created by thl.a mtxj‘ng
of the Greek and the native was a new creation, Hellenization, IIhe
Hellenistic world owed as much to the old Near Eastern cultures as lt_c!u{ to
the Greek; it was not Greek but sws generis. The Greek and Thl‘_”f"“‘*"—‘ _f‘_]'_r med
a new synchesis; however, it was not a melting together of r.he different
cultures (Versehmelzung in German) but more like a suspension, with elements
of both cultures existing side by side.

The Jews were a part of this Helleniscic world, just like all the other
native peoples. We have no evidence thac they reacted to Hellenization any
differently from other Near Eastern peoples. Greek influence made inroads
but the old way of life also continued much as it had for most people.
There were new overlords to take taxes and to impose their will, and they
spoke a different language. But to the peasant man following his ox down
the furrow or the peasant woman grinding grain or drawing water, life
continued much as it had for thousands of years. To rhose with education,
however, Greek culture no doubr had its attractions. The upper classes,
many of them priests, and the inhabirants of Jerusalem would have come
into greater direct contact with the Greek administration, the Greek
language and Greek customs.

“How you gonna keep ‘em down on the farm after they've seen Paree’ — or
Loadicea or Antioch? After almosr a century and a half of Greek rule it
would be hardly surprising if there were not those who thought that it could
be good for the Jews as a whole if Jerusalem became a polis. This did not
Helenae Yo mho o s oS- We koon of many

: » Spoke Greek and participated in
vaﬂ:;dnus aspelfg of Greek culture without compromusing their religion. A
;EWTP:E;SGPP;E ?;{ilexandr:a whose first ]apguage — and possibly only

1€ seems to have known lictle or no Hebrew?®), who
— which most Jews of the CIty were not —

nds all aspects of ¢ e : .
B 1e traditional Jewish | .
biblical commentaries. Jewish law in his many

We must also not

bl:lﬂ:lu of Mﬂctabﬁzs L
Maccabees

Case, it w

forger the mndication of Helle
be hemselves, Firge of all,
was initially written in Hebre
4% soon translated ineq Greek

Maccabees Was written in a good Greek
leader and diplomat in Maccabean cirele

nistic influence in the
they are written in Greek. 1
w, but this has not survived, In any
which became the main version, 2
style from the starr. An Important
8 was Eupolemus, His facher John

traditional Jewish ith
o Customs wit
1l Upolemus is a Greek fame, he wrote in Greek and was

Jews were not indifferent to their religion, @

THE HELLENISTIC CITY OF jgRu:

no doubt chosen for his diplomatic roles becance
Greek language.’ sl
Jasunrs aims in his Hﬂlleniﬁtic rtfurm are those
such as the present day, many of us would appland (
‘Euro-sceptic’). Evidently, he wished to open up
Jerusalem 1n particular to all the advantages that mig!
their capital city a Greek polis. This no doubt include
and commerce which would come from throwing e
outside world in a much more conducive way. The meor
the change may not have represented immediate fing 1
clearly had an intellectual and recreational appeal to many
of Jerusalem. There would now be something for the y
Saturday night. Instead of a provincial backwater they 1
swinging Jerusalem. i
Some have expressed Jason's aims in religious terms usin
the analogy of the founding of Reform Judaism in th
century, when the desire was to ‘update’ the traditional L
would prefer to use a political analogy because Jason d
been out to make changes in the Jewish religion. Apart
taking the high priesthood itself, there is little evide
Torah. Indeed, Jason's powerbase continued to be that
priest: the temple and cult and the leadership opportu

in the absence of a formal native political office.”® We

Century or so. 4
There may have been a variety of reactions on

the polis because they participated in it. We also kn

not tolerate a violation of the law or a defilement of &
know this because when it was rumoured that Men e
temple vessels, the population rioted, and che counc
set up by Jason — sent an embassy to Antiochus

defend it when necessary, /LA
This is probably why the charges ”E\l'f‘ :
generally so unspecific. The laws were not|

& k.
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: : G W -ssion of Judaism, ¢
many vears later, in the aftermatlh of r"rm tmcl‘nt::::?i‘;{?:: ?:ii? :hi:-l]smrt nI: t::-:
authors of the two books natupl”}’ saw Jas e itht Bl
problem. He was wicked in their eyes, so [hﬁ}: zt,s:.u.*r\(ic this. i r,}:r
had no evidence to go on, they talked generally or usec 5[er!ent},?|1 !' r:jj'“ g
much as Job's friends had. The sin 1s not dgscnhr:cl .."?l".l-;]l'll.[.cm‘l I":l'i i ]m ia I.:, j:]usr
as Job ‘must have' done some dastardly cthings to Hl.]_f er ..1.5} 1€ |]:; 5-. .‘Tmn
‘must have’ done wicked EhII'Jj___’S which bn}ught God's wrath on the CITY and
Pm'II'ji'll?rllgs do seem to have been different once Menelaus took over, Thv
distinction in approach and atritude berween ane[u.us and Jason ]mf often
been overlooked. Even the seminal work by E. J. H‘fk{'rm“f“ qf’-_{’rjff der
Makkabier,? lumps Jason and Menelaus together as ‘Hellenizers', just as 1
and 2 Maccabees do. I grant that the bias of our sources is such that perhaps
no study has done justice to Menelaus up to the present time. Bur in trying
to read carefully the sources in the light of their prejudices, I find a clear
difference between Jason and Menelaus. My interpretation is that Jason was
an ideologue, perhaps to some extent a dreamer, who admired Greek c ulture
and who saw the adoption of some aspects of it as beneficial to his people.
But I see Menelaus as a wholly opportunistic person whose actions are
those of a man out to gain whatever he can for himself without regard for che
consequences to the Jewish people. I readily admit thar this may not, in the
end, be fair to Menelaus, bur it is the picture I am left wich after a thorough
analysis of the sources. The most tellin g proof 1s that no evidence is ziven for
any opposition to Jason's reforms from the Jewish people. The more
conservative people of the countryside may have grumbled in their beards
about the ‘new-fangled’ goings on in Jerusalem, but no overt Opposition is
mentioned. Menelaus very quickly attracted not just passive opposition but
rlots in the streets by the citizens of Jerusalem, evidently the very people
“’h_f' hﬂd welcomed the Hellenistic reforms of Jason. Their motivacion in
ﬁ;ﬁ:;%mi@;;ﬂ:;;?::UEUI{:‘Ei ;::;liiiﬂlzls,hfrcrm all we can tell. The su-cal!ﬁd
religion very seriously, and the u i it t:u_lr ROpcus ']'.ijSh
; y were willing to put their lives on the line to

defend ir.

* ok 4

I !lave covered a fair amount of ground, so et

: : me summarize what [ have
said or implied about che Hellenistic re g

form:

Jason's reform was a cultural and political ane

In Arthur Conan Doyle's short story, ‘SH?E_:EI.
Sherlock Holmes, Inspector Gregory asks Hulmes:.' il

Or as Simon and Garfunkel put it, we mus _

In some sense, with
. To make:]enmnlem into a GG
| for the inhabitants of Je

a vision of how Judah should
teek polis would, in his opinion,
fusalem and ‘the Jews as a whole.

31 The account in 1
stereotyped, pro
bias, 2 Maccabe

THE HELLENISTIC CITY of

"o

His precise reasons are not given, though ¢ ..,. :
part of them. Yet it is also probably trye that Tas
of Greek culture attractive and felt thae the Jew

considered himself a loyal Jew and made fio 5 .rl
practice of the Jewish religion or the “P"miu- :
comes through, despite the bias of our major sourc
Menelaus seems to have been a rather different charac
as an opportunist and as one without much ofit
self-interest. This picrure may simply be due to the
but even the prejudiced sources we possess suggest a
between Menelaus and Jason, 5,
The books of Maccabees are valuable sources, Withou
know little about the Maccabean revolt or what led up
state. In the past, 2 Maccabees was sometimes sligh
more blatantly theological and pietistic. Yet for ;
preceding the actempt to suppress Judaism, it is 2
gives the most details, showing that 2 Maccabees
tremely important source. If we had to rely on
available to us, even 1 Maccabees, we would have o
what happened and none of the vital derail ®*
Despite their importance — or because of their imp
approach these two books critically, noting their bi
their omissions, their deafening silences. It iﬁ_
books — and to read them critically — which
interpretation which in fact overlooks much tha
must read them for what they say and also fur g

-

s there any point to which you would wish
‘To the curious incident of the dog in thE-'
"The dog did nothing in the night-oume."
‘That was the curious incident’ . . .

.
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SYNAGOGUE AND COMMUNITY
INTHE
GRAECO-ROMAN DIASPORA

Tessa Rajak

If any single notion about the Jews of the Gm{-gu-R{mmn Diaspora
commands general agreement, it is the idea that their lives centred on tl‘lﬁ‘%r
synagogues.' Especially in reconstructions of the post-70 era, Jews and their
synagogues are virtually inseparable. The ancient synagogue has been
studied with remarkable intensity in recent years,’ absorbing archaeologists
and theologians, art historians and philologists, New Testament scholars and
students of Judaism alike. There are also distinguished antecedents
which Samuel Krauss's acute and learned survey (192
To add another synthesis to the ever-growing literature would be scarcely
useful. Nor do I propose to adjudicate between interpretations of how and
why synagogues emerged, in Palestine or in the Diaspora, or how the
characteristic architectural forms evolved. However, there remains, to my
mind, one large and central historical question which has fajled to attract the
attention it deserves, and thar js about the functioning of the synagogue in
Jewish life. To address this, I shall engage with both broader issues and
Smwer linguistic considerations, in the hope of deepening our understand-
ing of Diaspora Jewish society during the Graeco-Roman period,
o :gaﬁzﬁui ::-?Zubsw;f cjric‘:greﬁ L-tnFr:tl. I;;l.mwn synagogues have been
implications and ing of .” : RRa- s ¢ pRE S GHRCE, Put the
::]:I'ﬂidered, A mn;‘:z?f:iri?‘{ ?1 ::r.sf ci:mj of C{._‘I!'I]:Hi.lll'}' IF.':EL*”_ h:wg scarcely been
ened by the very nacur. it f‘”f”" might in facr be envisaged, a range
¢ Greek word Tywagogne with its various

y Among

2) takes pride of place.

I For a selection of statements, see Juseer |

Levinie 2000: 124-5, 2712 350 fF T
# L . The
L ;l:hnrmﬂli-i 1992: 9-2g),
Bow the massive seudies by Hachlili 1995 |
1 MM 1999 and + vl g i

he collections of papers edited b
w;lﬂint 1987, Urman and Flesher 1995, pipe 1999, !I"R

214: 1, 456; Kraabe| 1987.

Rutgers 1998: 126,
SAMe opinion was

vhce espoused by the present

000, as well as Fine 1996 and
Guttman 1975, Kasher & af
et and Cohick 1999
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senses. Thus, for some scholars the main PoInt appears to b
public activities of Jewish communitjes in the Dl
buildings described as Lﬂynagﬂguﬂ'l placies Wh.iﬁh_
particularly effective and highly developed cor
foreground the religious life of the Jews — peading
prayer, the singing of psalms — in essence suggesting tha
of these practices which defined the post-biblical Jess
leading role played by Torah (or in Greek terms womos
may be automatically transferred by historians to the .
where the scrolls of the Law were housed. On the ¢ he
mentators might be considering rather the commitment
Jew, in the belief that the major pare of chis individual's
have been mediated through che synagogue — or at the ve
Jew. Yet again, the synagogue might leap to the fore wher
identifying the administrative structures of the Jews, and esp
who bear in mind that, where a Jewish population was not
officials clearly served as the community's leaders. By con g
might concern essentially the post-destruction syn 1202w
its members; this might then amount to identifying_;-" '
prime religious innovation of the day; or even, to going |
scholars have done — and highlighting the syr 1gogue.
unique Jewish creation. i
Often enough, a strong claim seems intended, encomj
above points, including the last. In other words, -“-‘
precisely in the Graeco-Roman Diaspora, I:hf: syna
became — and indeed stayed — the focus of both i
commitment for Jews, a primary affiliation undf:aa
identity. A common pattern is thought to hﬂ?ﬁ
munities established unified locations fm' I‘ilﬁll‘:l ,
activities together. The resule, it is either uuphec-:'f i
something new and truly special. For a recent ins ik
description, we may turn to Burtchaell, ﬂ_vhn Bpﬂikﬁ' |
life" as something ‘so integrated, so omnicompetent, 5o
our distincrions berween public and prlﬂm, or b'E .
or between the person and the community . . . are.

Synagogal structure, according to Burtchaell, is not
Jewish' ? P
It is not unfair to say that such judgments are based
$1on as on argument, and so it is worth giving s
One starting point, without doubr, is thf ¥
Apostles of Paul’s turbulent iﬂmlm_ﬁﬂf‘:
.

3 Burechaell 1992 2035, 208. 3 §
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synagogues of several cities in Greece and Asia M&Tﬂf- N‘-}I ‘f“*”‘““f f“F
scepricism about the historicity of the account can destroy t ]L.EUWL]—;I
impression evoked in these episodes. Confirmation seems Lﬂjm&"ﬁt i”‘ﬁ‘ the
epigraphic record ar Rome, where pmnhrl}h:h:rs are “E.E-ir] ¢ | to .c.:m-jc H_ZEFI
named associations, called, in every case, 'synagogues’.” Since _rh{' corpus of
inscriptions from the Roman Jewish L;itﬂt.'l:]l'l‘ll'ﬂ. L’,_m!' the third to fourth
centuries) constitutes approaching half the surviving _}c-m_wsh mamrm] in
(Greek and Lacin, that corpus readily dominates the scene, for all 1ts evident
geographical, chronological and chemartic limitation. The title of the most
prominent Jewish official of later antiquity, archisynagogos (synagogue head),
appears to offers further support.” The picture might then be fleshed out
with the aid of evidently fanciful rabbinic recollections of the grear and
glorious basilica synagogue of Alexandra, with its seventy-one gold chairs
for seventy-one elders, and with proportions so vast char a flag-waving
pazzan was employed to signal to the congreganes.® Yer again, imprecisely
conceived parallels from more recent Jewish life may have made their
contribution.

Equally influential, I would suggest, is the model of the early Church,
which adopted the highly distinctive word, ebbfesia (assembly), for what
might be regarded as an alternative version, a kind of sub-species of the same
insticution, and at the same time enhanced the significance of the concept
immeasurably by introducing the important second sense, of the Church as
an overarching entity seen as encompassing the Christian world in its
entirety. Burrchaell’s study, indeed, is designed as an exploration of those
similarities with the aim of demonstrating a direct indebtedness of the
Christian institution to the Jewish, which in turn serves to reinforce the
author’s principal preoccupation with the existence of formal structures from
ll:he.w:r;,r beginning of the history of the Church, So far could the two
institutions, Church and Synagogue, be pulled into parallelism, that Ernest
Renan’ was able to deem it a marter of sheer chance thar the Jews had not
settled on ebbleria, a familiar Septuagintal
::E;“I than fynagoge. ftlts really only in the realm of theology that we find

;Ei2;T;,:'ui”;"f:;:jfiﬁﬂph :}'”‘f‘l'#”i.‘f md Lflr;vut&d above it. Thus, for
described as a Congregario, a :;'n]]rlr:;lt Ifjtmn I_j | ecuve; & synagogue could be

’ ve which, he says (following etymology),

H [
word,® for their own purposes,

4 Williarns 1994
¥ On the name of this official g bt
1993 78-04; Levine 1998s, | oship o

6 For an Attempt to reconstruce
| part of the
oo rhd: 4.6 and jrg parallels,
.8 1

the synagogue, see Rajak and Noy

ired see Levi Enm:-p:;sif al reality from the description in T
. i Vi
by Krauss 1922: 13, 9

18 the word used in che
eLmes ek,

Septuagint to translage the Hebrew kabal, as well as

o
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might equally well be made up of animals, while a chuee
something higher and necessarily composed of pegnle 9
matter taken by Schiirer and Harnack was not s
Augustine’s. Such rivalry continued o be important f
definition. The point is, that such views tend to make chu
functionally identical '® o
Finally, we have archaeology. The remains of some fiftee
buildings or building complexes from Italy and around the
identified with varying degrees of cerainty as synagogues, ¢
traces of over a score more,'" are our mose vivid and evocarive
the life of dimly understood communities, from the thire
onwards. The number of known synagogue-related inscric i
estimated as above three hundred,'? while it is epigraphic ey
that reveals to us the existence of eleven synagogues in the
during late antiguaty, interestingly named afrer individuals, dist
or trades. Elsewhere, the archaeological remains artest to units of
and in the case of the best known of them, Sardis, of quite g
rions. These edifices had sizeable main halls, as well as, often, su
rooms which must have served various funcrions, including (ir
known cases) the preparation of food.'* While some have co
the architectural diversity of these synagogues, the case
architecrural langnage’ has been persuasively argued.'* One
emerges, for the main halls of the complexes are characte,
presence of an apse, alcove or niche of some sore, evidently
scrolls.'” If the remains of what appears to be a first-cen
Delos are to be connected with the two i1'1.'a.:t:1'1']:-l:i|:ll'l.s‘;'\'.lﬁ'i!~
community found nearby, then the absence in this dive
key clement may be telling.'” Among other archaeg
monly found in Graeco-Roman synagogue sites were m =
known cases), often depicting a menorah with perhaps other
and sometimes associated with decorated walls; a readin

and the so-called Seat of Moses. Some E?WEUE“EF.- '

o R

’-
- F

Enarr, tn P, 81.1: Krauss, 1922, ' e
By contrast note the sharp disjuncrion proposed in the """ '
1953 e A
Ll See Hachlili 1998; Rurgers 1998: 125-35, with chd:ﬁ'lf
12 Levine 2000: 233, i
L3 Kraabel (1987: 503-4) trears the space for mmuni
14 Rutgers 1998: 104-13. 4 T
15 See Hachlili 1998; 68=79 and Meyers 13503

shrine’ not before the mid-second century
16 It is preferable to associate texes with
Jewish and the texts as lacking a
citation of earlier licerature,
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containing a fountain or a cistern, indispensable perhaps in the absence of 4
neighbouring seashore or spring, such as the sites at Aegina, Hammam Lif,
TN possessed.'” The position of the synagogues might make

life. However, if any argument may be drawn from the terming
fact closer to the opposite. For a brief search reveals such muly;

them highly visible wichin their urban environments, as Rutgers suggests,
alchough they are in fact as likely to be found in residential zones or on the

outskirts as in any civic centre.'® Taking archacological and literary evidence
together, attestation for over one hundred Diaspora synagogues has been
found by one reckoning.'? All in all, Rurgers finds h_musf:!f able to say that
the synagogue was among the most notable institutions that helped shape
the face of the ancient city’.** _

Fuller publication and new exploration would no doubt n?nkr significant
additions to this dossier. Nevertheless, even the possession of such treasures
should not shield us from the harsh reality thac che actual functioning of the
Graeco-Roman synagogue remains desperately elusive. The beginnings
continue to be debated: pre-exilic, Babylonian, post-exilic, Egyptian
Hellenistic, all these contexts have been earnestly advocated. It is perhaps
unsurprising that chis, like so many questions abour the genesis of time-
honoured institutions, is not susceptible of resolution.2! But we can scarcely
give up so readily on the quest to gain some idea of whar the developed
synagogue of Graeco-Roman antiquity actually was.

The tempration to make direct deductions from terminology has been
hard to resist, for ‘synagogue’ is indeed a special term. While the word is
normally used in Greek for any gathering, assembly or association, it comes
in the Roman period to be largely associated with Jews and with the practice
of Judaism. Unequivocal pagan occurrences in the sense of ‘association’ are at
any time few and far berween, and they are strikingly localized in northern
Greece.”? At the same time, the synagogues’ of the Marcionites, an early
Christian group whose purpose was decisively to sever Christianity from
Judaism through the abandonment of the Old Testament, may be seen as
reinforcing the Jewish association by an act of appropriation. A specialized

JE‘WISH word, the argument runs, betokens 2 unique, multi-purpose Jewish
Insticution.

The multivalence of the word itself h

; V€ carrying as it does a triple sense, not only connoting either ‘building’ or

community’ but retaining also the root meaning, which is simply ‘assem bly’
or gathering’. The combination 15 take

language appears to endorse the

as also seemed pa rticularly impres-

n to be extraordinary, the very
indispensability of the synagogue to Jewish

17 Hachlili 199g- 89 Pucci ben Zeey: 215~6 and n. 22
I8 Hachlili 1998- HO,

19 Rutgers 1998: 127,
20 Ibid.: 18,

21 For 4 summary of the many discussions. see Hachlili 1¢
3 ng: 4""22.
# Poland 1909: 155, TDNT V11, 801; Rajak and Noy 1993; 78-9,

20

not uncommon; indeed, the combination of the last two senge
and 'gathering’, can be said to be routine in Greek
example of double meaning is offered by a comparable Gn _
literally a ‘coming together'. The ﬁmcriuuing of one and the s
the first sense as well as the last two, that is to say to describe
locacion where a group meets, is admittedly a rarer phenomen
Roman practice; but that need not surprise us, Greek and Roman cul
were named after the deity inhabiting them: only in the case of the |
name of the Jewish God was this option was excluded, necessit
therefore, a different kind of name. Again, in a Greek city, the meetin
of a council, boule, was a bouleuterion, while an assembly, ebblesia
Athenian sense) could as a matter of principle come together in all s
places. Philosophical schools might of course be designated by the na
their location — Academy, Garden, Stoa — which in effect repre en
reverse of our process. Even so, an interesting later Greek paralle
pactern can be found: from a well-known repore of the younger P
10.33) about a fire in Nicomedia in Bithynia, we learn th st
possessed, at least before this was burned down, an ediﬁr.:e eferrec
gerousta, which must have been named for the body which he
inside ic.*? , e
We may allow, for all this, that rhg particular JE‘I.THH-
gogue' remains broad in scope, in spm? of th‘E partial parallel
investigation shows the difhculey of using this phenome g
wider conclusions about the nature of the Gl:aﬂcﬂ-ﬂﬂn:m- i’
thing, it soon emerges that rynagoge presents itself as ﬁufmm 5
use in Graeco-Roman antiguity in relation to any one of the tl
under discussion. Rather, what strikes us is that d '"' T
remarkably unsettled during our period. It m.uf
institution known in different places by dzf&rﬂ_m '
identical. But at first sight, the variety of terms i
ssts, instead, a diversity of insticutional arrangements 2
suggests, instead, a diversity o | _ Pl
perceprions across different regions, l:!lﬂ'ﬂﬂ-'“tmjls -
situations. This flexibility in vocabulary is “’hf‘;jﬂ e
Thus, the keyword ‘synagogue’ must be set Wit iy
used by in Jewish and Judaizing circles. The termsw
without discussion of cheir implications. Thus, a b ok
To describe a building devorted to the Pfﬂ"’-’f
designation, and the only visible oné in H":;
word which means literally, ‘prayer’, proexe ﬁ" o

5
L

23 Poland 1909: 468, e
24 See Krauss 1922 2-29; Juster 1914 g
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the word in this sense.”® Two Egyprian synagogues of thE, third quarter of
the chird century BC are the first atrested under l'!‘-lj'i name,-® Mnrtill Hengel
has suggested that the alternative term, rysagoge, Ihrst rook oot in Palestine
and travelled thence in stages to the Diaspora. The necessity for this other
term arose, he conjectures, because in Palestine the Temple, as long as it
lasted, was the cult centre and locus of worship, while synagogues were
venues less for prayer than for coming rtogether, for studyin g, and for reading
the law, and could not therefore be described as prosewchai.”” The next stage,
according to Hengel, was when Palestinian influence on the Diaspora led to
the transfer of synagoge as the term for the building where a congregation
met, even though the Diaspora communities will of course have needed alsg
to pray in these buildings. As evidence for Palestinian beginnings, Hengel
adduces the congruity of the literal meaning of the Greek word synagoge with
the Hebrew beth Eneseth (which means ‘house of meeting’). He draws SUPPOLt
from the New Testament and from the wording of a famous pre-70
synagogue dedication from Jerusalem, the inscription of Theodotus, 2
A drawback for Hengel is that, as far as che Diaspora goes, the older
term, prosesche, does not disappear, as he himself admits. The Third Book af
Maccavees (7.20), Philo®” and Josephus (Apron 2.10) all attest to jts
continued dominance in Alexandria. Philo also produces the cognate
proseukterson (VM 3.27), while the Egyptian papyrological evidence once
offers the alternative form ewcheion (CPJ 432, 1.60), prosenche 7 times at
least.”” Outside Alexandria, the name ‘prayer house’ is known to Acts
(16.13) where it describes a place of prayer beside the water at Philippi.
Josephus interestingly applies proseuche rather than synagoge to a certain
Iarg_& structure in the Jewish pofis of Tiberias, which he regards as the
obvious place in the town to hold a mass political meeting (Josephus, Life
277).>' One of the two Samaritan honorific inscriptions from Delos refers
to the construction and dedication of the prosenche.** The designation
Proseuche lingered ac Rome, where it appears in Juvenal as a throw-away

alllusiun which he expects his readers to understand ($4¢. 3.296), and in an
epitaph, as a landmark to explain where a decease

located (CIf 331; JIWE 11, 602).

d fruit-seller's shop was
Elsewhere in the West, we find that

23 Hengel 1971: 161,
26 JIGRE nos. 22 and
ZT Hengel 1975: 176,
g: hﬁlﬂmnhﬂﬁg 2000 argues against Kee's post-Ti
especially Flacc 53. The word

s sy ord has altoger
3 Krauss 1922: 16,
3

117 and for discussion. A ES

) dating,
her eighteen dppearances in Philo (Hachlili

: CFJ 1, 8; Hengel 1971 28-9,

ster 1993 Suggests 1'_he choice of word was here necessitated by the presence of

#m lrugugm in Tibersas, yer offers one sole attestation to these synagogues and
ar from Babylonian Talmud, in rela

39 1, tion to a later period,
2 %m 102, with the publication hi!tnqr iy ljgt!rj
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prosenche 15 the word used to describe what was mose ¢
at Elche in south-eastern Spain.** The older term for th
coexisted with symagoge as the name of the commur £
Judaizing inscriptions of the northern Black Sea Coast.
Hengel's reconstruction is in general terms plausible, eve
roo many lost threads and missing links for proof to be at
A short but interesting list of various designations, all a
concurrently, emerges from the epigraphic record ﬁ"um‘j v
backed by scattering of literary allusions. Some of these des
what we might call a cultic content. Thus, the name ‘sabbg
tell us something of how the building was used.?® But the e
name 15 not extensive. It has even been suggested that this
represents no maore than the way in which outsiders calke
gogues; yet the absence of further examples may equally well
to the hazards of survival, |
The word tgpos, ‘place’, is more opaque. A striking instance |
allocation of an area of their own to the Jews of Sardis for th
their business, by a Roman decree of the Augustan age cited
The designated place was most likely used for religious as
purposes and a phrase in the decree about meeting in ac
‘ancestral laws’ (sunodon hexemn idian kata tows patrions nome
to include the former. However, whecher a synagogue, a pla
or even just an outdoor area were in question cannot be dete
The word sskos meaning either “house” or ‘mnmf,-"&_“
times in Jewish inscriptions from Asia Minor. At f
conclude that, once again, the choice has fallen on a conve
with a neutral flavour. For this term too was in nomm
guilds and clubs of the pagan world.* Yet something
at. For readers of the Greek Bible, azkor carried

R
¥

synagogue depends largely on the HPF'Eﬂm":EP“h" D
Schiirer 1979: 11, 136-8; Levinskaya 1990; Gibson lmfjw
Among other difficulties in Hengel's mmmﬁ Ii-lm T
stand baldly on its own but to come with a qual ﬂ_- AD
we see clearly in the case of the various Synagogues €

described as Libertines, Cyrenacans, Alexandrians, CI S
Sabbateion 1n a decree in Josephus, Af lF'lﬁ: {:' %
from Thyateira in Lydia, where che form is sambaiis
that the Thyateira inscription has no ﬁ"thﬂb']
side of a tomb, announcing penalties for violato
sambatheron in the Chaldasan quarter’. '" ‘ W
AJ 14.235 and 260; Pucci Ben Zeev 1998, nos. 142
the nature of the building. g

Rajak 1999: 161-2,
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he normal translation of the Hebrew bayit, a ubiquitous designation for
as the n - ;

= pﬂst-ﬂl.i: Ej;?:ﬂf.rt-at Berenice in Cyrenaica, Jewish meerings appear to
havt{iél Zt c{:;e srag,:.i: conducted in a building which w;l::; rLih::jr'm,”? uq .I:hf'
‘amphitheatre’. Commentators have x-r-;werﬁfl hr:u.vfef} ur.u erstan 1[ ru; {r :rs as .:
civic space or taking it as the name of EIIJI'i'“"f* 1}};2;';:'13;?:1} 5‘;;:_:“:‘
distinctive shape. We remain ”"&t”m_ﬂ{ but the argus £ -what
in favour of the second interpretation. :
Exactly how, in theoretical terms, pious Jews understood macters to have
changed after AD 70, that is to say, to wi‘m_t '-'JL'.H_I‘EL* and in what SENSC
synagogue replaced Temple, is an elusive question. Fine dmcum_emf. rabbinic
references to the synagogue as an fmtatzo templs, and he brings forward other
evidence too which suggests that the tendency to ascribe sancrity to matters
connected with synagogue ritual 15 to be put down to the loss of che
Jerusalem sacrificial cule.?! The development is reflected in the combination
hagros tapos, holy place, which becomes extremely common in late antiquity
The best way of making sense of the idea is probably by appreciating that
the sanctity of the space derived from che holiness of the holy Torah in the
scrolls within the space,” so that the precise reference of tapas was originally
to the shrine in which the scrolls were housed, and only thence, by
extension, to any wider location. This reconstruction may be supported by
the descriprion of the ark donated to the Ostia synagogue by the donor
Mindis Faustos, as a recepracle ‘for the Holy Law' (nomé(i) hagii(i)). At the
same time, we should note that a sacred enclosure, bieros peribolps, has been
attributed to a synagogue in Prolemaic Egypt in the restoration of a
fragmentary inscription from Alexandria *3 And again, in assessing the
emergence of this conceprion of sanctity, we should also consider thar pagan
@ssociacions too were regularly described as ‘sacred’ (hiervos) or ‘most sacred’
L&:er::mrnljjr, or tf}' comparable terms such as semmotatos (‘most reverent’) and
_ij::sﬂ}{l fpf::f:*;rt J.I';" ;l;izursl; tI]:: LFL::ZT;L T.T-]L:itim“l influence here at the heart of
; ' Jn the ot
again observe Jewish society demonser
itself from
vocabulary.

her hand, we can once
. ating here a capacity to differentiate
its surroundings through the evolution of a specialized
Thus, the epithet hagios is not current in this same sense in non-

40 For di o
”: [;: ?;,:,r:.::;::: of ch;_u:nf.-:np[mn and a survey ’>r"up|“"*i”H views, see Levine 2000: 9]—2
“ﬁ;ﬁ- 5 rj'; ¥ tmj‘.llt' Lk S}fnﬂgﬂp‘u:-l GEy illﬂm ?';.Il"r.u if H.ill:h['r ot H" |'JH_' Hr'ilih'ilﬂ
» Cohen 1999, Binder 1999 by cont i 7, Branh:

FRSt SEE5 OnE o
- Was understood as an extension of the Temple. :
2 Goodman 1990; Fige 1998: 13-14, 13740,

43 ClJ 1433; JIGRE 9. Lifshicy 5+

44 Poland 1909: 168~

45 See Fnli.mi 1909: 168 ff.: de Robereis
argued in Goodman 1996,

prove thar the pre- /) synagogue

1934: 574-5, A case for decigjve pagan influence is
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Jewish contexts; it was EﬂtirE|}' familiar to its users as the §
standard rendering i:l_lf Eadosh ( holy™). -
At some time, in the course of the third century, a ‘father
gynai-;ﬂj-'.llfl named Polycharmus, and. nicknamed (it would seem) A
who lived all his life as a guclnd Je_w in the town of Stabi in y
forth, 1n a IEl:itiH?{‘l‘:i.-’ lungth?.mscnptiun (CIJ 694; Lifshitz 10), his do
of rooms, srkous, for what is called here bagios fopos, a 'holy place
connection between rooms and ‘place’ is somewhat opaquely described
cranslacors  have rendered it variously, but withoue discussion,
interpretation given here is faithful to the Greek wording: that is, _
were intended to become a sacred space.* In a record of a complex trans=
action, the inscription reveals that the upstairs of the house .-i-.
the [_:,wn_r]‘ﬂ]'l_i;]‘l of the dnnur., his fﬂmﬂ? and }‘HE'II'S1 A bﬂsiﬁtﬂ-ﬂ:}le-- 11l
was in due course constructed out of the area made available by Polycharm 3.
and the report of discoveries in excavation of graffiti from che m ;
Polycharmus’ name alongside the word .-;ﬂm.'.ﬁm (vow), and nf or
fragments which appear to have made up his name, lrender it thbh'tb!f .
this development occurred in his lifecime. This basilica, then, was the ‘holy 3
place’ ’ : ;'
We even find a Jewish meeting-house referred to by the ordinary no 3
generally employed for a pagan shrim? or temple, hreron. In face, --..-
again, means simply ‘sacred place’. It is once B noteworthy ﬂ"“ i
Roman guilds and associations also often had a private cule centre, s o
described as Areren.®” The shape of the building WHS naturally dicrated
kind of cult practised there: and so too in the .]f‘_""'“h Case,
of the Law was the central activity and the E.n:hll:_tFt_ul'E l'l‘:ﬂf-‘fﬁ ’l’-'
in some synagogues, a dining room and other facilities might bE : ""
the pagan cult buildings of the clubs. Yfl:_ one more Wf_"fd: "
regularly in the inscriprions of pagan associations, referring p e
sacred area or open enclosure, but in thisx case the pagan P
conspicuously absent from the surviving Jewish IEIEDl'd- Eefi
Whatever its roots, the process of sanCtiﬁcatrun 0 e -
probably gradual and diffuse. And whﬂtﬂ'ﬂ; II':; E';_[Tn o E-;i Juda
assume a direct impact on the conduct of Life. - Thu; N
conceived of as defiling and therefore as distancing. Holies i the
consider that the most Holy Place of all, d,—'e 2l nf h Priest alg
when it still stood, was a place of dread which the Hig _-

. L
and that on highly circumscribed occasions.
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46 Tor elucidation of this inscription I am indebred to tb#.
On the inscription, see Hengel 1996.

47 Poland 1909 453,

48 Goodman 1990,
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The word synagoge in unequivocal reference to a building 1:11|-c:-r:5 1ts place
among the various other terms. This usage 1s already to be found in texes
which must be dared to before 70 CE, notably the Thendﬂtus_ synagogue
dedicarion from Jerusalem' and the lasc of the three Imb_llt' Inscriptions
from Berenike (CJZC 72; Lifshitz 100). The latter is interesting in teaturing
the two senses of synagoge in close proximity in its opening phrases, first as
the community responsible for the resolution which is being recorded and
then in connection with the furnishings donated by the honorands (efrerkene
ter sunagoges). Later occurrences display a systematic opacity: even where g
dedication is in question, it is hard for us to determine whether the reci plent
15 envisaged in concrete terms, as the building, or rather as the communiry
that owns it, or both together. Such cases include the dedication of a porch at
Mantinea in Greece (CIJ 1447; Lifshitz 9); a dedication for the ‘most holy
synagogue’ at Hyllarima in Caria (Lifshitz 32); the blessing formula ‘peace
on the synagogue’ in mosaic at Gerasa (CIJ 867; Lifshitz 78), and the
damaged recording of the gift of a basin by a god-fearer at Philadelphia in
Lydia (CIJ 754; Lifshitz 28).

We come now to the crucial discussion of terms used to describe Jewish
commumnities, whecher it be the collectivity in any particular area, or rather
an organized and cohesive sub-group within the whole, such as, to take an
obvious example, the synagogues of Rome. Here the picture is even more
revealing. Not only do we see thar a wide range of descriptions is current for
these groups, but synagoge takes a modest position amon g them. Thus Jewish
COMMUNIties regularly call themselves, or are called, in a normal Greek
formation, hoi ioudaios, or sometimes hos bebraini — in both cases simply ‘the
Jews'. We have instances of the former from Phocaea, Apamea and Ephesus,
of the latter from Corinth, Portus and Rome,

The most frequent collective term

communities is the interesting old Greek word laos, ‘people’, either in the
combination lass ton soudaion, for example to name the group to whom a fine
is to be paid (CIf 776, Hierapolis in Phrygia), or else standing alone, as in
the title pater faou (father of the people) at Manrineia (CI] 720; Lifshitz 9), ar
at Larisa where a certain Secundus greees the community (CIf 708). To a
Greek, the Homeric flavour stood out; to a Jew, this somewhat unexpected
term, regularly used by the Septuagint translators to describe the people of

Israel, may have fely biblical. We should notice that che
community is described by a second name
drawing upon what originated as a Helle
settlement of an ourside grou
minority. There are simila
case where ethnos is used

IN surviving texts for epigraphic

Hierapolis
oo, as katoikiq, a colony, this cime
nistic technical term for an official
P within a citizen body, especially an ethnic
r, though probably less formal implications in a
to describe a community, as it is by Rufina, che

B
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femnale head of a synagogue, announcing the constry e
household and dependants at S{npma (Gl 741)30aii
Greek political vocabulary is once again the s e
nation plechos, which connotes the mass or the pec
ndeed, as a mob. In this le'lﬂiCE,l the Jews were no
Rhodes and Egypt, but also in Asia Minor, a club
iself plethos — yet not, as we observe, JM_.,_H In the Je
antique dedication of an entrance hall mosaic by a promine;
family from Syrian Antioch refers o the plethas at Apam a,
family has made a large donation, in an elegant and ind i
formula that extends ‘peace and blessing to the whole o o
community’.”* The dedicator, Ilasios, names and hong irs me
family and shows that he comes from ti?e world ourside
epithet ‘yours'. Perhaps there is also a hint of superioricy |
further information on how the ‘international’ horizons nf-thﬂf_-
cranscended the local environment from the burials of some ¢ hem ir
Galilean necropolis of Beth She'arim. . .
At Berenice, in Cyrenaica, today Libya, there was an important and
integrated Jewish community already in the ﬁIsr century .
probably, of the Jewish population of Alexandria to its we:

The Jews of Berenice call cthemselves not only symagoge (as
seen), but also the ‘politewma of the Jews'. And we learn |

group within a pofis, and among the _]ews_ it appe
Alexandria. While a scrong political connotation to the
attributed to any politenma, it 15 now clear thﬂl.“llh\!,
refer to a formally semi-autonomous body; it could bﬂ%
there sufficient grounds to claim, as schu]:{rs =h_ﬂﬁ'-
designation was regularly adopted by Jewish comm L

modern search for juridical Stmctuﬁs may
influenced by inappropriate models.’* Still, the €x
: i 1 = ITIENON
designated as a politenma is a SIg?lﬁc?[ phenome
We have no evidence for the relationship berween an
Synagogues, but we need to acknnwledgﬂ-ﬂ;&?ﬂ

communal functions were scooped up by the lat

50 On this range of terms, see Schiirer 1979: L1

31 Poland 1909: 168. o

32 Williams 1998; 111, 84; Lifshit
33 Liideritz 1983; Zuckerman 19




TESSA RAJAK

For the application of distinctively Greek policical language to a Jewish
community we may compare the description of the acrivities of che facher of
the Stobi r:aytmgngur:, Polycharmus, whom we have already encountered,
Polycharmus founded his synagogue, we are told in the inscription, only
after a career of wholly ‘political’ activity in the Jewish mould: politesiameng
pasan ten politesan kata ton oudaismon (11.6=7) The ambiguity in the Greek,
perhaps not wholly unwelcome to che subject of the text, could allow the
reader to see here a reference to the politics of the city at large, the regl
sphere where politics was conducted. Bur had Polycharmus really served as g
civic magistrate, councillor or any other kind of official, he surely would
have been keen to put this on the record. The interpreration of his activity as
lying in the sphere of Jewish rather than civic politics is, as Martin Hengel
pointed out,” given some support from a Roman epitaph unearcthed ar Porto
(CIJ 537), where we find, albeit without the connotation of public service, a
similar use of lowdaiimes and comparable approbation accorded to a CErtain
Karia Ammia for the way she had conducted her life,

In Latin, there is some attestation for the designation ‘universitas’ for the
collectivity. While we should note chat wnsversitas in the inscriprion found at
Castel Porziano is pure conjecture,”® we do find an unequivocal instance of
this collective noun formally applied by the authorities, in a rescript of
Caracalla abourt a legacy to the Antioch Jewish community (Justinian, Cod.
L9y, 3

Nor should we forger that smaller units wichin che larger body of all the
Jews in a locality may have commanded more loyalty and generated more
activity than the body as a whole. Numerous small synagogue-based groups
undoubrtedly existed. On the other hand, at Hierapolis in Phrygia, we find
the guilds of the purple dyers and the carpet weavers as benefic laries of a
If:gﬂr:},r_mentmned In a grave inscription. Since according to the legacy the
grave is to be decorated at Passover (¢v TH E0pt 1OV GLOLOV) we must
take the guilds to have been Jewish.?7 Yet again, there were associations,
abour whose role and significance in any broader structure we cannot even
i:il:: T;iliiu;j;itjiﬁz; ThUS i : is In::r_all:.-kr that, in the paired ﬁphmdml_ﬂs

s on the first face of the stone belong to a special
E|lI|:f‘- we read thac the debania of lovers of knowledge
dt:chcal:mg a memorial for the plethor, At the SAME [ime

on the stone of any synagogue, even if archire
there was ar least one in the city.”® This debani
operated from within the sy

and of all-praisers is
» there is no mention
ctural fragments sugpest that

a thus may, but need not, have
nagogue,

54 Hengel 1966, 175,

35 ClJ 533. Noy's texc, JIWE 18, foll
¥ Linder 1987, no, 3. =

37 €YY 777; Schisrer A9 TI0A . 27-48: Far athas
Reynolds and um 1987: 1334

Lanciani in reading ‘synagoga’,

Builds, see Juster 1914: 1, 485-7.
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The simple fact is that symagoge is not the preferred des;
the overarching or the smaller community in the Jey
Krauss (1922) was actually driven to suggest that the
become so vital cannot be shown to have been used at all |
connotation of ‘community’ (Gemeinde) during our peri
very near its end. Synagoge, Krauss observed, meang
spectfic meetings of the collectivity, a meaning closer to ¢
Greek word. Krauss hazarded the assertion thar all know:

11 EC1
s

be explained in this way. While so SWeeping a judgment ca W,
sustained, Krauss's perceprion is suggestive and potentially fe !
s right to signal the ambiguity of many of the relevant oc
there are dedications where possible reference to a communi
easily be read as applying to the synagogue building itself, Ir
special gathering, rather than the permanent community, maj
1S511€E, e
Furthermore, Krausss emphasis on meetings draws -
extent to which Jewish hife was defined on the public lewlbfﬂ !
actions, rather than by the continuity of permanent structure:
added thar this too 15 characteristic of Graeco-Roman associa
which were in being only for the regular celebration of cert
the performance of certain recurring cultic or other aces. Ac
essence, in contexts which were carefully defined. Th
reveals a number of important things which Jews come ¢
they meet as an assembled group, a syllogas [chr[ ce,
indeed, a synagogue (CJZC 72). There was a stﬂk;ﬂ
munal and religious activities.”® Thus, we find meeting
serving also as political assemblies at Berenice )
inscription honouring M. Titrius Sextus, we read of a°
(CJZC 71) and. in a second text, of the New Mo on m
There is also the intriguing text we have already 1ENCI0
in Phrygia, where crowns are to be offered by the gt e
Tabernacles (CIJ 777). Honoured donors who muhh
given, among their awards, pride of ELHEE, Mr"h :
thus they were presumably paraded at its services. =
It is not hard to surmise the role and i_?l-lifﬂf )
communities. At the same time, given the hm,l, o
cannot expect a wholly distinct picture to emerge.
hospitable and adjudicatory functions ,.

e AR

W I

.

39 McLean 1996,
60 Rajak 1999, el
61 See Levine 2000 35786 for a survey
togecher with the Graeco-Roman D
the ‘programme of a synagogue’ ir
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ment of the religious routine of the Jewish year and the Jewish lifecycle
should probably be pur at the head of the list, with responsibility for weekly
or annual observances falling perhaps on the community as a whole gy
perhaps on culcic or other private groups within the COMMUNItY — sypg.
gogues possibly, or entities like the Aphrodisias dekania or, again, certain
craft or trade guilds. For just as groupings of all sizes proliferated in the
ancient city, so they seem to have done among the Jews. The venues for
observance, both for worship and assembly — and the names of these VEnues —
were also, as we have seen, various, ranging from private houses to ‘amphj-
theatres’. It must be deemed significant chac this fragmentary evidence
includes a sizeable collection of cases where these groups are visibly
preoccupied, like so many other ancient associations, with the standing of
their members and are seen busily reinforcing their own internal
hierarchies by publicly acknowledging patrons with expressions of esteem
encompassing both insiders and oursiders.®? At the same time, it is worth
reiterating here that, from the Berenice decrees and the Hierapolis
INSCription, we gain precious insight into the precise occasions on which
they chose to do so, revealing the close intermeshing of festival ricuals wich
these other activities,

Synagogal groups interacted with the wider society not least when the
members were threatened. What was ar srake was the protecrion of tradi-
tional practices — nomima, whose continue
sions from civic authorities as well as the cencral government.®® Of these, the
first and foremost were, precisely, the right to assemble, to resolve private
disputes, to control land for tombs and property for gatherings, and (most
visibly in the case of the Temple tax before 70) to collect money. Also
demanded were access o suitable food, a supply of fresh water for purific-
ation and freedom from public obligations on the sabbath. For the defence
and implementation of these rights, communities saw fit to store records®
and to hold funds at least on a temporary basis.®> The northern Black Sea
synagogues held rights over the services of slaves whose freedom was
acquired by a formal act of liberation at the Proseache.®® Once again, there is
an inside face and an outside face to chese activities Thus, community

d practice depended upon conces-

62 See further Rajak 1996 and 1999

63 Rajak 1983; Pucci Ben Zeev 1998,

64 CPJ 143 refers 1o the record-office
a legacy.

5% A standing fund, as well as o4 foe collections, are seemingly attested in a pair of texts
from Aegina (CI] 722-3), Note also the complex financial relationship invalved in the
demation by Polycharmus of one part of his house to the communiry, along with a grant,

~ withoue drawing on ‘sacred funds’, as set out in che inscription from Stobi (CI] 694,
- I1o-16). .

, atvheion, of the Jews in Alexandria, in connection with

For an in-depth study of this phenomenon, see Gibson 1999,

SYNAGOGUE AND COMMUNITY IN THE GEAH@@,:

asuries were designated as the recipients of fines
tl:e| ions of Jewish tombs, from all and sundry6?
yiolarions :

And so, of course, Jewish groups ﬂd&l‘:.!-ted, or Cofise
pmmmfw! (not just for prayer), synagogai or, in the late _
places’. Like other clubs, they needed meeting places,
private houses, these had to be fitted out for the obser
as, for example, Mithraea were, fmf their own very diff
should probably envisage a growing ‘monumentalizat;
noteworthy that we have evidence already from an early ¢
Jerusalem fitted out for both religious and social n OSE ‘
the Theodotus inscription.®? ekl

It is misleading to describe Diaspora Jewish life in th -
of the Common Era as fully or exclusively synagogue-bas
senses defined 1in my introduction. What is noteworthy thr
period is, first, a structural variety, which suggests adapratic
mentation and, second, the Jews' ability to work within t
work of a spectrum of types of Graeco-Roman associatio
heritage and the people’s needs were expressed Withilil.: h
whether primarily pious associations, trade guilds, mig
philosophical schools.”" All had cheir own cule H.Ild;?:l_.
On the whole these were classified in Roman law a:
associations, including synagogues, had mmerhjnge.'
these types of community — as indeed did th:.: firse C
Yet it is unwarranted to think in terms of a unitary G
scholars have sometimes been over-inclined to do.

Creativity in this Diaspora (as in many ntheri}
suggest, less in che achievement of compact am:l
than in the finding of appropriate forms of existence
co-existence. We might say thac these jmwur
communities. Josephus' definition of Judm_sm in Ag
concept of kosmonia, community. A reﬂgctmn Dfl'hl:ﬁ‘
building was the emergence of a termmu]ugy_m_'ﬂf__..
used in senses parricular to themselves. These in W
almost exclusively with Judaism, no dﬂl:lbt spre -
migration. This special vocabulary took its Plﬂ'-'e._

=,

67 See, for example, CIJ 741, and EU ???‘—9 ﬂﬂll tlli-_.-.r
Lydia) and €1J 786 (from Coryeus, Gilicia). On ¢

68 White 1990, w0

69 See above, p- 32, and n. 49,

0 Wilson 1996, Baumgarten 1998,
71 material 15 laid our and ans
{1896), Walczing (1895-190€
72 Mecks 1983, B
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terms and descriprions which Jews also adopted to describe L_Jwir Eroupings
and activities. Among the specialized terms “’-’15_1'”"!7'-“'*’”'&% dating L‘-'fl_ckl to the
Hellenistic period, and the even more distinceive Tynagoge. The distine Clve
language offered points of contact with the ymrlfd of the pagan pofss zar_:d the
Roman administration, to whom it became familiar, but at the same time it
drew together to an extent Jews from different places in a context of regional
and local variety and in che absence of the Jerusalem Temple. Our grasp of
the chronology is far from secure, but it does seem to be the case thar the
term synagoge scoops up functions and gains ground as time goes on.
At the same time comes the progress of ‘monumentalization , With the
acquisition or construction of buildings and the visibility of common
features. This development required on the one hand the means and legal
possibility of acquiring or leasing land, thar is to say civic standing. On the
other hand, as far as the communities chemselves went
happened without cheir having a certain sense of being at home in a place
and accepted ar least to a degree, together with a general intention on their
part of staying put. Naturally, chese processes were not uni-directional- many
Diaspora communities simply disappeared. But others became rooted. Many
endured. During the centuries of the Graeco-Ron
to trace the evolution of patterns which
subsequent periods. There would indee
of Christians and Muslim, the ubiquity of the synagogue would mark Jewish
communities out worldwide as sharing a common affiliation, and when,
moreover, the synagogue might rightly be judged a prime contributor to the

self-idencity of individual Jews, and even to the survival of Judaism. But
that is to look far ahead.

, 1t could not haye

1an Diaspora, we can begin
would be consolidated in Jewry in
d come a time when, within a world
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THE JEWS INTHE
HELLENISTIC CITIES OF ACTS

Fearghus O Fearghail »
Tr
Introduction G

A topic such as the Jews in the Hellenistic cities of ﬁ.ct& _ :
difficulties for the historian of Judaism and early Chl'istiﬂ.!l_i I
there 1s historical information present in Acts,! but given Luke
writer and the obvious impact on the narrative of his cq Icerns.
1s no easy task to assess the information provided in theﬁ Jue:
information on the period covered by Acts (c.27-63 CE) or :"i
the time of its composition. The task becomes more com v
taken of issues such as the extent and quality of the mat
writer, the particular audience he had in mind, the mmn;
to fulfil and apologetic motives that consciously or uncon
influenced his composition.? It is further cnmpﬁcatt':l.@. ¥
narrative deals with Jewish communities spread OVl
communities that may have differed quin:‘si,gruﬁ'ti_i_l;l_qir-{._L
views and practices. The diversity that existed with
evident from Acts itself (cf. 6.1-6; 15.1-2; 20.30; 21.2(
borne in mind.* Ostensibly, it would seem a less arduous
writer's actitude towards the Jews in his twu-'-'flll_lﬂ'lﬁ X0
from the case is suggested by the variety of opinions on tf
In this contribution the focus is initially on I.uke’sl: :
in the Hellenistic cities of Acts, their attitude to sy
followers of Christ, especially that of Paul, and their

See, for example, Fitzmyer 1998; 124-7; Barretr 195 B
Cf, ﬁ[!."}iill'ldl:r 1999, li_'r—'iiii. Wﬂﬂihﬂjl' 1983. : gc__,.._
the comments of Kraabel 1987: 49-60; 199
Goodman 1997: 303, & i

« for example, Pager 1999: 741.
For some of the numerous publi

1987. 69-173; Serzer 1994; 44-82; ( .
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Jews in these cities.® The issue of how much of this reflects the situation of
Luke’s own time and his concerns and aims and how much of it reflects the
historical sicuacion of the period in which the narrative is set is then EII.‘:‘ELISEE::LI
and an attempt 1s made to situate Luke's presentation in a broader context.

The Lucan picture

Damascus, a city which Josephus describes (W I1. 561) as me’"”ﬁ A large
B laion: s the scene of the bfgjnrlata_g of Paul's preaching. He was
on his way there to persecute any ‘followers of the way’ who frequented the
synagogues, armed with the authority of the Jerusalem High Priest (9,1-2,
14; 26.10)." His call/conversion experience along the way, however, leads to
him appearing in the ‘synagogues’ of Damascus not as a persecutor bur as d
preacher of Jesus as ‘Son of God' and Messiah ( LJHJ 0, 22), and for a
considerable period of time (bémerai hikanar, cf. 9.23).% The abrupt ending
to his stay (9.24b-25) is attributed to a Jewish plot (cf. 2 Cor. 1] 34=35i
He reappears preaching and disputing in Jerusalemn until the hostile actiryde
of Greek-speaking Jews leads to his departure for Caesarea and Tarsus
(9.28-30; cf. Gal. 1.16-24),

The next scene of Paul’s labours is Antioch in Syria, the third city of the
Roman Empire with a large, well-organized Jewish population present 1o all
classes (Jos., War VIL. 43, 47). Here, according to Luke, the word was
already being preached successtully to Jews and o Greek-speaking Gentiles
(cf. 11.19-20).? There is no hint of opposition in either case. Nor is there
any indication that the preaching to the Jews took place in the synagogue,
not even when Paul is introduced (11.26). Antioch is presented as a colerant
city at this time, a city where Barnabas and Paul can preach their message
for “a whole year' (11.26) Here, too, the disciples are said to have been given
the distinctive name of Christians for the first time (11.26). The name was
probably applied by others,'” and suggests that they were seen as a clearly
distinguishable group in the city.

6 Mindful, of course, of the pos
many differences between the portrait of Paul in Acts anc
letters; see Fitzmyer's review of the debate on the ‘P
There is no indication in Luke's account
smplication is thar the synagogue autho
believe thar the religious authorities jn
diaspora synagogues? The reference in 9,1
Acts 9.14 and 26.10 s that he did: see the
B Even though Paul afeer his callfconversion |

4 missionary to the Genejl

MIRIStry is ser.

9 g;nﬂilr Greek texe of 11.20 gee the discussion in Fitzmyer 1998; 476; Barrere 1994: I,

10 By Jews, Gentiles or Romans (although it could also have been self-applied): f. Fic b
1998: 478; Barrere 1994; 1, 356-7; Wander 1997; 193, 4 eli-applied), cf. Ficz

sible impact of his own con erns and agenda and of che
| that of the authentic Pauline
aulinism’ of Acts in 1998 145-7

a5 to the reason for this course of action: the
fities in Damascus would oblige. Did Luke
Jerusalem exercised some control over the
2 need not require this, bur the implication n
discussion in Barrerr 1994 I, 446-R

& introduced co the reader as first and foremost
es (9.15), it is among the Jews that the beginning of his

-
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The missionary activity of Paul which begins in i .
journeys, a literary arrangement char b el
th.miﬁ in Paul'’s life as indicated by his leteers, ! C}fpmi;'-
ﬂ]z:‘::f: waish |:uf}|‘:1.:l:lti:m,u was the first port of call of Pa
:hf };:.mt rown of Salamis Fnul.i:s. sainl:l to have preached ‘in
the Jews’ (13.5). In Pumph}r.ha wluch_huth Acts (2.10) g .
Gainm 281) indicate as I_mwng a _]e.wmh population, Pay] ;
visited Perga, bur there is no mention of him preaching |
there will be on the return journey {1"—1._25}. In the B
in-Pisidia, with its large Jewish population (cf Jos., Ant. XI1L
and Barnabas are said to have found a synagogue and n
(13.43) and well-disposed archisynagigo: who invited th
,:1::,,13}_' " Paul is portrayed as preaching in a standing position.
gospel description of Jesus’ visit to the synagogue in Nm.“
The elements of the service mentioned — the reading of the T
prophets and the ‘word of exhortation’ (cf. Luke 4.16-21) = 5
Luke's day at least the service had a well-defined SEructure, and
before that.'” 2
Here, on the lips of Paul and in a synagogal context, we meer
‘God-fearer’ (hor phobowmenot ton theom), a term about which
a great deal of discussion. Already n Acts 10 che u-'*
applied to Cornelius, a centurion living in I:|1|I.: mmnlr.-..
Caesarea, which had a considerable Jewish pnpufa.tmn [cfi Jos.,
In passages replete with Lucanisms, Cornelius is n--
pious, righteous and God-fearing man who gave ﬂ.].;:lélﬂ h :
and who prayed constantly to Ged (vv. 2, 22). l:t.lﬁ
frequented the synagogue, but his prayers and almsgmng« u
very acceptable to Jews and did earn him their IEEPEL‘L:{_ |
present context it is the piety of Cornelius as such that is im ..
Story, since it prepares for the scene that follows in W hich Cos
depicted ac prayer in the privacy of his own huufe Flﬂ»ﬁf-ﬂ?}? P
In Acts 10.35, on the lips of Peter, the deicnpli;gﬂﬂ ‘Lroa-jeal
0 Jew, proselyte or Gentile (en pants elbnes oG
Ex, Hﬂl'l?"”-’?r*'ﬁril'.f r;e‘r.r}{’s;}r.l_'.']-';.rﬁ.r dektas antift) estin). LUkE_had
of the pious in Israel in Luke 1.50'7 and negatively in

L1 CF, Ficzmyer 1998 1331F. 11
12 Cf 1 Ma.;_‘i_ 15.23; Philo, Leg, ad Gainm 282; .IW-J'-
I3 On the office of synagogue leader, see Barrerr 1994: 1
14 The picrure in Philo, De Spec. Leg. 11, 62, agrees with Huat
1979 11, 453. Barrere 1994: 1, 629 suggests : =
up Greek customs, it o
13 On che synagogue service, see Schiirer 1979
16 Cf 102 (essebis kai phobonmenns ton theow) and
17 Cf. M. Wilcox 1981: 104, (e

o JERN]
b
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judge in the parable of Luke 18.2-5 (ton theon me phoboumenos). Ope cin
hardly speak of a technical use of the term ‘God-fearer’ in any of chese cases,

In 15.16 Paul addresses his audience thus: Andres Israelitai fpaj boi
phobowmenor ton theon, akowsate. The reference to ‘God-fearers’ is ambiguouys, [t
could refer to all in the synagogue and thus qualify ‘men, Israelites’, or tg g
second group that differs from these. Such a group might be the ‘Wor-
shipping proselytes’ who are mentioned 1n 13.43.'% [t seems more likely,
though, thar it refers to che former. Paul is seeking here in the proemium of
his speech to win the goodwill of all his hearers. This is one of the functions
of the proemium.'? The qualification of his hearers as God-fearin £ persons ig
intended as a captatio benevolentiae in order to win their goodwill.

This appears to be true also of his second call for actention in 13.26G:
Andres adelpiot, buior genous Abraam kai boi en bumin phoboumenoi ton theon 20
Here he addresses his hearers as brothers and sons of the race of Abraham.
The vital element in his second ‘call for attention’ is his reference to their
God-fearing nature, not to their physical relationship to Abraham. Descent
from Abraham is no longer crucial from the point of view of the word of
God (ct. Luke 3.8). It is hardly a coincidence that Abraham himself is
described as one who fears God in the LXX — the first to be described as
such 1n the Greek bible — having obeyed God's command to sacrifice Isaac
(Gen. 22.12).%' It is likely thar cthe speaker, rather than applying this to a
particular part of his congregation, is applying it to all, Jews and ‘wor-
shipping proselytes’ alike. He s calling on them to respond to the message
of salvation thac is destined for all of them.?? At the conclusion of the
speech he addresses all his listeners again, this time simply as ‘brothers’
(13.38)

What is striking abour the scene thar Luke has depicted is the positive
reaction to Paul's preaching. The accusations levelled against the Jews in
Jerusalem and their leaders (13.27-28), the apparent slight on the Jewish
law (13.39) and the harsh warning of 13.40-41 are met, not with hostility
(cf. Luke 4.28-29), but with requests to continue preaching ‘these cthings' on
the following Sabbath (13.42). According to Luke many of the Jews and

18 Barrect 1994: 1, 630-1, 639, takes the reference here and in 13.26 to be to proselytes,
although he concedes thar the author may, in 13.16, be defining Jews; cf, K. Lake,
‘Proselyres and God-fearers’, in Lake 1933: 87 ('Greeks who worship in the Synagogue
but are not proselytes’); Esler 1987 39 ('Gentile God-fearers'), Fitzmyer 1998: 510
('Gentile sympathizers’); de Boer 1995: 52 (‘a different group’).

V9 CF. Arise., Rber. 111, VA 7. 014105 Quine., fnst, O, IV 1.5; Cic., De Inv. 1,15.20-22; Rber.
ad Her. 1. 4.6-5.8.

20 Cf. Arise., Kb, 111, 14.9.1415b, who asserts chat enjoining the hearers’ actention 18
cemmon to all parts of the speech, if necessary.

i hati plob ton theon 1w bai ouh pheisd tow hiion son tow agapiton di' e,

n who are said to fear God include Joseph (Gen. 42.18), the midwives of Egypt
(Exad. 1.17, 21), David (1 Chr. 13.12) and Hananiah {Neh, Tid)

~
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worshipping proselytes’ (13.43) accepted Paul's preaching.2
when it comes 1S E_u:tnl::uted neither to blasphemy nor to
but to the popularity of the preachers who are said t¢
the whole city’ the _fnllnwm{; Eabba'l:h (13.44).2 Jouws 4
are said to have incited the ‘devout’ women of high sta
men of the city (13.45, 50). Luke may be implying ¢
growing influence in their synagogue of those Jews who
Messiah had already come in the person of Jesus, 25
sympathy with the ‘jealous Jews' are not said to frequent the
are they identified as Jews or proselytes, but their deseripei
(unlike the leading men of the city) would seem to imply r
for their acrions.® sl
Despite the reactions of Paul and Barnabas in Antioch (cf.
it is in the synagogue of Iconium thar they next appear.
positively received, and ‘a great host of both Jews and Greeks'
believed (14.1). These Greeks are described neither as ‘devout
nor as ‘proselytes’, but since Luke does not depict Paul as
than in the synagogue the reader may be meant to conclude
frequented the synagogue or were drawn there by news of P
The pattern of Antioch is repeated in Iconium — Jews wk
stir up the Genrtiles (ethne). Despite this, or becanse |
Barnabas are said to have stayed for a considerable tu
chronon), speaking boldly for the Lord, though whﬂthﬂl?
not 15 not stated. Eventually the ‘unbelieving Jews' whe
sald to have won over the Gentiles and their rulers ane
are forced to leave. Luke's account has Paul continuin,
Minor. Jews from Antioch and Iconium are said to
mission in Lystra (Timothy's birthplace) and to have 1
against the missionaries. Paul is treaced violently, ston e
city, and left for dead. He makes a swift recovery, WL
preach in Derbe, where he is said to have made "':"' P
events in Lystra and the opposition of Jews in Iconium and AnGE

23 The reference to pious or worshipping proselytes luslh"l '
the text, but there is no reason why cne cannot
worshipped regularly in the synagogue; cf. Barrett 15

Haenchen 1971: 413, n. 5, differently, Overman 1

24 The implication here is that there were many more &
Paul's teaching by word of mouth.

25 Tln.*hil::u 1991: 21, mentions a perceived threat to

26 Siegert 1973, 136, identifies them as ‘God-

lustification to the inconclusive nacure of the

Secrer sympathizers, Al

Haenchen 1971 419, identifies ¢

n vl and ethie in v.2; but see :".”
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narrates how Paul later recurned to organize their L'ﬂmmU{"if_"i‘El (cf. 14.21;
16.1) and to preach and reach '[15.5.5]'- It o .:]urll?g = .r'j'.".mﬂ"itr}r [m“m&}"
that the report and justification nt_thr: circumcision ﬂ_f lfﬂTf?fTF elongs
(16.3). The atcribution to Paul of this action has given rise “; much
controversy in the light of Paul's own comments in G;t]ﬂtmnﬁ 3.2 and 1
Corinthians 7.18, for instance (but see Galatians 5.1 1}:3'5 hat is clear is that
Luke depicts Paul as sensitive to Jewish feelings (16.3).° 1 |

In the city of Philippi (note the ‘we’ passage), Paul and Silas are :i:ud ro
have gone on the Sabbath to a place of prayer (p roseiche) situated outside the
gate at the riverside (16.12-13). It is }1n55fb[:1_*, as HL’I'{gEl suggests, that the
reference here is to a synagogue building.?” But if so, one would have
expected Luke to give more of a sense of entering of being in a building as
he does elsewhere in Luke-Acts. The figure of Lydia 1s introduced here as a
native of Thyatira in Lydia, a dealer in purple, and a ‘worshipper of God'
(sebomené ton theon). Her name is not Jewish and she is nor described as a
proselyte. The reference to her being devour 1s important in the context of
the story, since it prepares for what follows (the Lord opening her heart to
heed Paul’s preaching), but she is depicted as having a close association with
the religious life of Judaism.*® Paul and Silas are said to have continued to
go to the place of prayer ‘for many days’ (16.18)

Luke's description of the end of their stay 1n Philippi is colourful. It has
nothing to do with the Jews but with Paul's cure of a possessed girl and the
resentment of her Gentile masters. Hauled before the magistrates, the
missionaries are presented as Jews and are accused of causing a disturbance
and of advocating customs contrary to Roman law.*' Beaten and thrown into
prison, they regain their liberty in the wake of an earthquake, turn the tables
on the magistrates and leave in their own time.

'II'}?eir reception in the thriving city of The
positive. No less a personage then the leader of th
to have given them lodgings. Paul was
on successive Sabbaths. The upshaot, a
listeners were convinced (epessthisan)

ssalonica is portrayed as
€ synagogue, Jason, is said
permitted to preach in the synagogue
ccording to Luke, is that some of his
and joined Paul and Silas and also ‘a

<8 Is Luke portraying | : '
0 IE a5 2 case of Paul 'becoming g
cllne updn: the law to win those under the ]-.1~|.-.-j!ll?lln )
991: 23; also Fee 1987 428; Barrers 1998: 11,

29 See Hengel in G . vk
Fﬂﬂwﬁg:i:':hil:uﬂr:ﬁ Jzﬁl 175 Cein wirkliches Gebiiude'); he argues that the term
Ignation in the diaspora for Jewish places of worship in the

firse century (pp. 175_g),
. # LEdwiy ;
near rivers;, Jos., Any }{Jv?fi]fa » Life 277, 280, 293 an the placing of such buildings

30 Wileoy 1981: 111, feely

= lﬁ.ﬂl member nf:hcﬂsm o
~ been (16.15),

_nu in Barrere 1998, [1, 790. ¥
PPI At that time wou scarcely have kn

& Jew in order to win Jews', becoming as
Cor, 9.20)? See the discussion 1in Trebilco
761-2; Fitzmyer 1998: 145-7, 5734

would have been

Il'."ﬁ 1 k | T she
ynagogue ~ but Paul on thely to stay wich her were

¥ Eoes to stay with her after she has

itzmyer !95’3: 387: ‘the magistrares in
own the difference between Judaism and
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great host of clf_vum or dli::'ﬁ-'{:lELlE Greeks' (17 4: sebomenin Hzlle,
S ioritlie ‘leading women', Luke does not specify the char
group, but pmh;ibt},lr trlnpllt:':; that thley included Jews andig
less clear how one is intended to view the relatinng]]jp 3
chird groups to the synagogue. It is not said that either el
Is Luke leaving open the possibility that the ‘devout’ G
Gentiles itially heard about Paul’s preaching from their fellq
then came to hear him? If he wanted the reader to think .
women of the city in a similar vein, hearing of Paul's preadhs
their social contacts with the Jews, for Instance, why did he
them also as “devout’? He does present them as closely associates
Jewish fellow citizens, but it is not clear how this is to be *
Again, as earlier, opposition to the two missionaries and ¢
attributed by Luke to jealousy on the part of these Jews who di
Paul’s teaching. Is the implication present that they were afra
control of the synagogue?*" These Jews are said to have set th
uproar . Jason and some of the Christian brethren are _
magistrates (politarchs) and accused basically of discurbing ¢
sedition.”” The local magistrates merely take security for heir
and let them go (17.9). w1
In Beroea, where the missionaries are sent, their r
synagogue 1s described as positive (17.10-12), In ce mpe
brethren in Thessalonica the Jews here, according to Luk
While the term literarily signihies well-born, it may a
minded, generous, liberal, free from prejudice.*® The meani
clarified by the context. They are said to have received ¢t
tigerness and to have examined the scriptures daily to see
Was preaching were so (17.11). Luke is describing them as beit
o Paul's preaching — better disposed than the Jews of
dccepting a new interpretation of cheir scriptures. w1
, Many of the Jews of Beroea are said to hﬂ\rﬂ-hd‘..
Greek women of high standing’ as well as men. Lukes
learly suggest chat the latter two groups of people freg e
~ they may be thought of as having initially heard of
Vord of mouth and as having come to hear him preac
L?Ef_fﬂ. It 1s outside involvement that is said to have c u
Jewish cripics in nearby Thessalonica coming and incitir

i ia
LR

3
5: (l:ThE“' Suggeses chae Paul's converrs in Thessalonica SeEt
14 f, Bﬂ.l’fﬂtt 1998: II} 811. "

i g:- Barrecr 1998: 11, 812, "

bﬂidnr;'gc::;:hlc by acting in -:ll.' it

3 "
6 Eﬂjlt:qu:cr 1926: 517. | e
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chem (17.13). But Luke hardly intends to describe strong opposition since
only Paul leaves while Silas and Timothy remain. - |

The description of Paul’s association with the Jewish community of
Athens is brief (17.17). It is said that he argued in the synagogue with the
Jews and the sebomenoi — on the Sabbath, presumably —and daily in the agora
with whoever happened to ke there. Here there 15 a reference to a group
other than Jews who are to be found worshipping in the synagogue. If Luke
intends rhe. reader to see them as proselytes, he “‘”Ll]"fl pr ‘l'?fl””?lh]}' have said
so. He gives no indication of how Paul’s preaching fared in the synagogue,
but he does attribute some success to his preaching in the Areopagus
(17.34).

In the thoroughly Hellenized city of Corinth Luke introduces a Jewish
community that numbers among 1ts members Aquila and Priscilla, and
mentions a synagogue that was next door to the house of one Titius Justus
(cf. 18.7).77 As elsewhere, Luke portrays an initial positive response to Paul's
preaching. He is allowed to preach in the synagogue ‘every Sabbath’, arguing
that Jesus is the Christ, and seeking to persuade both Jews and Greeks
(18.4).°% Luke does not describe the ‘Greeks’ as proselytes or devout, as in
17.4, bur the logic of the narrative suggests that they are to be thought of as
regular visitors to the synagogue. The description of Titius Justus as a
worshipper of God' (18.7: sebomenou ton theon) may indicare chat these Greeks
are to be seen in a similar lighe. -

The strong verbal opposition to Paul's preaching that eventually comes
lantutassomentn de autin kai blasphémounton) causes him to leave the synagogue
in rather a temper (18.6). But despite his statement about going to the
Gentiles, he goes no further than next door to the house of Titius Justus.
ﬁ;:;‘i:&;;&ziﬂjlﬁfizf :;lzat ﬂg?mrs to be a break WIFh this Par_ritu]nr
R Gt ot l'Ela ;r‘tn see 1t as a dramatic break with IIJ!'!E'
< o car;-}r el wka ‘m. Lj.l'l.t':-:t cl{:lnnr to the synagogue, Paul is
Crispus, the ruler of the syna r{;rruzzufiﬂrm.“}r;—]ndfttd’ e ﬂgurg‘ g
Lord, together with all hiEFhﬂL!T‘,E!FI{}?d ﬂ;...t ;r'.}'}.wgﬂmsj' lﬁ.smd to believe in the
Corinthians who heard Paul and h{:iulrv;:] Llh ﬂﬂfrﬂltm.* Imphﬂ' thisedhs r1'i:tl‘l]r’
opposition that Paul encounters does n i:l m- T fﬂ.‘nt!ltr’- -
Luke he stayed for a year and six m{}m]?; c::LCLLi nl-::::!;“;\ 1*-‘2"-’5 it

ewish ol I ministry.

Pa;ljl is brir;;?tﬁ?ﬂi E;::_I t;ﬂ:fmr_hw when the proconsul Gallio arrives.
accused of influencing not just Jews but

Greeks and R
omans
e . | _Shlp God contrary to the law. Gallio. who i

45 an impartial judge, :

25 an internal issue for the ] n:fus;:§ to be drawn into what he sees
Paul continues to sra in ['Ew.s’ and the situation js quickly defused (18.13).
¥ orinth — for a considerable period (eti prosmeinas

0 woar

37 On i .
Gy b e ot o,
o — imperfect, see Barretc L998: 11, 864; NRSV; differently RSY.

Jew angd Greek alike.,

L

THE JEWS IN THE HELLENISTIC CITIES Of

yameras brkanas) — and leaves in his own time. Apolios is lacer sath
thfrtrIIlH-E?—lE?,l}- o

Luke narrates a brief visit to Ephesus towards the end /G
journey 11 which Paul i""r_‘:“fhfﬁ in the synagogue. There is |
Gentiles here. The Ephesian Jews are presented as responding
paul’s preaching, and as in Antioch of Pisidia he is
(18,19-20). In between Paul's visits to Ephesus, Luke :
an eloquent man well-versed in the scriptures, arrives anclishdl .
synagogue. Buc this ‘Jew’, as Luke describes him, teaches Fiai a8
chings concerning Jesus although knowing only the baptism .
(18.24-26a). Paul's co-workers, Priscilla and Aquila, who continue
the synagogue, rake him in hand and t::pnund to him more accur i
Way’ (cf. 18.18, 26a). On his return to Ephesus, Paul st saidiiat
preached in the synagogue for ‘three months’, speaking boldly, arguin
pleading about the kingdom of God (19.1-8). A verbal Pm
synagogue itselt (19.9a) 1s said to have caused Paul and his followers to leave
the synagogue. Paul rakes up a new base in the hall "i..'-'.:;_;" |
where he 1s said to have argued daily (19.9b). The break with the synago; _
which Luke describes here is more pronounced than that at Corinth, but he
hardly intends it to be seen as a break with the Jews of the cicy since
on to describe how Paul continued to preach in Ephesus for two year
‘all the inhabitants of Asia, Jews as well as Greeks, heard the word
(19.10). When a problem arises in the city it 15 said to coms
Gentiles, but it is made clear that Paul’s preaching does not contra
of the city's laws (cf. 19.35—41). One striking feature of the descry
Paul’s visit to Ephesus is that there is no mention of Ger
synagogue or them having any association with it (cf. 18.19;
Jews are mentioned only in connection with the Hall of Tyrannus

The situation that Luke portrays in Rome is quite different fror
cities Paul visited. Here he is under house arrest, and was nof
presumes, to visit synagogues. He is a man of such repu o
can call to himself the leaders of the Jews to explain his sicuation
(28.17). Their reacrion is described in positive Lerms dﬁpm,"
heard of the Christian sect (28.21-23), and subsequently ‘greac &
said to have come to hear him preach. The response 15 @iy
elsewhere in Luke-Acts, and as elsewhere the Hmﬂﬂﬂﬂ i
warning from Paul. But Luke’s account does not give &
“9Pposition towards him. Instead, the narrative und&
(28.30-31) wich Paul preaching boldly and without '

Ehé‘“’;lkf paints a picture then mf‘ Jews in vario
o A tolerance towards Christian missio
; of tolerance on the part of the Jewi
©S¢ missionaries are allowed to pre:

o
|
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iod. On occasions they are mvited to preach by the
lerance is shown them despite the content of their
csigh had come in the person of Jesus of
ws in Jerusalem and their leaders were
ad from the dead and exalred at his

often over an extended per
g}rnal!_{[hgul: leaders. This to
message — that the pmrmsr.'d Me
MNazareth, in whose death the Je
involved: chat this Jesus was ram;lfd_ by G 4
hand: char chrough him forgiveness ol : o,
law of Moses (cf. 13.26-38); and that in him everyone who
believes is ‘justified’ (cf. 13.39). Bn:nt. such as the .I'—'“"*'E “tl B:;rm—lu (1 :-I =18
and Ephesus (18.19-20; 19.10, 17-20), are Pﬂfffil?f'fl'; ‘;2 ml{;;ﬂ-rﬂl;tjn to the
preaching of the followers of Jesus [h.:m others (ct. 1/7.13; ), 12), Whl]f
those of Ephesus are prepared to give hearing also to the somewhat
different version of Apollos (cf. 19.25-6). In Rome Jewish leaders respond
positively to Paul’s invitation to hear him, and some Jews "L'-‘"P-'_[”“{ positively
to his preaching. Followers of Jesus continue to be accepted in synagogues
(cf. 18.26) and in the temple (21.26). This general picture concrasts sharply
with Luke’s porcrayal of the reaction to Jesus' words in the Nazareth
synagogue, and the opposition to the preaching of the Christian message
especially on the part of the _]uwiﬁh leadership 1n j::ru*-‘.uit:m (ck. 4,17, 21;
5.33; 7.54, 57-60; 9.1-2; 23.12-21; 25.2-3)

Luke’s narrative also portrays an openness on the part of the Jews to the
Gentiles in the cities of Asia Minor, Macedonia and Greece. Lydia 1s said to
worship with the Jews of Philippi on the Sabbath, while Gentiles in Athens
and Corinth are said to frequent the synagogue. The situation is not as clear
in Antioch, Iconium, Thessalonica and Beroea. The word may be presented
as spreading to the Gentiles through the rumour mill of the crowded
cities—Paul first preaching to the Jews and they in turn exciting the
curiosity of their fellow-townspeople who then come to hear him. In the case
of the latter two cities, it is possible that a situation similar to that of
P_hll'FPh ﬁthtna and Corinth is being described. Ephesus is an exception,
since Luk_e gves no indication that che synagogue there welcomed Gentiles.
On occasions Luke describes how Gentiles join Jews in
Christian missionaries — not
(14.2, 5), Lystra (14.19; cf
(17.13).

