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ABSTRACT

This thesis is a re-examination of the documents in
1 Maccabees, which have been the subject of much previous
comment®* Section 1 is a survey of previous work followed
by a discussion of methods. Section 2 deals with the
historic background, and Section 3 contains detailed
commentaries on the texts of the documents.

The conclusion is arrived at that, except for the
letter of Jonathan to the Spartans, the documents are
genuine, and that, v;hen allowance is m de for Hebraisms
they conform to the pattern of Hellenistic documents. The
Seleucid documents provide valuable informa tion on the
status of Judaea under Seleucid rule and the issues in the
conflict between the Maccabees and the Seleucids. The
Roman letters are shov/n to be designed partly to support
the Maccabees* aspirations for independence, partly to
consolidate their rule among the Jev/ish communities of the
Diaspora. The Spartan letter 1is of minor importance. The
decree in honour of Sii on illustrates the nature of the
nev/ Maccabean High Priesthood.

Taken together, the letters serve as a valuable guide
to the policy, especially the foreign policy of the Macc-

abees.



PREFACE

The order of the documents in the commentaries
neither follows that in which they are quoted in 1
Maccabees, nor is it chronolJcgical; but the documents are
arranged according to their subjects. The five Seleucid
documents are placed first, followed by the correspondence
with Rome and Sparta. Document 9 deals vdthan event of
purely internal history.

Except for tPie Roman treaty in Chapter 8 all the
documents in 1 Maccabees deal v/iththe time of Jonathan
and Simon, and are subsequent to ohe appearance in Syria
of Alexander Balas in the year 153 B.C. Hence the period
treated in this thesis has been limited to the fifteen
years beginning in 153 B.C. and ending in 139 B.C., the
date of the last document; and the Homan treaty of the
time of Judas Maccabaeus has not been made the subject of
a separate commentary. It is discussed in an appendix to
Section 2.

This section , which deals with the historical back-
ground, covers the whole period to which the documents
refer, but its various parts should be read in conjunction
with the Seleucid documents to which they serve as an
introduction * The coriomentaries to the other documents are

preceded by separate introductions.
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SECTION I

THE PROBLM OF THE LETTERS



SECTION I THE PROBLEM OF THE LETTERS

The letters in the First Book of the Maccabees have been
the subject of much discussion since the first half of
the eighteenth century, when the authenticity of some of
them was first called into question by the brothers

B. F. and Gottlieb iVernsdorff. Criticism was directed
mainly against the purported relationship between Jews
and Spartans, the strange heading of the letter from the
Consul Lucius (No. 6), and some of its clauses; but some
points of the Seleucid letters also came under suspicion.
Criticism of these documents was only part of general
doubts expressed by the brothers Wemsdorff about the

historical trustworthiness of I Maccabee©.

The majority of Protestant scholars in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, e.g. Nieb'uhr, E’vald, Grimm,
suspected at least some of the documents™'; while Catholic
scholars, who regard I Maccabees as canonical, have usually
defended the genuineness of all the documents. A host
of theories was put forward, ranging from whole-hearted
acceptance of all the documents to dovmright rejection
of all as forgeries interpolated into our book long after
its composition. The majority of scholars have, however,

taken up various intermediate positions between these .

extremes.



The general problem as it confronts the modern critic
is that the letters in their present form do not v/holly
resemble such Greek documents as are known to us from other
sources. The phrasing is often curiously naive and
unbusiness-like as compared with the formal style of
genuine official documents. Dates and closing formulas
are missing altogether, and the greeting formulas are
rudimentary. In addition there are many points of detail

to which objection may be taken.

The letters in I Maccabees have sometimes been
discussed on their own, but often they are treated as
part of a wider problem “concerning the historical value
of documents quoted in ancient Jewish writings. These
are on the one hand the Biblical books of the Chronicler
(Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah), on the other h.and Hellenistic
works such as the Second and Third Books of’the Maccabees,
the Letter of Aristeas, the writings of Josephus, etc.

I Maccabees in some ways stands between these two groups.
Like the first it 1s a Palestinian work and was originally
written in Hebrew or Aramaic (most probably Hebrew);

like the second it deals with events of the Hellenistic
period. The originals of the documents, if such existed,

must therefore have been in Greek.

These, however, cannot have been inserted directly
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into our Greek text since even a superficial reading of
the letter reveals numerous unmistakable Hebraisms.

The letters must therefore have been first translated
into Hebrew and then translated back into Greek together
with the rest of the book. This assumption is crucial

to all discussions of the problem.

The following is a brief sketch of the more impor-

. : 2
tant views expressed during the last 100 years

0. L. W Grimm (1853) regarded all the letters as
having a historical foundation in the sense that each
reflects the existence of an actual document at the time
of the events. But he did not think that the author of
I Maccabees used or even knew these documents. The
reason that led Grimm to this assumption was that he accepted
the arguments adduced by the brothers Wernsdorff against
the Spartan correspondence and the Roman Circular; In
addition he was critical of the Decree in honour of Simon
because he thought it inconsistent with the narrative of
I Maccabees. And in view of the obvious defects of these
four letters he regarded even the rest as no more than
"free reproductions" of the original, composed by the
author of I Maccabees in good faith according to his

recollection of them”.

A similar attitude was adopted by Schuerer. He too
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regarded most of the letters as in essence correct, without
always committing himself about the actual text before us.
His views were only fully developed in the third edition
of his book (Vol.I, 1901; the first edition appeared in
187 ) They are being anticipated here because Schuerer
belonged to the "old-fashioned" school of theologians
which came under fire in a subsequent study. The two
Roman letters and the Decree in honour of Simon as well

as most of the Seleucid letters are taken quite seriously
by Schuerer; the important letter of Demetrius I, No*2,

1s regarded as similar to a speech inserted in a historical
narrative, i.e. on the whole correct but incorporating
some fancies of the author. But Schuerer expressed

doubts about the authenticity of the Spartan letters”.

Among other nineteenth century scholars who dealt
with the problem one might mention the Jewish historian
Qraetz who curiously enough regarded only the Roman treaty
of the time of Judas Maccabaeus as "apocryphal". The
rest he apparently considered trustworthy, though he did

not mention Jewish relations with Sparta at all”.

Until the end of the nineteenth century scholars had
treated the text of I Maccabees as a unity; so that,
whatever their views on the historical value of the

documents, they attributed their inclusion in the text
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to the author. In 1882 J. von Destinon put forward the
theory that the last three chapters, not used by Josephus,
were a later addition. This theoiy would affect four

of the documents (Nos. 5, 6, 8 and 9)* Most of Destinon*s
arguments for this theory derive from a comparison with
Josephus, and are not strictly relevant to the problem

of the documents. Only one argument, deriving from the
chronological discrepancies between the Decree in honour
of Simon and the preceding narrative, should be mentioned

here.

The most radical criticism of the documents was,
however, that of Hugo Willrich, a secular historian.
His first study of Hellenistic-Jewish literature, Juden
und Griechen, v/as published in 1895» to be followed by
his Judaica in 1900; in 1924 he published a book with
the significant title Urlcundenfalschung in der helL (#istisch-
jidischen Litteratur. Ulrich*s views underwent consi-
derable modification in the intervals between these books,
but for the sake of convenience his three studies will
be treated together. t

In the introduction to his first two books, Willrich
stressed the need for classical philologists t* tackfe
problems previously left to the theologians. The latter

had overestimated the value of Jewish tradition, failing
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to see that i1t was inspired by the sole puipose of
creating sympathy for the Jews. Recent finds of papyri
and ostraka had placed the criticism of this tradition on
a new basis by enabling the historian to check its facts
against contemporary sources. As a result of this new
method of criticism Willrich claimed to be able to expose
a gigantic and highly complex plot, whose aim it was to
show how Hellenistic and Roman rulers from Alexander the
Great onwards had favoured the Jews. For puajposes of
propaganda a collection of documents was amassed in the
time of Agrippa I, and this v/as also used by Philo on his
deputation to the Emperor Caius. A few of these documents
were indeed genuine, but even they were used for disre-
putable ends through the application of false dates,
frequent inteipolation, etc. The majority, however,

were complete forgeries, emanating from a veritable "factory"
for documents which was situated in Alexandria. Although
the majority of educated Greeks could only smile at these
clumsy efforts, a long series of scholars, beginning with
the Emperor Claudius and continuing down to Willrich’s
own time, had been taken in. He hoped that as a result
of his work this seri.es of unfortunate dupes would at

last come to an end.g

This, then, 1s the general framework in which,

according to Willrich, the documents in I Maccabees have



their place. All except the two Roman letters are
forgeries, as proved by their lack of style combined with
their obvious propaganda purpose'rAl. The Seleucid letters
betray a complete ignorance of conditions in the Seleucid
empire, and reflect the system of taxation imposed by the
Romans in Egyth. The letter of Demetrius I, No.2,
moreover, shows dependence on the letter of Aristeas;
the Decree in honour of Simon contradicts the text”";
the Spartan correspondence is just absurd and dates from
Herod’s relations with Sparta. Similarly, the list of
cities appended to the Roman circular (No.6) reflects
conditions in the time of Herod. The cities were in
fact those to whom Herod had made benefactions”™”. As
regards the two Roman letters, the one attributed in our
book to the time of Judas belongs in fact to the time of
Aristoboulos I; its attribution to the time of Judas
Maccabaeus was due to a misunderstanding of the Chancellery
note preserved in the parallel version of Josephus (Ant.
12, 419). The Circular (No.6) belongs to the time of
Hyrkan II, as "proved" by its similarities with Jos. Ant.
14, 145"M). But the existence of Roman-Jewish relations
in the time of Simon is conceded.

Now these forgeries, according to Willrich, cannot

be attributed to the honest Sadducean author of I Maccabees;
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they must be due to an editor who operated not earlier
than the last years of Herod’s reign. Josephus used the
book in its interpolated fom, but supplemented it by the
original collection from which both forged and genuine
letters had been taken. Therefore the text of the letters
in Josephus is more authentic than the version to be found'
in I Maccabees, since the latter was first translated into
Hebrew by the interpolator. This assumption, which is
cardinal to Willrich’s thesis, will be discussed in more

detail below#

In his last book Willrich modified some of
these conclusions in the direction of even greater
severity, particularly with regard to Jewish contacts
with Rome. For he now argued that since the interpolator
found no genuine Roman documents from the time of Simon,
none could have existed. It follows that the whole
relationship with Rome is as fictitious for the time of
Simon as it is for the time of Judas. The first
between Judaea and Rome is accordingly to be dated under
Hyrkan 1. The Roman circular, previously considered
genuine, turns out to be yet another forgery,for which

the genuine document Jos. Ant. 14, 145 S837?ved as a model.

Similarly, the Seleucid letters Nos.l and 3 -5,
which were originally regarded as having a ganuine nucleus,

were in the later book recognized as forgeries closely
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modelled on No.2 The most important addition to

W illrich’s conclusions, however, was one concerned with

the source of the forgeries. At first these had been
described as an anonymous collection of documents made

in Alexandria and used directly by the interpolator.

Further comparison between I Maccabees, the parallel account
of Josephus and 11 Maccabees, convinced Willrich that he
had discovered the arch-forger in the person of the obscure
writer whose work is epitomized in Il Maccabees. Jason

of Gyrene stood exposed as the villain of the v/hole plot! 14

The theories of Willrich, particularly when first
published in 1895, produced a considerable amount of
commeht. All subsequent interpretations of I Maccabees
were forced to take note of them. For although it was
felt by most that the evidence with which he supported
his statements was rather slender, he had in his pene-
trating analysis detected many connections previously
unnoticed. Above all he had constructed an imposing
system of explanation, which, however wild and bizarre
it might be, had at least the advantage of a certain
self-sufficiency, of explaining everything. Besides,
a radical approach to Biblical criticism, expressed in
particular in a very low dating of our soured, was in
the air just then; Wellhausen’a theory was still fairly

new and criticism of the Apociypha was under his influence.
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The general climate of opinion was almost such that the
onus of proof lay on the defenders of documents, rather

than on those .who were critical of them.

The influence of Willrich is very marked in Kautzsch’s
treatment of the letters (1900). Kautzsch accepted
Willrich*s conclusions for the Bpartan and Roman letters,
and regarded the Seleucid letters as on the whole free
reproductions, of which some were a bit colourless and
No.2 rather exaggerated. The additions to this letter

he attributed to an interpolator or translator™”.

Niese (1900) expressed himself very cautiously about
the authenticity of the letters. hut as he did not share
Willrich*s high regard for the author of I Maccabees, he
attributed the inclusion of the letters to him, arguing
against Willi'ich that if one were to excise the letters

nothing much would be left of the book

Torrey, a specialist in Aramaic studies, discussed
the whole problem of documents in ancient Jewish literature
in his "Ezra-Studies" (1913)# ‘His conclusions are that
none of these letters can be regarded as genuine official
Records, but that on the whole they give a correct impres-
sion of events. ' They are to be thought of as literary
devices analogous to the speeches, prayers, poems, etc.,

with which ancient authors, Classical and Jewish, used to
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enliven their narratives. This procedure is compared

with that of the modem historical novel. It should be
noted that it is not clear from this interpretation whether,

in Torrey*s opinion, any letters were in fact sent on the

: ) 17
occasions described .

«”ellhausen (1914) discussed only some of the documents
(the Roman letter of the time of Judas Maccabaeus, the
letter of Demetrius I, the Roman Circular and the Decree
in honour of Simon), and these he rejected without exception,
He regarded them all as interpolated, and the earlier at

least as forged

Oesterley (in Charles; Apocrypha 1915) took what
might be called an eclectic view with regard to earlier
interpretations. He regarded the Seleucid letters as
genuine documents elaborated by the author of I Maccabees,
though No,2 contains a considerable amount of wishful
thinking, perhaps added later. The Spartan correspondence
was inserted by a later editor, though the Spartan reply
(No.8) is in fact a genuine document; and the relation-
ship with Sparta was believed in at the time of the
Maccabean brothers. The Roman letter of the time of
Judas goes back to a genuine document and was inserted by
the author of I Maccabees; whereas the Circular (No.6),
as well as all references to the ambassador Numenius, are

a later interpolation. Finally, the Decree in honour



of Simon (No.9) was added by a later editor, but is a
genuine document, and even perhaps more trustv/orthy than

) 1
the narrative of I Maccabees

Oesterley expressed substantially the same view in
his History of Israa (1952)"". But in his Introduction
to the Apocrypha (1935) he rejected all the letters except
the Decree for Simon and the minor letter from the Jev/s
in Gilead (I Macc.5> 10-13)» which is not treated here.
For the Seleucid letters he now accepted Willrich*s

21
arguments

Schubart made a brief reference to the Seleucid
letters 1in an article entitleai Bemerkungen zum Stil
hellenistischer Kdnigsbriefezz. He remarked that from

the point of view of style they were completely impossible.

The letters are briefly discussed by Eduard Meyer
in his Ursprlinge und Anfinge des Qhristentums (Vol.II, 1921).
Without going into the many arguments brought by previous
commentators Meyer s{ated that there was nJg) ;eason whatever
to doubt the authenticity of any of the documents In I
Maccabees (and other Jewish historians). The fact that
the documents underwent double translation was sufficient
to account for the unbusiness-like style in which they
have come doi<vn to us. But after a few alterations of the
texb and the removal of embellishments they provide a

valuable iouxce for thVhistoEan®™. ' A - A
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[t was to counteract the possible harm that might
be done by these viev/s, since Meyer was the doyen of
Ancient Histoiy, that /i/illrich wrote his Urkundenfaischung,
reiterating his previous convictions and rejecting in
particular all compromise solutions such as talk of "free
coi#osition" or emendations of the texts. He also hailed
8chubart*s remark quoted above as proving conclusively

that the documents must be forgeries.

Nevertheless his own views were already losing ground.
Apart from the book of Oesterley discussed above only
Eissfeldt (1954) was ready to make drastic cuts in the
text of I Maccabees. He proposed to remove all accounts
of Jewish dealings with Rome and Sparta, including the
whole of chapter 8, and the letter of Demetrius I, No.2;
the rest of the Seleucid letters and the Decree for Simon

he allowed to standP4

Other recent studies returned to a more conservative
view™* In a study called "The Integrity of I Maccabees"
(1925), Bttelson sought to show, on the basis of a detailed
stylistic analysis of I Maccabees in comparison with the
rest of the Old Testament, that the whole book, including
the last three chapters, is the work of one author. The
documents too, according to “telson, bear so many stylistic
resemblances to the narrative chapters that their formu-

lation must be due to the author. The whole work was
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translated together into Greek

Laqueur (1927?) took exception only to the Spartan
correspondence and the Roman Circular; this v/as also the
view of Momigliano, except that he regarded the Spartan

reply (No*3) as genuine

Bickermann (in his article in Fauly-Wisnowa, 1928,
and Der Gott der MakkabSer 1938), defended the authenticity
of all the letters except that of King \r*s to the High
Priest Onias which, however, was inserted by the author

in Rood faith ""*

Rostovfczeff (S. E* H. 1941 and his earlier books)
made frequent use of the letters as evidence for particular

problems of Hellenistic economic history*

Two recent editions, that of Pére Abel and that of
Zeitlin (both 1950), take the genuineness of the letters almost

for granted.

From the foregoing survey it will be seen how widely
opinions have differed, and from how many different angles
the problem has been approached. It will also be seen
that the problem is really a two-fold one, since it concerns
not only the authenticity of the letters as such, but also
tite date of their inclusion into the text of I Maccabees.

Thus in addition to adopting what might be called the



- 15 -

extreme views of total acceptance or total rejection,

it 1s quite possible to regard the documents as due to
the author but fictitious,or due to an interpolator but
genuine. And besides these four attitudes there are,
of course, countless Intermediate shades of opinion.

Tn view of the tricky problem presented by double trans-
lation coupled with the fact that I Maccabees 1s practi-
cally our only source for the period with which the
documents deal, it is unlikely that unanimity will ever

be reached.

In the following pages the methods to be used in
the present study will be mdiscussed; and at the same
time some of the assumptions made in the following chapters

v/ill be explained.

Broadly speaking there must be two approaches to
the problem of letters quoted in works of literature.
The first is to compare their style and phrasing with
that of other letters from the same periodCyhose authen-
ticity 1s beyond dispute. I[f vie wish to study the
Seleucid letters in I Maccabees in this way, the material
for comparison must consist mainly of inscriptions from
the Seleucid empire, but contemporary papyri will also
be useful. For the Roman and Spartan letters any similar

treaties from whatever source would have to be used.
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But such a stylistic study of the letters can never
be quite satisfactory, for thqy must have gravely suffered
from the circumstance that they had been through a Hebrew
version before assuming their present shape as found in I
Maccabees. In the process of translation between languages
so different as Greek and Hebrew it is inevitable that the
original syntactical structure must often have disappeared;
and misunderstanding on the part of the Greek or (if the
letters are genuine) the Hebrew translator must also be
reckoned with. In spite of these difficulties stylistic
comparisons with other documents should be attempted
wherever possible; for, i1f they can never be decisive,
they can nevertheless further our understanding of the
letters, and they may shed light on the dates at v/hich
our versions were composed. For the Seleucid letters,
the texts quoted in the collections of Welles and Schroeter
and the commentaries of these authors have been found
particularly useful. The Roman treaty of the time of
Judas Maccabaeus, which is not the subject of a separate
commentaiy in this study, has been almost entirely
reconstructed by E. Taeubler on the basis of comparisons
with other treaties. Taeubler*s results will be briefly

summarized in an appendix (p. "7 ).

If the comparative method can be of only limited help

for the :style of the letters, it must concentrate all the
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more on their contents. Only by relating the letters to
what i1s known about Hellenistic history from contemporary
documents can we form any conclusions on whether or not
their contents are credible*® Thus Willrich asserted that
the Seleucid letters betrayed a complete ignorance of
conditions in Judaea at the time at which they purport to
be written"”". His own view of these conditions was built
up from a few scattered references in literary sources

(IT Maccabees, Josephus, etc.); and it rested on the
assumption that the Seleucid system of taxation was much
more primitive than that of the Ptolemaic and Roman empires
Recent study has shown this assumption to be unfounded*"”
Some of .villrich*s arjguments have been expressly refuted,
for example by Bickermann in his Institutions des Seleueides,
a work which will often be quoted. Others have never
been examined properly, though they have been ignored in
the sense that examples from the letters have been quoted
as evidence in works on Seleucid economic histoiy. The
whole question of the status of Judaea under the 8eleueids
deserves to be examined more fully in the light of modern

research.

The second approach is to relate the documents to
the narrative containing them. To this end we must
determine somethingof the literary nature and objects of

the book, its place in literary histoiy and the trustworthiness



- 18 -

of the events i1t narrates. This method could not be
dispensed with even if comparison with other documents
raised only few doubts concerning the authenticity of the
letters. For, as Welles has observed, "not individuality
but conventionality is the usual mark of forgery". Thus
It is equally possible for a Itter that looks genuine to

be invented, as for an unusual-looking letter to be genuine.

Only our views about the book as a whole can be decisive.

An example may be quoted from the so-called Letter of
Aristeas (Henceforth referred to as "Aristeas" to avoid
confusion). This book contains a decree purporting to
be v/ritten by Ptolemy Philadelphus (Aristeas 22-25) more
than a hundred years prior to the probable date of composi-
bion'" . The decree presupposes such acquaintance with
Ptolemaic administrative procedure and exhibits such
striking similarities to a decree of Philadelphus found
on a papyrus (P. Rainer 24 552) that it was pronounced a
genuine document by U* Wilcken"”. But it also contains
certain objectionable features which have led Westermann
to argue against its authenticity—’34. Now Aristeas, according
to modern scholars, never set out to present the literal
truth; it i1s essentially a work of imaginative literature””.
Hence 1t would be surprising if an actual document had been
transplanted into it just as it was found in the archives.

[n this case, I think, one cannot escape the conclusion that
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the document in question is fictitious, but cloaaly modelled
on the decree mentioned above or some similar decree nov/

lost.

This example is particularly relevant to our discussion
in view of the generalizations that have been made about
documents quoted in ancient Jewish literature. Thus
Torrey treated Chronicles, Ezra, Daniel, Esther, I, II and
I[II Maccabees and Josephus as a unity with respect to the
letters they quote; he even included the "Letter" of
Aristeas in the discussion”™”. But this approach is quite
unjustified. For these books differ among themselves in
many ways, and the differences are more fundamental than
the similarities. Thus, however nationalist and apologetic
the objects of such books as Il and III Maccabees, Aristeas
and Josephus’s Antiquities may be, their literary ante-
cedents are certainly not to be found in the Bible. The
Alexandrian works indeed belong to a Greek literary
tradition. And, though it may be true that there v/as
a considerable reciprocal influence between Palestinian
and Egyptian Jewry, 1t seems rash to assume that the use
of letters in such divergent books can be regarded as a

single phenomenon.

Again, these books differ in the purposes for which
they were written. Aristeas is a work of imaginative

literature with a propaganda purpose. Esther and 111
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Maccabees, whether meant as serious history or not, deal

with only one brief incident of history. Both books,

as well as perhaps Il Maccabees, primarily tell the story

of events commemorated in a festival. Joeephusi clearly
cannot be compared with I Maccabees, since he wrote "*ancient-\

not contemporary history, compiled from a variety of sources.