The nature of the ASS0CIArion
the synagogue is a marer

izh sins comes that could not come
rigne

through the

| actions against the
Jjust in Antioch (13.50), bur also in Iconium
2 Cor. 11.25), Thessalonica (17.5) and Beroea

[J’lﬂ-[ Luke POrerays [}L:[\,:,rq_r[_ln I'I{JH—JL'W-"; ;]l'lq’.{
distinguish between thaose r-:j;_rm-u'il-!].jt:hﬂ-“.- o -ﬁ“ﬁ.‘ .m any rate, one should
ﬂ“d thﬂ!’i‘:‘ (.‘I.l:ﬁ[fjhﬁ'd a5 1(“1“&"”1_1[!;:‘Erl 't s 'f.'“:-l-l:{r“:r{:-rh fﬁlﬁ”fﬂ”’”ﬂfl””f i Ir;w"'.;:
The former, on the basis of | .Ur W.I”rsh'm""f s of God® (sebomenos ton theon).”

as1s of larer {f‘-']lll:[l['(_‘, has 1':IL'1_I:||'|':|L' Aarn jl{'L':'lle“_I rerm for

¥ Cf Lak % - 3
Tj—ﬂ"htﬁlaii?.|I4’}:.ﬁ.“?;|yj'_ ?!'rij{”x 1981 “u"‘“] Kraabel 1981; 113 20; Finn 1985
1988: 17-26; Hemer HH-:;" iﬂ:i{; !jUH?' 409-30; Williams 1988; 97-111; Overman
l‘?'m‘tdll-l'd'l'nnn:nb-aum IIEJH-T-' » Levinskaya 1996; 118-26; Trebilco 1991: 145-66;
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THE JEWS IN THE HELLENISTIC CITIES OF Acte

Gentiles who frequented the _]ewiahlsg.rnﬂgngue and adopred Jewis
e gested .;.bnve, it is not LIIEL‘d in a technical sense either in
B s or i Paul's speech in the synagogue of Antioch in p
(acter 1S @ different ]"DEIII.'!'EF. The participle sebomengs may have the
Sious, devout or worshipping, but. the level of involvement wich
e devout women of Antioch are portrayed as sympathe
Jews who opposed Paul. Whether or not the devout or "worshinsie
of Thessalonica are to be seen as fffqu_'f‘"ﬂ“ﬂ the synagogue is nat ¢
Jdoes not say they did. Lydia falls into a different category sinc
depicted as joining the Jews of Philippi at their place of prayer of
sabbath; likewise the "“worshippers’ in the synagogue at Achens w
probably to be seen as non-Jews. The ‘Greeks” in the synagogues of Ie
and Corinth are probably also intended to be seen as ‘God-worshipy
Arcemis is the focus of attention of the Ephesian ‘worshippers’. Were
people essential for Luke's purpose? . At

There is anocher 15sue that must be taken up, namely, their theolog
significance for Luke. Kraabel has frequently argued that the ‘God-fez
‘God-worshippers’ were essential for Luke’s purpose, that they are 'a.
o help Luke show how Christianicy had become a Gentile r
legitimately and without losing its Old Testament roots’.*" But in tere
own account Luke hardly needs such people to legitimize ‘the e
missionaries outreach to the Gentiles. He already makes cle:
introduction to his work (cf. Luke 3.6, 23-38) that che Gentile
part of God’s plan enunciated in the scriptures, and it i1 presef
terms in Acts 13.47 (cf. Isa 49.6) and 15.16-18 (cf. Am. %1
The Gentile mission is legitimized by the scriptures, and by divine
deed (Acts 9.15; 10.1-11.18; 22.21).*! The presence of non-Je
around the diaspora synagogues or attracted there by Paul’s pr 2
have facilitated the Gentile mission, as presented by Luke, but eh L
can hardly be said to be essential for his purpose. '

Historical questions

While Luke paincs a picture that is probably much more consiscEns
dctually was, his representacion of the Jews in the diaspora as on
more tolerant towards ‘messianic’ Jews than their cuunrerpeIE_
in which the word was pre

May well reflece the original situation : o
rs, and the differences

are described as more tolerant than othe L £ the
the reception of the preachers in various CIEES U.':| _% : of
. E o0 :I oh, o
Thessalonica, Beroea, Ephesus) probably reflect che o i

"u.:' Kmll!:ﬂ.'l 1981: 1‘!{}.. alsn (;'ﬂl_.',fr LgHﬁ'l EIH-E'- Kﬂlhd t!!il
& the Genrile mission as pare of the divine plan. -
CE Squires 1998: 60817, a8
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in that period.? It seems likely that dl{.f.t'ﬂ.‘r.ll'.' anmumn}'ﬁ‘ hml_, L'_Jifﬁ*renr
expectations which were able to s.u-mmmm]::lu. ];:Ir mﬂnl}’! t 1;-] F‘F ‘]H I““E_ of
Jesus as the promised Me:;smhi This was presumably true both o e E’Efmd
of the early missionaries and of the period in Wh’fh Luke was writing.

The existence of Gentiles whe ‘sympathized w_rrih Judaism to varying
degrees bur did not become full converts 1s, as has often been noted, attested
outside the New Testament both in Jewish and non-Jewish sources, Philg
mentions Gentiles who worshipped the one true God (Quaestrones in Exodygp,
2.2). Josephus refers to Gentiles in Antioch who were constantly aceracred ¢
the Jewish religious ceremonies (thréskerars) but who were incorporated only
‘in some measure’ (tropd tind) wich the Jews themselves (War VI, 45), to
Greeks who adopted Jewish laws (Apron 1. 123) and to 'God-worshippers’
from Asia and Europe who contributed to the temple in Jerusalem (Ap
XIV. 110). Epictetus refers to a person who was not a Jew but who acted the
part of a Jew.* Juvenal satirizes a father who reveres the Sabbatch and
abstains from swine’s flesh and whose children under his influence rake to
circumcision and learn and praccise the Jewish law (Sar. 14,96-106),43
Feldman’s wide-ranging survey adds further possible examples from
Suetonius and Seneca,*® Philo and Josephus,"” and from later Jewish,
Christian and other sources.*® Observation of the Sabbath seems to have been
popular among many non-Jews"? some of whom also observed dietary laws.?0
Luke’s picture, then, of Gentiles attending the synagogue, observing the |
Sabbath and joining in prayer, and even having a synagogue built for the

Jews has independent support. How numerous such people were in the first
century, though, is a difficult question and answers vary greatly.’! But AT,
Eraabel s view that Luke describes such people as coming into Ch ristianicy
In greater numbers than Jews is not the overal] view of Acts.” This may be
true in the case of Thessalonica (17.4), which incidentally would fic in with

42 See n. 3 ahove

"iﬂl S!Et [h:.' COMMEnT ':If l]ﬂ‘-‘
les (1999: 70: -
Messianic claimangs' (1999 i) thar ‘]

44 Cf Stern 1974: | 3434, Levinskaya 1996

45 CF Stern 1981: 11, 1023, 200 118-20

46 Euemmus: Tibering 32,2, 36, Domitian 12 2: Sepec
6.11; cf. Feldman 1993: 345_8 570 :

47 Jos., War I1. 4 3. _
arll. 434, 463; Am XX 3843, 195; 111 318; Apion [, 1667 11 282. Philo, De

Vita Mas, 11 4.17-24. 5 ;
48 Feldman 1993: ijzh‘:}glfj?prr‘(ffx- 1. 12 (cf Feldman 1993 348-9, 571).

49 Suetonius, Tiberins 37 o, '
luj_ﬁil-;;i-:’r"l;i; fﬁz;;ﬂsgn.;r#j—.;: ;'-UH'-I-“iII['. De Crvitate | 6.11; Juvenal, Sar. 14.96,
TEWUIJIIH.A;IN,;MM 1|.]: el [} []HI.‘.I‘, Sr;y.&ra'r;n '55'1[1_, Ju-;[,“ Murr],-'r_ '.’hp.l"m ”}_2_-'

;*? Eﬁlfﬁ-ﬂ,ﬂm IL 282,

man 1993; 344_¢ ut :
162, 165-9, Trcbiicugigg?- 50, finds chem in Ereat numbers; also Schiirer 1986, 1011,
- 145-66: Ll:nmska}'a 1996: 118-26; for examples from

fabbinic literarure see St 5
32 Lios1 120, - oL lod,

udaism was hospitably tolerant of

4, cited 1n Augustine, De Civitate 1.
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- would seem, in Iconium and Beroea. In ﬁ“ﬂm‘:ah.-
l anding who are described as devout or worshipping are foun
i;clﬂ“’lﬁh opposition to Paul and Barnabas (13,50), =
How involved such people were with their Jewish ne
difficult to establish. Evidently there were various degr
short of becoming a proselyte. ‘This 15 illustrated by ¢k
century CE Aphrodisias inscription which though much lates
chis regal'd-‘l"' Here one meets the term theosehis whils . -
piaus:ot ‘God-worshipping” and is used here in relation g
Among the members of the decania of the learned
‘those who continually praise God', found on side ‘dof thete o
a list of names that includes thirteen Jews, three proselytes - .
with Gentile names who are formally distinguished It
The list 15 continued on side ‘b'. Separated from this on side ‘&
fifty-two persons introduced by the heading ‘and such as
worshippers’ (kar bosor theosebis [ =theosebeis]). Almost all thas
list are Gentiles.*® Each of the first nine is described as a “tos
(bowlentés). The two theosebeis in the first group, who are m : |
decania, seem to have belonged to a Jewish group chat ‘met for stud
prayer.”” The second group, which is listed separately, s
different relationship with the synagogue. The term ‘symp:
broad enough to include such varying relationships.*® Sucl
may also be needed in relation to Luke-Acts where vi

e evidence of 1 Thessalonians, but nat ig any of the otk
t

whom Luke does not explicitly associate with the syna
included in this category. e

The synagogue itself is an issue in all this debate. )
preaching is not presented as central to the preaching of Pe
others, and does not feature prominently in Paul’s visits to
Corinth (18.11, 28) and Ephesus (19.9-10; cf. 11.19; 14.6
It is portrayed as having had an important role I
s¥nagogue ministry in Acts begins, in fact, with ru
associated with him — first in Damascus and then I“ ﬂﬁn
Visits during his missionary journeys. Luke’s presentation coul

33 In Reynolds and Tannenbaum 1987; sce the discussion and bibliogea
LW'“EI':“}'“ 1996: 70—4; Murphy O'Connor 1992: 413—14?“"‘4‘
(241, 500, Finn 1985: 79-80; Schiarer 19861 III/L, 256, O
;; Also used of Jewish: convectistd proselytes; cf. Spicq 1994: L,
Se Murphy O'Connor 1992; 423, PP
E{H Ezinsku}'u 1996: 73; Schiirer 1986: IIL1, o

;; _[l::f- Murph].r O'Connor 1992: 423,

- town councillors, for instance, would seill :
ohen 1989, 13-33; Rajuk 1992; 19-21; Leyinsks
‘.H ‘i
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apologetic purpose — portraying how the word was first plr{*eu.:hffd? m;h? Jews,
Bur chis point 15 already made clear at the beginning of ﬁf.ts_{...ll—t—_':ﬁr 39
3.12-26), and it 1s difficult to see why he should J'.I.(."E.."Ll to INSISt on it sp
regularly unless he had information chat I*"au]_ .d'g _uu.h.-e:rhl'. frf;_]ue.m
synagogues in his ministry to the Jews. Paul himself in 2 f.urlnthulns.! 1.;-:i
indicates that he did retain his contact with the synagogue despite jts
occasionally painful repercussions iy ]

The lack of substantial archaeological evidence for hrar-uc'tntL:r},f.r}},fua-
gogues has given rise to an animated debate 1n recent years.” Ac cording o
Luke-Acts there were synagogues throughout P;i[mﬂm* and the diaspora in
the first century of the Christian era. Many of the references to synagogues in
the gospel and Acts suggest that Luke is thinking of a particular building
that was well known and regularly used for religious purposes at least on the
Sabbath.®’ In Luke 7.5 the evangelist specifically states thar a Roman
centurion ‘built” a synagogue for the people of Capernaum. The CONtrast
between the ‘house’ of Titius Justus and the synagogue in Acts 18.7, the
‘hall of Tyrannus® and the synagogue ac Ephesus in 19.8-9, the agora and
synagogue in 17.17 and the temple and synagogues in 24.12 points towards
a building. Clear references to diaspora synagogues are to be found in Philo
and Josephus, whether designated by prosenche or syragige,®! and in INSCrIp-
tions.* It seems likely thar the lack of firm evidence for synagogues is due to
the fact that they were probably located in private houses and thus lacked
architectural features chat later became characteristic of synagogues, &

The parting of the ways

Finally, the question of where Luke's narrative fits in to the ‘parting of the

ways' may be asked. The ‘parting’ between Judaism and Christianity was a
complex phenomenon which probably occurred in different places at

different times and over varying periods of time, Given the diversity within

59 Animated in particular by rhe wntings of Kee 1990 1-24; 1995: 481-500; cf. Oster
:EE{ L78-208; see Meyers 1992a: 2510, 2178-208; Hachlili 1992: 260-3. Hachlili
e 3-44?:bchumr 1979: 11, 424-7; Riesner 1995; 180, p 2, Safrai 1976: 1.2, 908—44,
L ;”;*E‘i-.iﬁ- 33, 38; 13 10; Acts 13.14; 14.1; 17.1. 10: 18 7: 24.12; also Mace, 12.9,
M?EI‘I'CHEI:SH; John 5.59};. Q.22 IE.f‘iIE; 18.20. Kee 199(. Bi. ixiof thic ey tlinaiot?
o5 e ¢ not to buildings. The cerm Iynagsgé can be used of g building or a
ETERation, as in Acts 13 (yy 14-15, 43) and che Berenice inscription of 35/6 CE.

ached on) he synagogues of Galilee: the
ol » JEAUS preac ¥ In the synagogues of Galilee; th
Eeneral summary of Luke 4.44 states that he preached in che synagogues of Palestine

: Vita Mas. 11, 215-6; Leg. ad Gaivm 156 311=12; D
%?;,Iﬁ II. EE,JDI., Awmr. X1V, 258; XIX. 3, 305, Liafe 1, 277, 280, 29_1.; “;.-;‘.'r II. 285-9,

bilco 1991, 5560,
3; an the CONtroversy surrounding

B & held to be pre-70 cp, see Riesner g b ke Thogliky

1995: 192-200; Nolland 1989 316.
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Jaism and early Christianity it is very difficule o
Paul’s own letters indicate how his attitude pow:
. the course of his ministry (cf. 1 Thess. 21416 -
changed 17 £ 18; Rom. 9-11),%* and Acts rovid e 2
4.9: 2 Cor. 3.6— gy ’ P €5 apazcmi?
wccommodating” Paul. =
"“ﬂ,:,;hit can one say about Luke’s presentation? Already in the early .
of A ctF: the followers _nE'JL-:;u:: in Jerusalem are pg[tm:}n?d & fm:m =
o (2.44—45; 4.32) with their own prayer and muﬂ,l (2.42),
fﬂgethcr in the temple ':-3'_-"163; 2 ]. ) mer:ltmg {ﬂgu]arly in their h :
breaking of brfﬂd. [E.T’iﬁl‘l}, sharing things in common (2.44;
professing their faith in Jesus as the only way to salvation {4,1..1
chere is no indication that they are not part of Judaism, for they sﬁﬁ
the Sabbath, visit the temple where the apostles also preach,
disciplined by the Jewish authorities (4.1-21; 5.17-42), Stephen’s ¢
critique (7.48) can hardly be regarded as decisive in the light of Jate
in Acts {Ef 2]...-":6} : s
The conversion of the Gentile Cornelius marks a new developmen
receives divine sanction (10.1-11.18) but is one that Peter lusf
(11.1-18). The Gentile mission (11.20; 13.46-9; 14.1, 2118
mevitably to the problems of food laws and circumcision [u:Fl
these, according to Luke, are resolved by compromise (cf. 15.19
and unity is maintained. In Antioch, Corinth and Ephes
partings’, but none too radical. Although the incident 111
Paul leaves the synagogue with his disciples for the school of ¥
MUEEESEs & more serious break in that city, the narrative goes ol
Paul’s continued preaching to Jews in the area (19.10). Mo
has Paul reporting on his mission to the Gentiles at the con
missinnarg.r Journeys (21.19), he also portrays him as one WE'?_
the Jewish fold (21.26, 39), protesting his Jewishness in p el
‘?4'14‘15; 26.5, 22), affirming chat cthe Messiah's ‘light’ was for
ind the Genejles (26.23), and professing that it was ‘accol n
that he Wworshipped the God of his ancestors (24.14).% :J"*‘r'?-'*-:-__'
Preaching ‘the hope of Israel’ (28.20). e
o t:lff does portray a pattern of Jewish D_ppﬂsitiﬂ“ i ' we
f10us cities of the diaspora,®® but it is not as widespre

;.

E‘: See :hu_cummmts of Penna 1996: 290-321. L o
piste 87 de touto soi boti kata tén hoden bin fegonsin _.hrr#m, i

66 In ;'ﬂhlrﬁﬂﬂ tors kata Ton Hopon Bar foir o ;mww gegrimt
(13 4"?““ Where it leads Paul to make his inicial satement
Chiset | COMUM where the city is divided (cF 14.2-5), Ly
0 the G Dutsiders (cf. 14.19;'13.50; 17.13), Corinth a
EPhtsu; Rtiles ,{ff‘ 18.6) and where the Gallio in :
e sqiq) g, - 1T Causes him to leave che syni
24,19 ' have injtiared the arrack on Paul

31¢ identified by Trebilco (1991: 2 b, &
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one might have expected given the opposition In _]L'ru_ﬂ':tlcm. The opposition
that Luke describes is local and partial and is not intended to be repre.
sentative of the Jews as a whole. And it is not as pronounced as the
opposition of Paul himself before his conversion (cf'._Eﬁ 20; 26.9-11),%

It is difficult to place Luke-Acts in the process of the parting of the ways,
Although coming well after Paul's ministry Luke's presentation is less
polemical than texts such as 1 Thessalonians 2.14-16, 2 Corinthians 3.6-18
or Philippians 3.2, 8-9, nor does one find here the sharpness of tone thac one
finds on occasions in Matthew (cf. Matt. 23; 27.25), nor the tensions to be
found in the Johannine community (cf. John 9.22; 12.42; 16.2). While there
may be elements foreshadowing the end of temple and cult in Luke 23 .45
and 24.50-53, there is nothing in Luke-Acts quite like the replacement
theme so prominent in John's gospel,® or the comparison of Hebrews
10.11-18. And it is certainly a far cry from the negative attitude of Ignatius
towards Christians who had close links with Judaism (cf Magn. 8.3), So
where does Luke’s work fit into the process of the ‘parting'?

The general atmosphere of Luke’s composition seems still quite a way from
any final parting of Jews and Christians in the geographical areas covered by
Lukg. There were surely tensions in various cities of the diaspora generated by
the increase in the number of Gentile converts, and Luke’s picture suggests
_Lhat such tensions were not new. But while Luke emphasizes that Christianity
is still part of Judaism, he also makes the point that there is something new
}E:;r‘?ﬁfé 5::; :sﬁ(njjhzl.; w:;:rﬂug:r :i'l}f CGrod :l'..ilr hm]ancr:lsmn according m_the:
(4.11-12). At th i R e salvarion
e ~hﬂw e Sﬂ]_rlne 1':[mh however, Lululr,- appm:-urg anxious to stress the
e Ly i een the old and the new, not just for his readers in Jerusalem
R ol ff’ﬁ‘f]r”i'-'hf.re. Taking cognisance of the fact that
S ;;:;nrﬁa;;{ﬁwihhsnﬁ Gf:hnnlr: Ch_risnﬂns, striving to build up their
the inevitable problems tE::gh;vTugh his two-volume work to smooth over
Christians (Gentile and Jewish) anjr:j;: In j-f.:_il'lt‘.ﬁ.l%:-; communities between
synagogue. His project may be e Umwishaifrequertighs

Y De seen as part of a strategy to contain che rifts

between such -
SR e Pe “Pl-_‘-‘, rifts that were threatening to widen and were probably
SEMI0Us 1n some communities than in others
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Polsteumaty g been questioned and completely dismissed t

SYNAGOGUE COMMUNITIES_ m. tl .:
GRAECO-ROMAN CITIES

Anne Firzpatrfré-MrKiufey

i
8,

This people has already made its way inco every city; and it is

3 y T ¥ L 5
not easy to iind any place in the habitable world which has
received this pation and in which it has not made its power
felt g

(Jos., Ant, 14.‘1-‘I$’:’ “

cities of the Dekapolis, in Asia Minor, in the cities of Egypr
ieself. It 1s usually assumed that the Jews in the cities of the Gr
Diaspora were organized on the basis of two institutions, th
the synagogue. The politenma was a political body which w
gerowsia and was relacively independent of the Greek uﬁi&ﬁ*
administrative and political powers over the Jews of the ci
of “fgﬂl'lilﬂﬂtinll on the basis of a politewma seems to have ch
organization of the Idumeans of Memphis who also held asse
'n the temple of their god Qos.? The Jews of Alexandria, Sard
Berenice and Antioch formed politenmata.’ It cannot be as
that all Jewish communities in all cities of the Diaspora were of
the basis of 4 politeuma. Trebilco notes that organization on the bask
Model seems to have been characteristic of Jewish communities in €
Elitﬂblnahe-:l and larger centres of Diaspora ju-:lat'sm.*'.f_
n“,w}"frf were probably ordered on the basis of ‘ad ﬁﬂn‘-’I 1
otion, however, that the Jewish communities of the cities w

| Eié_imu]lw-.m{ 1976: 1391, gt H:-.'
m:hm 2000: 114. The term politenma can also refer o @ '
i ty, cllui:-.r. of soldiers, communities of citizens from iy T
5 Y and festival associarions of women, ibid.: 113.

rebileg 1991, .
tebileg 1991, ;

ot o 1991: 171, For detailed discussion af peliteem
Rajak 1991, 16173, e

A
o

e
d
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i] the time of Claudius, when in 4142 CE,
=y E.

S nt
|I.'|,J"| L h.:l reer u o . TR W ad BT
olerance for the Jews, most likely in g e

was no Jew

manding t POnse
— g f{rfE' {j{. I‘Tlrlﬂ L 3 T 7 F b 3 :
= riney vish rensions 10 Palestine, Alexandria and perhaps alsg jp |
- -__ | & = . { o [ . ] o |
o [—II'L"E‘I'-.. _I{ = 19 J‘Hlﬁe"}”]‘ Thus. the torm (W) J{ wish dS50CIAC IO in lhE
Antioch (Jos. A 17

f the Graeco-Roman world must have varied. [ndeed, this, g4
¥ | = . ¥ L 3 i .
5 d in the second institution of the Jews, that gf the the

Institution within the f_h';LL“Lf:I—H{}mﬂH Clty |

various citie
we shall see, is reflecte b
synagogue. It is the place of this
which I shall examune in rFusF chapter. _ o

Wichin the worldview of the Jews of the Diaspora the temple citol)

Am.17.213-18, Jos., War 2.10-13, 6.329, Philo, Facc. 46, S1b. Or. iii, 28])
No doubt pilgrimage to Jerusalem by [J“H]"”_‘"J Jews led to outbursts of
enchusiasm for the mother city, but on an everyday level, chere was probably
a strong socio-psychological need for Jews to assemble, a need which grew
grearer during periods when their status n the city dete I'Ii].J'd[.t'Li. In 41 g
Claudius described the Jews as living 1n a city “not their own' (CPJ 153).7 As
we shall see, it was the pattern of life experienced n the cities of Liaspora,
the embeddedness of Judaism in che cities, and the model of institutions of
the palis which contributed to the shape of Jewish assembly.

The earliest term used for an assembly of the Jews is prosenche which is
short for ‘house of prayer’.® It was a term commonly used in non-Jewish
contexts and was adopted by the Jews from chese contexts, eventually
bﬂtﬂmlng associated primarily with the Jews.”? While the earliest SYNAZOZUE
inscription goes back to third-century BCE Egypt, remains of SYNAZOUES
which can be dated to the pre-70 period are rare. This has prompted Kee to
argue that the physical building of the synagogue did not exist nncila
;Eh:::ijﬂ;ﬂ; i‘l:'{ ;:;; T;LIPJ"{EE;:E}!# nr. 5;-:;:;;;.*;{[:5 referred not to a special hlljiidIl_iig
. h;w Y IL‘u gatherings of Jews in private ]'l{}ILIEiL‘S- :;
by van der Hore 11 € been widely refuted, most notably by Sanders an

; MSE."" A number of nscriptions, as well as the evidence of
Philo and Josephus clearly indicay | o ; -

2 € that at least some Jewish communities

In the cities of the Diaspora owne

e e JEWJT_::{_;;T}TJLSJ_{? rented buildings which were used for
to the middle of the th; H
special buildin
Sched

* Two ins riptions from Egypt, dating

&s for as;.“-l.-rr:]}]wq;-lrr_}:rm'] 3 il‘-'”_rllr'_ indicate that the Jews ]lﬁ:;jl

14, H}Lith East {_;f -I""'I.]L : Y. J][ ITSE 1N |"||_'I-:|j|:_|.]| I'e |ilt1.'.‘i ro i .‘-'.}"[HL,E’,”HL”-
Xandria Josephus refers to this place as CLSEOmS

7 r',-F"_,F:ﬂ':::-rlp;.-; Pt
L] TmaF&rﬂpj' g Jﬁﬂfmmrﬁm' edited by V. T herikover and A. Fuks, |ij5'."—-'5
of derai) :
1971: r;;ijﬂ;-]i'ﬂusmm on the

9 Levine |9‘.§"Hh-. :
- 1426f
b0 Kee 1900, 1-24,

11
19y

4,

i : = . El
"neaning of Proseuche, see Griffichs 1995: 1:6 and Heng
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post managed by Jews (Apion 2.64)." The
more or less the same way as the first and e
cownship which was the capital of

second inscription is worded in
mes from Krokodils lis, a large
the Arsinoite districe: i

On behalf of King Prolemy and Queen

Berenice his s x
I5C
and their L—]1||L]rf;n1 the ,]H""-"i fdtdlr_‘:-i[r;d} er and wife

this house of prayer,

(CIJ I, no. 14404
On behalf of King Prolemy, son of Ptolem
his wife and sister and their children
(dedicated) this house of prayer

¥, and of Queen Berenice
, the Jews in Krokodilopolis

(CPJ 111, Appendix I, no.1532A)13

Modrzejewski thinks chat this synagogue was not the only one in Krokodoli-
polis; CPJ 1, .I I8 rL‘Ir'E:.r:-. to two synagogues at this location.'® We are also in
possession of a bill for the supply of water to a synagogue in the rown,
dating to 115-117 cg.V7

An inscription from Berenike in Cyrenaica (about the middle of the first
century CE) speaks of a decision made by the synagoge (community) of the local
Jews to honour those who had helped to repair the sywagoge (viz. the
building).”™ On the other hand, CPJ I, 138, dating from the end of the firse
century BCE, records a meeting (symagoge) of Jews in the house of prayer
(prosenche). Josephus clearly points to the fact that the term proseuche referred,
not just to the community assembled, bur also to the building: . . . the
people assembled in the synagogue (proseuche), a very large building’ (Life
277). The Theodotus inscription, from the middle of the first century CE, says
that the synagoge was built for the purpose of reading the law and housing
travellers (cf. Acts 13.13-15). The LXX translates the Hebrew terms &ebal
and ‘edab (meaning congregation or assembly) with the Greek symagage. Van
der Horst concludes that the terms prosenche and rynagoge referred to the same
institutions and/or assemblies of Jews. The different tﬂfmjﬂﬂl'f'gf reflects
different periods and locales.'” This conclusion best reflects the evidence.

13 Modrzejewsk: 1995. 88
14 CIl=]1.B. Frey, Corfus f.-,r_.[u-.l]hrn.w.r.-.q.r_,l'ﬁ'd';ur..imHi !936r_19j‘!’ hereafter E'H' e
15 Whar is st riking of course, 15 that the synagogue Is under Prolemaic patronage;
turther below on the importance of Gentile patronage.
L6 Modrzejewski 1995: 89,
17 Ihaid : e
18 Van der Horse 1999 21, For che inscriprion see quﬂln 1935%: gi- T
thinks chat iviagoge referred only ro the community Jmu-.“g:f-imﬁ . i r'-'_.'.;_ o
19 Van der | lorse 1999; 32, Van der Horst points m_' the vanses i
describe the place where the Jews meer. These include T :
theatron, orkema, sabbareron, The word orkas docs ﬂl:lt "Fpss ;
prayer and some synagogles were established 1n converted he
Stobi, See also Levine 1998b, .
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The origins of the synagogue

BB 9 rigins of the synagogue are ‘shrouded i
i heless, attempt to explore ti.'li_' general congeyy
ﬁ!fiﬁﬁl;ght have contribured to It5 E tatus in ]idtitr:l::“:;ﬁ"*] t:‘-];;ﬂ i;_f.:l&tume
ateal to all Jewish communities, oth in .11 rs? [Lﬁ] 5 e 1aspora,
Eﬂjﬂk may be right 1n suggesting ThHF it was the model of the polts and it
insticutions which, more than un}-rhm.g, L'nrimbu-n;.-.] to the shape of the
y_fnaguguf,‘” but we should first .exumme the reason wh_}' .thr: Jews of the
cities of Diaspora assembled and in what secting. In any given city where
Jews lived, it is reasonable to suggest that the newer and smaller t_]‘n? com-
muniry, the more likely it is that it met 1n the :rtmrm-..tl serting of houses;
just as the early Christian communities first assembled in houses before the
establishment of churches.™
What is the wider context of the houschold in the Graeco-Roman city?
Many of the Graeco-Roman cities were densely populated and while we do
not have much information about the quarters, or on a smaller scale che
neighbourhoods, of these cities, crowding was probably quite common.*® As
a result of this, much of an individual’s day was probably spent on the
streets, in the squares and porricoes and other public places. The house itself
had a public aspect, as floor plans of houses at Pompeii and Delos indicate. 2
There were private rooms, offices for the household head, accommodation for
slaves, rooms which were rented out, on occasion shops, and sometimes 4
tﬂ;:lzl:i or a hotel which cn;:-nnertﬁ:-:l with the atrium. Much of the acEiviey
Gl e e Mg of e s oy o s
buildings, which pmbabl}f}::ame to) IE:"M.{F ?E-mfff![]gﬂ acld in synaEREEs
purity and the maintenance of boy :!“L_ﬂljniﬁlngl]f Hm“ﬂ.Wd with privacy,
were divided intg quarters on the b “ ﬂfflts. Many Mf_-.f_hcerfiujesm t.-::rwns
Alexandria also contained ‘commu 31515 [f'l rrﬂiji‘ or ethnicity.“® The city of
and Phrygians 77 T, B e _mna {:m aves such as those of the L}r{:!ﬂns
10t ghettoized before the pogrom nFE%I;lf_ﬂtr: SRALICLs but they were certainly
quarters of Alexandria were _]r:v-.f Irﬁ?}:?h]lu reports that two out of the
and trades also tended ; 180 \lacc. 55; of. Jos. Apion 2.33-T)
O gather in the same quarter and we hear of

While Levine points 0

2 we can, n-ﬂnft

from ¢ “miHm“{’mi‘: level, the size of Jewish houses
¥ small (with some Jews living in tenement

B

by

'N THE GRAECO-ROMAN crpr

SYNAGOGUE COMMUNITIES

the ‘Linenworkers’” Quarter’, ‘Leatherworkers’ Sereer? il
Pr.:rl'um{:t'ﬂ'-'m e v
The meetings of Jews in neighbour’s houses were probably .. f
encourage solidarity and to discuss common I
prosesche May indicate that communal prayers were recited: F'ﬂ'
is attested in some Diaspora literature (Dan, 6.1 1, Tobit 2.1-3;
Palestine in Acts 1.13-14). On the other hand, Modrzejewski hin
communal prayer was not central to the synagogue uncil afeer 70 CE.
out that the Theodotus inscription does not mention prayerisai il L
g‘}.'nﬂgugllf.‘?l} On the other hand, Jerusalem is the provenance of this in
tion and the sicuation may have been different in the Draspora sy
{_}rgzl.nized prayer was a common component of pagan “—'mplﬂ '
Graeco-Roman period, as was instrumental music and choire.®* A numberat
scholars have seen Fhf development of Jewish prayer as having been M
by this context.”” From a psychological point of view, however, mw
impetus may have been required; one can well imagine the sense of solidari :
which communal prayer would provide for the Jews of the cities of Dia
Moreover, Josephus mentions the interruption of the communal prayer ac ¢f
synagogue at Tiberias (Life 295).°* Most evidence for Jewish prayer is ate
it may have been practised in at least some synagogues of the Diaspora. :

The division of the Cairo Scroll of Deuteronomy, which probably belor
to a synagogue in the Faiyum (Papyrii Fouad, 266, from the first
BCE), points to the practice of a criennial reading cycle.** R
scrolls was also practised in the pre-70 period as attested by both Pt
Josephus.* Josephus indicates that this public reading was educational a
not ritualistic (Apion 2.175). In Antiguities he indicates that the
such reading is to inform the Jews of their law so El'ﬂtﬂlﬁf
committing sins’ (Jos., Ant. 16.43). In the De Legatione ad Gaium £t .
refers to reading of torah in the ‘houses of prayer: .

P
AR ITIEF o]

-
=,
¥ 1

-
He (Augustus) knew therefore that they have houses "-‘f
(proseuche) and meet togecher in them, pﬂrﬂﬂﬂﬂf}? O
Sabbaths when they receive as a body a training in thm‘_t e
philosophy.

28 Meeks 1983 29: of MacMullen 1973: 7073, 129-137.

29 Modrzejewski 1995, important
30" Levine does not think that communal prayer was B

Ll
destruction (1998b: 165). 58
31 Ihid, il
32 Ibid. Cf. Smith 1987, '
33 Van der Horst 1999, ' s
34 Modrzejewski 1995: 95. S
33 Schiffmann thinks chat 4Q267,5 A

(Schiffmann 1999; 44-50). el

O
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: ndicates that torah was studied and discussed o “Yhagogy,
Philo almjljﬂ.{; » Probus Lib. 81; cf. Acts 13.13—16, Luke 4. 16-22), Meyers
(Somn. 2.127; Omin. Yo Iand the association of scripture with .]'i‘fllﬂﬂltm,
n;ndudi:iﬁ;;l}gge art;und which the ancient synagogue orj Zinated, Brew
‘the cen

and flourished’.*"

daism of the syn : . nText

Fl:eéuravm—ﬂﬂmnn ciey.’’ Such influence, however, will have varjed from
5 )

B oman city to another -"-]_ﬂd:l while |t. IS Sl.lgt_’;gt'.'-;tl.‘:l:i that assemb]y

of Jews first took place in huus_&lmids:, it is not aug_{gure.d that every Jewish
iy went chrough a kind of E'.-'I_':[LIJHI‘.IHL.T.]‘}' process tr{I:m I'JUI.IE.E'hn;]]d
organization fo synagogue building. The size of the community, the Spread
of the Jews within a city (whether or not they were spread “"'”_’“Hh a number
of quarrers or concentrated in one or two), and the length of time the Jewish
community had resided there, will all have mﬂu.n.-m ed the shape which
assembly took. Thus, the large Jewish community of Alexandria had a 'Grear
Synagogue’ as well as smaller ones in various parcs of the city.*® The local,
cultural context will also have played an important role, as evidenced by the
variery of forms which synagogue buildin £s of the Byzantine period d 1splay, ¥
Levine has pointed our that there 15 really no Jewish architecture:
borrowing from local contexts was inevitable.

No synagogue becter illustrates the point that synagogue buildings were
subject to local customs and conditions than that
uses patterns from nearby shrines and remples.
synagogue from Rome so far discovered. The ¢

was located in a privare house!? but by the end of the second century it
mcl_uded a large c_urn.]:-lex of nine rooms. Most indicative of 1ts context and
;EEIE E;l;i:ig: I:':STEEE Wi'l]:l:'fhl .cnf.«'u:r:r the walls: they 1ng lude depictions of
example, the S;mbnl = :]:r:" ”'{Ibm 15 unusual and difficult o interpret; for
dre represented wearing mE]}:L-n ime[E and the c l‘l“‘-'r'-'ti] tem ple. The figures
Greek chiton and himation anc;w.tll-llra[. dress: Persian caftan and e
15 biblical, mythological. anoc Perhiaps a Jewish prayer shawl, The imagery
are in Aramaic, Parr i, POtropaic and astrological ** Legends and graffiti

Persian and Greek. The symbolism has

rthian, Midd|e
attrace !
ed the attentiop of many scholare but

agogue was irreversibly influenced by the g

thus,

at Dura Europos which
*! Dura is the most distant
arliest phase of the synagogue

whatever its meaning, It

} fE”E of a

Jew passing a pagan temple and
had seep,,

o

5 T

i
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Gl
illustrates the jrnp:u:_r of local culture on Judaism and the varien
JfWiS]'l idencities which characrerised Diaspora Judaism 44

Some synagogues appear to have been located O
example those at Delos, Priene and Stobi, 3 The synagogue at Pri
and rectangular in shape, measuring 10 m by 14 m, The city ¢ e
was small and Kraabel thinks that chere may have beeomt 8
munity there even before Roman times: thus, Priene may e
the earliest synagogue remains. Located in a converted hpuse, |
little of the symbolism associated with lager synagogues, G

The synagogue at Stobi was overlaid by/a fifth-cenmGRISTRERININ
Hengel concluded that the earlier building had belonged to a m |
Polycharmos (CIJ 694) who had donated it to the Jewish comm
provision of hm_,ﬁ_;i& was that he be allowed to continue to live in roor
the synagogue.”’ The synagogue at Krokodilopolis may be the syn
listed in an inscriprion as having a garden which was rerrediGit
Egyptian who cultivated it.*® It was located in a suburb of the m
ship, rather than at its centre, and other sources would seem to impily
the synagogue was often located at the edge of the Graeco-Roman ¢
has been suggested chac this location was deliberately chosen to dist e
Jewish association from the impurity of Gentiles. This may provide X
the explanation in some cases, but it is well to bear in mind thi
synagogue at Gamla was also located at the cicy walls.*® Perhaps the
at the edge of a city had something to do with access to water
for migroth. At Delos the synagogue was locared near the seasho
Modrzejewski suggests that the synagogue ac Alexandria was als
seashore; a location which would have made water supply for nit
easy to access.”' In Krokodilopolis one synagogue was located on ¢
of a canal (CPJ I, 134), while the other synagogue of the town n
received its water supply from a water distnbution company. Mods
points to a papyrus which preserves a huge bill owed by the J SR
roughly twice what an average bath house paid {CPJ 1, 43% :
large amount of water used for migrath? While this 1s ]Jﬂﬂlhlﬂi :

Tl gt AT

41 Tor a variety of explanacions of the symbolism at Dura, see KMIIIEE
it rabbinic Judwsm of Palestine and Bah}r!ullli_l-. end Gmus&
reflected a I|.'|l'||.|!‘l1|2|'.l:LL mystic, Diaspori Judaism. O the art ¢
Perking 1973,

45 Levine 1998h: 148 and Kraabel 1970: 492fF

46 Kraabel 1979: 490-9, 495 _

47 Hengel 1966: 173—6; cf. Kraabel 1979: 495, g P

48 Tebrunis papyrii [, 86, CPJ I, 134; cf. Modrzejewski e

49 Ihid.

a0 Ilad

51 Modrzejewski 1995: 96
52 Thid.
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- oo these Synagogues had mn-ﬁr;:r.l:ff attached g them. T

means certain that for miquoth is difficult and often ambiguoys Sing 1

nature of our fwd“-‘_t;trf' E.;chlﬂpﬂh-" had a garden (watered presumably I:.E the

other SFﬂﬂEﬂH“E.DE rﬂ_ sible that this synagogue’s high water 6
adjacent canal), it 1s also pos: ]]_ i i
due to the upkeep of a vegetable gar L .
While some synagogues Were locared on che f;i]I[Ih i II.F. of f.he City of town,
-+ is clear that some were found more ctt*er.rnm}_,] perhaps indicag; ng the
integration and acceptance of Jews in the city. 1!1 0 L,.L[I.!ﬂh.[ﬂ indicate that
some Alexandrian synagogues Were S-t_r““[“d e ens: if:‘f”ﬂ well as ip less
densely populated areas. In De Legatione ad .i’.r:mr‘ﬁ‘r' 134, he reporrs that
during the pogrom of 38 CE, some synagogues i{fu Ld not be burned because
they were located in den_:_..:-l;r populated areas. F1 resumably these hods
close to the synagogues of the Jews were not inhabited solely by Jews, for
damage done to Jewish houses would certainly not have inhibited those who
acracked the Jews. On the other hand, perhaps the risk of burning Syna-
gogues which were located centrally in the city, was that of the possibility of
the spread of fire beyond the Jewish quarcer.

Another centrally located synagogue was that ac Sardis which was Lge-
grated into the civic cencre buildings, although thar location was pmbal}[}g
not given to the Jews until che third century ce.* It is clear that prior to
this there was a synagogue in Sardis (Jos., Ant. 14.235)%% bur after thia
earthquake of 17 cE the city was rebuilt. Part of that rebuilding included the
erection of a new civic centre in Roman basilica style on the main street.
E}f&ntually, probably in the third century, part of this complex would be
given to the Jews to hold assemblies.’® We should not assume, however, that
all Jewish communities were given such fine premises: the Jews of Sardis
seem to have been particularly well integrated into the city. The donation of
PAR of a complex of the cjvic CEntre m

& the authority to do so, Josephus preserves a decree which

Trebilco thinks |
nks is to be dated y
- d to 49 BCE wherein , :
points out thar: the Roman procurator

bill g

ay indicare that the synagogue was
for the Jews, and recognized by the

Jewish citizens of ours h
:I"mrn the earlies; times
in accordance wigh thei
N which the
another.

AV 5
Y& COme to me and pointed out that . . .

they ].md an association (symoedos) of their own
I native laws and

: A place [ fiafran ) of their own
¥ decide their aff F /

aIrs and controve rsies with one

(Jos., Ant. 14.235)""
23 Schifer 1997. 143

1 1979,
¥ Trebileo 1981: 34,

62

SYNAGOGUE COMMUNITIES IN THE GRAECO

The fact that the basilica Synagogue of Sardis was firse
ries of Sardis for some civic purpose and ¥ the ay
not be overlooked.” The Jews of Sardis had ngt dti? :::dm &
basilica, it was donated to them. Josephus also rt!tnrdsghuw:
st century CF, che city council of Sardis confirmed the righgof
meet, settle disputes and stated chat a Place be given them in whi 7l
offer their ancestral prayers and sacrifices’ (Jos., Anr. 14.259-4-6]’:]_
racher than illustrating the wealth and the deliberage adopiige e
architectural styles by Jews, the use of the basilica illustraces
integration of the Jews in Sardis. The narure of our evidence, how i
cludes us from generalizations. In other Diaspora contexts, the basilicg
may have been the form for which the Jews opted, contrib "..
building costs themselves. This may well have beeq e ekt . b
where the Jewish community was Very large and where the st
15 recorded as h:u.."rﬂg_: been built in basilica form (ct. JEﬂlEE]Em - e
Sukkah 3:1). On the other hand, our sources for Alexandria, Philo an
Josephus, are biased, and the synagogue of Alexandria S
only a large hall and some rooms wichin the basilica building rather than
entire building,
The decree recorded by Josephus shows that che Jews of §
protection from the Roman authorities and were granted privileges
Romans and by the city (Jos., Anr. 14.259-61). Apart from the right
given a place to assemble (fopar), the marker officials are to ensure that
brought in for purchase by the Jews. Allocation of such privileges (alt
we do need to bear in mind the apologetic namre of Josephus’
indicares recognition and some degree of acceptance of Jewish as
such as the synagogue. It also implies that the synagogue was s
viewed by the Roman authorities as an institution which was not
with the aims and concerns of the civic auchorities.% iy

ki

. ;
1 i

The association of the Jews within the city

Rajak and Seland think that the synagogue was viewm:l_ by Jews
Jews as one of many clubs or associations which characrenzed Grae
cities.”! The term used by Josephus for association of the Jews is g
(Jos., Ant. 14.235), a term commonly used for the *"'-"”
guilds of the Graceo-Roman cities,% Broadly speaking, th

8 Krmabel 1979, ;
59 Trebilco (1991) suggests that the rights granted here
pediterma, 2,
60 Rajak 1999, o
61 Ibid; Seland 1996; and cf. Meeks 1983: 77-80.
62 Meeks 1957; 35,
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ares of the pelis and ""-‘!"-"“u'ﬁl‘ﬂf'f:t{ I“'heels'within..
they had structured leadr:r:.-ln_p’ responsibiljy;

d rules. The features of these e
d with the synagogue, may

jatt iniat
gssociations were minid
wheels'.5> Like the polss the
which artached to membership an
all of which are to some degree share

as follows:

ﬂﬂﬂcjaﬁnns
k]
be outlineg

] They had a fixed purpose for their E:-E!'Sfl:l:'rﬂ{'t' '_WH ;_-:-!]1 {Tﬁg}f ,hﬂw had tg g
with a shared trade or a cult belief (a feature {-J . .t'n: s¥hagogue). Thepe
were associations of linenworkers, ':ll'fl]f."l.'E‘E:} prostitutes and carpenters g
well as many other groups, each with their own representative leader o
chairman.® It is interesting to note that the larer text of the Jerusalem
Talmud records chat seats in the synagogue at Alexandria were reserve
for carpenters, silversmiths and other p!'ﬂf_f‘i-‘_“ﬁl‘-lﬂ .'=1I'Irl trades (#.8ukbyh
4.6). Josephus records that guilds of the cities of Phyrgia and Cilicis
(presumably composed of Jews) were also connected with the synagogue
(Jos., Ant. 18.160)”° and Modrzejewski thinks that guilds of Jewish
workers and Jewish clubs (symodos) may have used the synagogue as g
venue for meetings:®°

They did not sit in a jumble, bur each craft sat by itself, so that when
a traveler came, he could join his fellow craftsmen. and on that basis
his livelihood was provided.

(Jerusalem Talmud, Swééah 5: 1, 55, A-B)

_Therg were rules for admission and exclusion which were sometimes
lnsFrlbed on plaques. Membership usually involved the payment of dues,
Philo, thv_s Jewish writer from the densely populated, bustling city of
Allﬂ:andna., Eifhates the value of payment of these when so many
clubs/associations simply involve licentiousness and debauchery, failings

which he claims will not be f R
Synagogue (Lep. Gy, 312F )67 ound in the Jewish association of the

e a.ssuci&tit}ns and club I
s of the (rrar:t'u Roman citie '
. : : 4 C1r : ved a strong
E{H:'iﬂi d:mensmn: fu o "'h{n

Within the 53’““5'3;?’::;{:3??“_“ 1'_'”11':1].5 ancllga_lrhurm:un; were common,
Ostia, an gyen 8 Mfmbergfh, P ‘:_t '?""Ef]hi a !n:'.-"mrm_u.f wis found, and at
sense ﬂfbelﬂnging within ap P _“_ "“]'-I‘h-'* and associations esrtablished a
Polis, was moge ‘local; stitution, which, while modelled on thﬂ

and personal; a kind of fictive kinship

alized’, socighle
bs- 3 - r
straddled s0tio-economic boundaries, a feature

-

SYNAGOGUE COMMUNITIES IN THg

which the synagogue shared where membershin «
religious identity and not by soCinsscomiERdET
the clubs and associations could be strong er
autonomous form of social organization’®® whi
privileges. Iy
4 Clubs and associations often provided for the burigl
feacure may also have characterized some Jewiststah
may refer to a JEWiSh ]:'ru[ial Sﬂfjt‘.'l]? Whif.'h wis a n ;...
Alexandria.™ i
5  These Gmf:-:::r-H.umiln asS0Ciations were usually o/ gt
client relationship.™ Members would owe a certain all
patron as is illustrated in Philg who records how
Graeco-Roman associations can be seen to resnnad &
favours recuested by the patron (Flace. 136, 140-2).72
that, like the associations of the cities, the synagogues
existed on the basis of this Graeco-Roman client/patron e
structure which was at the heart of che functioning of the
"
It seems unlikely rhat anyone should have objected to the Jews form
own association and extending it beyond the private house
or rental of a building. Meeks takes note of an inscriptie 1 whic
masters of households, especially those of larger households,
the formarion of a club.™ The establishment of an associatic
more general meetings would have involved the drawing u
(rules for membership, payment of dues and general rules),
a place ro meer and the declaration that the group formec
(synados, thiasos, eranos, collegia are used among other ter
Graeco-Roman household and the association or club botk
the shape of the synagogue. The Jewish associations wer
as immigrant clubs™ and chere were clubs formed bﬂjl'
groups.”® Immigrant clubs in the Graeco-Roman city p

69 Haas 1997 S8F -.'-
70 Meeks 1987: 207, n. 162,
71 Rajak 1999: 162 .
72 Seland 1996. See further below where the anti-Jewish ate
the clubs’) as the basis of Philo's strong l:"c'l‘“'“":’g‘l_s g
73 Rajak 1999, The chient—patron relationship was also 3
system, for discussion see Lemche 1994: 119"'3'.2?" i
74 CIL 6.9148 records how this oceured in the ‘flegi
burial society in Rome; cf. Meeks 1983. o

75 Later Roman officials and opponents of €

Christian groups with such elu 1d associ
and of fﬂsteﬂng mﬁ.]{gmm. e
76 Meeks 1983, R

Ry LY S
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hare a common heritage, and perhaps, like the T
to S

express snIidﬂ;‘IEf; qces.”’ The formation of associations ]r_\»rnbzibly Provideg
settle .mter.m;ml grnupﬁ with a platform to agitate for righes (as the Jews
these 1mmig

did) and to complain L Efj the Roman officia)s
Fmbablj’ g patrons of these associations. ™ In the Synagogyes of

cimes the ; _
S mm:i. Sardis chere seems to have been a central body which W
Blerandria on AR : to the authorities (Philo, Flaq, 7
unity’s CONCerns . 74, 80
represent the community : —_— lid: ax : o
Jos., Wi 7 412).7% If such immigrant associations did exise, they, ang their
e : . stely assimilated for they e
members, must have become completely T - LIEY ‘eave no reegp]
: Iting pot of the cities of the Graeco-Roman wopjq 8
disappearing into the melting pot T orld,
The Lycians, Phrygians and possibly also the _micmnm once had chejp own
neighbourhoods in Alexandria bur evenrually d“‘“’]*i"-”_—'*” Wil hﬂ}lt trace.8! Qg
the face of it, the Jewish religion, with its demand for exclusive sacrifice ip
the temple at Jerusalem would seem to be the least mobile religion imagin.
able. We know that people moving into the Graeco-Roman citjes would
meet fellow natives and establish sancruaries for local, narive gods, Sanc.
tuaries to the Syrian and Egyprian gods are found at Delos, but they appear
to have become part of the city’s religious establishment and thejr natve
characteristics disappear into the melting pot.®-

The dependency of the Jewish communities on the patron client system
which characterized life in the cities of the Gracco-Roman w orld 15 evident
in some donor inscriptions as early as Prolemaic times. The inscriptions of
the synagogues of Schedia and Krokodilopolis existed under the patronage of
the Prolemies (CIJ 11, no. 1440 and CPJ III appendix, no. 1532A). Ocher
second or first-cencury BCE synagogues in Egype had individuals or families
as patrons (CIJ 11, nos. 1443, 1444) 55
: TI,}E ?ater s¥nagogue at Sardis appears to have had ar least three donor
:““nptt]'j;‘f* assaciated with a man called Leontiys % The synagogue in the
own of Ac 1 1 : : : 3
o .:;.mm}lﬂ Ln Phyrgia had a number of patrons, three of whom were

ne o : :
whom was female. Rajak concludes that the three men were

Greek-speak;
g papffnnng F-D;Imns who were part of the |ocal bourgeoisie. In return for
agre i : :
everywhe = ey are given titles (as 1s the custom with donors
re). The titles are

_Stﬂndurd honorific titles known to have been
iduals who supported them elsewhere.®® One is

v iy

patrons were Jewish or Gentile 18
00: 66,

SYNAGOGUE COMMUNITIES IN THE GRAECO.ROML

called archisynagogos, which Rajak interprets tq imply that
citle was synagogue head for life, the other, ambivpiae
riod, and the last title is @rchon.®® These three individiii
Jews, alchough they may have been. An individual ealled s+
title ‘'synagogue head for life" and his profile apy -
of Nero's reign. Perhaps these Gentiles were * god-
reason for their patronage lies in more mundane Epru I”
include an expectation of support from the members of the syng
with what the club benefactor normally expected of his cl
assumes that the relacionship must have been mutually b neficial 88
The fourth donor of Acmonia is a woman, Julia Severa, w
appears on coins from the middle of the firse century ck, during
sometimes along with the profile of Cadmus 82 She appears in
tions, amongst the most elite of the region, and is named
inscription as the high priestess of the house of the divine empe
the latter honour, Julia Severa can hardly have been a Jewess.
hand she may have been a god-fearer like so many women in
Roman empire.”! Is it possible that the Jews permitted a p
house of the divine emperors to enter the synagogue?” Rajak
synagogue was a municipal centre as well as a place for praye
whilst Julia Severa may not have been allowed to particing
was probably a part of the other activites which went on in

+f Lk

STy
86 Rajak 1999 v 4
87 In 1 Cor. 16.15-18 Paul warns the Christians at Corinth to s w
perhaps, indicating that at times clients failed to show
threatening the relationship; cf. Meeks 1983: 78,
88 Rajak 199%: 166 By i
89 CIJ 1,738 records the generosity of another feml:dmtnﬂll_‘ Sy s
Greek colony in lonia. A certain Tation donates a house to MG
(Rajak 1999: 163) i
90 Rajak 1999 166. Sal
21 Ibid. On ‘God-fearers’, see Cohen 1999 and Feldman 19932 :_
264fF -
92 The Aphrodisias inscripeion names rwo groups of benefactors ity
Jews and God-fearers; cf, Reynolds and Tannenbaum HE?
Feldman 1989: 265-305. In the theatre of Miletus in Asia Min
For the Jews and the godfearers; of. Fine 1999: 230. At S""I_I-f;l
floor was the gift of ‘a godfearer’, ibid.
93 Rajak 1999. On the other hand, in its earliest STRZES; *
religious element of sanctity which it would receive after
Therefore, Jews of some communities may ﬂﬂ“!" i
Jews who were patrons. Nonetheless, it is .1"-"1'511"'&=
synagogue emerged in che Diaspora earlier tha
further below. In Omw, Prob, Lib, 85 Philo says th
from elsewhere who ‘share their conv ;
symbaolic sense and notr necessarily sy
Visiting Jews from outside Alexandria c
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chat guilds of Jewish workers and Jewish clubs
¢ as a venue for assembly. A further ACtIVILy of

o Lo indicated in-a frst-century Jewish inscriprion which
= synagﬂguﬁufmfrmg a vow by granting freedom to a Jewish slave i gy
Ecﬁ:ir;;i:;:gue. A {'Dﬂrl‘ll'l"[ﬂljl of 'FI‘-E'{H’_]DFI": w;:a rI]m;: II]'I{ xllfa:r_:: Tmf [0 remaip
attached to the synagogue (CIJ 1, no. 683). M {;; r.cfi-‘jf_!‘uh 1 ]I.nd s that some
synagogues Were given the royal grant to be a nwiu m.ijmfj e ﬂ'i}'lLIn.-l‘ ]
right known to have been fairly com monly granted to L'[_.J'ﬂ[:' es and shripes

95 Thus, activities that were not religious took place i ik

' i
by the Prolemies. : :
synagogue but che nature of our evidence precludes us from saying anything

certain about the role of the Gentile donor in synagogue affaits. From the
evidence of Josephus, and from Claudius’ declaration that Jews lived in citjes
which were ‘not their own' (CPJ 153), it seems likely that some Jewish
communities found it necessary to cultivate patronage amongst Roman eljges
in order to protect their rights, possibly also to express their sense of
belonging to the city and sometimes to ensure their safery Patronage by
Roman elites, such as Julia Severa, must have been particularly desirable jp
locations where the Jews felt insecure. At Sardis (Jos. Anr. 14.235) and
Alexandria (Philo, Leg. Gai.) the Jews appeal to Rome for protection from
the non-Jewish populations of the cities. [n 67 CE, in the ci y of Antioch, an
apostate Jew accuses the Jews of planning to burn the city. When a fire
oceured three or four years later, it is again the Roman governor, Gnaeus
Cﬂll&ga, who protects the Jews, declaring them innocent. Later Titus
intervenes on their behalf.”® No doubt such intervention was. by and large,
due to the concern of these Roman rulers to ensure the stability of che cities.

Thus, the Jews of many Graeco-Roman cities were familar enough and
cquurtable enough in these settings to vie
ation which was, in form,

It has already been noted
may have used the synagogu

w their synagogue as an associ-
inhabited, and to urilize thilg'a?ﬂnyﬂrﬁ v lmm.”“[j“”s — thﬁy
has noted: *, | only a high| ;Etl' ]ﬂ“h’ln fe ot ]mm“”‘mﬁ 2 R_“Iﬂk
particular milieu’ could a:_-h":i; .}?]m:[IJ Furidm] Jewry, well established in a
Roman city.”” The synag s t‘n,-, mimickry of institutions of the Graeco-

ynagogue then, modelled on the associations of the polis,

was ‘the interface k

Etween the J{'W‘- and tl R T

st : - their city " Did the Jews con-
ously adopr this feature of the Grae i - thelgy

Certain benefits and recognition?®? The

co-Roman city in order to acquire
Synagogue developed, not as a result

2 Van der Horse 1996. 12
l-ttd'lild[en arcﬁ&s;;ﬂuht;rﬁ I‘hE‘ lt'i.HJ\ L'I.I- IJJ”E]L‘IIHH ic ;'.I't_,-:ll . |_] a JL‘W]'&[] WOman .Il.nd
1205, CPJ Il 473), poy diEELI.itsjt yagogue ar Oxyrhynchos (Oxyrhynchos Papyrus IX
g jewski 1995, on, see Mmlrzcjewgki 1995 93
o o iwood 1976; 3614
7 Rajak 1999 165,

* T 'nfdl-lun i N

SYNAGOGUE COMMUNITIES IN THE GRAECORON kot
of the intended adoption for apologetic reasons of what theg.
ewish instirution, burt as 4 result of the embedded ca
unities wichin the political and social contexe of the Grag
which, in many Cases, they had occupied for centuries befe
]w[iud-llm 2 . gl

Despite the integration of the synagogue into the civic.instin ol
Graeco-Roman polis, there were a number of differe i
Graeco-Roman clubs and the synagogues of the Jews. ﬁ
population of t.h-:- city, compared to the free associations of thy
Jewish associations must have appeared exclusivise, First, ¢t
largely on an ethno-religious identicy (although god-fear
may have been admirted),’”" and second, whereas Roman assne
normally characterized by fellowship and conviviality, the purs
ngiﬁh association may have seemed a lictle too Intense, as Huh ;
the later Christian associations. Moreover, one possible function
meetings would have included the maintenance of boundaries betwe
and Genule, although to varying degrees.'”® Josephus records
Ptolemies gave the Jews ot Alexandria a quarter in the city, so that
might observe a purer way of life, mixing less with peoples of ot
(Jos., War 2.488).'"% This, however, is not unparalleled in che |
world and we know that in Egypt ‘aliens’ such as Greeks, _
Phoenicians were not allowed into certain local temple precinces:
there 1s no doubt that most Jews were comfortably accommods
cities of the Diaspora, some, such as Philo, even exhibiting a lo
ism,'” the sense of belonging expressed in the synagogue may

100 Meeks points our thar while Christian groups were modelled on the Roman
15 a lack of common terminology of clubs and associacions, This is certa
Pauline lecrers (Meeks 1983: 79) bu later texts use terms such as fhiais,
corpres (cf. Eusebius, HE 10.8, Tertullian Apol. 38-9, cit. Meeks 19855
Romans 16.1 and Phil. 1.1 ticles common to Roman associations and
as epeibapor and drakenss are used the funcrion of chese officers igdilﬁ@r
context (Meeks 1983: 79) -

101 On this question, see Cohen 1999, It is difficult to say anytRingsces
boundaries of Jewishness in this period, viz. before 70 €F GetE '
Jewish tax under Vespasian made the identity of Jews & press
Romans. On the other hand, the desire to differenciate thr_ ol
would, later on, muke it a pressing problem for Jews. .

102 The extent to which Jews remained separate from Gentil
location and tarah interpreration. For discussion, see B
and Feldman 1995,

103 The motivation of the Prolemies had probably
religious sensitivities, as with Prolemaic desire to

45 t0 administrare, of. Barclay 1996,

Levine 1998h: 732,

105 Pearce 1998; 79_105,
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pressed 10 other associations of the cities, The Jewish

of belonging included the ideal of belonging not just to the bolis of

o ldfl'tr.'fg but to Israel. Thus, their eyes were _”FH"H fixed on thg lang

Eedu‘_ wifmplehcit}' Only this can account for pilgrimage to Jerusalem ii
its :

the sending of payment [0 the mather temple-city.

different from thar ex

The importance of Jerusalem for Diaspora Jews

The common symbolic tie of Diasporan Jews rL'I!'I't:if]‘IL't[ the homeland, for the
most part elevated to biblical mythical status; it was the centre of the world
even chough most Diaspora Jews wou hfi not recurn un-:_i :_i-.r_'Sj':-lt_:: the face that
many, such as Philo, displayed both a kind of local patriotism for their natiye
Graeco-Roman cities as well as a love for the temple city of Jerusalem, The
Jews of Smyrna in Asia Minor may have donated money to the city for
public works somerime early in the secm]_d century CE (CI] 742). They are
designated as either ‘former Judeans' or “former Jews'. Trebileo favours the
former, indicating that they were being designated as a group whose o Zins
lay in Judea but who were now loyal to the city of their residence, even
contributing to public projects.'™ The Jews of Acmonia made donatiens to
the city of Acmonia and referred to the city as their parres, their ‘*home city’
or ‘native town'.'”” Philo says that while the Diaspora Jews hold Jerusalem

to be their mother city, the city of their birth and residence is described as
their fatherland:

.. . they hold the Holy City where stands the sacred Temple of the
fnusl:.hjgh God'™ to be their mother city, yet those which are an
;:;I::{r:tancr:: from their fathers, grandfathers, and ancestars even farther

K, are in each case, accounted by them to be their fatherland in
which they were born are reared,

(Flac., /iﬁ:l 109

We also have ample evidence of

Herod seems to have encg d Diaspora Jews paying the temple dues.
: ICOUra e 1 % . ;
affairs of Jerusalem ged the involvement of Diaspora Jews in che

L1y
B He brought cerrajn
On 1n order, Leyi;

People whe mjght be m

g priestly families from Egypt and
e
SUBEEStS, to replace the Has

; monean priests wicth
OFE open to his J-'l

ans for the city. Herod's temple was

106 Trebileq 1991: 175,

fiscription, however :
:m o discussion of ‘the n:':;r""]”‘“ dillftd_. for discussion see Trebileo 1991 ch.3
K I is E“uﬂ':ll.‘mg % gh Croxel’, see Mod rzejew ki 199%. ¢ : i 2
i 4 W0 works whicl ElEwskn 1995: 95
Hl.'ll .M 3 1% I areE ”.ri'“-

twise quite different, viz. the Lecter of

1y of the templ (Barclay 1996: 13849,
solomon, 12,3, 7,

192-203), ¢f g1, ght:: 5, 281 e cencrali
ﬁll ! ¥ p-EH-I. Wj!ldﬂﬂ'l I'Jf
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cheir mother city This had two advantages for
che revenues of his city through FEmp[E payment ﬂndlmt ;
of an economy centred around [_:llgrimagei”l Second, he beean
could claim thar his subjects lived in every civilized
Phile informs us that the Jews of Rome made the 'I'el'hp? |
Gai 157, 291) as well as :!'I{}Eil"lg Its IMportance to the J'-"H‘s %
Leg. 1.76-8). At times, it seems that some Jewish cofiint r |
scruggle to ensure that they could pay the temple dues; Josen I. -1 - had
Jificulties which the jn*x_vs of Cyrenaica and the T fuil- :
(Jos., Ant. 16.169-70, 162-68, 171-3), -
Acts 2.9-11 records the number of languages which P
spoken in Jerusalem, evidence of the presence of Diaspora
from both the eastern and western Diasporas. These Jews also ddnare it
to the temple: Nicanor of Alexandria donated Corinthian, bronze dogrs
stone pavement in the temple area was a gift from a Jew from b
Queen Helena of Adiabene also contribured lavish temple ornaments ;
family built a number of palaces in the city of David as well as a 1
Jerusalem.''" During a famine in the forties of the first century .
sent grain from Alexandria and figs from Cyprus while her son se
(Jos., Ant. 20.49-55).'"7 Acts also records the collection of zifes
community of the saints in Jerusalem. Philo records how m]m
that payments to the temple could guarantee them good healch an
(Spec. Leg. 1.77-8), a notion probably based on the idea expressed in E
30:12, where the payment 1s a ‘ransom’ for the soul. Even more indicat
the tie of Diaspora Jews to the mother city is the presence of reset
Diasporan Jews in Jerusalem. A later text, Amegillah 2.17, ment
synagogue of Alexandrians in Jerusalem. The Theodotus inscription
refers to a post-70 synagogue in Jerusalem which was founded by Jews
Rome. Acts 6.9 speaks of synagogues of the Diaspora established by Je
from Alexandria, Asia, Cilicia, Cyrene and a synagogue founded by freed
viz. Jews from Rome). |
What factors contributed to the loyalty of Diaspora Jews W’J :
Clearly the location of the temple in the city was an obvious reason
Jerusalem as the Hol v City, the mother city of Jews E’#El'}’_‘i‘l'hﬂ'_ﬁ-- "_" "
was the dwelling place of Yhwh, the place from where his voice: MALEETE
uttered torah (Amos 2.1), the place from which rhe creation: -

-

world and its nations had emanated (Ps. 48). But even after

]] | ilj“] : '331 {JH—?_}, - B
12 On pilgrimage, see Jeremias 1969: 62-71 and Barclay 195& o
L3 Levine 1908k, 54, i

L4 Ihid,; 62
15 1Ibid.: 54,

=~
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hen Yhuwh's presence at the temple could no longer be assured, the
when '

he Diaspora conti nued to make pilgrimage to the city and con Cinued g,
; it as the ideal burial F‘]E“:EJM setring up DEW communities figym at

least the first century on. W hat sm'jn]ug_iczll L‘ﬂﬂdlfiﬂ'fﬁ of [i'_!_p Jews in s
B it Diaspors might h ave L.[}n[rﬂmul:_r:d l’ﬂmth[ﬁ ongoing loyal i
Jerusalem? It is clear that many of the Jews of the {TFFIL'L'{}—H[JTE‘IEI!_J'I CIties wepe
comfortably accommodarted 1n _thflf Cirics of birth and residence, often
expressing a kind of local patriotism as EE'JEIL‘EI]EI:"-:_] L?}- Phllm [::L;I[ seen also i
‘he fact of their contribution to public works in their cities of residence, The
change from Ptolemaic to Roman rule changed the situation of the Jews in
at leasc some of the Graeco-Roman cities. As we shall see, this was clearly
the case at Alexandria. When chere are -:]it'ﬁcu_lriﬁ tor the Jews they appeal
as we have seen, to the Roman authorities for protection of their fights.!
Having considered the prt"fﬂ of the Jews of Alexandria, Claudius concludes
that they are fortunate to have as many rights as they do living in a city
which is ‘not their own’ (CPJ 133): their status has become that of resident
aliens. A leccer of an Alexandrian Jew illustrates the insecuricy which, from
time to time, was a factor in the lives of Alexandrian Jews. During the reign
of Augustus, in approximately 5—4 BCE, a Jew named Hellenos made an
appeal by lecter to the Roman prefect, Gaius Turranius (CP T, 11,1510 He
begins his letter by describing himself as an ‘Alexandrian’ but then crosses
out I.'l:l:fs de-.signaFiun (if the correction was in fact made by Hellenos), sub-
;tzt?nlng the designation ‘one of the Jews from Alexandria’ (Iondaior),. While
B ot Alesandria ss his homeland: (il
O iﬁr: o g it fbtfﬂg‘mtl_ng himself an _ﬂ.lr:-:;mdnan,
As we shall see, the n’ew R[:ﬁ':an ::1!;15 E Tifmung to claim citizenship.'!”
native Egyptians who were not cjtizensmyt ations left the Jews and .th.ﬂse
Bur Hellenos can hardly hide his j iim ﬂ ¢ S .J{‘hﬁ the same position.
Alexandrian citizen, why should thj .m [:Jgnd[mm PR .]md been an
of their local patriotism, the Jews m,hm. enly come to an end? Thus, for all
as, resident aliens b citiss i }Wl'.]fl't' sometimes seen as, and made to feel
then, that even after e desn}r 1ad settled for centuries. It is no wonder
symbolic centre, § estruction of the temple, Jerusalem remained a

uch designations creared . : :
created a need for compensation: not

he cit |
0 . : '
y of their birth, and often that of the birth of

: on th :
& sense of limjeegd partici € mother city, the city of all Jews, Jerusalem.
teristic of the 5 e Cities of their residence cannot be
Was a fearyre thli-:xl:;r':ntncﬁ of all Jews but it certainly, for 2
el :
their loyalty ves of the Jews at Alexandria and prob-

and i
df‘i’ﬂrmn to Jerusalem was accentuated.

._199}:]6{
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AN Cy7
[r was perhaps this continued focus of Didipdii T
more than torah ul:-sr:rvml'tce, which ensured i e Tl on. @
cicies did not disappear into the melting pot “fHellm
out that loyalty to a mother city was not al] i mwv
Roman world.'" In the case of g Phoenician i in ¢
however, his c1vic, Tyrian identity seems to have bcent.':
than his F'h':}E'mr_iﬂF identity. During certain mﬂim i u
Alexander’s siege of Tyre), other Phoenician citjes i mm“' ar
Diodorus Stewlus (XX 14:2-20) records thar the Cﬂl‘thﬂﬁlmﬂ:ﬂ
offerings to Herakles in his sanctuary at ‘Tyre. From time to g,
especially during periods of affluence, they neglected this d "r'
sending only meagre offerings. When misfortine bafull e u
uted it to their neglect of Herakles and promptly sent e .1-1f|'
god in their mother city. But the sanctuary of Tyre did not .
impact which the sanctuary at Jerusalem appears to have had. W
Phoenicians were identified by their city and not by cheictikant
were Tyrians or Sidonmians while the Jews were Judeangil2d s
identities dominated and when outside their native land _“
introduced chemselves by the mome from which they C&I'I‘H:'.fz‘-'-:' !
had become citizens of Alexandria often abjured their Egyp
describing themselves as Alexandrians; Apion is an EHIIZIFIE'_- vl
Yer in common with the Jews, the Egyptians often display:
religious fervour which, from time to time, especially during
period, manifested itself in a series of minor, largely unsucce:
Egyptian revolts, however, were generally localized, and often cen
a charismatic, nationalistic figure, such as Harsiesis.'**
impact of the Jewish revolts on Rome with the lesser impact ¢
revolts against the Prolemies, Bohak says of the situation in '. '

With each region boasting its own temple, gods, tradit
customs, it was far from natural for che residents of one dis
join those of another in any concerted efforc.'** 5

Bohak's explanation for che failure of the Egyptian IC"-'ﬂItE"s :
0 a large extent, but it should also be borne in mind tha

118 Ir s difficult to assess the degree to which the Jews of che Dhm 3
Torah was fluid in chis period and open to a variery of HEREFINE
Papyri of Jews from Egypt indicates that at least some Jews atten

ik E‘Iﬂdﬂ:m:‘:qu: 1996: 75-09, F

ohak 1999; 3_2¢

120 hid, : el

121 [hig, I

igi ;{‘G{“H 151_'9'-'.' 272-314. i

12;1 H:.L discussion of this revolr, see McGing 5,'. X

ak 1999. g, gLt '
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:on dissatisfaction with Prolemaic IHIFT g nnfjgmunded Simp ly in g
-z Leieslti dependence. In some Cases nationalism does not seem g haye
desire for indepe ‘od from one uprising to the next and Were

. The causes var 3 ) i
Fﬂ;;“l‘id Zﬂin socin-economic pressures rather than on any fationaligyje
often Das

fervour; although 1n some cases, the twurcmzl-‘?t‘ﬁ com blnff'l .I *> The success of

; . and the pressure which the two _Iqu;h revoles pye on
the Maccabean rﬁ;:m;cd in the pec uliarity that Jewish nationalistic ﬁ’-'l"i"nur
iesﬁﬂ{r:;% :f on a person, but on SIJ"H le CLS[::]] [\h g ifnlpfﬁ .which Wi
the only legitimate temple for most D!ﬂbljﬂfg{“?f 7 ;Tf]':'li J gwa (cf, Ap.jgﬂ
2. 193).126 The two revolrs, which b{'ganm:n ]: : it;u.l 6 -, began outside
Jerusalem but immediately became focused on the U.f}’-_ The Romang
perceived even Jewish holidays as a tljrt*ﬂt because during these times
Jerusalem was filled with pilgrims full of nationalistic ;lmf religious fervoyr
for the city (cf. Jos., War 2.10-13, _TDSu_ﬂﬁ'f- I7 3{ 3-18, lll_ﬂﬂ]. The
legend on some of the Bar Kochba L.ﬂm reads: ‘For the freedom of
Jerusalem’.!%® Josephus informs us that Titus (or his m_'J\-'j*aerf;]l concluded thae
the only way for the empire to finally become free of the troublesome Jews
was to destroy their temple in Jerusalem (Jos., War 6.329). Yer the Romans
did not destroy the temple lightly; Josephus records how Titus carried oue
the destruction only after he had warned the Jews and urged them to spare
their sanctuary (Jos., War 6.345-50).'%" Overall, they displayed a tolerance
and even encouraged local religions; Herod had been a faithful ally of Rome,
The revolt, however, was seen as rooted less in religious sensitivities than in
anti-Roman sentiment. The temple was seen as the rallying point for such
anti-Romanism. Only the destruction of the tem ple could finally demon-
strate o the Judeans that ‘Judaea was captive’; the slogan stamped on
Roman coins of the period which commemorated the victory over the Jews,

125 MeGing 1997,
126 Bohak 1999. The alternaive tem
represent alternative Jewish
onomic ruling thar sacrif

pife.r. of Elephantine, Mount Gerizim and Leontopolis
| identities which clearly eicher did not accept the Deuter-
the case with the temple :n tr..:;ilj {ml_y E_H" made in the temple in Jerusalem (probably

nt Gerizim), escablished rival temples in spite of this

ruling (Onias’s temple
ignored jr {Elfphmf-]m:[_I.]'f'ﬂ"mp”h” or, either pre-dared the Deuteronomic ruling or

authorities of the Jerusalem I:: "'Tl'“;ill_dﬁ of the Qumran communities also question the
where Yhubh will dwell UJtmL.j € but they remain centred on the notion of a temple
flclhmhglcal temple Th:.- Hh:zmd_“‘]!" some Qumran literature can envisage only an
.u 1 Enach and Jllbil'cﬂ ma ]mr'tl‘-fr: calendar proposed 1n the Qumran literature and
165 authorities gre corry ¥ also reflece an abandonment of the present temple because

i intormed abour the correct times for sacrifice and
indicate that at the heart of these sectarian dispures
ation of torah (for l:]lh{_'u:i.!-'..i-:_r", see Bernstein 1995:

. AGOGUE COMMUNITIES IN THE Gn.ﬁ.---

SYN

he temple tax was redirected to che sancruaey of Jupiges jn
which would symbolize where JE"illﬂs.h loyalty mnsp s

Thus, as the Romans recognized, the city of Jer
mbol for most Diaspora Jews. It provided thel
| symbol of an alternative polis, a symbokigt s
y when their situation in the cities of Dium o

s¥
universd

Egpfﬁiﬂll

Attachment reflected in Diaspora s

NAgoL
pummer points out t11-flt_within the synagogue, we r:an :
from ‘communal to reli gious :::::-mmlzmal' building.!*! This f
synagogue remains more dﬁﬁc_ult to j.-dﬂﬂti{:?_ They were prim
centres, with perhaps an ever-increasing degree of sanctity (s
ceverence toward torah scrolls which were regularly read). Unl;
from about the fourth century CE, no torah shrine is present and in
(such as Delos) no specifically Jewish symbolism is
difficult obstacle facing archacologists attempting to ident
remains 1s the fact that Diaspora synagogues are not bui
design. Some, as we have seen, were located in conver
modelled on local, pagan altars and temples, and others E
of the Roman basilica. It remains uncertain, however, _'
form was by design or by accident; in some cases it was ¢l
the civic authorities chose to give to the Jews for cheir
design which the Jews had chosen for their synagogue.
The transition from communal to religious-communa
much to the destruction of the temple in 70 CE, but in he
process had already begun, set in place by the psychol gi
religious and social centre'?® as well as, as Rajak has argue
Jews to have an association resembling the Roman clubs 2
order to get the recognition that membership of such institu
The adoption of the association/club model also expressed EREIES
being a part of the city of their birth and residence. =88
There is some indicarion that the torah scroll itself can
holy relic, From around the fourth century CE, in bﬂt_h‘;
Diaspora, more elaborate niches are found in synagogues, |
housing torah scrolls.!** In Graeco-Roman cults such pors

130 For a detailed study of Jerusalem and its significan

lg?g. b . . 3

131 Pummer 1999: 142,

:;i ﬁﬂne 1998; Kraabel 1979, "'
vine 1996: 425-48, especially 444-8.

134 Rajak 1999
135 Kraghel 1979; Levine 1998b.
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to the realm of the dtiry._ It torah scrolls diq in
then perhaps here too, 1n torah, Jews saw g
h. and torah scrolls became a sacred object renderjy,
136 The Diaspora synagogues seem m_indlcute 2
: i tures long before the destruction of the mmplg' 7 and these
devotion to scrp d focus for worship in the absence of the phys;
texts would make a good 1ocd e A Latce » and the assoc; T
Je.138 Meyers notes that scripture an I_jf. d550CI1ation of
presence of Fhf temp,i was the central force around which the ancien
scripeure w!;rh J:;‘;jl 'ihr’nl.e;ine suggests that the later torah niche igh:
E:iﬁgeih: lrlf:rslulr .-11‘1::] not the cause nfﬂ}"”“g{::gﬂi Em.writ}{ -y Kmab‘*’]_ NOtes
that it is not unlikely that the Flw.fmpmm.[ i L_Um i to religious
communal centre took place L‘HFII{:'JI:' in the Diaspora synagogues, Since these
communities had learned to live without the Ff-‘”"]‘-'[_l‘ 1”‘“5 before its destrug.-
tion, ! Philo describes the synagogues as breros topoz, holy places, where Jews
assemble and sit down 1n rows for reading and explaining torah (Opmn, Py
L, 81)."** It is tempting to suggest that the torah niche may have bee 4
feature of Diaspora synagogues before 70 CE, but thus far, there js no
evidence to support such a suggestion.'"”

No doubr, the loss of the temple was the primary im petus towards the
increased sancrity of the synagogue, but other factors m ighe also have played
a role. Levine points out that ‘holiness’ as a rel gious category characterizing
place, people and objects was becoming of great interest in many diverse
religious circles at around the time when Christianity emerges, 14 Certainly,
by the Byzantine period, the synagogue and its features shows clear signs of
influence from the categories of holiness seen in Christian churches. The
synagogue had almost become a miniature rem ple (b Megillah 29a), elabor-
ately -:Jlemrated and furnished and usually featuring a torah shrine: those in
thf‘u‘ Diaspora oriented towards the land of Israel, and those in Palestine
:;'Ei'::i EEE:]:EE}};T?JE-J“ Kmﬂbffllﬁuﬁg{:?tﬁ that Christian Ifrllrgirgl

uenced the form of synagogue service!® but it

deey

Erance
one faced the en .

occupy these portals,
berween heaven and eart
the synagogue a holy place

136 Lightstone 1988

137 Meyers 1999a: 20133
138 Kraabel 1979. 15

139 Meyers 1999a: 218

140 Levine 1998h; 1 65
141 Kraghe 1979: 502

and Van der Hors; 1999

*F'l“l!"; the unique fearure of 4 table supported by eagles and
Was put is unknowr, b itl'fs (Levine 19981, 172, fig.29). The use to which this table
15 00t beyond the bounds of possibility thae it was used as 8

to this Orientation
are fi

' May uneoyey ound gt

179: 502

MOre exceprions, Bet Shean and ar Sepphoris and of courst,

quA{a{J{illﬁ COMMUNITIES IN THE G AR ARE

_ -
. more likely that Jewish, synagogal practices influsikie e
IS sctice, and indeed, that the adoption of the basilica f,
pr ' :

15 modelled on the basilica-style synagogues, 147
w

e

F

Ethnic tensions at Mexmdxii'-'
o e

For all of the suggested integration of the Jewish assoctarian

into the Graeco-Roman PHIEE" and for all of the ey -
cheistic faith with other [J‘fﬂfﬂ?'ﬂuman cultic associar
llaj.a]{,l-w the Jews ﬂf h}ixﬂ”df'a experienced violent g
ethnic groups in the city. ™ While Alexandria may not reny
experience of Jews in the cities of the western Dissposs.
study for which we have plenty of evidence and thus j¢ §
Alexandria that I now turn, -

As is well known, the city of Alexandria was one of the gre
Hellenistic age, renowned for its intellectual and philosophical
Its population has been estimated at berween two nﬁﬂ
thousand."”" It produced some of the greatest poets and ph
age, boasting an immense library'*? and renowned educati
It was also renowned for its places of entertainment,
crowds were known to become unruly, for its gladiator _..—- - anc
racing and also, like every other Graeco-Roman city, for it

2l '..-'

ations and bath houses.'”® The population from Prolema;
times was multi-national, comprising Greeks, Italians, Phi
native Egyprians and a large Jewish population as well as
groups. This multi-racial context probably, as we shal

competition berween some of these groups.'*® The city was di

quarters (grammata) with subdivisions in each and, like mos
R E

147 Kraabel has suggested char in some cases, the take-over of a syn

may have been a deliberare act of anti-semitism (for example
|48 Rajak 1999, :
149 We know of other conflicts between Jews and other groups
indicared by Josephus. For example, chere seems to have bé
between Jewish and non-Jewish groups in Sardis bﬂm?m i9
12: 125-6) even though for most of the time the JL"!’IEII
to have ficred well into the city (for discussion, see TI'H

of these incidents have to be treated separately from the out
Alexandria, " .
ig? Fraser 1972; Haas 1997, “ .
153 Fraser 1972; Haas 1997, o
53 Leser 1972 30535,
154 Llass 1997: 4147
155 E:Hr 1972, Haas 1997,

“driaan 1992; Borgen 199:
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raeco-Roman world, |
in the same neighbourhood 136

hnic, tended to live .
v immigration (going back as early as the e
[ J b T . o ? ] : . . | ;

jod) was by and large the E“”"“i""‘ll way in which Jews arrived i EH}’F’[‘

rioed) wa i S vhich J rived I
P'EF Py, Arist £).157 While they had settled all over LH}DE' the lacgelk Jerd
i ¢ found at Alexandria where settlement of Jews from the £
4

unicy w : . of Tew
comm : renturiﬂ is reflected in the large number of Jewish tombs iy the
[0 secon :

s siburbs of the city."*® The Jews of f'tl{ﬂxun:lrfaltmr:y?rq- found at every
economic level, from wealthy merchant o U rban poor.””” Some of them Mmay
bave been involved in shipping el = J{.wnhﬂrlnmgl1hnur]mmi may have beep
located in the area of the eastern ]mr_lnlm ik They were also employed g
 afsmen, silversmiths and carpenters' ' and in u:l-m'lu-r Ptolemaic times they
had held high positions in the Prolemaic army. “< Philo reports that the Jews
lived in two of the five quarters but they were not ghetroized and could he
found in other regions of the city also (Flace. 55). For most of their existence
in the city they appear to have been quite an influential group who had cheir
own large main synagogue in basilica form.'®’
In an interesting series of passages in Philo's De Legatione ad Gatum and
In Flacoum, we get a glimpse of the social world within which che Judaism
¥ of Alexandria flourished. From these passages, it seems probable that non-
: Jewish residents made reference to the well-known Graeco-Roman institu-
tions of associations and clubs when trying to underscand exactly what went
on in the Jewish synagogue. Such interest was either the resule of intellectnal
curiosity, and perhaps suspicion, about the buildings and che rituals which
they probably thought were practised inside. The insistence of the Jews that
no sacrifices could be made in the synagogues, nor any statue of either
e rc_! ub patron’ erected, must have scruck some observers as racher
;Z?:E:;j”;ﬁ;ﬁlii Lneﬁtj l]in-gbjf _lhf synagogue on the institutions qf [:;“
an ass's head in their cem lnf' sis for rumours thar the j_&ws Turshlqgi
Ple in Jerusalem (cf. Apion 2.80, cf. 2.112-14).