A very interesting contrast to our letters is presented
by the two letters found in the Greek but not the Hebrew
version of the Book of Esther and usually referred to as
Additions B and S. These letters purport to be the texts

of two decrees of Artaxerxes against and on behalf of the

Jews. They thus bear a superficial resemblance to the
Seleucid letters in I Maccabees. ITow these trwo letters
were clearly composed in Greek™"”. The existence of such

additions in the Greek version of Esther has led Willrich
to generalize about the tendency of Palestinian works to
change and expand in translation””. But the letters in
I Maccabees, with one or two doubtful exceptions, betray
an unmistakable Semitic substratum. This fact, in my

opinion, m#:es any theory postulating a veiy late date of

interpolation extremely improbable.

The alternative explanation offered by “illrich 1is
that the Greek translator or an editor took documents
which he found in an Alexandrian source and rendered them

into Hebrew before rendering the whole book into Greek
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But it 1s difficult to see why any Alexandrian reader
should have been disturbed to find idiomatic Greek in
letters written by Hellenistic kings or Roman or Spartan

officials.

Nor is it possible to argue that an editor independent
of the Greek translator translated the documents from
Greek into Hebrew and inserted them into the Hebrew text.
For no obvious propaganda purpose could be served by a
book written in a language which the Greeks did not under-
stand. And Palestinian Jews would hardly be interested
in documents reflecting, according to Willrich, a situation
alien to them. This whole explanation 1s so far-fetched
ttet 1t can safely be discarded. Unmistakable Hebraisms,
as found in nearly all the documents, may be taken as
proof that the letters were part of I Maccabees at the
time of translation. Fdr these reasons the whole postu-
late of a system of forgeries built up with the ulterior
motive of malting propaganda for the Jews is quite untenable”
We must confront the documents on the assumption that,
if not genuine copies, they are at least of Palestinian
derivation and that they were inserted by the author of

I Maccabees or someone living shortly after him”"”".

The question whether there was any specific literary

influence prompting the inclusion of the letters is best
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left open. It has often been asserted that the author
followed the example of the Book of Ezra in this respect.
Ezra is indeed the only book in the group mentioned above
that offers a fit basis for comparison, but even here the
evidence for borrowing is slender. In general I Maccabees
modelled itself on the style and approach of the earlier
part of the Bible, on Samuel and Kings, rather than on
the work of the Chronicler. Only two of the letters in
Ezra, the short decree of Cyrus (6, 3-5) and the letter
from ArWerxes to Ezra (7» 12-25) are at all comparable
in subject-matter to the body of letters incoiporated
into I Maccabees. Moreover, the letters 1n Ezra are
less closely integrated into the text of the book than
are the Seleucid letters in I Maccabees. This 1is shown
not only by their introductoiy formulas (cf.p. below)
but also by the fact that they are written in Aramaic.

In T Maccabees the letters seem to have been quoted in
Hebrew, though the version in which they were current in
Judaea was presumably in Aramaic, the vernacular at the

time.

for these reasons the letters in I Maccabees are
best treated on their own. All that can safely be inferred
from a comparison with other books is that a consciousness
of the importance of documents had awoken among the Jews

as a result of their experiences as members of great empires,
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The complex adminiBtrative organization of these empires,
contact with foreign rulers and officials and the practice
widespread in Hellenistic times of displaying documents
favourable to a city in some prominent position - all these
would be factors which might have influenced our author

to incorporate documents in his historical narrative.

And it is not impossible that the tradition of Greek
historiography also exerted an influence. In T Maccabees
one may observe a general tendency to secularize history,
although the author was undoubtedly a devout Jew. It
should also be remembered that he v/rote in all probability
no more than a generation after the events he narrated4P

Thus the existence of documents in our text of I Maccabees

need occasion no surprise.

The reasons for the inclusion of the Seleucid docu-
ments are particularly obvious. I Maccabees may be
regarded in some sense as an “official” histoiy For
it 1s well known that opposition to Hasmonean rule became
vocal already in the time of John Hyrkan. Thus any
«

writer describing the rise of the dynasty must have been,

at least by implication, a defender of its title.

For this end the Seleucid letters are a very skilful
tool indeed. For they serve to remind the reader

indirectly, 1.e. through the mouth of the foreign overlords,
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of the heavy ”yoke” which the Jews had to bear before the
Hasmoneans won them independence. The longest of those
letters, that cf Demetrius I (Ho.2;, has often been regarded
as an irrelevant interpolation, because we are expressly
told that the Jews did not trust it and went over to
Alexander Balas. But the artistic relevance of the letter
is obvious. [t anticipates, just at the point where the
political stiuggle begins in earnest, all the advantages
which the Jews were to gain in the end. It throws into
relief the issues that were at stake. But that it 1is

not a Hasmonean invention is proved by its address

This also answers one of 1,Villrich*s most unfortunate
arguments against the letters. Had the author had genuine
letters at his disposal, Willrich reasoned, he v/ould have
quoted also a number of other letters which are mentioned*
One might indeed wonder why the forger should have allowed
these opportunities to slip by. But evefy writer must
surely select; and the author of I Maccabees has selected
his letters with perfect discrimination. He quoted only
those which confer tangible benefits on the Jews. of
the letters not quoted verbatim (I Macc.1O, 4; 10, 52;

10, 56; 10, 59; 11, 42; 11, 70, 11, 57) the first
is merely an introduction to the more important grants
that were to follow, the second and third are quite

unconnected with the Jews, the fourth and fifth are of
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minor import and the sixth is definitely hostile to the
Jews. Indeed some of these may have been only oral
messages. Hone are at all comparable to the letters
which are quoted except possibly the seventh, i.e., the
letter of the young Antioehus VI to Jonathan. But since
this letter inaugurated the most unfortunate of all the

alliances of the Maccabees, its omission 1s quite under-

standable, even apart from possible motives of economy.

Most scholars have made a distinction between the
Seleucid letters and the rest of them; and the Seleucid
letters have come in for much less criticism than the
Roman and Spartan correspondence and the decrtee in honour
of Simon. On the whole this distinction seems valid;
and the Seleucid letters are not only more interesting to
the modem historian than the others, but also more
relevant to the narrative.' It is interesting in this

connection to compare the formulas with which the letters

are introduced 1n our text.

Roman letter,,from”the time of Judad:

Xax*n' TOShro t o IvTtyPACpOUV. 1f\C éxtOTOA.fjC » h ¢ dvitArY P u?ayv

éxt XaXxat¢ xat dx”*cTetXav etc lepoDoaXpu.
(U.22)
No.I. xat eilfputev éxt'ofOXac xai dx”oTe tXev a&lg

xaTa Touc Xdyovc TOo”TOVC Xéywv. . . (10,17)
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No.2 xdt dxéoTeiXev alTOtc xaxd Todc Xdyouc

TOUTOUC (10. 25)

No. 3 xdt 6000XP0S 6 Saoiléve xdt gyp#G#/TC' Io)va-&av
e%io%olA¢ xepi xdvTouv T(Sutodv €%o0S0&c Tpdxov Touto.v
(I1. 29)

No. 7 xdt ToOTO 'la dvTtYpulLepov rCv “uacToXccv, 2v

fypatev IwvaAav TOtc ?!'KaoTtdxatc (12. 5)
xai TOUTO t4 dvT(ypo,(pov t/Sv ~xtoToXwv dv dxéoTetXav

'OvVC% (12. 19)
No. 4 xdt anéo'iei'’Kev aOTC Arjpfj-xptoc @ jSaotXedc xaad
TO6c ~Koyo\>¢ 'lorio'o¢ xdt dxexpt-0T) aunra' xat sypa’rev

Axt TotduTpv (13* 35)
No. 8 xctg TOfiT0 t 6 dvvCypacpov TCy éM oToXffivi S)v.
dxéoTetXev ci SxapTtdTat (14. 20)
No. 9 xaf TOVIO 16 dvuCypacpov THC (14. 27)
No. 3 xaf dxéoTStXev *AvT(CoX0C Atde AqpqTptoi) Tof)

gdOtXgwe ETtOTOXdc d%6 TNV vijOt.v TPic "OLXdoOTiC 2Cpo)Vt
fep8t xct( *4vdp%” tSv loudaCciiv xaj xavTi tC eOvet xaf
?oav xeptéyoDoat TOv Tpoxov TOOIOV (15% 1)

No. 6 xaf fjXde Nouufjvtoc xaf of %ap' aUTOv év
PRLTHIC G VIGC éxtOTiiXde TOte ?aot7v.£Uot xaf Tate
X(S)pato év aie dyéypaxTo Tdoe (15. 15)

The impression that the Seleucid letters form a class
apart is thus strikingly confirmed. In contrast with
the rest, which are v/ith one exception claimed to be
“copies»®, the Seleucid letters are all introduced with
the . » .. . . Tovec Xdyove to()touc t 6v Tpdxov ToUTov.
This rather vague and typically Hebraic mode of introduction

has the effect of integrating the letter closely with the
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rest of the narrative; 1t certainly does not lead us to

expect any abrupt change of style.

The rest of the documents present far more difficulty
and have provoked more discussion and more criticism.
On the whole they are less relevant to the narrative than
the Seleucid letters. Many commentators have remarked
on the artificial and even awkward manner in which some
of them (notably the Spartan correspondence and the letter
from the Consul Lucius) have been fitted into their con-
texts. With the exception of the decree for Simon, all
in some sense interrupt the main course of events. The
reason for the inclusion of these letters is therefore
much less obvious; but of course the claim that they
represent copies will have to be investigated. It 1is,
however, unsafe to generalize about them; apart from
their mode of introduction they have much less in common
than the Seleucid letters. They cannot, therefore, be
treated as a homogeneous group. The problems they raise,
particularly with regard to the text and unity of I
Maccabees, will have to be reserved for more detailed

discussion.

Lastly, a consideration of the literary aims and
peculiarities of I Maccabees should also remove one
difficulty which has helped to create a suspicious atti-

tude against the letters. With the exception of the
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decree in honour of Simon (No.9), none of them are dated.
But i1t must be remembered that in a sense I Maccabees is
"sacred" history. This does not mean, of course, that it
plays with the supernatural, still less that it 1s free
from political bias or propaganda motive. But the author
regai'ds his narrative as a continuation of Israel’s story,
as recorded in the earlier books, some of which must
already have been canonical in his time”". Outside
events, or the impact of the heathen world on Israel,
may figure prominently in his story; but they are marginal
to his main purpose, which is to provide a record of
momentous events in the nation’s history for the benefit
of future generations. Tlius it cannot surprise us to
find that the only dates which he deemed it necessary to
give in full are of internal events which made a lasting
impression on the fate of the Jewish people . Many of
them were later to be commemorated as holidays. The
letters would certainly interest his readers for their
contents. but their exact dates were of no importance;
they would not enter the calendar of Jewish history.
And significantly, the only exception is provided by the

one letter which deals with an event of internal histoiy.

In this connection Document 4 is particularly
illuminating. The year to v/hich this document belongs

is communicated to us indirectly. For hard on the text



of the letter there follows the remark; "In the 170th
year was the yoke of the heathen taken away from Israel"

(I Macc.13, 41). It is clear that this remark is directly
related to the letter. Had the author of I Maccabees

(or editor) wished to append a date to the letter, he
could undoubtedly have done so. In fact he leaves the
document itself undated, but dates the outcome as experi-

enced by the Jewish people' M,

Indeed, far from serving as an argument against the
authenticity ox the letters, the absence of dates if
anything points in the opposite direction. I[f the letters
were intended as propaganda they would certainly have been
fitted out with dates. Nor can it be inferred from the
absence of dates that the author could not have had the
authentic texts in front of him. For it is quite common

to find even epigraphical documents without dates.

These considerations apply equally to the oconoijiy
with which greeting formulas are reproduced in the letters™”.
What mattered to the readers of I Maccabees was solely

the content of the letters.

We may sumiaarize our conclusions about the method
to be employed as follows; If the historical situation
permits the existence of an actual document, then the

text before us should be treated v/ith the same respect
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as the narrative portion of I Maccabees. Hence in the
next chapter (Historical Outline) it v/ill be assumed, for
the time being, that the letters are v/holly or partly
genuine. But once v/ approach a document with an open
mind, only a detailed analysis, clause by clause, can
decide on i1ts degree of approximation to the original.
Should a letter give the impression of being sheer guess-
work, 1t must of course be dismissed. But if most of
the clauses of a document are found to correspond to the
historical situation of the time, we are justified in
utilizing i1t as historical evidence. For even if a letter
is based on some secondary source, such as official memoirs,

it may give us valaaole information.
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SECTION II
HISTORICAL SURVEY
163-153 B.C.
The year 153 B.C. marks a turain™'; point in the history of
Judaea. The ap >earanc© of Alexander Balas as pretender to the

Syrian throle inaugurated a long series of dynastie wars which
enabled the Jews to wrest their freedom from their Seleucid
rulers. The story of this struggle for national independence is
told In the First Book of the Maccabees, Chapter 10 onwards; but
as the book ends with the death of the High Priest Simon, the
final stages of the atru< gle, occurring during the rule of
John Hyrkan, are ‘mown to us from the account of Josephus only.
In order to understand the bac({ground of this stru gle and
the forces behind i1t, i1t is necessary briefly to review the
history of the preceding years. |
i

Almost a decade earlier the struggle for the maintenance of ]

the Jewish religion had resulted in a triumph for Judas Maccabaeus

!
and his followers. In a document of the winter 163/2 B.C.,
preserved in 2 Macc.Tl, 22-26, the boy king Antioohus V formally
decreed that the temple should be:restored to the Jews xat TiiAxTei"so0at

e %k .* k ov ok 1)
xaTa Ta"GY%t{"Twv xpoyovwv ai)TOyv &T) 7 e

At the same*time
the High Priest Menelaus, who had been largely responsible for
the policy of forcible Hellenization, was executed (2 Macc. 13,
3-3). This settlement was due to a combination of circumstances.

The tenacity of Jewish resistance was no doubt the supreme factor.



But at the very soaent when this resistance was almost to bo
broken and Mount Zion the Maooabeee* last stronghold was in
danger of being rtoraed by the r\yrlan an:y under Lysias, external
olroiLTistv'.00B saved the Jew¥*. P& 1llp, whoci Anti >ohuo

Rplohanes on hie de\th bed had a minted to J0 gtk%rdlan of his
young eon, was marohlng on Antioch. At this news -"yslaSjWho had
been guardian and vloe-r"gent during Rpiphan«s?s ab&enoe in the
Itist*declded to negotiate with the Jews so as to be free to

devote him attention ©loewhere. (6, )

Thus the first chapter of the Kaooabean struggle was
oonoludel; the orlnolpal aim of the resistance would sem” to have
been achieved. Many of those who had followed Judas ray have
considered that their' task,was done. N verthelea® Judai’® trey
roe.alned In being jUnd his followers and auooesoors oontlnu©”:i to
be In conflict with the Setencld government for over three

decides.
. . U
The a.ttlenent of 16)/g 8.0. la.tod only a short ti@*. In

the autumn of the eae. year DK @trlu. I .upglantod his naphe*
Antioohus V on the Syrian, throne (7. 1-"). Th® beginning of the
ne* reign ie a.sooiated *ith freeb troubles in Judaea. Alolmus
a scan of noble priestly lineage had suooeeded Menelaue aa High
Priest and *ae baoked by Syrian foroes.”’ A seotion of Judas*
folloeere, tho’Aoidoatoi or soribee who were distinguished far

- [ (1]
their piety and learning at first reoognieed Aloimue and eieched

to sake their peaoe with the sdremsent. But Aloinue. in the
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hope, It «een», of eeourlng his ruio by a show of strength
against th©O former rebel®, rewarded their trust by masaacring
sixty of their number (7, 15*%17). Meanwhile there was
continuous friction between him and Judas*» bands“who ap”.mrently
prevented him fro.; officiating at tiie TcNLiple. Aloliaua appealed

to the Kkins for help, ma an expedition under the leadership of

Nloaner was sent to crush Judas. The battle that ensued
results* in a decisive victory fr Judas. Nioanor himself wae
killed (7,21-48). ’

For the moment Judas was supreme in the country and he vaa
quick to utilize his opportunity, Onoe before the Intervention
of soao Roman representatives who happened to be in Syria had
been of help to the Jews (2 Macc. 11, 54%*36). Re now sent
ambassadors to Rome to establish friendly relations and to appeal
for help against De etrius. The Roman senate”who were hostile
to Demetrius"made a treaty with the Jews thus recognising them
as a quasi-independent people. They also wrote to De etrius

cautioning him about his treatment of Judaea (S, 17*32):”

But before their intervention could take any effect, perhaps
even before the auibassadors had returned, a now and victorious
expedition had been sent to Judaea under the command of :
Bacchides to avenge the death of Rioanor, Judas was killed

and hi® aréy was completely routed (9, 1*18).

Aloiinus and his supporters wore once more in command of

the situation; and Judas*s men were systematically sought out
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and put to death (9, 26). An acute fimlne contributed yet

further to th© collapse of the roelstance Y AVGTO
lj,GY'V Il gpo.r\k 7MC o'5x dep’ Tje r'li*pac
x.pocpi’tTnc a”xoi.c 27). But the government’s victory was

not complote. A group of rebels led by Judas’s brother xnd
successor Jonathan (and his brother Sir on) eluded Baoohldes ind
continued resistance n a roetrlotted so tie In the desert country

South-Saat of Judaea (?,

To hold the population In check Baochidea now built or
etrer”’hened a eeties of fortresses,which were manned with strong
garrisons (9, 50%*53). In this way It was hoped to maintain
order without ro” eatod recourse to costly expeditions. Soon
aftorw”~ds Bacchides left. For two years (159»t5/ B.C.) there

I
was peace (v.57)

Meanwhile the High Priest Alclmus had died and no su;ccessor
was appointed (9, 54*56). In 15/ B.C# the d<%minant R ellealxIng
group made a last attempt to crush the resistance with the help
of glyernment forces. Baoohides appeared once ore at the head
of an arcgr, having previously sent instructions to all sup ortera
of the goverrment to capture Jonathan and the other leaders of
the rebels by a concerted effort. But the plan failed, the
l.ad.rs were not oapture;ﬁ and Baoohldes sustained a defeat at
their hands. After this humiliation he not unnaturally turned

against those who bad Invited'him to Wie futile undertaking, and

took reprisals against them. At the same time he conoludwl a



truoe with Jonathan and left Judaea. Jonathan noved to Klofmaoh
whero he c"etas to hive Inetailed! hl”oelf a© a local sheikh, il
he an to judi®e the people,and he deetroyed the ungodly out
of Israel.” (9, 5 *73)

For the next »even yeare an uneasy ;)caoe waa .alntatned.
Jonathan wam tolerated by the government but could not »h>w
hi m™f in Jeru»al«a. In the capital the Reileniting oarty wore
dcxmlnant, i?ith their neadquarterm In the A:ra; but there etlll
wae no 1Ugh Prieet. In tlie country at large Uie only effective
government jit would seem,was exercised by the Syria g/trrisone
whim Baochidee had 1t,ft in the fortresses. This state of affairs
lartcd until the civil wYa between Alexander Balas and De.etrius T
i caused a complete change In the general polltioal situation of

Oyri». "

Before we “>rooeed to the year 153 B.C# it will be appropri te

to atte:;.pt some interpretation of th« ©vente of the receding

decade. “hat were the ei&s of the resistance once the
Vv
bb»*ervance of the law was again pensltted? And what wae the A

:easure of its sup ort? These questions have b m asked may

tlir;ee, and various answers have been suggested.

fAchuercr thought that the aims of the conflict changed in
163/a B#G# . He regarded.: the evenlMl*.aftor that year as in the main- 1
m inner Jewish struggle for supremacy between the two Jewieh

parties, the etriotly orthodox nationalists on the one hand and

' '
*
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those who welcomed Hellenic Influence on the other. Religion
according to Rchuercr played only a siinor t In thic etru”*”gle;
na the SclcLCid govermjcnt wee only indirectly involved,

«upi)orting now one aid©, now the othrr.*”"

According to Meyer’s intcrprototion the cettlea'f nt of
163/2 B.C. does not represent % sharp break In the «oquenoe of
events. The Miooabe s in hi# view wore from the beginning
possessed of a faaatloal xemophobia aiming at the f>rolble
expulsion of the Seleuolds from Judaea and the establishment
of an Independent state on the Biblical model. How for they
were sup >orted In this by the pcople at large does not Giorge
froiii his discussion. ATth the defeat of the rebels in 16t
B.C., Meyer believed, Judaea returned to the conditions that
had prevailed until the advent of Antioohus IV. The remarks
of the author of 1 Maooabe s quoted above ($) about the distrewti
in Judaea at this tine arc not to be taken oariously; for they

reflected only the hopeless state of the fanatics.s)

Blokermanri believed that the vast majority of ,orthodox
J«no .ore Batlefled »lth the coneo.:lons of 163/0 B.C. By
theoe oono.Balon*, be %i%u.e, the govwnaont hid restored the
body of privileges ehloh bid be&n gmmtea to th. Jews by
Antioohus III after his eoniuest of I"alestine In 000 B.C. and
yhich bad governed their statgs until they were abrogated,/zll)y

Antioohus 1IV. For thé main provision of this ”Seleuold

Charter of Jerusalem” as Biokerrnann calls it elsewhere, rant
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%0\i'Zevéc™o)aai 6& Ttdvxec ot éx xo00 ‘i"ovouc xaxd xodc iTA”pfouc
V(3}j.ouc . Thua after 163/2 B.C. the Modcoabees fought for
personal power only, having lost their popular support; the
majority of the people supported the High Prfest Alclmus and
the government. The Maccabees owed their later rise to power
solely to the externmal political situati on which they knew how
to exploit.

That the etrug:gle was to a large extent an inner Jewish
struggle for supremacy is undeniable; according to the author
of 1 Maccabees Seleuoid intervention in the years 163-153 B.C.
was always the reeult of aopeals from within. Judaea. But it
can hardly “e said, as Schuerer suggeste that the Seleucid
government fere ever impartial in this struggle. Until 153
B.C. it persistently backed the Helleniziog %)%ty and opposed
the Maccabees. The truce of 159 B.C. in no wise indicates a
reversal ofj this policy; even the reprisals against the leaders
of the Hel”enizing party taken at this fime only laean ti.at the
government’Lwas disillusioned about their capacity to ksep order.
The HellénJ"zing party derived its main strength fr m the Greek
rra’’ty mhijoh had been created in the enlarged Akra of Jerusalem;
the existence of this city was ensured by”the presence of a

h

royal garl[ison.

It was inevitable for the government to Identify Itself
with the ilellenizing party; for the difference between the two

1
parties went much deeper than appears from Schucrer’s analy :ls.
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Tloere can be no doubt t*>at th® M/iooaboes desired nothing lees
th%n coiiplete independence from Syrian rule. At whnt stage

of the conflict this aim emerged we cannot oay. But It Is
QOIQATly diacernlhlo at the beginning of Demetrius’ reign* The
mere fact that Judah dared to send af“baeoadors to Home In the
n“uoe of the Jewish people indlotee that he am»l his followers
no lo ger recognised Seleucid suzerainty over Judaea; and

the purpose of the QOubasay is made explicit by the author of

1 Maccabees In the words toii Spat a'(lv  “ydy a6a<3ly,

‘A t/ ¢ J o6 o v % 1)V g aoiicC awv a:Cuv *E \Tv.'"vwyv xaTadoiuXoUMS-"vouc t 6 v iopariA

<louXsCav 18). In these circumstances no Seleucid ruler j
who was not in such dire straits th”"t he was willing to write

off Judaea altogether,could have supported the.Maccabees.

The question remains) were the Maeeabees irerely pursuing
their own private ambition while th© majority of the people were
ready to resume the lifeJ they hid led la the first quarter of
the secoid century B.C., or did the rebellion after 163/2 B.C.
continue to be in any real sense a popular movement?

Thos who like Blokomann and even Eeyers)hold thaAt the
Maccabees were marO politic il adventurers seem to imply that
in the conditions jrovalllng in Judaea under Den”etrius I it
was feasible for the status quo ante to be restored; and
that but for external eventit might have continued
indefinitely. But th”re arc a number of considerations which
can be ad uoed against this asf'umptlon. It has been shown

above how the Hellenlzing party despite continuous government



support and cucceslve military expeditions failed to assert
its rule and crush the rebellion. Its plane to capture

the leaders, of tlie rebels were betrayed. In the guerilla
warfare In th© hilly country of Judaea or the semi-desert the
Uaoaabees were always on safe ground; this suggests that the

local population ¢opj’ifted U-

\

The clearest proof for th© complete break-down of the old
order is provided by the strangeanomaly tk"at for seven years the
Jews were without a High Priest. The High Priest apart from
hie religious functions which were of great importance in the
cervice of the Temple had held considerable political and
administrative power. For example he was responsible for
taxation (2 Macc. 4, 3-9, 23ff.). He was in fact accepted
ae head of the Jews, not only by the Jews themselves but by the
king who appointed him to his office (usually from within one

family) and to whom (or his provincial governor) he was

responsible®”". Inclde Judaea there ecems to have been no
royal re-TresentativO except the “xapxoc dxpoxoXéac in
Jerusalem ). The suspension of the office of High Priest

after 159 B.C. seems to show that no candidate acceptable to
the government would be tolerated by the people, that even in
Jerusalem the authority of the government was incomplete - in

short that a return to tiie old order was quite unworkable.

If one regards the success or oven the mere survival ae

an organised group of the Maccabeea at this period, the



40

iciiU’escdon is strengthened that they must have had a
cuisidexahle iieasure of popular support. For the Maocabean
leaders were not, like most of ttiose who reh lied with even
temporary suooess ogainat the Seieuoid empire ™\ provlnolal
governors or even local chieftains. They cannot have had

much opportunity for amasfilng rlcheo; the wealthier classes
among the Jews seem on the contrary to have belonged to the
Hellenialng party. The Maccabees thus can have had little to
offer to those who fought for them apart from the hope of booty.
Indded until the time of John Hyrkan no mercenarles were used

in the Maccabean wars.

I
i

Blckermann reasoned from the fact tiiat the 'Aatéafot
at first recognised Alcimus, But they must mrely have been
disillusioned rather Qulocly by his subsequent treatment of
themi He also pointed in support' of his view to a passage in
2 Maccabees relating how same of Nloanor’s own soldiers refused
to attack Judas on one occasion because it* was the Sabbath
(2 Maec. 15, 2). But ther\e is no reason to doubt that these
Jews found themeelves in Nioanor’s army dvarx'f*v # as the
text has it. For the author of 2 Maccabees is thro ghout
sympathetic to the standpoint of the extre:e religious group, and
in one passage he even (mistakenly) equates them with Judas’s

followers as a whole* Yet h. seems to think th. continuation

of th. war aft r 163/2 B"O. fully, justified.
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The chance# of a laetlng pacification of the Jews under
f?eleuol4 rulo wou-d probably hrye been slender 6ven 11 the
external conditions r'“valllng bef->re the time of Antioohus
Kplohanes had In fact returned. For a g vernment that ha»
atten. tel t* do violence to the moet sacred beliefs and
Institutions of a people is apt to beooine thorsughly discredited;
o that a belated acknowledgement of itn s)ist ce may not be
sufficient to restore th© co fldenc© It has forfeited.

Prlbably from the very beginning o0i the revolt aati nailat
'ontiment, a’way’e strong, &giong the Jews, had been mIn“*led with
rclif.loue zeal . And once Uie government f iroee had b®*"
defioc with impunity, succee© would feed the national self*
confidence and ambition still farther.\ A religious erseoution
that ha© fallod Is always likely to r lea»© firoe» going beyond

/4
iig‘j rellglouG issue

But In fact there is no reason to suppot© that the ooadltioSB
prevailing before ... time of Antioohus ,, had in fact returned.
The edict of Antioohus III had oonta nod many otixer rirovlsion#
beeidee ... one guaranteeing the Jews the right to live under .
their ancestral lawy. aaeyer rlg;htly r©OLiarked:that the
pxivlllgos of the edict were not restored, but fm did not develop
this important icint. The narrative of 1 Maocabee» up to the
time ofiAlexander Balas contain» on\ly a few references to the
economic situation of Judaea, but these Indicate that tliore was
in fact considérable hardshi;. The motivation give i for the

I
erabassy to Rome, viz. that the Jews wore being enslaved by
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Seleucid rule, suggests economic exploitation

There was a severe famine; and the verse quoted above (9»2jF)

in which the author sums up the distress of the Jews after the
death of Judas may not be quite so subjective as Meyer supposed.
The later chapters of I Maccabees, and the Seleucid letters In
particular, contain a good deal of Information about economic
matters; and the view will be put forward that this information
provides the key to an understanding of the Maccabean stru”® gle
for independence””)$

Nor were the grievances of the Jews confined to material
circumstances. The existence of a community practidng Greek
forms of worship in the Akra of Jerusalem went against the
spirit if not the letter of the edict of Antioohus SI. And
8 nee priests who claimed the right to officiate at the Temple
still belonged to this community there must have been frequent
occasions for friction. , To many orthodox Jews such a situation
would be quite intolerable.

Thus there is some reason to suppaee that the Maccabees
represented more than a political party, that they enjoyed a
wider popularity than their Hellenizing opponents,, and that large
sections of the people gave them a considerable measure of
active or passive sup >ort. It is true that the movement could
not htve leen successful without the intrusion of external events
to weaken the structure of the Seleucid empire; but these

events may not have been entirely unexpected.

, ® The Maccabees were not alone in their hostility to the
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government of Demetrius 1. The events in Judaea must be seen
iigainst a baofground of general reetleseness inside the

Beleuoid empire com”tned with threats from abroad. The
u8ur;3ation of Alexander Balas was fostered from man/ sides”for
he served as little more" than a puppet for all who wishedé'to

see a weak central government in Syria. From now on and until
the end of the dynasty the empire was.(with one short break
under Antioohus VII) torn between rival claimants to the throne;
no reign was undisturbed by civil war® and no ruler could command

15)° In these

the undivided loyalty of his subjects
circumstances inany cities and subject peoples knew how to wrest
a variety of privileges from the successive kings. The events
in Judaea provide Just one, though a prominent, example in this
series of events. '

Alexander Balas had no legitimate title to the Seleucid
throne, but was passed off as a eon of Antioohus IV on account
of an accidental*facial resemblance™"). He was started on his
career by the king of PergamumjWho seems to have helped with an
ithvaaion of Northern Syria. Ptolemy Philometor,who probably
had designs on ihg territory lost by Egypt in 200 B.C..was on
his side. The Romans gave him their recognition. Even in
the Syrian capital Demetrius had become unpopular and he was
deserted by many of his own subjects. ° Thus his power began to

crumble as soon as Alexander landed on Syrian soil.

In Judaea the no?; develop-lents had immediate effects. ,On

\

the one hand Demetrius was desperately short of troops; on the
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other Judaea, situated above the Southern end of the road

linking Ptolemais where Alexander had his headquarters (10, 1)
and %ypt from where he could expect help, had once more

acquired a vital strategic importance. Renewed revolt in Judaea
would mean the certain loss of the whole of Palestine, To
prevent this it was necessary for him to act quickly, so as to
forestall his rival and pacify the militant elements among the

Jews,

Hence it is natural that Demetrius took the first step. In
a letter not quoted in full by the author of 1 Maccabees, the
king gave Jonathan permission to recruit and equip troops and
to call himself thekking*s ally. At the same time the hostages

in the citadel were to be returned to Jonathan (10, 3-6),

As a reeult of this letter Jonathan was able to return to
Jerusalem and to take up his residence there. The fortresses,
except for Bethsura and the Akra, were evacuated (ibid 7-14).
According to our author the garrisons fled before Jonathan

f;V-vOToc X6%o0v ai'vod xaC dxf*Xflev etc ttSv y v
aOToO e But it seems more likely that the king had recalled
them because he needed them elsewhere, perhaps also because they
were insufficient to quell a prolonged revolt without re-
inforcements, In the absence of the garrison the Hellenizing
party stood no chance of maintaining such authority as they
still possessed outside Jerusalem; hence it was inevitable that

the Maccabees should onee more assert themselves. In making



concessions to Jonathan the king did no more th%n acknowledge

the inevitable.

Put apparently Denetriu? ho -cd for r*ore than freedom from
disturbance in Judaen. In giving Jonathan official permission
to recruit a mllit'/ry force, the nucleus of rblch of course
was in existence already, he mu t have intended to winlover the
difoatlofind <$4d warlikt» alenonts of the Jewish population for
hl13 own c%use - in other words, these Jewish troops under the
leadership of Jonathan, ftxe king* a ally, were to defond

Palestine against Alexander Baias#

But D&motriu8*8 oonceaslonn wsre not generous «noidgh in
too clreumstanoea. He recognised Jonathan as military chief
of Judaoia, bat ho did not :v3ct his aspirat ion to become ruler
of the Jews by conferring r?ink.or honour upon him» One can
only Aeculate on the reaoone for this omission. Perhaps he
felt unable (to rovers#Ti ) completely” hi® prst policy at one
stroke, and Intended to give Jonathan time to prove hloseif
before making further oonoeeecions. He may have counted omn
having, mor"j time' tlian proved to be the case. Pejclmpo he
undorestiuiated the sari u«r¥ee6 of t.he oha lan&e against him

find iiIOtWG, like his sue -essofa, tii ourtall tli© U”uaoneanm

onoe mure when Uie duiger was peat. . !

But Jonathan »»« In no %oy tied to the side of Demetrius,

through the or>nceOslon» be had received, and hen Alexander

next proceeded to confer privilege* on him he accepted them

\%
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llkewiea, Alexander bad bad no previous cou-mltraents In the
mt it was therefore easy for him to give hie
unqualified «upp*>rt to anyone who was likely to prove of value
ag an ally against Demetrius, We do not know whether be in
faot took the initiative, as the author :)f 1 M&ooabees iospliee
(to, 15-17), or whether Jonathan appro”ohed him and made known
his tsni>9. At any rat©O Alexander wrc# an official letter to
Jonathan containing his concessions. This is the first
80 euold document quoted in 1 flaccabeoe and Document I In the
0 0 vimentarlKS Section 5. Jonathan, appointed High Priest,
donned the £ irsients of his office in the autumn of 15* B.C.
and henceforth regardai himself gg the officially recognicod

hmad of the Jews (10, #1).

It would be intereeti-g to k/io? what attitude Demetriue

took to the High Priesthood of J oaUian, The author,of 1

Maccabees jrOirc'sent© t"*e sequel as follows; i.xouoe A'nu'n'“ptoq
To"C AOYOVC xaj etlfe, It aoOao éxotfjoauev
S'tr xpo7¢baxev "tac “AXéCavopoc To9 xutaXap”cOat. Tofc
lovoaCccc etc oaf pLYM'ft 5 YP&Fii! xiy” Xdyoeq

YeiipaxXT(0ed3i* xaC xat , K%' {10,

then quotes the text of tiie letter written by Demetrius,
Document 2. But in ascribing to Demetrius these motives for
the letter he glosses over one important fact. Deuetrius*#
previous letter and the lett r of Alexander Bales were

adirsBBed to Jonathan personally. Document Kis addressed

to the nation of the Jews and does not so Quoh as mention the
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naz.e ot Jonatlian. It Is clearlj deelgned to regain Ui«
allegiancle of the people ae a hoi© rath r than to Influence
Jonathan directly. But the author of 1 Maccabees obviously
does not want to make this difference explicit, for to do so
would be to admit to the poaaibility that the Interests of his
heroes and the people might not automatically coincide.

The further implications of ffie peculiar form of }d.:reex of

D cement 2 will be discussed in the ooiniz"entary.

Whatever Demetrius*s intentions may have been, they failed.
TIH© Jews und r Jonathan* s leadership tlirew In their lot with
Alexander Balay. According to our text they mistrusted
Demetrius remembering hia for: er misdeedSf( 10, 46). It may be
of course Uiat Jonathan manoeuvred ther* into rejecting Demetrius %
proposal» beosure he felt ;>ersanally slighted by them. But it
is likely en >u” that the majority of the Jews would feel
suspicious of Demetrius, fearing, that if victorious he would
break his promises once more. And the weightiest consideration
influencing their decision may well have been that they regarded

the cause of Dezetrius as already a lo”t one#

153-145 B.C.

M Inmim
Shortly after the issue of Docummt 2 a decisive battle was
fou&ht b.t».en th« two and D.o.trlu* was Klll«dZO)

Ihe Jews, as far ae we know, did not partioipate In this battl..

Alexander seems to have been content with Jewish support In #
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Palestine.

For about four years Alexander*s rule was unchallenged,
and this period saw the rapid growth of Hasmonean power.
Jonathan attended the wedding of Alexander and Cleopatrfa,
daughter of Ptolemy VI which was celebrated with great splendour
at Ptolemais; and on this occasion received yet further honours
from Alexander. The complaints of the Hellenizing pairty were
of no avail (10, 57-66), It seems that they were gradually
being pushed out of their remaining position in the country and

confined to ithe AKkra.

Whether the Akra enjoyed the support of Alexander or
maintained itself in spite of him we cannot say. It may be
that, for all his friendship towards the Hasmoneans, he desired,
like his successors, to retain a foothold in Judaea. Sut it
is also possible that, in its strong natural position, the Akra
managed to continue in existence through its own resources,
relying on the help of isolated friends and occasional re-
inforcements from outside Judaea. There is some indication

that Alexander®*s hold on Palestine-outside Judaea was never very

strong?1 A

The rest of Judaea was firmly under Jonathan*s control and
Its territory seems even to have expanded at this time221 In
addition to being High Priest he was appointed to be

K1 i.e. a governor of a province invested with



m ilitary oom and. This an jclntnent la a II* isure not only of
the rapid rlee of Jonathan pereonaily, but of the Increasing

importance of Judaea

In 147/6 B.C. Denetrlue II, eon of Des”“etrlue I, landed In
Seleuold territory to claim hie father*» kingdom. At about the
sa:.« time a certain Apollonius ap eared as governor of Ooele-
Syria and challenged Jonathan either to submit to his authority
or to meet him in battle (to, 67-73). Jonathan led his army
down to the plain and lefentect the forces of Apollonius; he
also took the oo stal cities of Jopoe, Asotus and Asoalon #iich
had been in the hands of Apollonius, but }1e does not seem to have
occupied th.8. oltl.8 for long. For this action h. was rewarded
by Alexander with tije gift of Ekron, a town In the coastal plain
about four mile. South Sast of Jamne; this gift eeams to be
a further sign of the expansion of Judaea STorth'*arde wd into
the ooaetal plain. At the earn, time Jonathan received yet

further promotion in rank (ibid. 74»#).

'

When Philonetor Invaded Palestine Jonathan entered into
friendly relation, with hint (11, 6-7). H. do not know what
attitude the Jew» took after ftoleny openly turned against hie
8 n-in-la¥*. Ttie final battle between Alexander and opponent.® «
in the year 145 B.O.iwas fought in Clllola so that it 1. evident
that the Jew. o”uld not,have been concerned in it (11, 14 ff;)." -
Ihe author of 1 Maooabee. .peaks favourably of Alexander

out.
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At the beginning ofDemetrius*s reign .. find Jonathan
engaged in a bold Attempt to set siege to the Akra. Naturally
the Hellenizing Jews whose last refuge in the country was thus
being threatened complained to the king. Jonathan was ordered
to discontinue the siege and to come to Ptolemais for a
conference with the king. Confident of the outcome he gave
orders that the siege should be continued, while he betook
himself to Ptolemais with generous presents. The first result
of the meeting was that Jonathan was confirmed in the High
Priesthood xaf bba dWa e(%G xCjjita x6 xpdxspov  Presumably

the reference is to his office of oxpaxrjYoq %i( .ueptddpxbc*

Thus Judaea*s local autonomy was recognised. In token of his
office Jonathan again received the customary dignity t&v

Tp(txo)v qChwy 1~ (ibid, 20-27)*

The reasons for these honours to one who had defied the
authority of the kings are not far to seek. The same reasons
which caused Demetrius I to make peace with Jonathan in 152 B.C.
were still valid seven years later. To depose Jonathan would
have involved further civil war in Judaea; and those who had
denounced him were in no position to rule without %eavy militaiy
backing. Opposition to Demetrius II began within a few
of the defeat of Alexander; he therefore could not afford to
tie up his troops in Judaea. In fact he may already have
calculated that Jonathan’s troops might prove useful to him at

some later date*



The nain part of the negotiations dealt with the fiscal
status of Judaea. Jonathan asked the king to make Judaeca
depoppA.oY'n x6#%aid promised him 300 talents in return. The king
consente ,lwe are told, (ibid. 23/29). His grants are embodied
in the letter that follows. Document 3. The Akra is not
mentioned further, but it is likely that Jonathan had to

abandon the siege.

145-142 B.C.

The settlement concluded between Jonathan and Demetrius II
at Ptolemais was soon overtaken by the course of events.
Demetrius quickly alienated hie Greek subjects by relying
exclusively on Cretqn forces (11, 3%). A tense situation
developed in the capital and Demetrius was forced to ask
Jonathan for trooos to put down a revolt. This operation”in
which the Jewish forces ap:mrc atly spread terror over the
citizens of Antioch”is vividly described by Josephus (Ant.xiii,
135-142). In return Demetrius liad to make yet further
concessions to the Jews. In particular he repeated the promise,

already made by his father in Documentof evacuating the
Aera (11, 41-42)25),

tl '
But this promise was never fulfilled, for immediately

after these events the association between the Jews and Donetrius
Il came to an end. According to 1 Maccabees Demetrius broke

his word and turned against Jonathan. The reasons for the
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break are examined on p. A In 145 B.C., i.e. in the same
year in which Alexander died, his son Antiochus VI Dionysus
ap;)0Hred as claimant tthe Seleucid throne. Antiochus was
only an infant at the time; the real power behind him was
Diodotus niolmamed Tryphon who had been an important minister
in the time of Alexander. For the next few years the empire
was divided, Demetrius held Cilicia (Jos. Ant. x1i1, 145) and
the East, Antiochus was established in Syria with his capital
at Antioch (It, 54-56). In an important letter which is only
briefly summarised in 1 Maccabees he confirmed Jonathan in the
High Priesthood and appointed him "over the four provinces,"
adding the ousto&ary tokens of rank (11, 57-53)» The meaning
and extent of Jonathan's appointment are discussed at length
on/2/-/2Z4 At the same time Antiochus appointed Jonathan’s
brother Simon governor from the "ladder of Tyre" to the borders
of Egypt (11, 59). This .:eans in effect, that Simon was

governor over the whole of the coastal plain ( ) of
Palestlne”G),

The function of the Hasmoneans was oler ly to keep
Demetrius out of Palestine, from where he might have derived
revenue and which might serve him as a base for attacking Tryphon
from the South. Thus through the division of the Seleucid
empire tiie Hasmoneans had virtually a free hand in Palestine for
a brief space of time and they were not slow to use their

opportunity.
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Demetrius undertook two campaigns against Jonathan®?) ,
neither of Ich was successful. On both occasions Jonathan
met his forces in the North, once in Galilee (11, 63nff.), the
second time near Hamath in the satrapy of Apamea (12, 24 ff.),
i.e. well beyond the borders even of Phoenicia; Demetrius
never reached Judaea.

Simon meanwhile had reduced Bethsura the last Syrian
garrison in Judaea outside the Alira (11, 65-66). He then
took a march round the fortresses in the neighbourhood of
Asoalon, entered Joppe (which Jonathan had already briefly
occupied a few years earlier) and placed a garrison there.
According to 1 Maccabees he did so because he had heard that
the place was to be handed over to Demetrius (12, 33-34).

[t may be that an attack from the sea was indeed to be feared.
But whatever the real reason for his action may have been, it
was of the greatest significance for the future. As governor
of the coastal region Simon was no doubt perfectly entitled to
place a garrison wherever he thought it was necessary. But
the garrison in Judaea was a Jewish one, and the practical
effect was that Joppe was gradually being annexed to Judaeca
itself. A few years later when Tryphon had become the Jews*
enemy and there was renewed warfare in Palestine, the pagan
inhabitants of Jopoe were driven out and it became a Jewish

city (13, 11)28).

Meanwhile Jonathan also took very important measures in
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both Internal ogjad forg%]l1” policy. In the first place, he
ncgan worK on a systern of fortifications to safeguard Judaea
from future invasion. Scca;d, he seems to have re-constituted
the assembly which in the past had advised the High Priest on
all important measures. Third, he seat aiiibaooaaora to renew
friendship with Home and to visit a number of other countries,

itil. the object, it seems, of enlisting support for the ae"

2
High Priesthood. 3)

In the autumn of 13 B.C. Jonathan's career was suddenly
cut short. Tryphon marched into Palestine as far as Bethshan.
Jonathan. ap:«.rently suspected his intentions, for he went to
meet him with an army of forty thousand nen. But Tryphon
succeeded in allaying him suspicion with the help of gifts and
honours; and by oronieing to surrender Ptolemais to him lured
him into that city unatteﬁ:ded except for a thousand men. For
once Jonathan's diplomatic sense seems to have deserted him.
Perhaps he had hoped to bluff Tryphon or to repeat the success
of his visit to Ptolemais only two years previously. But as
soon as he had enterW the town, the gates were closed, he was

taken captive and his men were killed (12, 39-43).

The rest of his amy mostly got away, but for the moment
Judaea was In great dinger, with enemies rid ng up against her
all round (13, 49-33). Tryphon moved South hoping to come
into the land of Judaea and destroy it utterly" (13, 12- 13)* "

But meanwhile Simon had been acclaimed leader by his people in
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BUCCCGGlon to hlo brotlier (13,1-11), and he encamped against
Tryphon. Tryphon sent ambassadors to hlij claiming tliat
Jonathan had been captured because he owed money to the king's
treasury, and demanding a hundred talents as well as Jonatlian's
two sme as hostages. Simon complied, but Jonathan was not
released and Tryphon continued his march against Judaoa
(13,14-19). Simon's army confronted him at every point of
entry into Judaea, and a heavy fall of snow eventually induced
him to give up his attempt altogether. He withdrew but killed
Jonathan (13, 20-24)"3). Of course Simon lost his command of
the coastal region, which, with the exception of Joppe, was
presumably re-occupied by Tryphon. It is unlikely that Simon
triedpto defend it.