3 ]Jffl[‘h

cities of the G
pmﬁgssinnal and et
In Eg}r]j[ ‘i.’ﬂ]un[

156 Haas 1997. 4gf

157 For detailed accounts of the Jews
Modrzejewsk; 19495,

138 Haas 1997 g5

159 Ihid. Cf Srmiallw

Ao ey 1976: 258,

161 The lagey third-

Alexandsia pag ::::Em;}- text of the Talmud reports thar the Grear Synagoghe of
“Herved for guilds of silversmiths, blacksmiths, weavers a9

CAIPENLers (1 Subka), 4, ¢,

in Egypt, see Horbury and Noy 1992, Kasher 1985

972, For g discussion of the wide variety of occupations of the Jews

A ci[]
§ Rt 1292 Kraabe) 1907 PPlebaum 1976: 70127

can be found in Stern 1974 412-13,

T

" ;UE COMMUNITIES IN THE
SYNAGOG GRAEEQ.auHh" gk
CiTigs

= prinf.'ilﬁlt'- Philo ac l-crl{:l‘lil.-jltclj_.?(:ﬁ that, like the Gracco- R i el
JE10NS and clubs knmfm to him frpm his native city, the sy
mirrored the consirution of the pofis. At the same time, Philg " it
i categorization of the synagogue as an association b are that _,:.J

e
o :

; ; roughe :
Josephus and Philo record how on occasion the civic authidH ti‘; :mfw s,
clubs and associacions because they we osed down

FE seen as -::ausing i
- e = unl'ﬂ'E inr.h.h Y . F -
kind which Philo desc ribes as characteristic of those in ﬁlmﬂd;in; dnml;ﬂi[
pess and debauchery (Leg. Gai. 3126f., Flacc. 4) but also polirical s i
In other words, sometimes these associations were perceived as ha:ﬂ‘ngl];mh

oo much jn.;l;_-p,-h-nu.h.'mu and lack of regard for the Pax Romang. Indeed
age0C1at10ns became Sl::mi—.;lLl_t{:rmm{]u.'i pnlincal institutium_iﬁ'ﬁ WE lﬂl:l:z
instance that a chairman of many Alexandrian clubs and an of t R
Jews, Isidorus, was also an enemy of Flaccus (Flace 135—45).6" Aware of G
this, and perhaps already aware of the tension berween the Jews of Alexandria
and other ethnic groups, Philo seeks to distance the Jewish association
from the Graeco-Roman associations of Alexandria. Having accused them of
drunkenness and intrigue, he describes the Jewish association of the
synagogue as ‘a school of temperance and justice where men practice virtue'
(Leg. Gar. 3121.). In this apologetic, Philo indicates the degree of insecurity
within which the Jewish community of Alexandria lived in certain periods.
On the one hand, he can be seen to be encouraging his fellow Jews to seek
out only worthy associations in che city, but on the other hand, he is alsa 2
assuring his Graeco-Roman and Egyprian audience of the soundness, wirtue
and peaceful nature of the Jewish synagogal meetings. This can surely only
have been necessary in a context where its virtues and loyalty had been put
in doubt.'*® Apion claimed that the Jews took an cath of hostility towards
the Greeks (Apion 2.91—6, 121):169 although, according to Philo, it was not
the Greeks but che Egyptians who were the subject of Jewish Eﬂmﬂ F
Josephus reports that when the collegia were banned in certain Pennd;:‘tﬁ?f;
synagogues were not included (Jos., Ant. 14, 215ff; Flac: 4.7 Tlui”hf
itself may have led to resentment of the Jewish associations ﬂﬂmmﬂjﬁé
quarters and may partly explain Isidorus’ incitement of violence ,g.ius;r]ﬂi . ¥
Jews (Flac. 136fF). Does this account for Philo’s critical atticude b ﬂﬂi
and associations of Alexandria? Philo reports that when a club patron, su
1 Isidorus, wants to have a useless project carried out, the club mem
tollow hipm blindly (Flaec. 137). Bergmann and Hoffmann have Sugg

:'ﬁﬁ' Smallwood 1976; 33-5
06 Haag 1997, SR s

167 Schiifer 1997: 142

}23 Seland 1994,
70 Stern 1974 1, 410-12, 41314,
i Gnudnmn 1992- 88
¢eks 1983: 35; Smallwood 1976: 33=3.
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ed violence against the Jews and were

LENtres of
2 §chifer, however, suggests that these clyhg alsg

that ‘anti-semiric’ clubs 1ncit

l o

Greek anti-semitism.
included Egyptians, Apion -
1L » Ot VIEW
. e should therefore d Egyptian |
i 73 I is possible that the Jew ish association was resenteg by
may have been one of, as we shall SEE, Many

himself was said to be of Egyprian EXtraction
Greeks and Egyptians as two mllleﬂ]]}:

exclusive groups.”
Same ocher S 53 thlﬁ. q1olence of 38 CE.
possible factors which led to the A e :

But what was 1t about the Jewish assoc L.LLufl;h][:E L :!L synagogue whigh
might have attracted such l‘L‘Sl‘l_iEm*'“L" .Ir 2 -’f*l"'-'f'lj ‘Il _-1”‘“':"'”_”:'[ .r]mr the Jews
agitated for rights and even li'l[li-i{*l'tf'lhllr' from the sy ”j‘r-”% b .'-“"”.F-"ﬂf.lﬂﬂn of
the concerns of the synagogue association and more typical Associations of
the polis has already been made. In summary, it was suggested thar the syn-
agogue was based on an L‘[hﬂl]'l‘L‘E]a‘;I(JU.‘:.JIQJ.I:'.‘I']".!.L} and Llu.":'c'hj,-' automatically
e;:ciudfd non-Jews. Moreover, the teaching of torah in the SYNagogue was,
according to Josephus, to help the Jews ‘avoid sinning’ (Jos., Ant. 16.43) and
this must surely have included the maintenance of boundaries between Jews
e Jos., War 2.488). It was also suggested that compared to
the convivial nature of many of the city's associations, the purpose of the
Jewish association was far more intense and this intensicy might have led tg
resentment and nidicule. Above all, the sense of belonging expressed by the
Jews differed from that expressed by members of other associations, Despite
the local patriotism so evident in Philo, his vision, like those of most
Diaspora Jews, remained fixed on another polis, Jerusalem (Flace. 46; cf. Leg,
Gai. 281).

Surely, such division of loyalties must have raised suspicion in the non-
Jewish population of Alexandria. A passage from Philo may give some

indication of the kind of charges or rumours which
Jews of Alexandria;!™

were spread about the

« « It astonishes me to see thar some people

Jnhumamty the nation which has shown so
ftliﬂwshlp and

and festivals 4

YENLURE tOH acCuse '|.-.|'[-
profound a sense of
goodwill to all men everywhere, by using its prayers

nd firse-fruie offerings as a means of supplication for

the huma : . :
e S race 1n general and of making i1ts homage to the truly
1stent God in the -

: . ElH}‘:-L "-'.'J"IU have evaded the service
which it was their duty

W0 give, as well as of itself

(Spec, Leg. 2. 167)

172 Bergmann and Hoffmang |

175 Schitfer 1997. 155

178 € Borgen 199, 126,

87,

H0)

ﬂf-,lf".‘-'i‘-”"l-E: COMMUNITIES IN THE GR.&EE-D-HUM&N CITIE
SY1 §

- qodman huJ_'_.Ei'-‘iL-‘*_““” such L'h“_rﬂﬁ may have been the result of Geng;
(3t e of the forced conversion of the Idumeans and Iy tile

W i i .
I;:]rmj'l'h:}.-;mrl‘: and their destruction of all non-Jewish altars, 174 Ctrminlb? o
as p ' . a: - I anti-

: Bl ment hrst a PEears in th".'." sOurce :
Jewish senti b cs after the Hasmonean

conquests. ' 1t 18 difficult to imagine, however, thar the mob which sec
apon the Jews had such knnwlf.-dgc of the history of Judea and it i well to
hear 10 mind that most racist -ru:m_n;'ks have no gmunl:ling other than
esencment Whi ch comes to a head during periods of uncertainty

or El:ﬂml:ni:
gisis, On the other hand, Josephus reports that the Egyptian Jews aided. che
Romans during their campaign in Egype (Jos., Ans, 14.1276). Given char

‘he Greek and Egyptian population were extremely anti-Roman, it is likely .
chat Jewish aid to the Romans was a factor in the tensions ar Alexandria, [¢
must not be forgorten that while che Egyptians never successfully revolred
against their Greek rulers, local rcmlts_; were numerous. Their causes were
probably multifaceted but the revolt of ]I;L_E.t.u:sis was certainly built on the
dream of restoring the greatness of Egype.!™

Nonetheless, more often than he appeals to real policical circumstances,
Philo attributes the attacks on the Jews to the jealous nature of the
Egyptians (Flacc. 29). This aspect of their nature was revealed, he informs us,
during the visit of the Jewish king Agrippa to Alexandria in 38 cg. Schilfer
sees this visit as an event which triggered the outbreak of violence.'™ So
jealous were the Egyptians "h}-‘ nature chat:

[
= e
ettt o

e

cany good luck to others was misfortune to themselves, and in
their ancient, and we might say innate hostility to the Jews, they
resented a Jew having been made a king just as much as if each of
them had therefore been deprived of an ancestral throne.

(Flacc. 29307

It 1s significant that here Philo blames the Egyptians because EI.SH'hﬂ'EhF
attributes most of the blame for the violence to Flaccus: it was with Flaccus’
consent that the crowds mocked and parodied the Jewish king (g JEEE]‘
- From Philo’s tone, it is clear that the Jews considered thrmsfl\lrf;:sd ﬂ:‘; .
Important part of the political constellation af the RD‘_mE.II wor e qf i3
00, may have led to resentment.'s" The reasons behind the gut B e

173 Goodman 1987, 97§ 2

| W r 4 [IFTETLL
=y - R N . - 2 mm m ot ;
i R e Although Schifer convincingly argues lh:'l ﬂ;;' F‘:" cians, wich the
merged carlier in the fifth century ac Elephantine wﬂfifl:: EI;QT 2SI
PErMission of the Persians, descroyed the temple chere (SChater N
McGing 1997 rained
achiifer 1 9g7. 136 :
Josebhus aleq reports thar the high rank which some Jews I

_" h:‘!.._

177
178
175

b Ky 1edd 1o peasncrnonc o e T Jos., Anf. 13.10.4.
b Schiifer 1997: 142
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nst the Jews are clen_rl}-' cc:n_nplux and HI‘FEP []“-‘_]Jlasm —
Philo, our primary source, It 15 impossible m be precise, I"*”'thfrmure’ A
, 1o authors are also problematic; ﬂ!m&a‘:‘fw (third century By
T mr. 2 olemical texts; representacions of inscribed ethnicity which
and Apion are p lation to what most Egyptians thought about Jews C
may bear !l[l.'lE' relatic 1 i 181 s dtatie: ookl Or 1
B R onCEETPE 05 ould be discies O
conceptual representations of _}E:“"!ﬂhm’-'s-“’ an '_5.';'[“1_"? I"E distinguished po
just from the general population’s perception of the ‘other’ but also from i
praxis of Judaism. St
For Philo, more important than the ethnic c!rpmm;m between Greek
and Jew are those berween Egypuian and Jew, " and most lowly of the
:habitants of Alexandria are the native Egyptians who have:

violence agat

~_ advanced to divine honours irrational animals, bulls and ramsg
and goats. . . . What could be more ridiculous than all this? Indeed,
strangers on their first arrival in Egypt...are likely to die laughing at
it, while anyone who knows the flavour of right instruction,
horrified at chis veneracion of things so much the reverse of vener-
able, pities those who render it and regards them with good reason
as more miserable than the creatures they honour, as men with souls
transformed into the narure of chese crearures

(Dec. 76-80)

Behind this polemic lies a dispute which 1s probably reflected in the already
mentioned fragments of Apion, a citizen of Alexandria, possibly of Egyptian
dﬂccnt._ Apion talks about the closeness between Jews and Egyptians
(someching which Philo would not have liked) and the natural enmity
her:i-'etn Jews and Greeks (Philo had claimed precisely the opposite). Apion
:eh!wecl the Jews to be descended from the Egyprians, which Josephus
tl‘::i]:sti: *:'EP-'IM 2.8)"" and tells how the Jews worshipped an ass's head in
13 i:}im:n_l;&]ejusalen‘_] (Apion 2.79-80)."%% Apion’s account of donkey
e cd [0 point to the credulousness of the Jews.'®® Like most
» the Alexandrians were very keen on ani al worship, and
presumably most Jews of Alexandria ref }r_{ , A A i
fact which b Eimw ”m rL_L:sLL .[n partic 1Ps_1tr.' in this ‘i"-’UTEhlP*ﬂ
the more offensive Bite ng;_ accusation of the worship of an ass’s head a

What w
as at the i | ians |
Roman Alexandria j,—lm{l;[ of this enmity between Jews and Egyptians in
the hirst century? One obvious cause was the actual

fexts = .
Of :thm“[}' are distinct from the praxis af ethnicicy, €€

842

?"

i
i

F COMMUNITIES IN THE GRAECO b e
"ROMAN ¢

SYNAGOGU

jlanity which outsiders perceived between the Jews an,
ception which necessitated each group “'Ifﬂm'atiag_.'
phr'.ln himsﬂf notes, both Jew and Egyptian s ;

1 2) and as already noted, both groups displayed a napia

10N
18
;Eill.

g1 Mm

6 More important still, during the Roman i
" et group enjoyed citizenship. In Acta ldoriy anticSem
che Jews ‘are not ﬂ_f Ehl:1ﬂumf-‘ tﬂmperalme_rr!lt as the Alexand
cather after the fashion of the EH‘,'_*'FUE'-HE %7 Apion himself may ha
EgF]‘J“'flﬂ descent but f_'[]”f:..l'."n'l.!ﬁ this and anr‘cus,gs_ thEJm l:tf ” _;___ Y
ancestry; the accusation is intended to indicate that the Jews a
worthless 188 Josephus returns the insult (Apion 2,29), Philo is a
of what he regards as a confusion of Jews with Egyptians: “Thev call )
an Egyptian, he that 15 not only a Hebrew, but a Hebrew of the Duce
(Mut. Nom. L4 i
While Philo spent a great deal of time demonstrating the distine
berween Jew and Egyptian, he also devoted himself to showing that Jew
culture was more ancient that any of the Greek philmophm who '
derived their ideas from Moses (Qwaest. m Gen. 4,152). Such claim:
have hoped, would elevate the status of the Jews to a h.ighﬂr,_ |
ethnic, social ladder in the multi-racial contexe of his nariy
Ultimately, of course it was desirable to be seen as Hellenic. Jose
how the ‘Greeks™ accused the Jews of attempting to break into
i an attempt to acquire citizenship. Whether or not this
historical is excremely difficult to say, but at least it rells us-
was aware of the echnic competitiveness berween groups. We have a
looked at the letter of Hellenos (CPJ 1I,151) where the petition
begins his letcer by describing himself as an ‘Alexandrian’y b
designation was changed (by Hellenos or by someone else) &
‘one of the Jews of Alexandria’, i.e. not a citizen, substite
interesting is that Hellenos' father seems to have been a citiz
under the rule of the Romans, it appears that the right is not
son. From the tone of the letter (which is fmgmﬁmﬂ!!ﬁﬁ
Hellenos is hoping to convince the Romans that he Shﬂ‘e"!‘d' s
the personal tax. The basis for appeal seems to have bef:nhl_ﬁ
_and his father's Greek citizenship. But within Roman Class
s 00w on the same footing as an Egyptian who 15 not @
may have been the hand of a Roman official which chat

186 Bohak 1999

87 Text cited : .

188 Ihld,m in Goudriaan 1992: 87-8. |

9 Ihia g a

2 &“'m“}’. the period of Prolemaic rule is regarde:
tter of Arisceas i
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designanion, h“m.g S ltﬂ”ff':[[iﬁn [:fl-rllqj-r[:lt}zfmzesrl l_}t“dtith.l‘:;:-: ; dt'ny the
appeal for e};cmPrmns, thus designaring andria, and
m%ﬁsﬂiﬁﬁiﬁ?ﬁm:mn had serious ”i F-‘*L‘“;l.""'“’;“f '1_*;” I'.Ii'l!t'm:s- In thej;
organization of raxes, Goud r::ﬁ{‘ Jiuggl.-;}f'ir‘:lt'ql':-Ln; [_:’r:‘_‘::‘lbl ntroduced ,
R e which he belonged. The Romannt
depended on the echnic group to xa:mr 1 1;1” : r;_LTL Iil ] .:}Tum distip.
guished between groups g Eg.:].]"-'f]- i+ .Eﬁ!:..P.h”j MAEs between thy
ages of fourteen and sixty-two became ﬁum".n]u [ “.J pay -m:.m of 1 personal cax
Descendants of Hellenes received a reduced rate provided they owned Jan i
had Greek education and resided in a city racther than in the countryside,
The Greeks of Egypt were regarded as notables. Amongst the lists of all of
those entitled to tax reduction, Modrzejewski points out that not a single
Jewish name appears.'”? In a sense, the Jews, once so successful under
Prolemaic rule, were now being viewed as Egyptians. This recategorization
of persons for taxation involved the appearance that the Romans favoured
one descent group over another, thereby increasing tension between echnic
groups, especially berween Egyptians and Jews, who for all their claims to be
different were actually polirically and economically in the same boat. To be
classed together yet again was surely galling. The only way to dr:'n‘_l.f such
classification was to denigrate the other, thereby creating a kind of ‘ethnic
pecking-order’; we may be barbarians but we are the most vircuous of them,
claims the Jew Philo. Apion regards the Jews as a derivarive of the great
Egyptian past, claiming char they migraced from Egypt to Palestine. Philo
goes even further in his demonstration of the primacy of Judaism, claiming
that Greek philosopy, law and custom had all been given to the Greeks by
the Jews (Quaest. in Gen. 4,152). At the same time, he claims that the
Romans had no learning of their own but took it all feam thai cell

hU“ﬁ‘Itunatf'lF+ the Roman's lack of interest in the ethnic sensitivities of
their new subjects, and a pre

Alexandria, came to g head 1n

-existing situation of ethnic tension 0
38 CE. But the Romans were not entirely
Efnﬂ;:lill?er:;;};z :I:]ﬂmn :f m““r“h_"“ As we have seen, even prior 0
e e nsicn oo m];”-_ls 1:;%.;.-;3-;; (c. 300 BCE), l'.hi.l'l't‘ seems to have i;-c;l:
the Jews of atheism bccaug:t?}:ﬁ. e JEW’* in ﬂ]txnrulrm .f\']ffﬂﬂ'!fn'tf Imcll acc :
gods around them (Apion 1 2'{.;}1 wou s not participate in t]i.r..- worship nf'[hE
that the monotheism of the JE_J1 lif-U, 2.145-8), While Rajak may be right
assumed f.':n&c{:-ﬂttd a5 It wm'ﬁ'-'!-‘- fadi non ateract as much attention as ﬂﬁlt;::
Gentile writers often commen in the Graeco-Roman styled synagogueh
€nt on the Jews' abstention from the cults of the

I 1995.
Greek nagmes il?gh:u;:ih:r should be borne in mind that in this period Jews often hod
; 999 *econd century BeE did see a revival of Hebrew names.

84

e i

ke |

Sy'm-"n*'f}('LIE COMMUNITIES IN THE GR&ECG-R-nﬁ- I
. The abstention of r}w _]r:'_a-'s from the cult of the =

ly have outraged the I:,g:,rptmna ulrhq deeply resented the Ro
mmYEf}’P“ﬂ"&’ with their own religious sensitivities had
if th.:*: ][bn.i' the conguerors, why should the Jews he E:I{E];]Fte&'!li-ﬂf
[E]EI;:ILID reports that there were circles in Alexandrig wh i
riments were taught. Philo addresses the Cmperor Ggm;g':;"

in the following way: -;'-"?-‘

citle

vou have the false charges made against the Jews and Jewish _'
charges among which you grew up, you learnt them right fro
cradle, not from a single individual buc from the most g
section of the Alexandrian population, Show off your ]mﬂ

(Leg,

While it may well have been the Egyptians of the city who i o
the Jews, Philo places a lot of responsibility on the Emperor G-ai
pIOSPErDUS though we had once been, were brought to ruin sl
only of the Jews that Gaius was suspicious’ (Leg. Gai, 114f£)0S
about Flaccus, the Roman prefect of the city, Philo says: ‘he knew tf
city contained two kinds of populacion, #s and them, and Egy )

(Flace, 43). He ‘edited a decree in which he proclaimed #s to be
and immigrants’ (Flace. 54). The city was no longer the idia }
Alexandrian Jews. Describing the conflicc berween the po
Alexandria and the Jews, Philo says of the women, ‘. . . whereve
found to be of a different race, they were released . . . but if the
belong to us they were compelled to eat pork’ (Flace96). It ap
non-Jewish Alexandrian population, or perhaps it was only |
acutely aware of the Jewish dietary laws and regarded the eat ¥
defining practice of Judaism. It appears too that the mﬁh 1
entified some women as Jewish and later released them. The pro
they had seized a Jewish woman would emerge with the l‘eﬁlﬂl €
P_r““mﬂb'}'. Jewish men could be distinguished bﬂfﬂﬂflf th-t]?
Cised and perhaps also because Jewish males were FEEISTEEEEEEEE
lists. If the Jews had lived in segregated areas entirely, l:hﬂﬂ.-_
st of these unidentifiable women would have been i
have been proven to be Jewish because they resided in an excii
Quarter,

The Alexandrian mob attacked the synagogues, placin
woPeror Gajus in them. What was the echnic consttis
Eh“'lfff he is right or not we cannot tell, but Phily
cf]"P'rlﬂﬂﬂ, Philo, in fact, never denigmttd Gf@&

MPated the virtue of the Jews to the basene
’:-TFTJHII WIITers compare themselves to : e

'nd the anti-Jewish atcacks as Gree

i
"
et



ANNE FITEPATRICK-M¢ KINLEY

alls @ certain ‘Apion’, who was a member of the embassy ¢,
194 The members of the embassy, however, May haye
regarded themselves as Hellerlur:S.'r”' For Ph:lr!:, the 'T“_“"“—' ”t-_m'ﬂfﬂﬂdrja, it
would seem that the most SCTIOUS attack on the | L'W!i comes trom an ethnie
group whose status within the Roman social world .15 nu-:ru or i:‘:.ar_a the same
ac that of his own group; the indigenous Bgyptians now ceclassified byl
Romans as barbarians and subject to the newly introduced personal rax. This
reconstruction of ethnical strategies “".d peralan. makes a good deal of sense,
although we should bear in mi;u:l Plnlp_s overall reluctance to criticize the
Greeks. Did this contribute to his identification of cthe opponents of the Jews
as Egyptians, otherwise identified by _]'USE'_F-I‘ILJ_S as Greeks? While Philo coulg
admit open conflict and the ridiculing of Judaism by Egyptians, perhaps he
could not bear to present the conflict at Alexandria as rooted in Greek
disregard for Jewish religion and culture. The question of che identification
of the opponents of the Jews ar Alexandria remains open, bur it should be
borne in mind that on occasion, and in some contexts (perhaps such as in the
associations and clubs of Alexandria) the distinction berween native Egyptian

and Greek was a rather blurred one, '™ |
For all of its apparent compatabilicy with the Graeco-Roman city, the
Jewish community and its synagogues at Alexandria were vilified in the
Egyptian city of Alexandria. Boats and houses owned by Jews were burned,
Flaccus ordered that the Jewish elders (magistrates?) were to be flogged
before an Alexandrian mob, to be treated like Egyptians ‘of the meanest rank
and the greatest iniquities’ (Flac, 80). This particular means of punishment
;ﬂi!i::hﬁ:le:?&:fﬁﬂzgziewg:s ‘:"'r:' iter dl:'l;ﬂﬂ rbt‘cﬂusu Lllfj_ until this time the
bf:ing Seen as Eg}*]}tianf not fvz-iwbi' ?r 'Eg}rptmm' - wrtrﬁ -[hﬁ JFW? 2
s B&rbari;,nsP The Jc INg Egiven a separate ]E]tf‘[.]tlt!.l within l:lht'
. ws were probably ghettoized in the city

and the Jewish . ;
within, %% . Ime anyway, was portrayed as the enemy

elsewhere he ¢ |
Gaius, an Egyptian.

Conclusion

In the G .
raeco-Roman : ’ :
identity and diuppeamjl[:}r most ethnic groups failed to maincain their
ENVIronment. Goudriag IEm Fhﬂ hﬂ’ckﬂ'mund of the wider Graeco-Roman
0 has illustraced that this was the case with the

ans'? ang Mi .
illar has di n
pointed to the isappearance of the Nabateans

194 Goudri .

195 mfﬂ'ﬂ 1992 g7,

120 Schifer 1997,
Goudrigan

1992: B8; 8cy;
iaan 1992, g2 Iﬁ.ﬁzr[gg?_

sYNAGOGUE COMMUNITIES IN THE GRANCOURSE.

ki
e
I'l.

who had ]-:ruducr:ld their own legal texrs 200 The ol L
dentity by centering chemselves around the association of ghe
institution which, in form and function, owed much 1o ¢
ipstitut1ons of the Graeco-Roman city. The sy N+ -
modelled on the Graeco-Roman polis and have 5:5"‘_ i
Jient system but Jews seem, by and large, to havgl IIE:d M
stion in the cults of the Greek and Roman gods of the cigiec
ongoing payment nI.dut:s to the temple and pilgrimage to thg
that Jerusalem remained a focal point for all Jews deppicadtitti
identities evident in the architecture of synagogues. The Lett

ruling that the Jews lived in cities ‘not their own’ sececiill
ensure the loyalty of Jews to the temple-city, even after de.
Limited participation in cities to which the Jews had often expressed
patriorism, was compensated for by the expression of belonging s
which was at the centre of the world, the distant and gl
Jerusalem (cf. Sib. Or. iii, 715-20, Ps. 9.7-8, 11-12, 47: 8-0. 4

2 :
U0 My, 1993: 507-17.
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POPULATION AND PROSELYTISM

How many Jews were there
in the ancient world?

Brian McGing

Counting numbers of people in the ancient world has, to a certain extent at
least, gone out of scholarly fashion. When we need a sensible estimate of the
population of a city or area, the best recourse is, and has been for the last
hundred years, to refer to Beloch’s hugely influential study of 1886, Dy
Bevolkerung der griechisch-rimischen Welt. In a most interesting analysis of
Beloch's work Elio Lo Cascio says, ‘estimaring the size of an ancient popul-
ation is thought of as an almost impossible exercise, given the uncercainties
in the source material. It is considered much more inceresting and indeed
moare rewarding to try to excract from our sources information on what the
normal parterns of mortality or fertilicy were, or the age at marriage for
women and men, or the extent of exposure and infanticide, or the customs of
breast-feeding and their effect on fertilicy’,
many scholars, and, from the point of vie
quite rightly: one need only contemplate
of, for instance, Bagnall and Frie
EgYpt to appreciate the valye

' This sentiment is echoed by
w of social and economic history,
the fascinating marterial and results
r's study of the census returns from Roman

niques.® Taken to its extreme ::;T”dtm L}]““U_ﬁ:nlphit interests and tech-
figures. ‘At this point we dy approach -'ihzu.u]uus all atcempts at exact
population of Provincia i if ET}[.]HW{: exact information regarding t'hE
Safrai in his recent worlk on lfm g the Roman period’. So writes Ze'ey
ation, that the populatjon L:r;.mn_]]“]““”‘?; he suggesrs, without argument-

ot Pal

Proposed by Broshi, byt har e estine was larger than the 1 million
$ BEL EhAt 15 just about all we hear of exact numbers.® Of

5 H : ks
I'-ﬂl'lt"ll'lujrlg dilPutE b,:;:r{i:“mq 1il‘.tf:rn}-n to refute Beloch FEpresents well the old and

in hj .
(e.g. Beloch 1886, Brup * later work) and more sceptical proponents of low numbers

2 Bagnall and Fripr ¢ 1971 and Rathbone 1990
1 . i
.'.;. ' 1992, %94, A helpful ineroduct,

M‘."l:-ﬂﬂl{hrd
Blents in Dulec . O Make & pagsing 1 : 1o
i A€ = p. 131); Brosh; ]9?#5:: litlil]-ll,nsuppﬂrm‘l reference to 2.1 mi

m to the study of ancient populations

- nl

POPULATION AND PH.DSELYTIEM
.- |:~:
course numh[:rﬁ.}ﬂﬂ}’ an |m|?ﬂrtant role m_hﬂping unﬁ ;
was Jerusalem in the first century CE 4 city of S0/060N
Eﬂﬂ'imm'i U[lli‘.‘:’.ﬁ. we despair of an answer altogether — 5
HrmmdS f”r despair — ?Iur CaUHELE. ':El:tam]'? going to 1
uble bearing on how we view Jewish society at this time, Nu
views. Or rather, and unqutun:aU:l}r, it appears that the ¢n
ocher way round: how we view things has a bearing on the nyr
up with. [n a valuable study of l:.he population of Capernay
onathan Reed points out how estimates of its population has
about 1,000 to as much as 25,000 in line with an ir gl
scholars to regard Galilee as urban and cosmopolitan,  thar
cluster of peasant villages’: a substantial population of Car i
picture much better than a small one.® It 15 perhaps an obyi .
none the less a crucial one: so many of the figures that
population, size of armies, casualty figures - are tendentious,
what the ancient sources record, but also in the estimares mad,
analysts. ey
A useful starting point for investigating the ”_I._.a."'-""
ancient world is the chesis, propounded by, among others, I
that the huge increase 1n the number of Jews in Roman
which Feldman only assumes, but makes no serious effort to
largely due to Jewish success in winning converts.” He do
arguments, but at the root of his book lies the conviction th
Jews in the ancient world increased massively — 150,000
million in 66 Ct — so massively that only conversion can ex
are not now dealing with general statistical data, how ma
Rome or Italy or North Africa: assumptions about the nun
being used to draw a conclusion of fundamental importance
Was a missionary religion with a record of considerable su
converts among the societies of the Greco-Roman world:
means the first to do this:” I use him simply to draw atten
In estimating the population of Jews in the ancient wa
stake than |s usually the case in counting null'lbﬂ'fr
Into demography that Feldman makes — surely an ing
establish his underlying premise — 18 inscructive.” He re

the figures of Salo Baron presented in his book A Socra
s B

Bach figures (and many more) have been
Reed 1997, 23, .
Feldman 1993: 293; 435-6; 555-6, n. 20.
s for Inscance, Avon Harnack 1924: 6-13
sserstein 1996: 315-17. For the most
§ o onary religion, see Goodman 1994,
ldman 1993 5556, n. 20,
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and on Baron’s 1971 article on ‘Population’ in che Eh’t‘}fra"ﬂﬁcrefié
) i

qf the Jews,

jﬁ’ﬂfﬁ‘ffmg
Some 0

quotation:

f Feldman’s underlying principles can be seen from the mllﬂ‘i‘-‘ing

Moreover, alchough Baron . . . 15 careful to stress chat his population
estimates are based on seattered documentary evidence, often very
dubious in itself, a series of hypotheses, supplementing this evidence,
SUppOrt one anocther 1n their convergence In particular, we may cite
the statement of Bar-Hebraeus, a 13th century Christian writer, who
reports that there were 6,944,000 Jews, HLL‘t.‘Jfle[]ILt to the censys
taken by the emperor Claudius in che middle of the 1st century, to
which Baron, despite Bar-Hebraeus' late date, gives credence. Such a
figure is supported by statements of Josephus, who, as general in
Galilee, must have had an awareness of the population of the area
where he was commander. His figures, which cannot be total figments
of imagination, indicate that there were 204 villages in Galilee (Life
233), of which the smallest had 15,000 inhabitants (War 3.587-88),
making a total of 3,060,000. Furthermore, on the basis of che
number of lambs consumed at Passover 1n the year 66, he states that
there were 2,700,000 (actually 2,556,000) Jews in Jerusalem (War
6425 . . ) and that 1,100,000 Jews perished during the siege of
Jerusalem (War 6.420). . . . Furchermore, Philo, who as head of the
Alexandrian Jewish community must have had considerable know-
ledge as to the number of Jews in Egypt, ex plicitly states (Flace.

6.43) that the governor of Egypt knew that in Egypt there were no
fewer than a million Jews. .

I take these authorities in order, Baron/Feldm

Philo, as they serve to an, Bar-Hebraeus, Josephus,

0 introduce important issues, which must be at the
jf:l;;: ﬂf T{j:f““’”“ of t|l1f number of Jews, First, Baron. ‘Preexilic
logical datra had ;1';.{% t0 Baron's calculations, based on biblical and archaeo-
lutely no inélicariun ﬂ;_"lfff t}I:ﬂn 150,000 Jews'.'" In fact Baron gives abso-
vital starting place for thiw € arrives at lh.{: figure of 150,000 — which is the
on. He mentions the numl;:!rtu}n of 4 massive increase in the population later
and 2 Kings 24 14_14 (10 {]E?IJJEWE l'l_fpﬂrtf,,j in Jeremiah 52.28-30 (4,600)
the numbers beg ~00) as being deported by Nebuchadnezzar, but

nship with 150,000: as presented, this
‘_-4' figure, a guess pure and simple, and
oint for serious discussion. For his other

9 Baron 1952, 167_9
1993; 295 o 1971, vol. 13; 866903

® estimates for ancient Israe] will be found in Baron 1971, vok

£
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imares of early Jewish times — L_ﬂ million in 1000
35 million at the end :}F_ the eighth century ~ he disey
1'-mbl'.‘r5 Eiﬂrﬂ in 2 Sil_leEl 24.9 and 1 Chronicles 11.5“ My s
& ¢ 1 million highting men, necessitating, as he admie
D:;Lllﬂtl”ﬂ of more than 3 millinn_‘ it is d‘ifﬁcult to see
ot his estimares. Mm?,gm.fml,!? it is fairly clear that most of ¢h
proceeds by mzu]-;m.;_r, -‘*E"i‘lrll?‘lf‘ adjustments to the figures repo
ancient texts, which he le].t.,r{tl},f regar;ls as roughly correct, °
illustrated by his treatment of f""{“n“_‘fhfﬂ'fﬁ claim to have deporte
people from Jer usalem in 701: ‘while Sennacherib’s grandiloquer
;jon may indeed have exaggerated considerably the number of ¢
caken back to Assyria, it must to some extent have approximated vea
italics). This 15 a large assumption indeed. It seems to me very fa
necessary that Sennacherib’s claim must have approximated reali
have, but it, and similar figures from the ancient sources, may also be
notional, i
Of course this 15 a crucial matrer: should we believe the ancient
all. some or none of the time; and if so why? It is one of the central
facing demographers. There can be no easy or general answer. Each'e
arise ancient figures need to be considered on their own meries
relation to any other relevant factors — particularly vested ing ;;
consciously falsifying figures, or guessing, subconsciously even, in
exaggerated or underestimating fashion. Patriotism, nationalism,
biasses, religious fervour — these are relevant and likely distort
And before going on to examine them in relation to ancient aut
note their relevance to modern commentators. ‘As a resule of e
expansion,’ Baron writes, ‘every tenth Roman was a Jew. Inasm
overwhelming majority of Jews lived east of Italy, that part of t
including the most advanced regions, had almost 20% _!ﬂfsq In
every fifth “Hellenistic” inhabitant of the eastern Medite TAIKS
a Jew.'!! The suspicion must be that patriotic ‘-‘-‘ﬂ'-'l'f“““?q}" ol
Baron's figures, rather than the other way round. Baron perhaps F
unconsciously, but Feldman sets out in his book ﬂ‘l’ﬂ“'fdi:?.m'-.
calls the lachrymose’ conception of ]Ewish histnry:, whm:ha
permanent and helpless victims.'* Figures are Brist mﬁﬁ;
Nothing suspicious about 3 million inhabitants in G&
Jerusalem ac the Passover in cE 66: there were @ &
world, as ic was a strong and vibrant religion. The hi
W]l‘hf.'ll.ll -I:]_EI‘H.'I.'ILH H'I.l,gE casuﬂll:}i ﬁgl.ll'ﬁ cut both ways, &
I over a million Jews were supposed to have di

Il Baron 1971, 171

:; Feldman 1993. Preface.
Feldman 1993. 555_¢,
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ssmined and resilient people: :
ic only shows that they were @ g : PEOPLE; or, it cap
I example of the brutality the rest of the world always displays
gerve as an . e : _ - )
wards Jews. We should observe, however, that this sort of strategc
. ¢ of numbers is almost certainly to be found anywhere, and a dny
treatmen - L “ .
rime |3_rgE ﬁgurfs are I!"E'P'Dr“:d' In Iﬂl?nd‘ tor JI‘JE'Ide_t.: time and again Over
the |:15t thirty years marches in the North haw_e provided a good example:
; depending on the political contingency, the police report a small crowd, the
1 paramilitary organizations a large crowd, and _th:;: press and hmudr:ﬂsnng
services something in berween, reflecting a wish to agree precisely wigh
neither of the other two sources, but at the same time not to distance
chemselves too far from either. It is at least often clear that no-one has the
slightest 1dea of how many people there were, and that the estimates reflect g
political poinc.' !

What do we make of Bar-Hebraeus and his report of a census of Jews
ordered by Claudius? ‘At the same time Claudius Caesar ordered the Jews
who were in his domain to be counted, and their number was 6,944,000
men. Furthermore on the day of holy Passover, the Jews, falling into
confusion, pressed against each other to such an extent thae 30,000 men died
from crushing.'"® The preceding chronological reference is to the second year
of Claudius’ principate, when an Egyptian appeared in Judaea claiming to be
a prophet, and a certain Cerinthus also appeared stating that there was
eating, drinking and marriage in the kingdom of God. Bar-Hebraeus'
statement that Claudius’ census of Jews happened ‘at the same time’ cannot
be pressed into precise chronological service: it is only the most vague of

i : - 16 ; ; = :
chm[_m]lnglcal indicators.'® The incident of the 30,000 bein g crushed
Certinly seems to come, by whatever route, from Josephus (War 2.227; Ant.

E['{.l 12), but not the census figure. It must be asked just how reliable 1s this
thirteenth-century Syriac Christian wricer?

14 On ‘Bl ]
oody Sunday’, 30 January 1972, when fourteen people were shot dead by British

soldiers | '

e ;r: u;;:} ::!:'n;tl.rl :lzﬂzg.ﬁndnr;derry, Lord Widgery estimated the crowd atr berween 3,000

R nmum;:ru ;he march s..:-ml 30,000, a recent media report eSEiMACes

recent history of Nurl:lln:mu;- :F S lE'H’J.?' s sanaaids

FEMOtest notion of wh h of n-and1 Anel Yer it is quite clear thar we do not have che
& P ich o [1hl'.5[' hgures (if any) is right

: Clasedsg Cuemrj.r.rﬂ'.fum qui in vegao (psius essent fuobque nmersd

L e . lclwar m ] '
m in confiusionem Judagi o, J"'_"""d”r ef quatuor bominum millia, Povro die festi P f""fﬁ?'m

73. Pococke's 'Edili:;-n H!jmtm, Historia Compendiosia Dynastiaram, ﬂxfulrd.
himself made fh‘Pm“- es i Latin translation of the Arabic version which

o1 s Syriac Chronogr aphy. the bese analysis is now Wasserstein
‘mt;::&r APRroximacely to the second year of Claudius’ reigi:
g that he way E‘E enough to take so licerally: there would be 19
' fIng to the census of 47-8,

|I X
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%

His coverage of Jewish history in the immediate vicinity of tha
Claudiuis’ CENSUS dm-‘-‘?: S confidence. For instance, h
e fourteenth year of Tiberius records the following: ‘Pilage -
over the JeWs, and put up ,a.-ﬂ, E:Fﬁg],.r of Caesar in the temple,
the J::WS' (Pacocke, p. 71)."" This is p-erlhaps a confusion with
pilate’s governorship reported by Philo (Leg. 299-305) jnigh
Jedicated golden shields in Hﬁrnd's palace in Jerusalem. Alth
might be doubt about the incident,'® Pilate certainly did not py
ching in the temple, whatever else he did. e -

We are also told that in the first year of Gaius, '‘Herod Agrippa was
charge of the Jews and ruled for seven years. In the same year Pon
committed suicide and Felix was sent to Jerusalem as judex. Wih
filled the holy places of the Jews with statues, they sent two wise
Hebrews Philo and Josephus, as envoys to Caesar, to complain
action of the governor. Having set out they persuaded him to
removal of that which displeased the Jews. In the fourth year Petroni
from Rome to Jerusalem as governor and set up a statue of lupite
Temple of the Lord, and so was fulfilled the prophecy of the prophe
when he spoke of the sign of abomination standing where it sh
(Pococke, p. 73)."” There follows immediately the reference to
year of Claudius, and then the census of Jews. :

Bar-Hebraeus seems to have an obsession with statues, res
bizarre, garbled and almost worthless version of events. Pilat
statue of Caesar in cthe temple; Felix fills the sacred places of the.
statues, resulting in a joint embassy to the emperor of Philo
and Petronius, who appears to be regarded as governor of J
erects the statue of Tupiter in the temple — which is precisely w
do, and misses the whole point of the Petronius story (“.l‘_""!
Philo and Josephus). Bar-Hebraeus may have a low reliability ra
he by chance picked up an accurate figure for a census of J

¥

3
17 Awno decima quarte Prlatus, Judex super Judaens it 1 r:

GHO commote sent [udaed
lE I":I':'G’Il'l_!.', 1991 : 4 :P'.]'—':'. HCI“L-I- Il__]-lgﬂ~ 3_'..'5—4.3- L iy e
95 Caitis Capran Imperavit quatuor anwos. Anio priso e M I

Judaes, (qut regnavit} septem annos. Eodem anno weatem 10 2
et Felix Judex H tevasolyma: qui cim sacrarid Juidacorsm Starwi
dias Sapientes, viz. Philomem e Josepbum H : "d c
OHGEererent iy iqrs pmfﬁm' thsi sreaseraint ni amovers fu beret dl ;
QUarto Petronins Praesss Roma Hfﬂfﬂ@mw dafta
spletum et vaticinium Danselis Prophetae dicentss, SIEHEE
It Bay Hebraeus is considered reliable on the Claudian €60
I&ﬁhiq to say about his Jewish cas ual
L T4 more than 60,000 killed (an 1
L milliog of Josephus. e

40
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- ‘Bar-Hebraeus did not confuse this census with one of g,
e .[har e h ire. as timidly suggested by Tcherikover | | and
s Cl[ﬂfn:ﬂ:r‘:f;" E};Tpﬂn;enml ... Bar-Hebraeus probably knew of ¢,
izﬂ?jfﬂl:unﬁan citizens taken by Claudius in 48 and recorded by Tacitus i
his Amnales XI, 25, but he mentioned both an earlier date . . . éill':tlj a figure of
almost 1 million more cthan the 5,93-1,{}.?2 recorded by Tacitus. It must be
supposed that Baron (and Feldman) ?lmF'l!" did not ]{”ﬂw. nr. t!ﬁt' JETQmE
version of Eusebius’ report on Claudius census of Roman citizens: ‘a descripti
of Rome having been made under C]fltlﬁ.“ll,':‘-_. there were found to be of
B Gitiecns 6,944,000" 22 This is of course exactly Bar-Hebraeus' figyre
for the number of Jews. As long ago as 1954 Judah Rosenthal had peinted
this out: and Abraham Wasserstein, in an article written shortly before hig
death, repeats the argument with even greater clarity, adding the importane
observation that the number is also found in the Syriac Epztonse of Eusebius’
Chromagraphy.*® Eusebius’ figure may well be problemaric, but the notion
thar Claudius would order a census specifically of Jews is excremely improb-
able, and there can be no good reason whatever to prefer Bar-Hebraeus o
Eusebius on the matter of who was being counted: it 1s now incontestably
clear that somehow or other he has picked up and transmicred Eusebius'
figure, mustakenly atcriburing it to the number of Jews. In any reasonable
scale of probability Baron's and Feldman's trust in Bar-Hebraeus is entirely
musplaced, and the figure recorded there com pletely irrelevant to our subject.
It is high time that the evidence of Bar-Hebraeus was given decent burial
and removed from our considerations.

“’l;il:tﬁ:'l;éis .-::E:iiznf Tn::“: Wﬂ.}-‘S-I:T‘I-[_;rE important matter of how
. "ﬂ“!ﬂ = |'- iLJE., overwhelmingly our most import-
e gy yo }. the very large-scale numbers chat can
e i e o i s e
could transfer the pattern aul.mrnztliz;ﬁ o H.F{JUI15~~[[ Hiceiy i
numbers. It is worch noting thac | ?; ':U;J“M‘I?h'tii e
numbers, Josephus marches tq Tiherj*::, L'”f-]'l 'Jﬁ fhore ane Trequcl BN
TOSE trustworthy of his 1,000 men {‘:1‘5 w: li{m e U’H.].}; -]”.hn sendg RE
w{th 100 cavalry, 200 infantry and ‘}"- e IHINg SeLs ”“. against Joscpli
with _Insephﬂﬁ whao pursues him J:LD:I SRIRe3 _l“-‘i_"-‘-‘i three in an engzlg}’:rﬂfﬂt

with 2,000 infantry (115-18); 600 men

proceed againge Josephus’ hous -
with about 100 I'I'IE]‘I;II OLSE Lo set it on fire (145); John sends his brother

in ] i ﬁn:::&r::ﬂve %usr:p.hus removed (190); Jesus che Galilean is
iﬂinehlll’.lﬂlm e m::uf U0-202); Josephus orders 5,000 Galileans to
t with them, 80 horse and the 3,000 infancry be

21 Baron 1971: 373 1 5
2 it R e s oy

il m 180, IRUENTE SHRE Civdam Rotanornm LXVHII centera & LIl
— 2678, Wasencein 1996, 309. 5,
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s (213); John has 3,000 men at Gabarg 232 Rl
ﬂlmdéhtl;ulﬂ with 3,000 men (234). And so on. {Shagi}& ¢
[rﬂmbﬂs because they are small and automatically diser
;l;:answer IS |1mbahli}_; ‘yes' — qniess it can be shown g
vested interest 10 falsifying particular small numbers downe

Jbyious reason that you can count them; whereas tg all .4‘“-_:]_
ou cannot count hundreds of thuusan.ds and millions. Even
qumbers, however, ,]u*.a'r:phL_:s can be highly suspect. For insear
went to Rome he was b‘hipﬁ-rﬁ[k&d and the whole ship’s com
peaple, had to swim all .mg_;h_r (Life 15). Can there possiiil
ple on board? By ancient standards this would have been a ht
When St Paul suffered the same fate, there were 276 on the st
just 76, according to which manuscript you read (Acts 27:37).
aumber 3,000 occurs suspiciously often in Josephus, on some 50
occasions. In the early books of the Antiquities Josephus often jus o
the biblical figure, but even here there are strange discrepancies, Fg
in Antigurties 5.199 Jabin king of the Canaanites has 10,000
300,000 infantry and 3,000 chariots; in the parallel passage in Jud,
the only number given is 900 chariots. And when Josephus cuts
the Bible and the Books of Maccabees, 3,000 still keeps oceurring:
has 3,000 cavalry (Anr. 13.377; War 1.93); Gabinius ki
Alexander’s men and captures 3,000 (Ane. 14.85); Antipater arri
with 3,000 men (Ans. 14.128); Herod departs from Samari:
infantry (Ant. 14.432); Herod hears that Hyrcanus had opened:
and taken 3,000 talents (Ant. 16.179); Herod settles 3,00001
Trachonitis (Anr. 16.285); Archelaus’ cavalry kill 3,000 Jews
Rufus and Gratus have 3,000 of the best fighters in Herod:
17.266); and as we saw above, John has 3,000 men at Gab
Josephus sets out from Chabolo with 3,000 men (Life 234
lllrders 5,000 Galileans to join the 3,000 infantry he already hi
s difficule to know what exactly to make of chis, but it is a ca
i we are expecting Josephus to communicate accurate g res
he has a formulaic rather than liceral approach to numbers, &
the time, 23 4
mf;‘tlrf_n it comes to the huge numbers _]ﬂsﬂphllﬁﬂ"“ﬁﬁ
ther:- 1;Ir":!n-’ are !::I'L:-_ken time and again. In Jerusalem *'“

e EE\ a panic in the Temple area at Passover and : 7,
thinkin s is in Wiy 2,227, ‘Nor is this number unred |
& of the number of people who went o _]en.tsﬂf

=4
gL

i:““ﬂﬂ: e L995: 172 does not question Josephus' figure, bu
3 Ay Du;,t-u.P““"Efrs, vessels could take as 5 OL
has 3 inic Rachbone points our to me
000 villages and a populatic Gl

of i
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- il ' s event should be reg:
.« cuggestion of 1 million for [|'|J.'- event s ¢ regarded
ﬂlﬂ;:;}é;‘;::;};l};;;tisl figure of over 2.5 million ‘must be rejected as gy
as

able number’, he does not say. 2 Leaving aside the circularity, hoy,
unrea.sugﬂ le end up being crushed to death? How large a crowd do you
igeflnfﬂ 5{:%]3 of them to get crushed? The ]:13_4_15[1{.5 of this mrr_ of Flmm”
are, fortunately, litcle known. At Hillsborough m“fl’“].!_ H.T“U"Ll in Englangd
on 15 April 1989 some ninety six people were killed, crushed up againse g

immovable barrier by a crowd of, probably, over 4,000 behind them.?” The

same proportion of casualties to crowd size would require there to have been

1,2 million people in the Temple precinct for 30,000 to die. Even if the
comparative data are far from reliable it looks as though we are dealing with
almost impossible numbers. There are two points to make here. First, from
the purely practical point of view 30,000 is an inherently improbable figure:
it is very difficult to envisage it as falling within the bounds of the possible.
Second, 30,000 is the figure happily accepted by Byate, but in Antrquitser
20.112 Josephus reports 20,000 killed in the incident; and in the W
passage, the majority of manuscripts give the number as 10,000, The truch
15 we do not even know how many casualties Josephus reported; and almost
certainly he did not know himself how many died, because nobody counted
the corpses. Whatever number he gave he was merely indicating that a large
number of people were killed. Similarly when he says that 20,000 Jews were
}:illed at Caesarea within one hour (War 2.457), quite apart from L‘hl' physical
impossibility of killing 20,000 people in one hour, with the mechanisms of
destruction available in antiquity, it is difficult to believe that he has even

the remotest notion of how many died: he is simply saying that many people

were ki | :
¢ killed in a short space of time. This can be illustrated by the same

:.::li;;fg Etﬁliltﬂgascus, twhtm 10,500 Jews were killed in one hour according
-J0L; by the time we ger to War 7,368 Josephus now tells us that

18,000 Jews were slay rhrered ; il .
not know how many dllj:ed, at Damascus. In all probability he simply did

]ﬂszsﬁis%rngTiisd ::::1 []I::l:;[t]ils: reason for p[ﬂcin_g any particular trust in
describes, He must, therefore hz ﬂnﬂ took a leading part in the events h_E
numbers, as Feldman mamt;;jn;?» nown whart hl::.ws-ls talking about; so hl:~;
two underlying ﬂiﬁummiun: f'""““t be total figments of imagination .
umbers just because he was 4:[.1571 ]tr{::..]tha_t j[“ff-‘]_ﬁhux necessarily knew exact
Exaggerate them, are quite unFrEwT]:ln = In_":-"ﬂ'l]llq:::T and that he would not
¢ and in my opinion, improbable. It 15

not altogecher ¢f
ear how .
many !J'Lﬂplfi J{}Et:lllhl.lﬁ- thinks were lﬁr:ﬁit'i-'.fd in

the w
Minuces hﬁfﬂ:ﬁl:l::nr;ti N pens 3 and 4, which had a suppﬂsfd

people hese pens were already full han
: y full, or more t

and 4, p::d:::it Bained entry 1o the wese terrace, most of whom

ng the tragedy. For the decails see HMSO 1989
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or where he gets his figures: were they his own ectirmans
from, for instance, Vespasian’s Cﬁmﬂmuﬂﬁ?“"“’ -

|
=LLINET

erusalem;

e chem ; . : :
& ¢ little cause for confidence. Of those escaping during the sie

m
Sﬁjﬂd 40,000 to go where they chose, but he sold a eor 1tles
aumb‘-'r into E.lil."-'{‘r}-' { War 6 ;:HG}‘ II"IETL'.'.‘ WEre 9?‘[“]{:' Cantives - "
; 5 ta

hole W, some Or Mmost of I:ir}::m, perhaps, from Jerusal i .
—illion died in the siege (War 6.420). Most of the lacter had
Passover and, overtaken by events, had been trapped in Jerusalem, A
= i of 65 (pre al_*-u]w!}-} Josephus reports a crowd of not less inkls
Jews hi’:.‘:‘f_'r&'vr_'}.lrlﬂcl[ f.-iﬁnm Gallus the governor of Syria when he |
Jerusalem (War 2.280). J-"'L.nd we have the famous counting of ¢
of Jerusalem ordered by l.'_L-lstm'a._ His purpose was not to satisfy som
curiosicy about the number of Jews, but to persuade Nero of th
scrength (War 6.421-5): 1n other words he had a strategic in e
qumber being as large as possible. The alleged and unreliable -tho
was to count not people, bur Passover sacrificial wictims {255
multiply by a factor of ten, giving us arithmerically 2,556,000, bue 28
million according to Josephus. While theoretically the Temple auth
might have been able to keep track of how many animals had b
slaughtered, multiplication by ten looks quite arbitrary. Pechaps the warh
kept the numbers down at the Passover of 70, but even if Josephus &
there were only 1.2 or 1.3 million besieged in the city for fiy
see no reason to believe this any more or less than, for instanc
hgure of 600,000 (Hist. 5.13): they are almost certainly both com
guesses, and, if we are looking for ‘real’ numbers, all bur worthiess=i
Josephus does not know how many people died, or were at thi
Passover, or lived in Galilee (or anywhere else): his numbers ar
patriotic estimate reflecting his sense of nacional pride rather than ace:
known, but exaggerated, hgures. '”'t
And, before we move on to modern techniques, we should not -
sime applies to Philo, and his estimate of 1 million for the numBerd
0 Egypt. Feldman calls him the head of the Alexandrian O
:::E;E;:re someone who must 1'_|;WE~ had _r:unsid:mhlc-
% r of ,]Lt'ws. Actually there Is no partu.'ulaf reason ]f ’
.H-E head of the Alexandrian Jewish community, E‘";; _
dl‘nug:.,- embassy to Gaius which he himself described. 'Ii-'l'
“Ll?b&tr[;m a4 prominent Alexandrian Jewish f:ﬂmil]’: fiai
h, The Alabarch (=Arabarch) was a high official a-_.u_.fl.._ !

i .
we Rajak 1983; 215 16, For the Roman habi of bg

lseman 19g5. 3 '
% £ 3-19. :
ﬁ'::lihus. Ant. 18.259 and Eusebius, Hist, Eed. 2

Philg: Vonder if their statements are not just
 OWnN aceoy nt, where in fact he - ;
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dues in Egypt,”® but we have no reason to rh:’n‘kq that he,
of customs how many Jews there were in Egypt. The on]
anyone else, would knﬂjﬁl i f: ish-run census, wouy] i
I can think of calculating thm,_shurt or a -If_“'l“ = e us; Wouldibes
estimate based on the amount of money collec ke m!f-%he]»::;l Tax paid
by all male Jews between the ages of cwenty i hﬁ}:;ﬁm-m.' hear of neicher,
and it 1s much more likely, as Rﬂ.th[‘m"f_ argues, that I h‘]”_b ﬁgurr_-l 1S & .I.t"-’-*iﬁi‘:
exaggeration, NECEssary fo keep pace with the rh{:rquuﬂ hgure of 7 l'l'liﬁ“l[ll‘l_r
craditionally accepred 1in Egypt as E]'.LE population of thu;'.w]miu country,*!
Analysis of the literary sources 1s a highly su lT'J‘-":"“"f'Lf matter: .I belieye
there are grounds for regarding tf.mm as extremely urm-lm_t:u]c-. while others
are prepared to place more trust in _t!wm Although the figures may often
seemn downright impossible, it 15 difficult to demonstrace incontrovertibly,
apart from one or two exceptions, that they are wrong. Clearly we must tupp
to modern techniques of estimating population numbers. For al practical
purposes water supply is not going to help us:** where we have VEry exten-
sive excavation, we may be able to estimate the carrying capacity of piped
systems and aqueducts, bur we cannor tell how much warer was needed, or
socially acceptable, for bathing, sanitation, drinking, cooking. Basing any
estimate on comparisons with modern water supplies, as Wilkinson tried tg
do in the case of Jerusalem, is clearly no help.’* The seating capacity of
theatres is also now discredited, for the obvious reasons that we do not know
what proportion of a population
occasion; and because local we
do with the size of a theatre g
public gifts of money for feas
good effect, particularly by D

for Jewish cities and Lowns, a

was to be accommodated on any Ziven
alth and rivalries might have just as much to
s demographic needs, Inscriptions recording
ts, festivals or distribution have been used to
uncan-Jones;**> but we have no such evidence
nd, even with apparen tly firm information, we
any meaningful accuracy. For instance, an
Tunisia presents interestin gly explicit
blic benefactor donates money towards
queaths the remaining 1,000 denarii to be
”“%’*"’-‘ civtbus) at the rate of a sestertius per
rf"'-‘IJPif'”TS- But what does ‘all citizens’ mean?
1 ; = !scription, Duncan-Jones asssumed, on
| hat direction, thar it meant adult males over

fecent references Raschke 1978: 848, n. 806

Include Grimal 1937: 10841,
al aspects of water supply, sce

. 3&21 i H
s The sme objections apply to the size of synagogucs: Se

Rosenan 1978: 14, For
Bruun 1997: 121-33.

the snc
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Fe”[;‘rm:f:n.f'ﬁ Mortality patterns based gn vkt
rable modern data suggest that this group would cor
,;;;.mpi’- f the total, giving approximately 14,000 Citizens als
chird © 3.000 slaves and Siagu would have had a populatic
F'*I'ﬁpgm}'l This looks good, but is actually fm'«lght wi' I
of t'hin;__r. but the 4,000 intended recipients. When he res
E::E?}Pti“” at a |;1_nfr LEEHI:E', [}uman-_]n_nes was worried abou ¢ |
density per km® of Siagu’s territory, estimated very roughly ac 60
chis gives a density of somewhere between 250 a_nn:l 300 per km:
regards as high even by modern standards. Having maintained.
¢ the lowest, the population of Siagu cannot have been my
14,000, while 1t may well have been above this figure’, Duncan
reduced his estimate of the population to between 4,000 and
inhabitants, but without new calculations. Was Siagu a town of 7.0
ants or 17,0002 We do not really seem to have got anywhere,
Mention of population density — how many people inhabited a
of area — does bring us onto potentially more solid ground.*® The
drawback of estimating the population of ancient settlements in
that it depends on comparative material from more recent i
towns, for instance, or, in the case of Palestine, nineteenth- 2
century cities such as Aleppo, Damascus, Jerusalem; and the im
needed by, or allowed ro, an individual varies widely from pe
and society to society. The method also needs secure archaeo
the area of a settlement (incidentally the fullest possible exe
necessary to Narroll's influential formula of one inhabitant
enclosed and roofed living space®”). But in spite of disagr
density coefficient ro be applied, it does seem to offer g
maximum possibilicies. It is difficult to accept a pnpufﬂmﬂ
urban settlement of more than the 400-500 per hectare argu
This has been disputed, but ineffectively in my upini on. In
on the population of Jerusalem, Reinhardt points out ﬂhﬂt 2
“ity of Jerusalem there are residential areas with far greater ¢
PEF hectare, for instance, in the centre of the Muslim"'_'
1,500 Per hectare in the Jewish quarter of the old city

Xl 'EI"'-
if Du"':““'.]ﬁnts 1963: 85-90, i

o '?t?mndmm 1982: 265, :
5 Method of estimating populacion cercainly 1.
3':1]; S more recen application see, for instance, £0
~17; Broshi 1979 1-10; Shiloh 1980: 25-33; Bres
anpﬂl"_ﬂti‘-"ﬂ material from well excavated sites is
lﬂ?ll?ﬂ:] and Ostia: see, for ins:nuce,_lﬂﬂsm"iﬁ]’
:3 Narroll 1g63. |
Broshi 1gyg.

; 587-9, See also Kolb 1985: 58
L .

-
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believe the figure of 15,000 said to be living there at the T"TIL'I'-'lf ﬂlrhnugh
s ikieito enlpfiﬂﬂiﬁﬂ how much densities can vary within g .l_;j\ffn
settlethﬁt.'” Reinhardt’s procedure 1s su rely mffl““h"]“}l'fi”_llr' unacceptable
in that it selects as representative of the whole a tiny part of one quarter; iy
spite of intense crowding 1n one area, the nllet‘.ril|.| ‘ET":”F of the Muslin
quarter in 1988 was only just over 400 per lecrare | € x_;m not proceed ty
argue from one riny area of the city f]_"'f[ the hgure represents a _PUH!H{'
density for the enrire setclement. The difference between gross density for 5
whole settlement and spot densities within the w[_t]c-m{-m can be dramatic.
United Nations figures published in 1980 show, for instance, that in Pore-
au-Prince, Haiti, the gross density for the city as a whole was ten per hectare,
while the highest spor density was 1,390 per hectare; in Bombay the highese
spot density recorded was 1,169 per hectare, but l_:hu_- gross density for che
city (as opposed to the greater Bombay area) was 452 per hecrare (this was
the largest gross density in the tables); similarly in Calcutta there was a
highest spot density of 1,018 per hectare, but a gross density of 295 per
hectare.** There will always be the insuperable problem of arguing back
from modern cities to ancient, but neither archaeology nor the literary
SOUrCes gIve us any strong reason to suppose that ancient settlements were
invariably more crowded than modern.

Certain estimates of ancient Jerusalem's population fly in the face of whar is
possible on these comparative data.* Schick argued m 1881 (and Reinhardt
gives him some credence) for a population of 200-250,000, based on an

estimated area of 194 hectares, i.e. roughly between 1,100 and 1,300 per
hectare! But even more recent attempts suggest a massive overall density: Har-
El posits a population of 200,000 in 66 CE and 1,100 per hectare; Ben-David
80-110,000 in Herod's time. gving a density of over the 1,000 per hectare;
Sichr:cktnhut’ﬂr's 120,000 in an area of 82 hectares assumes a density of nearly
tli[? iTmhﬁ:rz F‘“’Tm‘ ’*"_’-'h“]“ﬁ try to calculate the public areas and subtract
g e ensity calculation, but this too js distorting, as m{JI‘JE'IJ'ﬂ

parative hgures do not seem to take this into account. Jeremias' influential

estima ] _
% mlymé;n;;r:tam:? nfhsc:me 25-30,000 inhabitants allowed an overall area

: crares ftor ¢ I::{_'J"l"_lrf n esus time e i R
the basis of 66 hectare “] , but he calculared his hg._,

s, the g - '
» the rest being uninhabied public areas. Broshi too

41 Reinhasd: 1993: 24957

42 The reasons for
might be able mf;?«l‘lﬂtnms AIC In some ways far more interesting than any norm We
oty w;rhshb:lir:: Wallace-Had rill 1994: 954
el '{Bﬂm 35{:’ table IV.6. Other high spot densities include Hong Kong, 1,656

730 (gross 100), 1 paye ﬁ::“;.: LOGL (gross 105); Maroceo, 770 (gross 133); Aleppo
A able ta find more recent United Nations material o

24
S tib ¢ el pful summary of the modern estimates discussed
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B

¢ the Temple Mount from his calculations: 170.5 hectares min

he Temple, leaving 156 inhabitable hectares, As the ¢
for ¢ lom’s area varies and we do not know the density, probs
']E[uzﬂnﬁi s apply the maximum coefficients. The largest area esti
can

qubrrict

T
Hac El at 200 hectares: l'ﬂLl!l']pl}' this by 500, and it Wmﬂdb;g

.uE that the population of _]EI'LIEFII.E;I‘I‘] was more than 100,000 ¢ p
::Jf.f‘-' Hﬂ'.‘ilt j‘E‘-.-'{}lt, Most estimartes of its area are smauer:*ﬁ Brnshlh 75
would be in line with a number Df_uthem, giving a maximum of :
s00 per hectare coefficient. Bl:lt it hla_s to be ?aid that 500 is s
maximum. Packer’s estimate of Ostia’s population, 27,000, gives
ess than 400 per hecrare.”® And we know it was extremely drmelﬁ
Jerusalem was also very crowded, but there 1s no obvious reason 0
¢ was more crowded than Ostia. On a coefficient of "-’lﬂﬂ,
Pﬂ}'-'ll]ﬂri[}ﬂ of ?[}'..U'[}'”, and the range ?ﬂ—lﬂﬂ,ﬂﬂﬂ SEEMS o lm: the
convincing maximum — 1t might well have been smaller.

Broshi atrempts to take the calculation of population densic
further by adding up the areas of all the twenty six towns kng

372,000 as the total of the urban population of Palestine. He then
by three on the assumption that the urban population was abou
the total, which would be not much more than 1 million** I
that this whole procedure is extremely inexact. The margu
assessing the area of each individual town 1s very lacge — @s b
of Jerusalem’s area varied from 83 to 200 hectares — and ir
&stimates are clearly lictle more than the roughest ufgm#_"
tude 15 now multiplied by a factor of twenty-5ix. Sul:ll:rﬂl‘-'t_
open spaces seems to me methodologically unsound, not €0
arbitrary. Applying a density coefficient of 400 per hﬁfm 2
and probably far too high: many of the smaller towns cannol
"ached anywhere near the density of Jerusalem, and In
Much more along the lines of Pompeii, where current.
f;:i“ri;tyfnf under 150 per hectare.*® A_nd pu’{tiﬂg :i':h- .-
: of the total may be right, but it too is @ § ;:hk
PeCUlative that the results can scarcely be of subﬁbﬂﬁ b
:‘Zanly and convincingly change any one of the EIEHJ;EFFEF_
* totally differenc conclusion. For instance, @ -:Ienﬂl;#t

45 1a :
{ur[;:f:ﬂ 83 hecrares perversely ignores the

i t(War 5. 148),
r:::.g?l" 70, Meiggs 1973: 597-8 I:Il.i.ﬂk‘i' h
| . 3
g B e, o i
ld!ﬂ:‘mﬁiﬂn‘ see Reed 1992; 13._'14.. : i

- s - il
s ion T
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is more likely, it could be :1rgut'd~lﬂ!-: an average maximum over the whole of
Palestine: this would halve Broshi's L-;ti[lllﬁll'li‘.lj.1 5 bors. _

Egypt was a p:iru.:ulztrl}' important :m[-.ilnll H{[ |{.1:~Ii;c1.hl,iflltzt ; Iﬂt]‘ulrr. from
the figure of one million Jews reporte 13.r ”_tj i @c. 43), the ancient
sources do have rather more to say about the overa I".“F‘“]i”“m than for
many parts of the ancient world, as EHHJ_"[__ WS “‘I”]]"F'“‘?“}'*'Il‘lll_ [‘”jl"'_'-'l_idf Mmore
populous than anywhere else (Diodorus 1.36.6) -L-IUHIP e A o "-”f’” "lil.l_I.'ll'.f\
a total population in the hrst century CE, ex |”L_”];.L’- lexandria, of 7.5
million (apparently basing the number on poll tax 11.£le|'.-:~\3_; in Alexandria he
states that 50,000 Jews were killed in 61 CE (War 2.494-8); Diodorus
(1.31.6-9) says that while in the past there were said to have been aboue 7
R L Litarics. by his own time (the mid first century BCE) the number
was not less than 3 million, including more than 300,000 in Alexandria
(17.52.6). In spite of criticism from Lo Cascio, Rathbone provides by far
the most careful and convincing critical analysis of these figures.®? In his
dismissal of Josephus he points out how the figure of 7.5 million comes in a
speech of Agrippa, ‘an encomium of the size and strength of the Roman
empire, surely borrowed and adapted from an earlier example of the genre’,
which will have provided Josephus with the figure and the respectability of a
reference to the poll tax. Rathbone might have made a further point about
the rhetorical strategy of Agrippa’s speech: for in it, Agrippa, while Lrying to
dissuade the Jews from revolt, sets out to show how huge native populations
in the imperial provinces are controlled by a very small number of Romans: his
own rhetoric requires population numbers as big as possible. Rachbone
mamtains that only Diodorus is outside a tradition that since earliest rimes
had accepted a rhetorical hgure of 7 million for Egypt, but once again the
ancient sources are problematic and unreliable.,

Rathbone also employs a combination
that could be helpful to us — the carry;
df"fﬁ'lf}’, not of the urhan centres, bur m‘:
SSHMALng carrying capacity is more effective for primitive prehistoric times,
EE&.E:F}:UF:J]:;i,[:,EETL: It.;d:mtnal r_*ntt'l'j'lrl:ﬁl;', ngrll_'uhu_r:il surpluses and

iy L ! 1«'.-l_t.1 arrl:urs 45 massive exports of grain, fallowing,
o s e, S prdcon o
cannot, in Rathbone's it ’h;:. 2 _.E]'[].[J km* of cultivable land in LF.FF:j

probably fewer: the e 1 h.' SR insdamone r|1_.m asm e m
ave on density per km? — and certainly in

of two other modern techniques
ng capacity of the land, and the
the land in general. It is true that

vidence we

49 Rathbo
ne 1990: 103- :
Bt e ih?ﬁ&whn surely correcely eriticizes edirors for emending the rext of
& Hgure he repores in his own day of three million, a reading which

. 2 mmu“rl is .I-d'\"l_'l :
nto line with the i uf, with the number seven mullion, in order to bring It

: i
i Bure he repores for ghe past. For Lo Cascio's criticisms, see Lo Cascio
30 See Shiloh 1980: n. 36, Pp. 26-7.
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o mpressively precise — would indicate a maximum through- 9
he Fayom It" 120, thus giving an agricultural population of not more than 3
out EYP! ::_{ .“-; .;wr_'r“]l rotal of 3.75 million im:ludjng Alexandria and the
millio™> &7 I:‘Jrllai's careful estimate of the area of Alexandria is 825 hectares,
mr[mlml_tllzmea a population for the city of 500-600,000, which resules in
bt Et:“: Er‘:]:: 600 to over 700 per hectare.”! The maximum dEl’ISit}r [ﬂEfECiEnt
ﬁmhl:;i-ltﬂf earlier, 400-500 per hectare, allows a maximum population of
]:::EEZ" %_3.{}1[,1{3{] and just over 4 I.[J,U[J[J'..]n a total Eg?ptian population of
53_:5,_5 million, can we possibly 3~;1“-’t _‘-H'Hl‘ﬂtffr to Phile's ﬁglure of 1 mll_lil:m

ews? Delia also SUZBESLS Tl“”ﬂ L.'“i' hgure o 1Hﬂ,FlﬁU which appears in a
fragmentary papyrus ot LIa_L- .-L”.r :-'1fu.t;m.r..fmi?wm mi ght refer to .th.e number
of Jews 10 Alexandria (P Guss. r_.;,-.u-. V, -H.’:n;l While pussahle, this is the sort
of dangerous guess L'hil[. can gain currency as 5{}methln5 more than a
.nd it must be emphasized that we have absolutely no idea whart the f
ofers to. Delia’s further attempt to take Josephus' hgure of 50,000 Jews
killed 1n Alexandria in 61 (War 2.498) as some sort of support for an overall
Jewish population of 180,000 1n the city, founders on the rock ﬂf_]nstphus'
thetoric. It comes 1n a passage of high and heart-rending drama, with the
Jews suffering death in all forms, some dying in the open, some driven into
their houses which were then set on fire, the Romans showing no pity for
childen or respect for the aged, but pursuing their murderous career until
the whole place was deluged with blood and five myriads of corpses were
plled up. This is patriotic propaganda: Josephus has either made up the
asualey figure, or has willingly accepted the exaggerated guess he found in
his source. But even supposing for a moment we accept Delia's guess of
180,000 as the number of Jews in Alexandria, where can we possibly find
Philo’s remaining 820,000 in the rest of Egypt?

T_hE carrying capacity of Palestine is difficult to estimate, because the
E“'“‘-'ﬂmf_areu 1s much less clear than that of Egypt. Hoehner, for instance,
z;rgz:ﬂ;l‘égl]cinsidunlritm, puts the area of G‘t‘ta IE!?E ar 750 square mifI:Es I—iuz:_

hs:t}-n];ﬂ i-;mT !_-,-- but Beloch at _":,jillﬂ;]_}»;m“. : Ft:nm r_};;e_ Pm‘ni:hjg: b
Simply 'lﬂt'nncmx: [t]“.h!mﬂkﬁ a nonsense of Josephus' 3 mi k;::g :‘;'len,in
1947 :‘-'Hi a 1 ; density of ler_ tO Of over I,ﬂili}ﬂ per km". :

Mated the cultivable area of ancient Palestine at just over 9,300 km

! Dd 980: 27 U

“1{:;!.1[[}:?9 275-92. Sly 1996. 44-8 accepts Delia's estimate, but for a more mm:ruuﬁ s

L T (200,000, see Haas 1997- 46-7 with nores 3=7% 414

53 H{;:L]EHHU 2889 i

g The m—:mlth -5y, 277-97; Beluch 1886: 243. 9

1995, gg. : ::f the Modern Seate of Israel is 236 per km”, according to Limt s '

F“W_llutiu;l rht Bl ix o hgure reached by a simple division of the lanc
M8 taking no account of the distorting effect '-"fE'I-FF-Pﬂ._' n

f; tahle rl 2 :
POpulacion rﬂf; . ti]-l'r:i:-.-:nrrs the urban p-ﬂpl,lllttm.ﬂf i

.
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BRIAN McGING

(2.315,000 acres), while more recently an estimate nl'_ T.ﬁ.i:'l i:;r'n" has beep
suggested:** such a calculation is indeed, as Byatt maintains, ‘a speculative
venture’.>® If we take 8,300 L-m:{_% million arouras), :.m::! a }’I.t'ltl similar tq
Egypt's (10 artabas per aroura),”’ tflnﬁ would Fl;!_‘.:r:urr_'t:.:.sﬂ]}’ SIVE an annug]
crop, after deducting seed-corn, equivalent to 27 '-"‘”“’_U" 'dl't-’ihfia of wheat,
enough to support ac subsistence level a population of atl}f}u_t 3.25 million
(assuming 250 kg of wheat per person per }-‘{'zlr:j}.r a -:i:u]}'. subsistence
requirement of 13,250 calories per family uf. six and 3,200 calories per IFEJ._‘)H
Bur this 15 an unrealistic estimate in that it assumes every Ju:cmi_'e of land
was used for growing wheat, and 1t takes no account of taxes, tallowing,
fodder crops or luxury living above subsistence level. ﬂ_[lnwmg for these, it
would be hard to imagine that the carrying capacity of the land was much
more than about 2 million people. But the incompleteness of our darg — we
do not even know the cultivable area under consideration — and the com-
plexity of the Palestinian economy, even assuming with Safrai that in the
first century CE it was still largely self-sufficient,” make all such calculations
so crude as to be of doubtful value. Perhaps more useful is an estimate of the
population density of the land. Rachbone’s calculations for Egypt are based
on far more subscantial evidence than can be mustered for Palestine, and his
arguments for a maximum of 120 per km? would be difficult to dispure.®
We also have no particular reason to cthink thar Palestine was any more
densely populated than Egypr. If we apply the coefficient of 120 to an area of
somewhat over 8,000 km?, we get a maximum agricultural population of
about 1 million. With the urban centres included. we might have 1.3 or 1.4
million altogether, but I very much doubt the toral population of Palestine
can have been much larger. And of course we must remember that by no
means all who lived there were Jews.

I have been very negative about ancient sources and only marginally more
positive about modern techniques of calculating the number of Jews in the
ancient world. Baron's figure of 8 million Jews in the first century CE was
bﬂ:-‘-_t:d on Bar-Hebraeus' 7 million within the Roman empire, and another
estimated million outside the empire, Philo's million for Egypt 1s accepted,

53 McCown 1947; 425-34:
modern Israel is caleul

56 Byart 1973 59

37 Rachbone 1990 139 18; Rathbane 1991 -

38 On crop yields etc.. see Ben-

1982 41— Oakman 1986
39 Safrai 1994; 222

60 ﬁtﬁsh the evidence comes almost entirely from the Arsinoice nome, his generalization
test of Egype scems justified: Rathbane 199¢: L08-9; 130-4. It might be well t

emphasize just how precise the evid i : . apyri
€an be: in certain years we know alln::: or the Egyptian countryside provided by pap

. : exactly the fth it d populacion of
villages like Karanis, Kerkeosiris or Thendclph}riﬂ. S g i

74630 km? is cited in Reed 1992: 7, n. 18. Culcivable land in
ated o be 12 560 km? United Nations 1991 rable I1.