The motives behind Tryphon*s action are somewhat obscure.
The reason given by 1 Maccabees for his action is tliat he
feared Jonatlmn might not allow him to carry out his plan of
doing away with the child Antiochus VI and assuming the crown
himself"]). But it is hardly likely that Jonathan would liave
actively intervened in the affairs of Syria or attacked Tryphon
unprovoked. The real reason for Tryphon's treachery was
rvesumably that Jonat .an had become too independent a subordinate.
The fortification of Judaea, which might be directed against
Tryphon as well as Demetrius; the siege of the Akra; the default
of tribute, and above all the embassy to Rome - all these might

be signs th”t Jonathan was on the point of severing his vassalage

to Tryphon altogether. Beyond this we cannot say aimnc
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lines his diplomacy wan working. It is quite possible that
he would have used the impending murder of the legal king as
a pretext for breaking away from Antioch. It may even be
that Roman recognition was intended to serve as a preamble for
a changl of allegiance; for Demetrius was by now in such a
desperate position that he might have accepted Jonathan's terms
for an alliance. But was Tryphon under the impression tnat
Simon would content himself with the High Priesthood and his
other office and would prove a more amenable vassal than his
brother? Or was he hoping that the chaos after Jonathan's
capture would really enable him to destroy Jewish power once
and for all ? And why did he never repeat his attempted

invasion of Judaea?

After Tryphon'8 departure Simon acted quickly. He
completed the fortifications of Judaea, intending apparently
to negotiate "from a position of strength" (-13, 33) ¢  When
this was done he sent ambassadors to Demetrius and secured a
treaty which guaranteed the Jews complete independence in
internal matters (13, 34 ff.). The text of Demetrius's

concessions 1s embodied in Document 4.

The date of this document is May 142 It will
be seen that less than three years had elapsed since the
earlier treaty with Demetrius II, Document 3; but this short
period of time had seen a complete transformation in the

political position of Palestine.
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142-134 B.C.

Shortly after the conclusion of the settlement with
Demetrius, the important town of Gazara in the coastal plain
wae taken by Simon. It seems that with the expansion of the
Jewish population North Westwards this town had become an
isolated pocmet of paganism within predominantly Jewish territory,
Simon now drove out the inhabitants and replaced them with Jews.

Gazara became the residence of his son John Hyrkan (13,43-48,53),

Finally in the spring of 141 B.C. almost exactly a year
after the treaty with Demetrius the Akra succumbed after a
prolonged siege. The authority of the Hasmoneans now extended
over the whole territory of Judaea (13,49-52). We do not know
how Demetrius reacted to these encroachments on his power; for
in the year 141/140 B.C. he undertook a campaign in the East

and shortly afterwards was captured by Arsaces.

The satisfaction felt in Judaea at the achievene nt of the
past years and the great prestige enjoyed by Simon, expressed *
itself in the Decree in honour of Simon, Document 9, Two other

documents falling within the High Priesthood of Simon are a

letter from Sparta” tl%ccitci//Ai ,Ab. 6.

In 139 B.C. Antiochus VII brother of Demetrius II arrived
in Syria to drive out Tryphon and claim the throne (15,10).
Before landing he wrote to Simon confirming existing Jewish

privileges and even adding to them (15,1 ff.).



His letter, Document 5, i1s chronologically tiie laet document
in 1 Uaccabees, and thus pro”jerly concludes the present survey.
But the sequel which is closely connectée with the subject of

his letter must be briefly sketched.

At first relations between Antiochus VII ana Simon seem
to have been c jod. But when victory over Tryphon w&g in sight
the king turned his attention to Palestine in an effort to curb
the expansion of Hasmonean power. He confronted Simon with a
demand for Jop e, Gazara and the Aicra of Jerusalem, and when
Simon refused ta comply he commanded Cendebaus, the now
governor of the xapaXia to reduce Judaea. But Gendebaue,
was defeated in the plain by John Hyrian, operating from
Gazara. StwrtDy afterwards Simon was murdered by his own son-
in-law and succeeded by his son John Hyrkan (15, 255-16, 23).
Antiochus now made a fresh attempt to conquer Judaea, invading
the country himself. This time he was succesnful, and after

a siege of Jerusalem, Hyrkan was forced to surrender.

But the most remarkable feature of the settlement that
followed 1s that the Jews lost comparatively little of their
new rights and acquisitions. They had to pay a fairly high
indemnity and the recently-erected walls of Jerusalem were
rased. But the Jewish territory rei.ained uncurtailed and the

Jews kept their internal independence.
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APPENDIX

THi!: HOMAN TREATY OF THE TI171 OF JIJDAT YACCABAEuS

I Macc. a, vv,23-32

7) KagXdcr TGvoiTO *'“ojpaiotc xai To eOv6t loudaiouv ev rg OaXdo-
Ol xat e%C TIj"; "“Tipde ei*; tov acdva, xai poficpaia xaf GXOpn* pa-
IH xpuvOetT) dx'auTwv. edv 6€é évarn noXspo” 'Pwpn -xpOTepp 1) 'xdoiv
if TOL" ovppdxOL” auTwv Gv «dern rfj xvoi Geq, adxdv, ouppaxNOGt xd
GOVOC Txv loi>6ao(jov, & av o xaipo¢ UTCOypdep® adroi”, xapdip
3~ xXfjPGL" xai TOLC %oXcpoSoiv 01) 6daouaiv oioé GxapxGoouoiv
at TOV, oxXa, drydotov, %Xota, A; goo”gv 'Rip-n' xat cpuXd”*ovTat
zy Ta (pDXdypaxa auTo.v 0dO&v XapdvTsq, xaTo. to. auTa 0¢é edv eOvet
10D6atcov ovppN xpoTGpot” TtoXepor, auppaxNOouotv ot 'Kwpatot
Gx *VXNG, aUTOtc o xat po® d%OYpde%" xat Totq ouppaxouaty
ov 000*naGTat oixog¢, 6%*xXa, dpydptov, xXota, dc; edogev 'lYopn*
xat (puXd”ovTat to, (puXdypaTo, TauTa xat od peTa 60Xod. - xaxd
TOUS XoyouG TOuTOur ODTwe GOTTjaav 'papatot T(o o6*npo tii3v ioiidatav.
30édv 6¢& peTd Tod* Xoyouc; toiitod” pouXGuaavTat ouTot xat ouTOt
xpoaOGtvat r[ dcpeXetv, xotqoovTat é¢ atpGOGwg aiiTcov, xat o dv
i/xpoalceatv n dg>éXa)atvy, GOTat xdpta. xat -xept tiov xaxdv, ouv 6
paotXedc¢ ar’firlxpioc ouvTeXetTat Gt auTodq, eYpd\|/apGV ouTw Xé-
YOVIGC Atd Tt épdpi)va<; tov aou eéxt Tou” cptXouq Tpjdv TOUG
ilauppdxouc; loudatouc; eé&dv ouv gti eévTuxwotv xaTd aou, 7cot*naopGV

auTOtr Tf)v xptotv xat xoXepnoopev og 6td xr)¢ OaXdaanc xat otd

m i ! ZN




XNC CTipde

The treaty with Rome at the time of Judaa Maccabaeus
will not be the subject of a separate commentary, since,
it falls outside the period to be treated in this thesis.
It has been discussed at length by Robh, and especially
Taeubler""* The results of Tacublcr’s work will be
briefly summarized because they have an important-bearing

on the question of the authenticity of this document.

Taeubler subjected the document to a detailed ana-
lysis within the framework of a study of Roman treaties
in general. As a result he was able to restore through-
out the technical terms which had been obscured by the
double translation. He also showed that the date assigned
to the treaty in I “accabees is amply supported by internal
evidence; the document exhibits an abundant use of stereo-

typed formulas, which in later times were much reduced.

V.23 is a provision of general nature stating the
fact of h treaty of friendship and alliance. Vv.24, 25
state the duty of the Jews to aMRome and her allies when
attacked”™ v.26 forbids the Jews to give material aid to
Rome’s enemies. ' W.27, 20 lay down Roman, obligations

tawards the Jews which are the exact counterparts of the



Jews’ obligations towards Home. The view of previous
commentators who had regarded the conditions of the treaty
as heavily weighted in favour of Rome is emphatically
disproved. Finally v.yJ (29 being a note inserted by
the author of I Maccabees) provides for amendment* The
contents of the document thus correspond entirely to the
scheme for treaties of friendship “md alliance as outlined
by Taeubler elsewhere”; the only remarkable points
being first the absence of a clause prohibiting either
side to grant ri”~t of passage through its territory to
the enemies of the other, and second the order of clauses.
The latter is probably due to the method of voting in

the Senate. For this document is nothing but the copy
of a senatus consultum, as is clearly shown by the formula
& edo’ev in vv.25 and 28"which is not properly
part of the text.of the treaty but stands for the original
Latin"censuere" and records the fact of a vote by the
Senate* That the treaty was concluded by the Senate
aloneiis further shown not only by the introductory
narrative but by the absence of the oath and the presence
of a postscript. For vv*31 and 32, which are addressed to
the Jews directly (Taeubler reads instead of

in 31) and inform them of Rome’s intervention with
Demetrius, are part of the treaty and also go back to

a decree of the Senate*

Taeubler believes that Judas was killed before Kora



.olne*s letter to Demetrius could take effect. Moreover,
a treaty concluded by the Senate only (there are several
parallels for this procedure) did not have the same absolute
validity as one concluded by the people; it could be
terminated at will by either party, a fact which may help
to explain Rome’? inaction after Judas’s death. But as
the resistance of the Moccabees comic practically to a
standstill after the battle of hlasa (cf. text of ,
and the treaty in any case contained the saving formula
Jv 6 xatpdq uxoypd¢TQ,Romans were certainly under
no obligation to avenge the death of Judas- Ivwwo years
later Rome recognized Demetrius and thus renewed the
friendship with the Solcueid throne; she v/as now no
longer in a position to recognize as independent™ terri-

tories within the "cleucid kingdom.

As regards the Introductory narrative to the treaty
by the author of I Maccabees, Taeubler believes that the
curious statement; in v-1B that the Romans annually chose
one man to rule them may reflect the fact that only one
consul, who had conducted the negotiations, was named
at the head of the letter. Similarly the figure of 320
Senators in v.l5 probably corresponds to the number present
during the negotiations. The statement in v.22 that the
text of the treaty was inscribed on brass tablets which

were handed to the Jewish ambassadors also corresponds to



-(P3-

Homan practice* But the author fails to mention, as
Josephus knev/ (cf.Ant.12, 41G) that the Romans would make
out an identical copy for themselves to be deposited in

the Capitol.

An attempt has recently been made by Sordi to show
that this introductory narrative, the eulogy of Rome, must
have been written in the first few years of the reign of
John Hyrkan- The writer argues that the list of Rome’s
victories, which stops at the sack of Corinth in 146 B.C.
(v.10) and is thus anachronistic for the time of Judas,
i1s in fact brought right up to the time of the author of
the narrative. Moreover the remarks about the orderli-
ness of Roman civic life (v.16) could not have been written,

according to Bordi, after the Gracchic revolution of 135

B.C. 55

We possess supporting evidence for the Judaeo-Homan
treaty of 161 BC. in a document preserved by Josephus
though quoted in the wrong context (Ant. 14, 233)* It
i1s 1in the form of a letter of safe-conduct for a Jewish
embassy by a Consul C. Faunlus and mentions a senatus
consultum in favour of the Jews. Nlese has shown on
the basis of the Fasti Consulares that this letter must

bo dated 161 B.C. 56
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ALI"XA?DRR Til,LLA3 TO JONATHAN

1 iSacc. 10, vv. 18-20

"aatXejq VaAcCuvobooc ti 46e¢499 iwvaOav xainciv. dxRxoapGV
T ept (DU ort avRD ouvaxde [Qi)i xaC &dITm&d % et tou etvat
AuCv ¢lXoc* xaf viiv xaOeaxaHaiiev oe c¢cMUGoov upxteoea toi
eOvouil jou xat '[»iXov PodtXawq xaXeicoat oe (xaf A" éotetXev
aixjj Tcopcpupav xat atécpavov xo”ciouv) xat q>povetv td rjowv xat

aovTRoetv ¢tXta” 1iznor;

Tntroductoiy Note
This short note is In rather a different catogoiy
from theM other Beloucld lettersA In TMacqabee§* , mlt Is
adtfreﬁs;)(i””to Jonathan alone; -the contents do not deal
with the status of the Jewish people at «11% The letter
Is thus o purely personal ooimtnmlcation (and not of a
kind of which we would expect analogies to be preserved
on stone). % e Hasaoneans probably kept It la their airohlve
since It was the earliest official dooiuaont relating to

their High Priesthood. . , /

Si'iThe very moderation of the contents as -Momlgllano

has-pointed out, particularly when ooBQ?ared with those of



Dooumont 2, should rule out any suspicion of foi“ery”.

A forger would have and® both letters equally extravagant
In their offers. 3ut the difference between them corres-
ponds entirely to the different situations from which they

derive.

V.13. The title of doeXc¢oc applied to .Toaathaa is a form
of diplomatic courtesy. It Is also found in i*oouaeat 2.
O fficial titles wor« not normally used In nsllonJstlc
letters, but couitesy titles formed an exception to this

milo”.

v«l9« The king's grant Is, as always, proceded by a
remark on the reasons for It, i.e. the moid-ts of the persons
or comunlty thus honoured. The words 6vv®t;6¢ lox6™
translate a vory common Biblical Idloa”. ?be original
Greek probably had something like xaXoxayu“Ca o6i,a<plpaii*"

The following words may be just an ejciressloa of courtesy,
or they may allude to a community of interest that Alexander

presumed to exist between Jonathan and himself.

V.20. xdi vt|«ic not to betaken In a tiaaporal sense, but
implies, as often In the Septuagint, "in these circumstances",
"therefore” (* 6i* or 6i4 taiTa)”", in the original the
motivation (v.19) may have been eyép,ressed as a subordinate

clause dependent on v*20«



To mark his new Importance Jonathan la appointed
"to be called Friend of the King""’. This phrase, here
as diatlnot from the last part of the irecodlag verse,
expresses more than a mere compliment. ft denotes an
official title which raised the nan on whom it was conferred
to the rank of courtier. The Maot.\#ac stood
la a special relationship to tiio king, to whom he had free
access and laiion he was (aq”ected to attend on oooaslonj he
belonged to a corps of people similarly honoured, the

was & typical institution of the Seleucid

empire. Its roots apparently go back to the Macedonian
constitution. On state occasions such as public festivals,
the would appear In a body. irobably it
was for a similar fuaetloa that Alexander eummonod Jonathan

to I'tolomals at the time of 1"'ls wedding to Cleopatra,

/

. The purple robe which the king la aald to have sent
1
Jonathan was the regular embi*a of the King's Frlanda, and

was usually given to him by the king himself. ""ommoncro
were not allowed to wear it. A disgrace might
be publicly divested of It*. The golden crown was also a

mark of distinction,'and in the neUenlstle monarchies
special permission was needed to wear it. hear in
particular of, priests who enjoyed the privilege of XPwoo”opCa
which appears to'have been regarded ae a t rlbute to the god

a
to be worn on the oocaaion of worship -



The worda #ilGh appear in the middle of tho text#'
xat a0xC TOpcopav xal o'xfcctvov xpueoDv&re of
courre a glosa iarerted to enable the reader to vleuallce
Jonathan* a no*v dignity - It io posaiblo, though by no
means a necen”"mry asruraptlon# that the statement in false,
Blnoe Svom v»S2 below we 'll:"iln the Impression that Jonathan
did not receive the purple robe until the king's wedding
three years later. But whether true or not, these woi-da
do not affect the value of #ie letter In the slightest
degree; «Ulrich’s eritlelea of the paseage is petty and

Irrelevaat™*~,

The title of jvaciXéwc according to Blckersana

was the lowest in a hierarchy of titles; of which four are

known to us; oCXog¢ 'ctii.AE'peptoc, 'tpSjro¢ ¢CXce» pdzog
xal xpoTiu<i)|j.evoc <p£Xoq. jtoleaais Alexander raised
Jonathan la status ?Ypafev iffiv xp6Twv ftXwv (v.gj).

(The genitive clearly Indloatos aenbcrahlp of a formai body)
Thus Jonathan seems to havo jus">od one stage. Incidentally
the conferment of a now title might account for a second

investiture.

The fCXoo *aoiXEflc was associated with a particular
monarch and lost hlo title with the end of that monarch’s
reign* Aut Jonathan succeeded In winnli% recognition from

subsegient rulers, and (|ulte naturally received similar,



ranks from them. Demetrius IJ Apatwv
K)XXv FYerotwau (j Maoc. 11, 27); and Antlochuc VI followed
suit (Ibid. 57).

Ranking above tho according to Bickensann were
the mon called ,oy the king ««VV”*vr:;; xpo,eu'c*” ofivtpocoo
Who boro their titles Indlvld*iaily and did not ;'ona a corpn.
iho first is a Porrlan heritage, While the other two are
probably of fiacedoniaa origin. It seems that Alexander
raised Jonathan to the status of "klnel'lp" in 14? B.C.,
after be had defeated Apollonius, general of Demetrius IX.
The king sent him a clasp of gold *" 0£6004a.
Tore cuYisvéoiv Tffv gaoiXéwv”? iQ, 89). Another
distinction of the kinsman was the rig”t to drink from a

gold goblet. Jonathan received this rl*yt fr«a Antioohas
xa{ dxfotciXev ain(p xPvoJ'perva xai ftiaxovCav xa{ ?6<exév

aurf ICouptttv xfvctv év xpvfAincnv xaf eTvai Iw xopi*dp”

xad fxeiv xdpxTiv xpvoflv.

Tho title of ""GXifdo which Alex/ander addresses
Jonathan in this letter doos not Imply official 'kinship*'
with the kin?; according to Blckersann it is applied to

Jonathan by virtue of his function as High |rieot.
\

Thank© to I Maccabaee wa ponsabn more information about
the titles of Jonathan than about those of any cither

dignitary in the Hellenistto age* Thus Slokefmann speaks



Ly

of tho cursus houontm of Jonathan12

, _ xaOe rrcdxaiA™ V -re  ofiuepov
For tho curious construction

dpxtepéa. . . xaf fpoveCy . . xai ouvtTjoelv *

A

. .. xadscxaxa ce ofji.iepov f&vn. « , 6%pi%ouv
Joreralaii I, 1U; JLIEP P

xat xuAuo™u.x KCLV. . . ooomG to be a zeugma# poxhapa

duo to the fact that cue aumo Uohx™ovi Mx*d can mean to

appoint and to comnana. [t 10 possible# however* that the

jpov&fv  cvvAripefv AA

Infinitives are to be interpreted in the

imperative cense.

rivcc ¢povetv

AN
ih© expxNjGalon Is used already by

Claoslcal authors with the meaning **to be of someone* a
12

party' n,uke oomion cause with soaecoae’

Oy 1 9 1Y . OtaAl‘ipstV "\fav
For °»"’'»''» of. p. *he expression

is found La WcUob, 14, 3*
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DOCUMENT 2
DMiihTRIUB 1 TO THE JEiVS

I Nacc. 10, 26-45

igdf  BROLAGC xy GVAL TV I0VOUWV XAlpGLV. GUL
cruvGTTip'T'iaaxG Tac %poc "HUac aDv0*nxa<; xat Gve|j.GivaTG rrj (piXtif
*nij/ov xat oi5 TtpooGxepuaaTG TOtc €xOpoLC upoiv, nxouaap.ev xac
27 Gxap”p.Gv. xai viSv eu”GiivaTG ext xov oiiVTpp”oai Ttpoc Buac -
axLV, xat avxaxoodijiiooiiev u”tv dyaOi avO'wv TtOLetxe p.e0’r)xu)v.
20j9xat d(p-noo/jLGv ijjltv d*G”*axa %oKXa xat ©0woojjiGv upxv Pop-axa. xat
vOv dxo\6ije Sudc xat deptD)jjit xdvxoc xodc loudatouc dxé6 xScv cpopav
Jo xat xnc xtp”c 'QU d”*o6c xat a%6 xdv oxG~dvav”/xat dvxt xou xpt-
xou xfic axoodc xat dvxt xou TjixCaouc xou xapxou xou guXtvou xoil
éxtpdXXovxoc Mot Xageiv de¢tnpx dxé6 xf)c o *M-epov xat GXGXGtva
xou XapGtv ditdo YUC louda’xat dxo0 xwv xptcov vopdiv xcov xpoaxtOs-
[jLGuiv auxfj dxd xfjc 3aM¥*aotxtéoc xat TaXtXatac dxo xf)c onp-epov
31 Dp.Gpac xat etc 'odv oxavxa xpovov. xat leogjfaaXTiiJi eaxw dyta xat
32 depetiJLGvp xat xd opta auxfje, at osxdxat xat xd XGXil. d<ptli*t xat
xmv G ouatav xfic dxpoc xfjc év Iepq(pa\T)p. xat Otdwjit xy dpxtepet,
6xii)c av xaxaox*ncrn ev aixfj dvopac, ouc av auxdc éxXéCiTcat, xou
33 cpuXdoaetv aux*nv. xat xdaav “uxuv loudatwv XI)V atxM-aXaxtadetaav
dxo louda etc %aoav paatXetav pou dptUVH éXeuOépav owpedv*
34 xat xdvxec dcptéxwoav xouc cpopouc xat xdv xxinvdv auxcov. xat -xd-

oat at GOpxat xat xd odppaxa xat vouunvtat xat f)p.Goat
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dxouGuGLY"cvalL xat xpGtc hni>tépai %po eopx”c xat xpetc “cxd
eopXTiv eaxijoav xaaat rujiépal. dxeXetac xat dgGOGw %dotv xotc
37 loudatOte xotc ouotv ev xfj paatXetA p.ou,/xat oux G”et éCoooiav
0i0Gtc xpdaoetv xat xapGVOxXGtv xtva adéxwv exept xavxdc Apay’a*
lIpTOc;. xat XxpoYpa<pnxa)oav xdv loudatav etc xd; Ouvd””“tc xou paat-
Xéoje etc xotdxovxa xt'“cddac dvdpav, xat 600°0OGXat adxotc EGVta,
I7 )C xao*nx( Ttdaatc xatc oOuvdp.eatv xou paotXéojc** xat xaxaaxaof(-
OGxat eC auxtbv év xotc oOxupu”aatv xoi PaotXéwc xotc p”Y“*Xotc,
xat Gx xoilxoilV xaxaaxao*naovxat ext xPGtdv xfjc paotXetac xdv otliodv
etc Tttaxtv xat ot 6%'alixwv xat ot dpxovxec eoxwaav éc alixoov xat
xopeuéoOcaav xotc vé6ja.otc altxdv, xalu xat 7tooasxa’ev o paotXelc
3 v Y9 louda. xat xouc xpetc vo*DUc xouc %poaxeOGVxac xfj loudat”
dxo xf)c xdpa; So”“apetuc %pooxGO0~xw xf) loudatcf Ttpoc xd XoYtoOf]-
vat XOU YGvéaQat ixp’eva xoii pf) UAaxodoat aXXrjc é”ovaCa¢ dxx’ij
xolt dpxtGpGwc* nxoXeiiatéoa xat xiqv xpooxupoiioav aiixii 6édaxa oo’ a
xotc o-Ytotc xotc Gv iGpooaXnu Gtc xf)v xa0T)xouaav odaxdvrjv xotc
4 &YCOte # xaYw oOtoap.t xax'évtauxdv oOsxa Ttévxe xtXtdodac otxXwv
dpYuptou d%o xa)v X6y<j*v xoli paatXétoc dx6 xwv x6%av xwv dvrixdviwv.
H xat xdv xd xXeovd”“ov, o ofix dxedtoojav d%d xwv xPGtwv'de ev xotc
H2 xpwxotc exeotv, dxd xof@t viiv owoouotv etc xd epYO. xoii otxou. xat
éxt xotxotc xevxaxtcTXtXtDUC otxXouc dpYuptou, ouc é~d|j.pavov a%od
xwv XPGtwv xolt aYtou aTid xol \6 YOU xax’évtauxdv, xat xailixa dcpt-
B exat Otd xd dv~xetv afixd xotc tepeiioty xotc XetxoupYOUotv. xat

ooot é&dv (puYwbtv etc xd tGpdv xd Gv lepoooAU”otc xat &v %dotv
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xotc Optoic aiWol ogeetAwv paotXixcx xai 7luv xpay”a, d%oAGAuaiiw-
aav xai xdvxa, ooa c¢axtv atixoLC gv xfj PaotAetif jjlou. xat xol
otx0060ji.'nOfjvat xac ¢&'A.txalLvcaOnvac xa Gpya xdv aycwv, xac f| Oa-
xavTi 60070Gxac ex xo0 Aoyou xol puocAGwc. xat xol ocxodop”Onr
vac xa xeixT] iGpouoaXri®j. xat Oxupdoat xuxXoOev, xat T) oaxaviq
000iqoGXat GX xo0 Xoyou xol PaatXeéiJC* xat xol otxodop.r|Onvat xd

XGtxT) ev rn loudaic”.