2424
David 1974 106; Evans 1981: 432ff: Foxhall and Forbes
28; Garnsey and Saller LORT: TB-82

POPULATION AND PHUEEL?T]SH

Py

Jnd the major J E‘T"’!h """Jl{:w”r: i"_lsl?’ri“' Asia Minor anc o :
med to have Iﬂ{ mﬂﬂ_ 1an m'. 10N EﬂCh:MdPﬂu
assil Bar-Hebraeus' figure is a mangling of Eusebijys' report
L ns and does not refer to the number of ¢k
1 Philo knew how Jm*
ceason 0 chink that Phi F}, all B e ']EWF.' t!.lﬂe gl
Jre absolutely no grounds at all for pnsltingma million Jews in \
Babylonia, as we 5|F11|1I}- {]U.I.mt have a clue;®! and 2.5 millinnﬁg
just @ sensibly’ adjusted :it.t.E_'|.':ll'ﬂDl‘:{: nF.Jm-EPhuS‘ ITl'lE ancient sour
rendentious and unrtlmhic.zia to be virtually wichout value, in
qame way as Baron’s patriotic guess of 8 milliiﬂn. That this figy
any precise figure, should be used as th::f_mam plank, or even ong
planks, in an argument presenting Judaism as a hugely successful mis
religion in the first century CE is unacceptable.®2 The number of setrl
in Palestine increases substantially in the Roman period, and
increase in the population in this area is to be dtdutﬁ:]; but we di
the data that would enable us to estimate the scale of thar increas
exact numbers 1nvolved.™ o
Do modern techniques offer any hopes of greater accuracy? ___
capacity of Judaea is almost impossible to assess, it seems to me,
so many variables. On the other hand density of population both
and in urban settlements gives food for cthought. Josephus says
was very populous (War 3.43), although there can scarcely be
regarding Palestine as more densely populated than the massively fer
populous land of Egypr. Using Egyptian figures as a guide -
like Egypt, seems to have been typically a land of villages
estimate an agriculeural Palestinian population of up to abo
'.]]rh']ugh of course, not all of them Jews. Probably our best cha
I0g the population of an ancient settlement is by applying a suita
Coefhicient to its area. We can proceed only by hypothesis, but

OL If we could identify as the half-shekel tax contributions ﬂfﬂkﬂ"-‘“’“ﬂ' X
of Jewish money chat Michradates Eupator took from the island ﬂfc"
14.110-13 citing ga report of Strabo), and the various quanticies bf']
de"ﬁ ar -"I-r-:lmt-lul which Flaccus seized in 62 BCE {[;jl:em_, Flacc. ﬂ]wﬁ
A indeed fiy assessing the Jewish population of Asia. The cruch is:
m’::’:'l “I'hitt 1[he sums represent, although it seems probable that the
i rh:l ‘{”t‘mplc tax coneributions (perhaps accrued over a 0 g
- -'II"'“"PIE', personal funds of individual JF“’-‘ "

"iMunities, Py discussion see, for example, Reinach 188
62 Emiﬂuilshif"ﬂ-’inﬂﬂl'ﬁhitt 1981: 138; Trebilco .! 991: 14; 19
il ¥ Wasserstein (1996: 314—] 73, having SUCCESS
to “EEETI;: Precise estimare of the number EF_JMJ.
Tﬂhugm- ag Dll'llj.l' !H.[‘Sl.'wscnig Pm]}r:i:iﬂg
We are _JE'WIsh Population in Ale _
6 On gy - <in€ abour, it is difficult to se
* ICrease in che number of setel
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data make a good case for positing a maximum densicy of 400-500 people
hectare. On this basis I have suggested a maximum population fo,
Alexandria of between 330,000 and 410,000; for Jerusalem 70,000
100,000. If Broshi is right thar Caesarea, for instance, covered 95 hectares,
then it is unlikely to have had a population larger than 38,000-47 50 64
Theoretically, careful archaeological excavation of all urban sites should, in
due course, :give us a guide to the urban population of Palestine; in practice
chis is far from the case, because although archaeology s undoubtedly the
only obvious way forward, even with careful investigation it is very tricky
estimating the area of many ancient sites. And the method can really only
offer maximum possibilities. If Reed is right that the area of ﬁr.ﬁt-cr:ntury
Capernaum was not more than 17 hectares, any estimate of ics population
much over 8,500 is improbable (using a maximum coefficient of 200). Bur
while it would be quite unjustified to apply the same coefficient to
Capernaum as to Jerusalem, whether Reed's calcularion of 150 Persons per
hectare is right or not 1s unfortunately another matter, There is a great deal of
circular arguing 1n this subject. Reed uses comparative fi gures from Pompeii
produced by, among others, Jongman. But when you look at Jongman's work
you find l‘hlﬂt his estimate for Pompeii’s population is based on Beloch's;
Bel:::-ch'g estimate was dictated by his own view of the population of Italy,
;'ET;LZICI; ;ﬂ:dmt;l;{ ::E; J;'f.zrnpretaz ion of the f'}u gustan census figures;
g case that Beloch was wrong about the
ﬁ“IETfﬂm" “t'::l_’ﬁ figures.®” This is an extremely fragile chain of argument.
i ot ey 2000 o o many Jew chee ez i
S Fhis o0y souned Ll peaking, nor do we have the means to d.ﬁ_
s € a counsel of despair, bur pretending otherwise
& important theories on wishfyl thinking, will get us nowhere.
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JEWISH CALENDAR RECKONING
IN THE R
GRAECO-ROMAN CITIES 1_. | ey

Sacha Stern

It is reasonably well attested that Jewish communities, all over thp 4
empire, observed the Sabbath and the Jewish of Biblical festta il T
must have had ways of reckoning their dates. In some cases, it mat
sufficient for them to establish the individual dates of annual fe
instance, that Passover would occur on the first full moon in the
the celebration of new months, noumeniae, is also well actested ina
Diaspora communities, and this implies a continuous cal&ndar, ur
mnnth_ to month through the whole year. This SUgZESES t]]ﬂ'..gﬁ: .
rmmings reckoned their own calendars, of which the main fun
determine the dates of Jewish noumeniae, fasts, and festivals, it |
Evidence, however, of Jewish calendar reckoning in the _
?_mpﬂl’ﬂ is relatively slim — which explains why modern schola
di::c t?rfmgelr'f::filn Its ftu[]}r'.ﬁ'wﬁh d-fue_rs hardly appear {n i
. mdrt 1€ entire HEHCH]EUE and F.uman Pe:rmdg L
Yrenaica mju :“:"fl in the i'tr::‘!t WO centuries [E-f chis em}lg,.
iﬂﬁfriptin;,s ﬂnPfrt}f_Ln_lﬂli-,} Egyptmn dares are consistently used i
17 . d papyri.” T:hls nTa}rlreﬂectl, of course, the deman;_c
Wonder wjmthi:tli}'ntmns of the epr.graphi.; habit'. B;_.E wﬂ are €
they were S the absence of Jewish dates dnes not ln:‘.:'h
should gy 31?' }r’ never reckoned. The question arises, indeed, §
fom ¢h 1:'"_, assume that the Jews reckoned a calendar that:
€ officia] calendars of the G -Roman cities. s il
N the conre Jonks, Ol raeco-Xo s
Ctailed gy, l}”-:i:r of this It‘h:lptf‘l‘ | 1;1.?111 not present a
§15 of the evidence relating to Jewish calend

L Schy
3B jrr::rliizii_mr: vol. I11.1, 144-5, nn, 26, 28-9.
Ry s sl e ey 1936-52. Fo
I.nrlkﬂ‘lnrl Fl.lks

Or mscriptions from .a.,-:.-'r'- [
Millg, 1955. -':‘Iti...;;'d Stern 195764 (prin ipally fron
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Judaea/Palestine, Babylonia, Egypt, and the rest of ’[rh“ IL}“_lﬁl‘“m- Nor wi]| |
engage in the analysis m‘_’ how exactly _]i*““‘?“*h *‘;*':'TL:“'-': ij""}' have bf::un
reckoned. The question I wish to ;td:!n-::ss 1s merely w echer calendar J‘ﬁikun:ng
contributed towards Jewish dj?‘“mtwmw“ in the Graeco-Roman World, |
will examine the actitndes of Philo and -I‘:'FF"F'[“”’ and epigraphic and
documentary evidence from Berenike, thf_ i of Arabia, Antioch and
other cities and regions of the Roman empire. This chaprer also forms part of
a more detailed history of the Jewish calendar in the Roman and early
medieval period (see Stern 2001). :
Although I will concentrate on the Rnn‘l:-fﬂ period (from the firse Century
CE onwards), it 1s essential cthar we consider first rh_e historical background of
the Persian and Hellenistic periods. By the time of the arrival of the Romang
in the first century BCE, all calendars in the Near East were modelled on the
Babylonian or Macedonian [luner calendars.” This was the rf_-m._r!t of a succes-
sion of empires that had adopted these calendars for their official use. The
Babylonian lunar calendar had been taken over by the Persian Achaemenids
and disseminated throughout their empire.* This calendar was also adopted
by the Jews. The equivalence made in the book of Esther berween Biblical
numbered months and Babylonian names of months? suggrests at lease the
possibility that the Jews reckoned the dates of their new months and
festivals according to the Babylonian lunar calendar, wichout resort ro a
distinctive calendar of their own, At Elephantine, indeed, the Jews appear
not to have used any calendar but rhe Babylonian.®
The Macedonian calendar of the early Hellenistic rulers h
be lunar, and thus was soon assimilated with the B
Greek speakers, Seleucid
months. The Babylonian cal
eventually outlived the

appened also to
abylonian;” alchough, as
rulers continued using Macedonian names of
endar was thus maintained in the Near East, and

disintegration of the Seleucid empire, [t became the
official calendar of the Parthian empire,? of Nahataea (see below), and of

other kingdoms of the former Seleucid empire, In Judaea, likewise, it was
adopted by the Hasmonaean dynasty (hence the Babylonian datings in the
books of Maccabees, again equated with numbered biblical months).?
Whether the Jewish calendar in Judaea corresponded exactly to the
Babylonian reckoning is difficult to know. The Hasmonaeans may have set
the lunar monchs themselves, empirically, as described in later rabbinic
sources. They may alsg have intercalaged the year at differenc times from the

3 See Samuel 19772, ch.6, and especially p.182, 0.1

4 See Bickerman 1968 24; Parker and Dubberstein |
5 Esther 3.13, exc.; also Zechariah 1.7 e,
Porten 1990: 1332 ;

F36; Sachs and Hunger 198896,

(i

; Samuel 1997 139-41: also Bickerman 1968 20,

:.‘!_: mﬁ- 1992; l?B—:ﬂ{E-, 187; Bickerman 1968: 25,
i references, albeic Incomplete, see Schiiger 1973

=

=87 vol. I, 18 and 588.
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ﬂniﬂﬂ-"'-m Even so, the Jewish calendar would not hﬂﬁr_i' |

i e, Mok
dmchl:“'f;:;' Egypt, on the other hand, the situation WS Siitie

In Pto Emf-‘ millennia already, the civil calendar in Egypt ha
i FEL: solar {or nearlg,; solar, based on a aﬁi-dﬂ_}r year): and th
Lunas sintained unchanged until the Roman period. 12
s :L the Prolemies at first employed a lunar, Macedonian cgle
'*’ate']: e;-ud of the third century, the Prolemaic calendar was assimilar
by tEf'-1IIr tian civil calendar and thus become completely solar 3
[hel fﬁphappuns, however, that from the same time (201/200 e
wg_sll'l{! Jonger under Ptnlemmc rule. As a result, throughout the Helje
period the rulers of Judaea, whether Ptolemaic or (after 201/200 ¢
Seleucid, employed othcial calendars that were lunar, Bye in Egypr itsel
Jews of Greek cities such as Alexandria would have been
end of the third century to a significant change. Whereas the
Alexandria, as well as the Prolemaic rulers, adopted the Egyptia
calendar, the Jews of Egypt appear to have maintained for religious pur
a lunar calendar: this at least is suggested by Aristobulus, an Ales
Jewish philesopher of the mid-second century BCE, to whom is acerik
comment that the day of Passover occurs on the 14th of the mo
evening at the full moon.' It is just possible, therefore, that after the re
of the Prolemaic calendar the Jews of Egypt were faced for the first time in
their history with the responsibility of setting and reckonin g their owr
distinctive lunar calendar. 1 g

The exceptional circumstances of later Prolemaic Egypt — as op
the rest of the Hellenisric world, where the Babylonian lunar calen
maintained throughour — explain the keen awareness Philo would h
by t_hr: first century CE, of the distinctiveness of the Jewish calenda
Atng at length, in the Special Laws, that chis calendar is lumr’;,:‘_ 110 M
' distinctiveness the main theme of a passage in the Quaestiones:

paby!
alarly

But not 411 (peoples) trear the months and years alike, but sor
°NE Way and some in another. Some reckon by the sun, ﬂﬁhf'ﬁ__*h_
Moon. And because of this the initiators of the divine .

0 g
1] Inktk[f:mn 1968: 25, -

q Em:{:‘“:}_]?zriud solar calendars were being promoted in the books of

e f the Qumran literature; bue che polemical tone 1

?ﬂlﬂr v:aienr_lar. in the last two centuries before che 'T
12 g, SeCtarian ang only marginal, -

k Py

13 c01050; 51, i
14 m_ﬁlaz; 146-50; Bickerman 1968: 38-40,
Schilpe, 1I 1;;' Hist. B 7, 32, 17-8, cited in the canons ol
=872 vol, 1111, 579-87. -
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ed divercent views about the beginnings of the year, setting
Btodiy: b:lfmngfs to the revolutions of the seasons suitab]e e
j'rnzei;!:;?;njni:s of the cycles. W!I'nen?i’nrfr ISEF{F.'.-IU t'LiI I.ms, ill;:dr.'d, “This
month (shall be) to you the beginning’, n_'uakmg clear a 'ftffmmlr:c[
and distinct number of seasons, lest they follow the Egyptians, with

hom they are mixed, and be seduced by the customs of the land in
w ) L 1

which they dwell."”

By ‘Egyptians' he means, no doubt, the F.g}r_pt'mns n::.t' his own day as ITIILIf“h as
those of the biblical narrative. The emphasis 1n rhm passage 1s, ﬂdm”.mdl}'r’
on when the year begins: according to Exodus it begins in the Spring —
whereas in the Alexandrian calendar, che year began on the 29th of Auguse 16
Bur Philo’s reference in the same passage to solar I.-mcf _Jumlr reckonings
suggests, in addition, awareness on his part of the _~,Jgn|11-;'=.mw that a dis-
tinceive, lunar calendar must have had for the Jewish identity of the
Alexandrian community.!”

The evidence of Philo warns us, moreover, against taking the exclusive use
of Egyptian dates on Jewish papyri and inscri ptions as evidence that the Jews
of Egypt did not have a distinctive calendar of their own. It is likely, indeed,
that the lunar calendar described by Philo in the Special Laws was widely
used by Egyptian Jews, even if only for the purpose of establishing the dates
of their new moons and festivals. Confirmation of this may at least be found
in one of the inscriptions from Berenike, Cyrenaica, where the Egyptian
calendar was also in use. This inscription, put up by the Jewish community
of Berenike around the year 24 cE, is daced as everywhere according to the
Egyptian calendar, i.e. 25th of Phaoph, but also according to the Jewish
calendar, ‘at the assembly of Tabernacles’ !® [f the Jews had followed the
Egyptian calendar for che dates of their festivals, and if Phaoph had been
F taken as equivalent o the biblical seventh month, then the festival of

Tabernacles could not have coincided with the 25th of this month: for
Ei?;ﬁjr]:ﬂ:h:::fz; f;U;TffrhE lﬁlth to the 22nd of t]"l{.:‘ seventh mnn;h.
festival, v;hirh as | I"mv;dzrm f calendar was used to establish the dare of this

In the period when Philr:,mmtmtt_'d_ elsewhere, was most probably |l.1ﬂ£1t‘.i
only part of the | a8 writing, however, Egype was no longer the
astern Med where a solar calendar was reckoned.

Iterranean

15 Quaestiones o |y o0 o

6 Bickerman 1968; 50, gy & Marcus, Loeh (|

muel 1992: 177,

assical Library, 1953, pp. 4-3

alongside the civil solar calendar: se¢
_ ts funceion was exclusively culnc, the
IT or used ic. Philo's poine is that che civil salar
+ W48 distincely Egyprian, whereas che only identifiable
IGH Ir ﬂﬂ.lnzd: RDHI

- and Roux 1949: 281 6; Reynolds 1981 no
1983, T1; Boffo 1994 n0.24, pp, 204-16, s

L1
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J

dy in the late first century BCE, under the influence of ¢he R
e FE]E"‘JM che cities of Asia Minor, Northern Syria and Phognipis
[ ; izt B L %
Juhﬂﬂ

d their Macedonian calendars into solar calendars, 12
"wwem by contrast, appear to have retained their lunar ¢
Thl:ujﬁ 5rr~;55t'5 in a number of places m the Antiguities that the Je

buiiliii::iﬂl} calendar is lunar.* But surprisingly, and unlike Philo, Jq
d:rﬁ not present the Jewish F.'IE‘IIL‘:!'IIJ'JI‘ as particularly distincrive from
he non-Jews. Whereas Philo interprets Exodus 12.2 as enshrin s
distinceiveness of the Jewish lunar calendar (as seen above), Josephus simply
ignores the verse in his Antiguities al_ld stares, quite on the ‘conitgaiines
Nisan is equivalent to the Macedonian Xanthikos and to the gy
Pharmuthi (ii.14,6 [3111); only later in the narrative does he ho e
mention, as an afterthought, that this month is lunar (i.15,2 {318)), i
wssimilation of Macedonian and Jewish (or Babylonian) names of gl chigiil
these passages as well as throughout the Antiguities, is particularly confusing.
ingsmuch as his Jewish calendar is lunar, whereas the Macedonian cq
this period was solar — hence totally incompatible. ey,
There are, besides, notorious uncertainties N many of Josephus’ datings,
In the Jewish War, in particular, ic is widely agreed that Josephus m N~
used more than one calendar and dating system, and thac this resulced om
the variety of historical sources that he must have used.?! -
Josephus' lack of clari ty in calendrical mateers, and especially
wnfusion of Jewish lunar wich Macedoman solar months, must be o g
as itself significant, Equivalences between Babylonian and Macedoniar
of months were of course not new: they had been made under the Se
'8 period when the Macedonian calendar was scill lunar (as men
ibove).22 I 4 sense, therefore, Josephus was only perpetuating
Cﬂ!mdrici.ﬂ tradition, even though it had become obsolete in his period, si
- oMan calendars had become solar and f10 longer compatible wit
iﬁ&hﬂ[;ﬁ; ::]end\a_r. But Josephus' failure to distirlig;i::_ :
nfision e diNpt contemporary non-Jews, together :;;1: n;ﬁ’
Wjuse 1o 4 nrgz: e d.ﬂtm'g.'s‘ B ;ps Y
e ol ;F” y F-!.lﬂ!l,gmg situation, where from aud?;]mj ]
0 g mm‘-‘”’j ¢Ws of the Roman Near ]‘East' had s cag
of the first cencury ck, to a variety of solar calend:

19

% SEH]:'—:::E.IHE_JE! ch.v, 171-89; Bickerman 1968: 48-9. :

il e 132 2 B18), i, 10, 3 (240, ibid. 5 (248); iv. 4, 6 (78

2 Etmp( t;;er 197387, vol. I, 596-9, e
AN the Seleucid period, Nisan was equuud ;

B the cqge “fu;;lsia Bickerman 1968 25, Samuel 19

ﬂgmhn civi 10, by contrase, the Jewish calen.

b |

Was ¢ mlrl Calenday tor njrrnd:.r over cur s
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The consequences of such a rapid “]1“”5_” ‘F{‘:EIM""“ “’ hi: {: l;; “{ '-"Ihnugl'[ in
a completely different way, among tht_t Jews o 'r e Prm.],m% :? rr;_1 }“'-_Bf_inre
the creation af the Roman province 1n 1006 ¢ E, documents anc ’[‘5”43'::{1[:5
from the Nabataean kingdom use F‘K{JLJRIH’E] V Eahylnm:m. names of f“‘”j'ths..*’-'l
This legacy from the Persian and Seleucid ['!-L"IFI{‘IC[H suggrests, in all ]'k”h_hm}d1
that the Babvlonian lunar E':lil.’:'l'lll’.iajll" was maintained In Nabataea ungj] the
Rkt vhe J-:ingdnm in 106 cé.=° The documents of I:'-h:.' Babatha archiye
reveal, however, that after this dare the calendar of the province was
completely cransformed. Bearing in ml.m] the radical len,_f;t}f‘rheir OCCUrTed
in Provincia Arabia soon after 106 CE, in terms not only of nth_; 1al |51115:Uage
but also, more generally, of political and of legal structures,?® it is ip this
period that a change of calendar 15 most likely to have [_ukr:n }?I.m;

The Greek documents of the Babacha archive.”” all from afrer 106 cE, are
dated by Julian and Macedonian dates, the latter introduced with the
standard formula: ‘according to the compute of the province of Arabia’ The
correspondence berween these two dating systems, almost always consistent,
reveals beyond doubt thar the Macedonian calendar of the province of Arabia
was now solar. In the Aramaic and Nabataean documents. on the other hand,
‘Babylonian' names of months are still in use after 106 CE.
bilingual, Greek and Aramaic document, P Yadin 27. M
‘Babylonian’ names of months are correlated
Panemos and Gorpaios in the Greek section are rendered as Tammuz and
(Elul) in the Aramaic, Furthermore, in one Greek document (a summons to
the governor's court ac Petra) Hyperberetaios is explicitly equated with
Tishre (P. Yad. 14-15). These equivalences are the same as in Josephus;

€xcept that in Josephus, they refer as we have seen to lunar months, whereas
here the months referred o are solar,

hﬂThESe documents imply, therefore, chat the B
- y : [
t Wﬁirf' used by Aramaic and Nabataean speakers in the province of Arabia
we

re also, by now, solar months, and thar they were equivalent to the

Macedoni A |
oy lian Tl-.unths. of this province, Whether Julian, Macedonian, or
a ' - et
fidn, all calendars ip Provincia Arabia were

But in one
acedonian and
and hence implicitly equivalent:

abylonian names of months

now solar.

24 Eg Ay in CIS wol.iifi) (p

and 219 (dated 42 ey - aris 1889), nos, 211 (dated 34 cp, but reacding of ‘Av’ doubtful)
EN, Tewet, in Negev 197 l: 50-2 {dated 17 ck; and see foornotes foor

further ref; ; ;
Elul 9'&!:}{“1'?:.{4;;:;;513?‘i.m"m‘jaml Tevet in P Yo 1 3, see Yadin 1962: 227-57, 239: 22
L, 3 B
23 Pace Cotton and ¢ 40d 2 Tever 99 ¢y
£ Tovar 5o mg;rir;:':iliild IE}SI-:i: 214, nn.19 gng 24, who convert the date of P 'Ii"‘"f- 3
see below), thyg Appiare ﬁtduman and Julian dates on the basis of P Yud, 27 (on which
ian calendarg 1:ui'n||:t|-,Ilr B B that che synchronization of the Nabataean and
¢ Roman Provinee of Arabig was alreacly in force before 1006

Yadin 1989, referred

B
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JEW i

[ have shown above from the Berenike inscription,
Yet as lunar dating in these documents should not misle;
asence of ]a Trhf Jews of Arabia had no distinctive calendar of ehe!
helieving :_I:i for the dating of their festivals, the local, solar calendar
but fﬂ”“wFﬂ’mmmfl}f for us, one of the documents — p Yadin 18, a Jewis}
nﬂn.JEﬂIcuntract — confirms that the Jews must have maintained a distine.
n?ﬂ'['“-?fndar_ It was written in Maoza on the 5th of April 128 cg wh
iy nem:lfd, ‘according to the compute of the province of Arabia’, wlshau&
?;szf Yandicos. Although the Aramaic .';Lllf::scrjpriqn isi not dﬂt&d,-:-ai_ﬁif T-':_;
sonth of Xandicos would have been rendered in ﬂ;amam as N:fﬂn'; and y 5 8
3 Jewish marrmgs contract {'f]l._l.fflj not haver possibly I::f:en_ written on che ,,'
(Jewish) 15th of Nisan (at least it is most unlikely), for that is the firse day of

¥

the festival of Unleavened Bread. Therefore, the ‘Nisan' of thessiale sl
documents could not have the same as the Jewish ‘Nisan’. This indicates that
hesides the solar calendar emploved in all official documents, the Jews must 9
have reckoned a separate, presumably lunar, calendar, for the obser of

. a . ["
their festivals. PRI

This assumption is all the more likely, moreover, if we consider the
connections that existed between the Jews of Arabia, of Idumaea and F
Judaea, particularly around che area of the Dead Sea (thus Bﬂbﬂthahdm !
martied a man from En Gedi, at the southern edge of Judaea, and ended her
days near that locality®). For the celebration of their festivals, these Jews :
likely to have ignored political boundaries and to have shated the same or
least similar calendrical practices. i
| Thus we find thac when the province of Arabia was created and, under
mﬂlllt'nce of the Roman Julian calendar, its official calendar became sola
Jewish inhabitants of this region maintained their own lunar calenc
T;’ir:::;l;l'il then, thle Jews cowld have simply relied on the v'
£tk FL ﬂet. :t 1[.;: possible _thar they were now faced for tl'n? hrst ;‘.li:ﬁ =
the ff-SPnnsihjln ‘ t'l.]f:wr. of Fmien.m:r Eg;.,rp_r, rhree centuries earlic
'ty of reckoning their own, distinctive calendar. In ¢

howeyey s _ |
i ni]k{"‘ he Jews T i
border g, ,]ud-.m: ¢ Jews of Egypt, they would have simply looked

there and followed the lunar calendar that was still in |
The 5 . L .
E"Pﬂnsjuirﬂ?-d of solar calendars among non-Jews was conterminous
ingd e e{: the Roman empire in the Near East. After wester
I i ItuEf;" Mediterranean coast in the late first cencur;
e pypg of CE, the solar calendar spread further east tc

Romg, . the thirg

: century, | he cit bein
e . ¥, just as the city was beir
Mpjipe 29 Thls process — which FEI'E.'-UE ,_,-|..,-

a8 Sea
Yadj
2y n 19.53:
Welles g 19592.-4:.;.‘,3' -
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in his Roman Near East — was so consistent that by the _Jim‘r second Century
¢k Galen could write that 'Koman, :Th{:lcgdnn 1ans, Asiatics, and many other

A : lendar.*® It is difficult, indeed, to find eviden
nations’ all followed a solar ca ! A e
of any lunar calendar wichin the boundaries of the Roman S .

The Jews, in this respect, were remarkably exceptional, as Galen himself
in che same passage, does not fail to indicate; chey alone, in the Roman
empire, had maintained a lunar ul?mdur. All our t-'.,fnlrnu; from the ﬁn.u
century CE onwards concurs with this observation Pi!nln_. Josephus, rabbinjc
sources, Christian sources, as well as doc uments and inscriptions, all suggest
that the Jewish calendar in the Roman period was everywhere exclusively
lunar. _

Conversely, from the first century CE references to the Jewish solar
calendars of Jubileer and Qumran writings disappear completely from our
sources.”* One cannot help wondering whether the apparent demise of the
solar calendar among the Jews, at precisely the same time as when the solar
calendar was being adopted by the non-Jews, was not the result of some
deliberate attempt by Jews to achieve social and cultural distinctiveness
within the Grasco-Roman world. It remains, at least, an undeniable fact that
by the end of the first century CE the lunar calendar had become among Jews
a marker of their distinct identity.

In certain cases, however, the notion of distinctiveness requires qualific-
ation. I would like to refer to a most meeresting document, discovered and
published by Eduard Schwarez in 1905, that was drafred ar the Council of
Sardica in 343 c£.*® This document provides a list of dates of the Christian
Easter, alongside the dates when the Jews, presumably at Antioch,*® had
celebrated Passover berween 328 and 342 ¢k, It 15 immediately evident that
the dates of Passover in this document are all in the monch of March., The
Jews of Antioch appear to have followed a rule that Passover would always
occur at the full moon in the month of March; and hence, that the month of
Hﬂﬂh Was used as the sole criterion for the frequency of intercalation (1.e.
intercalation of a thirteenth month, so as to keep up with the solar cycle).”’

E
- imh?m, however, the Jews are known to have observed Passover at
tHerent tmes. Another Christian source, the frag
Alexandria (early

f ment of a leccer of Peter of
ourth century), suggests that the Jews of Alexandria (OF

en, In Hfﬁpﬂ:’i"a.'” Eni 2
1 Midemariym | -
Fll'l.'iall_':" cited in M. Etem, G‘i aee Libror € i

31 See Bickerman 1968, 48 1,

mentariws 1,1, ed. Kuhn vol. 17.1, p-23
AT vol. 2 no. 394

Cnee |5 a-rl.'uu“}' either erroneous ':“—'E“dmﬂ
£ee gar-:hns other Asian cices). CF. Samuel 1992: 115, 125, sl
g L N more detail, Steen 2001,
4 rther Is, see Stern 2001 .
e :h-uu 1905: 1223

COnvInG
B thu:ﬂtnguud by Schwarez 1905; 1236,

114

‘Y .:-“

wisH CALENDAR RECKONING IN GRAECO-RG ARSI
JEWE s

. Egypt?) in the .‘iEII'I'If:.}'}Ef]'ud celebrated Passover ."',-_:
-~ och and once in Pharmuthi, i.e, approximately between ﬂ*ﬂﬁ
phamen b (7ch of March) and the 10th of Pharmuthj (5th of A i
Phﬁmenﬂ-[w t.h,g same as the month of March, 3¢ PELY S
isnu]: qlﬂfﬁb rence between Alexandria and Antioch js easy to exn
Hﬁzﬂzﬁ the Julian calendar was hardly used in Roman Egypt, the m
farch could not have hc,-{.-n used at Alexandria as a criterion for the ;
;:El"fﬂ]ﬂtinn; instead, Egyptian dates were used. At Antioch g oo

s bY thﬂﬁ 4

local Macedonian calendar corresponded exactly with the Julian 2
hence the month of March, or Dj:.’.f.LrLir&: in Macedonian, could be used hy' @ s
Jews for regulating the intercalation.® B
Mot only does this evidence point to the diversity that existed
the calendars of different Jewish communities (for which there is
otherwise), but it also qualifies the notion of Jewish calendrical distinctive-
ness within the Graeco-Roman world. Indeed, although the Jewish calendar r
of Antioch remained essentially distinctive, as a lunar calendar, ftﬂm ';u:.f-l
official solar calendar of the city, it comprised nevertheless an element of chis
solar calendar by setting Passover in the month of Dystros—March. ;
element, moreover, was specific to the city of Antioch and to its calend

e

this respect, this Jewish calendar could have been viewed by Jew
distinctly ‘Antiochene’. A
Before concluding, attention must be drawn to the fact chat surprisin
little is made in Jewish sources of the distinctiveness of the Jewish cal
@ven well into the Roman period. It is implicit perhaps in an inseri
from Catania (Sicily) dated 383 cE, where we first find a Jewish lun

tongside the Julian date (“luna octaba’).”® More explicit are two tradition
fabbinic sources: :

e

between

%
i
ol

Israel reckons by the moon and the nations by the sun ... and g
the sup js eclipsed it is a bad omen for the nations since they recke
by the sun, and when the moon is eclipsed it is a bad omen {ﬁr;? -
nemies of [srae| [euphemism] since they reckon by the mm- =

v
el - -

41 '['1.11.1 ]ETH'I, preserved in the preface of che Chronikon Puschale, was Pllhlls.h-ﬂd t
Eﬂngnt;. PG, 312B-5208, following Galland, Ex Chron. Pmr‘b‘. m ;
bised :Jlf Dtu Cange's first edition of the C.ﬁr:.:wéﬂ-l't {’-ﬂfg"ﬂr"* Pﬂ:‘;’ 4
'HUE.I‘.[ EI:'- ""Hh.‘ih r]"'ﬂn,&l"lri“n J]}| I'I“WI{IHE, i AH-F‘I‘NW {:' .
» Bdinburgh: T & T. Clark, 1869: 325-32. However, a becter edition s
Wun ms. Vatican 1941, is to be found in L. Dindoth ﬁm
HB.{ . Hirtopsz Byzantinae, part 9, vol.1, Bonn 1832; and follow
LR AL o

7 |'-'||5I:1,|5=.;lnn of this passage, see Schwartz le: 12758 K e
B gop uel 1992: 1747 - e

i r Itz 1905; 126—7 J
40 Mﬂml.lnu,ﬁju- Noy 1 ; i
liﬁphq ﬂ‘!‘ I" oy 5'5':3- T, 145. e '

P 263 ¢ ' Yushmael 1, ed, Horowitz-Rabin ps
my translation), i
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Esau reckons by the sun which is large, Jacob reckons by the inde
saul

which 1s small.”’

ons are Palestimian; but the ﬁ"‘"""—"_‘ 15 'f_'lﬂﬂ recorded g the
Babylonian Talmud. In Babylonia, however, the situation would haye bee

uite different: for the splar calendar only 53"""*"“1 as far as did the Romap
Empll'E‘- The lunar, Babylonan ca lendar was Li_?['.l_ﬁfhl'ﬁ.'ﬂtl!." maintaimed i ghe
Parthian v.=:r1'1[:-irﬁ:,"th and although tlju.: Sassanians, from the rurijz-_rhir::l Century,
adopted for official purposes & Persian calendar that was solar,™ in Babylonyy
iccelf the calendar appears to haw».*__' remained unchanged until the Muslim
conquest, [n this context, rhe L]{‘.WIEI.] L'.ﬂIEﬂd..lr would hardly have been dis.
cinctive, Whether Babylonian rabbinic actitudes to their calendar would
have differed, as a result, from cthar of their Palestinian counterparts, js 3
question which remains as yet to be answered.

These traditi

8

THE ESSENES IN GREEK SOURC:

B

Some reflections kg

John Dillon

This is a subject I:.|'1£1t [ approach with some trepidation, aware as I an
there is a long history of controversy on the interpretation of the

in particular che relevance of their evidence to what we know of the

- i L . i - ..:ﬁ.'__ .'
community, and, despite a long-standing interest in Phile, I cannor ¢la
LI

be an expert in this field.’ o
Nevertheless, a record of my impressions as an Hellenic outs
of some interest. What I propose to do is, first of all, to examin

may have a bearing on their objectivity or competence as witn
to consider the various aspects of their accounts, with a view |
how far the variarions berween them, and between them and
seem to have from Qumran (both the documents and the @
evidence) are of any real significance.
< sl

The chief Graeco-Roman sources EE
Philo >

Philo, 1’_"]'1'!::'-& dates may be raken as being appmﬂ"‘“,“li'. 301
the earlier of he two, and on the whole the less well informed
.a YEry prominent and affluent Jewish family in Alexd g &
:}I:Ffﬂrﬂ to have been solidly Greek and his knowledge DF '
tm“:j“ﬂlh he plainly suffered a most remarkable conversiof
1tions at some stage in his life, which produced the Lie %
reek Culture and Jewish patriotism which we r-nﬂ'ﬁ.;l_;._-;d?_;n._i I

b In faee o + sl
' Since this essay was originally composed, I'ha

hhl ,BE“M (1988), which seems to me o S

3.0 ' account. In chis revised version, I
i P"}lﬂ"ﬂ Lkm::wl:dgc of Hebrew, I am glac

e f_““ Nikiprowersky (e.g. 1977), and Day
“end David Winscon, for my view chat P

"

3
II I
|k
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ertain, though not, I suppose, improbable, that he vigjgeqg Palesy;
s - h ::._:_-rta"'.l]}", in that case, would have visited Jerusale
but, thnugi‘;l Erm]d have gone on to call on any of the Essene
likely ﬂ.m; z:;at he would have been welcome if he had.
ﬂfglfl :;lll:; ::.::her hand, he did have contact with a monastic Eroup in g,
hinterland of Alexandria who were certainly Essenes .ul-’ SOme sort, whom p,
calls Therapentai — a term which, on the most {'l‘i'illhljt' t‘:ilﬁlalmﬂtiun of the
name ‘Essene’,’ is actually an accurate L‘E‘:ﬂL!g]'l rendering of it intg Greek
though Philo does not recognize f]_m fact _

Philo actually contrasts these Therapeutai in his own back vard with the
Essaioi of Palestine, by presenting the former as practitioners of the con-
cemplative life (bras theirétikos) as ﬂp]'.lu.wd_ to the lacter, who are shining
examples of the perfection of the practical life (bros prakesbos), bue that should
not be allowed to mislead us. Philo is simply establishing Procrustean heds
for these groups to suit his exegerical convenience, The contrase between the
contemplative and practical modes of life was a well-established topas in
Greek philosophical discourse by his time, and it pleases him to show that
the Jewish nation exhibits outstanding exam ples of both mode
doubtless true that the Therapeutai of Alexandri
mode of life than their brechren in Palestine. w

themselves precty actively in the life of the community at large, holding

down various jobs and earning wages, very much as a sect such as the Amish
might do in modern America ’

Philo may then be taken as 4 prim
secondary source on the Essenes of Pa]

s. It 15 alsp
4 practised a more recired
ho seem to have involved

ary source on the Therapeutai, and a
estine, though even in the former case

: E;:;;ﬁ:;:;e Aramaic ‘asayya, ‘healers’, as proposed by Geza \{L'rmtilflgﬁ:]‘i
Philo himself fayoues o oce” ¢ T¥0 forms of the name in Greek, Booriot
L ours) and "ESomvol (char favoured by Josephus) is explained throught

e fﬂrme.r o the emphatic and the latter to the absolute form of the
0 me to be !’n-Llhsl.'am.aTh]I-;”mm ]_'I:lvt- been made to this etymaology, bue they do not seem
 WIOME serious, perhaps, is the face the sectaries of Qummn do ¥y

nything such, but rather as the yabhad, or ‘community’s

T ar | : _ . the only case of a sect not
Slling itcel Wt it would by no means be the only case o
B itself by the name by which the res of the world knows it, e.g. the Quakers of o

Lag) . etymology which connecrs "Eoooiol with []w]'flﬂr::[:
_ » & DOtion to which he m have hee lared by a com
Et C I &i FFITRE :
.'I'HWJUE}" Wi];l:l:ll OCcurs jn Platg’s ':J"H.!_J;'.r.lr (4D I':‘:‘ ave bheen stumi ra the Dotit of
: ' 38 SUPPOTT for his eyl
5 ar s expl
th'“]‘.l" Josephug declares (Wiy 11 i

in &ve
5 ey e 4 e

), where Sacrates [oInes

the name of cthe goddess Hestia v, hut

» Yii. 4 [124]) chat ‘they are not 1n one toWA ﬂ“f}:rjmﬂ
ing the cici M a colony.” Philo, on the other hand, speaks @ -

dwellers', a0 oty 1 w_”me: because of the ungodliness customary p.mnn:gt !

- bk In “_r ]-“ Afes E‘lm.l'lrl:ﬁﬁ'u}l hut he 15 not @ Hfﬁ-t-hﬂﬂd ﬁ_uthiﬂ'-ﬂ ::l"in

; eclare thar the i Jelds and practise
way they are ¥ work in the held

. i
useful tq themselves amd to their meighbonrs’ .mplﬂﬂﬁ
A8 would he ﬂhlracteri:tit also of the Amish,
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ding to be approached with some caution
nec

: I : ¥ b? (IE i
hellenized perspective from which he views h =AUl

s subject matee

Josephs

Josephus, on the other hand, who was born around 38 cp, con
primary Source for the Essenes of Palestine, in at least s
manifestations. Indeed, he claims in his Life (10) to hayee R
sixteen, sampled their way of life (along with those of the ot
among the Jews which he identifies, the Pharisees and the Sade i
sercling down to be a Pharisee. This claim has, admitredly, been
since, by his own assertion, the initiation period for che .
three years (War I1. viii. 7 {137-81), and he is only allowing .1_. f apprc
mately this period for his whole process of spiritual shopping around,
one cannot be sure that he did not enrol as an initiate for at Je
time. Certainly, he seems to know their regimen well, and undg e
up against many adherents of the sect in his time. ,
Josephus was, of course, a member of the Jewish ruling class i
part of the first century, and took part as a general in the revolt a
in 66-70 cE. Having been captured by the Romans, and then
over to their side, he became quite a celebrity in Roman sc
undertook in a number of works, composed in Greek, to ex|
Roman world who the Jews were, and how they came to be
were. In both of his major works, The Jewish War and The .
Jews, he has occasion to speak of the Essenes, giving a particu ry
dccount of cheir way of life ac War II, viii 2-13 (119-61). £
Although Josephus can be seen as having an axe to grind in man;
of his account of his nation and of the war, chere is Do ER
that hys account of the Essenes is in any important way disto 3
soncerns of his, and so it may be created as ms“““bl_ffﬁ'
duthoritative, Where he and Phile are at odds, it seems reast
ii?zphua should prevail, and where his account EPP&BH‘?.'.
oenee of the Qumran documents, then careful consicle
ff::;:k;ﬂ all other possibilities before .mncludiﬂ.g either |
1 or that he is talking about a different sect. _.
mmEZ: f;'ﬂm our rwo m:-1lin auth?rltlfﬁ. I. Sh““_ld;
ang; the very useful piece of mﬁ:-rmanun_
Huarian g polymath Pliny the Elder (CE 23

Slrg| S, - .
¥ the Fssepe settlement ac Qumran in Book 2
i

it

G Thig e
“E'“'IEE;T! has also g find space for a

Bannous (12), so the daca
u ! , _
1; He clgim, to have been back in Jeruss

i
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17. 4, 73). Pliny’s value lies chiefly in providing this geographjcg Vide
o entions briefly three features of the Essene vy
but hff' gl m'{'_r main sources, the accuracy of which we shal] have tq dis
OCCUr 10 our [“-*!il';*lt'jr' and general rejection of sex, (2) their renung; E
next, “[} [hmrj:t}__ ) and [_3;] their rejection of city living ¢
ch;ls;lsmri{?lhﬂ rerarks satirically, “are the palm-trees’).”

The chief characteristic features of Essenism, according
to the Graeco-Roman sources

Asceticism and refection of marriage

difficuley perhaps than any other, is their emphasis on the Essene
of sex and marriage. Philo 1s particularly scrong on this poine:

On the other hand, shrewdly providing against the sole or principal
object threatening to dissolve the bonds of communal life, they
banned marriage at the same rime as they ordered the
perfect continence. Indeed, no Essene rakes g wife,
are selfish, excessively jealous, skilful in ensn

spouse and in seducing him by endless charms

practice of
because women
aring the morals of a

He then proceeds o Expatiate on this theme

thereby, I think, showing his hand precey clearly. Philo himself, unusually
for a Jew, was celibate, and clearly approves of the position he is descuibing.
lnturesting]],-, on his account, the Therapeutai comprise both men and
m::m_en, but Philo is careful to specify thar they live separately and observe
continence, the majority of the ladijes being ‘aged virgins' (Vit. Cont. 32-3;

68).

As fur]nsephus, he tells us af War I1. viii. 2 (120-1 ) that

for a further ten lines or so,

y EIES tenounce pleasyre
[E*prutﬁtu] and resistance
martiage for themse|yes.
tender age order to ing

as an evil, and regard cr:ntiﬂ’-‘“‘_’—'f
to the passions as a virtue, They disdain
but take on the children of others at d
Wstruce them; they regard them as belonging

{3
Some Neresting adeie: the Church Farher Hippolytus of Rome (Ref. 9. .] H"Eji' d:ﬂpd
“P‘:.'l JmPh“!i i Il.'il'.rJ"IE ﬂnd ‘r.ilflil!'iun!n f}f d'r:l-':"-lil, SEEME [0 ht ﬂssen“ﬂ”? .FE :

m,
COUnt in the W e
4r. He seems concerned not to repeat Joieph

€ A%e Neverthe|eg, Frequeny j i

& close verbal echoes, Suggestions that Hippoly ie
L Personal :__m","m““ Original seem to me unrealistic, since JﬂifFl'“;'

& It is possible that Hj : : ing from
SO inter ppolyeus is not himself quoting
mediary soypce POty o

1.20)

I}' U.[: ]J:Fﬂ whll:l'!l

dtion of
their only

A notable feature of the Graeco-Roman evidence, which hag caused morg

s’ rejection

THE ESSENES IN GREEK SOURCES

«o them by kinship, and condition them gq conformy ¢
customs. 1t 1s not that they abolish marriage, or the pror
che species resulting from it, but they are on their guard 4

licentiousness of women, and are convinced that none q
o H
faithful to one man.

There are a number of inrertﬂll'mg and knotty peints in this e
may consider them in turn, Plrst. of all, there is the question o
on”? of the children of others. This report conflicts with a remar
the Hypatbetica (11, 3) to the effect that ‘there are no children of _f
among the E:ssew;:m,_ NoOr even udnlta;enti Or young men, since at ¢
character, because of immarturity, is inconstant and attracted to no
the contradiction may be maore apparent than l‘Eﬂl, even if we grant
status of a reliable witness. Our two authorities may in fact be ¢
different things. There i1s no question, after all, that there wa
rigorous period of postulancy and iniciation, stretching over thr
and beginning not before the age of twenty (Manual of Discip
before one was admitted as a full member of the sect, Philo can
substantially correct, therefore, in declaring that no one young ind fli

would be admitted as a full member. A
But were there children abour in the community? It seems cle
Qumran evidence that there were, Apart from the eloquent
children's graves, we have significant statements in both the
Discipline (1QS I: 4-6) and the Damascus Document (cD
*EEM to presuppose the presence of both women and children, 2
ning of the Rule, we have the prescriprion: "When they come (sc
the Council), they shall summon chem all, #he little children a
alio, and they shall read into their ears the precepts of the 2
shall expound o them all cheir statutes that they may no g
their errors * The Rule goes on to specify that ‘every man bum i3
- taughte ‘according to his age the precepts of the Covenant
educated i, their statutes for ten years . . ., and tha, at the age
shal| b entolled in che congregation. T
" W one mighe say thar all this refers, properly : :

rh:: :wl?}ll-;t we h;w.f.- also t}‘w evidence of the Dammd'
0 the children of all those who have ente g

o
g

! i ll:I:-i “Onfirms thig AcCoune; sine wlla femina, omEl VENETE G
i :C‘J:E X entirely’), NH 5.17, 4, 73 i .

mm“:[r used .bj’ Josephus, ExAcpfava LF

0 . '[lbdufrmn}. bue I think we m

15, One yegy :
egsred ¥ rutlmtnfﬂ:rce

i n the Mangal of I ficitfine €
L e
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all Israel for ever, reach the age of enrolment, they shall S
mth of the Covenant’. It seems fairly plain, in face, that these
oa

visage at least on the I_'lfriphf.'r:.' (}i' the COMmunicy, the Prese
en :

.nd children. Some people, at least, artac hed to r.hL' community were Miried
and the resulting children were given ‘:;Ll:'ll:.'lf'.l]”']__!.; u:jtlm_u the L‘ﬂrnmunit];
without being a part of it in the h_'.“ sense. 1 ac the age of twenty the youry
B adicdeed worthy, or if they were rh{-nwp]w{u_-h 50 Inclined, they
could be formally inducted, at least as postulants of the Order. From 4
passage just below in the -'“cﬂh'_'r’:.'."l af Dis .f,r.u’.ru..r (“atr the age of twenty-five he
may take his place among the It}LJnLJaiFII:riﬂ ~- rn‘uhuan;l_hlg.-, at the lowest rq)
_ ‘of the holy congregation to work in the service of the congregation’), j;
would seem that a further considerable period must elapse before one
becomes a full mtrml‘H:l‘. even at the lowest rank.

The other curious remark in this passage of Josephus is thar concerning
marriage. He says that on the one hand there 1s among the Essenes g
‘disdaining’ (Unepoyia) of marriage, but that ‘they do not eliminate it (00K
avopovTes), or the propagation of the species resulting from ic (War I
vii: [120-211). There seems something of a contradiction here: either one
practises marriage, as a matter of policy, or one does not, one would chink.
Bur a further passage of Josephus (War I1. viii. 13 [160]) £0ES SDME way o
unravelling the confusion: “There exists another order [Etepov Taypa] of
Essenes who, although, in agreement with the others on the way of life,
usages, and customs, are separated from them on the subject of marriage.
Indeed, they believe thar people who do not marry cut off a very important
part of life, namely, the propagation of the species [Tiv duodoyiy = using
the same word as above]; and indeed they would go so far as to say thac if
evéryone adopted the same opinion the race would very quickly disappear
ﬁephua does not make clear, and perhaps is not himself clear, whether this
thi:'?::: f:E;E;f:::”t;ﬁllth the other Essenes or not. .'\1':"{* are at hh‘-'_'l'_:l"; ::
element of marrjed 'ft]l:;u:w-{?ﬂllf HJ--ul eaap: chey consiFRIEENIS 1:'mmrmn
el b ,--."|M[-- Ers’ as we seem to observe 1n the Qu

L i ; ;;ij:m .{“-'.I-:|{l_'l‘j.[':_'_ ;- dicated
bath by the pleces of tvin!mn-q.dm“ tellow-travellers at Qummr-l ]f mm‘islirﬂ
a lietle furcher il M:::.lu:.:[..;.d above, and by the interesting I]-:r s

ssianic Rule that che young postulant ‘sha

dpproach a . . f
: ’ : E Sha I{nﬂw- ,r'[:[{ ar YT { . om0 hftﬂ £
something more | s and evil’. This would se

¥ B " : d
ike the normal atticude to marriage within Judaisms e

- ; ‘Famnilics
references in the same document to ‘Tami

|1-H.‘.'i1_ It may 1t the

N be, as some scholars have pointed Rk thi the
ure, “in the lag :]::Mf " E','-“'*’}'{ffn:e are intended only for 5:_:m¢ll:|mﬂ ;][-::id}’
b and thar 4 :hcﬁz-{“rhmh '8 Indecd the period o which 1t EII:P [
ity felt jcge|f 'me of which Philo and Josephus are sped m:hiih

0 be to some degree on a war footing, during
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: o b |d abstain from sexual intercoy _ ¥
: oe warfiors wou rse, bue it is g :
gime range th

SHon i3 made of the option of celibacy anywhere in the
’ .

document,
: ; nt.
n:hr.-r hand, the evidence of burials at Qumran, with igs vase By
uf males, would seem to indicate that most sectaries were in :
0 unmarried.

' l.+}.rﬂ§': ._

Community of life and property (ot ol 1A

The other notable f'L'ﬂruEv of the Essenes for both Philg and Juggphlut.:{;;i
indeed Pliny, 1n his brief account — _r.r'mff Pecenta) 1s the sectaries' mﬂu"mﬁ" on
of private property, mt.{] adoption of a life in community. g
Philo, in his Hypathetica (11,4=5), tells us: R
Y .-\.'.'r' L
None of them can endure to POSsess ar'l}"thmg of his own — ﬂﬂlhm:“...rl}.' T
house, slave, field, nor flocks, nor anything which feeds and procures i
wealch; but they set down everything in a heap 1n the midst [Révie
& ei¢ pecov abpoo kotoBévteg], and enjoy in common the
resources of them all. They live together in brotherhoods [kortee
Biukoouc], having adopted the form of associations and the custom . S
of communal meals {ETonplog Kol cvooitie temowmpevor], and
they employ their whole activity for the common good. g

However, Philo speaks a lictle further down (9-10) of their engag
various trades and occupations, for which chey receive pay (pigBog),
they hand over to one of them who has been appointed steward (ToyL
This necessarily implies, I think, that at least some of them werked ou
the commune, and thus earned income for the group. This would es pe
Apply, presumably, to those small ‘camps’ which were scattered about mos
the towns of Palestine (cf. Jos., Wer I1 viii. 4 [124]), but it could &
SR “]F Qumran. Basically, chough, we have a picture of a group Wi
entirely renounced private property.!! Ve

Josephus in turnr:epnrtsf-.ufﬁ:;ﬁ Essenes, at War 11, viii. 3 (122-3) gt

)

They despise riches, and practise to a remarkable degree COMMETEI
ﬂ“i\'ing, In vain would one search among them for cne e
Breater fortune than another. Indeed, it is a law that those wl:mr -
the sect shall surrender their property to the order; so BECFE
bumiliation of poverty nor the pride of wealth is PO
un?“fht*re among them. Since their possessions Are '.:L I "
EXists for them all, as for brothers, one singlé property:

-

| o
| T]lt T]I'Iﬂ'ﬂ-|:ll'llfili, We may note, b}, CONErISE are “id h?

ﬁ"?;ﬂm I“_" their sons or daugheers, or, in defaule of chem,

'-'nmm:gl leaving to these their heritage in advance; but

8 and friends’ — 4 procedure not very useful o the
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e of communism seems to be broadly confirmed by the
ceic

s 317 it is stated f\'Iﬂu;;df@n'r
Discapline. In col. 1: 12-17 1t 15 Sté
All chose who freely devote themselves to God's truth shall bring q))
heir knowledge, powers, and possessions into the E“mmuniw L
t oL

God, that they may purify their L:’“’]"_‘*_'l“d.’—i“[']” the tF'lth of God's
preceprs and order r.he[r pm:.-L-J_-'T dccoramng l{::. |Ia ways qrt.ptlrfzrlftmn,
and all cheir possessions according to His righteous counse] 12
It emerges from a later passage (6: 17=20) [h._;u the property ot the indjy
initiate is not actually merged with chat of the commune until he
Broied a5 2 member after his second year of [ﬂrcmh.dllul'l, |.']th that 15 ﬁl’l|].l
reasonable, and does not modify the basic principle of comm Lunity of property.
However, as we know, there are serious complications in the indigenoys
evidence. In the Damascus Kule (col. 1X). a series of regulations are layd down
abour the stealing and returning of property, which certainly imply the
possession of at least some personal property by members of the community,
One explanation which would preserve the integrity of che Greek evidence
might, I suppose, be something like the following: the basic principle of
community of property might not have precluded the retention of certain
personal possessions. At the very least, one might have some clothes of one’s
own, or a few tools (such as the hatchet or pick with which one is issued
when one enters), and these things could
authorized ‘borrowing’, on the head of
Nevertheless, it must be
legislating for a SYStem in w
recognized. There is also,

icdual
15 Con-

be ‘-LI.I]'.Ij{'L[ of EEt';lfJng Or un-
which disputes mighr arise.
admitted that the Damascus Rule seems to be
hich private property and personal incomes are
afeer all, a provision in col, X against making any
loan ¢o one’s companion, or any decision in macters of money or gain, on e
Satbath, clearly implying thar such activities may be indulged 1n during the
Test ':'tf the week. Again, at the end of the document (col. XIV), we find
Provision that ‘they shal| place the earnings of at least two days out of every
month into the hands of the Guardian and the Judges, and from it they shall
51-"'; t{? the fatht—rlt‘ss, and from it l'|'IL'3.-r shall ?-iljlt_'i'_'l:'_lnl_lr the poor and "ff‘-'d}r_r [hf
seem t0 imply [h;:n II 1€ maiden for “.]]”Fn no man cares . . . Thlj- v;?'hilu
a8SErts), but juse t;::c pf}lld b Conteal fund, not a/londbimaEs {J;:nﬂnce
of 3 welfare System fth;wn C25" wages), co be RI{'WJFHI . th{.[mﬂ”']dcnﬁ in
distress among (b presence, by the way, of virgins and mal 11
£ the re welfare is rather puzzling!). It is possibi€s

course, thar ¢, Cipients of
a t g . . :
s i;. by ©5€ regulations were intended to apply rather to the umF‘S. 3
’ settlemengs of Essenes — in various cities, rather than K

11*"l‘lﬁllr:ns!ve:r.

B a . i 33}}.
_ﬁ.* muﬂ:l;l.l’::l;::s, i Whlch Jug{lphuﬁ_ dwells ar lt“ch {(Wiar 11 vinn 4-5 “-Iﬁ"
Cammun #6, 2-3, and Dejcgr 1967; 401-25,
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, escablishment like Qumran, but that still leg
rEmH_H- {;L-‘i of this document were after all preserved ac Queniie. R
0. (;.’I:J[:]‘IL whole, it seems to me that the absolute assertions by F 1u..

hus as to the 1_:'5.'-'.1':[]_!:‘5' utter contempt for wealeh and chidie: g
'Jugfr;lrrr: community of property are considerable over-simplificg
F?t-ﬂII]malrhﬂﬂ"i of the true situation. At most they apply to the core g
;;:m and Levites even in a mmmuniF}r like Qumran, while thesabl
camps’ seem 1o h.u,'ul lived mcr.cl}r a purified '_r“"" of ordinary life, HW or
and producing children, holding on to their property (though doubtless

aying generous rithes), possessing manservants and maidservangs (presum-
ablv slaves), and making animal sacrifices when appropriate. skl 29

ves a log of explain

d

agk,

kit

i

Various provisions "

e

a . ¥ 'y ‘_Il

Apart from these two main features of Essene life, there are o number §*
other details mentioned by Philo or Josephus which find varying degrees of

-

confirmation in the Scrolls e
First of all, as to the total number of members of the sect. Both Philo
(Prob. 73) and Josephus (An¢. XVIII, i. 5 [21]) assert that this amounted it
more than 4000". We have no means of checking this figure, since
presumably includes also those Essenes scattered throughout the Y
Palestine as well as at Qumiran, bur it seems not unreasonable. The Qumr
community was symbolically grouped into twelve cribes, and ..
consisted of units of thousands, hundreds, fifties and tens, as we
Manual of Discipline (1QS 2: 21-2), but this really tells us l_i:l:le o0
actual numbers, The Greek sources are at least not at variance W{ |
indigenous evidence as there is. s g
On other details, such as the sectaries’ aversion o anointing th - :
with oil (Jos., Wer I1. viii. 3 [1231)," or their weating u{whﬂ&_-'
(ibid., and Philo, VC 66), we have no clear evidence one way 'W
from the native sources, though white linen garments are '! :
battle gear of e priests in the Wear Soaff (1QM 7: ?—lﬂL wI'uc_ .:- y
ndication. !4 Ag o their preoccupation with bathing, huwmr-._. o

i

.

'3 This g & troublesome 1ssue. There is a passage 10 the Damaices
Which cither says that ‘all wood and stones and dust dtﬁjfd by the uncls
vinue of the stains of man upon them, according o tﬂhl.'lt uﬂflﬁm

tuches them become unclean’, or ‘by virtue of the stains I:lfﬁ‘-'-IEI u];:-

Whether one reads smw or gwe, The most accurae studies l.'lf 4

favow the laceer reading See Baumgarten 1967-9: IBH;L

Y Perfuncrory way to introduce a condemnation ﬂfll:ld_l.--

14 :::.lr:: €0 eil which has been been conraminated l‘hl'ﬂlla'h
t‘ln:J:E War Rule (V11 9-10), the priests ufﬂuunlﬂ 0
emh of flax, in 4 finer linen runic and fine linen

n H}Itr{-fﬁl wich b-lun, Pl-ll‘pll: and scarlet l,'hl:ﬂﬂ whicl



¥
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129), we have ample con firmation both !r'n_ th{: Manual of | Diir
13: 13: 6, etc.) and che Damascus Rute (h:' .J"HI._}. In the I
specific instructions as to the manner of bathing: ‘No man shall
dircy water or In an amount too shallow to cover a4 man. He shal]
himself wich warer contained in a ‘_r'E-"‘-"'"i' And as for the water of Every ¢
pool too shallow to cover a man, if an unclean man touches he re e
water as water contained in a vessel.’ Plainly the Essepe
bathers.!”

The prohibition against swearing an oath, reported by both Phj]
84) and Josephus (War II. viii. 6 {135]; Ant. XV. x, 4 [37 L1, is als
confirmed by the Damascus Rufe (cols. IX, XV).'® In the Passage from h
Antiguities of the Jews, Josephus reports that Herod rec ognized the Principles
of the Essenes in this macter by excusing them from the oath of loyal
which he made all his other subjects swear 4

The fact that Josephus here compares the Essenes to the
who also rejected oaths, might have led one to suspect He
here, if we did not have the indigenous evidence, In general, the comparisgns
berween the Essenes and the Pythagoreans, which are made by both Philg
and Josephus, are of interest and signific;

ance, since a number of them are
confirmed by the Qumran documencs. !’ This, after all, is no less than one

wnmd.txpe':r' since something must have put the comparison into cheir
heads in the firse place, but once the connexion had been made, there was
al_wa}rs the danger chat it would rake over, and lead Philo, in particulas, to
:11? tft:: ;3::::;3:5 gslﬁl"-'i?”}" the local ']'hL-J':!;wL-l_lr;lr__', through philtﬂ}&{.:phlb
regards sex, and the sjw u'{i catures as community of property, asceticism i
i il:i:elf o L:JJ: ﬂj?n:-r: of oaths are well enough atcested, at least for
o EEErl‘i i ha’:r -lrI;Lu of :1|'l]rT|ili_ sacrifice {m.strrtt:_[ by Philo, Prab 75)
e i 2 (}Frhl_f{:y rnrl-rll, it we may judge frpm the ta]khuj
priestly divisions . *r:m *:{" ” Y T?'!"f .‘ "r':.-'h{'_'rt' the twenty-six leaders of td
sacrifices tq Prepare swe.-_ft?_:,- L.”fﬁ e WJHJ_ shall attend at holocausts z}
On the other hand, the & S incense for the good J}lesm_ure of God.
have beep . normal food of the Qumran congregation seems {0
l]l-lﬂl' bl'Edl‘J and wine, with n : - _ g here s a

Erence in the , 0 mention of medr.{r_huuijh thereeh:
shall haye bee Lo Riile {col. XII) to the eating of fish, pdeJ“E 1
N cut open alive and jre blood spilled). The P}athagurean

Nders jj,
5 WEFE' Eerinlﬂ

0 (Pry,
0 ﬂmpl}r

Pythagoreans,
llenizing distortigg

i the Prohibicion 4 Jmt.Phu"' 18 this time thoroughly confirmed by the documet®:
e H;JHST SPILtIng in public (W, I1, viii. © {1471, In the e
: ;'r; learn thae the penaley for ‘spitting into the midst gl
m_u_ “nspecified punishment, presumably isolation of somé Efm;hr
Hustered l;}.l EXEernal Hul:hunrje-_q. Th{'}’ do swear m:hs ‘l"ll:l'llﬂ

P ._ ._i- “.::Jﬂr 1L wviii, 7 {L}{J—d?]; ck. Commanity Rule 5, 8-10. The ol i‘h;

ereas the luIL:mmi“Em this oath as being sworn on the completion
Clime 1930, 991 ribes 11 at the first encrance of the pﬂEtH]lﬂt'
‘ 12, and the eritique of Beall 1988; 131=2.
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analogy, then, possesses a certain validity, the nature of wh;e
pue it can be a source of distortions, especially\sineaRpu I
nimself hoth that Pytha goras 1h;1::| learned his phi]usqph?‘ andio
cales for communal living, from the followers of Moses on M,
and that che Essenes had i:iw:n .urqund from time immmuﬁnl___‘
aspect of his general F”'lf}’-ﬂ?lf intelleceual one-upmanship gg
Greeks. o
Josephus does not hii‘-r't_.’ S0 comprehensive a theory of Jewish ine,
uperiority as Philo, but in his treatise Against Apion (1. 14};.
assertion that the Greeks derived their philosophy ulgj
Egyptians and the Chaldacans’, by which latter he means the _Im
disposed to see Jewish religious sects, Pharisees, Sadducees md._. __
terms of Greek philosophy (e.g. War IL. viji. 2[1191, 14 flﬁz—ﬁ]
v. 9 [171-73]), particularly in respect of their artitude to fate t
In this connexion, the Essenes are declared to be strice determin:
XIIL v. 9 {1721)% “The race of the Essenes, by contrast [to he Phe
makes Fate miscress of all, and says that nothing comes to pass
unless Fate has so vored.' ST

re
X

. ]
Tl LY

[ #

There is in fact ample evidence from che indigenous so
Essenes were determinists (e.g. the doctrine of the two spirits
Duscaplime III-IV), but it is quite misleading to present thi
religious doctrine of ‘divine election’ as a philosophical tenet,

Indeed, this presentation of the Essene doctrine of God's
terms of Greek philosophy is a good topic on which to end ¢
Bt constitutes a parcicularly good example of the problem ¢
more exactly, Hellenized Jewish) sources. The problem is on
understand js termed, both by phenomenologists such ]
Husserl, and by social anthropologists influenced by them, Ver
I.:he ability ro comprehend a given society or social phenome
Mside, as it practitioners would view it, rather than fm'?‘-;g
tha.n ﬂms.id,': observer, however benevolent. Now the G o
{ &.‘r Societies and social phenomena from an unasnan i
tp;i:gfzaﬂg intolerant ;md_ sceptical) perspective, anz even W
iaml hﬂ 1!:.' tolerant, ;15: 15 generﬂll?r the cﬂg:h m;
o, Pethaps, when speaking of the wisdom Ef‘ ¢ Eg
Y Iooted in the perspective of their own societal o

15 tha . v e
t they Manage to transmic chis blichely chaw r

ol

18
i‘-‘mm:r::ghm though he describes the Pharisees at A
§ things but nor everyching are the warkobifus
the I?Eiir hﬂt-ﬂm“ of the actions of individuals'
::;mﬂ or Aristotelian schools, in Ld
H"—'ES-. h-E th_ﬂ['ﬂ:t:rim .' ;
rhﬂ GTEEks Cﬂ“ l'htl S,tnic !:hmr.' .- Hl b o

4
II
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ke Philo and Josephus, who are trying

p o o py la;
tic Jews D =4 Plain
patriotic J ation to the Graeco-Roman world. Try the

ditions of their n i ¥ ma
= cart writing in Greek, they must look at things from a

::-};:s‘]:p;ftwe. Verstehen goes out []m.v]”.n.d{.m;'- - |

It seems to me, then, to be overhasty of scholars in Jewish studjes gq Cast
dical doubts on whether th_{' Essenes whom Philo or jn*sf:.phur; are desep),,
ing are accually to I:-L identified at all with thg sectaries of Qumyran, on the
basis of a number of discrepancies t‘I-L'I."l.'w'{'i'_r].T]H.']r accounts and what e SEEm
o observe from the internal Evidrn_-:"‘- P‘-.'.L'Il'hll.’l' Philo nor Josephus (despite
his assercions abour his period of discipleship) can count as ﬁfﬂ'hﬂnd
witnesses, and they are both contaminated by cheir Hellenized, philosophicg|
and apologetic mind-sets. The fact is that even w i.m-n a man like Philo come
face to face with a group like the Therapeutae, he cannot see them EXCEpt
through Hellenized and idealized spectacles, and he will Interpret al|
phenomena presented to him as far as possible in Hellenie terms, con-
veniently ignoring aspects of the situation that do not quite fit. A good
instance of this, I think, is his account of the Therapeutic allegorizing of the
Bible at their meetings (VC 75-9). Philo presents this as being very much
the sort of allegorical interpretation in which Greek philosophers of his own
day indulged in respect of the poems of Homer or Hesiod, and which he
himself was involved in practising on the books of Moses, but in fact we can
see from the numerous examples of biblical exegesis which we find in
Qumran that the sorr of allegory practised by the sectaries exhibits no trace
of the ‘physical’ (tha is, metapliysical) interpretation of the text practised by
Greck philosophers and by Philo, but 1s rather analogous to the ‘typology
familiar to us from early Christianity, where figures and objects in the
Fm.m.much and in the prophetic books are seen to foreshadow situations and
individuals in their gwn day. It is highly unlikely that the allegory practised

by the Therapeutae was any different from this. Whether Philo grasped this
OOt cannot know, bur he

allegorizing is of 4 very diffe

My view is, then,
SOUICES remains exere
a5 is depicted i th

¥s Onge

Hellem&d

£ives no sign of recognizing that Essene
rent nature from his own,'?
N a word, that the evidence of our Graeco-Roman
mely useful, ane very probably refers to the same group
Ercater degree of au.sr%m]h’ Fm tHnt; we. mustanot m“’j“ F rTnFETﬁE
dccounts of alien iy “t¥ oransighe than is generally characterist

at close hang ].hmt"ms Or customs, even when these are being Vi€
» and with he liveliest sympathy,

3 Df:puﬁﬂl it

the ragm i W in the Damaiins Rafe, cols, VII-VIII, but also, ficalt Of
E,"[tl:‘iul'{ tl: t: i H.Iihlf tommentaries, such as those on Hosea, Hﬁl”"m&mlﬂdlnﬂ'

. m:.} H: 125 Essene allegorizing at Prob, B2 (1t nleinmdﬁ_l&m o in the
DR J ! ¥ 15 not g if : po are disce is
- teme, gpd aCCounc | SPEEINC as to what sort of aippo he i
L ~ * 18 cartainly compatible with the faces, bur I suspect that
hﬂsﬂrﬁm terms,
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APOLOGETICS IN
THE JEWISH DIASPORA .

Jobn Bayelay

The problem of apologeties

Let us begin with a deceprively simple, terminological question: '
mean by ‘apologetics’? A survey of literature on the topic of *
getics’ would reveal wide discrepancies in the use of this term, wh
to create confusion 1s correspondingly large. Moreover, ca 3
these varied uses would indicate that within such diver
different perceptions of the character and conditions of Je Wi
the non-Jewish world. To discuss ‘Jewish apologetics’ in th
world is to reveal how we perceive the problems and am

antiquty. e
A comparison between the old and the revised .__.|.r-_..--='+'-'-"-:=1'
lustrate such differences in perceprion. In the old Schiire
Graeco-Jewish literature’ contained a special section ent
(1886: 248-70) and another with the heading ‘Jewish P 1

Heathen Mask’ (1886: 270—320). ‘Apologetics’ 15 understood as &
strategy. Hellenistic Judaism, according to Schiirer, found
At war with the rest of the Hellenistic world’, and so ‘had ,
*Word in its own defence. Hence & large share of the e
literature subseryes apologeric purposes’ (1886: 248). In
discussed those works which ‘soughr 1n a systematic.
i Proaches with which Judaism was assailed’ (1886: 24
I:;:r“['-'" OPponents’, then giving close aa:rentil:tl:-: o .
“tm?"“i he also 1'_“' icared rh:itt mut‘l'-t ot E} ' i
‘the Jﬁ““}’ {flisc_uﬂs:ed in other sections of his wor g
Wish nation was, by reason of the greatness of its

1 L]

o Gl

Lite from the English rranslation of the defmicive m

" Zeitalter Jesw Christi (1886-90); the work
xpunded for the second edirion and went chrough a f

19019, The translation here ciced is from

mh-“*' "!.Uﬁm Christ, division 2, volume 3; :-;
edition hg not been available to me.

e

*
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of its teaching, if not Superior, ar least equal .Lc? others' {188¢. ;
licerature Schiirer labelled indirectly apologetic’, since it dogs
confront accusations against the Jews but presupposes such CritICismg ing
‘seks to show thar the _Iﬂiﬂ’llﬁh tﬁil}ﬁlibl}T_.Llﬂﬁﬁi In No respect shripl trom
: comparison with other nations (1886: 262),
5 In the section on ‘Jewish PJ‘{II:":i;__’:':!I'IdH.. under a Heathen Mask', scp,
created Jewish works written L!!I'JLl:L‘J' a Genrtile !'ﬁ.hL-L[{{(:Il'l}"!“r He Cuﬂﬁidt:r{»d
these to be examples of a tendency "which is peculiar to a large POTEION of tl
Graeco-Jewish literature in é,[L'E“JL-[":El,I-.,-H: the H-Ht_iL'.]H__".' (o mnfluence nopn-
Jewish readers’ (1886: 270) bu-:]_1 ]‘-['-:}j_'.ullj_::il'![ll'l of Judaism among the
heachen’ could, however, take two forms. The first, ‘propaganda Properly so
called’, is designed ‘to win adherents to the Jewish faith in the midst of the
heathen world”: it has a direct ‘missionary purpose’ to win ‘believers' (1886
271; che Sibylline Oracles are cited as an example). The second type of
literarure has a different end in view: ‘their purpose is not s0 much
propagate the faith as the honour and credit of the Jews' (1886: 271, e.p. The
Letter of Aristeas). These latter works mighe contain panegyric on the law and
wisdom of the Jews (1886: 300), but their goal is not ‘directly MSSI0nary |
their purpose is rather ‘to create a favourable disposition towards Judaism
and the Jewish law' (1886: 271).

In these carefully composed sentences Schiirer drew a distinction berween
apologetic’ and ‘propaganda’, the former being defensive in character.? He
also indicated the possibility of indirect apologeric, in the sense that
apologeric facrors might be merely implicit. The distinction which Schiiter
drew between communication designed to win ‘believers’ and that aiming
only to create a ‘favourahle disposition towards Judaism’ should also be noted;
we shall have reason in dye course to call this distinction into question,

In the Srh_ﬂrtr tevision the relevant sections were revised by Martin
Goodman, with some significant additions and corrections.? Goodman

retal lirer’ - - sl 5
fained Schirer’s ritle Jewish Apologetics’, keeping the same stress 00

d

Urer

: §

15 Dot quite consistencly maintained, at one point the “Th
rre 3 [ i
B86: 29%), The introduction to the discussion of ‘Graeco-Jew

mot anly strengehening irs co.re

o wrich chewr
r ligionists and making them acquainted 1
Er€ar past, bue glgq

. L s
Lonvincing non-Jewish readers of che folly of heathe

and .., per - fi
strack pe 5'-'-'1'5"11!; them of the greatness of Israel's history and of the furilicy @ e
S€KS upon that nagign Gre : refiens

Mnse apologeri (1884 1 58)

at part of it is cherefore in che most comp

But ¢ jg tos
: ot clear which of the listed purposes Schiirer would place ol
35 Ve’ |abe] :

. The Hj : o by

G. vﬂ'ﬂh, F.huﬁf:w of the Jewish Peaple in the Age of Jeswr Chrirt, revised E“"d i;lﬂi s
HT“ﬁ' Black and M, Goodman, vols T, 11, 1111, 111.2, Edinby

+ ¥olume II7 | section 33A, here cited as Schiirer 1986
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Jefence against gentile atrracks , the same digej
Jirect apologetic and the same focus on the ‘liea
ind! :

josephus’ Against Apion. However, in repeating Scifrerisidasssti
apologetic aims of Hellenistic—Jewish literature, Goodmag has add
clause ‘even when the B of a particular work lies |
«dification of a Jewish audience 'fohLlr::Ir 1986: 594). This addition
expanded with 4 New sentence on rhe. indirectly apologetic’ aims of muych "
historical and philosophical ||rtr:1tgr¢ in Hellenistic J'-Idﬂism: Mischeof, Ch J
apologetic, though not all, was r._hrecurd towards strengthening the mr_
dence of a Jewish audience 1n their own heritage, and it is doubtful whether
a gentile audience was ever intended to read i’ (Schiirer 1986: -;:,'._.

nNction between ¢

footnote at this point refers to V. Tcherikover's seminal a:ﬁult.-fjﬁﬁﬁﬁl.
apologetic literature reconsidered’,? to which we shall shorely return, ‘#3
Schurer’s section on “Jewish Propaganda under a Heathen Mask' has been
retitled ‘Jewish Writings under Gentile Pseudonyms’, although tj\gnm‘: ) _,
propaganda’ 1s sometimes retained in the text, In this case too, Goodman
has inserted reference to a probable Jewish audience: while some of th
works were intended for non-Jewish readers {e.g. the Sebylline O
among hellenized Jews also, the ascription of Jewish ideas to p -
gentile authors might be expected to confirm them in their Judaism
prevent apostasy” (Schiirer 1986: 617). Goodman also retains S
distinction between two forms of ‘propagating’ Judaism, bue reform
1 his own words: ‘It is necessary to distinguish within the liceracur
it gentiles berween missionary literature intended to attrace co
apologetic and general propaganda literature about Jewish et
theology' (Schiirer 1986: 6G17). Parts of the Sebylline Oracles are still;
appears, ficted into the former category, although some ambiguity ar ot
since Goodman maintains (against Schiirer) chat ‘missionary literature s
be unlikely to succeed in a gentile guise’, bur nonetheless suggests: :
Jewish Stbylline Orecles ‘certainly set our to exert religious
o make adherenes to the Jewish understanding of God' {Schu,rerl ;
the other Category of literature aims ‘at a different, apologetic m
4tention not so much to the faith as to the honour and esteem “F
:]I?E;:r (a ru‘-‘r':_:-ni.:“ g of Schiirer). The Leter ﬁfﬁi;ﬁé::ﬂ I:dd . n
o d.m{.}n of this second type, even thm?gh, (Goo i
Nded audience was almost certainly Jewish' (Schiirer m i
. ?J_:-:f:t[r differences bi’.'["v."-’L‘L'ljl the D.ld and thf:l rtvisf_EjI .E:ilh i
may m'm:‘;:ﬂﬂ Wt_-:iur trends in thf’ mtfrlpl'ﬂ_ﬂflﬂ“ o S
Particular the following points:

[ |

: Uﬂdt‘r the

; influence of Teherikover, Goodman

ntile to a (primarily) Jewish audienc

Ttheril-:n:wr:r 1956: 160-03, '
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literarure. Alchough Tcherikover's E{}HE!.LI%J;}I'H have been COntesteq 3 &
. f scholars are now cautious abour the Claimg for Gt
T + Schiirer and his contemporaries | he btk
readerships made by Schiirer iz:c 1 g | s 1t the Jage
and early twentieth centuries. Icherikover's 1956 article
much cited in this connection. -
Despite this shift from [T{'nfl.]f to Jewish readership, Goodmap Tetains th
B oicgeic’ in connection with HL]!;I'I literature, thys eXpanding i,
semantic range beyond the Ju]lf!hm-nr of a narrowly-concejye defensyg
agenda. Goodman's usage, signifying the e [:f|: ation and encouragemen; o
Jewish readers, 15 now widely L*J'H]?]”}"-"_iJ _ I":"ir-'lh'rl he “reconsidereg: the
guestion of Jewish apologetic literature’, [cherikover iIntended to show
that most Alexandrian Jewish literature was direcred Inwards (rg fellow
Jews) and not outwards (to Gentiles), and thus was 20 apologetie, His
successors have accepted his main point, but chosen to expand rather than
to discard the term ‘apologeric’. That may be considered g legitimate
option, but it has injected some confusion into the discussion, Causing
scholars to argue at cross-purposes. °
3 Goodman's revision of Schiirer also illustrates che particalar difficulties
surrounding the notion of ‘missionary literature’. As he notes (Schiirer
1986: 609, n.132), Dalbert and others regarded as ‘Missionsliteratur’
almost all Jewish literacure which they considered to be directed to
Gentiles; but, since Tcheri kover, most of their exam ples would now be
excluded from this category. Even in works directed to Gentiles, che
QUESLION arises as to whar constitutes a ‘missionary’ purpose. Here
Goodman himself has made a significant contribution, analysing four
distinct types of ‘mission’, which he names ‘informative’, ‘educational’,

s

5 See, e.g., Peldman 1993 288
thesis, maintains and expands
lustrated 04 SUppOrted
he dismisses 'J'-u:hlrr:ikqwrr'-.
384, n. 45),

324, discussed below f:u:rllgl: EVEN 1N Fevising his 1964
older theories of an extensive Jewish missionary fm‘“'
by a body of Jewish ‘apologeric’ literature, aimed at (ﬂﬂ“!ﬂ:
work summarily as ‘unsubstantiated’ and ‘ideological” 1987

; P is exemplified Fried]
nfluence n:l"l'rhrri:]:uwr 15 evj S
many dj i

dnder, 1903 and Dalbert, 1954, andﬂ}'ﬂthn
dent in standard works such as Collins, 1986: 8-10 and in
oC texts; see, e.z., Chesnurt | 995: 25605 ol
on of the genre apologeri Jllunrillj-_.’r'd[‘hfl"l' I[h.ﬂ et in
o Which] follgys o, Broup’s own tradicions bur Hellenizes 'i'ml '
ish the j{jl'l'rlil:r' of the group within the secting of the !arlgifr 'P-"'J‘T_mr
Flﬂim'““'f] both Dionysius' Roman Antiguitier and Josephus ’J"q;‘m
(1982 102-22 el ] with the acceny falling on their encomiastic chit

: rhaps
i |:u:-'l.|.-'iJclr'rllu.aI varicety of w.il}fn'-;i “":{,;Eﬁniyﬁ'
:g. dhmﬂ thar ‘the Hh.lw Overtones o be usable; see M Knight 1991 2

r wjr
i larly classification, definition, and explanation, nlu;lEEr
. OfIcal sceng I
e No, of Jew;

Fien i v not
. sh-Hellenistic apologetics ha
SUbfic jpgy .

Figor' (p, 58)
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§ 3 E] Ejl g = - T For
splogetic’ and proselytizing’.”? This s relevane ¢ our et
]:epcaur.:: Goodman here uses the term ‘a

- k Puiﬂgfti':' iﬂ. 4 Sper
but als0 because he reinforces the impression fhﬂt i p[mIE‘] 171

is to be clearly distinguished from generq] Jewish apolope

shall return to l.'i'L'r:l debate which Gnndmﬂn has entered and
though our focus will not be the general Elpdeed,um-genemlj debar,
whether Judaism was a 'missionary religion’, but more specificallv rhe
question whether it 1s reasonable to assume that Jewish commyn
with Gentiles adopted a distinct characger in a 'Pmsflrthing!.-
Since the discussion of Jewish ‘mission’ has g&m:mu}p been inflyer

a particular Christian conscrual of the topic, 12 there is 4
its characteristics with lines drawn from Christian practice and '
we may recall, for instance, Schiirer’s references to ‘the Jewish faj |
to Jewish efforts to win ‘believers’. At the end of our discussion [ 5
suggest that implicitly Christian categories should be deconseruce
we are to appreciate the more subtle range of Jewish apologetics.

L

An attempt at clarification

The root meaning of ‘apologetics’, derived from ﬁmlﬂ‘r‘émm-.f‘isﬁ
speech in one’s defence’: thus the simplest and most natural use of th
is with reference to Jewish response to anti-Jewish opinion. Ou
literary example of this phenomenon from the Diaspora is Jose hus” A
Apion, about half of which (1.219-2.144) consists of direce reply to
ons and slanders by anti-Jewish authors. In the second half of
however, Josephus changes tack and offers a positive dﬂplﬁ‘tm}
(2145-286). It js largely only in the opening comments {3145—1?
238, 270) thar Josephus makes explicit that this O
fefute Apollonius Molon and the like. When Josephus comes to de
contents of the laws, this apologetic motive has bemm&
“0uld appreciate the value of such laws without knowing that --

9 Goodmar, 1094
Apologetic!
Particulyr o;
Worship
Bp. 60-61.

s the typology is defined, pp. 3-7. Y
mission ::'E dt'f?r::ui as requesting ‘recognicion by others of F
vimty wichout expecting cheir audience to devote iy A
- 118 alm was ro protece the cult and beliefs of the ml:ﬁll“
the desire to encourage admiration of I:hrjIEWIEh way e
i P- 86! ‘active Jewish enchusiasm for gentile recogni i
: 94 88: “This partial mission to win gentile adher
niversa] proselytizing mission.’ See furcher b
Ul title of M. Friedliinder's boolk (Gets
der Christentums) and the implications
, » ‘Die jiidische Propaganda a
Wy for & hen Mission' (190d; 1-80), and the CIBOGE
i, F&Fm;,{m Movemenr in Vil 4TI |

o from ] |,
ﬂf{' [J'”- !-l.
F"".'!Hr.ﬁtr.ﬁ.rg

12
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Jewish prejudice. In this case, Josephus ﬂ_mk-t'i his apg]q ot uip thetr .I‘:"""Sl,j rtml{'_ﬁ [hl:‘ﬁl] ? UlﬁvEF' o chgage dlire':'-']l’ iﬂ' di’alu"

counter anti h. but in many other texts Jewish hmr”n?"]f"#lsh hE tic o cal or €nquiring t]-l,[lﬂl.LIt'J'F:. Some Chnslrlan apologeti¢’
purpose ':lf'“_f]:'“ﬂ“:gﬂ;, life are positively portrayed without g;-.[p“r" 8/ Erogs mnaw cead widely by insiders {F:.g- CS: L&wm' Mere C'E’rﬂm“i-?f}:-
and t.h.f e _wﬂl; or apen denial of a contrary account. Whep J D;"E:Jc, mluzed in cheir dialogue, oral or I|re1_':1r3,r, with outsiders. It js certainly possik
to critical U.Pj-m?r;f Moses' life omits mention of the incident of the ]EP > UI:]: |irerartire apparently designed for internal consumption might 1:-1--_;-1 ¢
el T?:E:]:} or when Ezekiel insises that the Egyptiang dunntediﬂus ;h:’. furcher effect, and might have been i,n tended to have it, PerhﬂPE _‘mﬁl‘ )
han}j;rfsﬂ[hlt Jepﬁrimg Israelites (Exagoge 162-6), should we read lhm:ﬂl; ceaders/ViEWErs of Ezekiel's p_le:y gained from it g sanitlized VErsion -Df'tﬁﬁﬁi:
f]:!lngen: moves, designed to silence or circumvent anti-Jewish StOries, or hiscory, and Jheceby rh{]' H”";u: -“]]LEL Eﬂ tounterace scurrilous accouncs ﬁfﬁﬂ'?l}f' b
would that be to read too much berween the ]mu,:a Fxodus which L‘l]’LLI']EH{Z'f- o u.:r. gyptian environment, | v

We here encounter the pmb[fm of inexplicit a pologetic, where the reader g5 Thus ‘apologetic , w hich i1n its narrow sense is puml}r dffe“f'l"ﬂ;-ﬂligh@-,-hg- &
lefe to infer a remote apologetic purpose not clearly signalled in the rexe, [y strerched in meaning to cover: (a) .LIIE'{T-“WS‘:' whose response to the thalleﬂy i
the two cases just mentioned, we can be moderately confident ip dctemng of outsiders 15 pruﬂ_mrl!_v :_-n-r_ﬂmm;nc and only Iremnl:ely or mmndari}} .:‘r.:“l
apologetic motives, since we can maku_ direct connections to d&fﬂmamr}- defensive in tone or hwrn. and (b) c|.|scnur:-'.e whose internal address he- 1_1
stories about Moses and the Jews at the Exodus. Elsewhere, we may guess a less has an outside audience as its indirect target. Use of the term in these 3 o
the defensive strategies of a text, but are unable to jud e whether these expanded senses need not cause confusion if it is consistently employed and
constitute a primary or secondary role in the composition of the text. g properly clarified. RS
some cases, such as the Letter of Aristeas, the primary purpose of the text The main drawback in this semantic expansion 1s that the term 'apujggﬁm -

seems to be a panegyric of Judaism, and any specifically defensive element is
small (e.g. Aristeas 144). In such a case, one might wish to withhold the

epithet ‘apologetic’, on the basis that it should be used only in relation to
works whose defensive purposes are primary

by becoming practically all-encompassing, serves to encourage the view that _ 5 t__;'
Jews in the Graeco-Roman world were always, at least indirectly or implicitly,
on the defensive. Erich Gruen has recently argued, by contrast, that the

and explicit playfulness of much Jewish literature in the Hellenistic age suggests a con-

However, if we define the term apologeric’ more broadly, to mean ‘response fident literary creativity far removed in tone from a defensive ‘Diaspe o
to the challenge of an outgroup’, its use could be defended in such a case as mentality’."> He concludes: » jﬂ -
this. In this iuustr SENSE, althuugh an 'apcﬂr:;_-,{-[it_' strategy entails some e :
perceived weakness in relation o outsiders, its response could take a variety The surviving products do not present a struggle for identity in a Mg
of forms, including unpolemical encomia of che native culture, In the alien

: : world, an apologia for strange customs and beliefs, or propa-
SOMpetitive environment of the

bolster the; Hellenistic world, Jews mighe wish to ganda meant to persuade the Gentile. The texts instead display & bl

5 1' I . b 5 H 2] - ' = ] 1 . " | F -
i _E’Ir ?'h”“: and cultural pride without any explicitly identified pOsitive quality, bold and inventive, sometimes startling, often light-

“Ent i - a B r-| 5 i ' E 3 h i v
Ppo t 15 apparently in this broader sense that Goodman, Sterling and hearted and engaging, and throughout directed internally to Jews ==
e il : Ploy the term a;':-nlngr_'ru — 0 lugtmmrt option so |nﬂ§ onversane with or iﬂfﬂitf.*tht*r inseparﬂble from the culture the G
from thtt‘{ In:aitr [ dislco b placed on the spectrum ac some distance Greeks, 6,2y
a4 e | - - ] i e 4 o L8

Judaism Pologetics’ which offers direct response to some form of antl (1998: 292- AU

: But is the epithe
15 not Outsiders, |
target s the COns;

R

.

2 P £ ) ' ]
the retention of the label apologetic’, even In an &

tapplicable even if the |

. | R .
: arget audience for such discourst he is fighe,
ut fellow Jewss!3

: et of 5 3 :
As we have noted, this reconstrual 15, wonld in

stent modificar; . jsion o Teliecr 4 dﬂ‘.d be misleading. Bue if the Jewish cexts o SH_H
lrer, and it cap i J:[II tation made by Goodman in his TFI};I-E fdl tulie h':urlurexr of Gentile-Jewish interchange, near or far, d‘m
stretched too far, peg, 8ued that in this case the term ‘apologetic ﬂ-d G thag terchange is fele by our authors as, to some degs
N such cageq the :11:5 tl.“: us€ may be defended if it could be Elfg',J[ is i |
explicit, by also ;PU OBELIC is indirect, no only in the sense that It 18 4 of
o bﬁ]ﬂﬁfi"ﬁ Jewish confidence, Jewish authors coU Carlergy

often ience Pager 1904 83: 'Even if we believe that most o

k. ous o g D€ Providi ish readers with fodder fi

o H :ﬁ- h. ':\'|-'II‘|.|:"..I.E ar - "]E ch‘s 8

‘ . re I Eptical pygg. REL g i
"'”. _“ Ve in “‘lt:l'“mm" 1% of 'H'BlﬂE Jf it ﬁ',l-j'm:-s us ro consider wl'l.l‘.'[]'lfr -P“ |5 & l“ﬂrril.; g jnnen. ell

. 160 to “Ommunication direceed entirely inwards. Flep | ‘ J

",
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b ; “the relevant texts looks set ¢

Gruen's provocative re-reading of the re ’
; r way. :

dfi‘;;’ﬂ:ﬂ?*‘:ﬂ ‘ISLI!:h issues will require careful assessment of the Muangeg of

each text, with some attempt to reconstruct its historical contexe and ineey.

rions. It was his careful artention to ‘.1'l.]1l'|1 marters which ensured T::hf:r'l':m'[.‘r'g-;

influence on scholarship in the middle of this century and j 15 to hje

-H OWeyg;
Open yp ths

argumentarion that we now turn

Tcherikover on ‘Jewish apologetic literature’

As we have observed, Viktor Tcherikover's contribution to the debate on gy
topic represents a watershed 1n ﬁLhﬂ'ﬂFH-”_il‘_ In his ‘*f-'ﬂ"”_“lj essay of 1956
he eniticized most previous scholars for following a theolopical (mplicitly
Protestant) agenda, which presented Judaism as the precursor to {:hrjgnamg}-
and analysed Jewish literature in abstract terms in relation to jrs ‘universal-
1zing" tendencies. He described his own approach, by contrast, as bistarical
and defined its aim as ‘to understand Alexandrian literature as a Mrror
refiecting various opinions within Jewish Alexandrian SOCIETY, Opinions
which, in their turn, were influenced by continuously changing political,
economic and social factors’ (1956: 170). He here outlined an agenda,
effectively pursued in his other writings, which attempted to place Jewish
ﬁ]cxandn:nn literature as far as possible within its social and historical
context.'® This was undoubrtedly a huge analytical advance. When one
compares the dubious generalizarions concerning ‘the Apologists’ and
fﬁpﬂlﬂg_f-'l:tt‘ﬁl still offered by Georgi in the recent revision of his mono-
graph,'” one can only be grateful thar T herikover directed the majority of
scholars away from such abstractions into the attempt to place individual
TEXts in specific historical, political and social contexts,!®
o 1 1 ] S o Ao
Rat, Tt r;lac--rln}t.;,. to the r_}!ELI'I_L’.!Iu_J Riolesiaizand [{nm-.mli_t i
s B, h_lrf. s “mirror’ onto the Jewish UJJT“.IIT'IU“"}. I[,-] .- l'r_]
% Justificd by the argument that the literature he anatyse

16 Teherikoyer 1956
195764
T Georgi 1987, g7. .

18 : 2 : = - ks
LE0-33; o It |IL'II.r~-'|'.---r 19%8: 59-85- 1955 I herikover and ]
|

ism as the

C Apologises r Rarded and proclaimed Juda -
{5 rh[‘- firs

7 Fiwe] L tion to the .ll:..lr'."lrllll. o Arerfesr, as well LS
Miguities of Josephus, exemplify for all Apologetics that the Jewt
*an enlightenmene m
ftark I'Hu.rt‘]u}' | RECHT:
nces of judgmen; a

oYement,”
T
; A o g rm
1} as carrying forward Tcherikovers prog

£ Ir:||'|r1.'||i||,-| WIS
I e ; al pen e
e ir":tit[i“mﬂu*l- ;L{Ul’md At this time in scholarship on the H"'_'Pth' o5 8
- _rh"' early Christian texts to yield evidence on the ineere

e e
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f an internal, not an external dialogue. Ty establish th;

e il € ; 15 point he
wis }"]‘“ forward evidence to suggest that the Prolemaje ﬁlE:-:ﬂndrian texps2d
hroug '

d not have been directed to Greek readers, His thesis |
cou

principal poInts:

| Widespread Jewish literary propaganda was not a practical possibilicy
: The texts themselves were unsuitable for such a purpose,

On the first point, Tcherikover highlighted the difficulty in getting any
licerature widely known, in an age before mass production of books. Texts

were given to friends and furcher copies made only if ¢he book: v highly
valued or the auchor famous. In general, Tcherikover insistall

.. the main condition for the distribution of a book within a
society was, that the author should be rooted in that society. Be the
Jewish Hellenization as it may, there is no doubt that the Jewish
authors belonged to Jewish, not to Greek society.?!

Moreaver, Tcherikover considered the use of Gentile pseudonyms no evi-
dence for ‘Jewish propaganda under a heathen mask’ (Schiirer), since the
pseudonyms chosen were hardly illustrious and the technique a mere literary
wmvention. Thus the conditions simply did not exist in which any ‘wide-
spread propaganda’ could rake place

Tcherikover's second contention was chat the content of the so-called
Apologeeic’ literature was quite unsuitable for a Gentile audience. Com-
mentaries on the Scriptures, for instance, would be incomprehensible to
Greeks: the evidence shows that the LXX ‘made no impression whatever in
the Greek world, since in the whole of Greek literature there isl o
dication that the Greeks read the Bible before the Christian Fﬁ_fmd
\956; 177), And if the biblical commentaries made no sense, n.ﬂthﬂ
%ould elaborg e explanations of biblical texts, like that of Eleazar in the

LI . !
b N g {4
. [Ih “PEONents and proponents of Teherikover's thesis tend o generalize his | only
il ; ] 1
[JIL, IC Eny Practically al| Jewish literature, Bue he makes clear chat he is discuss ng
e ;

t!l:“u |l'qlll:-?:||rlilri.||| _I|-"l||'|"ih teXIS '\.'I-'hll.h COIMTE i-ﬂl‘r" lhf.' Prm]t-mﬂic Pff“?d; I:l: ch]wLE?II!ﬁ
S works from the Roman period (e g. Philo) and makes clear chae e

Py to Josephus (1956 187_3 :
!"Hfl i Phus (195%6: 182 =3 'I':'Illm. of
Jewish | ‘J:I Teherikover ades thae 'the important paint, concerning che .
Wik arm

this he { Mg Greeks, was, of course, the atticude of G":Eksd e ! ready
e MRCterizes e definitely hostile in the Roman period anc prots ;
Wourghje

P*”h-'m}, 1*' ir tlll.' {-I'lli W] | [Iu_‘\- Prf]J-E'J'I'I.iIJL' F*L'rll'_'ldl {Igjﬁ.’ 1?4:.. Hﬂ'ﬂnm anly
fivy _f Philomerqy (180-145 BeE) as a period when the G

de l'l.':l'l.'l."urlrla. l.']'!l.‘ _I':‘WS'. l.'ll.lt ASSCTES I‘J'Ii.: 'ﬂ.l! Eh.l.: _F.Efind ;
r::u: st'.“ brying irs frse steps, and the question of £
¥ existed ap g0 (1956; 174).

‘I

-
|

;‘.
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- Arisrear. 22 Ocher Jewish literature which imitated Greel styles ¢
i -’1”“';; i .d by inner Jewish needs and ‘as to the Gregl reader th
o hlu'n;rtfm'r]auuh{'{‘] at those feeble attempts to create a Jm:.rist:
'l;lf'nu]d cE:rtﬂI!Ei_:'f .;[1,-];1' (_]f.I-H':.'IH.IEr or Euripides, especially since the Jewish
:::::]rltlttd ;1n.3; ‘talent to accomplish such .Lllle1§:r:;3 llt{imr}: enterprie
(1956: 179-80). Panegyric on the Jewish way :1I[.J.1-{-| is easily explicab]e .
directed towards a Jewish com munity under cultura | or political pressure,
while _]E":'r'l.‘:ih !"{]IL'1T|ic"i against Juml;erj,- l,l.:ll..”l.l- |_“.*|;_' 1 JFL‘lf{':_{ dFaInse JL"W_E.
tempted to assimilate in their religious pracrice. ['L'|L1|._1_ltL'.:_1 Greeks were we]
aware thar it was not wood and F»Tﬂﬁl.'.rh:'_‘-' wnral".m]w.-c;. : !’nlemns in the
sevle of the pmphﬁ-ru could not, therefore, be used against F:r-{:{-k; and it is
very doubtful whether it would have made any impression upon them
(1956: 182).

While Tcherikover's conclusions have been ".".Il.l{l_'g. a’.l-r.:_']JLE'-'.‘l, I‘il'_-'.. arg-
ments have rarely been reviewed. Feldman's response LJnf-:J!'LLJI]EL[f:]}' misfires

at almost every level.”* His discussion of the levels of literacy and numbers

of libraries in antiquity is irrelevant unless there is some evidence that Jews
wanted and were able to get their works read by non-Jews.?* Feldman
gathers a curious mixture of evidence for written propaganda in antiquity,
much of which is irrelevant (1993: 307-8).%% Moreover, his analysis of the
aims of Jewish literature in Greek (1993: 314-22) is made up largely of
ASSEFTION OF unsupported speculation.?® The only point at which some solid
evidence is offered concerns the circulation of the LXX, a point to which we
will return below:

A more careful critique of Tcherikover's arguments 15 overdue but Eﬂﬂﬂ":.f[
be offered in full here However, the following observations indicate that his
case 1s less watertight than is often supposed,

1 Tcherikover is right to

: i . s ‘ ﬂf
. Juestion the practicalities of mass circulation
Jewish texts, bur one

: ¥ . : w5
may doubt his categorical conviction that Je

22 "Whar Interese could
(Letter of Aristeas 153 .
(Lev " . rriprions’

£v., X1, 3). rf:l‘ll'; WErE untamiliar wirh ¢ ven the most imporeant hibiiod iArEscEs

“ thr'l-" '!J\'.'r;-ill':a £ I dr| i
: ﬂ 4 1'.dr|,|'I resrit te : i il T . e bere I“ £y I |"r"l]
£3 Feldman 1993 308 -22 Y toa purely Jewish armo phere {

) v Fleazas
they find in the detailed exposition of the High FPriest L[nll.

" g Tl - ¢ cud
1 0N beasts “whar soever parteth the hoof and cheweth th

29 Withoue SUPPOEting evidence
ITCreasE in the rite of
and the simultaneoys
Republic’ (1993, 30T

2% Ik includes, for jnse

Parallel to Jewish

he
el iy hetween ¢
' Jl_-lnr'.jn,,” asserts: ‘Surely there is a |'I"|:1|[l:|||51h||' [ae
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qot sufficiently integrated in Hellenistic society to have cheip works
wiere

| by non-Jews. In fact, some Jews became highly acculturated and
ancl cted with their literate social peers to a degree that would question
J{EE}: over's assumption that '_}_c-w_wish authors btlungtd to Jewish, not
o Greek society’ (see n]luu-L. ). Of course, the social a_nci cultural locarion
+f Diaspora ]rw‘i varied {-Imn‘r]UU'i.[}', but m__tr f:?lc]mlttfdl],' ITJ.Enge} EV]-
dence could be taken to suggest thar, iﬂ_r Instance, "Aristeas’ and
Aristobulus were integrated into Alexandrian literary circles to the
extent that they could enrertain _]mpca that their works would be read by
non-Jews. Whether they did _jr] tact hope for chat readership, and whether
su'rh- hopes were 1n fact fulfilled are another matter. Bur Teherikover's
case seems overstated in its claim chac chis was an utterly impractical
notion. If we reckon on some mingling in Jewish and Gentile literate
circles, the assumption of a sealed 'Jewish society’ of texts looks over-
dogmatic.*’
2 Assessing what was suitable for a Gentile readership — what they would
find impressive, reasonable and interesting — is a subjective matter, in
which Teherikover's generalizations about ‘educated Greeks’ are question-
able. When we recall che popularity of Greek novels, with their fres
quently ‘incredible’ tales, it becomes difficult to know what to rule out
s 'laughable’ for a Greek readership. And when we make allowance fot
natural curiosity in peculiar ethnic customs, it is difficult to see why
non-Jews should #ot be interested in explanacions of Jewish customs,
such as Eleazar’s rationale for the well-known Jewish dietary taboos
(etter of Aristeas 128-71). Again, this is not to say chat it war the
intention of the author of that text to address himself to non-Jews: that
has to be decided on other grounds, if it can be decided at all. .It ifi only
0 urge caution in presupposing what was interesting or Cﬂﬂ?"lﬂﬂ{{lg l'f.:
Gentile readers. Even the crudity of much Jewish polemic againse ‘idols
MIght have made some impression on Gentiles, as Paul’s IEWHF (o at
lff"“ his m Issionary preaching) suggest. The psychology and social level
Oancient ¢ eaders/hearers is not easily defined.

E];Ln:jlfil}:”f: Tcher, L-mw:."n discussion of this matter, and the wtde; ;I:ic:a:;f
Iitr‘:-'lll'|;“~|;[[:' .I'lllﬂ'lhf:r of q-[]l‘nl':lil:':u.; L]HE‘SL’EI‘:[‘IS._II’] what \L:ﬂ}fs {'E‘I:Il WfWhEt |
an e {]md-inuum authors concerning their readerships, an ht;r intenmtiuﬂﬁr.
ECessg | € this matter with confidence? Mﬂrﬁ'ﬂ\iﬁl‘, were € T

LY matched by realicy? Perhaps in assessing the phenome p

i R

ET -J‘L- - [
'”‘E:rzll:?ywl?lﬁ“ unduly minimizes the extenc of Gentile f{i::nr-’fﬂl:lﬂ to Jew
Oman ... . ¥ithin and beyond the Prolemaic court, Phile indicates
IIMHHTJ::Jdllmlthm ﬂf Genoles joined in the St_Pl‘-lllEiﬂ L
it mﬂ-“!-' mintstu'ljf"l:up}’h U"EE.TI drmnnstmte flm jnﬂ '.:.' ¥
B the soeial spectrum; see Barclay N |‘
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Jewish licerary apologetics, our focus should be as much on actual ag oo
EWl: " it

- : iefly -'.[’:'l'l"rl‘-]'i-'f these qUEST1Ions n a |
. . We may briefly a little
intended reader

depth.

Mare

Actual aid implied readers of Jewish texts

With regard to an ancient text, we have m“'_ﬂ 3 ”ji uthor's intentign only
through the rext, and then b{'!-ﬂ'li"'-"-']“.]_T uncertainly. That INLENtIon may be
more or less clearly expressed in che form and h%LhH'm“ of the text, It Fikity
also be more or less realistic in its expectations. 1 hus, when considering the
readership of such texts, we would have to distinguish between two kinds:
(a) empirical readers — the people who o tually read the text, either in
sccordance with or despite the author's intentions; and (b) implied (or
‘encaded’) readers — the audience which the texr itselt constructs. There isa
particular subtlety in this latter case, since 1'h£: rext may explicitly imply one
kind of reader, but smplicitly encode another.”® A text explicitly encodes a
reader when it employs some form of direct address, or when it openly refers
to the readers it anticipates. Implicitly it encodes 1ts readership by the assump-
tions, references and wider knowledge that 1t rakes for granted, without

e which one would hardly understand the text at all; it thus construces an

' ‘ideal’, competent reader. Normally, the explicit encoding matches the

implicit, but some rhetorical strategies might create a disjuncture between

the two and ‘apologetic’ could certainly be one such example. In the case of
early Christian apologetics, although the apologists sometimes addressed the
emperor, the expectation that he read their work was not only unrealistic
but also incongruent with the content of the marerial, which preauppﬂﬂtd

knowledge of Christian texts and conventions.?? A similar phenomenon 15

gndnuhred!}- present in some Jewish texts. The Wdow of Solomon, for instance,

15 explicitly addressed to Gentile ‘kings’ and ‘rulers of the earth’ (L.1-15;

i:_’r.]—lll. but its allusive reference to biblical figures and stories renders 1t

incomprehensible to other than a biblically literate reader.

; > | . : : e - E
chh regard to apologetic works, we are uncertain how far to believe i
explicit encoding and how to me o

i

asure the degree of familiaricy with Je

co ' . ittt

exn;r-eﬁt;ﬂw-j which the text requires from its readers. The Letter of ﬂm-m:u
icit TR T : ; ‘A risten

e el '.mpl"“s a Gentile readership, being written from "Aristé®

Philocrates’. Byt ewish,

. uftit ii.EdmL' be said of the intended readership? Is the Gentile aa:l_drt;ﬁlles
B ydeice, indicating to a Jewish readership what GentE=

might, or should, th; . eure Of
A ' nk about them? ] RO th the text
the whole work, R R e ! le readershiP

indicating a straightforwardly encoded Genti

~2, drawi : - ' : i
29 “Tertulls o s BHEAWINgG on a range of (more complex) lirerary iddance
II.I'I: De Testemanis Anime | indicates thar ‘'no-one comes to our w"ﬂnf:mgrﬂ::ﬁlu-
This may, or may not, apply to Christian
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- quthor like this presupposes some k““‘-‘r’lfdsf of :If:wish traditions and
Beaichis necessarily suggest II]'.IﬂE the melm,ﬂ}. encoded reader.
entirely Jewish? .ﬁ"]""ft levels of interest and knowledge could be
ship 13 osed among Gentiles in the penumbra of the Jewish community? [f
Fn:s.ﬂi:Puﬁd Gentile society were not neatly separable, it would not be l?giti-
n::;::s o force che alternative: r:itl_]_u-r a Jewish or a Gentile readership, But
chen It I:tr,mm:_r. all the mu.r.t- .ch.:ilwlt to ::1:551:55 what our gurhm's hoped or
expected. Evidently, the ].lr_‘h‘.ﬁ securely we can place t_htmrln time, location
1nd social level, the less we can attain any confidence in this matter.

From a pragmatic point of view, it could be argued that the only reader-
dhip that mattered in the communication between Jews and Gentiles was the
scrual, empirical readership. Whatever the audience implied by the rext,
and whatever the auchor's intentions, the text might have funcrioned in
anexpected ways. So who actually read Jewish texts in antiquity?

The evidence here iﬂ_ so meagre that it is possible to give this question a
mimmalist answer: so far as we know, only Jews themselves. As concerns the
Septuagine, Momigliane remarked: ‘there is no sign that the Gentiles at
large ever became acquainted with the Bible: it was bad Greek.™ One may g/
agree with this conclusion for ‘the Gentiles at large’, but still note some
signs of Gentile acquaintance. In a clear citation, Ps.-Longinus (first century
CE) quotes parts of Genesis 1, referring to ‘the lawgiver of the Jews . . . at the
very beginming of his laws'.*! We cannot tell how extensive was his know-
ledge of these laws, but the fact that he merely alludes to them suggests an
“pectation cthac his readers would at least have heard about them, Hecataeus
apied Diodorus 40.6) refers to a statement in those laws concerning Moses’
E?;EEIFET lal‘]':_l'ﬁ from God: his language so clt?sely matches :hFL}ﬂ'{ tg.
. :. ][_:‘-' speculate w”}.-' Feldman that everyone in ﬂﬂﬂ‘]“;:fm 5 f
catefyl Teadli :il“*'f;“” the JL‘_ws presumably used .l!hE SEFm;g},:];; ,s u. o
Bitlhe, o Jea,‘; Uk pion, as cited by .]nsq;-hus {Argam.rr Apion 2. Ih ;‘3551; L

» Knew the biblical story of Moses’ forty days on Sinai.™ 1hu (e

5,-_-rj]'!tlll'ﬂ5 '

0 M,
: n-l s = ¥ L
tnd"-'ilful.;l.am 15752 91, Cf. Hadas 1950: 257 and Nock 1933 79: ‘Certainly there is no- &
IE"'“'me:] of substantial knowledge of the Sepruagint except as heard T.'l}r rlmn;- .
hnsnﬂnj[ _HW SYNagogues or were concerned to Write pﬂfﬁmit‘ﬂ] Uﬂﬂm : o

ﬁ! Stern t};-“{' ';_?{"“L it was bulky, expensive, and inaccessible.” T L

32 Fely "-84: 1,.361-5, gRL

i Oy a0y, 312 .

the

rPMnrﬁ?ﬁt}!"“nd, the allusions which Feldman detects in Ocellus L

from 4 Secial ;3 312) are far from certain, while che use of the LXX BF
Uaging fyy dctor: the rise of Christianity, The scatement that ‘mé

it]‘}furjnml i h:m" found on papyri, to be sure dating from var

E‘l‘ﬁltim: m: Indicares only in a footnore that, in almost all €

e Jexys, Eﬁr_‘ the papyri indicate nothing aboue the

an civeles (the subject under de % '1' §
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a special factor like ethnugmphjlf interest f*lj' political J'lv[j.'-’.t]'[l'].-' mighe itit
duce Gentiles to the Jewish Scriptures, : il_ﬁ] might HIF’_”1 '_ﬁf- Course, rh;
friendship of Gentiles rhii 5,_1}11—,[;[?'@! th.e _]{'_Mf; 1 Community in gpe form o
another. Josephus portrays the interest {,.n‘ .r?1.cﬂ ruji;:a[ ]?mlse of Adiabep,
extending to the I‘E'Eldil'lg of the law of Moses L:'I.j'f-'. 20. ii. “? [*I'Iz'i}}, while,
we may allow an early Lhn.*smm {~xj1r11_.F_wit=, the _L:nll:ltmn l;hmu.:ms appear rg
have received instruction in the Scriptures ’rr-::;m? Paul’s JfW]S]P—Cl‘ITiEtian
rivals. Philo goes so far as to suggest that the LXX trzmsiatlmn Ar0se out gf 4
sense of shame that the Jewish laws should be accessible only the
‘barbarian’ half of the human race and not also to rh.L- Greeks (Mar 2,294 of
2 36). His claim almost certainly r'r1r'~:1'{‘:!1:-‘.r1'1|1:-'. the intencions of the trans.
lators, who probably worked primarily, if not L*_‘.'{L'll:_l..‘i.i‘n.'t'l}', FLJI_‘ the benefir of
Alexandrian Jews. But Philo’s comment may arise from the fact that, in his
context and time, some ‘Greeks’ did in fact read the text. His claim (probably
credible) that many non-Jews joined in celebrating the annual festival of the
translation on the island of Pharos (Mes. 2.41-2) would support this notion
that the text was accessible on che margins of Jewish communities and was
not unknown to interested and supportive Gentiles,

That a text which was probably wot intended for apologetics could
nonetheless function to communicate Judaism to outsiders might mean that,
even if we cannor identify a directly apologeric purpose in other Jewish
writings, they too might have acquired empirical Gentile readers. Again,
however, our evidence is extremely meagre and an argument from silence is
dangerous eicher way. As Nock pointed out, ‘there is no evidence that the
Judaizing redaction of the Sibylline oracles and of certain Orphic texts
exercised any influence outside Judaism and Christ ianity’; and if any of Philo’
writings were aimed at a Gentile readership, only later Gentile Christians and
Heliodorus (third century cr) prove success.”” Unfortunately, our knuwkrligf
Fran?ﬂnﬂ'ﬁ reading in antiquity is sparse, dependent as we are on later choices
" LEXt preservation and on the accidents of papyrus discovery. Against the
inclination to presume Gentile ignorance and indifference, we must recall Eh.E
evidence of the polymath Alexander Polyhistor. When he wrote in Rome¢ i
mﬁnt:;?‘-;ﬁi:# ‘JF”;”T y BCE), Alexander could draw ﬂ_l_'J1 a Tgfu?nf"g:ﬂﬂ
the epic poer and rljim eupolemus, Artapanus, Malchus/Cleodemt: were

zekie hese W
ﬂm? E jf;l::::r but Alexander’s extensive citations Slllﬂifjﬁis :EII.:
survived y : ested non-] ew. Moreaver, the fact th-‘lF Alexan -

P to the time of Eusebius indicates that his subject mateer ¥
more than purely ind;v: ‘, s ' i licerary
purely individual or temporary interest. Josephus' vigorous

| the tragedian. Probably none of t

o |y ehat
arcanum volumen' (Safire 14.102) SUZEESLS . |i"’ti'l1"'1

hat he knew the, perhaps common,
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i after the Jewish War Eh[}.w& hn?.r pnlitit.:al ciIrcumstances co
scvity’ b nation and their peculiar beliefs of wide public interese,
E“bf:l: qua fata libelli” (litcle books have a fate of their own’). Little did
IHSE :uugiﬂf translators anticipate that their work would serve et
the EPE Judaism t0 the Gentiles who joined the early Christian churches,
m[mld'rufle did Artapanus expect to be read by a Greek-reading pu
4 el Alexander Polyhistor was not the only person in antiquity to find the
Rom i'nm guing, and his case reminds us that Jewish texts could tumﬂp& -?:
Jews d hands. Thus, where Jewish communities drew K

unexpecte : . inte_:ﬁ___f, ]

ympathy and support from literate Gentiles, Jewish texts mighe fulfil

snintended ‘apologetic” functions. Ko -
Sty i

!
i

el 1"1 4
Thus far, in common with most of the debate on apologetics, we have £yl
focused our discussion on its possible fiterary forms, and it is Important now
to broaden our field of vision. Given ancient literacy rates, far more people o
were capable of hearing abour Judaism than were able to read about ih%._ e
notoriously difficult to assess ancient literacy rates, and assessments depend
on varying definitions of ‘literacy’; bur if we are enquiring into the capacity
0 read, for instance, the Letter of Avisteas or the Sibylline Oracles, we are
examining only a small coterie of the literary elite. Harris' study of 2 cie
literacy has concluded that, even in Italy (the most literate parct o
Empire), literacy ‘is likely o have been below 15%' and in the provins
and especially among women, much lower than that.?’ Furtl’vﬁr,_me'ﬁl}.
tead and write is one thing: it 1s quite another to be able to l?éilnf
*PPreciation the Jewish texts known to us. Even the famous Pon
guafici and the ubiquitous inscri ptions suggest only basic levels of lit
!En;;i:j Tl‘f I’DPULHE:mm not r]?n:' education neec%&d to grasp the mean
eligions a:dt_’“gﬁ-’dmn or ﬂnst:_:-bulug rllw: philosopher. Thd“:; Like;
Bl LLll_mml traditions in antiquity, we should consider (X
S Primarily oral and visual. We should even give prior

Ipologetj, : s
: HE““F for those who, while capable of reading about Judaism, &
OMmitment gg g 50, sl

Cire m[}flfrﬂtfhl

Oral apologetics

Jewish speak ¥ well informed about Fnrmal_ apcln!ng:tic occas
Hplanggip €rs offered a legal defence of their rights or ga
formg, S of their special cultural characteristics. Unfo :

o usually comes from literature whose authors (F

) -"ll- i W
# Oraliy, and | .
mm“'lﬂnl}. |rlﬂ“:lll:'::r-.el-t‘_';-' are nor, of course, mutually gm;lqal "
Wit % Mnluud o a listening audience, while form 1l sp
EY) I'urﬂt“h. W].:Im ereover, our evidence for oral exche

5 1989, zﬁe?fendt“':}' to stylize can discort ¢l

iy
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Josephus and Philo) probably ﬁlmﬂfir & .ﬂf .L-]mtm of these speeches ¢ Marc},
their own :]gcndﬁ- For 1nstance, 1hm‘|1 s d““u,”'f% of  the Inn:;Lm-
4 representarions before Marcus Agrippa (Anf L6. 11 I (31-571) is ':]i.‘arh-
moulded by his wider apologetic purposes 1 _Lhi' A nisqatties, It is POsSible
chat the Acta Alexandrinorum give us A better ]"':"» LS of the realities of legal
wrangling, though these too are partial (as _m:l; as fra gmentary). The theme
we find repeatedly in this material 1s the defence of Jewish ancestral Customs,
In Egypt Philo defends the Jewish right to observe the Sabbach befnreieh
unsympathetic governor (Somm. 2. I_'.E_“.-- 32) and he later joins other elders ip
feverish negoniations with Flaccus following the Alexandrian pogrom (Plac
76). From Cyrene we know about oral appeals to Augustus and Agripps
concerning the confiscation of Jerusalem money (Josephus, Ant 16, v Ls
[160-1, 169-701), while in Syria we find prolonged negotiations wich
Pecronius (e.g. Josephus, Ant. 18, v, 1-2 [261-8]). On many occasions
such negotiations can only be inferred, but inferred with some confidence:
how else did the Jews in Antioch gain their concession for special oil-
supplies (Ane. 12, 1m1. 1 [119-24]1)? We may doubt that Jewish speakers used
explanations of Jewish customs as elaborate or philosophical as Eleazars
allegories in the Letrer of Aristeas, and we should not assume that our
literature marches oral apologetics either in form or in content. Nonetheless,
some ‘literary” topics such as the antiquity of the Jews and their customs, the
question of their ‘antisocial’ character or ‘impious religious practice, were
Pmbablly of significance in the complex field of cultural self-defence in which
Jews, like other nations in the Graeco-Roman world, were orally engaged

lwfil_[t;E:?;Eh;:::mfizamﬁ E;iuu“}’ if not more -aigm.ﬁcnnt.un.an m,;br.n.t;:"
beginning in fﬂrlnpfl:cmm};rf t to depict Gentile interest ":_1 _]%tezjsm
criticized (Mos, 2.25_7) ";!nf_'f_!-tI} jl‘-“"'-’"fh customs, nhsc—rftd and i{ T1jrm.-ﬁr
St oo m.rldu' .th]uum Jews were g]wtrmm—:l in only tlf':-'ln e
concerning Jewish A |ﬁJm,. we must imagine iL]I. s.ml“? UI—N(-I.& %E

arities in dier, calendar and religious practice. 1t

Egyptian la :
EYp bourer on the estate of Apollonius whose work record notes the

seventh day . . g 1)
u"wi]lingn]:;szs Sﬂbi}ﬂt]] “::-'P..J; i“'_] MUST .I.l-i”i"L‘ J.:l"«"{,'“ SOTE LI:"«-I-I']'I"ﬂtIﬂﬂ ﬂl‘ hls

to ’ : ; ; ecial
( F e ] . 3 ; .
s, P]uju '.i[h%\d"-’f_ occasion for similar apologetics at all points on the
i L I:Efu]larlt“.__s nf_ r:-:ln: 5 dCCount f}i r‘j”-”“.'r—liii'.li{' I:_'{;II‘_l"n"l‘r.‘hiilLi“” B} [hf dit’ﬁl'}r
¥ phll]ﬂls e £ JEWS [-Q-fi'{'ﬂ'.'if. Conpry ..-'j'jJ may l-”;. 5 rlT'lf_"W]'l':"E 5[!.-"]2-{?'1'. I.'.Illi:
€r w 2 : w15
ith Gaius, when the emperor enguired about Jew

abstentic
M ﬁ‘{}m Pﬂrk (Le T 1
8 Gai, 36]1-2 ag : . popic was commue
Intelleceyg) encony h suggests that the tof leniz

Jew (dep; ALers, such as that between Aristotle and a Hel _
P"Eii F:LEi:ar{hUs, apud Josephus, Against Apion | _]'I.f‘?.-HEJ ':::
. mmmr{hﬁ“ﬂgu b ':ﬂrﬂﬂ'!{}"1 and |:||{_'rh3p_:,- maore _'-;"..;_'i“]_]‘l'.l' Eig.nlﬁfﬂnt;crﬂ
e m‘uﬂ iﬁr o ar dl‘:]:rl{t[:[.l b}r Jul,,rg_-“al between a JL‘WiEh '|“[¢['I_'.Ill'f i
 world of t'lill‘llsl'l‘!‘-tmltllti o 6.542-7); she is easily located in the exten t
i Ellers and Purveyors of magic, where we sense (from
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magic inc antations) considerable Jewish influence. Judmgm

of the 7 . .
Gmfm'ntriﬁﬂf 4 some Gentiles at varying levels, and those who joined in
cJearly ! s or pilgrimages, like those in Antioch whom the Jewish

! :I.'E,qtl\r
ewish nity made ‘'in some measu re part of themselves' (Josephus, War 7. iii. 3
.:ﬂmmu

[45]), must have been told ?-HT!:;:.:I- IllerLt:: ::‘EJ;WE;:h rmd}i tion. To what extent
is took place in synagogues .] ? {. ; SINCE We ::qu not know how common it
wis for Gentiles to atrend synagogue Meetings. But whatevelr the context,
Digspora Jews appear to have been willing and able to explain Judaism to
oot heaters, in some cases u.'|1-l_1 the rc_:auit that the latter became proselytes.
The 'interpreter of laws of Moses” who influenced Fulvia in Rome (Josephus,
Aur 18, i1, 5 [8] —41) was clearly a persuasive advocate for Judaism, while the
merchants in the court of Adiabene were apparently skilled in presenting its
meris to the royal family (Anr. 20. 11 3 [34—T1).

These last examples raise an important question: are we to think of Jewish
spologetics taking a different form in relation to would-be proselytes?
Should we imagine a distince species of mission attuned to winning ‘converts'?
The assumption that ‘proselytizing’ mission would be clearly distince from
more general apologetics appears to lie behind the conviction both of those
who affirm and of those who deny such a phenomenon. By considering this

issue we will complete our study and return to some questions raised at the
outset of our enquiry,

Apologetics and proselytism

&.hl.utr‘ we may recall, considered that a distinction could be drawn between
iis'jar::;rzr:;turr: vlvirh a ‘missionary pul‘pﬂf:{:' (aimed at winnir}g :'_‘nnverts}
Geatiles, G flml*“”E merely to create a favourable I1m1press1lun am-:;lng
Was mnr'lmej man also emphasizes chat not all communication letf? Gentiles
stiniction | oo Ef'r"“‘fi_}'tlﬁln. blur his chesis n'E]ulrtf,'s him to :pamtama lelalip
"H0BNzi g tl:“‘“” flﬂrms of address to Gentiles. F-:.-r. lﬂ:?.tﬂﬂft, while
and * dhemnmlﬂt!jf:ws In many circ umsr:antt'sl nf.:'r:cltd Gentile s;,rmpathlsers
'0 the Jewish LL:; l'n.mk'_"tﬁ f_ha[ ‘this [311]::1:1:[] mission [0 win genll:lhlf ac!her;;t;
S often heen il[ttr'jlz tar from rhg -.uw:ier'«m! proselytizing mission WiIc

ibuted to Judaism.?® Indeed, he suggests that the one

H
Lukg Presents thig

B Sparse ¢ 5 @ normal phenomenon (e.g. Acts 14.1; 174, etc), bur ocher evidence

L i‘t 1k 3
mli“ﬂl‘l' IM-Hlluurlg.,l S arguments (1987: 83-151) thar che synagogue was th-l:! site ﬂf.] g

SPection, B ; :
5 -r Instance, Philo's claim that the synagogues are open schaals

1 ey were F"'?'thr_-. s Mar 2.209-10) does mor imply thar Geneiles flocked to the
E‘"“fll:nr.mn 1994 n;";':l by ordinary (not just philosophical) Jews.
- 98. The sentence contains two contrasts, one bet

Unwmﬂ
Mission and 1 second be - ;
Tts, It tween @ mission Lo win adh:_

i
T the 1y

nrl-"'uf]

g gy tha PPears thar Goodman takes the rwo concrasts to bel
u‘trdmﬂ' il

tter contrast, berween seeking
Accepr that this com mon search w
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‘to the extent . . . that Jews apparent]y o

andermines the other: |
the synagogues in this period offered a Imp;_.. of God’s blessi
who did not convert, they undermined any effort they mighto 8
ro win converts’ (1994 88). This appears to me an unnatural ang Unne J.-n.nkt
congrast, and 1 will suggest that Jewish apologetics may 1n face have fLah&r}.
any distinguishing characteristics in conneceion with proselytism. ew if

F'L'Iﬂ}.l thm“ﬂh
15 to SENE g,

There is good evidence thar Jews in antiquity considered Proselyre
. - [

inscriptions, and several texts indicate the special characteristic =[l:;dtl:ln
proselyte to be complete abandonment of idolacry’, integration ineg r|IE_
Jewish community and full commitment to the Jewish laws '::ml[LI[lmg f;
men, circumcision).” There were apparently grey areas where the hnrli:-r;
were less precisely defined (e.g. for women) or where extensive Tudaje
could be differently viewed by different parties; moreover, where the rh[—l:nri
udes legal precision, the status of Gentiles vis-ioy

enjov & distinct status; they are given a special label jp Jurummﬁ.

of our literature prec | etk
Jewish communicy 15 sometimes lett unclear (e.e. in esc hatological seenzriog)
Nonetheless, we may take it from Josephus that the Jewish communigy
could generally distinguish between those Gentiles who ‘honoured God’ i
those who were ‘definitely Jewish' (Anr. 20. ii. 4 [38]), between tearie]
visitors’ and those who committed themselves to live under Jewish Jaws
(Agaimsr Apron 2.210). For certain purposes, such as intermarriage, the

distinction seems to have been of great significance
From one point of view, the proselyte could be conceived as standing in a
quite f.J]ﬁL‘J’H‘l[ category from other Gentiles, Proselytes have come from
dE:;ltf'l r_u life’ Ifi.::-‘fr;;.'.'l."i.lfr and Aseneth, passim) from ‘1dle fables' to "a clear
Yis1on t'ﬂ'. the truch’ [EJ|'|J'|U‘ Virt 102 3 "J.."'L': l,f 1.51 ;’,‘I But from another
R s ) oy e il
kind. The neat categories u']rh'hl \IIIJI: |:m”I””H1 different /» depie e Thl
appreciation of I.:;'L-nf:i le a;_| 5 -I hilo creates are in fact blurred by his own
pporters of Judaism: Petronius, for instance, though

clearly nor . ' o7
early not a Ifru'-'.r:]}rc. had ‘some rudiments of Jewish philosophy and piety
either from his edy,

-ation or from his soul's own di ards virtue
- - 1S own disposicion tOWeDds
(Leg. Gai. 245) 4 |

| i :
Jewish literarure 1|I3:I] fact, figures like Fi. tronius hgure quite pr{:_mm:.-nri}' 11':

in a wide "r'.'1r|L-r' wnseriptions: Gentiles who, for a variery of reasons ant
EPPTTJI'.F’JFE-!,.“ Th: :-]Ljr TI}IE' gave the Jewish community their au[’l’””ff"
e well documenced 1. *Uch Gentile ‘sympathy’ could take &0
Jews had 4 variery -:IL{I HPLhen; we may simply remind ourselves here ¢ Il-}
# O reasons (political and economic, as well as ‘religious:

'Hi .Ff'l:' r-.rihf'f] I'

i
8% 1333 (here
S46i) (here

; o7
At 26~33) and the recent discussion in Donaldso ]
while o

Irative
[ Wi.l-rld I'r|: _fljwj:,-ﬁ ‘”_'.ﬂl' J"‘f!l‘.‘f.’_l‘l.l I'IH'FI'.' are l.“:-jllle':'l 'I.h'|'|1.|| Inr}' (0

neth’s conversior : e B
de“ 1996, ;{:;J.F::T_l“ wisdom and gentleness (1.3) and g

"Td'!fﬁmng Ase
Crrel {'.!T}?Jr, T
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o [;Elittl‘-ﬁ for their 1nteresc, appreciation, tﬂlﬁrﬂtiun and
If,l-’.jHF them 1[*_.1,1..-'.“':_!'-1 imitaction and ﬂd{}jj[iﬂn of aspects of

: '.lPl'-'riL]mF'

M ilifor U

fewish culture: ourposes, it was important to present Judaism in the best

For he, s 4 reasonable, natural, moral and supremely pious way of
assible h'g".'; If:lL‘l'll'llf_".a in these terms would encourage them ac least o
fe. To ::Jnldnﬁ-lﬂ maintaining their customs, but it might also induce
Gentiles to adopt those practi L-*; lt_;_:{_r?nﬂé:1‘;"::?;:&1r_ ‘ii.\‘;ll'{ji-':ﬁ indicate that such
'ludillii'“-i:'l could take 1Tliﬂl'll‘- —{.l._u € oy ! : -.l1 .”?[- u ;_”E.l "'-’Ul'ﬂhlp at the
.[Emp|t.5i|-lilbﬂ[h rest, pork a :T.f.n .._nn -.!lr ;L-r ct£ ;r;rjmn of Jewish Fustw:_tls fsﬂe
Bl ipag and Josephus, Agaznii LpIOR asSich Between such limited
Jdoption of Jewish customs ._IHJ..| t.|u_- WI_] cmmm.rmcm mherenr.m i::r;':cnmj_ng
; proselyte, chere 1s @ _tlul.r difference in q.|{_'|$_§]"f_*l:, but not in lx:j_r}d. Metilius
ffred to ‘judaize as far as Circumcision l!_]n.‘:i{;r.]uE%, War 2. xvii. 10 [454])
.nd the son in Juvenal's satire goes some steps turther than his Sabbath-
ohservant father (Satire 14.96-104), but these are, in phenomenological
erms, movements along a continuum. To become a proselyte meant to adope
the laws, customs and practices of the Jews (Josephus, Ant. 16. vii. 6 [225);
184115 [82]; Life 149)."" That comprehensive cultural change was only a
mare far-reaching expression of the participation in Judaism which other
Gentiles practised to a more limited extent.

If this 15 s0, one would not expect any substantial difference between an
address to Gentiles urging them to appreciate Jewish customs and an address
bidding them to become proselytes. From a Christian perspective (which
may influence scholars more than is generally acknowledged), missionary
uddress is a different form of communication from all others: here one urges
the outsider to convert, to rake a step of faith quite different from mere
1_|'IE£'II?5[ lnmnr support of the religious community. But for Jews who en-
:ti[:f:‘fh?ir;;]i_'-‘i}r'mjmrlh}-' in a range flli- different forms, there IWErE mﬂil'l}'
ai 'l-;-'E}uIdi;J? to 'i.u'nnlc.ﬁ in a winsome manner. Perhaps jr,‘hws who
quired to gai r-L proselytes offered w[m-:ful- instructions abour the Sk
& u[[mcm;Imckj:rng_:nm_un h],. the local _I-:*w15]1. COMMUNICY, ]:Ll.l‘I! uthel*rjls.f
Win Gengile iidm:;--i”w *\‘1 _]!.JL{':LLH!TI rn]‘:q]u look just che same if intended to

F thic 5115;3[-.1-”[;] II::I.I'I a5 .Ij intended to induce Drmr:l}-'nam_ . %
Misign gng ‘lp;]]“ .::rlﬂ-i.unrjrki'lz~ It Cuts two 'nlul}-'h: in !']"IE‘. current de al:!}ﬂh ll:
Who are inclineq “:w H'Ln. On the one hand it undermines thE'EﬂSz}dr;:d
0 Crenti]pg rmr-:u”-;.;: e that a winsome presentation of Judaism
I'r’“mﬂhdu- o “ - :r II']‘I]‘.IIH.'H some :L[‘n!"u;!u,l to become a lﬁn}RE!}’tE, Elthf-'i' 9«5 ;ﬂ
'f““hmng Ja hl il IStant objecrive. For instance, even if Feldman is right

dCobson) ip claiming that Ezekiel's Exagoge was directed at

I
olrte Je

2 Be

Elﬂrg r—-‘-'h-[‘

3 ] i g : T
Catitilyg by | ﬂ::liﬂ'rih see the recent discussions of the phenomenon of ‘sympathizing

13 Un
] :
ﬂwlﬂ““ “‘er“i[“flil] e I ; _!.. o
£y, cf. Cohen 1987: 409-30 (here at 420-1), ey
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JOHN BARCLAY

Gentiles, it is not necessary Lo mn}-]mh[ jrimr LEH f[[lriﬁc;lij“n aEN
panegyric on the ._]_L"“”f‘h pquir wc:u. C .Eri.m. € ﬂ.r L.‘ﬂ;;t_. lent prupagﬂnda n
seeking converts.”** This is illegitimately to turn a apologetcs Intg
bt of proselytism.*® On che other |'l':ill1l.'|, our argument tends tg pjy; o
boundary which Goodman draws lx—tu'.{:rn ‘ljml_uy.['[ ‘¢ and “proselyric’ Missign,
If ht'CL‘.'ﬂ:JIHE a pr{m'-]}-'rf_' 15 t}nl}.- one [_t.-:-;LJ'L‘ml_- ) form of respect for Judaisml
attempts to gain Gentile understanding, Lii"l["l'L'L]L?Il![ﬂ‘l and support Might
& Grotile decision. o hw_[m?n'. a Jew. It is a moot POLOE whethe
anv of our extant literature has this specific outcome in itg Near or fartheg
sig.;hcﬁ,'”' but the possibility cannot be .n.-u-c-n-d on the grounds thag elicirmg
Gentile ‘sympathy’ is categorically difterent from (and even contrary tg)
encouraging Gentile conversion. If both lu._- on a single continuum, apolo-
getics could serve both ends, and only specific historical and personal circyum-
stances might determine the acrual ourcome.

Thus, to employ the label ‘missionary preaching’ may skew the discussion
by importing a Christian framework of thoughc. Jews clearly learned how to
communicate their culture to non-Jews, and thei apologetics, oral and
literary, could effect a range of possible resulcs. If we decline to demarcate
proselytism as a separare phenomenon, we may atcribute to the success of
Jewish apologetics the full range of positive responses to Judaism — from
toleration, interest and partial imiration through to full proselytism. While
we cannot quantify the results, the cumulartive evidence suggests thar apolo-
getics was of critical importance in ensuring the survival and flourishing of
Judaism throughout the Graeco-Roman Diaspora.?’

the

44 Feldman 1993 317-18
43 Although his case if far more nuanced, | wauld
his response ro Goodman) that the wele Ome ¢

subtle proselyric tendency’ (1994:
MMIss0m in

also question Carleron Paget's opinmion {in
it Jewish sympathizers ‘could |m:|i-|:a.tf.=1
93) or should be rtaken ‘as evidence of proselytc
¢ been hoped by those condu ting the mission rhat
convert” (19946G: 79). This SUgEEsts a presumption chit
1ys the favoured ultimate ourcome, whereas in some cases 1t may
maginable bue even undesirable (see. e Z., Ananias dl”i"]ﬂmal of
to pet ”“"-““'-"'“l-_Ilr-'ﬂ'phlh, Ant. 20,114 [38—42]) .
£ has recently been mounted for losephus’ Against Apoon (Mason 1996
bu 1 find ¢ somewhar ‘-':'E".l':j.'.".:r-lr-'l d (see H:lrc]-!}' | CHIH, 1 §2-79, here A

the sense thar j¢ may hav
the God-fearer wiyld el.-r.-nma]l-i,'

proselytization was alw;

have been not only uni

lzares’ plan
4 Such a cqg
187-228).
156-8).
Since the COMpOsition of
an i I
:ﬁﬁrﬂ:g::,i:j; ;::“w collecrion qu CS8ays on Apologetics in the Romean Empire: I‘-rxr_-'-'”- ';Htrliufﬁ-
Firg Comverts: Rich Py W ersity Press, 1999 A recent publication by hil,;i:;ii?”’n'
B LR Pg.:.:.u ::-.n-.-m and the Rbetor, of Mission ri early Judaism rH':'-I'nlr g il
,_ub,“mia;] - ¥ Fress, 2001 . hag miade a further contribution to the topic of mi

¥ in agre

Ement wich the [qe part of chis chapter. Developments i my

thinkin posi

SEEN in fn?nf::‘:nded“::n ¢ DFTP“MJEWE '3 Slgtion ca Geeser- ROl Eu];ju'jchu::IJ i
; VIEwW of T, . Collins L (Ind €

Jowrnal of Jewih Studies 52 (200 J:.I_if_’-;:qg'h.. Between Athens and Jernsale
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PHILO, ALEXANDRIA
AND EMPIRE

The politics of allegorical interpretation

Jonathan Dyck

[ first became interested in Philo in the process of teaching an undergraduate
course on Diaspora Judaism. What interested me about Philo was nor the
individual, the Jewish philosopher par excellence, nor the philosophical
rradition of which he was a part — all important areas of inquiry in their own
right — but rather what his work mighe tell us abour the formation,
maintenance and rransformation of the culeural identity of Jews in th&
Diaspora. In other words, the questions I put to Philo were not nEtHHnl?
his own, nor were they oriented, in the first instance, to understanding h.u 4
individual achievement. My questions were and are the questions of a cuimql -
historian for whom the Alexandrian Jewish community provides a smhng A
example of the political and culcural tensions with which the Diaspora
‘ommunities had to contend. o g
One of the more interesting dimensions of the cultural intﬂri:ﬂﬂﬂ:;:
between Judaism and Hellenism (broadly understood) is thf_fmd“m},-_.-
allegorical interpretation that emerged in the Hellenistic period ﬂﬂdtﬂﬁ‘
"tached its culmination with Philo. My aim here is to gxpfu!‘tg the cul nl 8
and politica] dimensions of this interpretative tradition. Spﬂiflﬁfﬂllfs m
0 €xplore the way in which allegorical interpretation as Pm":“m:! by P d i
Embeddfd in the cultural politics of Alexandria on the one side an ﬂﬁ.
'm[ﬂtr_m] politics of Rome on the other. : B :
I:E.er:;' :Hl}f takes the form .ufr.nti'cu.l reflections ﬂn&[lt‘ﬂh‘::j TﬂTﬂE“t B
oth thﬂfjlfumg of Philo, using Daniel Bc:yalmnr:l}; | poin of view | it
very d|iﬁar;.ns r:l].'ﬁ]'!l[-'ml.{_'.]'l Philo from a f.:ulcyrﬂ Crl T
o -:hat u:umlu;mm ullmu.t Philo’s aims. o of Reality’, Dawso
Dreseney . pter r:nnr.luc.[ Fhu!::u.: The Reinscrip
duite astonishing chesis.! In contrase to m

gtﬂnd' g per

10gs, Dawson casts Philo in the role of the cultural ¥
I []'E. i - ol
2 e o0 1994: 73_1 ¢ .

Erj view that Philo universalizes Judaism
“Ver 1957-64: $5-78; and Collins 1986

“Onventiopal

T o=
- - ’ i i e
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JONATHAN DYCK

aim It was to subordinate Hellenism tlu _‘]leu ;—SHT _l:-}'. mr::_a_ns of nIIEgﬂrica]
incerpretation. His allegnm‘ul |ncerpr ET-“"}‘“ ‘.J | il ll““f 15 0Ot 0 be oo
srrued as a uﬂivfmﬂltzﬂtlﬂ.ﬂ of Judaism n?r[ an ac t.ﬂrﬂ MoK ﬂtmn.ufjudaism t
Hellenism. It is not an interpretative st ::unn[] nation (_:nf Jewish cultyge to
Greek culture — an attempt to dissolve _]n:wﬁh identity into Greek cultuze
but rather a hermeneutic usurpation of Greek culture — an actempe g make
Greek culcure Jewish. In short, Dawson argues that Philo uses the methods
of Hellenism against Hellenism. | |

Boyarin, on the other hand, takes a less novel line in his post-moder
critique of Philo (and Paul).” According to HUT%’FHH_ FI_UIU (as well as other
Hellenistic Jews like Paul) 1s motivated by ‘a He |_|{'r1|5t|:; desire for the One,
which among other things produced an ideal F}I' universal human essence,
beyond difference and hierarchy’.* This desire for the .(”Jnc-, for univocity, is
the driving force behind allegorical interpretation and finds expression in che
binary opposition of the universal and the particular, the spiritual and the
physical. Philo’s allegorical interpretation of scripture is thus aimed at
‘generating meanings of universal applicability’ and seeks to overcome the
problem of the particularity of Israel’s history and ritual.

Before going on to look at Dawson’s and Boyarin’s proposals in detail, it
might be helpful to locate these proposals in relation to Barclay's ‘analytical
tools’. Barclay analyses the interaction between Diaspora Judaism and
Hellenism under the following labels: association, acculruration and accom-
modation. Assimilation refers to social integration via ‘social contacts, social
interaction, and social practices’. Acculturation refers to ‘the Jimguistic
#"’mﬂmﬁ"r and sdeological aspects of a given cultural marrix’.> Accommoda-
o the s which acculturation is put’.% Each of these analytical
Philo’s position on al] rhr[ﬂm~ i b l)!zi?pum e E’E Ein i;
B Ty o €€ continua, Eu:'!:'ﬂrdmg to Dawson and Boyarin,

STl “Pamnr?f}elt;:v#]y in Figure 10, !.- | . it e
B ﬂcmmmij. AWSON and Boyarin is Philo’s pnsztlf)rnht L
S of i et r}!} (:d:;l_'l'lnl?j _I“.Iawx.rm Moves Fh]l.ﬂ to thT rll.l: Bl
places Philo on the Bilisn E'I;E{'mm of culrural opposition, W 1‘1 jﬂn

My aim in the fn]inwiﬂg Er:r_l";"- % rhe ditection {_'HII.I‘.LH.'EI g i.’. d.

sections will be to examine how Dawson (ait

a lesser degr :
allegorical %::érﬂnﬂrm} reconstructs the culrural and political Fﬂrt: ﬂﬂ
Pretation. Daws - umbper
: ; : on tackles . jgsue from a 0
perspectives, | ginning s the issue

with a discourse theoretical approach.

i

; i Tewr', O gcnl:n"-l"d
the ‘other Hellenistic Jew s
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ASSIMILATION
(SOCIAL INTEGRATION)

-— P-s
Abandonment Grymnasium Arrendance Commercial
of key education at Greek employment
Jewish social athletics/ of
distincrives theatre non-Jews
ACCULTURATION W19 .
(LANGUAGE/EDUCATION) |
<P
Scholarly Famiharicy wich Acquaintance No fa
Expertise Greek licerature, with
rhetoric, philosophy COMMmon

and theology moral values
ACCOMMODATION
(USE OF ACCULTURATION) My
Integrative Oppositional
B D ¥
.-‘ - E .." -
Submersion of Reinterpretation of

Jewish culoural Judaism preserving some
unigqueness unIqueness

G ._

aliligh

H‘ =
figare 10.1 “The interaction between Diaspora Judaism and Hvl:ILE:ii:li:i.'i“-ié’-_‘I 5 b
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Allegory from the perspective of discourse theory

o
3;_:;5;:5 _bunk as a whole is about the revisionary puwﬁf’t.’iﬁ :
ilo, v E"] ,rh"* work _Df three allegorical readers fmm.a
View Jnfﬂ entinus and Clement. Thus, he apprn:_:aches Phllﬂ
E]lfﬂﬂr}r '11 general theory of allegory as revisionary P :.“
remrerpr: "Iur only a way of reading texts but a way of
o ¢ Et Culture a““_' society. It is part of a}m:gﬂ, 5
Culey p it of which is to affirm the distinctiy
ﬁﬁwmthhrmtian] over against a dominant ¢

DR
v 4

ﬂ-llﬂ‘gnricﬂl n‘.':ﬂm | | :I..I.I!_ T lan]
; positions and

g nr} which struggles berw TP
action ook place. The ve
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I”Ll"l'f.‘ii.':'['| r
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JONATHAN DYCK

gﬂ.rl{'ﬂl readings that characterized ancient dilcgm-}.- stemmed o
efforts by readers to secure for themselves and their COMMun;jtjgg
social an:-_f cultural identity, authority, and power

The link berween allegorical interpretacion on the one hand apd culture and
society on the other can be clarified, argues lll.l'n.*-fl;i.:nrnf h!,- il-‘:'-|~='.1r|;:{ firse what the
literal meaning of a text 1s The JITf:r‘di meaning, for Dawson, is 1Ot to b
Ef_]uﬂtcd “"l[h thE. I'E'I'bilj ]'rlt,.‘dﬂli'lg [jl: th';.- '.ﬂ"‘-.r I:':IL”_' f"'ILJ'H_'r 1,.1|_||th t]-”;. L“Elmmnn‘
sensical or conventional meaning that 15 generated by a community’s ‘upgelf.
cision to adopt and promote a Certain kind of meaning' %
conscious de I £ " The
allegorical meaning 1s identified by way of contrast with che liceral meaning
The word alfégoria has the sense of ‘to say something ocher than whag one
seems to say~ or {more literally) to say something other than what ope 15
saying publicly, that is, m the agora. An allegorical reading ‘implicitly
denies the independence or exclusivity of the first {or literal} meaning! and
can be understood as revisionary 1n that it challenges accepred cultural
meanings and values.!! This analysis of allegory results in a series of dia-
lectical oppositions (see Figure 10.2).

The significance of Dawson's definition of allegory lies in the fact that by
building on the ecymology of the word a/lévoria Dawson is able to address
the social and cultural dimensions of language, reading and interpretation,
Meaning — literal or allegorical — is not simply contained in the text,
f‘?ﬂ"f}"&d b‘f lﬂnguﬂgc Or generated b}' interpretative methods, but s a
discursive phenomenon embedded in the social, cultural and political fabric
of Fﬂmfnu!jary life. With this definition, Dawson is able to reconstruct the
E“‘:'_al significance of the practice itself and not just the meanings generated

y it,

P L i . s ¥ . . i

% hilo's case is not, however, a straightforward dialectic berween the literal
and the allegorical bur a doy

; ble dialectic between the literal and the alle-
gorical and between Judaism

and Hellenism, It is not an inner-Jewish debate

]

LiT
e ALLEGORICAL

j ANTION AL REVISIONIST

WHAT ONE sAYs IN THE AGORA

ik AGORA
WHAT ONE SAYS OTHER THAN IN THE AGQ
_-——-'-'-.
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meaning of scripture but an irl'lterpla}r berween E-I:np ol
hand (literal :md_allegnncul} and non-scriptural He
T anings On che other. ﬂccurdlr‘_-gl to Dﬂwspnr it is thﬂr lacter non-s
meanings that are subject U.] e Ph!lﬂls allegorical readings of
= readings are culturally revisionary in that fnrmnrl}r e
ml:‘-‘- agsete placed in a scriptural context and associated with a
?e]:srngnnf the text. This placing of R lptum,I MEANINES INto scriptus
Hccﬂmpljﬂhﬁd via an ull::gum-ullrf;:ldlng of scripture which suspend
reral meaning long L:nn_u;;h to join the non-scriptural wich the seript
The end resule is that scripture absorbs and reinterprets Hellenistic 'l .
Dawson clarifies his proposal with the fulluwing hypothetical ex: ..;.__ i
[Tlhe preallegorical, literal reading of Exodus might concern the It+
escape of Hebrews from Egypt. If I draw on Platonic theories of E. 1
soul’s origin and destiny in order to read this biblical story alle oty
gorically as an account of the soul’s ascent from bodily distraction to A
mental purity, I may do so because I want to reinterpret Plato’s
account by placing it within a scriprural framework. Bue in doing
s0, I may in fact subtly alter the meaning that Plato's account has or
its own terms by making the once-eternal soul now directly creates

shout the

can enable the preallegorical or ‘literal’ reading to critique or re
those nonscriptural meanings.'” ;
The revisionary moves at work in Philo’s allegorical readings are ill

n Figure 10.3 (moving from left to right). S

i

HELLENISTIC CUrruRE SCRIPTURE
NON-SCRIPTURAL ALLEGORICAL
MEANING: MEANING:

Plare's theory of the Soul's ascent from 55'“1;
eternal soul bodily abstraction
to mental purity
+
LITERAL MEANING:
God leads Israel out of Egypt
'-._________-_-_-_-_-_-_ . .
Fjgﬂ'i'"r ID‘j R

l!"-'l':?.iunnr}r moves in Philo’s allegﬂl:i@ acig
12 Ihsig] - g
13 Ihig, 10
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The important thing to note about r_!ua“pumcu];}r Stratagem e
operates indirectly (if not ”H"]”“]l}'% ]:”' IJ ”]w'_:]-i-{ for the litera]
allegorical meanings of scripture to be read together. In other words
subversive tendencies are only apparent to those who attend ¢g the
he has a dual commitment to the literal and the allegorical
scripeure. His ﬂl[fgﬂrl{u[ readings are but one element 1N an
practice and should not be treated as a separate concern.

So much for the basic thrust of Dawson’s thesis. What about the
which supports this thesis? It must be :;:m] at the start that the evidence fyr
his thesis is not straightforward insofar as the case he is Lrying to make
involves discerning the cultural-critical smplications of the close ASSOCiation gf
non-scriptural allegorical meanings and literal scripeural meanings. There
are, of course, more direct statements by Philo abour the superiority of
Mosaic wisdom (to be discussed below) but these do not illustrate the
supposedly revisionary power of allegory. This may account for the fact thar
Dawson's analysis of Philo’s allegorical readings is not concerned primarily
with showing how Philo’s allegorical interpretations revise or subvert this or
that Hellenistic meaning but racher with highlighting the close attention
Philo pays to both the literal and allegorical meaning of the text. Dawson's
primary concern, as I see it, is to demonstrate that ‘Philo tenaciously guards
the specific lexical details or shape of a text whose constraincs he otherwise
seems ready to evade’.'” In other words, no example is cited which conforms
directly to the hypothetical example of allegorical revision discussed above.

Dawson begins his analysis of specific texts wicth Philo's account of the
story of Abraham and Isaac. In Somn. 1.61 ff,

that j
and h,
» Philp
fact that
' Meaning qof
|T'Iti.ﬂ1‘]'_':reran'v¢

E“l’idfncg

Philo is perplexed when Moses says that Abraham ‘came to the place
[tgpas] of which God had told him: and lifting up his eyes he saw the
place [tgpos] from afar’ e 22,3-4%: The two occiucrehies ol ‘place’
[reate a paradox because ‘place’ is the object of the verbs ‘came’ and
AW, Yet the impression of proximity conveyed by ‘coming’ and

secing 18 contradicted by the suggestion of distance created by the
modifier ‘from afy; (makrathen) 15

This texr i1 \ _ :
ustrates two things: fi it illue : | hich Philo 18
- oorst, 1t il SErate s Wy 10 wWhic
concerned with the £ » It illustrates the Y

! = - 3 . '] ﬂ
close read; Se I:-J:CLral meaning of the biblical text which he g.ubjeﬁ'!tﬂ ’-':SE
WE- decond, it show Liceral s
doe s th: ' to the liter
and 5 nor ' that Philo is not bound to

I : : ; IVE:
soluecic LY 10 solve this paradox on the level of the literal n.l_rri]iﬂl‘ij
. M to the paradoy is found ar the allegorical level and at chis level,

ONtinues DﬂWEﬂn. PI‘II![: sugge

LS two other possibilities:

g

Y
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place’ is 8 homonym (bominymia) with the tWo meanings :

¥ a o " | \

5 (Jogos) and 'God. . . | ; .
) Alchough used £wice, place’ has the single meaning of “Word® (/aeney

(b |

.'- ]
W 1‘:'# .
Then ‘place 15 given these meanings, the verse now reads one of two wave
n ' P = F
¥ h; the meaning of the modifier neaErothen italicized): e
wit

| .1'! i I
He came to the Word of which God had told him: and raising his Eﬁ” ..
iy he saw God from afar (1.e. raising his eyes, from afar, saw God), e “:; .
(b) He came to the Word of which God had told him; and raising his eyes,
he saw the Word far away (i.e. he saw that the Word was far “’ﬂ?"”'% B &
God).'®

The end result of resolving the paradox in this way is that "

both interpretations have the same underlying or allegorical mrming:: o
despite his spiritual progress, Abraham has not reached unmediated o
knowledge of the remote God but only the ‘place’ of the mediating
Word, '’ i

subversion’ thesis. It only illustrates the face chat Philo prﬂdl-l':ﬁd ' :
ngs of the biblical text, literal and allegorical. Or, to state it : fer
not think one would reach the conclusion that Philo was trying i
Greek culture if one restricted one’s investigation to close readings £
allegorical interpretations.

Allegory from the perspective of its theory of Iz ngu:

e

Dawson goes on to explore the assumptions that li? behmdthh’ |
‘terpretacion. It is one thing to surmise that Philo Pr:“m“_ﬁn*'
order tg bring Greek cultural values into scripture’s domain, quite
ask Whether or not there is something about scIiPt}lrE ﬂ_:_'“‘t-
Tﬂqujr_ea an allegorical interprecacion. The question fﬂfﬂd' b?
ust cited and 5 myriad of other texts is not only tl"F w
:’;mrpmmt!nn bur the ‘How' of allegorical intferlf-mtat:nnl;t-'
ml‘t‘ad SChipture in chis dual fashion? What is it about

: 1 allows for this? At least these appear to be the g
O answer,

Dawson sees it, Philo’s allegorical method 15 &
of sCriptural Ianguage, namely, ‘the 3 e

1eSTIE

o
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tural language to be 5inmitunenu51}- :'e]anSc-|1_r;1Fjrallal and nONrepresen;.
ational’.'® It 1s Philo’s sense of the uniqueness of biblical IE""guage in'lfyee
aspects, reprv:ﬂfnratinnﬂl and nonrepresentational, that allows him eq hold
the literal and the allegorical together. In other words, there s something
intrinsic to scriptural language that requures L-:n[h a literal and ap allegoricg
interpretarion; a point not covered by Dawson'’s madel.

The capacity of scriptural language tor representation goes back g Adam’s
success in giving the right names to the animals

According to Philo, God wants to test Adam’s ability to confer
names that would ‘bring out clearly the peculiar nartures [rediotita]
of the things [hypokermenal which bore them' (Op. Mund, 149),
Prelapsarian man passes this test easily, matching names (b/&ess) tg
bodies (sémata) and chings (pragmata) through his accurate perception
of their essential nacures (physers) (0p. Mund. 150).17

As a result “Adamic names are . . . perfect linguistic representations of non-
linguistic realities’.® The perfect correlation of the essénces of things and
Adamic names is preserved by Moses who wrote the Hebrew scriptures under
inspiration and by the inspired translators of the Septuagint. This results in
the following chain: Essences of things> Adamic names>Hebrew language
>Inspired Moses>Hebrew S¢ riptures = Inspired translators>Septuagint=
Essences of things.?!

\ Thr: other aspect of scriptural language, its non-representational dimen-
sion, is also rooted in the Adam'’s use of language.

In contrast to his depiction of |
Eden and in the mndividual ce
lators, Philo's comments on the
and fall reveal 4 fatlure
the origin of that fajly
knowledge 22

Tll'l:s failure of linguistic repre
the inadequacy of language o

Philo finds M. | |
that thtﬁdz I€ representation problematic because he believes

Man capacity to know God and the world is limited. .«

anguage’s representative power in
lls of the seventy Septuagint trans-
Genesis scenes of creation, temptation
of linguistic representation and suggest that
re lies in the necessary deficiency of human

ebigh ; tch
sentation’ has to do, first and foremost, Wit

represent (od, ,.l"l.:_'{_'ur{]ing to Dawson,

R a3

wWhen scripture appears to offer such descriptions, it does SO mer
; pedﬂgﬂf—’,i":“] concession. Anthropemorphic or O i

ﬂs = 4 [ - i

cesentations of God are aimed ar spiritually deficient

ble to approach God 1n any other way,?*

PACErs w

[ep
areé uf

. - 1 Ffgla e oL
An important implication of the non-representational nature ofseet
language 15 that

Moses cannot use language in a literal or proper sense ﬁiﬂﬁj{tﬁ i
represent che divine. If it 1s to be applied to God, lﬂﬂgﬂﬂgﬂmus'éfﬁi: :
wbused’ by the trope that Philo, following Greek grammarians as o
chetoricians, calls ‘catachresis’ (gatachrésis). * —

Allegorical interpretation involves getting around ‘the ordinary m.u-.si"'ri.'
of time, space and 1denticy’ that operate at cthe level of the literal sensﬁ.'% :

Lo R i

Consequently, in order to describe Moses' hidden wisdom about the .'_, O

soul and the cosmos, Philo must reduce the atcraction of the liceral
reading of scriprure precisely by evading chese constraings.®

{._]-,".;r:* 4
One example of this is Philo's allegorical interpretation of the E:
found in Spec. 147. This is the same story Dawson uses in his hyp
example of allegorical revisionism. It is Interesting to note, thE'
story serves to illustrate a different point entirely, namely, thac alle
Niterpretation is an inner Jewish necessity — necessary, that is, for ¢
torrect understanding of God. bt

Having introduced the historical background of this the fourth
the Jews, Philo states thar: |

those who are in the habit of turning plain stories into 1l
Atgue that the passover higuratively represents the purn'_i;a of the
Eﬁ‘f'l; for they say that the lover of wisdom is never pra isir
ing else except a passing over from the body and the pass!
F e
or [y ; : : _ ety
Wson, this texr illustrates the way in which alle:

the te f
to Mporal and spatial constraints of the literal sense ¢
Mmeneg: . o

Ph 1 . g : e -
im:u tvades the temporal character of historical
tpret botl the exodus and its annual reme
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an ever-present process of the sanctification of ic human su;lml, Pass-
over. of course, emphasizes the t'unt.em]'.unmr}' 51 ,~_,*111h'_--,u.-1.:._= of the past
historical event of the exodus. Philos ]:Ft-r.al reading of rhm— historica)
event relates the contemporary lirurgical practice to its historical
rotocype i ngt‘wi”g the unique temporal aspec s of both (Spec.
Leg. 2.146). Bur Philo also agrees with other '=ll|L"gu_r|f:-.1[ rf:guler:s of
{ scripture who claim that tlht‘ 8K |‘1pturu]_ account of the hljstl:jr][:a]
4 A (hough it occurred ‘at thar time :mi_l. 15 celebrated ‘once in
i every year’) has another, un.:h:r]l,,-ing‘ meaning L_'.l][]l:_'lifi‘[?ing soul’s
progress in virtue at any cume: ‘the ( 1'{.1-5'31:1,_;*—&::.%['1»;1]. hints at the
purification of the soul’ (Sper. Leg. 2.147). P]“]”‘_? literal reading
connects the historical event and the contemporary licurgical remem-
brance while preserving the specific character of each. But his
allegorical reading momentarily suspends the temporality of the past
historical exodus {which happened once) and the present-day licur-
gical celebration (which happens once a year) in orc ler to point out the
ever-present possibilities for human existence that they imply.*’

And just in case the final point about ‘the ever-present possibilities for
human existence’ may be taken to suggest thar Philo has abandoned the
literal meaning entirely, Dawson adds (in a foornote) chat the

suspension is only momentary because while Philo’s non-literal
reading is a perspective from which he reads the literal account of
historical and contemporary events, that reading does not replace
the literal-historical account. In this instance, Philo has inserted his
rlﬂn—Llil:r-:ra] reading (Spec. Leg. 2.147) between the literal-historical
reading (Spec. Leg. 2.146) and a literal description of the present-day
festival (Spec, Leg, 2.148-409) 28

E?:ﬂ:{”ﬁ:;hﬂﬁ itl 15 true thar Philo is drawing on the 13'1::11:12!“11c the_ﬂg

e subvtr::s 7 ;lr;tmi:lght a8 well have added chat F_h:ln's rfnc!m.ﬁ fi'iﬁng

the once-eternal 3ol onic theory of the immortality of the soul ‘by m =7

hypothetical exam km?, :hmmy created by God' (to quote Dawson® Urml:

this is the correct iIr:fer: 51 ]ng'mj_ revision cited above). Whether of
nce to draw is, of course, another matter.

ory of language

that Boyarin's understanding of Philo 15 not

derail as is Dawson's, It is, after all, @ study
de a suitable point of contrast.

out in the sam;e sort of
vl HE dl:ﬂ, hwﬂﬁl‘, F-l't:nrl
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pin situates Paul among Hellenistic Jews who, like Philo, we
quafd by a Hellenistic desire for the One’. What Boyarin means b
fn‘lmn"i:egim of Hellenistic Jewish philosophers to articulate (in I
is the ean COUNCERPATtS) 2 universal human essence, beyond difference i
cheir PA5TE Fundamental to this project was an anthropological ri:.-'

erarchy - '
E:ﬂpni; leged the spirit over the flesh, the universal over the particular.