Introductory Note

This is the longest of the Seleucid documents in I Maccabees,
and at the same time the one on which most doubts have been
cast by modern scholars. In part these doubts have been
due to the fact that the document remained without results,
an argument which has already been discussed in KXM CeciUtxT

Other objections will be discussed in this commentary”.

One peculiar,ity not Qoticed so far by the commentators
is that after the introductory remarks the royal /hve'™ is
abandoned; from v.29 onwards the king speaks of himself

in the first person.

, 0
V.25. Bickeraann'® has collected a humber of passages
in official documents where the /ews are addressed or

referred to as c&voG. the edict of Antiochus IV

6e xavxg-¢*éx roG eéevove xaxd xoilic xaxp((iouc evoiiouc ,(Joe.

F
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Ant. 12, 141); the letter of Antlochus V to Lysias
aCpotlipevol xaf toOto t6 E"vo¢ exxo” xapaxfK etvcei (TI Macc.
11, 25); documents * i f dl Macc. (8, 23~ 11,
30, 33; 12, 6; 13, 36; 15, 2); and Jos. Ant. 14, 248;
20, 20. Strabo XVI 749 mentions four SOVI) who were inter-
mingled with the Cocle-Syrians and Phoenicians; Jews,

Idumaeans, Gazaeans and Azotians.

The concdpt of e*voc implied a certain political

organization. In the famous edict of Smyrna Seleucus
wrote, concerning a sanctuary in the city, xp6c xouc jfaotX§Cc
(probably external) ouvaoxdc xaf %6lei¢ xai xd edv*n
The characteristic of the G”voc, according to Bickermann,
was an aristocratic form of government as distinct from
the democratic constitution of the %6l\ei¢c» The term was
applied to “Oriental peoples who were governed by native
chiefs and leaders"4. Thus theG*voc of the Jews was
governed by the High Priest of Jerusalem, aYspouoCa and
foKC and enjoyed a considerable measure of
autonomy within the satrapy of Goele-Syria and Phoenicia,

of which administratively i1t formed a part.

Originally the concept of G*voc i%ad denoted both an
ethnic and a geographic unit, since the Persian satrapies
were subdivided according to ethnic groupings. But by
the second century B.C. Jewish communities had spread over

many parts of Palestine which lay outside Judaca. These
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were not included in the terra e*vo¢ xffiv iou6aCujv , which
denoted the people only insofar as they lived within the
territory of the motherland, in Jerusalem and the villages
depending on it". The status of pj*”“spora “ev;s seems to
have been regulated according to individual agreements
between the communities and cities where they lived. It
is possible, however, that a fev; of the privileges in the

present letter apply to Jews living outside Judaea”.

The form of address ofthis letter, i.e. simply
eevet, without specification of some particular organization,
is remarkable. We do not know how the document was made
known. Presumably it was displayed in a prominent position

in Jerusalem, or proclaimed at a public assembly.

The reason why the king chose this mode of address can
only be that, in the abnormal conditi ons prevailing in
Judaea at the time, there v/as no officially recognized
authority to which he might turn. A parallel that at
once suggests itself is the letter written by Lysias in
the year 164 B.C. and addressed xXfiret xffiv loudaGw
(IT Macc. 11, 17). The purpose of the letter is to come
to an understanding with the former rebels, some of whom
had approached Lysias. The High Priest or Gerotfsia

apparently did not take part in the negotiations.

In 153 B.C. there probably was no GeroUsia, and there



certainly was no-one whom Demetrius could address as High
Priest*". For his government had not made an appointment
to this office since the death of Alcimus seven years
previously; and it must not be forgotten that Jonathan
had been made High Priest by Demetrius’s rival; hence
Demetrius could not have simply recognized him as such.
Of course it v/ould have been quite possible for Demetrius
formally to confer the High Priesthood on Jonathan at the
same time as making these concessions. In fact he seems
to have carefully avoided doing so. The office of High
Priest is mentioned tv/ice in the letter (vv.52, 58), both
times without the mention of a name; and Jonathan’s name

does not occur in the letter at all.

Meyer remarks that the letter assumes the recognition
of Jonathan as High Priest but avoids making it explicit”.
But this conclusion is very doubtful. The letter rather
makes the irapression that Demetrius is being deliberately
non-committal. The implication may be that the powers of
the High Priesthood mentioned in the letter will belong to
Jonathan i1f he makes common cause with Demetrius, (i.e. if
he agrees to supply the troops required by Demetrius). In
other words, Demetrius may have simply deferred his recognition
of Jonathan until the latter*s attitude bqgcame known. But
the possibility cannot be entirely excluded that Jonathan

was regarded as already committed to Alexander Balas, and
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that Demetrius intended to support a rival candidate for
the High Priesthood. In any case the king’s concessions
were designed primarily to appeal to the people; his
intentions with regard to their leaders must remain

doubtful.

Josephus, in his desire to improve onthe text, missed
the point and made Demetrius address the letter to Jonathan
(Ant. 13» 48). Grimm was the first to point out that the
fact that this letter is not addressed to Jonathan is one

of the sure signs of its authenticity.

V.26. The opening remarks in which Demetrius acknowledges
the Jews’ loyalty strike us at first as surprising. But
they contain no real difficulty; for they are little more
than a conventional formula introducing and justifying the
concessions. In the words of Welles; "Emphasis on the
city’s loyalty to the dynasty and its gratitude to its
benefactors is a commonplace in Hellenistic diplomacy"

Thus Antiochus III writes to the people of Erythiae
dxoXoYtoauévol. Tcept xe xf“c¢ e’uvoCac f)V xavxd¢ G(oxn%&XG

et¢ XT*v '~fj.Gxépav 0CxCav xai xa&oXou %Gpi xfjc euxOtptoxCac
x00 xXfidou¢ y xprixat xpd¢ dxavxac xou¢ eUGpY~xa¢ xxX.
(Welles 15, 6ff.), and other examples occur in Welles 22,

34, 48, 71 etc. The phrasing exhibits conventional usage

in spite of the double translation. Thus one might compare
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Welles 71, 4 ff. SeA.euxei¢ -iioi¢ év “tepCa. . .-rC xanTpl
i"p3v xpoox\Tipii)«évxa¢c xaJ -i(\vy/%p6<; aUn*dv suv oCav péxPi
TTéXou¢ BoPaCav ovvXTipTiodv*a¢ épp.eCvavjca¢ bé xat tC xpic
iijjlag cpiXooxopY”ci* e o

The verb
ouvxTipeLi» , a Hellenistic compound meaning to "keep safe",
"preserve", is a favourite with the translator of I Maccabees,
particularly for the documents™”; «cf. 10, 20 (Document 1);

11, 33 ("document 3)? 14, 35 (Document $).

Whether Demetrius’s remarks in the present context
correspond to the facts or not is fairly irrelevant; the
king could hardly have granted such far-reaching concessions
as those that follow without representing them as a reward
for loyalty. But it should also be remembered that the
majority of the Jewish people, to whom this letter is
addressed, may never have been actively disloyal to
Demetrius; and even the Hasmoneans had not been in open
conflict with the king for seven years before the date of
this letter. There is little reason to doubt the testimony
of I Maccabees that the Jews decided to throw in their lot
with Alexander only after they had received Demetrius’
letter. But the vrords ~POoex"PBoaxe xoV¢ éx"PolQ
may well go beyond the bounds of convention. They seem

to express Demetrius’s fear of what may happen any day.

The syntax ovvInp~oats. . .fixoOoanev clearly
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due to the double translation.

v.27> Exhortation to continued loyalty is another
conventionallLfeature, e.g. Welles 63, 10/11:
[YwiJfloele oOtatpuXdooovrec; rfjv xpdc acpeoiv , or Il Macec.

11, 1% e¢edv jl'v oiv ouvrirpfjoarG rfjv etc Td %dYp(plOL euvoCav.
But, again, the circumstances in which they are written
probably charge Demetrius’s words v/ith a special meaning.

In the same v/ay the kingly promise of reward is couched in
more intimate terms than 1s usual. The king is in fact
proposing something like a quid pro quo. The Jews were
confionted with an immediate decision on whether or not

to give the king continued loyalty (and substantial support,
cf. on VV.36, 37)I hence the king’s promises of rewards

were also immediate and concrete.

V. 28. The promises of the king are twofold: “cpép-axa
or exemptions from taxes and other obligations, and

or special favours and gifts to the temple at Jerusalem.
The first of these covers vv.29-35, the second vv.38-45.
The two intervening verses contain an important royal
request which is couched in terms of yet another favour.

The idbms dcpCevat dcpéM-ataj; fiCdovai literal

translations reflecting Hebrew usage.
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The distinction betv/een concessions to the people
and gifts to the divinity,i.e. the sanctuary, is also found
in the inscriptions, where (ptXdvflpwxa is the technical

term for the first and for the second””.

V.29. xad6 viv does not mean "for the present", as it is
usually translated and as Josephus seems to have understood
it. For the long catalogue of concessions that follows

can hardly be understood as merely the first instalment of
Aietrius’s favours. Rather xa{ wtSv is here used to indicate
that the writer is passing from the general to the particular,
that he is coming to the. pointlz. But it should be
emphasized that the concessions that follow are still in

the stage of promises whose implementation would depend
partly on the Jews decision to support Demetrius, partly

on the king’s victory""I This fact explains why the

letter, in contrast to Document 3, contains no reference

to the procedure by which the concessions were to be put

in practice. It may also, perhaps, be the reason why

from this verse onwards the royal "we" is dropped in favour
of the first person. This is to be a private bargain
between the king and the Jewish people. It 1s not
impossible that some of the clauses were communicated orally

by the king’s ambassadors.

The first set of exemptions covers taxes described as
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(opoi, MMM Tol dX6¢ and orécpavot. a striking parallel

to this group is found in the edict of Antiochuslll, among

whose provisions we read?””: 6 f; y*"pouoCa xai

0f (epetc xa{ of fepoit xaf of fepoi|/faXmt

5) v UTCGp Tf[¢ xecpaXfr¢ reXodot xau tod oTecpap*itlxod xai

Toll xepf dXftiv (Jos. Ant. 12, 142;. This

passage must therefore help us to elucidate some of the
difficulties of the verse under review. The three taxes
will be discussed in order.

i;. “dpoi. word denotes "tax" in the most
general sense of the word, and can be applied to all types
of taxes from the largest to the smallest. IVhen used in
the singular it usually refers to the tribute, i.e. the
fixed sum imposed as an annual collective obligation on
cities and other quasi-autonomous commuaities”™”. In the
plural this sense is very rare””; wusually the meaning is
much vaguer and the word seems to cover a number of

unspecified taxes™"”.

(pépo I
In the present passage the sense of 1s clearly

not tribute. For a collective tax would hardly be
mentioned in one bweath with the crown and salt taxes
which, as we know from the passage from the edict of
Antiochus III quoted above, was paid by individuals. In

xavxac ToUC 'loudaCouc

A
fact the phrase at the beginning of

the verse under review also seems to imply that an individual
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obligation is meant. The parallel with the edict of
Antiochus III strongly suggests that the <p<Spoi in our
passage are equivalent to the taxes there termed uxép

xeg>a\flc Gind usm Ily translated as poll-tax””".

The exif>tence of such a tax in the Seleucid empire
is attested by the pseudo-Aristotolian Oeconomica, a work
from the third century B.C. v/hich is one of our main sources
of information a bout early Hellenistic finance, paxticularly
in Asia19 Enumei'ating the various sources of revenue of
the "satrapical" economy (i.e. state taxes), the writer

mentions as the last: éxrf) 0¢& ~%6 1Cv aWwv éxtxecpdXai.oF'

Te xai xetpwvd”tov xpooaYopeuop.”Vr) ((hcon. 2, 6).

The alternative name for this tax, pwvd”iov *
indicates that we are dealing not with a flat poll-tax
such as the Romans imposed on non-citizens in Egypt and
elsewhere, but with taxes levied on property, licences

for the exercise of a trade or profession, etc. 20 It

is likely, of course, that the tax would have been referred

to by a more precise term than "<pot the original

version of the letter.

Josephus in his paraphrase of the letter adds in a

later place: xaf uxép xecpaXflc ¢x/doTnc S'é“et pot 06CdaoOat

oy v T '"lou”a xato txofivToov xai tCiv TptSv Toxapxt(3v tBv
tC ’lou”Cq. Zpooxstpévo)v Sapapét"ao xaf raXiAaCac xaf iepaCag,

TOUTOU XGpaxwpffi uptv dxo ao( viv étc tov dixavTa (Ant. 13,50).

Xpovo V.
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Josephus seems to have arrived at this strange conclusion
partly through a misunderstanding of v.30, the phrasing of
'Which is indeed awkward®'. -His insertion of the poll-tax
in this place seems to be best accounted for by asaiming
that he is projecting conditions familiar from his ov/n
time into the second centuiy 'B.O. IVe know that the Romans
had imposed a particularly heavy poll-tax in Judaea, which

was regarded by the Jews as one of their chief burdens. 22

Willrich used the mention of the poll-tax as one of
his main arguments against the authenticity of the document
He assumed that the tax did not exist 1n Seleucid times,
and that the forger thus betrays his Roman origin. The
double fallacy implied in this reasoning has been pointed
out by Schuerer.24 First, the tax is not even expressly
referred to as a poll-tax in I Maccabees, but only in the
version of Josephus. Secondly, such a tax did in fact

exist in the Seleucid empire.

2) The meaning of d dg¢ uncertain. In the edict
of Antiochus III exemption is granted from a tax called

xepi To3v dAGiiv (text emended); in the letter of Demetrius II

to Jonathan, Document 3, the king repunces ," A

vr TOU a\<5¢
XC*va¢ (I Macc* Ij, 35)* We know that in Egypt salt was
a crown monopoly. The government not only controlled the

price, levied a tax on the trade in salt and in some cases

sold it to the consumer directly; but all except certain
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exempt groups had to pay a fixed dAtxp similar to the
devoir de gabelle of the Ancien Regime in France 2>
This contribution was in fact the equivalent of another

poll-tax, and was regarded as a considerable burden

There i1s evidence of a similar tax from Babylonia.
Rostovts&eff believed that in both the Seleucid and the
Ptolemaic Empires the system was inherited from the
Achaemenids. He accordingly held that the tax here
mentioned was of the same nature, i.e. a tax on the
consumption of salt. "The compulsory purchase of salt
by the subjects of the Seleucid Eajire is made certain by
the expression TLUU used by the author of I Maccabees
10, 29, and also by FI. Jos. Ant. Jud. 15, 2, 5, when
they speak of the remission of their most burdensome taxes
which was granted to the Jews by Demetrius 1" 27* It
should be noted that such a tax, if applied universally,
would entail the holding of a comprehensive census of the
population at regular intervals, for which, however, we
possess no evidence. Rostovfezeff elsewhere mentions the
possibility of an obligatoly contribution to the management
of the salt pans, which would explain the tem wused in
the letter of Demetrius 11" . Rostovtzeff has also cited
the evidence of the so-called tariff of Palm;"ra, without
however bringing it into relation with the passage under

review. The tariff shows that in Seleucid times there



was no aalt monopoly in the city; but the importers of
salt, and those who produced it fi*om the salt beds of
the neighbourhood had to pay a tax for the right to sell

the product in the citylg‘q\

Bickormann, on the analogy of "Kgr*and Tip-p éXaTou
used in Egyptian documents to denote the equivalent in
money (adaeratioj of a fixed quantity of the commodity in
question to be supplied to the government, thinlis that the
taX was paid by the producer™”. In that case it should
presumably be regarded as a return for the concession to
expbit the salt mines, and would be analogous to the contri-
butions attested for Palmyra. This explanation has the
advantage that it adequately accounts for the expression
in Document 3 which clearly implies that the salt-pans
belong to the king””; this expression could hardly refer to
a mere contribution to the management of the salt-pans.
It 1s likely enough that the exploitation of the salt-pans
in Judaea should have been left to private contractors,
particularly as the Dead Sea area, vAiere these were situated,
was comparatively remote from the seats of administration.
But the disadvantage of Bickermann’s explanation it that
it does not account for the passage from the Edict of
Antiochus III quoted above. The restriction of the
concession to certain privileged groups in that passage

clearly shows that a personal tax i1s referred to; and we



can hardly assume that all these groups would be concerned
in the production of salt. Bickermann does not discuss
this passage, but would probably explain the tax there
mentioned as the iXixf] which he distinguishes from the

Tipfi TOU dXd¢ and regards as a personal tax.

The most that we can safely say is that there was in
*Judaea a tax connected with the royal salt monopoly. It
is probable that the tax was a personal one, though it need
not have applied to the whole population; but we have no
means of knowing hov/ the tax was assessed, and v/hether it
was merely imposed on the purchase of salt or consisted of
a compulsory purchase or of compulsory deliveries of salt.
[t is indeed possible that the three obscure phrases found
in GUI' documents each reflect only a partial aspect of a

complex system of salt taxes.

I) The croTO tax derived apparently from an originally
"voluntary" gift of a gold crown sent to the king on state
occasions by Greek ic and other autonomous communities
as well as by prominent individuals. I[ts origin lies 1in
the wreaths v/ith which victors in the games were invested,
and it may perhaps be regarded as a formal demonstration

of homage to the king™”.

Both the Ptolemies and the Seleucids had developed

these "gifts" into a proper tax, but at the same time the



presentation of gold croms and holy v/x'eatlis on special
occasions continued to be a regular feature of political
life. In the inscription Welles 22, 11, Seleucus II
acknoY/ledges the gift of a gold crown sent by the city of
Milotus, In 711 Macc. 14, 4, we road how the High Priest
Alciraus betook himself to Demetrius with a gold crown and
other presents. In the letter of Demetrius Il to Simon,
Document 4, the king acknowledges a gold crown and palm
branch which he had received, apparently as a "gift" sent
throu[rh Simon’s ambassadors; at the same time he cancels
the debt of a crown still due to him. % ere was probably
no hard and fast line betv/een voluntary and obligatory

crowns, and we cannot always be sure which is meant.

In the present context as well as in the Edict of
Antiochus III an obligatory crown seems to be meant, perhaps
to be sent at regular intervals. It was evidently contri-
buted by individuals, though i1t is possible that the indivi-
dual contributions reached the king in the form of a
collective donation by the community. In Ptolemaic Egypt

the crov/n tax v/as imposed mainly on land-ov/ners-*-".

In Mogillath Taanith we read a note: "On the twenty-
seventh of the month (sc. lyar) the crowns of Jerusalem
were abolished"”. This 1s usucOLly referred to the achieve

ment of complete tax-immunity following on the issue of



Document 4 If the i1dentification 1s correct, the
note would indicate that the crown tax v/as regarded by
the Jews as symbolical in some sense of the subjection

of Jerusalem to the Seleucid kings.

In the above observations an attempt has been made
to e xplaiu the three taxex of v.29 according to the present
state of our knowledge. It would be interesting to know
whether these baxes were universal or confined to some
particular section of the community, perhaps the urban or
non-agricultural population, i.e. those to whom the taxes
of V.30 did not apply. In the edict of Antiochus III
the exemption f rom these taxes is restricted to certain
groups, and these apparently belongedto privileged classes
(notably, of course, the Geroiasia). The intention may
have been to protect the hereditary aristocracy as against
the "New Men" who were acquiring wealth by trade, and v/ho
may, as the stoxy of Joseph the tax-collector indicates, have
threatened the position of the priesthood. Exemption from
personal taxes for priests is a familiar feature of ancient
taxation. In the letter of Demetrius exemption is not
restricted to any particular groups but granted to all Jews,
This is a very unusual step. Rostovtzeff emphasizes that
even "free" cities had to pay these taxes”™ ; and he adds
that special privileges of exemption, such as that granted

by Antiochus II to the city of Erythrae (Welles 15) scarcely



included freedom from the payment of rypJ. taxes, crovms,
etc- Hence this exemption puts Judaea into a different
category from these privileged cities, and implies a far

greater degree of independence..

V.30 presents the greatest difficulties. Not only
is the subject matter obscure, but the sense is further

confused by dbvious mistranslation.

It appears that the king remits to the Jews a tax
consisting of one-third of ifieir grain crops and one half
of their fruit, both from Judaea and frcxa three districts
of Samaria. These districts, as we thus learn indirectly,
are being added to Judaea*"". A tax of this nature is not
mentioned in the edict of Antiochus III (Jos. Ant.12, 138 ff).
or in any other document dealing with Judaea previous to
this one. The letter of Demetrius II to Jonathan, written
7 years latei®*, which has many other parallels to this
document, refers to the same tax, again in conjunction with
the three districts, now named:écrudxapcv aUTotc md es érpLa mfic

louda fag KOi xoi¢ rpetc vonadc Acpatpepa xou* Audba xai Padauiv

TcpooBTéeTioav 1.ou6aCa xt*¢ fanapCxido¢ xaf xdvxa xd

OiiYxupoivra aUToyc %&LV xotc fvoidCouctv etc lepoodAUf t d|*x£
Tefiv paotXtxCy, eXdppavev 6 Tedp' GutClv xpSmeoov xaV

¢voaurdv fecbmCv'yEV 'cfjc TMc A

The tax referred to thus presents a considerable

problem. Not only is it extraordinarily severe; but it
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involves Lnportant constitutional issues on the status of
Judaea at the time, and on the Seleucid system of taxation
in general*® Unfortunately our sources on this subject
are s 0 scanty, that it is impossible to do more than

conjecture.