This ‘Hellenistic Jewish cultural koiné' — che prioritizing of the E‘pﬁ‘fg"

g . T
over the body — created considerable difficulty for observant Jews ‘whiceati

marked off as a distnct community by the circumcision of the flesh. One

! |
way out of this ‘scandal’ was to interpret scripture, and the practices enjoined ﬂ
1

; : s 25
by scripture, spiritually in accordance with this ‘desire for the One’. Thus,an

anthropological dualism gave rise to a hermeneutical dualism. To demon- g
strace this point, Boyarin cites a text from Paul’s Epistle to the Romans and
another from Philo’s De Abrabamo as equivalent though independent expres- 4
sions of the hermeneurtical privileging of the spirit. ot
For when we were still in the flesh, our sinful passions, stirred up by ===
the law, were at work on our members to bear fruit for death. But now =~ =
we are fully freed from the law, dead to that in which we lay capeive. ==
We can thus serve in the new being of the Spirit and not the old one ==
of the letter, sl

(Romans 7:3— ?

4

Such is the natural and obvious rendering of the story fof Sodom
and Gomorra] as suited for the multitude. We will proceed at once
to the hidden and inward meaning which appeals to the few wh
study soul characteristics rather than bodily forms. '

;:lcnnjinf mbaﬂ}’arin, rhle_allﬁl-gnricfll he:meneufic of Pa -In

Stanece Exi:[: :1:|al'}' ::rplpus;tmn in 1!:q.al-u.:lh the meaning as i 1L. i

S¥ster Iprmr_tp its incarnation in language — thn.t_.-,'[:s’ ina
" which spirit precedes and is primary over body”

(s

In thi oK . 3
his tradition, language is representation in two Senses; i

:En I | . ¥ ] - 2
thgtﬂtlt represents the higher world, while in its fam 2
fucture of world as outer form and inner mmhmﬁ

L

5 aceg
i u“ ¥ L - 1
View o Of allegorical interpretation calls for a revi

hat ; : :
““EEnncuI Interpretacion Stems ﬁﬂﬂi L

i

Lk
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hen their mythological contents are no longer applicable or
“‘ 3 . z ! -
Rather, allegorical interpreration stems from

1PPropriage 3

5 th”_md yearning rh_r inf-':?-:.it_'u: a univocity which is only guargn.
ceed by the positing of a spiritual meaning for language Prior to jrg
expression i embodied speech J.n this H:'[]?L',I|.|.“['£._|||:]r|'i_|:'|.i INtErpreta.
tion is only a species ”j’gu_-rli-ﬂi] European _I"l'.lillll.!lé-‘.(.?l'.-:_'l'lfl'][_ notions of
meaning, including Saussures dLIé]lIEﬂ:I of the signifier and the
".]_J-.Enlﬁf.d, any notion of j['||_'-:.'!'1"-rt-t.l|fl-j.lﬂ '.l-r.].l.f ilg-l‘ut_-l'l-:.j‘n on a E-;.r”-”- atvel
pnwir_‘glﬂl pairing of signifiers and signifieds 1s alle gorical, >3

Philo’s dualistic anthropology can be seen, argues Boyarin, mostly clearly iq
his allegorical treatment of the Creation story. Philo’s imnterpretation buglds
on the fact that the Creation story 1s told twice in Genesis (Op. Mund. 16),

The first account of creation (Gen. 1.1-2:3) 15 the story of the creatign af
the ideal model on the basis of which God then creates the physical world
in the second account (Gen. 2.4). Humanity is also the object of a double

creation. In Genesis 1 Adam 1s an androgynous being made in the image of
God as ‘an idea or type or seal, an object of thoughe (only), incorparel,
neither male nor female, by nature incorruptible (Op. Mand. 134).3 In the
second creation account, on the other hand, man is formed out the clay of the
earth and ‘is an object of sense perception, partaking already of such or such
quality, consisting of body and soul. man or woman, by nature mortal” (0p.
Mand. 134). This Adam is 2 physical being, a ma
then formed

The creation of woman is
account of it as follows:

le from whom the female is

4 secondary creative act of God. Philo begins his

Bur since reated chi

l.. WCE no created thing is constant, and things mortal are
necessarily liable o changes
the first man o shoule
becomes for him the be

and reverses, it could not but be that
| experience some il fortune. And woman
ginning of blameworthy life.

(O, Mund., 131)

In his allegorical

neerpretation of thig - 3 rets to the
heart of the 15 same biblical text Philo g

ratter, according to Boyarin, Here 'Philo interprets Adam as the

= il h' 4 ;i i o g b
l e ‘:'Ln:"'{l'ﬁ 1.|“ H“‘I'-IJ:'l['rl'.iL']ll-. li'll" 'hi'li‘-"..'l' 1’_!! I‘“- {H'II

¥ Ibwd.: |5
*3 Ihad 16

M Tha - :
:h; myth of primal androgyny
aespread in late intiguity, purrln
E..i'rﬂm:m tradition’ (iki - L&)
3 Ihid.: 1920 :

ce. Wi very

A pre-lapsarian state before differes {and then

ularly among platonists in the Jewish

1 650y

e !
i H‘“‘i-i a2

v
'}
-
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- was requisite that the creation of the mind should he followed
Pﬂ“:.d';n'h' by that of sense-perception, to be a helper and ally to
jmm i—l ow is it, then produced? As the prophet himself again says
It. - '1,1,lrhrn the mind has fallen asleep. As a matrer of face ic is wher; E
;th:mmfl has gone to sleep t|'1EIt. perception begins, for conversely .
e mind wakes up perception is quenched, |

(Leg. AN 11, 24—5)36

when th

Bovarin draws the following conclusions from this:

It is easy to see here how for Philo the theory of the body and the
theory of language coincide. . . . His allegorical method, which
privileges the spiritual sense (‘the soul’), is exactly parallel to his
anthropological doctrine, which privileges mind over the corporeal.
The very necessity for humans to have senses is that which also
generates the necessity ‘to make ideas visible' through the
production of myth-like allegories.”

Preliminary reflections

some preliminary reflections on the ideas presented so far are in order. The
fisst thing to note is the similarity between Dawson and Boyarin’s account of
the philosophy of language that undergirds Philo’s interpretative practice.
Both make the point that for Philo language is a vehicle for meanings that
EXIst prior to linguistic expression and thart it refers to other more essential
tealities, spiritual and divine. It is only when you move out from a narrower
®nsideration of the character of biblical language that calls for allegorical
“eIpretation that you find che two proposals in conflicc. And here 1 am
thinking of their accounts of the ‘cultural project’ of which allegorical
m[urpret:iri;nn was SL]]'J[‘.‘[JM'L”}" d part.
[[L.ﬁ::::::t_ sees allegorical interpretation as a sort of cl“ulrutz' ﬂﬂﬁfﬂil:;cfg:_
Wnivery] }2".1'-'.1‘*'-*& and the means by .u.rhlch 5 rlupture 15 m;l € fﬂ:};ﬂs o
lension lwt::[ ]-‘IL“ gt B A A% blmF PR ﬂ[}'ff::m 38 The
"Hhmr.-{-m.wul-” narrow ethnocentrism and u_mvf:'r.*::ll mlﬂnﬂt € ns:e‘tu his
: |l‘h15r|{l ]‘_:? ?] l.I'L!'-llH-rl'l was unacceptable to C ;reeksl :mdl in respons <
JEWS soughe to demonstrate, via allegorical interpreeation,

t !.' J-:l -
articy], R : - 39
ular side of Judaism symbolised the universal.

M .
:"I""n ] i F ] ql_l:ﬂ:tﬂ

the bog % bue 1 g think his basic chesis of che dualistic privileging of the ¥ 7
i? ”JHJ ;s 2}‘ 15 :‘i']”rkd_ b L o |.II

I'E"jlll.: 37-8
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As Jewish culture, both in Palestine and _:n the Diaspora, came it
conract with other cultures 10 the Hel I.t'nnatn: +1r'|.:'[ H{:rr!;m periods, g
was faced wich the issue of how the biblical religion fits in a world
in which Jews live among other peoples. Tf.*u_- dualism of Hellenized
Judaism provides one answer to this question by .{lI{'Hunzing such
signifiers as ‘Israel,” ‘history,” and the practices of Judaism. Thys
FEiIu interprets these signifiers as having meanings of universg|
applicability. ™

Although he grants that Philo s still faichful to the literal meaning of scrip.
ture, and the practices it enjoins, he nevertheless treats allegorical INterpreta-
tion as a relarively independent phenomenon that arises out of the culeurg]
tensions berween Judaism and Hellenism.,

Dawson also sees allegory as part of a broader strategy of culeural
interaction between Judaism and Hellenism but in his view allegory is a
pragmatic thing, a ‘hook’ by which Greek cultural meanings are dragged
into the biblical world. Viewed on its own allegorical interpretation mighe
very well look like a ‘universalizing discourse’ but on balance, so argues
Dawson, it is quite the opposite. His case really rests on making the most of
Philo’s on-going commitment to the literal sense. The whole issue, therefore,
comes down to how one reads Philo’s two-fold commirment to the lireral
and the allegorical. For Dawson, allegorical Interpretation 1s not an indepen-
dent phgn-::m::nnn. As Dawson sees it, Philo has been falsely accused of
atternPtllElg to -j.nt(:rnaummlizc- Judaism by eliminating all its distinctive
Fﬁmrﬂ.' - md?fd= had Philo abandoned the literal sense altogether, his
;li:ﬁ?n;lt rZ{rjrfin:n“ff,}.{I;H;:;“;Ec- meanings with the text of sc t'jptui:E
Stk eilacstics of the Ptn[;t{;uch tf; :].Imjt.m 5|_Jr.11~.nr.u.rt_. ;itt:.{.:li?}-‘n:l[:dﬂ“n I thz
case, however, because for Philo, ser: € L-n_ﬁfmc s of culture’.** This s mlnt: E]-
it is to be enacted, practised ,'e rf’l.?'tllrj 15 not just to be read th'g‘{}ru..ﬂ 1:
sociopolitical practice or fm:"ﬂg;g‘ _ﬂénIT-i‘r'L‘} in the souls n.F []ms.u active ;nbe
enacted, practised and engraved -|, ]}1 .”L_ 1er words, the literal sense l:':-.t .
their distinet jd&nti[}e e ._r_”m: t ILFH;;L-JH of Jews who want r:u mdiﬂfa‘lﬂ
that ‘when che e .!-:l. ;; 1aspora, D;m,-snn, rl-::_-rffure,‘a_rf._.:il-g
!“fpt IN View, it becomes unn'u:tﬁ].;-”it]ri.m'f e e H.ml mt..lﬂi Prlaj_,“clm
‘MEETPretation is an effore ¢ lhf.lki {”} L]L_PM thae for EHLCK [?ﬂ; (o
dissolve Jewish identity into Gr 1: '_ ’r“']_‘i culture Jewish rather tha
eek culture’,

Mmiaj |
in problem with Dawson’s thesis

K ; Mok " : do
usti . a5 | see it, is that it does not
Justice to what Philo does best, thar s i F

£l T
interpret scriprure allegorically Ie |

R ol o el

-
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I¢ to see this as subversive when, in Dawson’s own words, his alleg .
difficult cions point to ‘the ever-present possibilities for human existe
iperpret what does one make of the fact that Philo privileges the _ e
Or ﬂHF;:‘l.ltEm]? The literal is tor the simple-minded, the ﬂlﬂgﬂriml.: Y
,;T—:mﬂdfd- These g un:rﬁtigns cannot, of course, be answered ‘;‘
reference L0 Philo’s context (to be dISL'lISEEf_] below), but it is importa ﬁf e
note the significant teNsions within Dawson’s proposal even at this . > v

Allegorical interpretation in the context of
other ‘subversive’ practices

Another angle of approach taken by Dawson is to read Philo’s allegorical
interpretarion in light ot instances of more or less direct subordination of
Hellenistic culture. What I mean by ‘instances of more or less direct sub-
ordination’ are examples of subordination that do not involve allegorical :
interpretation. According to Dawson, Philo directly subordinates Greek
culeure to Judaism 1n the following ways: :

1 ‘'having scripture directly proclaim {i.e. not via allegory] Hellenistic
philosophical wisdom, particularly Stoic ethical teaching’;™ '

2 subordinating the classical sources themselves (though anenymously) by

making them ‘echo scriptural meanings’s'’ e _
3 forcing ‘classical texrs to corroborate or bear witness directly to the mean=
Ing of scripture’,*® : rﬁ_ﬂj‘;l__‘rﬁ

This line of thoughe 1s, of course, reinforced by Philo’s direct stﬂtemmi%%.:'

fegarding the superiority of Mosaic wisdom. As Dawson puts it, P
s
The subordination of classical sources to scripture receives a decisive ?w
turn when Philo underscores Moses' temporal priority and spiricual
authoricy, explicitly asserting that Moses, as author of scrip *-. G

& .‘a‘_ . E,
L ] i
(] l-1 I-.I

15 Ibid; g9 5

46 Th; e L I
:E:iml:; Examples cited include Poster €, 138: ‘only the wise man is ﬁ'ﬁ'm’“
0 nagy i m'lf" I"“"_‘ ten thousand masters of his body'; Magr Abr. 128: ‘to . gy
Efitereg E . ttn;‘ aim extolled by the bese philesophers’ ‘whenever the.

is inj1ln:1 virtue's pach, walks in the track of right reason and follows L€
and g '9ns, and always and in all places recogmzing them all as valid
*Peech’; and Migr Abr. 129: ‘the actions of wise men are AoChin

& E:T: of God' ”w"?. r... |
Le, Pltr:ﬂl 994: 108, An example of this is found in Praem
% Wson lu';gr:'l:ﬂ with Philo H-Eﬂ.i!ﬂ!l: Owvid. i :
i Pl oo 108 Examples of this are Fug. 61-61 wher

‘cited as witnesses o the meaning =
the lli;u: ::me idea [as the one presented in sc 5
the I:u:ginning of the rhitm!'.h‘
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Pff"ff'df-‘S the Elﬂﬁsicﬁtaut]mrs in time and surpasses them in wisdom
(see Vir. Mos. 1.21).

This claim to superiority 15 a standard .;-!-rnm made by Jews in ﬂ[fxﬂndrm
since the days of Aristobolus® and has often h““] interpreted as apologee
in intent. Dawson follows more recent sc holarship®! in arguing that this sor
of claim is really addressed to a Jewish audience with che intent ui'd:_-ﬁ-_-ndgng
the unique identity of the Jewish com MUunity

Allegorical (and literal) interpretation in the
context of Alexandrian politics

In Dawson's view, Philo’s on-going commitment to the literal sense is alsg 4
political necessity arising out of the unique circumstances of che Alexandrian
Jewish community. And it is here, at the intersection of interpretative and
political interests, that a case for ‘subversion’ has to be made. On Dawson's
reading of the situation, literal and allegorical interpretation constitute a
two-pronged response to the position the Jewish community found itself in
the mid-first century CE
S The Jewish community in Alexandria enjoyed the constitutional right to
self-gnve.rnment under the Ptolemies and Romans. While the Jewish
community considered their constitutional ri ghts to be on par with those of
the Greek polis (and indeed Jews such as Philo were probably full citizens),
g *thE-GrEEk Perspective these rights were seen to be in conflict with the
::nsmu!:mna] status and political interests of the polis. Under thelREEim
e :ﬂtir;s::]r; t;:;:: E?;E::;ksja?d Jews was compou r.ur_Eud by the incroduc-
BT Exsrinsion of cifi;fnifk fzr a_l]r.ncm—:mzf:?r. [umluchr{g most _]EWFj
Egyptians. In other Sl 1Ke .pr:l‘irl]('g_;f:ﬂ to {:rcuk~5]wakmg,1educ:mﬂ_
» alongside the tension between the Greek and

Jewish communities .

there arose an . ; ]
i |r|[[.|']"§{_‘ = 343 Lr i whu wﬂs

authentically Greek 32 intra-Greek rivalry over

Y

49 Dawson 1994
10 :
3T, 160, Aer. M jﬂthﬂ examples are found in Quaest in G. 3.5, 4.152; Omn. Prob. 33,
50 Aristobojus .a!s:u: th] Hh-w" Somn. 1.58; and Spec. Lep. 1,44

evident thar Phtﬂ Imaj.; 1 ':Jrf‘.:kﬁ h{‘gj-n from the J'.II']||I:_|1-.I:]]3|'|}' of the Iit"l'.l]'['wﬁl for ‘licis
in it, For ; that he had investigared thoroughly each
SERcE che CONquests of .I:I ' had been translaced by others before Demetrius Phalercus,
the Hebrews, oy .F:JI t.xan.jr_-r and the Persians. The pirts concerning the exodus of
ppened to them :l-:mr “Ountrymen, ouc of Egype, the fame of all the things hat
; + HIE conquest of the land, and the detailed account of the entift

larion (were trg

w‘hjnp ﬁrﬁm :Ela;ed}l‘a]sﬂ It 1% "l'f'rjn' E]T_‘Hj’ |_'|'|3|- -[i“:. i'!hliﬂ‘.-ilr]!}ht’l’ m,r:n".ﬂnr_'d ﬂhu"r'l!' el
“hﬂﬂhlﬂd i]'“:r ZdWm very learned, as was Pythagoras, who rransferred m“;;:
' . -arated them ingg hg own system of beliefs' {Eusebius, Pras

orch 1985: Bic
1956 169-93 39).
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pewson sees Philo’ o 1 e
¢rinsic part of this poiitica strulggle. Opponents of the Je
munity such as FL]:H{m. put furwurd their {:.‘IrWI'I competing accounts of
'.:D-mrtitll origins of Judaism (in keeping with his Ptolemaic predeces
;;&érhn]‘-ﬂ According to Apion, the Jews were aliens and barbaric ath ists
nd Were seeking rights t!jc}-'- 5]“-}111;{ nn:}hzwe (Apron Ilfﬁ [‘,F.l]}, They ,I,. 7
pecn justly ﬂpuj_lm;l from Egypt in Moses’s day Iand, h}r. implication, shoule
1ot expect anything better in the current sicuacion (Apson 11.2 [8]), If Philo
was to respond o these charges .:md defend Jewish rights, reasons Dawson,
he would have to counter Apion on the literal level* Hence, Philo’s
criticism of ‘extreme allegorists’ who, in Philo’s opinion, treat the literal
ense of the law ‘with easy-going neglect” (Migr. Abr. 89). What this rext
goes on to say, argues Dawson, 1s that the extreme allegorists are dﬂﬂgﬂl’ﬂuﬂi
apolitical, living ‘as though they were . alone by themselves in a
wilderness’ (Migr. Abr. 90). Thus, Philo’s concern for the literal meaning as _
expressed in this text is to be interpreted as a concern for preserving the
correct level of political engagement; one which will secure the place of the
Jewish community 1n Alexandria. __
In the De Vita Moszs Philo presents his own counter-counter readmg
[srael’s origins. Moses's situation of oppression is presented as a pmmtp];fﬂgff:_:”,
the contemporary situation (Viz, Mos, 1.36). Jews, then and now, are 'sﬂ:__' _"f_
and friends anxious to obtain equal rights’ (Vit. Mas. 1.35). In fact (and
moving on to the offensive), Moses and his laws ‘most perfectly embody th
ideals of Greek culture’.’® Philo elevates Moses to the status b tru
P h’lm“l:'ht‘f"king, supreme law-giver, and founder of a perfect polity
Mos. 1.21-24, 32, 60-62, 148; 2.2, 12). |
Thus, what has previously been understood as a defensive stance, EIEner i =
::3:::] E::_Fl.an a;;q[ngr:nj.; or in terms s sh oring Up SAgEIng :]ewish bel,:&fl-g .
Vit M:J:? “ d'“‘* religious tradition, is ucruﬂll_vl an II{HEEI'[S]"J’E‘ stﬂncflsmi. '-7]%‘ ¢
oy mjs. a‘ dressed to Jews, and Duwsl-::m thinks it 1s, _tt:ff are | 115
ik .?St clLt.t'l'l-EI‘ltH.'. way to be G.reelc 15;2311& Emhmmrd: éﬂzi v s
i hf_"ﬁl: u“-::lé'li'_ummum, U|.:r::_*:,.-'.u'|g Jewish Ia:wi; In uth:lsr wo mGE Uy
Bokive [ anﬂtt}:{_}fi as deficient Judaism'. _ﬁccﬂrc!lfilighf_ﬂ i o
iblical i e O indeed the main motive behin uis. €l e
Pretation — is to persuade fellow Hellenized Jews

P[nna‘:l . - L PR
If @ 2y Greco-Roman religious culture was now available in tl .
Wi Jewish scriprure’,’® :

t|5*1'n i1

53
b B Manethg and A

Wson 100y pion were Egyptians.
35 []:Hd | 9-'}4- 118.




TONATHAN DYCK

Critical reflections

o outline an alternative account of the politics of

allegorc
L. _ 2orical
Before I go ffer some critical remarks on the w

; : - 0 Y 10 whick
rpretation, 1 want to : e - :

- li; 3 recun;tmiﬁ Philo’s ‘purpose’. The overall aim of Allegorical Ryggs

Daws

i< to ‘describe how ancicnt pagan, "]tf“liﬁ]h EHIH.r 'L?hlr'i*’-.1l|1.]|n-.|lr'|[.|:.:rl-.re|_-ﬁfr5 used
allegory to endorse, revise, and subvert LUI'.I?I]"N. [ !_”‘f_ WOl .l.l x:j{.xu}. -:mdlt %Urn‘m o
Jife"® According to Dawson, pdgan IHTL”?TFLF [a%ln 1] as Heraclitus the
grammarian used allegory to ru:_nf{w_e L']~1|1L”.-'~ '*1 hj *1_ ‘R'}_ 1|-L rEn Philo used i
eo revise and/or subvert the dominant culture and way o m_’ 4

One could, of course, quibble about the options ]"l-:l'-:_".‘if_'z'ltL'd_. ].Iu_* word ‘sub-
vert. is too loaded a term and one cannot, In my view, realistically say that
Philo was seeking to subvert Hellenistic culture, ler alone Roman rule, Iy
my preliminary reflections | mud.r the point that I).m-;hnr] Seems to have lost
sight of the fact that, despite his ILlL?':l]—lL'[J!'I'I[ITIJ['!'HLI‘JI ., Philo [_‘:-.rj‘lr'_l]f.'ge_f. the
allegorical over the literal. It 1s, cherefore, difhcult to see ]1sz }”5_ fascination
with ‘things spiritual’ is bur a stratagem in the service of a project of sub-
version. Subordinate’ is a betrer term 1n that one could well imagine Philo
himself using this term to describe his views on the superiority of Judaism.
Dawson may very well have caprured an aspect of what Philo thought he was
doing when he brings Greek cultural meanings and Jewish scripture into
such close contact. But the problem with this assessment — and it is a serious
problem — is the lack of sensitivity to what I would call the ‘discursive
weight' of Philo’s interpretative practice. In assessing the politics of
allegorical interpretation one has to recognize that what Philo thought he
Was doing was not necessarily coextensive wicth whac Philo in fact did. In

this regard, Boyarin seems more on target when he notes that:

As loyal a Jew as Philo was, he could not entirely escape the conse-
quences of his allegorizing in a dey
and genealogy of Israe] Where physical history and physical ritual

m-:lst.unl}r tO point to spiricual meanings, the possibility of crans-
cending both s always there 5

aluing of the physical practices

The poi 8.2 on : -
ua";'“ jt I. o ,mﬂk’”E 15 a social theoretical one: Dawson does not ﬂdﬂf
quately distinguish berween intention and social consequences. The 1ssue 0

;T:::;;{;nierq:l;:t;i ]'::a_ts to do with an i5f~1ug already raised Eslrlir;r, nnmely,{l!::s
Over againss che Lit: nirr: Independence of Philo’s ulltg:}.ﬂcﬂi mtcr]:nlremmﬂd
times over S ral, %tt us.rtﬂen:: again on whar Philo qur:E-_ il tlml.;ric
commenta lﬂﬁlmcmtea Greek meanings with scripture. I_-II:; alleg :
Y cumulatively resrares Judaism in a Hellenistic idiom, and 00

fassive scale. Why might this be an important thing to do? If Philo 15
59 Ibid.: |,

.' "? Boyarin 1994. 35,
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with preserving the identity of his community then why pr
concerned ¥ rpretation in the first place, and on this scale? Anc
llegorica mwnpr n.;r be ‘most authentically Greek’ anyway? Is not “fidelit
wmlld,a‘] E“; Wl:ufmcs enjoined as law by scripture'®! — fidelity to the literal
the IE]l'?]E;:tt i.ws — enough to maintain Jewish identity? Why then the
sense U rl method? What these questions are driving at is this: full
ﬂl[fgﬂnc:t of a cultural activity or social practice requires a view of the way
:assn;r:’:'-‘h the symbolic order of the community is constructed and main. I
L:l:fd over time. Individual human activity is always meaningful activiey
and can be approached from the por nt .nF view of individual intentions and
motives, But meaningful human activity can also be approached from the
point of view of the social conventions (and attendant conventional mean-
ings) of which ic is a part. No single individual creates these patterns and
conventions nor do individuals control the consequences of their actions. In
other words, meaningful action exists within the dialectical movement
between individual intentions and motives on the one hand and social
conventions and unintended consequences on the other.

Dawson is on the righe track in his introductory chapter when he defines
the liceral meaning as the commonsensical or conventional meaning that is
generated by a community’s ‘unselfconscious decision to adopt and promote
dcertain kind of meaning’.%? The allegorical meaning is said to challenge the
tonventional meaning and is therefore (potentially) revisionary. Dawson does
fecognize the possibility chat the allegorical meaning is the conventional '
meaning (and in that sense the ‘literal meaning’ for the group that accepts it 48
o ©ommonsensical) but he doesn'’t seem to consider this a real possibility in
Fh'lﬂﬂfﬂﬁE- My question therefore is this: Was allegorical inrerpretﬂiﬂﬂ"ﬂﬁ"_ 24
Eﬂ?fntlﬂnﬂl meaning for Philo and the social group of which he was a part? "f
m:;*;;ﬂ?rm;t the pGSE.ihili.[}-’.t['-mt Phi.Iu's alltl-gnrjca! rteadiﬂgs !"Ilnl:tiﬂql# W’ i 3 a*
T mn;: EEHE}ls of Fiulfu S 1m E‘[".IE'dIIEle 504?1&1 group? Could i be thiﬁ?ﬁ'k ¥
S Ph?!ur,m &S, intentional or uu.unt_e-nnunal, of the El]Egunmlﬂ];‘m:if' _
and the Pﬂljti{? ‘;”:ﬂﬁ A part was to maintain the cultural SfMEHEEH - Gmg e -
ntentigp. 14 :;: authority of Rome? It may not be possible to wutf ; _ e
Ef-‘l't:;mi l"-’EIS and social consequences :_;nf such a vast corpus o e
‘-‘-fﬂﬂtive}rrew:!'l not actempt it here. I Iw:li, hnwe'vEr, ﬂl-'tﬂf'lnlri,:t .
ilo's i Eﬂprﬂ::_ing, UI‘H:_ which takes seriously the ‘conventi - i
IVe practices, -+

.II"“IJ .1

: iy S e
ilo'g i r: dccount of the politics of allegorical 1n:
®Nts concerning rival interpretative trac
wiy T :;I,-.
] E, . ut'.-" : 3 -

)
el
i
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thesis would, of course, require a much hm‘“‘lti [7"‘".5"' “.f SUpport but thjg
the best place to start. Philo's comments on .[ ‘lL' extreme ai“(_:;z{}ri&t.':i' and
literalists’ are, in the first INSCANCE, STAEMENLS about what he is not doing,
Bur in the course of differentiating his own interpretative agenda from ghe
extreme allegorists and literalists Philo himselt :'-.1|f.m,. the issue of the politics
of interpretation. That is o say, in the course Ic.:r ll.l!_"r][-lﬂlls!, these other inter.
pretative traditions he draws on the language f‘f poLitics.

In line wich My reservarions about Dawson's thesis, the qLescion !‘-’-Etk to
answer is this: To what extent was Philo’s allegorical interpretation an ifiter-
pretative convention or tradition that generated ‘conventional’ (as in socially-
endorsed) meanings for his immediate social group? I answer this question
by placing Philo and his comments about rival traditions in the contexe of
the politics of Alexandria and in the context of the Jewish tradition of
allegorical interpretation.”

Extreme allegorists and Iiteralists

I begin with the extreme allegorists. We noted above that Philo is critical of
those who treat “the laws in their literal sense . . . with easy-going neglect’
(Migr. Abr. 89). To be sure, continues Philo, the laws do teach us spiritual
things (as appropriated via allegorical interpretation): the Sabbach teaches us
‘the power of the Unoriginate’; the festivals che gladness of soul’; and
circumcision ‘the excision of pleasure and all passions’ (Magr. Abr. 91-92).
Bur one should not neglect keeping these laws in their literal sense in the
e way as one should not neglect the bady which is the ‘abode of the soul
(Migr. Abr. 93). This body-soul dualism, connecting body to law and alle-
gorical meaning to soul, also embraces t ; :
— the practices that embody
neglecting the J
of his argumen

he social sphere, Neglecting the law
what it means to be Jewish — is tantamount o
ewish community itself, This 15, at any rate, the implication
_ MEnt against the practice of allegorical interpretation alone
Living as disembodied souls, as if knowing ‘neither city nor village nor
hDLI.'EI.:h{]th. nor any company of human hriﬁga at all' is nat.a socisllzEu
1.r:runr_Il]nrmall]; feutral ace but rather an act of neglect, the neglect of one’s city,
;Eig:; ]"]a:uarhr‘}!:] thl human company in general. [f we accept that thets

“h extreme allegorises within the Jewish community, then it would

appear thar they e :
d?:?n : t-ht} no longer concerned themselves with maintaining the
! It 'EJEI HJIEHI:HF {J'.F th!_ _].T.'Wi"-:h L'{ln]rﬁunjtulr.
f the light of Phil' .
. L5 ['""trwhtimmr intereet in alle ieal ipterprecacion

and indeed for the g interest in allegorical I

life of contemplation (with the I'herapeutae), this tex

6% 1 re i
FOognize the fra i : 4 : . lus
arnwd Ps.- Aristeus —Ebr::J]:dF? nature of the evidence for such a tradition — i.e. Aristobo

£ i!- II!I_'," 'rjf'p.l th 4 - [ EU[[
ml'ﬂ‘;' x A the g - F 3 [y SO0
“n'l'l. Th._“_ '-'l.'.ll'!r]! h Jm]l-ll'llll'..‘- I‘I‘I..ll' EXISL J_'.Il:.IJI'I

g Fion may be dire ; a feature of 3
common polirical and caltoml fnfimnm:.::r but it may also simply be

168

.

co MOrE of a rearguard action than anything else. Just because Philo
g B el meaning of scripture does not mean that he has elevated it
us of the allegorical. In the larger scheme of things it is seill the

he two. According to Philo, intentionally abandoning Jewish djs-
rous for the person involved and indeg

amnunt
Jefends €
{0 [hl:' s

erof €
|esser of :
inceives is dange d for the community

Jf. If there were those "’*'”hfi” .r_h{-_jewmh community who consciously
L mplated abandoning the distinctive practices of Judaism, Phila’s point
T:]I;Etr:nfuumgn: them not [.“ do so. I do not l?nrilwt, ]mwever, that the main
sotive lying behind E]“]” s work was the defence of the unique pracrices (or
history) of Judaism. If that is what he wanted to do, why practice allegorical
interprecation at all?

My argument that this text is a rearguard action and not a statement of
Philo’s fundamental motive i1s supported by his comments about the
liceralists. It is these comments that provide a real opening on the politics of
allegorical interpretation at the level of both conscious motives and un-
intended consequences.

It would appear that there were those within the Jewish community who
were not at all incerested in allegorical meanings. Far from admiring them

for not selling out like the extreme allegorists, Philo belittles them as
follows:

It may be that men of narrow citizenship will suppose that the
lawgiver delivers this very full discourse about digging wells, but
those who are on the roll of a greater councry, even this whole world,
men of higher thought and feeling, will be quite sure that the four
things propounded as g subject of inquiry to the open-cyed laversios
ontemplation are not four wells, but the four pares of chis universe,
lang, warter, air, heavens.

(Sommn. 1.39)

:E‘;niilrr{;l;::r _l'ttf'“'[ ‘“‘_LI{'T d .i §C |_1,~'.5mn: ('%rnt'_sis 20.32; isl n.ﬂij“ in itself ;-:ig-
to the Jitbml‘.;]f stgnificant for Philo is the face that by limiting rhem:?rl:es
ONCeptinng of ;flm”ﬂ of the texts the literalists do not have access to higher
*9phy of jag i, .:mi i .n"“i”}’- Recall Dawson's discussion of Philo's phl:l:
The itter t ‘E‘J-“:r"* that it is both representational and non-representational.
i‘df‘quate]}; ‘s. p::Lt h‘}ﬂ to do with the limitations of human langulagc "Ef
la“ﬂﬂagf un_]}utk of ‘j!"-'iﬂt reality: hence the need for Moses to nhuﬂt
the lln-gl;,ph Speak of God in anthropomorphic terms. It is a concession 0
Whifh !Eﬂd;ﬂ:lcarl.'d_ masses. Literalists have an jnadequate hr:.rm_
0 an 'Nadequate concept of God. This priﬂritiz_pn

they What IE;FIT ,'i:f:nfl s found rep.r;-am:li!}r in_ Phi‘lﬂjﬂ wurk. -. "
Al "€ ‘mep of e Mt_:f- me ai.'n.:_lull: til'ne htemilsts 1s whe Q.Les
80riseg on th Pow citizenship’, literally ‘micro

® other hand; ‘are bn Hik roll of a

-
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-1 other words, allegorists are cosmopolitans. T way]d

whole world’; : : : i argue
that the choice of words does not simply tell us something about the relatiye
: calcural standing of literalists and allegorists — the unsophisticated versus

che sophisticated, the uneducated versus the i‘fh'L_'fle’tl T]IE' use of politicy]
cerminology tells us something about the way in which Philg POSitions
himself as an allegorist (though not an extreme OnNe) over F-lg'rllﬂ.':it others
within the Jewish community who, among other things, practise only literg)
interpretation. _ :

The word mzkropolités is a relatively rare word in Lll_“‘?“'fﬂl sources. [t s
used in a literal sense by Xenophon in his description of the siege of Athens
By htts s now 51!|"iier:ir_1.?:’. the H‘il['l][' pain they had inflicted upen
‘the people of el stares. 5 ﬁ. few decades later :I'LL“?L-..]H!]ES uses it with
reference to the lesser allies of Athens who ‘were afraid of the secret
diplomacy of the greater [city-states such as Athens} e

Philo’s usage is closer to Aristophanes's use of the term in describing the
politics of Cleon in his play Knights. The play 1s an L1|lf_-gnr.3,r about the
politics of Athens after the death of Pericles Cleon, the leader of the ‘hawks',
advocates an aggressive policy in their conflict with the Spartans. In the play
he is represented by the tanner Paphlagon who takes over the house of Mr
Demos (Athens) by demagogic means. His rival is Sausage Seller. Sausage
Seller out-manoeuvres Paphlagon at his own game and frees Mr Demos from
this tyranny. In the course of the debate berween these two rivals Sausage
Seller offers this comparison: unlike Themosthenes, who filled Athens's cup,
Paphlagon ‘tried to turn the Athenians into tiny-townies [mikropolitai] by
building partitions and chanting oracles’.®® In other words, Cleon’s politics
is characterized by appealing to the less noble instincts and impulses of the
populace: it is rash, short-sighted, rabble-rousing, corrupt and dangerous.

Dio Chrysostom, a near contemporary of Philo's, takes a similar line in his
discourse to the citizens of Tarsus. He cites Athens and Sparta as examples )

the fate reserved for arrogance and greed. Tarsus was the leading ity of

Cilicia _and had prospered greatly under the reign of Augustus. But her
prosperity was threatened h}r t;.]'mrt_gjl;_{im d policies. One of the pr{:hl{:mﬁ Wil
the so-called linen-workers’ who were sometimes treated as common rabble
“‘_‘1‘5' at other times regarded as ‘part of the city’. Dio Chrysostom argues that
since they are long-standing residents of the city they should be treated

. 2 S I . ) q-

- : ambiguity regarding the .
con e : e : o
ducive to strife and disagreement’."” Another problem 15 a cerritorial di

:w with "“f people of Mallus, a small ne ighbouring town. Dio th}'m'*w:;
horts the citizens of Tarsus to rise above the Mallusians, It is beneath the

& Xenophon, Hellenica 27
thon, 2,10,
i‘i Aeschines, Epiitulac 2,210,
s ;:m Knights 817,
| Cheysostom, Discaurses 34,2127
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Rl excited and to have recourse immediately to the assereion e
o be Ul ad rto feel excited 1s rather to be expected of small-town

Jurhﬂnt}r 3 (i ) el

L

pa. | ki ;o
[i"'*”'{’m‘wlrIr ace suggests that Philo had more in mind in calling Htﬂuh’mx’"'_ e

This eyide

m,{mpult[ﬂ MR ;
of course, that Philo’s language and conceptuality draws on the Stoie
truk, !

which was cosmopolitan in orientation. As Koester says, ‘Its point
of reference is not the political community {as in the polis], but the universe:
a0t the gods of the polis, but the divine power Df.the entire world of
narurr:'-w And 1t 15 true 1Elmt ]Jhl.h}'l calls fellow allegorists cosmopolitans in
his text and elsewhere ' Bur this should not be taken to mean thar such a
cosmopolitan’ PEISpECtive was without political implications.

Before looking more closely at che political implications of the micro-
]:.uluam'ljrem]lsr versus cosmopolitan/allegorist taxonomy, it is important to
aote that Philo’s remarks are in keeping with his Jewish allegerical pre-
decessor Aristobolus. Aristobolus, writing perhaps in the second century
peE, was critical of che literalises as well;

And I wish to exhort you to receive the interpretations according to
the laws of nature and to grasp the ficting conception of God and
not to fall into the mythical and human way of thinking about God.
For our lawgiver Moses proclaimed arrangements of nature and
preparations for great events by expressing that which he wishes to
say in many ways, by using words that refer to other matters (I
mean matters relating to outward appearances). Therefore, those
who are able to chink well marvel at his wisdom and at the divine
Sparit in accordance with which he has been proclaimed as a prophet
also. . . . Bur to those who have no power of understanding, but who

. ; .
Irfdtvﬂtﬂi to the letter alone, he does not seem to explain anything =
Clevared '

(Praep. Ev. 8. (2=

] ; o el SPR

mjstﬂdm;:ﬂ ﬁ;iﬂ. .dls.rmj:msh.u-»; I_mrween LWO ir{terpreml:ive appru?;chtm____;_' i

: o1c tradition is also in evidence in phrases such as ac d
mgllﬂH;?? ;]tl ”I:_r_”“"- Note also the same concern for anthm

Jewish ﬂl"’-‘gnrjce:] 3 suggests to me that Ph1l_u was part nfbfa Inng tradi

al interpretation in Alexandria.”® If chis is the ﬂﬂsﬂ.

W0 the |

§ d
ﬁg P 34,4 v,
T N::l;:r 1995, 143
le g ¥
'.f] iy 'ritjzrmm:;'llf his ﬁ:'”l.‘.l"l’l' ﬂ"'l-'gﬂrists in :]u‘s I.'Egi.l'd are the "he
7y € Sayy 4 Ve and of the world' (Vie, Cont, 90).
J The g 1579 ang 2 221-2
Milaritjpg bttween' 1

s than simply cheir level of philosophical sophistication. Touie =8
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evidence is necessary to really establish this point), then ope Must algg
~eckon with the conventional meanings generated by this tradition. In gghey
words. if we think of Philo as one of a long line of participants in a long.
established discourse then we need to ask ;]]'?I[‘.-LIL’ fht':l:m_--;uljmg,g gencrated by
the discursive tradition itself and not simply Philo's own tndivid g
contriburion. I would also argue that the conventional Cleaningstofithis
eradition were bound up from the beginning wich Alexandrian politics.

The Alexandrian context (again)

It is necessary at this point to go over the political situation of the
Alexandrian Jews again, but chis time in more detail. As we saw earlier, the
political constitution of the Alexandria was flawed wich respecr to the Jews
Members of the Jewish community as a whole were probably classified as
‘privileged residents’ (epitimor Eatoikor) enjoying the right to selt-government
and to live according to their anceseral laws. These rights were granted by
the Prolemaic emperors and reaffirmed by imperial Rome. A three point
relationship obtained between the Jewish community, the Alexandrian polis
and the empire (Ptolemaic and Roman). Because their consticutional position
was established and maintained by the empire, the Jewish community had a
vested interest in maintaining favourable relations with the emperor on the
one side, and in fostering peaceful coexistence with the Greek citizens of
Alexandria on the other

A key problem with regard to the status of the Jewish community
involved the meanings of the key terms themselves in that they are now used
in a broader sense and now in a narrower sense.”3 Polités generally means
enfranchised citizen’ but it can simply mean ‘resident’.”™ Politera can denote
citizenship’, ‘constitution’, ‘civic rights’ or even ‘way of life’. Alexandrés can
refer to ‘Alexandrian citizen' of resident of Alexandria’, Individuals such as
Philo probably enjoyed the starus of full citizenship bt the commitlyiae
whole had to make dq with something less precise, though they pmh:{bly
thought of it in terms of 1€ politeia (the term is used by Josephus) or equil
rights. Philo uses the term tottmia (equality of privilege'):

For stran gers,

In my judgement, must be regarded as suppliants of
those who rec

; €ve them, and not only as suppliants but sertlers and
riends who are anxious to o

burgesses and are near to bein
from the original inhabitante

ain equal rights (isptimia) with the
£ citizens because chey differ lictle

(Vit. Mas. 1.35)

';5 I am fplluwjng Barclay 1996, 607
4 Liideritz has recently demonseratedd

nate
member of a pofiteunsa o ‘ethinic as

thar the word pafités would not be used to desig
miﬂ.ti'ﬂl.. &ff Ii‘l_dc-[jl'? IEH)..'!_
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L
s

mmunity as a whole was probably happy with the ambi guity 3
wish €0 long as they were able to interpret them as being on par with
of the cerms 1115 amf;“m_g or at least on the right side of the line dividing the
the Gl‘ﬁl‘ i;}:’agﬂi“- a slippery term) from foreigners (xenoi) and Egyptians,
.Jl.ll]eﬂn;f:::}rﬂ-k .J:.(:I'S]T?‘—"f'-"v{"_”_ﬂ the ocher hEJ.I'I.LL the mast impnrtam &is.,
ror® [n would be between citizens of the polis and all other residents of
;:T:;Edrla including the J S : :

But what about the Jm-r_;tl.:.-'.r:. and allegorists? "Cl.’-'rlhalt surtl of political
cerests do these modes of interpretation represent? The literalists too
~ould have had an interest in the right :}f the Jewish community to conduct
s own internal affairs. Like the community as a whole they too would have
heen interested in keeping the imperial government ‘on side’. Philo's social
class would also have had the same interest but much more was at srake for
them in all of this. Because the wealthy Jewish aristocracy benefited the maost
from close co-operation with the Romans and close association with the
upper classes in Alexandria they also had the most to lose if the political
status of the community as a whole took a turn for the worse. A narrowly
partisan micropolitan politics was the last thing they needed. :

Those who had Alexandrian citizenship or aspired to Alexandrian
citizenship were particularly vulnerable to the Apion’s charge that Jews were
1t or could not be authentic Greeks. At the centre of his charge, as
Frserved by Josephus, is the question of God. ‘But besides this, Apion
BIeLS to us chus: “If che Jews (says he) be citizens of Alexandria, why do

A, worship the same gods with the Alexandrians?™’ (Apson 116 [T1]). j::'_
gi-ﬂn;ﬂﬂtﬁﬂdﬁ ['hi'lf !FJE“-'S- are in facr citizens thf‘}’ would also Wﬂ'ﬁhlp th-ﬂ' )
5 0

bR the Alexandrians. Worship of the gods was, of coutse, a central civie 8
Vit i : : |
Y even if one was sceptical as to their existence.

t thi i _ -
this atrack fepresents, therefore, is an attempt to define political

Citizenshin | k :

5ituatm:lp :in unambiguous culcural terms.”” Philo’s pelitical response to
Ln o T . ! i

Jewish f Gaius is to appeal to the historical privileges granted to the

;::2“;{:‘?;:};1115 ciltural response (and indeed the response of his
Bl '.:] gl .;tnd Ps.-Aristeas) to the charge thlar they were not
P ll'bfﬁfalkmg, with the Greeks was to reinterpret Jewish
r”UIIE ﬂtfur;n;mm{;.tmlmm- !Eisln-[.m_ What Philo is saying to the Greeks (ﬂsﬁ
HIsist op ,L,]-EWI:‘:‘]Wh at he is saying to other highly acculcurated jew.s who
RS We are » 8 themselves in the mirror of their significant n:hFrs} is e

‘urhE"“':"l”}’ Greek'. It is my view that the majority of le

lare
e [
thig sort. WS could ngt be bothered with positive accommoda

Predece
"N par,

US, it i & : _
g im) stﬂ_.: * 8 coincidence thac Philo (as Aristobolus and Ps.-Aris
th the : %% the universal dimension af Judaism beginning of

) 1€ of God. The line that separated Jews and
G alsyy T
"t s e ot R

1=
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Alexandria must not be interpfﬂtf-‘d_ as a L_‘“?lmhiéﬂ'“'-ﬁ dL'%mlmrir:un of fiy]]
citizens from all the rest, and f:ﬂpe_r:*mlty with regard to Philo’s socig| class.
The question as to the doctrine of God and all f|1illl' Hows frﬂm that must ng,
be understood as an impediment to Jews wanting to participate fillysiy
Alexandrian society. | would, thfnl::fnre, descri |:r§ .ztlic;:,unc;t] Interpretation g
« universalizing discourse of empire. The tradition of allegorical Intetpret-
ation from Aristobolus to Philo dr:'mﬁﬂEEI_ﬂL“L'S o W"Ii.itltﬂt{:nt Certain Zroups
within Judaism were actively participating in political and ;ultum] dis-
courses of empire. [ do not mean this in an abstrace sense bur with reference
to the particular situation of the Jews in Alexandria and in the Ptolemajc
and Roman empires. It 1s my view that the umver:‘;ztl approach or VIEWpDint
taken by Jewish allegorists from ﬂmmhn[ga o Philo was a view of things, a
type of thinking or consciousness, a way of seeing the world that was shaped
by the cultural and political imperialism of Greece and Rome. In other
words, it was a type of social consciousness with very specific political
implications. What allegorical interpreration seeks to demonstrate is thac
Jews are not just equal partners in Alexandria as guaranteed by the empire
but are in face 1deal world citizens (commapalztai) — or should we say imperial
citizens?'®

Conclusion

I come back, by way of conclusion, to the task that Dawson sets himself
which is to ‘describe how ancient pagan, Jewish, and Christian interpreters
used allegory to endorse, revise, and subvert competing world views and
forms of life’.”” It is my view that, far from revising (let alone subverting)
Grer]rf culture and imperial rule, Philo was endorsing it. Not necessarily ina
conscious way but rather by participating in a discursive tradition that
sought to recast Judaism in a form appropriate to its imperial and cosmo-
politan epvirunment. Philo represents a form of Judaism which had come 0
terms with a high degree of socio-cultural and political assimilation and
acculturation. Furthermore it accommodated Judaism to the dominant

cul i I ical | . -
: ::iure via practices such as allegorical interpretation without abandoning
It distinceive traditions and practices,

. 1o part

Icipate imaginatively on both the political and culeural fronts s
> 15 ,,Nl!ﬂnlL comes out clearly in Spec. Leg, 10 and 47-50.
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LTHNIC CONTINUITY IN THE JEWISH
DIASPORA IN ANTIQUITY

Crideon Bobak

One of the commonest assumptions underlying the academic study of the 5
Jewish communities of the Gracco-Roman world is the certainty of Jewish :'-__._-'
ethnic continuity in diaspora settings. Ancient Jews, according to this line of
thought, were committed to an ancestral heritage that ensured cheir
separation from non-Jews and, with a few minor exceptions, secured:!he :#.‘ ¥
continuity of Jewish existence even outside the Jewish homeland.! m
model, which is clearly based on the experiences of the mediaeval J’e_wﬁﬁx e "
disspora, often determines the ways 1n which the fragmentary evidence f 4
the ancient Jewish diaspora is collected, analysed, and presented. The pury
of this chapter is to challenge this model, based as it is on a diachi
malysis of Jewish history, by positing an alternative model, based
E'F'l':hi‘::rni_r: examination of the diasporic experiences of some of the
:fln:;t;:t ;L;::Ighbnurﬁ. Given the limitations of timer and space, }'he exan
G ence will be far from complete, andr will focus mainly on
denstmﬂtEEﬂﬂ Eﬁ.:fmf. Hut_ even thlls brief sl-:::-tch should st
dhtited, ynd at Jewish continuity in diaspora settings cannot be o

»a0d that in some cases it may have been the exception, not the ru

* * #

Our 4 : ool
290 Eé:t:smp 1s Thessalian Demetrias, founded by Demetrius Poli
as .

this urhg 4 I}:rjnml‘im-' of several townlets. As its epigraphic re " |
B alida et ad omnia opportuna’ (Livy, 39.23.12) :._

;“"htrn ' cluding }

ind cople from all over the Greek world and f
.0 and w
Nician ¢ipje

CStern nations, as well as numerous Orient:
% from Apollonia (Arsuf), Ascalon, and Gaza, fr
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and even from EJ_-’}"FJI.3 This wide distribution of the new i'““ﬁgr'lnn,'

countries of origins immediately raises two questions for the student of

the ]._xw;':.-,h d|;1:'-.pnr.1. The f-lrk;[ CONCErnS the _}"["’-"*'1'-'|‘.~1 presence Uf__][_-wﬂ in
HE'“.‘.:IHSUE Demetrias, the second, the fate of such Oriencal newcomers
the Greek city they chose as their new home

The frst ,;;,}' these questions calls for a rt‘]:ti.n't'[].' 5-.1:11;*:{@ ANSwer {fﬂrtu|t1]}=
the lack of epigraphic attestation tor Demetrian Jews is no cumluswé
evidence for their absence from that city, but its very location would malke s
doubt thar many _]L"l.‘l,"i. EVET "-.-E'[E]L'L] there, BL’H'I{!I a coastal City, and a centre of
maritime trade, Demetrias had much to offer to Phoenicians and to the other
dwellers of the Palestinian coast. The Jews, however, dwelling in the
hinterland and practised mainly in agriculture (Josephus, Apron 1.60), would
have had few reasons to go there in che first place.” They, in fact, were fur
more likely to emigrate to Egypr, where their agriculrural (and milicary)
skills could be put to good use. In the Egyprian chora, where eXperts ;n
international trade were not in high demand, Phoenician settlers indeed
were few and far berween, far fewer than the Jews." One cannot say, with
John Grainger, that ‘the Phoenicians in the Hellenistic world went where
one would expect them to go, where everyone else went,” nor can this
statement be made of the Jews.” In antiquity, as in our own world, Migracion
patterns were far from random, and members of different ethnic groups often
displayed distinct migrational preferences.

The second issue raised by Demetrias’ foreign settlers is more difficule:
what happened to them after their settlement there? They disappear from
our epigraphic screen toward the end of the third century BCE, though the
city iself continued to exIst ancd prosper. The most natural L‘}(}jlﬂnﬂtjﬂ” for
.[ht a.hstn“" of Orientals in late-Hellenistic Demetrias would be that new
i’;ﬁ“;gi:ﬁ;::? tt]?:':r':':g, for \’El.rlﬁllj.‘-i ]'zuljtjm.l Of economic l!'{.‘.EL"rli'JﬂE, and that

: : immigrants either left Demetrias or assimilated 1nto
;:Z: ;;;’E{I:Fbﬁi:;ni?;tg:irm a way that made them I'ILJII]-L{i!."rtj.ngu_iﬁhith]:j

5. It 15 on the latter process, of assimilation an
naturalization, that I wish to focus here.

To rrack this Process, we m

In

immigrants as depj ay begin with a few examples of Phoenician
Brants as depicted in Greek and Latin works of fiction and as emerging

E‘Tf Uﬂ_m-rna.s, see Marzolff 1997
=2, For the Pheenicians, sep also Masson 1960

? ;E;ET’:;;_?}H::EIQ’ ""f.'“I; f:'i_i_l'ﬂrrl'li:' and Byrne 1996, with only 3 Jews in Athens {“:'”'r"

§ 14k 190¢. oy : H?;lh; ¥ F}:dmm_m.-.linm O6AB-T709), 18 Tyrians (nos 7”"_'.-:' :Eﬂm' u:'

26 individuals dar-u n-~t q:!l_d }fﬁ b, |{“‘= .if‘i_lndmclu.n_.,- designated as 'I*_J‘-"b“"]':r"lq' J:1£
insceiptions of the Halle e 0005 TG Emyoviig in the Egyprian papye o
Istic period (cf. Appendix 1, below), as against 3 Sidonians t

2 T}Iiim fl am RSt g
. graceful o Lida f; d : : ior Phoenicians
i Egypr, see also Lemaire IEJH?J. ;uu: E;utv‘:tnr?}rﬁe.fl._ S inponscait

5 Graimger 1991; 205, cf

- the detailed review by MacAdam 1993; 32144,

028:

: tor its foreigner residents, see Arbanitopoulos I
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% = |
ceered historical records.” Let us take, for example, the opent;

guf Sci ost play, the Phrixus, describing how Cadmus son

Furl pides' 1

. been born & Phoenician, he c!1ang¢d h'::sr genos into Greek' {dmi*ﬁ%;_:
o 2 & OpeipeTan YEVOS / EAANVIKOV).” Such a quick change of
ﬂfﬂﬂdﬂ;:ﬂ[}r is. of course, not to be expected in real-life situations, but the
nﬂfsl; ity of such a change clearly was taken for granted by Euripides. Nor
551”1 uch different some eight centuries later, when the Phoenician
wila . A afhis 1 - ki r i
Heliodorus was Writing his ﬂiu’;ﬂ.wj{u.a'? for h.l.‘i protagonists too ::[I:-uld undergo
qmilar ransformations. Upon seeing C]iairu:lult;ms hl?aurly, a Tyrian merchant
< shes to marty he, and extols his noble birth, his riches, and his recent
shletic vicory at the Pythian games to her presumed father, the Egyptian
et Calasiris. When the larter objects that he and his ‘daughter’ are poor,
ind that he would never give her to a man who lives outside Egypt and in an
i so different from the Egyptians’ (T Y@pov GAANY oikobvel kel
ivog b TocoDTOV KEYDPLOTOL THG ALYVRTIOV), the Tyrian quickly stops
him, saying that he would gladly forgo a dowry, give up his business, and
even exchange hus ethuor and patris and follow Calasiris wherever he mighe go
(fBvoc 8¢ wol motpider TNV Lpetépov aAdafopor . . . DHIV O
uzhovg o &M kol PoLAecBe yevopevog), if only he could wed the
GULTADUG n fEVOH 3
gitl.® The scene is doubly instructive: first, we must note the Egyptians
unwillingness to leave their own country, an attitude recorded in other
g ¥s
sources as well (especially, but not exclusively, for Egyptian priests), and yet
! ¥ ¥ EYP P L
another contribution to the study of migration patterns in the ancient
b s X B kg . W
world.” Second, here is anorher Phoenician who is ready to change his ethmay
ﬂﬂdﬁms, all for the girl who caught his fancy."" -
"[u lle Buripides’ Cadmus and Heliodorus' Tyrian merchant were willing
[ £ 4 . " - = .
P{L Enl‘-_fﬁ.hehmd not only their homeland but their identity as well, other
m’;’?mnans depicted in Greek and Latin literature provide us with different,
‘ » scenarios. In Euripides’ Phoentisae, v
R l:rnTgnéE realistic In Euripides' Ph for example, the
escribes how they ‘left the Tyrian swell and came as an ﬂﬁﬂﬂ“ﬂ“¢
Pollo, from the Phoenician | - ' temple’ (202-3).
i o ¢ Phoenician island as a servant in Phoebus’ temple e
A of Delph; they end up in Thebes, where they make good uﬂ;ﬂf

hegr ethnie o ; hoar
e origin and its Theban connections. They repeatedly stress how

tar|jpp ]
() 293
Euripy;
5 PH'-IL'E, ﬂ-_ L
: ﬁl-:lelﬁ_im_ 819 Nauck, Note char Plutarch, De exafio 17 (Mar. 607b), b
firus, s i .
? See, ¢ B, EI;::&' 5-‘9.Lf'ur Heliodorus' own idencity, see ibad.
I 5 ore this m;imun_ tr. 10 van der Horst; Diodorus 1.18.3
Ao At Breater length elsewhere, o S

m i
“"'Hﬁﬂ"“ of this scene with Ruth 1.16 or
»Would be quige illuminacing, but ¢

Ilsld I . ATk "
R‘nu,; the establishment of Phoenician colonies, a process thar b 5
than the one discussed here, and for which see Bunnens 1979, and

5
o L

left Sidon and settled in (what was to become) Thebes, and

-_l';:.!.lill .a
| e

'-. |..
1 A
g

B .

- u.. .
.r : 3
r_f.. R

]
-IH
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of Cadmus’ children, of the noble sons of Apeng, to

they ‘came to the land of Y Bk :
Laius’ kindred (BpLoyeveic) towers' (216-19). They recount at some leng,

ancient ancestor, Cadmus, founded Thebes {f)_‘;H—Hg}jJ and eXpress

how their g : :
fate of the Thebans, their distant relatives

their grear anxiety at the ol 5 through
Cadmus' line, ‘for the pains of friends are common, and common, if she shg]|

suffer, is this seven-towered l:i{ul with the L-mn._l of the I}hm-mrf lans. Alas, alas,
a common blood, common offspring, sprang from hnm-ht_*.:lr:ng o' (243-8)
In real life, such cases must have been rare — not many cities in the Greek
world claimed Phoenician ancestors — but the famous inscriprion of
Diotimus, the Sidonian charioteer who stressed Thebes’ l“f“d‘-‘ 1n his Nemean
victory (¢. 200 BCE) shows that real Phoenicians, at least from the Hellenistic
period onwards, could use precisely the same kind of .Jﬂ[‘l guage.'' Moreover,
the Phoenician origin of Euripides’ chorus 1s manifest not only in thejr
explicit references to their Tyrian homeland, or in their self-depiction as non-
Greeks (497), bur also in Jocasta's reference to their ‘Phoenician cry’ (301-2:
cf. 679-80, 1301).'“ It might even emerge from the parallelismus membrorum
in the above-quoted passage (202-5: TUprov otdpor Mmods’ EBav/

p@V), the most typical feature of Semitic poetry from Ugaritic literature
through the Hebrew Bible and all the way to the Neo-Punic inscriptions.
A Phoenician abroad, in other words, was not likely to shed his sense of self-
identity as quickly as Euripides’ Cadmus or Heliodorus' Tyrian merchant,
and many immigrants indeed did not. As an example, we may return to
Demetrias, to the tombstone of Abdes the Tyrian and of his Argive wife,
Dorcas (¢. 250 BCE).'* As noted already by Masson, Dorcas may have been a
'::Tfffk translation of a good Semitic name, Tabitha (cf. Acts 9.36), and so it
15 not impossible that Dorcas herself came from Phoenician stock. But
regardllr.'ﬂs of whether this is a Phoenico-Greek marriage, or the marriage of a
new immigrant from Phoenicia with a compatriot who already was
ﬂﬂtura_liztd in Argos, Abdes was still very much aware of his Tyrian origin,
and his name still clearly identified him as a non-Greek. But this Phoenician
already was on his way to full assimilation, and his descendants, if he had
any, would have proceeded on the same roure !5

s 0 oy i, o ey ol 2
fact that foreign imm; ﬂpﬂ.[ & ilde F’Imcmcmn. WIS -}r’h-r

grants could expect their host society too to note thel

11 Bickerman 1939,
12 Cf. Bacon 1961 116<17: Hall 1989: 119,

13 For

sreck
fth_e legal aspects of nacuralization, at least in ap __,L;]m
ncluding one example of a naturalized Tyrian family (V01 =

polis, see Osborne 1981-3_
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arances, Customs and accents, and to remind them

We may recall, for example, Dig Chrysostom’s refe

A [l

aliar appP*

racharian’ OF1E1MS ; '
tﬂ[barihn{rjticiﬁ"(] Athens for conferring the title of ‘Olympian’ og
a man

ho was not an Achenian by birth, ‘but a Phoenician 2Uy, Oncimi
W Tore or Sidon, bur from some V}llagc l-nmthe hinterl il
: unT;-E di]ﬂpldﬂti"{i and wears TepLoNporte’.'® A Phoenician 'Hﬁ__'; :
S AT et immigrant, past and present) was likely to:be reminded
B igins even when he was generally well received in his new er

forergn O :
«nt. Nor would the descendants of a newcomer be spared the temj
m :

25 Plutarch disapprovingly notes, some |':EDFLE spend much time sticking
coses into other people’s business and ﬁndmg out that this or that neigh
had foreign grandparents. Such ! nformation would easily be seized ipon by
one's opponents, who would gleefully point to his ‘un-Greek’ origins.)7 ““
In light of such difficulties, and of the natural human longing for one's
country, family, and friends, it is not surprising that many Phoenicians ¢
to make their way back home. In Antonius Diogenes’ The Waonders Be
Thule = of which we possess only Photius’ abridgment and a few pap
fragments — the two Phoenician protagonists, Dercyllis and her k {
Mantinias, travel through much of the orkowmene and beyond and und
countless adventures, only to return to their Tyrian homeland.'®
elaborate scenario is furnished by Achilles Tatius' Lexcippe and Cl
when Cleitophon relates (1.3) that his Tyrian grandfather had two :
Byzantine woman and a Tyrian one — each of whom bore him one so
their parents’ death, Sostratos, the son of the Byzantine woman, inhe
mother's estate, settled in her native town, and bore a beautiful dat
Leucippe, while his half-brother, Hippias, remained in Tyre
Cleitophon himself. This sequence of events calls for several commeni
we have yet another example of a Phoenician who marries a non-Fid
Yoman, though in chis case they settle, as would have been the norm
:E::ﬁtl;al thleland, not in hers (as Heliodorus' T}Friﬂﬂ, agrees to d '
i rfﬂ\;le Il:hmr son a good Greek name, {Sﬂstratns, “thl.ch hﬂ_a.
e in the onomasticon of Hellem_zed Phuen{cmns,
"ames, which sounded like their own native names €nC

= Third, this Phoenico-Byzantine individual has

i !'."F -

16 ;. o pod
lel;::"].";m“"m: 31.116 with Jones 1978: 222-3, who notes that -
*ified, and discusses the possible meaning of the Agpax e

lut )
"::I ﬂE ENFIOT e 2 (Mrﬂ'. 5lﬁh_}: | hﬂpl: to dm Tlll!

I ;,]::’1
lﬂlh.:;' g’ﬂ’ﬂf&m 166 (ed, Henry, vol. 2, pp. 140-9) Seec o
'*furm“' ;:-I‘ A similar case, cf, Plaucus’ Ca.rthn.gmﬂn[. .

’ Massq, f‘EIELME (Poen. 1084-5), but in the end dec

iMmgy, iy ' 692, Similar ONOMASCIC Processes al

Phoneg; - Greek names like Zipwy -

fesemblance tg che nitive names

2
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Byzancium and sectling there himself, once the occasion
arises. But the most interesting bit of information is the one provided by
Cleitophon in the subsequent passage — 151.-'.|1-rn 1 war L‘rm.l:.e out between
Byzantium and the Thracians, SOSCratos quic kly sent his wife &}l'ld daughter
o his half-brother in Tyre, where they would be if}tﬁ.'-l].,' out Int harm's way,
Serclhing abroad, in other wnrlds. was not the end of Hippias' contacts with
his Tyrian family and with Tyre itself. In times ol trouble, and perhaps in
other times as well, the contacts could be l'ﬂ_'rlll“ﬂlﬂ"-“d- utilized and renewed,
To summarize what we have seen thus far, we may note that Greek and
Latin writers depict & whole range of Phoenician immigrants, whose diasporic
behaviour may roughly be divided in three main paradigms. Some, like
Cadmus or Heliodorus' Tyrian merchant, chose {or were forced) to severe all
their ties with their Phoenician past, and quickly assimilated into the
surrounding environment, Others, like Dercyllis and Mantinias, made it a
point to return home even after their extensive travels.“" A third paradigm is
afforded by those Phoenicians who settled in distant lands but maintained
some elements of their ancestral identity — some, like Euripides’ Phoenician
women, proudly asserted their ethnic identity, and/or were noted by others as
foreigners; others, like Sostratos and his family, maintained cheir contacts with
their relatives and their ancestral homeland. We also noted that such scenarios
(excluding, perhaps, the possibility of instantaneous assimilation), are not mere
literary inventions, for they can easily be corroborated with real-life examples.
Our analysis could be extended much further, given the numerous examples of
Phoenician immigrants who figure so prominently in the annals of Hellenistic
and Roman history, philosophy, literature, sport, law, and the arts. It could also
be expanded to include the numerous Phoenician IMMmigrants artested in the
papyrological and especially the epigraphical evidence, as well as the evidence
for the stationes, temples and ethnic communities (xowvoy, NDON etc)
established by Phoenician immigrants in the Graeco-Roman period.”' Such a
EUE"-'EEI hﬂv.rgver, will not E‘h‘d!‘lgﬁ the basic picture we have seen thus far — when
Ph“f"":“'_” immigrants settled in towns that were not their own, they usually l
e e i - s
of their host-sociery butpf,:. g !‘n llrmrt DRENCH: nwn.buhuvmun 3 pa:rdwfctiun
was almost always t:nr: sum;:s:?ii:m el Bl
Phiﬁczﬁ?;c:ﬁ;;hﬂf thlﬁ.‘n‘-’ﬂﬂ a uniquely Phoenician ql.l‘.'lllj:if' as ¢
Ty of mariners and traders, were notorious €ven
antiquity for their readiness to o i e B i 23 But t
0 give up their ancestral customs

about moving to

he
L
he

20 O, s
e may add, seteled in one of the Phoenician colonies abroad — see, €-Bo Ferjeot

3 ;193;1?5—3. for Phoenician immigrants in Carthage.
o excelltp: survey, see Ameling 1990,
g th:frl'm cf. the ®owikaryOnion, discussed below p. 190.
plicie statement of Herodorus 7 L0, wieh Mallar 1983, |
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rrern of assimilation into the local environment is evident it e
¢ diaspora, and in every ancient discussion of emigration
[n Prolemaic EZYPE, for anumplu, we can trace the various mi
hich slowed down the .a.li-;‘idl'["llliltit}n of various groups of immigr
35 sercling in closely-knit groups, meng‘.l Ethn!ca.lly-hﬂad rom
and building shrines to the ancestral gods. | Yet it is precisely in
Fgypt that we can also get a sense of how ineffective all these mex
were in the long run. "a?'{r[-l.;--cm? for r:af:ample, trace the gradual decli
e of foreign ethnic designations in the Greek and Demotic pay
nscriptions, from a peak in the third century BCE to an almost to
i the first century BCE and beyond — a sure sign that new immig
increasingly rare and that the earlier immigrants were s _
ating into their Graeco-Egyptian environment.”” Even the Greek
themselves were not immune to such processes, for regardless of %
they sectled in the remotest part of Asia or in the Egyptian or Syrian
they often were regarded in subsequent generations as exfiefapfap
s degeneres and muxtz, having forfeited the purity of their original culture
their ancestral blood as a result of their long stay among ‘barbariar
Finally, it is this implicit assumption that enabled ancient writers
set of resemblances between two nations as a claim that the
origins to settlers from the other, be it Herodotus' claim that
were Egyptians in origin or Dionysius of Halicarnassus® cl
Romans originally were Greek.?” In all such claims, the ass
settlers dwelling away from their homeland would assimilate
environment and preserve only some (or none at all) of their
language, customs, laws, physical features, and so on — Was v
for granced. :

ancien

|ands-

% £ %

311;:-2}1%* was the fate of most ancient emigres, iﬂdwﬂiﬂs 1

B th:E'Ehbuurs_—r under normal t:irculmsrant‘ﬂh 5““;;;‘;

mode]> ays, or simply went back home. But how €0 B
¢ At firse sight, one cannot help being scruck by

24 See
y €,
33 For H"Th“mpﬁnn-ﬂmwﬁard 1984; Clarysse 1998.

% &r.-_ﬂ:m vincing demonstration of chis crend, see Lida 19705 865
escripryy, 1€Us Manlius' famous speech in Li
L_m“ﬂ of the Gortuae (4.12.11} or the B
SCUussipg to the ‘barbarized' Greeks of T
 5¢¢ Dubuisson 1982, and Bower:

di
27 H"Tﬂdu
fus :.}].ﬂdl—.j: Dion. Hal. 1.89.3 il
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hat they could maintain their separate identity over Many
confidence tha

generations of diasporic EXISLENCE:

bE of the Jews' great ﬂumb{fn‘,_‘ one land does not suffice
For because fore they inhabit many of the most prosperous lands
them, and [hErE;.rE [mt}}: in the islands and on the mainland; they
of Europe and | Slﬂi[ (where stands the sacred temple of the Most
think ﬂi:thf h“?r;ﬂf mother-city, while those cities that they
High [:rm#lﬂ ﬂt\r’}' from their fathers and grandfachers and their
e back to dwell in (oikelv), they all consider cheir
aniegmrﬁdfu;:::::; iﬁiﬂ;]‘ in which they were born and raised. To
:;::Lafﬂdfﬁe thfj:' . 1can1'-"- at the time of their foundation, sent as

e LE 28
a colony and obliging the cities’ founders.

Philo’s statement, which has often been accepted at face value, calls for
several comments. First, it is clear that Philo 1s using here a model of
diasporic emigration that would IZ!IIE wel.l known to his readers, namely, the
deparrure of a group of settlers from its overcrowded homeland :ll'!.d the
creation of a new colony (amowkia) elsewhere, a colony that would maintain
its ties with the original mother-city (UnTpomodic). But the use ﬂf. this basic
partern of Greek and Phoenician expansion throughout the Mediterranean
basin and beyond is quite misleading here, for Philo deliberately obscures
the most important point — the communities of the Jewish diaspora were n-‘::;
independent colonies, but were established within existing civic units.
Diaspora Jews, in other words, did not ‘inherit’ their ‘homelands’ in any
legal sense, they merely were born there (Ehoyov ... oikelv), and enjoyed
whatever status their direct biological ancestors had been granted — a fact
that Philo tries to obfuscare. > |

A second issue raised by this Philonic passage involves the claim, which
he nowhere substantiates, that the Jews of a given community indeed e
the descendants of the original Jewish settlers who had come there. In Philo’s
wn community, we may add, the issue of the Jews' ancestral rights was
deeply contested, and Philo himself seems to have had little success 10
convincing the imperial auchorities in Rome that the Jews of Alexandria had
a strong collective claim to ancestral rights in the city.®' In fact, given what

zzg Eilﬂ. in Fiﬂ'ﬁm "15‘—6- ¥, .L-Eg del Gﬂiﬁ'm EHl_E, i”ld Kazher 1970 I:E'I-Ei.'.l.}
- the perceptive comments of Amir 1980 (] Ieb, ).

30 And whid;y&ll::i;: translation in the LCL Edition (Philo, vol. IX, p. 3 gg}df;.r.:h“e;
I IHE&GE:'-U. 0 as ‘el ?  ance” and faili
b translate the infinge x thase which are theirs by inher

: ive Olieiy.
?I iﬂmﬁm letter to the Alexandrians (CPJ I, 153; 41 cB), lines 83~4: TovB oG
. _ﬂ‘m'“bh“ﬂ LLTRET TOALGY ¥piveny olkotion, and esp, 99, where the Jews are

f
: ROMEL, CPJ 11, 151 (5/4 BCE) provid ; ting example @
j artempt : ' 1) provides an interesting

P # e 1o {rekclaim Alexandri citizenship,
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we know about ;uttr.:ﬂsiw: wavesluf demigrarinn from ] :~.-,--- L
1nd Roman periods, the vast majority of Alexandriq's
are likely not to have been the biological descendangs of s
Jewish sectlers — wl.m probably were few and far betwe i
example of Demetrias — but of later Jewish IMMmigranes 32~ ©

There is, finally, a third point that Philg takes fopita
namely, that the descendants of any Jewish cummiu],_-f-
would maintain their allegiance to Jerusalem, and their Te
many generations to come. Or, as Philo himself puts it el
expansion of Numbers 23.9, ‘[the Jewish people] shall de
reckoned among other nations . . . becayse of the sl
customs they do not mix with others to depart from v
Such statements, coupled with some of the descriptions of |
(‘separati epulis, discreti cubilibus , | | alienarum coneyh,
often provide modern scholars with clear evidence that a
so well from the mediaeval Jewish communities, wh
boundaries were high and firm and long-term ethnic cont
was the norm, indeed is readily applicable in antiqui '
such a model ar hand, the few glaring exceptions —
Drimylos, the Jewish courtier who ‘changed his custom
from the ancestral beliefs’ (HeToBoaiav To voppe
doypdray ﬁmﬂllﬂ’tmmuémg} in the third century B¢
ﬂ}exander. Philo’s nephew who ‘did not cling to the ance

T9p matpiolg ovk EVElLELVEY 0UTOG EBEOLY) — easily.

court. They are seen as ‘upper-class assimilationists’, ¢

mediaeval or modern Jews who, for the sake of a se

‘-I':hun:h or state, abandoned their Jewish brechren and

identity. > The same pattern seems to emerge from oul

Ntermarriages, since most of the examples found in
imited to the Herodian family alone, and these too often

te exceptions chag prove the rule.’® Yet given ou

:l?ir]:;muit}* in other oriental diasporas, th%s uprunmﬂn:

1sual, and warchy of a second look. This is espe

“ily point ¢ the relevance of the Phoenician model &

# t 0

Al

32 e :
.mmt also thar Claudius' letcer, lines 967, H-ijrj?. bids

13 ;El‘“l‘r- more Jews from Egypt (i.e. the chora) or Syria .Ej_;h
34 I.]D. Vit Moy, 1.27g it
p:E::]us g, 5.5.2 (=GLAJ]J 281). Stern’s notes ad Joc.
33 Dm_“t'ls from other Greek and Roman writers. i
Stch ¢ 3 Mae. 1.3; Alexander: Josephus, Anf. X3
6 {HEI}‘:.HE ere exceprional, see, e.g., Modrzejew
4 lise of
" 2:- 45-6

3

the Jewish inrermarriages
» M. 5, For the evidence of

el
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.milated into their surrounding environment, and some

e back home. 37 One can also show that the statements of
B e 1L1:-.r1':1:v|3r5 about the Jews' dietetical, sexual and maryeal
co Gmk e R?.m:::.ltndig[ed by other writers, who either were unaware
P (7 ¢ r w:zrr: familiar with Jews who behaved very differ-
of thﬁe %rﬂfur}rp?S ;hilg'a apparent faith in the Jews' steadfastness in their
i Fmﬂll}ri—.wmnccsrral customs is far from absolute, for in numerous
Edll: Ertn;:; ht,:rdipla}rq an Acute awareness of the dangers of assimilation
other passages g

thar lay at the door 0
This, then, is the problem: unlik

of whom

f every diaspora Jew. 37 |

e the Phoenicians, who never developed a
strong ideology of adherence to I:.}'IE]I' amu:Trn}] {-Iusmrrt;j m‘r L:ri' i:l;unﬂjng
intermarriage with non-Phoenicians, or the .g}pttfum, u.r 10 Tr:u?d migra-
rion with disdain and never developed a sustained LllﬁLDLlrt:E of diasporic
existence, the Jews did create what one L_:rhc}lflr aptly called ‘a ljie—stylle for
diaspora’.*" Among them, the initial shock of tht..-ll?mbj,r]unmn exile — ‘How
shall we sing the Lord’s song in a strange land?’ — soon was replml:ed by
detailed blueprints for how one could and should remain Jt‘WIijh even in very
strange lands.#! No reader of the extensive literature n:-1t [h,e Second Temple
period can fail to note the repeated stress on observing God’s mmmandmenrs
and marrying within the fold even in the most adverse conditions, ﬂqd the
recurrent emphasis on one’s ability to remain fully Jewish even 1 n T_hstann
Gentile lands, And yer, while this ideological structure definitely is impres-
sive, we often cannot tell how widespread it actually was, and how effective
in reversing the normal forces of diasporic decay and assimilation into ones
host sociery. On a general level, it might even be claimed that some aspects
of this ideology — for example, the adoption of Greek and the total neglect of
Hebrew and Aramaic — actually made the Jews more vulnerable to Helleniz-
ation and assimilation than some of their Phoenician fellow-immigrants,
whose inscriptions reveal a much greater adherence to their ancestral
language.** On a more particular level, a region-by-region examination of

37 For Jewish assimilation, see, e.g., CIJ 11, 711 (Delphi, 119 BeE), where a Jewish
fm:dmfln, who received from the slave-dealer or from his master a eypical ‘ethnic’ Simle.-
name, lovdodog (cf. CIJ 11, 710, Delphi, 162 peE) is fully ‘paganized’, or Acts 16 e
(Lystra), where a Jewish woman marries a Greek and leaves their son uncircumcized. For
Jews returning to Judea, cf, Rappaport 1995, esp, 281 and nn. 32-3 :

38 5“ e.g., Tacitus' contemporary, Martial, who sees nothing improbable in a Jew sleepini
mrh.i Roman girl (7.30; GLAJJ 240), or plagiarizing Latin verses and sleeping with
Martial's favourite boy (11.94; GLAJ) 245),

29 B, Vit Mos. 131, Virt. 182; Migr. Abr. 89-90; De lusepbo 254.

40 Humph.mjﬂa. Cf. Goudriaan 1992, Gafnj 1997, | 1978

(some) " maintenance of their t ity i lonia, see Eph'a i

A 1?39 e separate identity in Baby ,

..I_- 3 .-.-. 1 mm ﬂ.‘ll.tl.lt'ﬂ.l ahoices and diﬂspnric su.l:‘viﬁl. see che iﬂl’ﬂlﬂljnﬂ
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che various pacterns of diaspora Jewish continuigy
qceual fruits of the Jews' diasporic ideology. As o
qestion here, the following discussion will foeys

whose Jews are relatively well documented 43 Fﬂf-ﬁ'

hecome apparent, the evidence will be divided s« :
comes the chova in general, then the Land of Onigdh i

The Egyptian chora A

The presence of Jews throughout much of Gmacm .
attested in our epigraphic and papyrological evidence, wi
additional data in the literary sources.™ Yer in
abundance, little can be said about the ethnic Cﬂllti..
ertlers in Egypt, for in no case can we trace a single J
several generations, and examine the ‘Jewishness’ of its v
Thus, while the lack of conclusive evidence for inter
Egyptian Jews (excluding the earlier community at Ele :
been adduced as evidence for their avoidance of this prac
forget the paucity of evidence for Jews who did marry
reminder that we are really in the dark when it comes
ences of Egyptian Jews."” For while we know of numer
in ancient Egypt, we know very little about the de
individuals maintained their ancestral identity; occasio
adhering to their ancestral way of life, but on other o
flouting many of its precepts.*® How strict they were w
ing their spouses, we simply cannot say. '

'IIE
-

43 Alexandrian Jewry, on the other hand, 15 known to us mainly fron
statements often cannot be compared with any reliable docum
4 Mlhn"’-gh1 due to the almost-rotal lack of papyri from the L
& mformed about such areas as the Fayum or Upper Egypt.
For _The best family-trees’ we have, see CPJ I, 117. In other
46 ;:E ld“_l“ﬁ‘-'ﬂflun of many individuals as Jews is far from cert
odrzejewski 1995: 71-2 and 76-7. Note Feldman 1993:7
any thousands of papyri we have there 1s only one unam
:JE econd century Bek, of an intermarriage berwee
quamr in question (‘Berlin Papyrus no. Ilq‘u [
nm]“_ o, Emfiibrung in die Papyruskunde, 330°), is 1
g to do with INtermarriage.
lhel;"‘ilw““t dﬂfiuments are CPJ 1, 19, where a Je
11 Buardian; BGU XIV, 2381, where &
the lﬂ"P:r :PH': 2 Jew, Jonathan, mnﬂ‘jﬂdHlu
hushap, the Jews (bur was she Jewish?); € |

m'd Wiﬁ! IIE uncercal
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If the fate of individual Jews eludes us, the fate of Jewish communities
and institutions poses similar problems. To be sure, there I some t.*wclr:l_m:e
for Jewish communal structures — |Jl'_!ﬂ" social and physical —in the EH_}’IJ“HH
chara, but this does not necessarily imply any ]““H‘Fi‘f'“ Jewish continuity,
- When we learn that the Jews of Xenephyris or Nitrial, for example, ‘jt!_dlt‘ﬂtr:d
a proseache in honour of Prolemy VI Euergetes I, we cannot say for how
many subsequent generations these proseuc bete 5’5_"‘*'“] the Jewish fiﬁ_ﬁu:ndzlnrs
of their founders.*® And when we hear of a J}""”‘*h prestyteros or politarches, or
even of a Jewish politeumea, we cannot tell for how many generations such
social functions and structures remained active, at!WcI tor whom.”" Yet some
evidence exists even for the continued functioning of some communities or cthe
continued use of some architectural scructures. For example, an inscription of
unknown provenance preserves a copy, probably done by order of Cleopatra
VII and a co-ruler, of an asylum granted to a (probably Jewish) prorewche by
Ptolemy Euergetes (either the First, 246-221 BCE, or, more likely, the
Second, 145—116 BCE).>' This proresche, at least, must have remained acrive
for at least a century, and it may be assumed that some Jews were there to
make sure that it did. How many they were, and even who they were,
remains an insoluble puzzle.’?