A land-tax 0" Ivxad xfi¢ ytTc ) is mentioned in Ps. Arist'.
(¢economica 2, 14 as yielding the most important revenue of
the oCxovouCa carpan:i,xf] . [t 1s also called Qp
oexiTT), the second of which terms indicates that it was a
proportional payment (not necessarily an exact tithe), 1i.e.

it was levied on the produce of the soil.

In transactions involving the grant of land by a king
from the paou/vtxri to a city or private owner, the
produce of the year of sale often figures separately, e.g.
OV toTc. rol) Yr.o\)¢ ySv-friiacHV (Welles 70, 9)
To'U ¢i'd'Tou xaC AGVxrcAOQXcTo i'xov¢ xpoo00oLC (Welles 18,9).
This can only mean that the part of the produce which was
normally received by the king is to be transferred to the
new owner. The bulk of the produce, of course, whether
on crown or private land, was kept by the peasants who

tilled the soil; and it was they who paid the tax referred to.

There 1s, however, almost no record of such a tax
being paid by the territory of comparatively independent

communities, like cities or temples. In theory they would
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be liable to 1i1t, since by Hellenistic concepts the king
was sole owner of the land. But our docum.ents speak
instead of the cfopo® or fixed annual tribute as the chief
obligation of cities™*". This appears to have been paid
in a lump sum direct to the king. It is not mentioned
among tlio revenue of the satrapical economy by the author
of Oeconomica II, but neither is it specified as a separate
source of income of the king. Cur documents give us no

information about the mode of assessment.

irneferences from which it

might be inferred that even land belonging to cities was

at times subject to aland-tax. Bickermann cites

the following instances: xa¢ xe eTotpopic 6copO*&covTo.
£xaf xdjKpoo%t%xovxa. Ik toU ~aotXtxoi ixov "

(sc. }tio4(oaauevol xilv ) from the inscription of Mylasa

rdv xe %dXiv xai tJv x*pav aUTict ¢XevdSoav eCpev xai qpcpoXNr)TO“1|1

from a letter of Seluucus II to Smyrna“; and in a very
mutilated inscription representing a letter fx*am Antiochus
ITI to the city of Seleucia - 'Tpalles - the montion of a
0GxdTp seems to refer to a land-tax, since it is
connected with a survey ( xepiopiopdc)™”. But the first
two of these passages are quite vague; the taxes referred
to may even be part of tlie tribute. 43 The third, owing to

the state of the inscription, is completely obscure.



Thus, notwithstanding these apparent exceptions, the
meagre evidence at our disposal points to the conclusion
that cioies and other autonomous comn?.unities la the Seleucid

empire did not as a rule pay the proportional land-tax,

but paid a fixed annual tribute instead* In the *“raan
province of Asia the was assessed, in the words of
Rostovtzeff, "on the basis of a uniform \3hich was

imposed on the land that formed the territory of a given
city"; and, though he arrives at no final conclusion on
the subject, he suggests that the Roman practice may have
been a return to Seleucid tra&ionlLIZ

Turnin™g now to the position of Judaea, we find that
while the land-tax is not recorded for the period prior
to the reign of Demetrius I, there is evidence that the
Jews paid a tribute to earlier kings. Sulpicius Severus,
Ohron. II, 17? 5» states that under Beleucus Ricator
(PhilopatcX*? ) ludael annuum stipendlum GOO arganti talanta
regi dabant; and, while this note alone may not be reliable
evidence, it 1is supported by II Macc. 4, 8 reporting how
Jason usurped the Hir® Priesthood of his brother Onias
by promising the king dpYupCov TdJravTa e*fixovTa xpoc Tﬁé%\t&ta-
Finally Menelaus ousted Jason by promising another 300
talents (II Macc. 4, 24). The story of Joseph the Tobiad
and his uncle the Hjgb Priest Onias II, as related by Josephus,

seems to show that even under Ptolemaic rule the tribute
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paid by the High Priest was the main item of taxation in
Judaea™”. Lastly, the tribute is probably referred to
in the passage of the edict of Antiochus which jmns

xo.t etc TG XoLTzdv a”moic; to 5 Tofaou papoue cobpwv
(Ant. XII, 144). The problem confronting us in the
present passage then must be formulated as follows: were
the land-taxes additional to the tribute, and if not what

was their relation to 1t?

#illrich*s criticism at least has the merit that he
recognized the aifficulty clearly, but his solution of a

forgery composed in "oman times 1s quite unacceptable””.

Bickermanii refers to the passage on three occasions,
but he is not consistent in his views. where he discusses
it specifically he argues that the amount of the payments
is so high (if the text is correct) that it predudes their
belonging to the category of land-tax postulated for
Seleucia.- Tralles, Smyrna,etc. Rather, these payments
must represent a division between landlord and tenant; and
it must be assumed that the country of Judaea was incor-
porated in the in consequence of the
Maccabaean disturbances. There are actual testimonies to
the confiscation of land, and Bickermann apparently believes
the whole country was gradually confiscated in this wayiw.

Next, in a list of Jewish tax obligations under the various

Sei*ucid kings, bath the tribute and the land-tax of the

tisb



passage under review are inclnded for the mfclie of Demetrius
I On the other hand, the same passage is quoted by
Bickei'niaiin in a general discussion on the nature of the
tribute as an example illustrating the regulations which

gev erned the assessment of this collective tax

Hostovtaeff too examines the passage at length, after
remarking that "the only reliable Infoimation about land-
taxes 1in parts of the Seleucid kingdom other than Asia
Minor relate”o Palestine in the time of the Maccabees".
Ha explicitly rejects the intexpretation of Bickermann,
according to v;hich the Jewish cultivators had been expro-
priated and had become X/o' . His own view 1is
that the tax referred to had been traditional in Judaea
and had, for reasons unicnown to us, been very high from,
early times. From Jos. Ant. 14, 203 we learn that similar
amounts were again extracted in Roman times; Caesar made
an enactment to lif“ten the burden. contrast Asia
Minor paid a tithe in Doman times. "The innovation of
the Seleueids", according to Rostovtzeff,"consisted in
collecting the taxes directly, and in addition to, not a

part of, the tribute".

Both Bickemaun and Rostovtzeff then regard the taxes
as additional to the tribute, though they otherwise disagree

on its nature. In view of the enormous dimensions of these

payments, and the existence of many other taxes at the same



time, this seems inconceivable, particnlcirly as Judaea
was not a rich country. Moreover it is very strange that
the tribute should not be mentioned at all in the Seleucid
documents of the First Book of the Maccabees. When
Jonathan requested Demetrius jr to make Judaea

(I Macc. 11, 28) the king, we are told, consented and
proceeded to grant exemption from the,tax under review and
from the ci'ov/n tax, salt-tax. etc. Clearly™(popoXoypTov
cannot mean 'free from the collective tribute" here. It
is even arguable, as will be shown belowBl, that the
tribute was re-instituted at precisely this time. In
fact the term c¢opoXoyoupévn is often used synonymously
with i.e. territory administered directly
by the king’s officials and therefore paying a land-tax

BP

but no tribute »

Furthermore, if the Jews had paid tribute after the
Maccabftean disturbances, who would have been responsible
for collecting it? Before the revolt this task devolved
on the High Priest who was the highest authority in the
countiy after the king”™”". tiince the death of Alclmus in
159 B.C. the office of High P+iest had bemsuspended; but
even earlier than this, it had probably been shorn of most
of its secular powers as a result of the Maccabfean

disturbances.

[t seems to me that the Implications of this fact, as



far as taxation 1s concerned, have been overlooked so far?
Properly speaking it v/as not the people who paid tribute
but the High Priest by virtu© of the office conferred on
him. A fter the suspension of the High Priestly office,
a vacuum was created. For there was no longer any local
authority which could be responsible for taxation. ‘Hth
the loss of local autonomy the payment of a collective

tribute became unworkable.

It is tlue tilat the Greek colony planted in the Akra
may have been iuoended as the nucleus of a city after the
Greek model; and that this city was eventually to tales
the place of the Jerusalem temple which it had supplanted”
But the attempt to impose a Greek constitution on the
whole Jewish nation was given up in 163 B.C.; and there
is no evidence that the jlkra ever had any administrative

authority over the countiyside.

Hence the regional governor ( J or his repre-
sentative had to step in and collect the taxes from the
peasants directly””". In my view then, confiscation of
land ffom individual holders, though isolated instances of
this probably did occui*, does not ansv/er our problem.
Rather, as the old order based on the supremacy of
Jerusalem, the temple and its priests had broken down,
the king re-asserts his own exclusive right to (die ownership

of the land. The countiy of Judaea automatically reverted



to the status of i-iaotAi'Xf] ~ For the distinguishing
feature of puouX uxfi ~ the words of Rostovtzeff,
was that 1t was devoid of cities™”, 1.e. that i1t was
organized in villages only, without being attached to the
territory of any autonomous city. Jerusalem had been a
city so long as its privileges were valid, and as such it
had dominated the whole of Judaea. A fter the revolt one
of the first punitive measures consisted in the razing ox
its walls (I Macec. 1, 31). And though many of the Jews’
privileges wex*e r-estored in 163 B.C. and a new High Priest,
Alcimus, was appointed shorbly afterwards, the walls were
not rebuilt; and it is probable that most of Judaea
continued to be under dii'oct goveinment administration.
The present document significantly ends with permission

to rebuil d the walls of the -caplbrdL.

We therefore conclude that the taxes referred t o in
the present verse and in I Macc. 11, 34 are identical
with the inb mentioned in Oeconomica Il which was
normally paid by the peasants of the open country. But
the severity of the contributions exacted from the Jev/s

is striking, and it calls for some comment"m.

A comp(irison has sometimes been drawn with conditions
in Ptolemaic Kgypt, where similar proportions of the

fro
produce were quite generally exacted by uhe cxown"* ?  Hence
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it has been suggested that the Selene ids took over the
system of taxation in Coele-Syria from their predecessors.
According to our Interpretation tb.'js v/ovuld mean that the
initial tribute amounted to about the same cxm as the
money equivalent of one-third of the grain and one half
of the fruit produced in Judaea. There are, however,
several objections to this vlew. I'he comparison with
Fgypt is not really appropriate,because of the difficult
geographical conditions of the two countries. 'fb.e hilly
country of Judaea in relatively poor and has never been
able to support much more than subsistence farming. The
Nile Valley, on the other hand, is one of the most fertile
regions in the world, and has from, the earliest times
sug>ported a considerable urban civilisation. Moreover,
the native ligy[)tian peasants ( ) represented the
humblest class of the population in the Empire of the
Lagides. But the ehhnos of the Jews seems to have enjoyed
a favoured status at the beginning of Seleucid rule, as
shov/n by the edict of Ar”iochus III. And in view of the
privileged position of Egyptian Jewry, tt seems probable

that the seme was true while Judaea was under Egyptian

domination™*/, I do not think i1t likely, therefore, that
these severe taxes were traditional in Judaeca. It is true
that Pompey imposed ecually severe taxes in 66 B.C. But

it v/as probably the example of Antiochus and Demetrius I



that he followed in his measures, since he too had had

to cope with a tough resistance from the Jews.

It is more likely that the rates of taxation varied
both according to the financial position of the government
and according to i!;s policjr towards each particular people.
In Judaea as m the rest of the Ptolemaic empire the taxes
were perhaps Increased at the end of the third century B.C.,
i.e. tov/ards the end of Bpypt’s dmmination of Coele-Syxhar
This fact may explain not only the peculiar behaviour
ascribed by Josephus to the High Priest Onias II , but
also the welcane v/b,ich the Jcv/s accorded to Antiochus III
iVhen Coele-3yria finally passed into Seleucid possession,
the new king lightened Uhe Jews’ burden. It may be that
Seleucus 1V, hard-pressed through the consequences of the
Treaty of Apamoa, raised the taxes again; Daniel speaks of
him as "one that shall cause an exactor to pass through the
glory of the kingdom" " We know that Antiochus iV? even
before the Jewish revolt, raised the tribute by selling the
office of Higii Priest to the highest bidder. A large
section of the ruling classes of Jerusalem, both in the
time of Ptolemy IV and of Antiochus .TV, stood to benefit
by furthering the kings’ purpose at the expense of their
own peasants™"”", A fter the revolt, one may presume, when
the taxes were collected directly from the producers, still

larger amoimts were exacted. Economic exploitation was



employed as an insbrument for subduing or "reforming" a

recalcitrant population, and filling the royal coffers

at the same titr.e™”. As suggested in CecbicKt
the main aim of the Kasmoneans after the restora-

tion of the Temple was to liberate Judaea from thia

crippling taxation. Zhe various stages of the struggle

will be diseus sod further on in the Appendix to Document p.

On the method of collection of the land-tax no
information has come down to us. It 1s likely that
payment was made in money rather than in kind. It has
been suggested that the peculiar use of the v/ord , Wiiich
as 1t stands iu l+ie text is quite neaningleas, stands for

a word wliich in the original expressed the adaoratio, i*.e.

the fact that a money equivalent was meant

It sometimes happened that the peasants themselves
delivered their quota in kind, but that the produce of
each village was sold together, so that the royal treasury

: . m
would receive the tax in money ¢ In many cases perhpps
the produce was sold by the temples which had fairs in

connection witfa the festivals

The difference in the rates of fruit and com extracted
may be due to the fact that in the hilly and stony country
of Judaea, corn would be grown mainly for subsistence;
whereas vine, olives, dates, etc., might yield more of a

surplus'?
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A note on I Maccabees 1, 29

HeTd 600 faki TjuepCiv dlt*e lAgv 6 pa,otXei)C “X&UIdj<Q>000iL$
el¢ Tele T*sle lovéa Ka.t eCo Iepauri*Vy/4 PapeT .

This verse opens the account of the punitive measures
taken against Judaea by Antiochus IV.  The preceding events,
i.e. Jason’s coup d’état and the revolt of Judaea, are
passed over in silence, but are reported in II Mace. 3?7 5 ff*

They coincide v/ith Spiphanes’s second campaign to Egypt.

The words trpxovTa “opoloyCuc have puzzled the commen-
tators, and an ingenious emendation first suggested by
Hitzig has found general acceptance. IT Macc. 24
relates how Antiochus dispatched *UodpxPV  *4%0\'kS)viQv
to Jerusalem together with an army of tv/enty-two thousand
men; and the same Apollonius is apparently referred to in
I Macc. 3, 10 ff., where he collects a force from Samaria
"to wage war against Israel". Accordingly it has been
supposed that the Greek translator misread the unfamiliar
8ar Hammussim (=hvodpx"nc ) of the Hebrew original for Sar

Hammi®im (= officer of taxes), which he translated a”“xovTa

(popOA.oYLa{

Nevertheless, if the viavs put forward above are correct,
the text of the MSS. gives a better sense. '%e i1dentification
of the with Apollonius the Mysafch is

probably correct. #ut one of the chief functions of the
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official sent to Judaea would naturally be to collect the
taxes. It may well be that the Jev/s had defaulted, a
fact which we v/ould not expect to be mentioned in our
sources”™”. moreover, the officer in question was probably
identical also with Apollonius, the merldarch of '"“amaria,
who is mentioned in Josephus Aht. 12, 261. It would be
just such an official, a subordinate of the <rT(U7’§]'—c/rs of
Cocle-iiyria or Phoenicia, who would be responsible for the
collection of the taxes. One of the first actions of the
was to raxe the walls of Jerusalem. ilic
political significance of his expedition was to make Judaea

an integral part of the province of Samaria.

The Greek text says that he went TioXt/f
but the Hebrev; phrase ’Are Yehudah, of v/hich this must be
a translation, means no more than the larger inhabited
places of Judaea™”. In fact outside Jerusalem there were
no places in Judaea which the Greeks would have called
TIOHS 71, feius Apollonius went to the villages or small
towns on which the organization of the Judaean was

now based, just as it probably was in most of Samaria.

-Dut it is not unlikely that Hitzig* s suggestion contains
a measure of truth. The Hebrew phrase "Bar Hamjissim",
which was not the normal expression for tax-collector,

may have been intended as a play on words. It vias a
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jjopular practice at this time to make puns on the names of
persons or things which were the objects of especial hatred¥> .
This supposition might explain vAiy the officer’s name is

not mentioned, wiiich is certainly strange if the emendation
is accepted by itself. The Hebrew phrase was probably
chosen not only for its punning value but for its association
with the task-masters who were set over the Children of

Iseael in Egypt

V.3I. The epithet "holy" is often associated v;ith the

name of a city in Hellenistic documents. -~his usage seeliis
to derive from Semitic traditions, and it v/as a favourite

in the legends in the vernacular on the coins of Phoenician
cities. But W also find purely Greek cities described as
holy. Originally the epithet may have been purely honorary,
but when used in Greek i1t implied a definite legal status,

viz. that the revenue from the city belonged to a deity or

its priestly represohtative. Bickermann cites an example
TMuevoc fecpdv AopoofTr.c I-TpaTOvixTaoc fét du
s T
xa{ Tcapaxexpapé VOV xarméjoeuai
[t is possible that such phrases as xpooodot Qx* Cepoi

(popot denoting money due to, or in possession of, a temple
« |/
also influenced the application of to a city'M. The

meaning would be that the city was owned by the toaple.

In the instance the "holiness" of Jerusalem seems to

entail in particular freedom from imposts loiown as
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and TiV*| The Greek of this sentence is much obscured
by the doable translation. most likely interpretation

1s that of iSickorm£inn vho explains the nominative fom in.

at OexuTai. xat A8 due to a mistaken rendering of
the Hebrev/ construct state as though i1t v/ere the absolute'77.
Josephus correctly paraphrases I[XeudSpav..e+dxd afjc deycd?a/c xaf
Tdv x"Xojv (Ant. 13? 51)» %0 lifQposts referred
to accordhig to Bickerma” were mainly customs duties and
tolls levied on goods e:[iterlng Jerusalem. *he term

indicates that duty was paid ad valorem? though

not nocesGorily that an exact tithe was charged.

The docroe of /tntlochus III has a clause tClv C"Xoov
VXi xa”xouc”;¢od<cXax-ToC undevoc xpaooou”*vou xéXovg
in k/( i< TU

(Jos. Ant. 12, 141). It will be seen that tolls had to
be paid even on goods entering Jerusalem from other parts

of Judaea.

Document 3 also mentions the tithes and tolls, though
in a context quite unconnected vdth Jeiusalom (I Macc. 1J, 35"
We do not know whether Jeinisalem was the only customs
district in Judaea, or whether there were several; perhaps
"Jerusalem" should be supplied in Document y, or it may be
that the words atTflc the present passage are
meant to include the wliole territory of Judaea In the status

of holiness accorded to the capitcol.



Josephus also adds the epithet in his paraphrase

of the present passage (Ant. 13» 5D e right of asylum
is indeed often associated with the title holy, but the
tv;o need not necessarily go together'78. In our document

the right of asylum 1s dealt with later (v.43).

Before we go on to v.32» wliich deals with a different
topic, it might be appropriate to summarize our knowledge
about taxes in force in Judaea under Demetrius I, talcing as
a standard of- comparison the list of different sources of
revenue in a "satrapical" economy as given in Ps. Arist.

2, 1, 4

For the first of these, the tax on the produce of the
land, v/e have found ample evidence in v.29* The second,
called foCfvw y1 vop.f relates to the royal
monopoLy in mines, etc., and we would not expect to find it
existing in a country which was devoid of such natural re-
sources; but the salt“tax insofar as it refers to the royal
ownership of the salt-pans (as in I Macc. 11, 35)? may come

under this heading. ¥he third tax in the list is ™

or taxes on commercial transactions, harbour

duties, etc.; and the tméeh, * ayopaftov
TeXJiv Ytvol|.i"vri seems to refer to tolls for the use
of roads, market taxes, taxes on sales, etc. It is probable

that the and of v#31 should be related to either
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or both of these categories. The fifth tax in the list,
called ¢ Ty , 1s not attested for Judaea

or indeed anywhere else. (Tt 1s unlikely that the reference
to [fojo/ Twr KmyM2* in v-33 has any connection v/lth it).

The sixth and last, a miscellaneous group (”* 2 w ),
has already been discussed. Tt covers the ¢ of v.2'9
and probably also all other personal taxes; so that the
crown and salt taxes, insofar ast hey were paid by indivi-

duals, v/ould probably be comprised in it.

y.32' This brief statement renouncing the king’s authority
over the ’WO// constitutes one of the most important clauses
of the document. The feelings aroused by the) / after 1t
had been fortified by Antiochus IV may be gathered from
the v/ords I Macc. 1, 36, x// 1°Si"%To jV f/f 1\

K/ iV To/M o0~ U
but even before the revolt, there had been a garrison in
Jerusalem, under both Seleucid and Ftolemaic kings. The
commander of the garrison, as stated above, exercised a
general supervisory function over the affairs of Judaea.
In the event of an invasion of Judaea the Akra was strate-
gically important. To renounce the king’s right over the
fortress thus amounted to virtual recognition of Jewish

independence™”.

The letter of Demetrius II to Jonathan, .3, which

repeats many of the grants made in the present document,



is silent about the ix/7/ .  Nothing illustrates the
difference between the two letters so conclusively. The
promise to surrender the forbrees could only have been made
because Demetrius was desperately in need of troops.
Demetrius II too, at a later date, promised to hand over
in return for an undertaking by Jonathan to send

him troops (I Macc. 11, 41-2).

Tho day when the Akra was finally reduced was ordained
as a holiday (I Macc* 13» 52), which was still observed
some two hundred years later . Antiochus VII laid claim
to the citadel as late as 154 B.C. (I Macc. 15? 23), thou¥i
he had long confirmed all tax exemption granted by his
predecessors and even added a further privilege of inde-

pendence (I Macc* 15, 2 ff).
#

The second half of the verse is quite natural under
the circumstances. %ie High Priest (significantly left
unnamed) was the successor of the Seleucid government.

The Akra would continue to be strategically important even
after the Seleucid garrison withdrew. Simon, however,
decided to fortify another hill and to raze even the hill
on which the Akrahad stood to the ground.

V#*#33"  From thisverse we learn indirectly that during the

Maccabean wars many Jews had been transported from Judaea.



Perhaps they v/ere sold into slavery as Josephus took it/82.

A parallel occurs in the lettex' from Ptolemy II to the Hi”"
Priest Eleazar, Aristeas 55/? ¥hat men taken captive \i]rfar/
should be sold into slavery was of course a common practice

in antiquity. Antiochus IV may also have followed the
Babylonian practice of deporting the most dangerous elements

of a rebellious population.

The second half of the sentence seems to apply to the
various customs duties which the returning prisoners would
normally have to pay on the way™ » A similar clause is
found in a Hellenistic treaty from Caria, where it is
stipulated tiiat troops in the service of a certain Eupoleraus
should have the right to quit . . . w/To7t
T ui'tip /-ycun/ au BHf (i.e., his territory)”.
These duties must have acted as a considerable barrier to

the free movement of populations.