How, then, shall we judge the rate of ethnic continuity of Egyptian Jews?
As noted above, the Egyprian papyri and inscriptions clearly demonstrate a
gradual decline in the use of foreign ethnic designations, from a peak in the
third century BCE to an almost total absence in the first century BCE and
beyond.* What has not been noted, however, is that we now possess enough
F?idence to attempt a similar tabulation of individuals referred to as
lovdaiog/-aio and Tovduiog Tiic EMLYOVIS, and that such a table points
to the exacr same trend (see Appendix 1).% There were many Jews in Egypt

49 _,;J:;}EE 2§ (Xenephyris, Iliiu—llﬁ BCE) and 25 (Micriai; 140-116); cf. 22 (Schedia;
o 221);, 27-28 (Achribis; second or first century BCEY, 117 (Crocodilopolis; 246-221),
cm::"-';;j’;-‘:%"fpf I-l 129 (Alexandrou Nesos; 218 eE); 134 (Arsinoe; lare-second

1y BLEN 1538 (n.p.; late-first century BCE): ¢ p sinoe: T
S0 JIGRE 39: P. Mon, 1 49 ¥ 5 CPTILL 432 (Arsinoe: 113 cE).
31 JIGRE 125 (n.p.), with the edicors’ notes

jz Iﬂ' a Fﬁﬂllti SEAM '
: ple, «f. Apolle's temple ' e ; :
judge from their names, mple in He rmapolis Magna, whose founders (o

i SB I, 4206 and 58 V BO6GHG Id . | ather Semites

and whose : : g ; ; ) were Jdumeans and other & '

e :d Bobal ‘;"g";_:r“';‘:;iﬂf‘-:“]ﬂ';u i demonstrated by P. Giss. 99. Cf. Zucker 1938: 58-62,
xie liaed . x
iﬂTﬂ':;:':,::hum‘ 5!.1{[1 hetitious ethnic designations as Makedoy, o Mépong 6
92-154 ‘ remained quite common even in later times — see Lida 1996: vol. 1,

34 While the table does not include

H all the known Jews of Pral - B it has the
m"‘- 8 of Fiolemaie BEgypt,
had been i excluding the numerous persons in CPJ, JIGRE, and later publications whoe

- ever, that were n:u. an very shaky grounds — of, Bohak 1997, It seems likely, how-

m 1 i
FEMmin I:EII:::" the securely-identified Jews, the overall chronological

il
i
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in the chird century BCE, and their number —— E
of the Sf[_'[}ﬂd century, _ﬂf_tr:r the Seleucid conquest of P _ |.:-.tr-
eriods, however, their numbers dwindled a¢ . 'l .
thac from the 1305 to 30 BCE not even a single exampyeiie’

decline in the number of Jews identified a5 stich is; diiedud
grends 10 our evidence, such as the relatiy e dian = ;

century BCE. But a comparison of the table in Appendix | 2
evidence for echnic markers in general’® highlighes rue ol
frst, while ethnic markers commonly appeat inttlie I
280s BCE, Jews make their first appearance onlpifi zmpﬂpy?. as
occurrences of Tovdoitol date to the 130s BCE, while u;.:' i
date to the very end of che second century BCE, In other wor |u..
migrated to Egypt in the late second-century, the hfight,
prosperity (and a period of massive flow of | Al reﬁ_-,gm._ tﬁ- :
the descendants of the earlier migrants rarely were identifiec :..
either because they migrared back ro Judea or because they assitailRuig
their surrounding environment.’” In light of such a trend, it scarapatl
nterpret the occurrence of the few individuals identified as o1
Roman-period documents (when ethnic designations in general becar
rare) as a sign of Jewish separatedness, or of the “__.:i T
posedly acquired by the term icself. 3 Rather, the presence of J
papyri of Ehf Roman period (including such individuals who p
Jewish tax F.mm the early 70s cE), might serve as vivid testimon
€W waves of Jewish immigration to Egypt with every new
ﬂ""_’ f War-torn homeland. Unlike most other foreign ethnic gr
which virtually disappeared by the Roman period, the Jews —
© Egypt and long accustomed to migracing there — simply ke

FIEh

The Land of Onias

oing discussion, the one place in the Egyptian chora
‘nuity is easier to demonstrate was left aside, n:
of Onias’, the history of whose settlement can be
and epigraphic sources.’® From the former, we ca
the Heliopolite nome of Onias IV and his foll

t 150s) BCE, as well as the activities of Oni

In the foreg
ethnic cong
E‘-'rl"Ed ILﬂnd
from lftt‘l‘ﬂr}r
"€ arrival i
" the 1605 (

35 For ¢ .
Asg cnh; ]:T ;::Hn Peniod, see Tcherikover 1963 and Mox ze ewski 196

For the Id o I"ﬁd_“' 1996 vol. 1, 89-90, i v
Eﬂl‘ig o’ Umean Migration, see Rappaport 1

.
of Onias, see Noy 1994; Modrzeje

i
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.o the period up Lo c. 100 BCE. "'i_"{-’e can .;1|5u document the presen FE
two sons, in the pe f the descendants of the original settlers, at least as far
in ¢he Land of Onias 1.':1 t Il the way up to 73/4 cg, when their Heliopolitan
B e, e e ed by the Roman authorities. This literary evi-
'imeIE_ finally was f:jtf? ﬂhun};]ﬂm epigraphical finds — by far the largest
i ?uppl'ﬂll-.‘li?ucri}:u:rmns from Graeco-Roman Egypt comes from the
E;Tiftgg:: ll{i'.vf:n after we omit all the inscriptions whose Jewishness is in
doubt) — which spans the time from the 5:;-:.1?11;1 LTHFH]F}'J .M{E. “.7"1].'”3 [Tl}frm'
B . lrhich temmained discinct from its surrouhl
portraying a Jewish community whn.:h !'I'_H.'lc-llf;lllt dis nd-
ing environment for more than two centuries. B o .

Ar first sight, this might seem like the best confirmation of the Jewish-
CONCINUILY model, but such an jmprEE.'E.m.l‘l could be 1.'1':[],-' |111~;|cuj_:|1!].£, g:wfn the
special nature of the Jewish sertlement in the Land of Onias. 'In Egypt’, says
Strabo, as quoted by Josephus, ;LhE]’L' 1s a Jewish rq{*tl_'|-r:l:l'lt'l11; wh}‘fhl 15 assjgn?d
to them alone (Bv yobv Alydrte xotowkice tov  lovooiwv ECTLY
amodederyévn ympic). Elsewhere, I suggested that the Jewish KorToukio
mentioned by Strabo must be the one near Heliopolis, the only place in the
Egyptian chora where Jews settled as a separate ethnic group with its own
territorial base.%2 Strabo, then, provides us with our first piece of evidence on
the uniqueness of the Land of Onias, a territory set aside for the Jews' exclu-
sive secclement and benefit. A second piece of evidence also comes from
Josephus, in a remark whose full significance seems to have been noted by
pone of its many readers (myself included). In a passage probably based on
Nicolaus of Damascus, Josephus recounts how, in 47 BcE, Mithridates and
Antipater were marching through Egypt to relieve Julius Caesar in
Alexandria (War 1 ix. 4 [190]). On their way they encountered ‘those who
occupied the so-called Land of Onias (ol Ty ‘Oviov mpocoryopevOPEVIV
1OpaV KoteYovIes), to which an explicatory statement 1s added — ‘these
were Egyprian Jews (foav 8¢ ‘Tovdaior AiyDmrtion). As can be seen
frﬂm Niese's apparatus, the designation ‘Tovdotor AlyOmrior has caused
quite some trouble to Josephus' copyists and editors. Several manuscripts

60 The earliest dateablc inscription is fIGRE 30 (117 peg); JIGRE 129 is not much later, for

:':!Tt::ﬁr rilate:hl: inscriptions, see, e.g., JIGRE 84 ¢t Ketoap(oc), i.e. 27 poe), and the
Bohak I%‘J?%g.‘jn 275;__51 sec also CPJ 11, 417 (59 E), with the editors’ comments and

1
-::iﬂ":l;?“i::-':ﬂl;guad El!-fwhm:t', even our papyrological evidence for anti-Jewish sentiments
| J 1, 520, CPJ 1, 141, and an unpublished Demaotic texe) probably s
directly conneced with the Jews of the Land of Onias; cf, Bohak 1995

f2 Jesephus, Ane XIv.vii2 (11
o ARE, XIV ¥il, T} tfor Strabao's interest in the region, of. Anr. xux.4 (286-T1
and M 1996 27, {;f Schwartz 1997 (Heb.), &
: j‘li;ri-'l’ L] llrl mﬂﬂwlnjmtphm, It is, however, very common in Strabo himself (Greng:
WCCUracy nf]'ugiﬁ‘n.r qmliﬂf:mmu”“ﬂ: 8.6.19;, 12.4.4, erc.), which supports the
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who also notes that the adverbial use of
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ML v R F:} offer a {.illf;f'f-l‘fﬂt rf:ud;ng — Tovduioy Kol Alyi :
Eg}rptjﬂﬂl'i‘ though the context of the whole passage makes
settlers were Jews. And in the parallel passage in Josepigh
Niese himself lwhf} L'l:I{JSl.'.‘ mifullnw the single Mmanuscripg
Jovdodor o TV OViov [xdpav] Aeyopévny katoucopyee
other textual witnesses refer to o1 Tovdaion Alydrtior of
giti. 1 [131]). Textually speaking, neither che capyists’ .._ﬂ'
qor Niese's in the Anfigueties 1s in any way justified; racher. iy
corroborate each other in relating to the Jews of the -: d
Tovdoiior Atyvmtiol. Bue the urge to ‘correct’ the LEXt is
given the obscurity of a designation that would make thesartias
of Onias both ‘Egyptians’ and ‘Jews' at che VETY same time. a

which, as far as I know, 1s unparalleled in any other ancient -.
Before analysing the possible meaning of such an expression
must be marked, in order to be avoided. In a series of FECENE art)
Cohen develops the hypothesis, adopted by other scholars as well.
rime in the Hellenisric period, and mainly as a result of the Hasmone
of forcibly Judaizing some of their non-Jewish subjects, the R
ceased to be solely an ethnic designation and acquired an independ
dimension, because any person who joined the Jewish religion
lovdariog, regardless of his ethnic identity.% Leaving aside the ve
hypothesis, it should be clear that the Tovdaiol Atyimnot
Onias cannot be explained in this manner. That chey were all
(Egyptian by ethnicity, Jews by religion) is simply out of the qu
some of them, at the very least, must have been the biologic
the original Oniad settlers. That they were Jews who were &
simply by virtue of having been born in Egypt is not imposs
TSt assume that all the Jews of Graeco-Roman Bgype, exce|
f;”:—:::fiﬂ il!:nm lgrants, were known as *lpuﬁ-r.ﬁm Aim - e
o Hr. have not even a sljlred '.]F evxdenc:t, and w E. 0 'I'.-.-'e'--:'--' :
out ethnic designations in the ancient world. s
WI'ST:EIE“:‘[:H& are we to ma_ke of these Tovdaiol ﬂi.".l". L0
Wione ik here upon a full survey of all double or g
Bl o ncient literature — from the _Ellnww_ h
fiefly mﬂnFi'[?{Pﬂlx'tis:ul to the G{ff'lfﬂgmﬁ'h ::he Celti s
on some of the Oniad Jews closest “‘E’Eh

53 ¢f . |
P'E'*.Jml};f 1992: 273 ‘lonians and Phoenicians tu.m!ed:f_
Gt ”R-:f‘i“*'“-'f- but the Jews never became anything other
Al 1990 and 1994; as far as | can see, Cohen never

65 o UMTIOL _

5t .

thn“:;::?' of Tiberius Julius Alexander so elot

himm 45 an IE.E]-'ptinn by people who were w

a to ignore (see Tacitus, Hist

Wol clllll.n!l,ghf be considered a J'—"."'!:f

moan "Egyprian Jew',

Fehoge
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the Kapopepgitan, and the ibﬂwmr.‘n']r{lfrum.""‘ In all
f foreigners to whom a special site was allocated
the centre of their ethnic enclave — the
ians their Karikon, and the Phoenicians

i. ‘EAANVOpENQLTo,
. three cases, we find a group ©
in which ro build their temple,

" Greeks had cheir Hellenion, the Car
l:]':; remple of Astarte, mentioned already by Herodorus (2.112). In all

chree cases, we find ethnic groups whose continued existence as separate
communities, in spite of their evident Hellenization and Eg}fptuﬂm:ﬂtmﬂ,
can be documented over several centuries. It was their special starus, their
long-term survival as distinct social groups, and, perhaps, r_}“_"”_ Inter-
marriage with the local population, that cgr_ner:l them into b{}[]1 [.::lrmng’ or
‘Hellenes' and ‘Memphites’ or both ‘Phoenicians’ and 'Egyptians’.®

The relevance of these communities for our study hardly needs stressing. Just
like the EAAnvopepoitol, the Kopopepgiton, and the Poivikonybntior,
the Jews of the Land of Onias came to Egypt, received some land and the
permission to build a temple there, and maintained their separate identity
for a period of several centuries. As one of their tomb-inscriptions so
eloguently testifies, they saw the Land of Onias as their ancestral homeland —
of them, one could really say that they inherited it from their forefachers.”® A
century after their sectlement there, they already were seen by outsiders, and
perhaps even by themselves, as Tovdoiolr Atyvmtion, chac is, as Jews who
had been permanently established in Egypt, and therefore were ‘Egyptians’,
yet never forgor that they also were ‘Jews'. Whether they intermarried with
their neighbours we simply cannot tell, though I am tempred to note that if,
as | suggested elsewhere, the Jewish novel of Joseph and Aseneth was written
among them, it would seem likely that they were open to the idea of
marrying any Egyptian who repented of her or his idolatry.”” This, however,
need not detain us here.

T':'_ sum up this discussion, we may note that the Land of Onias provides
us with the one example from the entire Egyprian chora of a Jewish com-
munity whose ethnic continuity can securely be documented over a long

= E;:Ti:‘:l; mlgh;j;{:_d the "ﬂﬁﬂﬂl'}'{rﬂ'ﬂm (Cl Fn:h:m!,.- 4.5.12), the ‘J.l,lpﬂﬁawmﬁml
1 T[I':, i'.tul tm:‘::tl,::: M S ITI“- I, 814), and, perhaps, one Mepooydnniog (F. Hib.
ALYORTION, instead of E? TEE,F;{: ably is a pseudo-echnic her e). For the spelling Toudaion
Tibyas M:m' o Oudouybmrion, of. Prolemy's AiBuciybrrior, wich, e, Pliny's
'hﬁlﬂul‘fﬁttrm (Miill Dby i the wvariae lectiones in Prolemy's reference to
“ERD Lt P 694) o in Herodotus 4.17.1 (Rosén ‘EiinvookiBon DRSY,
W""F'E ZriBo ABCMPT)
I e EAAMVOLL, che Kapoy., and the
INTErMarriage as a possible factor, see St

Mépgubr, Evba Kapeg olkfioayteg,

DPorvikoy., see Thompson 1988; 88-97. For
eph. Byz., s.v. Kapikbdy: tomog iSiélomv EV

.. 2, Tl éxdAinooy, EmL o icrg apog Mepgpitac moUNTauE voL,
oSy J Eﬂ-‘i -« | RElGOL, ko TROATPOY Kol vevitny Evene. / Apowbe, . . ./
" k] tpetépa. Kth
< 1 996: 1014, :
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period of time. Like the Carjang, che /]
neighbouring Memphis, the Jews of the [::Elcmi- ha
and their own communal institgpignEE o
cerritorial base, royal support, and Eﬂfﬁc‘ign ]n Mmore
ethnic enclave for many years to ¢ ome i ﬂ;h}r e
ethnic continuity of the Jews of the F:E}?p[im“ word
of the Tovdoiior AlyinTion of the Tan ] oo wora, the |
tigs IT.HI,L

not the rule. 1 be ¢
i

% *

What, then, are we to conclude from thig 8
the Jews of Graeco-Roman Egypt

is no need to downplay the Jews' uni : P
style for diaspora’, it should h|!rf: nmedl?[:; ﬂ;ﬂtﬁm :
quite ignorant of the intricate blueprings dﬂelgpﬁ b]r &
intellecruals (and the almost toral absence of Judaeo. '
the papyri of the Egyptian chora is quite instructive h
borne in mind that those Jews who tried to maiuta.-i#.-
in non-Jewish environments, and to transmit it to t
children’s children, often were facing enormous i
hostility of their neighbours, but because of their i
ﬁfherf the assimilation (or degeneration, dependiﬁf
mmigrants into natives was vircually taken for gran
tried to avoid such ‘natural’ forces were facing an .,',-31
me to say whether the task of creating an alternativ
would sustain the Jews as a distinct echnic group in Gre
mt’_ﬂ (s was @ priors doomed to fail, as it eventually did.
claim that the rise of Jewish groups that stressed missiol
of echnic and cultural continuity — and in so dmng
human history — was in any way inevitable, What I can say
least some degree of confidence, is that the implicit
COmmunities of the Jewish diaspora thrived from one
always there and always Jewish, flies in the face of w

fite nf : ; : . ]
dte of Immigrants in the ancient world — and of somé
ﬂswﬂLf‘l:I QR

. _.-“rrq.‘_!'-'
» partial and tentative
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m"nmenw on eaclier drafts of chis paper. U
trees and scudies published & er 1998



GIDEON BOHAK

Appendix 1 : .
als Identified as Jews in Prolemaic Papyri

[ - . l
and Inscriptions.

}r-dﬂrf:d” individuals in published™ Greek™
0 peE) who are specifically identified as

Individu

The following table lists all che securel
papyri ~ from Hellenistic Egypt (330-3

Tovdaiog, Tovdaiog s gmyoviig, and Tovdaid
] Number of Individuali wdentified as Sturries
s Iioc, Ltné o

;ig?; 5 3 | | CP] 1, 8; Da+b; 18; 19

gigﬁ 4 10 2 CPR XVIII, 7; 8; 9; 11

230-220: 1 2 CPJ 1, 20

220-210: 2 l 3 E_“Plj I, 21; 58

210-200: 1 6 CPT'1, 22

200-190:

190-180: 3 4 Z CPJ I, 23; 130; P. Mich
XVIII 781

180-170: 5 i 8 1 CPJ 1, 24; 25; 26; 125;
BGU XIV, 2381

170-160: .

160-150: 2 2 P. Koln 111, 144; P. Gen,
I, 128"

150-140- I 1 CP] 1, 1337°

140-130:

130-3():

Total: 24 23 26 i

71 The table is based on Csaba Lida 1996: vol. 2, 27-8 and 85-6, to which I added the
recently published P. Gen. [11, 128,

72 The undated documents would add 5 Jews in CPJ 1, 30 (mid-second century), 1 in CPJ I,
43 (second century), and 2 in CPJ 1, 46 (second or first cent ury). Cf. CPJ I, 135 (second

century), for a complaint against an unnamed Jew, and P. Lond. VII, 2184 (Zenon
Archive), for a fragmentary list of several Jews.

H ml I ublished documents known to me would add several Jews in P. Monac. 344 col. ix
T third century BCE) and perhaps several more in P Dublin ined. 37a (late-third century

F :lr! Iﬂ‘ﬂ g,faI-EFLII LiEN] W||I}' .:.]ﬂl‘}l'“f I-"'r inr{]rmﬂtjf:n on t]”_"“‘ EOBEETIER FI-II.[' I‘}I_ll-IIH-IH[j{]I.I- [:,E

Y y fh_]"?ﬂh archive ﬁ'l'.lm l'il?["dklﬂ'lpﬂ“‘,. '|.|,rr;|||4||;j acle] m““‘Jt‘Wh in the 130s pOE.
4 To dil‘llf.'. the tthnlfﬂl? Tew' is attested m:ly once in the Demotic rm[‘.njr'l’i. in an
unpublished cext mentioned by Ray 1978, no. 4. The text refers to ‘the Jews’, not o an

T? Unfortunacely, only two individuals are identified as Jews in the Greek inscriptions from
.- | Bgypt JIGRE 121-2, both undated),
$63-1967 per. | have arbitrarily opeed for the later date,
et 153 of 142 pee. | have arbitrarily opted for the later date,
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Introduction

The subject of everyday life in Roman-period P
face of it, to be a topic of genuine interest to
laypeople: to archaeologists, New Testament scho
studies or in rabbinics or Jewish studies. Ancient |
sorts of thoughts about breaking down the barr 'r:-:.
today, while ar the same time suggesting a ""'":}
that might make the distant past more palatable
high-technological present, so long after the dav
mid-nineteenth century, in fact makes it more
come to grips with some of the harsher realities
whether in Palestine or elsewhere. But whethet s
ancient Palestine was at a further remove than i
dccept when it came to many of the technologi
further west or in some of the great eastern ¢ :
Ephesus, ' ng

So for example, while we have a very Eﬂphiﬁ j"u_;.-:.-:_-_i_n op
4t Roman Sepphoris,' we have thus far found ony
“ 200 cE must have had a population of 13,00
Interence o be drawn is that families used chan
Wirullr! be that outhouses or latrines were ® o

hile the grear mansion with the Dionysos ! B

I This
of g
I

Paper was originally delivered as a spl_.'d!'l- o
Ypeople, fm:u]t].r, studencs, and confe b

Ve ateempred o keep the general ou
7 & convenient and up-ro-date sum

the wager system in, Tsuk & @l 1 "'r’-:;ﬂ:"!-" ;
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of the west in respect to SOme aSpects ‘:”C its design, especially the periscyle
courtyard, its size of 300 square metres” (¢, Fé_.llﬂ{]' square h‘L;_tfi}n':emlu; t|1'..i.1: It
is tiny in COMpArison to Piazza ﬁrmgn na in Sicily or -“'“”f'f-‘l“ t i = i ‘”_“El&i
of the west.? What is more, such peristyle villas are rarely found in Palestine,
and when they are they tend to get smaller “”‘“_] smaller the ].ﬂ“'r they are to
be dated.’ The most characteristic feature of this Cile house is that it has an
inner courtyard surrounded by columns. Over tJmL‘_EhL‘ arrangement ot
columns changed also. Yizhar Hirschfeld Idrzqu the following Lmjtclusum
from this: “The fact chat relatively few peristyle houses have been found in
Palestine to date may indicate that Hellenistic-Roman architectural tmdl_-
cions had limited influence 1n the country, at least in private construction.’®

The ‘courtyard house’, of which the x‘_len or mansion in the western
acropolis at Sepphoris (84.1) is an example,” would seem to be a local variant
of the Roman villa, adapted to local construction techniques and customs —
even the Dionysos villa is an adaptation of the Roman villa.® Like the
‘complex’ house, these are domiciles that have been enlarged over time to
accommodate the needs of the extended family, as married sons and their
families stayed on with cheir families, living no doubt around the
courtyard.” Along with various extended family members — a grandparent,
an aunt or uncle — these domiciles were forced to absorb more and more
individuals over time,

Other general observations on such dwellings are worth mentioning in
advance:

1 the improvement of construction techniques over time suggests the rise
of an affluent class of farmers:'?

2 terms and techniques were learned from non-Jewish neighbours — note
Talmudic loan words such as kifon=

. bedroom; traklin=entertaining room;
exedra = portico; or dimas

=course, as in course of stones;!!

3 The roilet and bath are found in

- : the two norchwest corner rooms of the Dionysos House
sscaption in Greek begera (health) serves as a -
nexe il : :
wim::'; E:ild:.:l'lﬁs Ir is hard to Imagine residenis of the CITY running out side 10 a cold
'I'Ld'E"Pfﬁdg :ﬁ.m = h-] the latrine, We assume, then, thar the use of chamber-pots was
wﬂ_ll;hjr.’r 2 jF'”'l']l’ IS a house was considered the ulrimate sign of luxury: "Who 15

4 Fora hf—ie-i‘.‘!ul'l\'t‘;fizfﬁzzll- . “":U IE‘E 4 privy near his table' (Tal. Bab. Shabbar 25h).

: a5 In the Hast, see iter 1007
3 Hirschfeld 1995 8597 see Rossiter 1997: vol. 5, 300-1,
6 Ibid.: 102,

T See
ﬁ.;[]n_!il:.mlj lizm:l Meyers 1996: 3943, by, espec

B Hirschfeld 1995, 92-3 and Ross;
: : ter 1997,
9 See Guijareo 1997 5761 and Bake 5

: : . , ; TR
1995 35; and Safrai 1994: 322fF,, and pm-;lm bR b

ninder, .ij'lj:r.u'rnrl}-,, that cleanliness 1s

nally II'S- 17, See also Meyers ¢ al, 1993:
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3 several types of houses adopred the Rq
shops and businesses within them and "'_ .
Khirbet Shema® and Meimn};lz s e goy

4 the Palestinian or R“mﬂmperiud Jem.a.,
rabbinic attitudes toward pere ;, ouse g
context 1n which both Jewish gt ...._
about inside and outside it_"‘i The loca!r_
activities wichin it is crucial to ““dfrsmm]_l'

5 the location of migua'or within ¢he -:]nmi:i.__
practice and preference, !5 At S'Epphuris bt -
pools as well as their diversity Suggest “lEl'mJingr
in both the domestic, western areas as wel| g
centre 1n the eastern, lower city. The ..I,r -.

Dionysos villa suggests its use by Jews if not ¢h
The Hebrew University team’s s

| batl d uggestion chat even iy

fitual baths were used must awaj e
16 wait final

scrutiny. ke

In addition to focusing on aspects of domestic architects

water installations wichin them, I will also brin
artifacts and small objects that suggest that Graec
Jewish orthopraxy did not necessarily clash.
these domiciles I will also draw attention to abje
design, some of them even erotic, which wer
contexts. Miquea'or, erotica, Helios, Pan and_._P: 0
stem quite at home in the Jewish city and s :,.i
This leads naturally to a consideration of the larg
ation, Unlike some of my European mileagﬁ% |
Martin Hengel,!” I do not see Graeco-Roman ct
IEnge Or opposition to nascent classical J

12

f;r the examples from these ewo sites see their final
J81. B
For a Hrn“n':i[’”‘iiki:ﬂg 5['l.!d].l' of chix El.lb‘il‘.‘.i:t',_ acilia iR
realia and culeyrq] theory in her evaluation, see Peskowitz
. an Ploneering work, see the unpublishtd Duke doctoral diss
g Bu]-:t-r 1997- 1556 o

Iﬁ x i = ) . X ? ' §
T'h;_ Ilnlrnnhma:mn of Plﬂgrered “EPP‘-""-I P,sz as 4
danc 15 o e

16 Thi 1scussed in the rexe below, & 4
15 statement was made in an oral communi
Y18iting che Sepphoris exhibition in B
I“_ll-":thelr "l?l.’-"ciﬁa nor E. Netzer has mﬂd!-'.-.

17 'Ke a ‘trial bulloon'.

i engel’s influential and ploneering

My critique of this appr

Itiﬂnil‘ " 1 o KA
pt. 1 Y, 1992h: 84—

13
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clash between Judaism and Hellenism coming
riod, with various aspects and components of
Hellenistic civilization taking over of abaurhiu:g or overwhelming thelir
Palestinian counterparts and precursors. Ht'ﬁgeis_f*!cmemﬁ of “{-'11'-’-1:11.‘5“-::
culture would include: social and economic Jﬂ!f:l.‘itl't_lq’_‘tull;le:, and (Greal
language and culture, especially education and ]3]111f:ﬂc1]}]1;,r. In respect to
Hebrew wisdom literature, for cxampIE: Hengel ﬁf.'[f!i.fr['f:t'l{ I“h]lUS{j‘l?h}’
encouraging the anti-nomian tendencies of the priestly elite Emd. lay nobility,
as reflected in the work on Ben Sira (but Ben Sira is 2 very Semitic, con-

servative document!).® So great is the influence of Greek culture in 300-

150 BCE that Hengel views the term ‘Palestinian Judaism’ as inappropriate
and favors the term ‘Hellenistic Judaism’ to describe both the situation in
the Diaspora and the scene in Eretz Israel. He also understands Jewish
eschatology as resulting from the clash with Hellenism — Judaism in the
early Hellenistic period 1s well on its way to becoming a ‘world’ religion, he
argues. Pharisaism, as well as Jewish nationalism emerged in manifest
opposition to this tendency to the universal represented by Hellenistic
Judaism.*!

Hengel's influence on so much of contemporary scholarship has meant
that a significant number of scholars accepts as historically accurate that
‘Hellenistic Judaism’ was firmly implanted in Second Temple Judaism, a
notion that also has grear implications for the study of early Christianity. I
have suggested an alternative way of understanding Hellenization, namely,
as a cultural force that enabled local culture to develop in ways that would
not have been possible buc for the introduction of certain aspects of
Hellenistic culture.®” In this respect I am indebted to the work of Glenn
BDWEl‘iﬂck of Princeton who traces the viability and vibrancy of late antique
fm'ms of indigenous pagan art and culcure, which in the East blend easily
Into lHEIleniatic art and architecrural forms.?* In a way the introducrion of
Flaasical culture into the eastern Mediterranean ca. 300 BCE was akin to the
Li:;tc;?tfrt:z:ﬂjd:zi::]hfi:ﬂLflmn in the mir_l—nirwu:.:*nth century: what

e same, but the diverse ways that technology

infl indige : '
1.:.*:n-:l?‘.i 1'_"-:||glnuu.a cultures could not and did not cause them to
Romogenize into a series of common cule

computer technology in the lase
the informarion highway.

I think it is imporeant
ation at the outset so

many of his followers saw the
early in the Second Temple pe

ures in the way that electronic and
decade has created a global civilization on

for me to stress this alternative view of Helleniz-
that both the unique aspects of Jewish life in ancient

W T mi;m' Ir 55—?8.
"i{'r'--..l-l_-.l-?#_’,i!:li. -. i

ASPECTS OF EVERYDAYIIE ROM A
AN p

Palestine can be observed, while ar
increasing level of comfort ip the J
more explicit trappings of Hellenist;
etc.). The words I would use
culture, ¢. 200 CE would be synergy and syncregj :
adapted to serve the ultimate aims ang ﬂbiﬁth’ﬁu:f‘:hf ;
By examining the private domicile in Romas, . €
the opportunity to observe both the cunservatl:i’e'fe nm:l
Jews as they confronted a dynamic and o .
those domiciles provide especially fertile tEfHPEE:jrﬁ or
the existence of mrgua’or in so many of them. The _I:—:“i
aspects of Hellenistic culeure within domestic ng
antiquity need not obscure the even stronger reality Pt
I $O Many respects was designed to pretae o :.,.--
loyalty to traditional forms of Jewish religious practice. |
here that a tull treatment of the Domestic Area on the -
Sepphoris in our final publication series will incll.lde--.
their precise domestic contexts. This essay is 4 kind of pre
Important 1cems to come,

the same time
ewish commug

¢ culture (e.g.
to describe the Jf.

Private domiciles

Before examining some of the specific types of domic
;ae_ri::u:l Palestine, let us consider a few matrers of r
I'v“_[Jriam Peskowitz has pointed out that unless an a
historian can point to the faces of individuals who
ancient spaces s'he is in danger of missing the true mé
of both the space such a scholar may be consider:
as well as the society in which it is located.*? This
determining gender and even then it 1s very ea
NEgative situation for women based on a few rab
SUNCt segregarion of che sexes, inferring that seclusi
Preserving a set standard of Jewish modesty in
Leonie Archer draws on a common interprect
fL‘(_'F’ﬂHL‘[‘L[EES tlllEiEl‘ll‘. space b}-" ngﬂ]iﬂg a diﬁhﬂ O
Ot interior (ferale).?® This is true of many Othe
nNew ways of understanding ancient Space and its

:2,1: Eﬁ'l Peskowitz 1997a; 130-51.
'J:'h:s 1S 4 point made by Baker 1997
% ©¥ rabbinic texts that have served §
See Archer 1990: 116, See also
Structure of women's seclusion in
See Buker 1997;6,
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ar least assist and direct further studies into the buile
0 i 5513 : - :

modes of critical inquiry. It seems to me
se new approaches that one will be freed to

avions [ hope t |
environment of antiquity 0 NEW
char it is only with the help of tlzie [

! in i r-neutral way.

-idence in a more gende 1 |
s made in inferring from house-types in

. = also been
Recent acrempts have als ; i SEERT S :
Roman Palestine the social strati fication of the family.”® One of the problems

- roach as Guijarro’s recent study of this kind is chat E.'Jt
with such an app sl ants in first century Palestine lived in
presupposes that the majoricy of peas 7 1 ith rh tl . centuries.?? It i
B b & bt have ‘noc sutvived' through the CERTULIES.™ IE 1S
difficult enough to infer gender from built structures, though with a critical
ent of the relevant rabbinic literature 1t 15 possible. IH“T LG assume
re complex houses represent the ‘elites of the country
chat the inhabitants of them are the most Hellenized
hile the smallest domiciles of stone or mudbrick
tsmen is really a case of ove F—If]'l.i_"l.‘]'l]'f_‘fi:l.l:i{':ll.'i.""“

asSEsSMm
thar the larger and mo

and a community and
of all groups in society, W
were made for peasants and cral _
Let us not assume that we may deduce so much from such limited evidence,

Let us now consider the three main types of houses in the Roman period:
the simple house, the complex house, and the cou rtyard house. In addition we

will refer to houses with shops that fall into one of these three categories.

The simple bouse

The most commonly found domicile in Roman-period Palestine 1s the
single-roomed structure. The best preserved examples of this type house are
from the Hauran, south and east of Mt. Hermon in the Golan.*? These
buildings may be situated either with a courtyard behind or in front of chem
and have been found in the vast majority of excavations; it is assumed that
the majority of the population lived in such houses also.** The general size of
such domiciles varied from 20 to 200 square metres; though most were on
the smaller side. The example from Khirbet Shema® represents the low end
of that range, 40 square metres, including the upper storey.** An outer
staircase there led directly to the second storey, while a direct ground-level
door opened into the main floor, which space served as a workshop or store.
A street or alleyway ran alongside ic. A baking oven and remains of other

domestic (?) installations were found I'".'Ell'h}' to the west, The house 18

preserved in its lase, Byzantine phase of use, 4th-5th centuries CE, actested to

28 Goijarro 1997: 55 and chart on p. 58
9 Toad: 31. Guijarro infers this s

30 Thid.: 55-60, from an old ethnographic study of Palestine.
3 Por this classificari : _
32 find.c 24, o0 we are indebted entirely to Hirschfeld 1995: 21-103.

g 21; Guijarro 1997: 598,

S
W

i ®al. 1997 107-13; Hirschield 1995: 34.

198
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by the sherds and coins found on the tatsall
level shop. Hirschfeld identifies this b g
in Palestine. Because of its size the number of ind
relatively few: 6-8 individuals, parents, Chi
migveh for this southeast sector of town is lia
served a number of families and households in thic

Another small example of the simple Hoisdtie
Meiron, and was called by the excavators the 'Imtt.[
least 80 square metres but it is apparently uul-;": s
and is therefore incomplete. If it is to be relaged i 3
stands alongside it (see Figures 12.1 and 1225 1
space of a roof terrace,”” both are comparable in’si.ﬁ
this type. Hirschfeld describes this type as a ‘two-
wings being perpendicular to one another, as is the cs
Meiron also.’® Considering the relatively large iz
keeping in mind that their full context was not un

‘peasants’ as do Hirschfeld and Guijarro;*® WEI’I :
turalist describes the situation better for me and elimir
of low social status. Often the term peasant also carries the
being uneducated. Because of the nature of the finds in the Pat
and their religious significance such a connotation would be
fied.™ Another example of the double-wing simple hot
the lower terrace at Meiron, which includes she
ground floor and a private migrebh that could sen
unit, MI (see Figures 12.3 and 12.4).%" Its size, 180/s¢
the larger end of the type. The finds associated
elegantly carved doorposts strongly suggest that
house were well-to-do craftsmen or artisans, tern
peasants. CEa

There are many variations to the plan of the sim
the best {:‘Hilll'lpiﬁr from the Golan, Kafr NHESEIL f o
POrtico running in frone of i’ I have only described SEVER

35
36
37
38

Meyers er af. 1997: 113-17.

Meyers er a/. 1981: 50-77.

Ihid.; 53, fig. 3.16

; HirM'hﬁ:Jd 1995: 20, 31.

:i:i :'L“'J 29; Guijarra 1997; 58. .
Ot especially che storage vessels with charred

" ;;Hﬂli1cunn'r. so M. Goodman, “The Purpase
eYers ef @/, 1981: 23, Note the cooper

of the migeeh there on pp. 41-4. The

4 5h_emnt and to the earliest examples at Sepph
Hirschfeld 1995; 24, B

] -“-.{I.:'
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d hence refer the reader to Hirschfeld for further elabor-
an

have exca\fal'l;‘d ﬂlriEl"jf of houses within the firsc

: the
- be clear already from . S
arion. It should = Jifficult to generalize about the organization of space
15

i r'hﬂ[ llzateﬁ to the movement of individuals wichin that space. It is
it re : as

S ssible to identify individual spaces within these houses as Lrl_hlri*

also i'J.E'ﬂIl} impo dv |‘|ﬂil'lfﬁ! out, Certain spaces arc very often

. 2 have alrea ;
specific. And yet as 1 T e TP R |
' reced 10 Hfﬂdfr-ﬁ-'lff_'!fl{: ways that would place the female and her
Interp - : ! TR
limiced activities most often 1n closed internal space, or in space that is
imiced :

. iible to those without.** The obverse would be true for males: they would
I ) v
- public spaces outdoors

mastly conduct their activities 1m0

The complex bovise

pe is an elaboration of the simple house, its
h the addition of new wings or housing units

builc on three sides of the outer courtyard.™ Such an ¢n largement ul.'_ Property
was undertaken due to the increase 1n numbers :}_i_ the extended family, or
represented an expression of prosperity. It also offered a greacer degree of
privacy for individuals working n the courtyard, Lhnui_:h. 1 ﬁhr}ch] be
emphasized it offered more direct access to the adjoining public areas. These
building types are to be found in an urban (?) apartment complex or rural
farmhouse, which might consist of several dwellings around a central court-
yard.*® Oftentimes the building history of a complex is too complicated to
determine: was the house built at one time or were certain components added
owver time. This 15 very difficult to do archaeologically because there are so many
walls and so many repairs to them, as well as to the earthen Aoors within. The
best examples of this type are found in the Hauran at Kafr Nassej and Umm
el-Jimal, in Pella and Jerash of the Decapolis, at Ramat Hanadiv along the
southern Carmel range, “En Yael near Jerusalemn or at Sebaste in Samania. £

Hirschfeld's second house ty
construction accomplished throug

The court yard howse

Another variant of the simple house, this type, just as the simple house, con-
tinued the bUiiL{iﬂg traditions of the architecture of ancient [srael.?’ Unlike

i 43 See Baker 1997: 721, Baker points out, for example, that in a courtyard there are shared,
commundl spaces and °

- spaces into which one might “disappear” behind walls anc/or
fl-w:lurl doors {rooms of individual dwelling units or “houses” in a courtyard). This 15 an
architecture thar, generally speaking, inhibies direct surveillance; it often intecrupts or
defleces che gaze .
aRpticon’

44 Hirshfeld 199%: 22 and 44ff

45 fhnd.: 44.

46 Thid.: 44-56,

47 . ik
wlwﬁm::l“m take this point from Stager's programmatic essay, ‘The archae-

in Ancient Isracl’, 1985 1-35,

i . : :
T . R Buch a PRLreErn she calls thart of an “anopticon’, the negarive ol
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che Simple House that was more frequent in rural :
was more common in urban contexes though thm:as..
lower city had a courtyard as did the example ﬂf:!'l!.‘ t:' o
leads us to urge caution in deﬁning categories’ rae =
Roman-period Galilee there are only twg ciline 00 rigic
Meiron is a ‘town’, an intermediare stage bet nr .ﬁl oh e
is no reason why we might not find such a type in
well, though it is less likely. Hirschfeld points out a pro per
a house with an inner courtyard withoue columns :;m .
and a house wich an inner courtyard wich culumn; anﬂ'm' |
classical culture.”” Such houses are alsg found in t,he ‘ 4
the case at Marisa.’! The best examples of this type c oy
and date to the first century cE, most notably the Greae ion (
metres), the Burnt House, the Herodian House of the UP : ,ﬁ 5
metres). 'l_'hL- Triple Courtyard House at Capernaum El:: . "4.:“"'
at Korazin,”’” and the ]Etl‘gf: house on the western H-Cl'ﬂp';ﬂ-i! ar S
—see Figure 12.5) offer the best examples from Galilee  [¢
note the presence of migra'otr in the Jerusalem and Sepphoris con
Examinacion of the contents of the Jerusalem houses leaves n
their identification as being Jewish homes, especially che ot
baths and stone vessels.”® But the Jerusalem houses are all dest
The Sepphoris example raises some VELY IMpPOrtant isst
identifying the occupants of the building in the Rﬂmanpﬂicﬂ‘.
house were originally built in the Hellenistic period and ueiliz
Roman period when the firse stage of the house’s constru
pleted, ¢. 50 cE.*® It was remodelled and expanded seveﬂf !

next centuries but especially at cthe beginning of the fourth centu
It assumed its present configuration, which was destroyed
earthquake of 363 ck. e
[n an underground chamber near the south end of the buildin

a4 hu as W e . ions in ch
gec trash he dp appare nt]}r {]:_]Sfd up b}f I'E'ﬂﬂ'li'ﬂﬂﬂﬂ:: mn _

4R I.':‘I.P[ the ir]fil.ll-.'l'.ll."!- n|"' iries on che areas thar Elulﬂllﬂﬂt- ThEIII.. o= [I:'.I “-.'-._'l o '
Galilean contexe’ 1997: 57=67. A
49 Safrai 1994: 19-82,
il Hirschfeld 1995: 57
5l Ihid. Gy, hg. 40.
Ihid - 57-61,
;‘* {hld + B8-9 and fig, 43.
4 See above 1. 78

?3 See Avigad 1980, passom and 175-83. The major works a8

Hebrow bur see lus English essays 'Jerusalem as the center 0
;hl:' Secongd Temple period’ (1994a- 244-56), m.ﬂ [
ccond Temple Period' (1994b: 7-28). The ¢ IS
5 Pbbinic laws of purity is by Deines (1993
® references above in n, 7 L
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Fegure 12.5. Drawing of large house, 84.1, Sepphoris

beginning of the fourth century cE, a treasure trove of discarded objects were
found. They included the bronze miniatures of Pan and Prometheus, and
many third century discus lamps that featured erotica on the central disc (see
Figure 12.6). However, among the pottery fragments of lamps there was also

one with a Torah Shrine, clearly Jewish.®” And from the area that wi
Hellenistic in date and subsequently

in the Roman period came an ostracor
functionary at Sepphoris,

JHLEJF]‘JUFHLLH into the f:rur[}h.ll'cl ]113'11"-‘1'
1 with the earliest mention of a Jewish
" In addicion, there are at least three mifgua’or in the

37 Iﬂ: the examples published by Lapp (1996: 217—245, A much
iconagraphy is available in his 1998
the cultural significance of the o la

38 See Navel's treacment of this artj

broader sampling of lamp
Duke doctoral dissertation, "The archaeology of lght!
mp from Roman Palestine’,
fact in Meyers o /. 1996: 170,

. T
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Figure 12.6. Erotic discus lamp found in 84.1 (third century cg).

building, though only two in use at the same time.

femains from this building and the entire western summit,
: . i0d. 72 By the

bones whatever to be found in the Roman period.” By

3

when we find terra sj aillata bowls stamped with crosses !"'-'.
Christian character, and when the area is mcﬂnﬁgﬂrfd_ 2
363 ck, the fau nal remains produce 18-20 per cent P‘E.‘_. o
The evidence. thus, in favour of seeing a Christian pﬂpﬂlﬂﬂm_'r'
the Byzantine period 1s most convincing, 2
The location of this courtyard house with room D ROCH

Serving as the enclosed open space within the 200 S
"oteworthy. A narrow but elegantly paved roadway runs
€nd and the third—fourth century Structure Is entered o
Figure 12.7). In the early Roman period access was:
Oadway into che entryway designated 6 on ﬂ.lf plan
otonly proyides ample place for extended family li
Weney-fiye if we take into account a second :'"i
ACcess to rwo neighbourhood roadways or 4

Privacy within the large house. Household €

: .
¥ The faunalis; for che Sepphoris Regiona e

le of Sepphoris and wrote his 1996
“h““l“!-'icni model for che st
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12.7. East-
st=west roadway with underground drainage
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visible, western summit.
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Figure 12.8. Incense shovel found in 84.1 (third century cg),

[

in the open space (D) along with spinning and other crafts.” Guijarro may
be closer to the cruth in pointing to prominent landowners or clergy
otcupying such a household,” and the presence of a large cache of ceramic
incense shovels as well as many fragments of stone vessels dating to the early
Roman perind support such an interpretation in chis case (see Figure 12,8
To infer any more than this, namely, that some priestly families lived here -
and thar []u,}. had considerable resources, would be Hm'ng too far. Wthmnq .
indication whatever that the occupants of this lovely mansion were tax :

collectors or leaders of the city. That they were very much at hm.? with
- is obvious enough. The evidence
ostracon, the absence
d was Jewish in

Helleniseic objets d'art, lamps, statues, etc.
rlf the igra of, scone vessels, Jewish symbols on lamps,

o' Pig bones, etc., clearly indicate that che househol
[ !'I‘-!rl.l.'._rt'r (1%

a

i ']
W Peskowicz 19974, especially pp. 117-18

hL ':mrll:liurru 19497 g
02 Sep Mf'_'r'{'lr-: (ed ) 1999b, in which Leonard V. Rurgers
im'”“‘L shovels found at Sepphoris, and j.;:n:il:hﬁﬂ Reed, among
y o 00E vessels (nn. 81—108 i
¢ Ij{'“i':“wnz nr'ﬁ!rls. 4 cogent tlnd erechant argument 10 favour of =
."1r_-i-.r1|ll::|r|5. l|L'IE*nd|r|g such a stance against Critics 1 ‘EmFtr |
53;‘"}? Land: a response to Marianne Sawicki's ._ 4
#97b: 25982 See also Meyers and Meyers 1997: 32020

Jores the sigaific
PR

g
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! 3 kol i s L:'].J 4.,‘1I‘T'||."':. rl““:_" L |'_"|_|_r{:u_,l-
] !l Iﬁ. t [} ]] L15l.1 i i “'.- [}i flll. L Hll]’fj;’lﬂl h{ll]":l. ¥ | I

example of borrowing from l']1r.=_ L%r.-wm-Rum:u; I:erﬁ]?in--:-n_:urn[ []rm--]ll]l{-j”[-:l The
palaces at Herodian Jericho from the late He tlllh[llt ]-1'?“ Iii‘”-}-- oman
periods are built in the peristyle plan and also llustrate the influence of the
Roman villa.%* Notable examples from the .I Iul[cm.arqu- and _l{rnj't1att1 ]w:-r[{?dq
besides the Dionysos Mansion at Sepphoris include ’lL'Erlﬁr"Lrlj'-#ﬂ, Samaria, Tell
.Iudi:idah and Khirbet el-Murag, ﬂl?hulc: and Jerusalem ™ The distribution of
this type house is very limited in P_‘ij'f“”“? suggesting that such an overtly
classical construction style had limited 111f113t'ntu. However, 1 would !_"Jl:_hL-
surprised to find further examples of this at Sepphoris, Beth Shean, or similar
locations. .
| Let us briefly consider the significance of the Dionysos Mansion at Sepphoris

0 this context.®” About 300 square metres of internal space and commanding

a unique and commanding position on the ac m_]mlv; adjacent to the theacre,
' the building was constructed in the first third of the third century CE and was

destroyed in 363 CE by the great earthquake. By the time the building was _ _ g ol _ _
completed, in the time of Rabbi Judah the Patriarch, Sepphoris was becoming S o :#1:5‘:;-'-:-":'51““: s
a multi-cultural city wich Jews, Jewish-Christians, and pagans occupying ot L T L R T e
various parts of the city. Rabbi Judah is also known to have been tavourably
disposed to Greek as a language (Tal. Bab. Bava Qama 82b,c). Site selection for
construction of the Dionysos Mansion nearly tells us as much about the
purpose and owners of the building as do the wonderful mosaic panels on the
floor of the triclinium or banquet hall with their Greek labels (see Figures 12.9
and 12,10). The single toiler and bath in the northwest corner rooms reveal
something abour the lugh level of support necessary to support such a facility
(see Figure 12.11). Several pools, a migreh, and garden in the courtyard to the
south of the triclinium point to a lavish lifestyle, great wealth, or public
support. In view of the fact that Sepphoris was administered internally by a : : :
bosle or municipal council, the mansion could be the place where it mert, or el o
where the Patriarch welcomed guests, or where actors, performers, or HIE ' :

distinguished v:s.:m;s were hosted and housed. Meshorer believes that the
famous Caracalla coin that commemorates

Sepphoris Council (bowle) su -
supports the ide

Sanhedrin of the

There

f

a treaty berween Rome and the
a that the bomle was acrually the

. Jewish community, which at the time was at Sepphoris.®®
5 N0 reason why the leadership of the Jewish

community should nort feel

64 Hirschfeld 1995 85-07.
65 Rossiter 1997 300-1.

66 Hirschfeld 1995: 103, n. 6 .
67 See Nagy et al. 111-15.: and charts on pp. 100-1

=13; Meyers 1997: Me ]
68 See Meshorer in M - Meyers of af. 1992h; 38-59
159-71) 0 bleyers o al. 1996: 198 and his essay Sepphoris and Rome' (1997

; :
gure 12 10, Dionyses procession scene from
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Figure 12,11, Ground plan of Dionysos villa,
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right at home among these trappings of
judah himself, redactor or editor SR

craditions and legends, is supposed to haye been
emperor Caracalla (Antoninus),5?

of the courtyard suggests at the very least a
possible that the municipal couneil had members
fourth century also Christians — byt with a Jewish ma it
quite clear that this elegant mansion wag sited in g e In any
in the most elaborate style with Hellenistic mosaic are Wimth. W
and constructed in the classical architecruga] mode. I,_-,“:,ﬂj ol ' _H'._E.
surely an upscale Jewish quarter or neighbourhood i diai -.:..- t
seems reasonable to conclude that irs yse Was in the Jewish -......;-
lower city on the east, along the great cardo, no ol : ,-:
non-Jews and their buildings, though the presence .--'. ;
suggests a large Jewish presence.” Thus far no inscriptional evide
found that would help us to understand who planned the ciey'
expansion and classical character from ¢, 100-250 CE. Whoever
plans, at least in the Roman period, it was the Jewish
enjoyed the structures and ornaments of che city.”!

HElltni_;:i.:

ANMUune

Ritual baths

A recent article by Hanan Eshel elaimed that none of the sc .
discovered at Sepphoris qualifies as a ritual bath according to r
and parallels from other sites and hence must be considered 2
baths.”? Despite the fact that the Hebrew University excavarions
excavated two bathhouses in the lower city along the cardo,™ E
call all msgveb-like installations at Sepphoris ‘stepped pools’. W B
Into a detailed treatment concerning the halakhic acccpuhﬂi:f  migr
me offer a few words of explanation regarding their use. e
In biblical times, already, immersion in water Was prescri
16~18) in regard to impurities acquired during int o
Woman's discharge of blood during menstruation l'_].e'.r 152 1 i
Pools or ritual baths (miqua'ot) are not pmitiwllj' .d:nnﬁad !
until the late Second Temple period (late HfllFmstlE .
Jericho,” when an elaborate system of regulations "-'-"“ -

]

HE

69 Thid

0 See Sera
T

nge 1996: 117-21 and Wieiss and Netzer 19978 1EEAS
| Weise and Neczer 1997: 128; see also ctheir mcnnn.nﬂ : _'
bathhoyses separate from chem on p. 121,ID|: the oy gL
7 forms of entertainment and culture, see Weiss _-"‘i:E-
Eshe| 1997: 1313, ' _
“15% and Netzer 1997: 121, i
M See Reich 1997: 430-1 and Wood 1984: ¢ B
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was developed.”™ Many ritual bachs f:mm the early I_lumim period h:w_r: been
found in the Jerusalem excavations. O r:lubc_:r_an?; of thr:llnm_'s of ritual
purity thus evolved berween ¢ 100 BCE and frf:J Fih re EC““,?.';; 3 '|jE- Llnncemﬁ of
priests, Pharisees, and Essenes in matters of bodily F'U"'f!r; I.EF, ate preserved
in the Mishnah cractate Migva'ot and the Tosefta of the same name. There is
no Talmudic tractate on Migua'o!. | :

No doubrt at the early stages of practice of immersion, even in biblical
cimes, purification was achieved after immersion in a bqtl}r of narur-:li. WALer, a
lake or river or spring. Ultimately the ritual [jﬂth was introduced. The name
migveh means a literal gathering of something, in th{- context of Leviticus _1:: or
Mishnah Migua'ot, ‘a gathering of water’. The difference berween ordinary
washing and ritual bathing lies in the definition of water that .u:u]d be used in
rirual bathing: only waters that were ‘in the hands of he_;wr_-n , living waters’,
could be used in a msgreb. No human contact could interfere with the filling of
the migueh thar required a minimum of 40 seah of water, less than a cubic
metre: hence, human efforts to fill a migeeh were not permissible. There are no
requirements regarding the shape of a ritual bath or instructions regarding the
process of descending into the pool. Warerproof plaster 1s required to seal the
porous limestone of bedrock. In Jerusalem as in Sepphoris the migra’or are cut
into the bedrock on the ground floor or basement of a house,

Reich’s major study of ritual baths is based almost exclusively on the
examples uncovered in the Jerusalem excavation.”” Though he and many
others tend to use the Judean model in judging examples in Galilee, Reich
has found the examples in Sepphoris acceptable for ricual use. Eshel’s reserv-
ations abour the Sepphoris examples arise because of these issues: they are
smaller than the Jerusalem examples; they mostly do not have a separating
line or door for entering and leaving; they mostly do not have an adjoining
reservoir of pure water (‘otsar); and in the houses in which such installations
W"EI‘"E!P found no ‘normal’ bﬂl’hiﬂg fﬂcl]it? was found,

First let me say that I do not feel it is necessary that Galilean building
traditions need to be the same as those in Jerusalem. The fact that most
S:mplt? Fm""_ Sepphoris are smaller should have no bearing on the case
w; ?n:lt ;?%I;?‘;'E:r:z;:}?:; [??Ssilzrllr: to fill the im mersion space with f—jiﬂ
BB eve! 0odel and there arﬂ;Jﬁ':' 1‘5 H[n{yru problem if one thmks ‘:Ibt'JLll. a
ek thuugi’-. 1 e fuiua ij.:ﬁmph:.'-; of a mn;!rm& ‘IMH'.h an “offar

5 only one, ™ My paosition is this: in all cases

15 See Reich 1997 and 1988: 102
: : 102-7,
76 See Awigad 1980: 13943

T7 This is the subj ich' -
subject of Reich's unpublished Hebrew University PhDD dissertation in which

he is '
'ﬁ‘::'mmﬁnhh:hr Jerusalem evidence: ‘Migwa'ot (Jewish Ritual Immersion
,with English :h:;mster Temple and Mishnah and Talmud Periods’, 1990 (in

1997 0. 10,

B
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at Sepphoris one can hyputhetically recanstpye
storage of rain water on roofs ang trans |1 :
drainage pipe — nearby cisterns also store amy
said that che laws are sufﬁcienrljr vague to allo
matter of transferring ‘pure wager’ it “'_H
followed. It is at least theoretically possible ' ;
the nearby cistern or transported by individ ._.,.
filled from a cistern by lowering the jar withig :
contact would occur with the ‘Pure water'. Byt .
pure water it would not be a problem i any case,
types of people descend into our migua'st and
early Roman ones in 85.3, the tower area, the u."t-
all individuals around 5 feet or 50, Up to perhaps 5 e
snug fit and the pools are very awkward from n}-'.‘.
there 1s no easy way to dispose of the dirty, MPF
appropriate for simple immersion. As for the ik
facilities at Sepphoris, we have already ﬂﬂ'ffd'ti'@
western summit the Florida excavations have excavated
certainly be understood as baths. As for the ab
should certainly not be regarded a halakhic in nan
taken as a serious problem for proper identification o
In selecting illustrations for this section I h
typological sequence: the oldest are those that ct

ment of a very small house or those cut like ca .
a4 very small entryway (see Figures 12,12 and |
Hellenistic and early Roman period. The lax
adhere to this pattern possibly because it v
housed in barracks there. The smaller early ty
earliest domestic units. R
The middle Roman examples (Figures 12.14 a
ate and reflect the growth and stability of Sepphor
buile struccures with ample room to disrobe an
Vaulted ceilings at the entryway in some cases
Space bur flat roofs were utilized to cover the
Workplace in good weather and had a small par
“ould collect and drain into the appropriate spot. Th
::;;: E:I:I the same as the middle Roman ﬂm |
€ house was renovated. The Hebre
lumeroys B}?zalntineiperiud migua'ol

(it

79 ﬂ Very fine summary on the gener

15 found in Sanders 1900 214-2
Cotsar) system was Pharisaic ine
Archacology che sicuation is m

A
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The presence of so many ritual baths at Sepphoris in domestic con
well as civic spaces including the Dionysos Mansion and in vir
periods demonstrates chat Jewish residents were commicted to pr
Jewish traditions while at the same time were becoming more a
comfortable with the trappings of Hellenistic culture. fnde!&,
conflict between the two. The practice of ritual immersion may
extended to objects of metal and glass, and several houses llﬂ"‘v' ma:
Where such vessels could be d ipped if they were not dipped info &
Miqia‘or (see Figure 12.17). More than any other arcifact or bullese
the ritual baths a¢ Sepphoris provide clear evidence ufr.hf:_ plution of
bathing from the Hasmonean era to che late Byzantine period:
for bodily purity alongside definitive evidence in the Roman period $

W ; T
Yi5 ot eaten in Jewish homes suggests a very high

Jewish law in one of Galilee’s two cities. No doubt these fpes’

allowed individuals to keep sharp and clear houndaries ;_3
ind other Zroups,

Conclusions
Figare 12,12, Early Roman wqueh, Sepphoris

a g should not be surprised to find great Variety =
Mcients buile in Roman-period Palestine. 10€
214 I P

*
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Figure 12.14. Middle Roman migeeh, 851
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the lines of development of ancient houses we are also forced to look ar
contents and the organizing principles that determined the use of don
space. Such an effort leads us directly into matters of everyday life, foodw:
gender, etc. Some of the houses we have looked at fic in rathér Wﬂuf-'
changing shape of domestic architecture in the classical world (the Di€
Mansion at Sepphoris). Were we to examine the Dionysos hﬂﬂﬁﬂ
reference to its larger context in Roman Sepphoris iflf- the tli_lrd and u!
Centuries CE, we would be hard pressed to evaluare its beautiful v
Its other contents. By contextualizing it, however, We afc f'hiﬂ =
Tl‘ll.‘i!‘:ly abour its L|t;.1;;;- in rhe wider community DFSFFP}!DHS tbltl_r
Jews, pagans, and Christians at different moments i its history.
Mosaics alone do not allow us to reconstruct the ambieace Df :
and its culture. To be sure the use of Greek language and o
N them shows thar the 1_-1'[-}- wias Very muEh at home J'
Culture of the late Roman period. But so 00 dqes the sur
in;-li-r.*rmlrc of symbols and images used 10 dﬂfﬂmﬂng_'.-
i .u.f 105 II.TI’I':I‘Ig{_’S include f:rﬂtl:{ h]éﬁ,
i Pagan society. The homes 10 W=
PPer Galilee were more traditional in terms

e
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descending from biblical times, but it is in their larger t‘ﬂntt:-:t.uf [own or

lage life that we are best able to evaluate their type and rhrfr contents,
et ing the larger context of the whole town and region the full
E?E:ﬂtn:?i?:hfse small finds cannot be fully _undf:_rsm::ﬂl. | hav.n: ‘_15_'1‘1‘1111“:‘;!
to do some of this in my essays on Galilean regionalism.™ In a city in Lm-.rr_fr
Galilee, where so many streams of influence come together, the task is
obviously more difficult and complex.

1 1 : H { . ln]CFEIE’n

This brmgs me once again to 1n _ e I

qutw'ﬂ.t or ricual baths. The ]LidE;ln model of ritual baths as atctested in
) : The _

Jerusalem need not be the only itandzifd b}?I Thi.{.h we E'?.ri[l]i.lil ttfttn.rit?ﬁﬁi.m'f
pools in either the Upper or Lower Galilee. .Tmt, pointec {-]!_El 4 'hlll El.ﬂl'rltf:
the apparent absence of an ‘vtsar Of reservoir IEISECIUEE POsStDC L __Pllff
water was added from a drainage pipe on the roof or from a nearby cistern
where rain water or spring water was stored. Certainly these small _sr-:*ppvd

ls make for awkward and odd baching areas as Eshel wants to L:l:'ll]'l'l. The
overall context of the site and city and the evidence of everyday ]]I{L' SUZZests
that a large proportion of the population chose to adhere to certain practices
of ritual purity that were made possible through immersion in pure water, In
view of the extensive literary traditions associated with Sepphoris in the
rabbinic literature this is not an unlikely supposition. Moreover, the
archaeology of domestic space 1s very complicated and it may not be possible
to reconstruct fully every aspect of the architecture of the house and its
immersion pools.

The dynamic world of Roman-period Palestine led to many changes in
the landscape of ancient Judaism. The prospering of the Jewish community
after the loss of the Jerusalem Temple in cE 70 is testimony to its ability to
adapt to new condirions and circumstances. Domestic space and how it was
utilized is certainly one of the most important ways we have of understand-
ing Jewish life from a non-literary perspective. Hopefully this chapter will
lead others to assess a growing body of data that is essential to a more
nuanced understanding of Judaism and Jewish life in the Roman period.

pools and their identification as

Adam, A. (1972) Antike Berichte iiber die Essener, Kleine Tes
Ubungen, Berlin .
Alexander, L. (1999) "The Acts of the Apostles as an anc

M. Goodman, S. Price and C. Rowland (eds), Apa
Pagans, Jews, and Christians, Oxford, Clarendon Press,
Ameling, W. (1990) 'Koinon tén Sidénian’, ZPE 81 18
Amir, Y. (1980) ‘Philo’s version of the pilgrimage to Jerusal
U. Rappaport and M. Stern (eds), Jerusalem i the d Tem
Schalit Meworial Volume, Jerusalem: Ben-Zvi. i
Applebaum, S. (1976) “The social and economic status of'd
i S. Safrai and M. Stern (eds), The Jewish Peapl
Compendia Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novam Tes:
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, '
Arbanitopoulos, A.S. (1928) Graptai Stelai Demetri
Athenais Archailogikes Heraireias 23, Achens: Sake
Archer, L.J. (1990) Her Price is Beyond Rubies: Th
Palestine, Sheffield: Sheffield University Press. =
Aubet, M.E. (1993) The Phoentcians and the West: Pol
English trans. by M. Turton, Cambridge: Cambri
Avigad, N. (1980) Discovering Jerusalens, Nashville:
Axenfeld, K. (1904) ‘Die jiidische Propaganda a
der urchristlichen Mission’, in K. Axenfeld &
Studien, .f"c"rm',l_‘:r:ﬁ .I,I’jr'.r'r Cr. Warneck, Berlin: M. w
Bacon, H 1. (1961) Barbarians in Greek Tragedy .
Bagnall, R S. and Frier, B.W. (1994) The Demagr
Cumbridgf: University Press. ;
Baker, ¢ M. (1996) ‘Bodies, boundaries, and dc 15
marketplace’, Journal of Medieval and Early MOGSTHEEE
—— (1997) ‘Rebuilding the House of Israel: A€
n Roman Jewish Galilee c. 135-300 CE 1t
Eal.;nhurhnm: Duke University. ¢ 4
» D, (1982) *“Two apologetic encomid: ==
J‘::’*JJE 13: 102-22.
Y JM.G. (1996) Jews in th
“{3.?3 BCE-117 CE). Edinbu i
Kochva, B, (1976) T

Campaigns, Cambr " Classted

| .cl

[
=
LS = 1
gt i
=St




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Baron, S.W. (1952) A Soctal and Religions History af the Jews, 2nd edn (2 vols), New

.- Columbia University Press. |
- e apaedta_Jndar, ed. C. Roth e &/., Jerusalem,

1971) ‘Population’, in Eroyel e it
Earret{t CK. (1094) The Ads of the Aposles, vol. 1, Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark

i s ' idinbureh: T. & T. Clark.
1998) The Acts of the Apostles, vol. 11, Edinburgh: 1. )
B':ll.ll'l'l,l:l_',—’i"littl't. A ; ftl Q81) The Phoenician History of Philo of Bybles, EPRO 89, Leiden:

Brill. |
— (1998) ‘Greco-Roman volun _ : :
M IEf}.miim-m (ed.), The Jews in a Greco-Roman Woarld, Oxford: Clarendon Press
- J.M. (1967-9) 'The Essene avoidance of o1l and the laws of punty’, RQ

tary associations and ancient Jewish seces’, in

o

Baumgarten,

6: 183-92 : . ; ;
Beall, TS. (1988) Josephus' Descrapiron of the Essenes illustrated by the Dead Sea Serolls,

Society for New Testament Studies, Monograph Series 58, Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press. :
Beloch, J. (1886) Die Bevilkersng der Griechrsch-Rimschen Welt, Leipzig: Duncker &

Humblot

Ben-David, A. (1974) Talmudsiche Okonome; Die Wirtichaft des piidischen Paldstina zur
Zeit der Muschna and des Talmud, vol.1, Hildesheim: Olms

Bergmann, W, and Hoffmann, C. (1987) ‘Kalkiil oder Massenwahn? Eine soziologische
Interprecation der antijiidischen Unruhen in Alexandria 38 n. Chr," in R Erb
and M. Schmidt (eds), Antisemitismus und ;f.f':..";.f.-'.fr.-_- Greschichte, Studien zu Ebren von
Herbert A. Strawss, Berhin: de Gruyrer.

Bernstein, M. (1996) 'The employment of scriprure: preliminary observations in
reading 4QMMT", in H. Kampen and M. Bernstein, Reading 40MMT: New
Perspectives on Qumiran Law and 1ts Literature, Atlanta: Scholars Press.

Bickerman, E.J. ({19371 1979) Der Gott der Makbabder (trans. H.A. Moehring as The
God of the Maccabers), SJLA 32, Leiden: Brill

(1939} "Sur une INSCOIPLIon gréecgue de Sidon’, In Mélanges syriens offerts @ M.
René Dussaud, Paris: Paul Geurher.

—— (1968) Chronalogy of the Ancient World, London: Thames & Hudson.

T “93[]‘} ‘La charte séleucide de JETUS?]]EIT]‘ and ‘Une ["Fm'lﬂﬂ'lilllﬂﬂ ';,él{:l_]cidr_'

relative au temple de Jérusalem’, in Studies in Jew:ish and Chr 1 istory
A0 i in Jewish and Christian History,
AGAJU 9, Leiden: Brill Ao

Binder, D.D. (1999) Into the Temple Conrts: The Place
Temple Period, SBL Dissertation series, Atlanta: Soci
Boffo, L. (1994) Lirizioni Greche ¢ Latine

Fg,:'( the ."l-'_j'.r.rg.rI:;rJlJ\;.-'..'f'_l i the Second
ety of Biblical Literacure

Edicr: frer lo Studo della Biblia, Brescia: Paidela
ILriceE,
Bohak, G. (1« : ek

51—41_{ 99 'CF] 111, 520: che Egyptians’ reaction to Onias' Temple', J§J 26:
= (1996) Joseph and Asene

and its Literarure 10, Ar J€ omi il Jrcish 1 emiple 1n Heliopolis, SBL Early Judaism

lanta: Scholars Pres
A, {] 9,9?:' IG{];_]{J g ks | =4
in B. Kramer ﬂ;ﬂf{.!?;ﬁhadjlws’ and non-Jews in Greek papyri and inscriptions
Teubner.

"1"}: -l"’lkh’” i‘-'l-;ﬂ .s? P I.I‘J'H.'F"li'-:i"ffﬂﬂﬂjﬂ? luq".i'lir.i'_}'_l'.I]if.r.lj::fﬂléﬂﬂﬁn-_{_[fi1 LE‘j]‘l?.lE:

222

. . B - .'
| —

Borgen, P. (1992) 'Philo and the Jewii o .. ()
pederson, L. Hannestad and J. Zahle (eds), E .-.,_I @
Aarhus University Press. hic

Bowersoc k, G.W. (1990) Hellenism in Late Antiou: “".., g
Michigan Press hrty, Aon
__{1992) ‘Les Grecs “barbarisés", Krenns 174 240

Boyarin, D. (1994) A Radrcal Jew: Paul and the Poliskeeo il
versity of California Press. "-'=='-*:. '

£ - 7= 1
RO
-

Branham, J.R. (1993) "Vicarious sacrality: Temple sp;
D Urman and J.D. Flesher (eds), Anciens SW cient
Archavological Discovery, 19-45, A

Brawley, R. (1987) Luke-Acts and the Jews, SBLMS 33, 4 e

Bresciani, E. (1991) ‘L'amore per il paese natig nel egiziang ¢ g
Demotico’, CRIPEL 15: 35-8, Hn

Bringmann, K. (1983) Hellewistirche Reform and Relivionse
AAWG, Phil.-hise. Klasse, 3ce Folge, Nt 132,
Ruprecht. e

Broshi, M. (1979} "The population of western
period’, BASOR 236: 1-10 e

Broshi, M. and Gophna, R. (1984) “The settlements and boot
during the early Bronze Age II-III', BASOR 253: 41 g

Brunt, P. (1971) ltalian Manpower 225 BC=AD 14,
Press e

Bruun, C. (1997) ‘Acquedotti e condiziom sociali di B
realtd’, in La Rome impériale. Démographie e logistigue
23 Mars 1995, Paris. i

Bunnens, G. (1979) L'Expansion phéniceenne en i
Institut historique belge 3 Rome. O

Burchard, C. (1962) 'Pline et les Esséniens’, RB 69: 533-695

—— (1977) 'Die Essener bei Hippolyt, Ref IX 1852
119-161°, J5T 8: 1-41. g

Eur}:chaell, J.T. (1999) From Synagogue to Church, Cambe

ress,

Byatt, A. (1973) Josephus and population numbers in

L03: 57, Sy
Casson, L. (1995) Ships and Seamanship in the Ancient WSS
Johns Hopkins University Press. Plgb s -

Charlesworch, J.H. (1985) O/d Testament Pseudepigrape
Lestament’ and Legends, Wisdom Bl Pﬁffﬂiw
C Odes, Fragments of Lost J.-m'ea-He.:’!mirﬁlr Works,
hesnuce, R.D. (1995) From Death fa Life. Conpersion
la‘sh*fﬁﬂd Academic Press. ! e o
rysse, W. (1994) Jews in Trikomia', in £ri '
Papyrologisss, Copenhagen: Museum USC
"~ (1998) ‘Ethnic diversity and dialee
g‘l HMFW Verhooge and 5.P. Vieemia
8P Crresk dand Dawoils f .
“man, Papyrologica Lugd no-Bata



BIBLIOGRAFPHY

i af Jewishness; Bowndarres, Varwettes, Uncertainties,

Gohen, S. (1999) The Begrnning
California: Universicy of Calito
Cohen, 5.J.D. (1957) ‘Respect for

L. __""n_ | . ; | |
—-T-Iilfigﬂgﬁ}ﬁ‘(‘.mﬁﬁmg the boundary and becoming a Jew’, HTR 82: 1333,

el iov and “Hellenism"” in the emergence of Jewish

4 L{l';ﬂ,}l_?i Ih[;:r}:_ii':;;! {‘II:E:';E:E:E:', in P. Bilde, T E1'.I;..’,|:I1.‘1E‘;_’-.EJL‘{|CI‘_SL'I"I, L. [_T'cll'lfl.l'_'.‘im-r_{

| ::lnm%;:hlf: (eds), Religion and Religions Praciice it the Selencid Kingdom, Studies in

?—?e]]iﬁisn: Civilizations 1, Aarhus: Aarhus University F’n-_n;q. i e

(1994) “Tovoriog 10 Yévog and related expressions in Josephus , lﬂf.l"'. I jlm_-mf

and J. Sievers 1:|':-'.|5:Irjr.lrf.y'1£.'.f.ff and !.I!'.'T History of the Greco-Romar Period: Essays in

cof N mith, Leiden: Brill.

Meﬁ%g{f?’}?ﬁ:&;ple and the 5}'ﬂﬂgﬂgl::lt"_. in W Hl.:lr|::‘ll_.lr':'.-', '_"K“’ D. Davies and J.

Srurdy (eds), The Cambridge History of Judaism, 111, 1 be Early Koman Period,
Ca:nl:;rldge: Cambridge University Press, 298- 326

Collins, J.J. (1986) Berween Athens and Jernsalem. Jewish Identity in the Hellenistic
Diaspora, New York: Crosstoad. |

— (2000) Between Athens and Jernsalem: Jewish Identity in the Hellenistow Diaspora
(2nd edn), Grand Rapids: Eerdmans

Cotton, H.M. and Greenfield, J.C. (1994) ‘Babatha’s property and the law of
succession’, ZPE 104: 214, nn. 19, 24,

Cotton, H.M., Cockle, W.E.H. and Millar, EG.B. (1995) "The papyrology of the
Roman Near East: a survey', fournal of Roman Studes 85: 214-35.

Cumont, E (1930) ‘Esséniens et Pythagoriciens, d'apres un passage de Josephe',
CRAIBL: 99-112.

Dalbert, P. (1954) Die Theologie der bellemistisch-picdischen Mussionsirteratur nnter
Ansschluss von Pbilo and Josepbus, Hamburg: Reich,

Davies, ] K. (1984) ‘Cultural, social and economic features of the Hellenistic world’,
in Walbank, EW. e af. (eds), The Cambridge Ancient History, Val, 7, Part 1, The
Hellenistic World, 2nd edn, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 257-320.

Davies, W.D. (1999) ‘Paul: from the Jewish point of view’, in W. Horbury, J. Sturdy
and W.D. Davies (eds), The Cambridge History of Judaism, vol. 111, Cambridge
Cambridge University Press, 678—730)

P i1954) Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision in Ancient Alexandria,
Berkeley: University of California Press.

m?&;ﬁ; {éﬁﬂﬁ;ﬁgﬂ_rﬁmﬁ i L_“"“'Ff*lf_lﬁ', in C M.T p;'l-;nt (ed.), Luke’s Literary

de Robertis fM :r;';}ﬁ-&i;j?j“]ah IS8 116, Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press.
Romans, 2 H:[llir B toria delle Corporazioni ¢ del Regime Associativo del Mondo

ﬁi;;hmf;} Jiidische Steingefiisie und pharisiische Frismmigkeit, Tiibingen: Mohr
o &:_%957} Repas culeuels esséniens et Therapeutes, Thiases et haburoth’, RO

~ Delia, D, | .
 Derwace “;ﬁ] {E‘; UP;*Pﬂlﬂiqn of Roman Alexandria’, TAPA 118: 275-92.
. Siiagim i“ﬁ' York: Lhcmil‘;:f].ﬂﬁr Way for Paul, The Proselyte Movement in Later

rnia Press el
Judaism by Gentiles according to Josephus', HTR

' 9.9'_'!'1 Paul and the Gentiles, Remapping the Apostle’s Convictional

[

R. (1990) ‘Jason's gymnasium’, in o k]
Dﬂr.;:;:;]-n (eds), Of Scribes and Scrolls; SIME.E’
J‘.Hfﬁr,r_rm. and Christian Orviging Presented 10 Jobn Sipsr
Birthday, College Theology Society Res ol
University Press of America. "
Dubuisson, M. (1982) 'Remarques sur le
Belge de Philologre et &' Histoire 60: 5=32, e
Duﬂfﬂﬂ-_l"-"'m—”*h R.P. ( 1963) ‘Ci[}l FUPUIﬂIiDn i Rum :
 (1982) The E RN ﬂf the Roman Emﬁiﬂ.. P
Cambridge: f.-_'.almhl‘;dg_;f: T_anersiw Press. =i
Dunn, J.D.G. (1991) The Partings of the Werys: Betwes
e _'g,':.'-:-.’”"-"f‘.l":”"l" ¢ )r'}u-- the Character r:rf f:ﬁrfs;jggj;fj el
Eph'al, 1. (19735) "Western minorities in Babylonia in the @
maintenance and cohesion’, Ovientalia 47: 7 4.90, .,,
(1989) ‘“The Jews in the Babylonian Exile in the bibl
influences and uniqueness’, in Y, Kaplan and M. S :

JEFL[E:]'L‘[I'I Zalman Shazar.

Eshel, H. (1997) 'A note on "Miqva'ot” at Sepphoris

tions of Lucan Theology, SNTSMS 37, Cambridge: Can
Evans, J.K. (1981) "Wheat production and 1ts soc
world', CQ 31: 4321t
Fee, G.D. (1987) The First Epistle to the Cortntbiant,
Feldman, L.H. (1989) ‘Proselytes and sympathizers
from Aphrodisias’, Revwe des Etudes Juives 147 (3
—— (1993) Jew and Genttle in the Ancient Worls
Mlexander to Justinsan, Princeton: Princeton Uni
—— (1999) ‘Diaspora synagogues: new ]ightl
Sacred Realm: The Emergence of the Synagogue e
Also in L.H. Feldman, Stadses tn Hellentstic,
577-602. g
Ferjaoui, A. (1993) Recherches sur les relations antre £OR
Biblicus et Orientalis 124, Gortingen: Vandentiox
Fine, 8. (ed.) (1996) Sacred Realm : The Emergence of #
Exhibition Organized by Yeshiva University it
Oxford University Press. : :
—— (1998) This Holy Place: On The Sanctity of #¢ ¥
Period, Christianity and Judaism in An iqui)
Universuy of Notre Dame Press. .
——(1999) 'Non-Jews in the synagogues
B @nd Polytheists in the Ancient Synagogue, Lon
o TM. (1985) "The God-fearers reconsi
F““m}'fn.l AL (1998) The Acts of the Apos
Othall, L, and Forbes, H. A (1!