Vv.54, 55 Public holidays are recognized as days of
exem],/t10%. These are the festivals, Sabbaths, New Moons
and i » The last term, which 1s a
misleading rendering of the Hebrew Moéd, refers to public
festivals or days of solemn assembly, i.e. holidays not
ordained in the Bible, e.g. the Festival of Dedication, or
perhaps such days of public assembly as might be convened

from tl/ras to time. The original Greek probably had

my.
Ob~*



The nature of the exemption granted is not specified.
Thus we cannot say definitely whether the meaning is merely
that tax claims will not be pressed on the days mentioned
or whether some special taxes which woidld only be operative
onthose days are referred to. these latter taxes would
presumably be customs duties levied on the way to and from
Jerusalem, and perhaps various sales and market taxes in
connection with fairs or other forms of trade held on the

special daysi

The second interprétdtion at first sight appears the
more acceptable in view of the fact that the grant extends
to all Jews in the Seleucid empire. [t would be unusual
for a king to regulate the status of his Jewish subjects
living outside Judaea in an edict addressed to Judaea, unless
the contents of the letter were designod somehow to benefit
the sanctuary at Jerusalem. On the so-called foot festivals
it was obligatory for all Jev/s to visit Jerusalem”” Even
though in the days of a far-flung diaspora this commandment
could hardly have been observed completely; large crowds
must have assembled at Jerusalem on each festival. Moreover
a tithe of the worshippers’ produce was to be spent in
Jerusalem (Deuteronomy 14, 22;, so that large sums of money
must have changed hands at the time of the festivals.
Thus exemption from the customs duties might have been a

considerable incentive for prospective pilgrims; exemption

from the sales tax would have promoted trade and in this



way* the temple of Jerusalem and to a lessor extent the

#10lo of Judaea wuld benefit.

[f this 1is the meaning of the passage under review,
an interesting parallel is at hand in //elles 70, a document
from the end of the 2nd century B.C. v/hich bears several
resemblances to dooiments 11 and 12. V.12 ff. contains a
clause: 44) éé
Wit TpiAwGe) . Welles comments™”; "Local festivals connected
v/ith a sanctuary v/ere a familiar event of Hellenistic life.
Inevitably as crowds came together f/from the countryside the
opportunity was utilized for trade. . .To secure for its
festivals exemption from the sales tax v/ould have been

profitable for the sanctuaiy".

The Biblical festivals, in particular the festival of
Tabema“cles, were associated with the various phases of
harvesting in Palestine. Une may easi'Jy imagine that
the peasants fixDiii Judaea brou”t their surplus to Jerusalem,
where perhaps a good pait of it was bought and consumed by
the pilgrims from other countries. But besides this,

many other foms of trade may have been carried on.

The extension of the grant to three days before and
three days after the festival is easily explained. These
days v/ould certainly be used for travelling, and even
trading probably took place on them rather than on the

actual festivals.
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The above considérations would apply also,, though to

a Tauch smaller degree, to the New Moons and aTcodcostYJeva®

The dil'ficulty of this interprétation, however, consisfcs
in the fact that the Sabbaths are Iincluded, though on the
Sabbath no travelling or trading was permitted. Exemption
on this day can only mean a temporary remission of debts.
Josephus seems to have talcen the Clause in this sense; he
paraphrases (Ant. 13, 52-3): "i- ouggcTu xati hXanav
Kat apetq xpd TfC jopTfiq lipépac 'éoTcaoav *AxeXstc ¢ 'VAv af)TcS5v

Tpdxov xaf %ob¢ tv Tp éufi xa”o ixotivaa™: *rov6&itovr iXov*Spov¢ xat
itvexnpslo'Vouq dcpCrmt.

Probably Josephus had in mind not so much a temporary
freedom i1roia taxation as from labour. There 1s, however,
no evidence for a corvee in Judaea at this time. '"The word

dvoxXetTv Q™n be used of financial burdens as well as labour™”.

Thus according to the second interpretation a privilege
unconnected with the temple of Jerusalem v/ould be accorded
to Jews living outside Judaea in a letter addressed to the
people of Judaea. A possible explanation of this unusual
step would be that the grant was intended as a shrewd bid
to win the gratitude of the Jews in the Diaspora. The Jews’
strict observance of the Sabbath was at all times incompre-
hensible to their pagan neighbours; 1t became an especial

object of friction where anti-Jewish sentiments existed.
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Thus Josephus quotes several other documents, probably
from the middle of the 1st centuiy B.C., in which the right
to observe the S5abbath is guaranteed to various Jewish
communities in Asia by order of the Roman auiiiorities

(Ant. 14, 241-6, 256-264).

Vv.36? 37 king authorizes that 30,000 Jews should be
recruited for his army and makes provision regarding their
terms of service. On the face of it, this looks like yet
another™privilege" granted to the Jev/s; and in one sense
it may have been so, inasmuch as a livelihood was thereby
assured to a considerable number of people. But, as
Bickermann has pointed out, the realities of the situation
in v/hich they v/ere written impart to these verses rather

a different significance”. Demetrius had been deserted
by many of his own troops, and had lost the loyalty of his
subjects, so that it must have been extremely difficult to
recruit fresh troops from the traditional sources-""", Hence

the passage under review should be read as a request rahher

than a privilege.

That there must have been a considerable fighting
potential among the Jews is proved by the wars of Judas
Maccabaous. And it may be presumed that Jonathan had lost

no time after Demetrius’s earlier letter permitting him to
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levy troops, and had already built up a force ready to go
into action. It 1s indeed likely that Demetrius had
originally made the promise with the intention of using

the force for his omi ends. Thus ib is no exaggeration

to say that vv.36 and 37 form the key to the whole 1etterqp
Demetrius is prepared to renounce all revenue from Judaea

and to grant the countiy complete autonomy extending even

to freedom from a garrison in return for military assistance.

In normal times, of course, a king could requisition
troops from over’r part of his territoiy; and even autonomous
dynasts, who might be bound to the central government by
only the most tenuous ties, were under an obligation to
supply ihe king with troops. I'hus when Antioohus VII
cpptured Jerusalem, he left Jewish autonomy intact, preser-
ving practically ail the privileges which Jonathan and Siizzon
had v/restea from his predecessors; but John Hyrkan was
forced nevertheless to accompany him on liigéxpedition to
the East. The concessions which Demetrius I was willing
to make to the Jev/s as a price for troops aro a measure of

the de&yperate position in wliich he found himself.

The figure of thii® thousand soldiers has caused much
comment, because of the parallel with the* letter of Aristeas
#iere the identical number of Jews is said to have served

in the garrisons of Ptolemy K Mllrich considered
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this similarity to be the strongest objection to the letter ®
Even Schaerer concluded that the present passage must depend
on the letter of Aristeas, i1.e. that it must have been
composed by a Jewish author v/ho v/as acquainted v/ith that
woik. -~ut he rejected vVillrich’s assumption of a Roman
origin, arguing ihat in Roman times military service was

Q5

110 longer reckoned as honourable among the Jows

Yet if there has been borrowing between the two
passages, it is more likely to have occurred the other way
round. For, as we have seen, the author of the Letter of
Aristeas, though making use of historical sources, never
intended his work to be aiything but a piece of imaginative
literature; and he wrote according to modem authorities
in tlie reign of John Hyrkan* Hence it 1s quite conceivable
that he knew the letter of Demetrius I (directly or tiix*ou”

I Maccabees) and was, perhaps unconsciously, influenced by

The x5 giire of thirby thousand does indeed sound hi“h,
but it is possible that it would include Jews from outside
Judaea. It “ould also be borne in mind that there must
always have been a considercable population surplus among
the Jews because they did not like other ancient peoples
practise infanticide"®. Enlistment for military service

was one of the solutions for the problem of over-population.

We hear of Jewish military colonies in Persian times and
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under the early PtolemiesIn Byria too Jews had been
engaged as mercenaries in the past. Josephus has preserved
a letter in which Antiochus IIl made provision for two
thousand Jewish faiailies from Babylonia to be transported

to Lydia and Phrygia in order that they might man the
fortresses there and help to keep dov/n the rebellious
population”””". In IT Macc* 8, 20 we hear of a Jewish

force that had fought against an array of Galatians in
Babylonia (peihaps in the war of Antiochus IIl against
Molon).

In the present passage, as in the letter of Antiochus
ITT, 1t 1s envisaged that many of the Jewish tix)ops are to
be employed as garrisons? It may be that they were
considered particularly suitable for this task because ox
their notorious “ome of them were even to be
appointed xpeiGS5v rfjc TCv ouo(5v etc u
which apparently refers to the royal bodyguard# This would
be quite an honour; originally only Greeks and Macedonians

were used for this purpose»

The provision that the Jews should be allowed to live
according to their own laws 1s also found in the letter of
Antiochus III. This would mean, of course, that they
should have their special foods and would be exempt from

service on Sabbaths and festivals. Josephus, quoting



Nicolaus of Damascus, records that, #ieu Hyrkan accompanied
Antiochus VII to the East, the whole army on one occasion
stopped for two days to enable the Jews to celebrate their
Sabbath follov/cd immidlately by the festival of PonbécosthP
It may be that after the suppression of tlie Jov/ish religion
in Judaea those privileges were also withdravm from Jewish,

or at least Judaean, soldiers, and that the recruitment of

confc ingents fix>m Judaea was thus curtailed altogether.

A

If so the words Tcpoo™uagr.v O tv /oudafa

v/ould refer to Uie restoration jf tiie right to follow the
Jewish laws. but of course these words might also refer
to s uch Jov/ish soldiers as were still stationed 1in Judaea,

for example in the i1Vkra#

The provision that the troops should be commanded by

officers of their ovm people is a customary one 07

b

The term properly means provisions due to passing
officials or soldiers from the local population. -Aut in

the present passage it may have a v/ider meaning and refer
04

to the remuneration of the soldiers in general1

The letter of Antiochus III mentioned above gives us
some Insight into the life of these mercenaries. According
to the universal custom in ancient tines, they were not

employed on military duties continuously but were each

allotted a plot of ground to cultivate; and each one had
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his owa house where he could live with his family.

Laqueur has pointed out that in these two verses as
well as in  vv.-'K), 4 and 45 the word occurs, although
the king elsewhere speaks of hiioself in the firs [ person.
His explanation is that clauses containing the word
pGLOLALxdc, etc. are additions to the original text inserted

by the scribe vhose duty it was to revise the letter10S

In most of his examples the assumption is unnecessary.

Thus PaotXixo'i 6ilv<tM.eK ,aich our dccuoient has oOuvijxetg

Tol) v/as a technical term for the state army as

opposed to  purely provincial contingentlt may well

be that the combination pantX”“wc similarly
stereotyped. This 1s certainly the case for

paaiX|o)c in the later verses, ich stands for the king”s
personal treasury. In fact all these examples can probably

be considered analogous to our phrases beginning with *“Eoyal’h

But in the last part of v.57 the use of
cannot be accounted for in this v/ay. Unless one is to
explain it as an attraction from the earlier uses, due
perhaps to the Hebrew translator, Laqueur*s suggestion is

the best way out.

V.58. The document here returns to the three districts

which were already mentioned in 7.50 as being added to
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Judaea f.com the North. V.50 included them in the fiscal

exemption of Judaea, v*}!8 deals with their political status-
Acpat pepa

b

The three districts are named, in I Macc. 11, 54 as
AuCda and There 1s broad agreement among scholars
tbout their location Lydda occupied the same site as

the modem tovrri of that name. Of course the surrounding
area 1s included. is a G-raecism for Ephraim, i.e.
the country betv/een the Jerusalem-Sichem road and the Jordan.
The tovm of Ephraim was situated aboot five miles N.E. of
Beth El Ramathaim scorns to be identical with the place
named in I Samuel 1, 1, and was situated somewhere north

of Lydda. Judaea thus drove a sharp wedge into i:amaria

on the west.

. . VOLIO: .
The three districts are called in the document,

but are referred t o as in the trext (I Macc. 11,28).
The latter term seems to have been the more usual according
to Beleucid usage. '"“he toparchies were the smallest
administrative units in the Beleucid empire, subdivisions
of the or A in Roman t mes Judaea
(including Idumaea) v/as divided into eleven toparchies
altogethOne of theBe was still called Lydda.
Bitemann thinks that the term vo 1may be a survival from

Ptolemaic times”**, but this can hardly be correct since

the Egyptian 7*>*"Vere much larger units""”".

The territory of Judaea was considerably expanded
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through the addition of the three districts, and”t is
strange that nothing is said about the antecedents of

this important event in the narrative section of I Maccabees.
The phrasing of I Maccabees (especially the past participle
"pornbmiva” ; ia v.30) s™aggosts that the event is a very
recent one. Presumably the Jews had aspired to these
districts for some time and had negotiated with Demetrius
concerning them. It is also possible that the king was
merely acknowledging an accorj¢”lished fact, the territories

had been occupied by force.

The histoiy of the frontier between Judaea and Samaria
has been traced by A. Altlll. In the time of TTehemiah,
when Judaea was first divided from Samarh and made into a
separate province according to this author, the :iost northerly
site in Judaea wan nispeh. This town was situated on the
ridge of the hills, on the road from Jerusalem to Samaria,
and about a third of the distance along, and west
of this point, on the slope of the hills the frontier bent
south towards Jerusalem. The frontier corresponded also
v/ith the most northerly frontier ever reached by the

Kingdom of Judaea before the Exile (Il Kings 23, 15)-

At some later date not koow to us, Judaea must have
accjuired the district of Emmaus which appears as Jewish in

I Macc* 9, 50. The fown of Emmaus was one of the places*
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fortified by 3acchides in 157 B.C. A toparchy of Emmaus

is included in the list given by Josephus.

PeAaps we may connect with this expansion of Jewish
territory a statement, Jos.cAp. II, 43). allegedly deriving
from Hecataeus of Abdera: Alexander the Great in recognition
of the consideration and loyalty shown him by the JewsTi*v
iajuapeJTLV xdopav xpooédpxev *&xstv a’ Tolc dcpopoApYpTdv .

Hiis claim 1s certainly exaggerated and has beenrejected
outright by many scholars. It is conceivable, however,

that some concessions should have been made to the Jews

at the expense of the Samaritans as a result of the Samaritan
revolt. Thackeray “'followed by Z«eitlin even thinks that
Alexander granted to the Jews the three toparchies of the
present verse. In that case one would have to assume that
the districts vacillated betv/een Judaea and Samaria in the
ensuing period, or that they were detached from Judaea at

the time of the Maccabean revolt.

Alt suggests that the districts were given to Judaeca
because their iniiabitants had been united to the Jews by
cult for a long time. #hen the people of ITorthem Samaria
seceded from Jerusalem and built their own place of worship
on Gerizim, the most southern districts bordering on Judacea,
he thinks, remained faithful to Jerusaleia and were thus
separated by an artificial boundary from their fellow

worshippers. Thus he interprets tde second half of the
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vei'se (a little too subtly perhaps) as implying that even
before the people of # ese districts had owed allegiance to

the High Priests, but not exclusive allegiance.

vVhether this suggestion is correct or not, it is likely
enough that the three districte had strong ties to the temple
in the south, which was about. ecu.ally distant fro.n them as
that of the north. It should be remembered also that
Mode in, the home of the Hasmoneans, was very close to the
border of Samaria, perhaps evoa, a- Abel thinka ''°>  within
the toparchy of Lydda- vhus it is not surprising that the
frontier districts should have formed a bone of contention
between the two rival communities. ¥he revision of the
frontier in 145 B.C. is highly significant as anticipating,

in a sense, the more drastic policy of John Hyrkan twenty-

five years later.

Kahrstodt" " used the second half of the sentence to

prove that far-reaching administrative changes had been made

in Palestine. fhe wordsi'“axot5Soat. fA,\pc éiiovaCa¢ d W
T are taken to imply that the High Priest
had no official vAiataoever above him. Hence Judaca must

have become a vassal state instead of a subdivision of the
satrapy of Oo”le”“yria and Plioenlcia. Kahrstedt further
believes that this ciatrapy had been dissolved as a consequence
of the disturbances in Judaea and the failure of all attempts

to reduce the Jews to submission. Judaea was thus placed
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outside the administrative framework of the rest of Palestine.

It seems to me that Kahrstedt here reads too much into
the text of I Maccabees.. The words in aiestion mean no
more than that* the king definitely rocopni.ses the claim
of Judaea to these territories, politically as well as for
purposes of revenue. Beyond this it 1s unsafe to draw
any conclusions from thorn; ar.d we do not Icnow v/hother the
High Priest was to be subordinate to any higher official
or not. 1iCahrstedt may be right that the satrapy of Coecle-
Syria and Phoenicia had ceased to exist ca.ISO B.C.’LIS
But this fact does not seem to be direct]y connected with

the events in Judaea.

cltc "fi¢
V.30 tells us that the territories were added

ia*xapCxtéo¢ xaC TaXtAaCac. of Galilee has

provoked some discussion and many scholars, following

Grimra, have attributed the word, to a scribal error although

it is found in all the The difficulty is easily
removed 1f one assumes that Bamaria and Galilee formed
. Tin .

one province" : Josephus completely misunderstands v. 30,

o Tifiv Tptfi*v ToxapxCwv %Sv rC (.ovoata Tcpooxeip évo)v “cpjiapgla
writ ins:

fIPal tXaC 1 If - L.
x4 2 alag m J ﬁ?hllch seems to reflect the division
of Palestine 1in his own tme. The word Peraia is not used
at all in Hellenistic times. In the letter of Demetrius 11

he names the three toparchies correctly.

In this context it seems appropriate to discuss the
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passage | Mace. 11, 5? ifliere it is said that Anticchas VI

wicte to Jonathan APX"AMPwnAvny xat xa.SioTnaC oe

iKi TtSv a‘ennilpu)v voawt .. . . "1 commentators have taken

thQtem /o/*oi here in the sense in which it ms used in the
previous documents in I Maccabees,i.e. as toparchies. The
difficulty, therefore, has been to identify the fourth :
Kahrstedt suggested Skron, which Alexander Balas had given
to Jonathan in 147 B.C. as " 'l '" (I Mace. 10, 89)
But ;Skron was a tov/n, never a toparchy. “ome commentators
have thought of Ptolemais which is given to the Jev;s in v.39
of the present document, but V\Ihich thqy never possessed.
Abel and A lt, following Dalmann, maintain that Akrabba is
meant, which we find among the eleven toparchies of Judaea
in Roman tim es. This suggestion is the most probable if
boparches are meant; but it is strange that Akrabba is not
mentioned at all in I Maccabees. Hdlscher believed that
Judaea itself was the fourth toparchy.Hg He arrived at this
strange conclusion through assuming a much smaller territory
for Judaea than is commonly shown on our mapj; believing
that the whole Jordan valley, including Jericho in the east,
and Emmaus in the north west, v/ere outside the borders of
Judaea. Hdlscher*! arguments are somewhat fanciful and
his conclusions have been found quite unacceptable by most
scholars. Ait his interpretation of the passage before

us at least draws attention to a difficulty not met by the

interpretations so far proposed.
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If the vopoare indeed toparchies outside Judaea
proper, what is Jonathan’s position inside Judaea to be?
The words xa*CoTinpC oe i%V. . . can hardly mean, as Josephus
paraphrases, TJv Teocdpo)v xapGxwpei voaCSv oi x*P4 T65v
tovo'li(Dv 'Kpooeré&hoav (b~nt. 13, 145)* They imply appoint-
ment to an office or command, and indeed we would expect
Jonathan to be so appointed. He was a military leader
and Antiochus exjpected him to use his troops against
Demetrius II. His command could hardly be defined merely
by the dignity of the High Priesthood. Moreover his
brother “imon at the same time received a military command
*from the Ladder of Tyre to the frontier of Egypt" (I Macc.
11, 59)- If this command included the territory inland
as some scholars have assumed”*”, i.e. the wtole of Palestine,
Simon would have been the superior of Jonathan, which is
unlikely. If it applied to the Paralia only, who was
Antiochus’s governor in the rest of Palestine? 120 The
account of I Maccabees shows us how Jonathan OL{jfope()eTo
%eépav ToD xoxauoii xad év xaVc %6Xeoiv, xaC ri*po lo*fioav %poc

uWdv 0fSvaM.cc “upCac etc ovpuaxCav (n, . Later

we find him campaigning against Demetrius Il in G alilee

and even further north.

For these reasons I would tentatively suggest that
perhaps the accepted translation of /oywz as toparchies

in this verse be abandoned, and we should think of the
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fouPv ..voM.Si.as much larger territories In a much

discussed passage Strabo, quoting fmom Poseidoniua, tells
us that Uofle-Syria was divided into four "satrapies"* 122
It seems possible that there are the fourvopoC to v/hich
Jonathan was commanded; or that atleast there were four

divisions of inner Palestine (excluding the coast) at the

time of Antiochus VI.

V.39» Here begin far-reaching concessions to the temple.
The first consists of the gift of the iniportant tov/n of
Ptolemais. Of course this gift isnot to be understood
in a political sense. All that is meant is tMe revenue
of the town, 1.e. the tribute which it had been wont to
pay to the royal treasury. In the same way the Temple of
k*eus in Baetocaece at a later date received the revenue

of a near-by village b'zojc TudTnc 'P'.popodoc avaXCoo”rjrai etc
/Ca'vl MY'vac vac 'rc&A.a "Kpoy av”jCtv

TO L5 CepotJ ouvTeCvovTa
(""elles 70, 9-11)A"A,

One may also compare I Macc. 10, 89, where Alexander Balas
gives Ekron to Johathan. Similarly Antiochus IV had given

several cities to a concubine.

This clause is one of those v/hich Schuerer declared to

be spurious124. But the exanples quoted above diow that
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such a gift was by no means an extraordinary event. Above
all it must be remembered that Ptolemais was at this time
the headquarters of Alexander Balas (I Macc. 10, 1), so
that Demetrius v/as in any case deriving no revenue from
this town at the tin e. By promising the revenue to the
Jews, he no doubt v/ished to encourage them to attack his
rival. For all the concessions of the present document
were only to be realized if the Jews gave military support

to Demetrius «

V.40* In addition to the revenue from Ptolemais the king
promises an annual allowance to the temple, which is to
come from the royal treasury. The Seleucids, like the
Ptolemies, seem to have had a personal treasuiy distinct
from the state treasury”"". In Egypt it was called

It is natural that the money should ccme from this
source, since the allowance, according to Bickermann, was
meant primarily to defray the expense of sacrifices brought
for the ruler and his dynasty71 : Laqueur has explained
the repetition Xdywv TOC gaoikéwc,
TCv Lvgxdvtwv by postulating that only the second of these
phrases stood in the original draft of the letter. The
first v/as later added by an official for the sake of

cleamess """,

The provision of v.40 too was questioned by Schuerer.

But there are many precedents for royal gifts to the temple,
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Antiochus III promised an allowance of 20,000 drachmas for
iMAffS . . :

the purchase of anamllft-e wine, o1l and frankincense, as

well as grants of flour and salt in kind IJos. Ant. 12,

140). Of Seleucus IV it is claimed, II Macc. 3, 3 (SIFiS
To# T~C JiriVf TWK

trlvATi kiiloOpyUH™* TW/ 9 cni A

And the Seleucids, it appears, were only continuing

. . 126
the practice of the Ptolemies and Achaemenlds

Such royal gifts to sanctuaries were a regular feature
of Hellenistic life. An inscription tells us of the long list
of gold vessels given by Seleucus I to the temple of Apollo at
Didyma. The munificence ofAntiochus IV to temples-at
Athens, Delos and Antioch i1s described, in a passage going back
to Polybius, in Livy XDI, 20, 3/9/""", Thus Demetrius may
have proposed no more than to restore the allowance which the
temple had received until the Maccabean revolt. In this
respect, as in taxation, there was to be a return to the Status
quo ante. And this accords with what we know in general
about the policy of/ the last Seleucids. Inview of the gradual .
disintegration of the empire, native sanctuaries were once

more coming into their own.