Classicq] antiquitcy’, Chiren 1. ;



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Frank. T. (1940) Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, vol. 5, Balumore: Johns Hopkins

FmsLifl;ET::]TI E;E;:ﬁmfwm}- Alexandria, 2 vols, {:}Hﬁilﬁi Clarendon Press n

Frey, J.B (1936-52) Corpus Inscriptionum _j,-.r:.-"f..-m.r.f'.r.rm. vols T-H.~ Rome: ] t:ﬂ?EJf'lr.ﬂ
isticuto de archaelogia cristiana; vol. I repr. with Prolegomena by B. Lifshitz,

= ; » Ktav
Fri;ji;:é::,r-:i ‘I;t:;r;].:tl_f:}'_n-.n":m';.ff der idischen Apologetik als Vorgeschechte des Christen-
Zi : Schmide

Ga;:f?.ﬁimflifgg?; Land, Center and Diaspora: Jewish Constructs tn Late Antigusty, JSP
Suppl. 21, Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press. it e e i

Gager, J.G. (1986) ‘Jews, Gentiles and synagogues in the Book of Acts’, HTR 79
91-99. :

Garnsey, P. and Saller, R. (1987) The Rowman Empere, London : Duckwaorth ,

Georgi, D. (1987) The Opponents of Paul in Second Corentbians, Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark

Gibson, E. L. (1999) The Jewish Manwmissean Inscrsptrons of the Bosporns Kinedom, Texte
und Seudien zum Antiken Judentum 73, Tiibingen: Mohr (Paul Siebeck)

Goodenough, E.R. (1953—68) Jewish Symbols in the Graeco-Roman Period (13 vols),
Princeton: Princeton University Press

Goodman, M. (1981} ‘The purpose of Room F', in EM. Meyers, J.F Strange
and C.L. Meyers (eds). Excavations at Anciemt Mewron, Upper Galilee, Israel
197172, 1974-75%, 1977, Cambridge, Mass.: The American Schools of Oriental
Research

— (1987) The Rulmg Class of Judaea: The Origins of the Jewrsh revoits agatnst Rome
66-70, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

— (1990) Sacred scriprures and defiling the hands’, JTS§ 41: 99-107

—— (1994) Musston and Conversion: Proselytising in the Religios
Empure, Oxford: Clarendon Press

(1996) ‘Sacred space in diaspora Judaism’, in B

(eds), Studlies on the Jewish Diaspora in the

1-16.

(1997) (assed by J. Sherwood) Tie Roman World: 44 BC-AD {80, London;
Routledge.

E;— {_I DI8) Jews in a Greco-Roman World, Oxford: Clarendon Press
thl_rlﬂ.an, K. (1988) Etbnicity in Ptolemaic E £yt Dutch Monographs on Ancient
Hlstu{ry ancl._ Archaeology 5, Amsterdam: Gieben,

—— (1992) "Ethnical strategies in Graeco-Roman Egypt’, in P. Bilde, T, Engberg-

P - :
ederson, L. Hannestad and J. Zahle (eds), Etbnicity in Hellensstic Egypt, Studies in

Hellenistic Civilization 3 i)
X H4 8! Ag - . :
Grabbe, L.L (1988) p us: Aarhus University Press,

Pﬁr{{::, E—mi:nrﬂ Judaic Studies ]T‘;‘:ﬁ.l::ir:F:I‘it:r[:};::{ﬂ;::::w i e s
:“gg;;:}:;:f;nw; h{.l-‘_mn!”HF: 167-164 or 168-165 B E? JBL 110; 59-74.
Roman Perisd, M; ariged H‘{mm" Vol. 1, Persian and Greck Periods: Val. I,

» Sunneapolis, MN: Foreress Press (published as a single volume in

IEEFSDEEEM Press, London),
: ’jga::a::g; j:f;.f;?iau in the Seconcd Temple Period, London: Rout ledge.
: ellemsine Phoenicia, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

s l;&hndrchlm:'lugltﬂl maodel for the Study of ethnic com=
s lmrtﬂllﬂﬂ, Ehl{:ﬂ.j.;u'. Nﬂr'{hw'_-lsft-rn Uni"!’trﬁi[}'.

e5 History of the Roman

[saac and A. Oppenheimer
Hellenistic and Roman Periodr. Te'uda 12

226

BIBLIOGRApyy

=

Griffith, G.T. (1935) The Mercenaries of the H'Efl"ﬂﬂﬂfp .. ._;-;
University Press _. "‘Z.'-'_'+ 1
Griffichs, ].G. (19953) "Egypt and the rigp of the syne 1 4 k..
Flesher (eds), Ancient Synagogues: Historical A . e
Leiden: Brill NG arel
Grimal, B. (1937) ‘Les fouilles de Siga', MEFR Sd: 108. __Ff'_"
Gruen, E. (1998) Herrtage and Hellenjsm, The Reinge !+ __' i
Universicy of California Press, 7 SR By
Grumel, V. (1960) "Le probléme de la dare pascale ay .
des Etudes Byzantines 18; 166, J T
GuiJﬂTf”+ 5. {1997) "The E-ﬂl'n|]_}r in ﬁmt—tﬂntuw Gﬂi e
Constucting Early Christian Families: Families as Social B ;; b
and New York: Routledge i
Gutmann, J. (ed.) (1975) The Synagopue; Stuclies in ORigins
tecture, New York: Krav. i
Haas, C. (1997) Alexandria in Late Aﬂ:jqﬂrjfy_- Toosmealnadih
Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins University
Hachlili, R. (1992) ‘Diaspora synagogues', ABD 8: 260-3,
—— (1997) “The origin of the synagogue’, JSJ 28 54_4?_;!;-,
—— (1998) Anceent Jewish Art and ;'lrrﬁmufﬂg}l in the ;i*r
Oriencalistik 1.35, Leiden: Brill, ¥
Hadas, M. (1950) A History of Greek Literature, New York: Colum|
Haenchen, E. (1971) The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary
Shinn, revised by B.M.L. Wilson), Oxford: Blackwell.
Hall, E. (1989) Inventing the Barbarian, Oxford: Oxford Uni
Hanhart, R. (1976) Maccabaeorsm liber I, Septuaginea _
9/2, 2nd edn, Gorungen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht.
Hanson, A.E. (1992) 'Egyptians, Greeks, Romans, ab
century AL tax archive from Philadelphia: P. Hiﬂlu_l__
Il 152 Revised', in J.H. Johnson (ed.), Life i a Malte-Ca
Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago. =8 _
Harnack, A. von (1924 Die Mission wnd Ansbreitang des Cloristenl
Jabrbunderten, 4th edn, Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs. 3
Harris, W.V. (1989) Ancrent Literacy, Cambridge, Mass: I
Helm, R. (ed.) (1956) Die Chronik des Hreronymoas. E&
. Berlin: Akademie-Verlag. . e
emet, C.J. (1989) The Book of Acts in the Sesting of Helsenssis
Tiibingen: Mohr. N
Hengel, M. (1966) 'Die Synagogeninschrift von 500
Gutmann (ed.) (1975) The Synagogue: Stud
Architecrpe, New York: Krav, 110-48. A
—— (1971) 'Proseuche und Synagoge: By
Gottesdienst in der Diaspora und in Palastin., o8
Stegemann (eds), Tradition und Glasbe .:.1' JrN
Fm.i'ﬂlf’# iy Kari Georg Kubn zum 63 Geb
Ruprecht; also in J. Gurmann (e
98Y and Archrtecture, New Yol
T U979) Judaism and Hellenism, 2 ¥

[
A



BIBLIOGRAPHY

sche und hellenistische Stadt’, in B. Funck (ed.),
Helleniimus: Bertrage zor Er_;.l'??rs.:.&rmg von Abkulturation und pol itischer Ordnung in der
SEm, H g

" 2 a:' = o | ]. ¢ L hj o Tl AEEF il 1 L] A £ i

Leiden: Bnll

Hirschfeld, Y. (1995) The
Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press

HMSO (1989) The Hillsborough Stadmm Disater,
Justice Taylor, intertim report, London: HMSO w0 e

Hoehner. H. (1972) Herod Antipas: A Comtemporary of Jesws Chrest, London
Cambridge University Press. -

Hoglund, K.G. and Meyers, E.M. (1996) "The residential e ) the western
summit’, in B.M. Nagy, CL. Meyers, b M. Meyers and Z. Weiss '["d_-‘“L Sepiphoris
i Galileer Cropsewrrents of Cudture, Raleigh: North Carolina Museum of ﬁf_f

Holladay, C.R. (1983) Fragments from Hellenistie Jewsh Authors, _1'?’"{ I: Historians,
Texts and Translations 20, Pseudepigrapha Series 10, Atlanta: Scholars Press

Honigman, S (1993) ‘“The birth of a diaspora: the L'[I!ILT}_":'ITLL‘ of . Jewish self-
definition 1n Ptolemaic Egypt in cthe hight of onomastics’, in 5.J.D. Cohen and E.S,
Frerichs (eds), Diasporas i Antiguity, Brown Judaic Studies 288, Atlanta: Scholars
Press.

Horbury, W. and Noy, D. (1992) Jewssh Inscreptoons of Greco-Raman Egypr, Cambridge;
Cambnidge University Press (=]IGRE).

Hornblower, 5. and Spawforth, A.J.8. (1996) ‘epheboi’, in The Oxford Classical
Dictionary, 3rd edn, Oxford: Oxford University Press

Humphreys, W.L. (1973) 'A life-style for diaspora: a study of the tales of Esther and
Daniel’, JBL 92: 211-23.

Huttenmeister, FG. (1993}, "“Synagoge” und “Proseuche” bei Josephus und in
anderen antiken Quellen’, in Dietrich-Alex Koch and Hermann Lichtenberger
(eds), Begegnungen zwischen Christentum und Judentum in Antike wnd Mittelalter
Festschrift filr Heinz Schreckenberg, Girtingen: Vandenhoeck & Ru precht, 163-81.

Hvalvik, R. (1996) The Struggle for Scriptare and Covenant. The Purpose of the Epistle of
Bn_rmbm and Jewssh-Christian Contpetation in the Second Century, Tibingen: Mohr.

Jacquier, E. (1926) Les Actes des Apitres, Paris: Gabalda,

Jetemias, J. (1960) Jerssalem in the Time of Jesus, London: SCM Press.

Jm;i;;:'HM' (1940) The Greek City from Alexander to Sestrnran, Oxford: Clarendon

Jones, CP (1978) "Three foreigners in Attica', Phoenix 32: 222_34,

I o o, iy e
sociale, 2 wols, Paris: Geuthner., n: leuy condition puridique, fcononigue, of

Kasher, A, (1979) ‘Jerusalem as a “me T4
el is s metropolis

{19‘35} ’rﬁf j.ﬂ{.lj' In I‘Iﬂ‘fﬂ”;’[;: - :
and R Lgyps: T ' L N b} r
TSA] 7, Tiibingen: Mohr {Paul Sijﬂk{;‘:’-’ﬂn gypt: The Strugele for Equal Rights,
i F"‘;‘“igfsgnns of acculturation and assimilation of
fa, in Y. Kaplan and M Stern (eds), Accwlrurati i
ron: Contingg : G s Adcudtnration a
zllm;ﬁzmm Change tn the Cultures of lirael and the Nations,

o+

(1979) ‘Jerusalem als jud

Palestine Dwellmngs the Roman-Byzantine Period,

15th Apral 1989: Inguery by Rt. Han,

in Philo's national consciousness’,

!
EiBLIDGRﬂFI{f:-.
¥
<her, A., Oppenheimer, A. and Ra e
Kﬁ];:umﬂtm (Hebrew): Yad ?imhakpigp:nitu;s;v%-.ﬁ'- o
Katz, N. (1995) "The Judaisms of Kﬂifeng and Cear .
of religious acculturation’, Numen 42 84
S TIIC (1990) "The transformarion of the -. b
for early Christianity’, NTS 36: 1-24_ >EUE alt
{1995} 'Defining the first-centy s,
41: 481-500, T *Yhagogue, Proble
Kee, H.C. and Cohick, L.H. (eds) (1999
Progress, Harrisburg, Pa: Trinity Press. :
Kloppenborg Verbin, J.S. (2000) ‘Datin 2
.ﬂ.i—ﬁﬂ % w =i
Kloppenborg, J.5. and Wilson, $.G. (1996) Valumtap A
Wwarld. London and New York: R'-"-"Llﬂl‘dge. . , -
Knibb, M.A. (1989) Jubilees and the Origins of the Qune
Lecrure in the Department of Biblical Studies, Ki.ng's.
Koester, H. (1995} Introduction to the New Testament, '
Relsgion of the Hellenistie Age, 2nd edn, New Yotk: de G
Kolb, C.C. (1985) "Demographic estimates in archass
ethnoarchaeology on Mesoamerican peasants’, Curre
Kraabel, AT. (1979) "The diaspora synagogue: arch
evidence since Sukenik’, in H. Temporini and ¥
j"';ff'.::q'r["i'lq.-'jl.f_i_;' der rimischen ]I-I-"’rruli.l', KD{., 1: 4??—51“,. Herl
Also in D. Urman and P.V.M. Flesher (eds) (1995) Anc
Analysis and Archaenlogical Discovery, 95-126, -"'
—— (1981) "The disappearance of the “God-fearers™, N
—— (1987) "'Unity and diversity among Diaspora
The Synagogue in Late Antrguity, Philadelphia:
R.5. MacLennan (eds) (1992) Draspora Jews and Jadaismn
21-33. e
(1991) “The God-fearers meet the Beloved Disciples
Peterson and G.W.E. Nicklesburg (eds), The Fature o/ E
Honor of Helwwt Koester, Minneapolis: Fortress Press
—— (1992} "The Roman Diaspora: six questionas
and R. MacLennan (eds), Diaspora Jeus and Ju -
—— (1994) ‘Immigrants, exiles, expatriates, and m g
Tredici and A. Standhartinger (eds), Religions Frofgass
i the New Testament Warld, Essays bonoring Dieter h, -
Kraeling, C.H. (1956) The § ynagogue: The Excavation
VIIL 1, New Haven: Yale University Press. :
Krahmalkov, C R, (1994) “When he drove out U
poem, ca. AD 350", BASOR 294: 69-82 = SR
Krauss, §. (1922) Synagogale Altertiimer, BEEEEEEE

L

o
Ei-'ﬂfm” of the €.

1996, -
Kugel, J.L. (1989) The Idea of Biblical Poetry: Parattes
Yale University Press. S
1, €. (1996) ‘Ethnic designations in Hell
bridge University. .-'. '



BIBLIOGRAFHY

Lake, K. (1933) ‘Proselytes and God-fearers’, in E. J. 13:::1|.-:L'5—_]ui'kﬁm1 and K. Lake
{e::'l ]-. The Iﬁ;ﬁgnmmg_: af Chrastrantty, pt. 1, The Acts af the Apastles, rext of J-";: t5 1!1:}.-
_I]j ‘R{}]'.'H:S commentary etc. by k. Lake and H.J. Cadbury, 5 vols, 1920-33,

London: Macmllan. |
p, E.C. (1996) ‘Lamps, 10
Lal:eds}. Sepphoris in Galilee: C
of Art.
(1998} “The archaeology
Roman Palestine’, docroral thesis, Dur

Biiee. A (1987) ‘Les phéniciens et le commerce ENEIc I la
médi;:crranét' in E. Lipinski (ed.), Phoenica and the East Mediterranean 1n the First

: i 22), Louvain: Peeters
Millennzum BC, Studia Phoenica 5 (OLA 22), . |
Leon Jil—;_] (1960) The Jews of Ancient Rome, Morris Loeb Series, Philadelphia: Jewish
Publication Sociery of America. .
Leriche, N.P. (1994) ‘Kings and clients: on loyaley between the ruler and the ruled
in Ancient Israel’, Semeia 06: 119 .32 . , | .
Lesquier, J. (1918) Larmde romaine d'Egypre d Augaste & Dinn férten, Cairo: Instituc
Francais d'archéologie orientale | |

Levine, L.I. {ed.) (1987) The Synagogae m Late Antigurty, Philadelphia: ASOR

____ (1996) ‘The narure and origin of the Palestiman synagogue, JBL+115:
425-48. 5

_ (1998a) ‘Synagogue leadership: the case of the archisynagogue’, in M
Goodman (ed.) Jews tn a Greco-Roman World Oxford: Clarendon Press, 195=213.

(1998b) Judaism and Hellenism in Late Antsquity: Conflice or Confluence, Seattle:
University of Washingron Press.

(2000) The Ancient Synagogae: The First Thowsand Years, New Haven: Yale

University Press.

Levinskaya, 1.A. (1990) ‘A Jewish or Gentile house? The meaning of prosenche’,
Tyndale Bulfetin 41: 154-9

—— (1996) The Book of Acts 1w its Diaspora Setting, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans

Lifshitz, B. (1967) Donateurs et fondatenrs dans les SYNAZORNES JHIVES, Cahiers de la
Revue Biblique 7, Paris.

in R. M. Nagy, C.L. Meyers, E.M. Meyers and Z. Weiss
POSSCHRITERES ¢-.f-' Cultwre, Raleigh: North Carolina Museum

of light: the cultural significance of the oil lamp from
| ham: Duke Universicy
a mer rouge et la mer

Knowledge, Studies in Christianity and Judaism 3, Toronto: published for the
Canadian Corporation for Studies in Religion by Wilfred Laurier Press
LjTICI-ET., A. (1987) The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation, Detroit; Wayne State
O Jemmalem: Jrac Academy of Sciences and Humanities,

the Augustan census figures’, JRS 84: 40,
TR '!fIEFj'EI] La popolazione dell'Egitto romano’, Stwdi Storici 40: 52547,
Lﬁdﬂ!t:' G. with Rf}"nnldﬁ! J.M. (1983) Corpus fiidischer Zeugnisse ans der Cyremaika,
Beihefte zum Tibinger Atlas des Vordern Orients, B, 53, Wiesbaden: Reichert.
—e '.W.iw, 15 the politeumna?’, in J. W van Henten and PW, van der Horst
(eds), Studies in Early Jewssh Epigraphy, Leiden: Brill, 183-225.
MacAdam, H.I. (1993) ‘Phoenicians at home, Phoenicians abroad’, Tupei 3: 32144,
MacMullen, R. (1974) Roman Social Relations, New Haven: Yale University Press.
'jﬂ' (1947) “The density of population in ancient Palestine’, JBL 66:

230

Lightstone, J. (1988) Society, The Sacred and Sevapture in Ancient Judassm: A Socrology of

Lo Cascio, E. (1994) “The size of the Roman population: Beloch and the meaning of

Ging, B.C. (1991) "Pontius Pilate ang SN
f{_.c__ {T{;-g}'.-'} ‘Revolt Egyprian style; i“ﬁiﬁi%
fiir Pﬂ.‘f,}.,-,r,r_gﬁ,p-_n-};m.rls; und verivande Grebiete, 43 (2l
McKnight, 5 (1991) A Light among the Gmiﬁ;. 2
Secand Terple P:"F’.Ha'-f.f._ Minneapolis: Forprese PIH;J -. b Mi
McLean, B.H. (1996) "The place of cul jr el
churches on Delos’, in J.5. Kloppenbg
Agrociations i the Grreco-Roman World London desl
Magen, Y. (1994a) "Jerusalem as the center of stone it
Second Temple period’, in H. Geya (ed.), . J
[srael Exploration Society, FJE i
——— {1994b} “The stone vessel indusery dyri ,
Rimon (ed.), 'Pf.frsfj' froke put’ rﬁ'ﬁﬂﬁ'ﬂf fﬁ-bj:gs:: .-
Period, Haifa: University of Haifa, 3
Marshall, A.J. (1975} 'Flaccus and the Jews of Asia [- o Prod
Phoerrx 29: 1468 D i
Marzolft, P. (1997) "Demetrias’, Der Newe Pasuly 3; 4“};'
Mason, 5. (1996) "The Comtra Apfonem in social m:.
Feldman and J.R. Levison (eds), Josepbus' Contra Apionen
Masson, O. (1969} "Recherches sur les Phéniciens dans ._,..!..-._-:-
93: 679700
Meeks, W. (1983) The First Urban Christians: The Social Work
London and New Haven: Yale University Press. S :
Meiggs, R. (1973) Roman Ostia, 2nd edn, Oxford: Claréndon'P
Meshorer, Y. (1997) ‘Sepphoris and Rome', in ©. Mokl
(eds), Greek Numismatics and Archaeology: Essays i
Werteren, Belgium.
Meyers, C.L. and Meyers, E.M. (1997) ‘Sepphoris’, in OEANES
Oxford: Oxford University Press. i .lL-
Meyers, E M. (1992a) ‘Synagogue’, ABD 8 251-60. e
(1992b) "The challenge of Hellenism for Early')
Biblical Archa ologest 54: 84-94. g
—— (1994) 'Archaeology of the Second Templetf
Biblical Stwdres 4: 25-42, pt L. ;
—— (1997) 'Jesus and his Galilean context’, in DR.
(eds), Archaeolopy and the Galiles; Texis and Co
Byzantine Prrmr."n; Atlanta: Scholars Press, s "T&ir :
—— (1999a) ‘The torah shrine in the ,
E‘.-’l;lt‘nt-l:" in 8. Fine (ed.) Jeuws ﬂﬁrg.l‘m: ..J i
Hitural Interaction during the Grae-Romais
—— (ed.) (1999b) Galilee Through the
the Second International Galilee Conference, WiRO
Meyers, E.M., Kraabel, A.T. and Strange, JEA
Kbirbet Shema, Upper Galilee, Lovael; 1970=F25
Meyers, E.M., Meyers, C.L. and Hﬂﬂiuﬂdﬁf
IE] 45 68-71. wll

ME}"EIE, E,M, . NHIE[, E. and ME}"EH! ;:.q-n:l:

M'}’v‘.‘rﬁ. EM., Serange, J.F. and M

By




BIBLIOGRAFHY

Upper Galilee, Israel 197172, 197475, 1977, Cambridge, Mass.: The American
Schools of Oriental Research

Millar. E (1993) The Roman Near East: 31BC
London: Harvard Universicy Press

{1983) ‘The Phoenician cities: a case-Stu
20): 55-71 , .

Mﬂdmt]f‘ﬁ'ﬂkh _]-:"r[ {EE}':-"'?} T he JI'E_”.,; l'-f.'r- E_ET.I'I"'-' Erm Irgli.;.?.u.-r:-_,- J':f i ,r-J..'.n'l,l'Jn:;' r_._!a Headvian
English trans by R. Cornman, The Jewish Publication society, Philadelphia,
Edmhurgh' T. & T. Clark 4

{1996) ‘Jewish law and Hellenistic legal practice in the light of Greek papyri
from Egypt’, in N.S. Hecht, B.5. Jackson, 5.M Pu.:-;a'.tm.am--.l-;. D). Piatellh and
A M. Rabello (eds), An Introduction to the Histor) and Sowrces of Jewash Law, Oxford
Clarendon Press. . ;

Momigliano, A. (1973) Alwen Wisdom. The Limats of Hellentzatron, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press |

Murphy O'Connor, J. (1999} "Lots of God-fearers? Theosebeis in the Aphrodisias
inscription’, RE 99: 418-24

Marroll, R. (1962) ‘Floor area and settlement population’, American Antiguity 2T
387-9. _

Negev, A. (1971) ‘A Nabatean epitaph from Trans-Jordan , /£/ 21: 50-1

Nicbuhr, K.-W. (1987) Geserz und Paranese, Tubingen: Mohr (Paul Siebeck)

Nikiprowetsky, V. (1977) Le commentarre de I'"Ecriture chex Philon & Alexandrie, Lewden:
Brill.

Nock, AD. (1933) Conversion. The Old and the New m Religion from Alexander the
Great to Angustine of Hippo, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nolland, J. (1989) Lake 1-9:20, Waco, Tex.: Word Books

Noy, D. (1993, 1995) Jewish Inscriptions of Western Ewrope, vols. I and 11, Cambridge
Cambridge University Press.

— (1994} "The Jewish communities of Leontopolis and Venosa', in J.W. van
;:!;I;ttn adnd PW. van der Horst (eds), Stadies in Early Jewish Epigraphy, AGAJU

. Leiden: Brill
#) Fearghail, F. (1987) ‘Israel in Luke-Acts’, PIBA 11: 23-5,
Dﬂl;man, . “'E]E'EI-}_IMM and the Economic Questron of His Day, Lewiston, NYY: Mellen
rEss.

Dﬁ%{Tj Mh-I \I981-83) Nasuralization in Athens, 4 wols, Brussels: Academie voor
Osborne, M.J. and Byrne, 5.G. (19
Hellenistica 3%, Leuven; Peeters.
Oster, R. (1993) "Supposed anachronisms in 1 S e
to H.C. Kee', NTS 39: 1 78-208.
Overman, |.A. (1988) ‘The God-fearers: s
m:::ﬁ} The Diaspora in the mo

J’Iﬁ‘;l? 41?5;11:!;1!;:11?2525;1:;:#&;1 South Florida Studies in cthe History of

. g - g;;,f Il'{d gﬂ:nnan,lﬂ.ﬂ. leds) (1992) Diaspora Jews and Judaism: Essays i
PR and iy ogue with A, Thomas Kraabel, South Florida Scudies in the
o Judaism 41, Aclanea: Scholars Press.

AD 337, Cambndge, Mass. and

Iy of Hellenisation', PCPS 209 (n.s.

96) The Foreign Residents of Athens, Srudia

AGOGE: @ r'l'l{lll'l'!.ll:'r

yme neglected features', JSNT 32: 17-26,
dern study of ancient Judaism’, in J.A.

232

4nd R.S. MacLennan (eds), Diaspora Jews and Judaism: Evsays in Honor of

&
H -
il g .
e i -
L
| N -
o I
’ P
n L =1 .

B[BLIDGR&PH'{

-I ]
. |
B

packer, J.E- (1967) "Housing and population p_——
80-9. s Ponal Ose

(1971} The Insulae of Imperia Ostia, R e
Rome _ , “I?‘.;

paget, J.C. (1996) ‘Jewish proselytism ag the e My,
realicy’, JSNT 62: 83. FoA g

(1999} ‘Jewish Christianity’, in W Horb t
The Cambridge History of Judeaism i, 2o m?"

73175 * Cambridg,

Parker, R.A. (1950} Calendars of Ancien Egy

Parker, R.A. and Dubberstein, WH. “9561;1‘ ._.'- :
Providence, RI: Brown Uﬂivtrgit}r Press. i
Parkin, T.G. (1992} Demography and R .
University Press ; - '
Pearce 5. (1998) "Belonging and not bﬂlﬂnging; lnul
Alexandria’, in S. Jones and 5. Pearce {Edﬂ',fm.i;f:
Identification in the Graeco-Roman Period, JSOT 5upp
University Press. _
Penna, R. (1990) Paul the .'-'I,‘."rmjfp; A Tﬁﬁ'ﬂfﬂgrmfma' .I
Wahl, Collegeville, Minnesota; Liturgical Press. ]
Perkins, A. (1993) The Art ﬂ_l.""D'r.rraaE:ﬂmpg_r‘ Onxford: Oxford Uiy
Peskowitz, M. (1997a) Spinming Fantasies Rabbis, Gender, and
University of California Press. i
—— (1997b) 'Empty fields and the romance of the
Marianne Sawacki’s archacology of Judaism, gender, s
tt the Study of Religion 9-3: 259-82. N
Pococke, E. (1663) Bar-Hebraens, bistoria Compendiosia Dy
Poland, F. (1909, repr. 1967) Geschichie des Griechiseb
Porten, B. (1990) ‘The calendar of Aramaic texts fron
Egypt', in S. Shaked and A. Netzer (eds), Iras
Institute.
Pounds, N.J.G. (1969) “The urbanization of the Clas
Assoctation of American Geographers 3% 133=57 =8
Pucci Ben Zeev, M. (1998) Jewish Rights in the Roman
Document guoted by fosephus Flavins, Texte und St s
74, Tibingen: Mohr (Paul Siebeck). L
Pummer, R. (1999) ‘Samaritan synagogues and Jewis SYREE
dﬂtﬂbr::h['rs', in S, Fine (ed.), Jews, Christians ﬂ'ﬂf
_Lm’mrm’ Luteraction during the Graeo-Roman SO
Rajak, T (1983) Josepbus, The Historian and His 5o
~— (1984) 'Was there a Roman chareer for theJJ€
T (1992) "The Jewish community and its Bot
Rajak (eds), The Jews among Pagans and Cort
Routledge, 9_2g’ 3
T (1995) "The location of cultures in tk
Jmt|1h“5'1 in R. Bauckham (ed.); 1
Palestinian Serting (4 vols), Grand Ra pi
—— (1996) ‘Benefactors in the <Gixg

o

S




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Lichrenberger and P. Schiifer (eds), Geschichie Tfffr-":h_*{"fﬂ'“*r‘ff_“."r-"f'-\'“f'”- f "‘-'“-""-"*3'!”'-’..’;’ fiir
Martin He:.rqu" zum 70, Gebmrtstag, vol. 1, Judentum, 1 LIhIHIJH'!T _]_""l{thli A05-19
— (1999) ‘The synagogue within the Gra{*{iﬂ'R”m"”_l cicy’, 10 S, Fine (ed.), Jews,
Christians and Polythersts m the Ancient Synagogue: Ca ltural Interaction during the
G raeco-Roman Period, London: Routledge, ]tﬁl—_?‘ e .

Rajak, T. and Noy. D (1993) ‘Archisynagoges. office, title and social status in the
GIHD—JE‘Wiﬁh R?I]ﬂgﬂﬂu'{-“h”‘?j Hi _5—9? : 5 o 2 e &

Rappaport, U. (1969) Les Iduméens en Egypte’, Kevne r-"e f *r?fff‘l'r’*k'ft i B2

(1995) “The extradition clause in 1 Maccabees XV, 217, 1n K. van Lerberghe
and A. Schoors (eds), [mmigration and Emigration wathin the Ancrent Near Earst
Festschrift E. Lipimses, OLA 65, Leuven: Peeters . itk

Raschke, M.G. (1978) 'New studies in Roman commerce 1n the east’, ANRW |I,
9.2, Berlin and New York: de Gruyter.

Rachbone. D.W. (1990) ‘Villages, land and population in Graeco-Roman Egypt’,
PCPAS 36: 103-7

— (1991) Ecomomic Rationaline and Ruval Society i Thovd Century AD Egype: The
Heroninos Archive and the Appianus Estate, C “ambridge: Cambridge University Press

Ray, ].D. (1978) ‘The non-literary material from North Saqqdra: a short progress
report’, Enchoria 8: 29-30.

(1992) ‘Jews and other immigrants in Late Period Egypt', in J.H. Johnson
(ed.), Life iw & Malti-Caltural Soczety, Chicago: Oriental Institute ot Chicago

Read, D.W. (1978) "Towards a formal theory of population size and area of
habitation’, Carrent Anthropology 19: 31217

Reed, J.L. (1992) ‘The population of Capernaum’, Occasional Papers of the Institute for
Antiguity and Christianity 24

Reich, R. (1988} ‘The hot bath-house (balneum), the Migweh, and the Jewish
community in the Second Temple period’, JJ§ 39 (1): 102-7.

—— (1990) "Migwa'ot (Jewish ritual immersion baths) in Eretz-Israel in the Second
}'tmplir and Mishnah and Talmud periods’, PhD dissertation, Hebrew University,
Erusalem

*—F (1997) ‘Ricual baths', in 0EANE, New York and Oxford: Oxford University

ress.

Reilnach, T. (1888) 'Michridate er les Juifs’, REJ 16: 204—10.

Reinharde, W. (1995) “The population of _]fl.'LlE“&lh—]‘r‘l and
Jerusalem church’, in R. Bauckham (ed.), The Bonk
IGrand Rapids: Paternoster Press,

:ﬂnm;:jth* O.W. (1948) “The ephebate and citizenship in Actica’, TAPA 79: 211-31.

q}r;u s, J. and. Til.]'.lﬂtﬂbﬂum. R. (1987) Jews and God-Fearers at Aphrodisias: Greck
Ei:rﬂf.!‘mm 1with f.'.rmmm@r}. F_'mt_'t*w.’_ﬂing!-; of the C ambridge Philological Society
]:;p ement 12, Car_nhndge: Cambridge University Press.

nt]:rl;ﬂ d’."]'M' (1 gE,”}. inJ.A. Llnyd et al, (eds), Excavations at Sids
(Berenike), vol. 1: Libya Antigua, Suppl. v
l"’."""f“ R. (1995) ‘Synagogues in Jerusalem’
8 115 Palestinian Seting, Grand Rapads: Pa
D. (1968) ‘A new onomasticon

Nogies , JT5 19: 70-82.

978) ‘A note on the water s i
eel.) Early torage and size of population’, in R.
4 i Arad, Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Sociery.

the numerical growth of the
of Acts in tis Palestinian Setting,

Kbrebish, Benghaze

» 0 R. Bauckham (ed.) The Book of Acts
ternoster Press, 179-211.
fragment from Oxyrhnchus and Philo's

- g
L

BlHLIDGR&-rﬂ;ﬁJQ:Q

Rosenthal, J. (1954) ‘Bar Hebragys and e
Soctad Studtes 16: 2678, e .
Rossiter, J.J. (1997) ‘Villa’, DEANE, yol, h
sity Press. >, New York
Rostovezeff, M. (1941) The Social and Eepmomis i1t
{._]}'.:I-'!.'.Ird Clarendon Pr{_*ss_ MMHH
Roux, J. and Roux, G. (1949) ‘g decreridy P
Cyrenaique , Kevue des Etudes Gricgnes 62 231__- -
Russell, D.5. (1960) Between the Testamianth i.und o oy
(1967) The Jews from Alexander fo Hmdm m.L
¥ P

e

Testament 5, Oxtord: Clarendon Prd ew

Rutgers, L.V. (1995) The Jews in Late Anciens Rmé
the Romar Diaspora, Rel tg10ns in the Ancient Wﬂ ,
—— (1996) 'Diaspora SYNAZOZUES: synagogue g ”
world”, in 5. Fine (ed.), Sacred Realm; The
World, New York: Oxford University Press, Y

—— (1998) The Hidden Herttape of Diaspora FI g
Exegesis and Theology 20, Leuven: Peeters, _ " '
Sachs, A.J. and Hunger, H. (1988-1996) Asfrozomies N
Balylania, vols 1=3, Vienna: ﬁs:erreichisdte A kads
Sachs, A.J. and Wiseman, D.J. (1954) 'A Babylonie
Peried’, frag 16: 202-11. sl
Safrai, S. (1976) ‘The synagogue’, in The Jewish Peapl
1.2, Assen and Amsterdam: Van Gorcum, 908-44,
(1987) “The Temple and che synagogue’, in A. §
Antigusty: 31-51, '
Safrai, 7. (1994) The Econonty of Roman Palestine,
Samuel, A.E. (1972) Gresé and Romean Chronology.
Antiqurty, Munich; C.H. Beck. .
Sanders, E.P. (1990) Jewish Law from Jesus to the
Foreress Press; London: SCM Press. g
Ef]'l:'ifer_. P. (1997) Judeopbobia: Artituddes .
Fl?imhridg_-,r. Mass.: Harvard Universicy Press. S
Schiffman, 1., (1999) ‘The early history of public i
led.), Jews, Christians and Polytheists in the A
. during the Graeco-Roman Period, London: Rout
Chrage, W. (1971) ‘sunagogé’ in Theological D
VII, Grand Rapids; Eerdmans (rept ' I
798-852, #
Schiirer, E. (1886) A History of the Jewish Pespled
E‘i'llhurgh- T. & T. Clark. i -
—— V1973-87) The History of the Jowish Fef
BC-AD 135), 3 vols, revised and ed
SchML Gﬂudmun, Edinburgh: T.-_ g L ; -_:
Vartz, D.R. (1997) ‘The Jews of Eg
S 1505 e
T = S 05) ‘C
Glﬂfﬁréﬂﬁ P 5} e

e

L

Emergence ¢

.




BIBLIOGRAPHY

the clubs and associations of Alexandria’, in J.§

. d
Seland, T. (1996) 'Philo an (eds), Valuntary A cioctations i the Graeco-Roman

Kloppenborg and 5.G. Wilson
Wrld. London: Routledge.

Seczer, C.J. (1994) Jewish Responses to Early
CE, Minneapolis: Fortress Press. '

Sherwin-White, 5.M. (1981) Amcient Cos.
Sertlements to the Imperial Period, G{it{flﬂﬂfn-ﬂ £
i “The population of Iron Age Falesti

Shllﬂvg; L}t’?ﬁ'gin planf. f!,-lreas and population dur:nsm:;'. L:F,rl.‘?f)&i 239: 25-35.

Sieg:rt; E (1973) ‘Gorrefiirchrige und 5}’!‘“[‘.‘1111]]!5':“1““" ,J8] 4: 136

Sly, DI (1996) Philo's Alexandria, London: Routledge ; . |

Small, D. (1991} ‘Initial study of the structure of womens seclusion in the
archaeological past’, in [). Walde and N. Willows (eds), T.IFT: Archacology .rJf Crencler,
Proceedings of the 22nd Annual Chacmonl Conference, Calgary: The Association,

Smallwood, EM. (1976} The Jews wnder Roman Rule: From Pompey to Diocletian,
Srudies in Judaism in Late Antiquity 20, Leiden: Brill

Smicth, M. (1958) ‘The Description of the Essenes in | osephus and the Philo-
sopbumena’, HUCA 29: 273313,

(1987) 'On the Yoser and related texts’, in L. Levine (ed.), The Synagogue in Late
Amntiguity, Philadelphia: ASOR.

Spicg, C. (1994) “Theosebeia, theosebes', in Thealogical Lexicon to the New Testament,
vol. II (trans. and ed. ].D. Ernest), Peabody: Hendrickson.

Squires, ].T. (1998) ‘The function of Acts 8.4-12.25", NT¥ 44: 608-17.

Stager, L. (1985) "The archaeology of the family in Ancient Israel’, BASOR 260: 1-35.

Scephens, S.A. and Winkler, J.J. (1995) Awncrent Greek Novels: The Fragments,
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Sterling, G.E. (1992) Historiography and Self-Definition, Leiden: Brill

Seern, M. (1974, 1981, 1984) Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaiim, 3 vols,
Jerusalem: The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities

Seern, 8. (2001) Calendar and Community: A History of the Jewish Calendar, 2nd Century
BCE-10¢th Century CE, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Seowers, S.K. (1994) A Re-Reading of Romans, New Haven: Yale University Press.
Strange, J.F. (1996) ‘The eastern basilica building’, in R. M. Nagy, C.L. Meyers,
B Mevers'and 7. Weiss (eds), Sevphoris in Galiless Contrcsrr 5

Raleigh: North Carolina Muse ';f Ppooris e Gairlee: Crosscarvents of Culinre,

uséum of Are,

hﬂlh‘llx, JHH (1994) "Curses against the violat
epitaphs in Asia Minor', in ] W, van Henten and

" in Early Jewish Epi,gmrpby, Leiden: Brill, 70128,
ijﬂl. ?]! ilﬂél_':i'gﬂ} Flavius Josephus and the Essenes: Antiguities XVIII 18-22",

. *_ﬁﬁi‘iﬂ‘_?f]l;he{a];:r:dd?; r{E‘;Ik““':"’LS of the sect from the Judaean Desert’,
- Hierosolymitana 4, Jerusalem: h;a:;::;. spects of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Scripta
 V.A. (1956) Jewish apolo

i getic literature reconsidered’, Ear 48 (3):

Cbristians. Hf.'r."rxrj' and Poferiecs 30=150

An Historical ._"f.!'!-'.:'.?r]. fron the Dorian
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.
ne in the light of sample

ion of the grave from Jewish
PW. van der Horst (eds), Studies

—

e St

deolo -:.: Letter ﬂf Aristeas’, HTR 51; 59-85.

e

-

on and the Jews, Philadelphia; Jewish Publication

IR

BIBLIOGRAPHY

—— (1963) "The dechine of the Jewish Diaspora in Egype in ::‘ar‘;_:..fa pet
l4: 1-32. B
Tcherikover, V.A. and Fuks, A, (1957-64) Corpus Papyrorum Jude

Cambridge. Mass.: Harvard University Press; Jerusalem: Magnes
Thompson, .J. (1988) Memphis under the Ptofemies, Princeton: Princ
Press ;
Thompson-Crawford, D.J. (1984) ‘The Idumaeans of Memphis and the
Politeumata’, Aste del XVII congresso internazionale di papiralogia, Naple
[nt. per lo Scudio dei Papiri Ercolanesi. g
Trebilco, PR. (1991) Jewwsh Communities in Asia Minor, Society for New Testams
Stucies Monograph 69, Cambridge: Cambridge Universicy Press. q-
Tsuk, T. (1996) “The aqueducts of Sepphoris’, in R.M. Nagy, C.L. Meyer
Meyers and Z. Weiss (eds), Sepphoris in Galtlee: Crasscurvents of Culture, R
MNorth Carolina Museum of Art. i
Tsuk, T., Rosenberg, M. and Peilstocker, M. (1996) The Ancient Reservoir of §
Excavations 1993-1994, Tel Aviv: Nacional Park Service, Centre for the
Ancient Aqueducts and the National Tourisc Agency (in Hebrew). =4
United Nations (1980) United Nations Compendium of Social Statistics 1977,
York: United Nations. A
(1991) United Nations Compendium of Social Statistics and Indicators 1988, |
York: United Nations. “*
(1995) United Natrons World Statistics in Brief, New York: United |
(1996) United Nations Demagrapic Yearbook 1994, New York: Unit
Urman, D. and Flesher PV.M. (eds) (1995) Ancient Synagogues: Historical A
Archaenlogreal Discovery, Studia Post Biblica 47, 2 vols, Leiden: Brill,
Van der Horst, C. (1999) "Was the synagogue a place of Sabbath
70¢°, in 8. Fine (ed.), Jews Christians and Polytheists in the A
Cudewral Intevaction during the Graeco-Roman Period, London: Routledge.
Vermes, G. (1959-60) ‘The etymology of “Essenes™, RevQ 2: 427—43.
Walaskay, PW. (1983} ‘And so we came to Rome', The Political Perspective of St I
SNTSMS 49, Cambridge: Cambridge Universicy Press. 2T
Wallace-Hadrill, A. (1994) Howses and Soctety in Powpeti and Herculanesn
Princeton University Press, 7 il
Waltzing, J.P. (1895-1900), Etude bﬂ.tm'gx; sur ler corporations prof
romains depuis les origines jusg'a la chute del'Empire d'Occident, 4 vol
Hildesheim 1970)). )
Wander, B. (1997) Trennungsprozesse zwischen Friihen Christentum
Jabrbundert w. Chrastus, 2nd edn, Tiibingen and Basel: Franc
(1998) Gottesfiirchtige and Sympathisanten, Tibingen: M :
Wasserstein, A, (1996) ‘“The number and provenance of Je 1 Grae
antiquity: a note on population statistics’, in R. Kat ' '

Weiss, Z. (1995) 'Roman leisure culture a
population in the Land of Israel’, Qudlio

Roman and Byzanti
Periads, Atlam;%&‘

g 1



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Welles. C.B. ¢ al. (1959) The Excavations at Dura-Enropus, Final Report V, Part I The

erchments and Papyri, New Haven: Yale University Press. |
1W"l:.:ir-tl: LM. I{T?Qﬂ} %‘#ﬂ;ﬁfg God's House in the Roman World: Architectural Adaptation

among Pagans, Jews and Christians, Balcimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.
Wilcox. M. (1981) ‘The “God-fearers” in Acts — a reconsideration’, JENT 13: 104

1 Wilkinson, J. (1974) "Ancient Jerusalem: its water supply and population’, PEQ
106: 35-51. : |
Williams. M_.H. (1988) ‘Theosebes gar en — the Jewish tendencies ot Poppaea Sabina’,

JIS 39: 97-111.

— (1994) ‘The structure of Roman Jewry reconsidered: were the synagogues of
Rome entirely homogeneous?', ZPE 104: 129-41.
— (1998) The Jews among the Greeks and Romans: A Diasporan Sonrcebook, London:

Duckworth.

Williamson, H.G.M. (1979) ‘The origins of the rwenty-four priescly courses: a study
of 1 Chronicles xxiii—omnvi’, in Stadier in the Historical Books of the Old Testament,
VTSup 30, Leiden: Brill.

Wilson, 5.G. (1996) ‘Voluntary associations: an overview', in J.5. Kloppenborg and
8.G. Wilson (eds) Valuntary Assocsations in the Greco-Roman World, London and
New York: Routledge, 1-15.

Wiseman, T.P. (1985) ‘Competition and cooperation’, in T.P. Wiseman (ed.) Roman
Political Life 90 BC—-AD 69, Exeter: Exeter University Press,

Wolter, M. (1999) ‘Israel’s future and the delay of the Parousia, according to Luke’,
in D.P. Moessner (ed.), Jesus and the Herstage of Lirael. Luke's Narrative Claim wpon
Iirael’s Legacy, Harrisburg: Trinity Press International.

Wood, B.G. (1984) “To dip or sprinkle? The Qumran cisterns in perspective’,
BASOR 225: 45-60.

Yadin, Y. (1962) ‘Expedition D - the Cave of Letters’, IE] 12: 227-57.

(1989) The Documents from the Bar-Kokbba Pertod in the Cave of Letters: Greek

Fapyri, ed. N. Lewis, Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society.
Yalichev, 8. (1997) Mercemaries of the Ancient World, London: Constable.
Ziebarth, E. (1896) Das Griechische Vereimwesen, Sturrgart (repr. Wiesbaden 1969).
Lucker, F. (1938) Doppelinschrifi spatprolemaischer Zeit ans dev Garniton von Hermafpalis
Magna, Abh. Preuss. Ak. Wiss., Phil.-Hist. KI. 6, Berlin: de Gruyter.
mﬂﬁn- C. (1985-8) ‘Hellenistic pofitenmara and the Jews: A reconsideration’,
Seripta Classica Israelica B-9: 171-85.

Alexander the Grear 9 Aphrodisias irﬂl:ri]é o
Alexandria; citizenship 3, 18, 72, 80, Apion 79, 80, 82, Eh

aliens Iﬁ&i-?ﬂ. 128
allegorical interpretation 170, 173;

INDEX

Abdet” 178 149, 151-5, 157, 15961, 1623
Abraham 42, 154 politics 167-74; social conscion
abstention from cults 84-5 174; soul 168; Therapeutai 128;
accommodation 150, 151 univacity 160 g
acculturation 3—4, 139, 150, 151 allegory 144

Achaemenids 108 Andronicus 15 st AP ERR
Achilles Tatius 179 anthropomorphism 169, 171

Acmonia, Phrygia 66, 67, 70 Antioch, Syria: Barnabas 43 Leae

Acta Alexandrinoram 144 Christianity/Judaism 53; G

Acta Isodors 83 {:ullegz 68; Luke 49; M

Acts of the Apastles: Christianity 39; calendar 115; o1l sup nlies 4: Panl
Diaspora 71; God- 40, 43; polrtewma 55 *%
fearers/worshippers 41-2, 48-9: Antioch-at-Jerusalem 14
Jesus’s followers 53; Pamphylia 41; Antioch-in-Pisidia 41, 4 i
Paul 23—4, 39-40; Peter 41-2 Antiochus III 3, 7, 10, 16-

Adam 156, 160 Antiochus IV Epiphanes |

Adiabene 71, 142, 145 Antipater 188

ﬁﬁ':e’-"‘lfi 36n65 anti-semitic clubs 80

ﬂm{fhmes 170 Antonius Diogenes 179 it

Agrippa 81, 102, 144 Apamea 33 i

Alexander Polyhistor 142, 143 Aphrodisias dekania 36 :

83—4; clubs of association 79: ethnic 165, 173 o
tensions 77-80; flogging 86; Apollonius Molon l'ﬂqﬂi 7 S
Greeks 173, Josephus 79; library Apollos 47,48 1L
77, patron/client relationship 79, apologerics: audience for

87; pogrom 62; politewma 55; challenge 135-6;

political unrese 79, 164-5; defensive 129, 135,

population 77-8; quarters 58, 69,
77-8, 86; Roman taxacion 84: ree
alie Jews in Alexandria

direcd?ndim-

Boyarin 159-61, 166—7; Dawson
151-5, 166-7, 174; iShg L

168-72; Judaism 145';_}_.;3&“_ 1 Tt




Arabia, Province of 112, 113
Aramaic documents 112
archaeology 1, 25-0; see also Sepphortis
Archer, Leonie 197
archisymagoges 24, 41, 67, female 32-3
archen 67
nsteas 3
inmm Leiter of 70n109, 134, 138,
139, 1401, 143, 144, 168n63,
171n72
Ariscobulus 3, 109, 143, 164, 171, 174
Arnistophanes 170
Aristotle 144
Arsinoite nome 104n60
Arrapanus 143
Artemis 49
artifacts 195
Ascelon 106n64
Asclepius, temple of 138n23
Asia Minor 48, 55
assimilation 181, 1834
association 33, 150, 151
associations: se¢ clubs of association
asylum 68
Athens 46, 48, 170
I Augustine 24
Augustus 144

Babatha 113
Babarha archive 112
Babylonian calendars 108, 112, 116
Babylonian exile 2
Bagnall, R.S. 88
Bannous 11906
Bar-Hebraeus 90, 92-3, 94, 104, 105
Bar Kochba coins 74

Bar Kochba revolt 3

barbarians 181

Barclay, J M.G. 150

3 40, 41, 43

Baron, Salo 1, 89-91, 104

I‘udliﬂg; Essenes 125-6; public baths

213; ricual 195, 203, 211-15, 220
; Hﬂ:b,] 88, 103, 106
...-'*ﬁ.a. e ' 100

INDEX

Beroea 45-0, 48

Beth-shan 106064

Bible 128, 137; see alio allegorical
interpretation; sndividual books

Bickerman, E.J. 20

body: language 161; law 168; soul
168; spirit 159

Bohak, G. 73

Bombay 100

boule (council) 27, 208-9

Bowersock, Glenn 196

Boyarin, Daniel 149, 150; allegorical
interpretation 139-61, 166-7; Philo
158-61

Branchidae 181n26

Broshi, M. 88, 99, 100-2, 106

Burtchaell, J. T. 253

Byatt, A. 93, 1004

Cadmus 177, 178, 180
Caesarea 40, 41, 96, 106
Cairo Scroll of Deuteronomy 59
Calcutta 100
calendars: Diaspora 107-8; Egypt 107,
109-10; Hasmonean 108-9; identity
114, 115: lunar/solar 108-16;
Maccabees 108; Macedonian 108,
115; Nabataea 108-9, 112
Caligula (Gaius) 83, 93, 144, 175
Capernaum 52, 89
Caracalla 211
Carians in Em.rpt 190
CArrying capacity of land 102-3;
Judaea 105-6; Palestine lﬂj—fi
Carcthaginians 73
catachresis 150-7
catacombs 24
Cartania 115
celibacy 120
Celsus 141n33
census returns 88, 92
Cerinthus 92
Cestius Gallus 97
chamber pots 193
Christian scholars 2
Christianity 40; Acts of the Apostles 39,

apologetics 139; Easter 114; Galatia

142; Gentiles 49, 69, Judaism
52—4 Luke 2, 59—4{1 41, 534,

activicies 14'.-'-—3 SErVICES

.BJII Tﬁ-‘r‘ T!msnlu:ﬁm

INDEX

I Chrontcles 91

Cilicia 64

circumcision 53; Egyptians 83; Jews
83, 85, 159; removing marks of 12,
13; Timothy 44

citizenship: Alexandnia 3, 18, 72, 80,

83—4; Egyptians 83; Greeks 1645

Jerusalem 9; Jews in Alexandria 3,
80, 83, 164-5, 172-3; narrow 169

city-state 9, 10

Claudius, Emperor: Alexandrians 3;
census 90, 92, 94; Jewish charter
56; on Jews 68, 72, B7

Clearchus 144

Cleitophon 179, 180

Cleopatra V11 186

clubs of association: anti-Semicic 80;
fictive kinship 64-5; Jewish 37,
63=70; aekos 29; patron/client
relationship 65, 79; plethas 33;
synagogues 65-0; trades 64

Cohen, 5.].D. 147, 189

collegia 37, 79, see also clubs of
AS50C1A010N

communal organizations: Essenes
123-5; Jews 186; synagogues 35

confiscation of money 144

congregatio (gathering) 24-5

converts to Judaism 89-90, 91

cwnvecatto (church) 25

Corinth 46-7, 48, 49, 53

I Cormthians 44

[l Corinthians 54

Cos 105n61

Cornelius, the centurion 41, 51, 53

cosmopolicans 170, 174

creation story 160-1

cule places 28-9

culture 17-18, 152, 159, 197; see also
acculturation

Cyprus 41

Cyrenaica 30, 107n2

Cyrene 144

Cyrus 2

Dalbert, P. 132
Damascus 40, 51-2, 96 :
dating: Aramaic decuments 112;

EPIEI'IPIJJE studies ]_ﬂ'? G'flﬁkr # ;

nes 112
dmﬂ'ﬂ 4.

Dawson, David: allegor
interpretation 151-3
Philo 149-50, 152~
scriptural language 135-8

Dead Sea Scrolls 1 o

dedications 32 5

debanta 34, 36, 51, se¢ alsoic
association '

Dekapolis 55 .u!'_ :

Delia, D, 103 i

Delos 25, 28, 61, 66

Demetrias: epigraphic remains 173
Jews 176; Phoenicians 1?65, ]
tombstones 178 o

Demetrius Phalereus 164n50

Demertrius Poliorcetes 175-6

demography 8§9-90 vl

deportations, Jerusalem 91

Derbe 43—4 L

Dercyllis 179, 180 il

Diﬂﬁpﬂt‘ﬂ 1-3, 1?5,&#16.{ 11 ";':-5.__
calendars 107-8; cities 55-6;
diversity 3-4, 49-50,61;
emigration 182; idem:it'f 5
Jerusalem 4, 70-5, 87;
184; messjmuc_lm 4’5'
patriotism 69, 70, 72; pi
to Jerusalem 56, 70; pop
prosesche 37,52, 59; 5
synagogues 22-3, 55;.
Temple ar Jerusalem M;L
dues 70-1 :

dietary laws 50, 85, 139,

Dilthey, Wilhelm 127

i

Dio Chrysostom 170-1, 179
Diodorus Siculus 73, 102
Diﬂﬂ?ﬁillﬁ ﬂFHH]j : !'L.'nl!-:"
Diﬂﬂ}’ﬂﬂﬁ- MB-HSiﬂﬂ', 5 D
plan 210; mosaic 1€
al7 T
Diotimus, chm::iutm :
donkey god 78,82
Dorcas 178 e ol
Dositheos, aqn.u _




109—10; census refurns 88; Greeks
lgg;_m!icnptiﬂﬂﬁ 56—?; Iﬂ"u"ild.t‘d Iﬁ:
Jews 53, 78, 82-3, 188-00,
Impujariun lnz. ]ﬂd,ﬂrﬂfﬂ:ﬁf IE'E".
synagogues 28; se alro Alexandria

Egyptian chora 176, 185=7 |

Egyprians: citizenship 83, lf-IE'“UII}"
73-4; Jews 81, 82-3; Prolemies 16,
57, 69, 734, 186; unwilling
migrants 177

eisegesis |

ek lesia (assembly) 24, 27

Elche 29

Eleazar 137-8, 144

Elephantine 2, 74n126, 81n176, 108,
185

emigration 177, 182; see also Diaspora

ephebes 9-10

Ephesus 47, 48, 49, 52, 53

Epicretus 50

Epidaurus 138n25

epigraphic studies 107, 175-6, 185

epitaph 28

erorica, lamps 204, 205

eschatology 196

Eshel, H. 212, 220

Essenes: bathing 125-6; communal life
123-5; Damascns Rule 121-2, 124,
126-7; Josephus 119-21, 1234,
125-8; Manual of Discipline 121-2,
124, 125, 126; numbers 125; oaths
126; Philo 117-19, 120, 123,
125-8; Pliny the Elder 119-20;
rejection of marriage 120-3;
settlements 124-5; women and
children 120, 121-2; see afio
Qumran community

Esther 108

ethnicity: city quarters 58-9;
continuity 175, 186-7, 1901
identity 177, 178, 180-1; tensions
77-86

Eupolemus 18-19

Euripides 177, 178, 180
Eusebius 94, 105

Eve 160-1

R | exmiviey 69, 161, 184

= EE

- assimilacion 1815 calendar 107,

INDEX

Fabius Zosimos 29036

Faiyum 39

Feldman, L. H. 1-2, 30, §9-90, 91-2,
g6, 97-8, 138, 141, 147-8

fertility rates 88

fescivals 36, 107-8, 113

fictive kinship 64-5

Fine, 5. 30 :

Flaccus 79, 81, 85, 86, 144

flogeing 86

fmﬁf f-ﬁ. 53,85, 126—7, 205, 215; ses
alvo dietary laws

Frier, B.W. 88

Fulvia 145

Gaius Caligula: see Caligula
Gaius Turranius 72
Galatian Christans 142
Galatians 44
Galilee; archaeology 1; as Diaspora 4,
Josephus 96-7; population 89, 90,
105; see afro Sepphoris
Gallio, proconsul 46
Gamla 61
Garfunkel, Art 21
gender spaces 193, 197-8, 202
Geneszs 160
Gentiles: Athens 48; Christianuty 49,
69; Corinth 48; Jewish texts 136,
140-3; Jews 48; Jews in Alexandria
80-1, 82, Judaism 50, Paul 43, 46;
sympathizers 51, 146-7; synagogues
145; see afso God-fearers
Georgi, D. 136
gevousia (senate) 16, 27, 55
ghettoization 86
Crnaeus Collega 68
God 156-7, 169
God-fearers 41-2, 48-9, 67
Goodman, Martin 81, 130-3, 134,
~ 145-8, 148
Goudriaan, K. 84, 86
Graeco-Roman cities, households 58-9
Grainger, John 176
Greeks: in Alexandria 173; citizenship
164-5; Corinth 49; culcure 17-18;
dating of documents 112; in Egypt
190; Hellenocenerism 127-8;
leonium 49; Jews in Alexandria 79,
Thessalonica 49, see alio Hellenism;
Hellenization
Gruen, Erich 135-6

Homer 12§

INDEX

Guijarro, 5. 198, 199
cuilds 29, 34, 35, 64, 68
gymnasium 0-11, 12-13

Haiti 100
Har-El, M. 100, 101
Harnack, A. von 23
Harris, W.V. 143
Harsiesis 73=4, 81
Hasmonean dynasty: calendars 108-9;
conquests 81, 187; Judaization 189,
priests 70
healing powers 44
Hebreus 54
Hecatacus 141
Helena, Queen of Adiabene 71
Heliodorus 14, 142, 177, 180
Heliopolis 1588
Hellenism: atritudes to 6; Judaism 4,
152-3, 162, 1634, 1667, 196—7;
mercenaries 8; Near East 17-18;
stereotypes 2, 3
Hellenization: Alexandria 83; Jason
15—16, 19, 20-1; Jews 18, 159,
184-5, 196=7; Palestine 195-6
Hellenocentrism 127-8
Hellenos 72, 83—4
Hengel, Martuin 28, 29, 34, 61, 195-6
Heracleopolis 55
Heraclitus 166-7
Herod 70-1, 74, 126
Herod Agrippa 93
Herodorus 127, 181, 190
Hesiod 128
heth kneseth (house of meeting) 28
Hierapolis, Phrygia 32, 34, 35
bieron (sacred place) 31
high priest: conflict 15; Jason 11, 10:
Jerusalem 8-9, 11-12: Menelaus
14=15. 20
Hillshorough football crowd 96
Hippias 179
prpnl:-;tus 120n7
Hirschfeld, Yizhar 194, 199, 202, 203
History of Religions 2 e
Hoehner, H, 103
Hoffmann, €. 79-80
holidays 74
Holocause 1
Holy of Holies, Temple 31

houses 19‘1—5: 198& 202, ':
houses 194, 202 courty:
19‘4, Eﬂz—?; Pﬂnﬁtfl.ﬂ CHLLSE
217, simple houses 198-202, 203, £
Husserl, Edmund 127 e "
Hyllarima, Caria 32 - N
SRR
Iconium 43, 49 BT
identity: calendars 114, 115; Diaspora
73, Egyptians 73—4; ethnicicy 177,
178, 180—1; Jews 73, 115, 181-5:
synagogues 23 :
idolacry 139, 146
Idumea 113 A
Idumeans 55, 81, 187 ol
Ignatius 54 vl
immersion pools 195, 219, 220
immugrants: clubs 65-6; ethnic identity
178; Phoenicians 1767, 179, 180
incense shovel 207
inscriptions: archaeology 25; Berenice
32, 110, 113; catacombs 24; Egypc
56-7; population 98-9; Theodotus
28, 5F; S9EEL : K,
intermarriage: Jews 146, 183—4, 185; 5
Phoenicians 179-80 .
TR

interpretation: see allegorical
INtErprerations

lIonians 144

Ireland 92 it "ag
Isaac 154 'T;T:r
Isidorus 65n72, 79 )
Israel 1,4
Itureans 81

- E_-

Jason: Hellenization 15-16, 19, 20=1:
high priest 11, 19; Jerusalem 8- 10; g
Judah 10; Maccabees 1014, (4N
19-20; Thessalonica 44=5. .0 2
Jeremiah 90 e
Jeremias, J. 100 e i b
Jericho 208, 211 2 1l
Jerusalem: citizenship 9;
money 144;: 3 ]

=
'_- b
o T
5




St B e cam oo o o B o

pa- _-. * " W- _

1-2, 97; symbolic significance 56,
?,.fz._j, IEE;i}rnanguts 59; Talmud
64: Temple 71-2, 74,73

Jesus of Nazareth 41, 48, 53, 54

Jewish calendars: Egypt 10910,
festivals 36, 107-8, 113, identity
115: lunar calendars 114, 115-16;
solar 114

Jewish charter 50

Jewish community 32; assemblies
56—7- associations 37, 63-70,
Berenice 33; Elephantine 2
festivals 107; gender spaces 193,
1978, 202; holidays 74; politema
334, 55-6, 186; nymagoge 37,
synagogues 35-6, 68-9

Jewish scholars 1-2, 7

Jewish texts 136, 140-3

Jews: Arabia 113; assimilation 183—4;
communal structures 186; culrural
Eoine 159; Demerrias 176; Egypt
55, 78, 82-3, 188-90; ethnic
continuity 175, 186-7, 190-1;
exclusivity 69, 161, 184; Gennles
48: Hellenization 18, 159, 184-5,
1967, identicy 73, 115, 181-5;
intermarriage 146, 183—4, 189, law
168; legal status 3, 4; hifecycle 36;
missionary activities 147-8;
numbers 89-90, 104; patron/chient
relationship 66-7, 79, 87; Paul 43,
44, 53; Roman auchorities 4, 68,
81-2, 197; Seleucids 17; raxation
T2, 187, see also Jewish community

Jews in Alexandria 58; absctention from

cults 84-5; attacked 77, 81, 103;
citizenship 3, B0, 83, 164-5,
172-3; Gentiles 80-1, 82; Greeks
79, Josephus 69, 103; Passover 115:
patriotism 80, 87; patron/client
relationship 79, 87; quarters 58,
69, 86; rights 66,72, 172-3,
182-3; Roman protection 68: social
world 78-86; status 167, 172—3;
synagogue 24, 60, 61, 63, 66, 68,

L ,Tﬂmn 84, 164-5

-7, 119; Alexandria 79,
14 .I. _-'|: HF!!I I',

INDEX

Passover 92; Damascus 40; datings
111; Egypt’s population 102;
Essenes 119-21, 1234, 125-8;
Galilee 96—7; Gentiles 30, guilds
64: Jews of Alexandria 69, 103;
Judaism 37; lunar calendars 111;
Maccabees 7; Menelaus 14; Moses
1 34. pumbers in reporting 94-6;
patronage of Jews 68; population
a0 }'rm_ﬁ'*m.'.l'l:u 28: Sardis G2-3; Strabo
188 synagogues 32, synodes 63;
Titus 74: Torah 59, 80

Judaea 74-5, 1056, 113

Tudah 10

:]11:5'.1|1 the Patniarch 208, 211

Judaism; allegorical interpretacion 162,

171-2; Antiochus 111 17,
Christianity 52—4; converts 89-90;
dietary laws 50, 85, 139, 144, 215;
diversity 49-50; exclusivity 161,
Gentiles 50; Hellenism 4, 152-3,
162, 163—4, 166-7, 196-7; impact
143; Jerusalem 66, Josephus 37,
marriage 113, 122-3; propagation
130; prosenche 27-8, stereotypes 2,
3: universalization 161=2, 173—4; see
alio apologerics, Jewish community;
SYynagogues

Judaization 147, 189

Julia Severa 67, 68
Juvenal 28, 50, 142n34, 144

Kafr Nassej 199, 202
Karanis 104n60

Kee, HC. 56

Kerkeosiris 104n60

Khirbet Shema 198-9, 218
Il Kingr 90

Koester, H. 171

Forronia (community) 37
Kraabel, A.T. 49, 50, 61, 76
Krauss, Samuel 22, 35
Krokodilopolis 57, 61, 62, 66

lamps 204, 205

language: anthropomorphism 171,
body 161; Moses 169, Philo 18,
169; scriptural 155-8

latrines 193—4

law 168

Leontius 66

Leontopolis temple 74n126

INDEX

eucippe 179

;;,rr:':-'infef LI. 58,60, 70,76
Leviticus 212

Lewis, C.5. 135

liberation from slavery 36

literacy rates 143

liceralists 163, 16970, 173

Livy 173

Lo Cascio, Elio 88, 102, 106
Luke: Antioch 40; Christianity 2,

3940, 41, 53—4; God-fearers 41-2;

Paul's missions 2, 40-9

lunar calendars 108, 110-=11, 114,
115-16

LXX cranslacion 2, 42, 57, 137, 138,
141, 142

Lycians 58

Lydia, Philadelphia 32

Lydia, Philippi 44, 48, 49

Lysimachus 14, 15

Lystra 43

Maccabees: Antiochus 16; books 2-3,
6-8, 18-19, 21; calendars 108; Jason
1014, 19-20; prosenche 28; revole 74

McCown, C.C. 103—
Macedonian calendar 108, 115
Macedonian veterans 9
Manetho 82, 84

Mantinea 32

Mantinias 179, 180
Marcionites 26

Marisa 203

marriage: Judaism 113, 122-3:

Qumran community 122-3; rejected

by Essenes 120-3: see also
Intermarriage
Matthew 54
Meeks, W. 65, 69
Meiron 199, 200, 201, 203
Memphis 55 I
Mem;laus: Antiochus III 16; high
priest 14-15, 20; opportunism

20~1; temple vessels 19
mercenaries 8

Meshorer, Y. 208

Messianic Jews 49

metics 9

Netropolis 4, 182
s, EM. 60, 76

migration pareepns 177 SR i
.Wﬁmaiﬁ 169, 170=1 ,_Mﬂfr"_". :

Millar, Fergus 86, 113=14 = =
miaqua o 203, 204-5, 207, 211=13
migreh 199, 208, 21 1-15, '21"
missionary activity: apologetics 14
Christianity 147-8;
Jews 49, 147-8; Paul 41, 42-3, 40"
Mithridates 188 e f A
Modrzejewski, .M. 57, 59, 61, 64, 68,
84
Momigliano, A. 141
monotheism 84-5
month names 111, 112, 113
monumentalization 37, 38
mortalicy rates 88, 99 :
mosaics 1934, 208, 209, 211, 217
Moses: Apion 141; authority 163—4;
Ezekiel 148; Josephus 134;
language 169; Phile 156-7, 165
Mount Gerizim temple 74nl126

MNabataea 108-9, 112

MNabateans 86-—7

naming 156

Narroll, R. 99

Nazareth 41

Near East 17-18, 113-14 5
Nebuchadnezzar 90 \
Nero 97 ;
Neusner, Jacob 5 '

Nicanor of Alexandria 71

Nicolaus of Damascus 188 ﬂ
Niese, B. 188-9 .
Nock, A.D. 142 E

nomima (traditional practices) 36

non-Jews 48-9, 111-12, 113-14; see
alra Gentiles

novel, Jewish 190

nudity 12-13 e

Nunibers 183 e

numbers in reporei Sk
1045 PATLIE 94-—5_1 ﬂ i,

" _I. :

vaths 126 e
oikos (house/room) 29-30
oil supplies 144 = . =

D“iﬂsp I-a-l].d .nf 13 } __h 1 gt ;
Onias III 8, 11, 15

"- y -"-:I!-l'__n 2 RO

"




INDEX

ine: hus 111 10; carrying
Pﬂl;:;f::?é;?ﬂ?—-i; He]lanixarinn
195-6; houses 194-3, 198; ]
pulation 88, 105-6; F..nm;}n _;-uﬁe
193-5, 197, g05=8, 211, 2112' 21 .
217, 220; Seleucids 7-8, 187; slave

rrade 2; rymagoge 28: Torah niches

75 see alro Galilee; Sepphoris
Pamphylia, Perga 41
Pan miniatures 204
papyri 2, 185, 187

chians ‘108, 116 '
E;;suver: crushing of Jews 92, 5]_'5"‘5'1

dates for 107, 114-15; Jews in

Alexandria 115; Philo 15;'?3
Patrician House 199, 200, 2111 .
sariotism: Diaspora 69, 70, 72; Jews

in Alexandna 80U, 87 Phila 69, 7 0

cron/client relationship: Alexandria

79, 87: clubs of associarion 635,79,

Jews 667,79, 87 il
Paul: Acts of the Apustles 234, 3940,

Antioch 40, 43; Athens 46; Beroea

45-6, 48; Corinth 46-T; Cyprus

41: Damascus 40; Derbe 43-4;

Ephesus 47, 48; Gentiles 43, 46;

healing powers 44; Jesus of Nazareth
Sd; Jews 43, 44, 33; Luke 2, 40-9,
missionary activity 41, 42-3, 46;,
Philippt 44; Philo 1 58-61; prosenche
44- Rome 47, 48, 53; shipwrecked
95; stoned 43; synagogues 23-4,
51—2; Thessalonica 44-5

Pentateuch 128

Perga, Pamphylia 41

peristyle villas 194, 208-11

Perkowitz, Miriam 197

Persia 4, 108

Peter 41-2,53

Peter of Alexandmna 114-<15

Petronius 144, 146

Pharisaism 196

Pharos 139n27

phenomenology, Verstehen 127-8

Philadelphia, Lydia 32

Philippi 44, 48, 49

Philippians 54

Philo of Alexandria: allegorical
ion 149, 151-5, 157,

- assemblies of Jews 36-7,
~ body/language 161; Boyarin

interpretat
15961, 162-3; Against Apion 127,

158—G1; creation story 16013
culeural response 173—4; Dawson
149-50, 152-5, 162—4; De Abrabame
159: De Vita Masts 165 I_":H-_n,.-rr'g
sopulation 102; Bssenes 117-19,
120, 123, 125-5; Exodus 157-8,
165 extreme ulh«g::rmm‘h[{-rﬂhsrs
168-72; Gaius Caligula 144,
Gentiles 50; guilds 64; Jewish
calendar 109-10; Jews of Alexandria
3, 58; language 18, 169, llrf_:ml
meanings 165; Moses 156-7, lxﬁ’j,
aumbers in reporting 978, 104-3;
Parnphylia 41: Passover 157-8;
patriotism 69, 70; P:mi 158—-61;
politics 168, 173—4; population a0,
prasenche 28, Sabbath observance
144; scriptural language 155-8;

social world of Jews 78-B6; status of

Jews 167; subversive readings 1545,
1634, 166—7; synagogues 52, 76;
Therapentai 168-9; Torah 59-60
philosophical schools 27
Phoenicia 73
Phoenicians; Demetrias 176; in Egypt
190; ethnic identity 180=1;
immigranes 1767, 179, 1 80;
intermarriage 179-80; Thebes
177-8: women 178-9, 180
Phrygia 34, 33, 64, 66, 67
Phrygians in Alexandria 58
pig bones 205
Pilate, Pontius 93
pilgrimage 56, 70
Plate 127, 153
plethos (clubfassociation) 32-3
Pliny the Elder 119-20
Pliny the Younger 27
Plutarch 144, 179
Pococke, E. 93
pogrom 62
polis (city-state) 9, 10
litera (citizenship) 172-5
fiﬁ!mnm (constitution) 33—4, 55=6,
186
politics: Alexandria 79, 164-5;
allegorical interpretation 167-74;
numbers in reporting 92, Philo
168, 173-4
Polybius 16
Polycharmus 31, 34, 61
Popilius Laenas 16-17

INDEX

population a8; Mcmu_-ldrm 77-8;
carrying capacicy of lilI'Illi.! I'[!E—_:S-.,
105-6: Diaspora 88 Egypt 102,

104: Galilee 89, 90, 103; INscriprion

98-9; Jerusalem 89, 991025
odern techniques 98; Palestine
g8, 105-6; Philo 90

E‘m:l!‘.rLll'-lf]ﬁﬂ density 99-100

Forziano, Castcel 34

Pricne Gl

Priscilla 46, 47

Prometheus miniatures 204

propaganda 130, ]_'?HJ

proselytes 51, 1406, 148

proselytism l-i'_’:—_H

prosenche (house of prayer) 18, 56;
Berenice 57; Diaspora 37, 52, 39
Egypt 186; Judaism 27-8;
Maccabees 28; Paul 44, Philo 28;
Spain 29

Prolemies 57, 69, 73—4

Prolemy VI 16; Philometor and
137n2l

Ptolemy VIII Euergetes 11 186

public baths 213

Pummer, B. 75

purity of water 212, 213, 220

purity rituwals 211-12, 215

Pythagoras 164n50

Pythagoreans 126-7

Qos 55

Qumran community: allegory 128;
Essenes 117, 119; food 126-7:
marnage 122-3; priests 125; ritual
bathing 211; solar calendars 114

Rajak, T. 58, 63, 65, 66, 67, 68, 75,
77, 84

Rathbone, D W, 98, 102-3, 104
reader response theary 7

readership of Jewish texts 140-3
Reed, J.L. 89, 106 '
Reich, R. 212

Reinharde, W 99, 100

Renan, Ernest 24

rights, Jews 66, 72, 172-3, 182-3

fitual: bathing 195, 203, 211-15, 220:

x purity 211-12, 215

man authorities: censys
Heliopol; TEEUI'“? -
£ politan temple 188; Jewish

.I
Il =" -h'
e Mg

'.J-I' .:

days 74; Jews 4, 68, 81-2, 197:

Judaea 74-5; Palestine
2058, 211, 213, 213,
s}rﬂﬂg{;gufs 65, raxation
Roman converts 91
Roman empire 113=14
Romans 139
Rome 47, 48, 53, 53, 73
roof space 213
Rosental, J. 94
Rufina 32-3
Rutgers, L. V. 26

Sabbath observance 50, 144
Safrai, Ze'ev 88
Salamis, Cyprus 41
Samaritans 25, 28
1 Samuel 91
sanctity 30-1
Sanders, E.P. 56
Sardica, Council of 114
Sardis: place designated for Jews 29,
palttenma 955, Roman protection of
Jews G8; synagogue 25, 62-3, Gb,
76n143
Sassanians 116
Schiifer, P. 80, 81
Scheckenhofer, J. 100
Schedia 56, 66
Schick, C. 100
schofe (hall) 47
Schiirer, E. 25, 129, 130-2, 145
Schwartz, Eduard 114
scriptural language 155-8
second Temple Judaism 1, 2, 184,
196, 211
Seland, T. 63
seleucids: Antiochus 11T 3, 7:
Hellenistic reform 6; Jewish revolt
17; Palestine 7-8, 187
Seleucus IV 7, 8, 14
senate 16
Seneca 50
Sennacherib 91 R
Sepphoris: artifaces 195; bowde (couneil
208-9; Dionysos : 93_4

TR

14 SOy

[



int 141, 142-3, 156
Siagu, Tunisia 98-9
Sibylline Oracles 143
Silas 44-5, 46
Simon, brother of Menelaus 14
Simon, Paul 21
slave trade 2,9
L slavery 36
Smyrna 70
social conscipusness 174
society/culture 78-86, 152
solar calendars 109, 110-12, 113-14
Sostraros 179, 180
soul 168
Spain 29
spirit 139
Stephen 53
stereotypes 2, 3
Sterling, G.E. 134
Stoba 61
Stowes 171
stone vessels 203
Strabo 188
subversion, Philo 154=5, 1634,
166-7
Suetonius 50
syllogos (assembly) 35
sympathizers 51, 1467
symagoge: as building 32, 57, Diaspora
52; Jewish community 37; meetings
35; Palestine 28; as term 24, 27,
33, 38, 56
synagogues 25-T7; Alexandrian Jews
| 24, 60, 61, 63, 66, 78: aliens
69-70; archacology 25-6; asylum
68; artacked 85-6; belonging
69-70; buildings 60-1; Christianity
76-7; clubs of association 65-6;
5 dedications 32; Diaspora 22-3, 55,
v 757, Egypt 28: exclusivity 69,
% Afemale head 32-3; functions 35-6,
58-9; Gentiles 145; guilds 68;
identity 23, Jewish communiry
'.»'-ﬂ'ﬁeﬁ,_ 68-9; Marcionites 26; nomima
~ 36;n0n-Jews 48-9; Paul 234,
- 31=2; Philo 52, 76; position in
- cties 61-2; Roman authorities 63
; Sardis 25, 62-3, 66,
y 61-2;

| Verstehen,

INDEX

Tabernacles assembly 35

Tacitus 94

Tarsus 40

axation 72, 84, 164-5, 187

Tcherikover, V.A. 94, 131-2, 1369

temenos (sacred place) 31

Temple 28, 30, 31; Jerusalem 71-2,
74,75

temple vessels 15, 16, 19

Terrullian 140029

Theadelphia 104n60

Thebes 1778

Theodotus inscription 28, 32, 57, 59, 71

theory/text 7

theoseber (God-worshipping) 51

Therapeutai 118-=19, 120, 123nl1,
126, 128, 168-9, 176n70

1 Thessalonians 51, 54

Thessalonica 44-5, 49, 50-1

Thracians 86

Thucydides 12-13

Thyateira, Lydia 29n36, 37n67

Tiberias 28, 59, 203

Tiberius 93

Tiberius Julius Alexander 183

Timothy 44, 46

Titius Justus 46, 52

Ticus 3, 68, 74, 97

votler 193, 208

tombstones 178

Tomis 181n26

tapor (place) 29, 154-5

Torah: as holy relic 75-6; Josephus
59, 80; observance 73, public
readings 23, 59-60

Toubias 2

trades 58-9, 64

traditional practices 36

Trajan 3

Trebilco, P.R. 55, 62, 70

Tunisia, Siagu 98-9

Tyrannus 47, 52, 53

Tyre 12,73

United Nations 100
universalization 136, 161-2, 173-4
antversitas (collectivity) 34
univocity 160

"'ihq- der

=

Wasserstein, Abraham 04 .

water supply: population 98; purity
212, 213, 220; synagogues 61-2

Wilkinson, J. 98

Wisdom of Selomen 700109, 140

women: defined as Jewish 85; devout
43, 49, 51; Essenes 120, 121-2;
Phoenician 178-9, 180;

INDEX

N

segregated 197-8; synagog
32-3, 67
worship 28, 35 5
worshippers/God-fearers 48

Xenophon 170

Zenon papyri 2



	P1140802
	P1140803
	P1140804
	P1140805
	P1140806
	P1140807
	P1140808
	P1140809
	P1140810
	P1140811
	P1140812
	P1140813
	P1140814
	P1140815
	P1140816
	P1140817
	P1140818
	P1140819
	P1140820
	P1140821
	P1140822
	P1140823
	P1140824
	P1140825
	P1140826
	P1140827
	P1140828
	P1140829
	P1140830
	P1140831
	P1140832
	P1140833
	P1140834
	P1140835
	P1140836
	P1140837
	P1140838
	P1140839
	P1140840
	P1140841
	P1140842
	P1140843
	P1140844
	P1140845
	P1140846
	P1140847
	P1140848
	P1140849
	P1140850
	P1140851
	P1140852
	P1140853
	P1140854
	P1140855
	P1140856
	P1140857
	P1140858
	P1140859
	P1140860
	P1140861
	P1140862
	P1140863
	P1140864
	P1140865
	P1140866
	P1140867
	P1140868
	P1140869
	P1140870
	P1140871
	P1140872
	P1140873
	P1140874
	P1140875
	P1140876
	P1140877
	P1140878
	P1140879
	P1140880
	P1140881
	P1140882
	P1140884
	P1140885
	P1140886
	P1140887
	P1140888
	P1140889
	P1140890
	P1140891
	P1140892
	P1140893
	P1140894
	P1140895
	P1140896
	P1140897
	P1140898
	P1140899
	P1140900
	P1140901
	P1140902
	P1140903
	P1140904
	P1140905
	P1140906
	P1140907
	P1140908
	P1140909
	P1140910
	P1140911
	P1140912
	P1140913
	P1140914
	P1140915
	P1140916
	P1140917
	P1140918
	P1140919
	P1140920
	P1140921
	P1140922
	P1140923
	P1140924
	P1140925
	P1140926
	P1140927
	P1140928
	P1140929
	P1140930
	P1140931
	P1140932
	P1140933
	P1140934
	P1140935