Vv.41, 42. The sense of these two verses is not quite clear.

The words iiJ/ To A in v.41 are usually
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interpreted as money not paid out to the temple by royal
officials. This accumulated surplus was nov/ to be handed
over to the temple to be used for the temple servicelﬁo.
Marcus i1“eaks of additional grants to the temple formerly
made by the Solenoid kings and recently withheld by Seleucid
officials*"*. These interprétdtions do not seem quite
satisfactory to me, since it is unlikely that any form of
royal subsidy had been in force since the Maccabean revolt.
I think i1t 1is more probably, although this view has been

rejected by the commentators, that refers to

a auiplus from the revenue of Judaea or some other source,

which in older times had been handed over to the templelﬁz.
The use of Xps(wv officials seems to R
xpsCwv, SXI

be a variant of the more usual expressions

Tate xpGGLLC xpag xpetcx—ict 133
etc.

V142 seems to refer to a tax levied on the income of
the temple which is to be abolished. This tax, according
to the commentators, v/as taken either from the annual half-
shekel v/hich evGiy adult male Jew was obliged to pay to
the temple of from the tithes. In the time of the second
temple tlie&® sums were no longer paid to individual priests
but to the central sanctuaiy and then divided among the

154

priests In addition the temple may also have had other

sources of revenue, such as rent from property "".

The use of in 42 to denote income or profits
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is strange. Tlie tesct seems to demand either the insertion
of the article before (v to givev.thev same sense

as in V.41, or the deletion of t-v xpflwvaltogether"-"".

The word Xo"o¢ is frequently used to denote a temple

treasury, though we would expect something like
IdyoD 137~

Taxes on sanctuaries were quite usual in Hellenistic
times and exemption from these taxes was granted as a
special privilege*"'®. The tax is not mentioned in the

edict of Antiochus III; but in II Macc* 11, Lysias is

credited with the intention \4 v o0 Cxp ofjpiov
Mu'weiv 61 IM-)
16» S»yv®v . evidence

suggests that the temple of Jerusalem had been privileged,
and that the temple-tax has Introduced as a punitive measure

in the Maccabean wars.

V «4j. The provision of this verse amounts to vftiat is
usually known as (the right of asylum, one of the most highly
prized privileges of ancient times. This institut ion had
developed out of the custom universal in antiquity that
suppliants should find a refuge in sanctuaries. In the
Hellenistic kingdoms this custom was regulated by the state.

The characteristic of «aiVw was official recognition. In

this way the efficacy of the protection afforded by a



-I1f-

¢ :
sanctuary v/ould be greatly enhanced. The iUiru of temples
not so recognized v/as very limited. But the basis of the
159

institution remained religious

Refuge to a recognized place of a.sylum safeguarded
the suppliant from mishandling or personal execution on
his body by his creditors or personal enemies. It was
forbidden to enter the sacred precinct for unauthorized
puri®oses, to remove a man frcm there, or to molest him in
any way. Violation of asylum was treated as <S/oorvW<o(
For Ptolemaic Egypt, where the lot of the poorer classes
was a very hard one, the institution of asylum has been

140

compared to habeas corpus.

Of course, even in privileged sanctuaries the protection
of iruV.erf could not be absolute. possess no information
about the working of the Seleucid empire, but the Egyptian
parallel suggests that it was limited and regulated by the
state. Thus certain clauses of people might be excluded
from seeking asylum altogether, and sometimes asylum could
be granted for a limited period only. Vhe priests seem
always to have exercised a discretion in the matter, and
would for example refuse criminals. But in addition there
seem*f to have been royal officials in Egypt supervising
places of asylum. In this way the state would insure

itself against encroachment on its authority '
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An interesting feature of the present passage is the
. A C . "epstX'On Xi 142
exp1i1c1t reference fo the suppllanthSt Obv paotXixd
In Egypt public debtors seem to have been excluded, at

least in theory 145

I can find no parallel for the
provision guaranteeing immunity also to the suppliant’s
possessions, and this provision may be an inaccuracy resting

on mistranslation.

In the Beleucid empire the privilege of asylum is
usually combined with tax—exemption144, just as 1t 1is 1in
the present document. Until ca. 200 B.G. we hear only
ofiouXfa confined to the temple precinct, e.g. the
Plutonium at Mysa, the Asclepeum at Cos, a sanctuaiy of
Apollo and Artemis near Amygon (Welles 9, 25-8, 59)» Later
it seems to have been usual for whole cities to claim this
right: Magnesia on the Maeander (Welles 31-4), Teos (Welles
35), Smyrna, Chalcedon, Alabanda. Similarly in the last

Spi( xai
quarter of the second century B.C. the legend

Xic'okoc, appears on the coins of the Phoenician cities.

This development seems to be connected vdth a changing
_ AcuXCa o .

concept of the function of : In the cities just

mentioned this function appears to have been mainly to

secure to the population freedom from molestation in war""".

Some scholars make a sharp distinction between the two
conceptions of asylum, believing that they had in common

only the name and the fact of dedication of a place to a god
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Tiius aeyrlg speaks of an administrative and a diplomatie
asylum, believing that only the first could be conferred
by the king in whose territory the city or sanctuary was
situated : As examples he quotes Jerusalem according

to the present passage and Bactocaece (Welles 70, 13).

The cities and sanctuaries mentioned above enjoyed diplo-
matic which they acquired through recognition by
the world at large. A condition for seeking this recog-
nition was, however, that the city should first be declared
consecrated and exempt by its own king148. It is pointed
out that with the exception of Alabanda all these cities were
situated on the seaboard. The main purpose of their

do)X thus to safeguard them from the attacks of

pirates, which became one of the chief scourges of the

Hellenistic v/orld in the second centuiy B.C.

Bickermann148 on the other hand treats the tv/o kinds

of asylum as one institution, thus putting Jerusalem on a

par with the cities mentioned above. Similarly Rostovtzeff """
maintains that always included the meaning that the
city or sanctuary might be used as a place of refuge. In

addition, he believed, it gave the city exemption from

royal jurisdiction.

The provision of this verse is not repeated in

subsequent letters in I Maccabees, and in fact Jerusalem
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1o (B kyxk
neverypossessed the right of asylum under the Seleucids.

Antiochus III decreed that no gentile should enter the
temple enclosure, but this did not imply the temple’s right

to shelter suppliants®*”.

Vv.44, 45. The king promises a special grant for building
works. The temple would of course need repairs, not only
because it had been pillaged by Antiochus 17, but because

of the alterations undertaken by Alcimus.

The walls of Jerusalem had been razed at the vexy
beginning of the Maccahead revolt. As explained above,

this action, apart from its practical significance, was

symbolic: it was the outward and visible manifestation
of loss of status. Deprived of her wall, Jerusalem ceased
to be a city, and hence to be autonomous. [t is fitting,

therefore, that the present document, #iich restores the
privileges lost in 16? B.C., should conclude with the order

that the v/alls of Jerusalem be rebuilt.

In addition to this symbolic reason, the rebuilding
was of course necessary for military reasons. If Judaea
was to be a focus of operations against Alexander Balas,
it was imperative that the country should be protected in

case of invasion*
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DOCUMENT 3

DEMETRIUS 11 TO JONATHAN
I Macc# 11, vv*30-37

BaotXeu” AT].i"nTpior luvaOav To ddeXcpS pGUv xai eOvei
ITouoatav. TO dvTtyouvov xr/* ET\.WTON]", rjc evpd™apev AaaGevet

ouYY"vet f))Twv Tcept u”iJv, Y 'Ypd'pOM?v xat xpoc; 1)j,aq, oxaq

12~ letef)Te. BaotXeuc App-nTpioc AaaOevet %aTpC xctipetv. xo

34

35

Jk

eGvet xav loudaiav <ptlotc xai ouvTppouoLv xd xpoc; fipu/;
0Lxata éxoLvajliev aYaOov Ttotfjaai .x"Pi»v xric atixdv edvoia”
%po(® riiidq. eaxdxa|T6v auxoic xd xe opta xpc loudaiac xaC xoui;
xpetq VOMOUC Acpaipepa xat Auo6oa xac PaGaptv* 7ipooexeoT]aav xfj
loudatq. (KO XIjq Sajjiapixtoo®; xat xdvxa xd oi/Y”paxouvxa auxoiq
xdoLV xotq OQOuoid*"ouatv ci¢ lepoaoXujxa dvxt xav paotXtxcov, av
eXdp,pavGV 6 paacXeuq Tcap’auxdv xo xpoxepov xax*evcauxdv dxo
xav Y”vDixaxav xfi'; yHC xni xwv dxpoopuav* xaC xd aWa xd dv*n-
xovxa TXLv dw XOU vuv xdv dexaxdv xat xav xeXdv xdv dvTjxovxav
Dyltv xat xdc xou dxd(; Xtpvo/; xat xodq dvnxovxaq Tijjitv oxe pdvo;)q,
xdvxa éxapxéaofiev adxoti®. xat odx dOexriO'naexat odéeé ev xouxav
d%6 xoC v3v et<; xov dxavxa xpovov. vuv ouv extixeXeoOe xo03

xotf)jat xouxav dvxtYpacpov, xat 0600f|xa IcavaQav xat xeGinxa' ev

xj dpet xp dYtc) ev xoxp ext cnip/j).
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introductoiy Note

The contents are similar to those of Document 2,
several of \vb.ose clauses are in fact repeated; but the
present document is much shorter. The style 1is more
fonaal and the order of clauses is logical throughout*
The only expression vAich cannot be paralleled from
documentary sources is (iyad®oLerv ~3 v*S55; and the only
other mark of translation: isto be found in the rather
awkward syntax of v*34.

The royal "we" 1s preserved throughout.

The letter consists of two parts: a covering letter
addressed to Jonathan and the Jews, vv.31, 32, followed by
an enclosure. The enclosure is in the form of a letter

addressed by the king to a royal official named Lasthenes.

It is fairly obvious that the information about the
kind of change v/hich the king proposed to make had to be
sent to at least one member of the state bureaucracy.

So the letter of Antiochus III concerning the Jev/s 1is
addressed to Ptolemy, the son of Thraseas, governor of
Oocle-Syria and Phoenicia (JoSé Ant. 12, 138). Antiochus
IV wrote to Apollonius the meridarch and Hicanor

xffiv concerning the petition of the Samaritans

(ibid. 262). Similarly letters 9 and 70 in belles’s
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collection contain tax concessions made by a Seleucid
ruler to a particular city or temple, but not addressed
to the beneficiaries directly. Welles 38 deals in the

s:me way wibh exemptlon from billeting.

Welles believes that the official in question had
forwarded the community’s petition to the king; the
answer would therefore beincorporated in a Ibtter
addressed to him* He would then send a copy to the city
or temple under cover of a brief note of his own* This
would be the nouaal procedure if the matter at issue was
only the settlement of a dispute, the removal of unpopular
measures, etc., or if the petitioning body was conmratively
insignifleant. Usually the procedure would be reversed:
the p>etit loners would receive letters from the king and
would themselves be responsible for presenting these to

any official who might beconcerned”*

The present document is in a different category from
either of those just mentioned* The king issued two
letters, one to Jonathan, who was in Ptolemais at the time,
the other to Lasthenes. The e )lanatlon is perhaps that

the contents were of unusual importance.

An interesting parallel to the two letters under
review 1s to be found in Welles 71, 72, though the king’s

decision there is communicated not to one of his own



officials but to a foreign king. The subject of the
letters 1s the recognition of the city of Seleucia in
Pieria as free. The date i1s 109 B.C. NO.71 is addressed
by a king Antiochus to Ptolemy IX Alexander of Egypt,

and informs him of the privileges granted to Beleucia.

It refers to the beneficiaries as the "Seleucians" and
speaks of them throughout in the third person. No
individuals or governing body of the city are mentioned.
Similarly the letter to Lasthenes speaks only of "a é*vog
xClv *lo1;0aCa)y. no#72 (according to the most commonly
accepted restoration) 1s addressed to the city and enumerates

magistrates, council and people.

The two letters Welles 718 72 were found near Paphus
in Cyprus. Ptolemy Alexander was in Cyprus at the time.
According to the theory accepted by Welles, he received a
copy of the letter to Seleucia as an enclosure to his own,
and published the two letters, in the order in which they
appeared in his text, in a frequented sanctuary on the

island.

The procedure followed by Demetrius Il in the present
instance seems to be exactly paralleled in a set of letters
included in Schroeter’s collection, which were written by
Ptolemy VII, Cleopatra Il and Cleopatra III concerning the

sanctuary of Isis at Philae in Egypt. No.55 is a covering



letter to the priests to erect a stele. The enclosure,
No.36, is in the foxTu of a letter from the court to a

royal official ordering him to grant a petition from the
priests. Finally the text of the petition 1is appended.
Another example of this procedure is found in Schroeter

Nos.37/38.

Qommentaiy

Vv.30$ 31* The wording of the covering letter should be
compared with Welles 72. A fter the salutation a:” the
usual courtesy formulas (which the author* of I Maccabees

habitually omits) the letter continues (1.4):

dvTCypacpov xlgc 5xt07CoXfic 4c¢ Yerpdcapev Tcpég

IIToXeparov xat Tfly Tipoc; tCv 'Pwp,aCu)v tva.. . xapa-
xoXo'li-GfiTe -

The rest of the letter is lost. Schroeter comBients on

the uniform and stereotyped language in which such covering
letters are usually written. They contain no Indication
of the contents and were the work, he believes, of a royal

éxtoTo\oYpd(po¢ who prefixed the king’s name.
For the title ddeXcpde cf» p.
V.32. Lasthenes, the addressee of the second letter,

is known to us through several ancient authors. He was

a Cretan and had furnished Demetrius with troops for
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invading Syria (Jos. Ant. 13§ 86). His exact status

at this time 1s not known." According to Diodorus xxxiii,
4, he was 5 THC "aolL\eCa<; xpoeoTTiXcic , As Demetrius was

very young at this tiiae, he may indeed have been the most

powerful person in the empire

Prom the prosénu docuiaent it would appear that he was
also a regional governor, probably with very wide powers.
Perhaps he occupied a position similar to that of Lysias
twenty years before. Lysias had been appointed by
Antiochus IV, before his campaign to the East, to be
xpaYpdTODV TOU BaotXeéac Tot5 xoTupoQ fiu<ppdTOii xai é'a¢ 6pCu)V
*AiY<)XTo%» xai Tpécpeiv 'AvTtoxov TOv uCov aWoG -

(I Macc. 3,

32-35)S he scems to have continued as chief minister

with special competence in the west under Eupator™* Auch
a governor might have several oTpaTUYoC more restricted
competence serving under him. Under Lysias Ptolem”r, the

son of Dorymenes, was governor of Oo”le-Syrla and Phoenicia”.
Yet a letter* concerning the Jews v/as written to him in

person* *i

The title ralVpapplied to a minister especially close
to the king i1s also found in a letter from Antiochus III to

a governor Zeuxis (Jos* Ant. 12, 148). Plutarch says of

a minister of Mithridates cpiXUc 'cooat'tij xpno”ixevoc



ao'ie xaTT*p xpo”./'YOpGUGoOciL toG BaotAea)” (Lucullus 22, 2).

The title 1implied that the person so addressed was senior

to the king, and was perhaps his nrpogc

v¥35> The first sentence i1a a very brief version of the
usual exT)lanatory introduction to letters of this kind.
The king wants to "do good" to the Jews because of their
loyalty towards him. The expression ouvIpperv 06ixaCa
seems to mimply the keeping of an agreement7. The v/ord
aYueoxoL 1s not found otherwise in Hellenistic letters,
but is a typical Septuagint and New Testament use. The
original would probably have had elepYS'ceGv one of the
compounds from that root# EuvoCa 10 very frequently

found in a similar conte”-t in royal letters

v*34#  The provisions of this verse, which has already
been discussed in connection with Document 2, form the

most important park of the letter.' To begin with the

king confirms to the Jews both the old territory of Judaea
and the three districts added to it from Samaria”. Presum-
ably these three districts had been the subject of nego-
tiations between the king and Jonathan. At my rate the
letter takes their transfer for granted. vle can take it
that from 145 B.C. onwards these territories definitely

belonged to Judaea.

The words xpooexé”uoav xC *lou6aCq, dx6 Tfjc SapapCTidoc



begin a parenthesis. The syntax of \*hat follows 1is rather
loose and the meanin®g not quite clear. Thus we do not
know whether in the phrase xai tclvnja xd o\>YXupol3vxa av'ioVi~
the word auxorcrefers to votio<)¢ or opia in the preceding
sentence; in other words whether the parenthesis stops

at SapapCxt6ocor continues. Perhaps the most satisfactory
sense 1s given by making the whole of the sentence from
Tcpooexé-"poav to the end of v*¥3™ an addition or gloss to

the king’s letter. 'This would have been inserted by a
chancellery official in order to explain to Lasthenes how
these districts came to be added to Judaea and ho// their
financial situation would be affected by the change*

This assumption would also explain why the king is suddenly
mentioned in the third person. If this interprétation

is correct, hew/ever, the exemption must still by implication
supply also to the territory of Judaea proper. For both
the parallel passage in gocument 2 and Demetrius I1°s
promise to make Judaea i(popoAoYpx6v show that Judaea had
been at least nominally subject to a land tax and was only
now granted exemption® Perhaps the expression eoTdxapsv
afixoTc xd dpta in itself Implies exemption from this tax.
The king, as it were, vested ownership of the territory,
which previously had belonged to him alone, in the eOvoc
of the Jews, and thus renounced his right to the surplus

of the produce of the territory.



The meaning of xlot Tot¢ Ouotd”ovot efc *lepoé(5A.ujjLa
is not quite clear. Abel comments that only the “fi7rthodox’*
Jews should benefit from the exemption; renegades and pagans
were to be excluded. But surely all Jews regardless of
whether they were followers of the Hasmoneans or not,
would have worshipped at the sanctuary in Jerusalem. And
it is imprdable that there were any pagan peasants in Judaea
at that time. More probably the words express a reason
for the inclusion of these districts in the territory of
Judaea. The inhabitants of these districts had been
accustomed to worship in Jerusalem in the past; they are
therefore to be united v/ith Judaea politically and to enjoy

) 12
the same tax concessions as Judaea

It is significant; that the proportion of the produce
levied is not stated this time. Presumably it was lower
in the three districts than i1t had been in Judaea, since
in Juctlaea it had been a punitive measure. Probably it

no

had/been collected in Judaea for some time, certainly not

since Demetrius II came to the throne.

The fact that exemption from the tax on produce is

placed first in this letter is another indication that this

tax represented the main obligation of the Jews. The taces
mentioned in v*34 are of secondary importance. Exemptions
from all these taxes Is granted also in tournent IZI For

Td OX@TI) xaf A*31 there, for the taxes on

salt and the crown tax on v.29#



The last sentence, v.37, does not as i1t stands form
part of the letter to Lasthenes, but is addressed once more
to the Jews ( . It thus appears to be part cf
the covering letter. In the same way the letter to the
priests of Isis at Philae, which was mentioned above,

concludes with permission to erect a stele on which the

royal q)L/\.uvOpox(ci was to be publiahed”'".

[t is strange, however, that in our document the
enclosure should bo sandwiched between the fvo parts of
the covering letter. I can find no parallel for this
arrangement, which makes a somewhat naive impression.

The most likely explanation seems to me that the author

of I Maccabees changed the order of clauses to confom to

the literary standards which he adopted in his book.

His readers v/ould expect to know the text of the enclosure

as soon as it was mentioned; for this was the most important
part of the document. And the publication clause would
make an effective end to the v/hoie. As pointed out in
Section I, the author was not specifically interested in
preserving the formal elements of the documents which he

included.

It is also possible, however, that the publication
clause was originally part of the letter to Lasthenes (cf.

Welles 70, 16) and that the wording of this clause was
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changed in the copy made out to Jerusalem.

It was customary for royal edicts granting favours,
such as tax exemption or the right ofasylum, to a community
to be published in this form. Publication would be in the
Minterest" both of the king whose bounty thus became wMely
known, and of the recipients to whom it would give some

guarantee of the privileges they had werti™.

It may be Illuminating to remind ourselves of those
privileges of Document 2 which do not recur in the present
docujaent. The surrender of the 4kra, the character of
"holy** and the right of asylum accorded to Jerusalem and
the temple, the cession of Ptolemals, the liberation and
repatriation of Jewish captives, the grant of tax exemption
to all Jev/s on the festivals (unless included in v*35),
and the several royal grants to the temple - all these
are absent from the letter of Demetrius II. The difference
1s not surprising. The throne of Demetrius II at the
time of his first negotiations with Jonathan was safer
than his father’s had been on the occasion of the other
documents. Demetriusll wished to regulate the status of
Judacea. He did not as yet need to bribe the Jews into

furnishing him v/ith troops.

But these negotiations and the document that represents

theAr outcome were only the flrsb stage in the relations
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between Demetrius Il and Jonathan- The settlement of

145 B.C., though important, could not be permanent and
perhaps both sides realised it at the time. A short time
later Demetrius "I had forfeited his popularity by disbanding
the native Syrian army. The result was that he found
himself short of troops in face of growing discontent in
his capital. He requested. Jonathan for help, and promised
in return to surrender the Akra and bestow yet further
honours on the Jews etxm p(a<; Jonathan sent

him 3000 men wlio helped to put down the revolt in the
capital. % ether these fresh promises of Demetrius II
were meant more seriously than those of his father we cannot
say. According to I Maccabees the king bi*oke all his
promises; and Jonathan then went over to a new pretender

to the Beleueid throne, Antioohus VI (I Macc. 41-53)*

The reason for this break will be examined more fully in

an appendix to this section.

In the foregoing discussion of Document 3, as also of
Document 2, reference has been made repeatedly to the
Inscription of Baetocaece (Welles 70), of which the text
is given below:

'AxLOToXi* ’Avnridxou BaotXeéa;'(;.
BaotXedc *Avtioxoc KEogetilj.(j) Aoddep a xaraxGXG”pto-

pévoc i“iopvripaTtopéc. oiv xa-"oni o0ed6fjXwrai, xsp£



(bv 6si Otd ooD ovvTeXecG-fivat.
npooeveydévToc¢ pot xepf THHC évepY(e)Cac &GoO

Atéce

BatToxcLCxT),;
¢ é&pCaT) oDvxeppTffvai airC e (< a%av%a. 'lov xP<S-vo,v o'Jev xuf H
otvaptc/'*0o” OEOU xaTu,pxs''cat xdcppv Ti*jv BacToxat (x-1) vl]v, rjv
xpdxepov Goxsv AnpfiTpto¢/ATipnTpCoU toi5 MvacaCoD evxoupYcova
-tfic %epi *Axdptav oarpaxeCdc;,
cJv roUc
auvx-r*poDot xaf xa“fjxouot xa*ed Toic; XpoOopXxXovracg
XGptopt opoUK;/x(i( ¢6v Totec ToC iveoirffiToc crove y®v(. )f|paot. .
10 ¢TI Gje drfi Tat;Tr,c xpdoodiic/dvaXCexTiTat .:c T(I¢ xaud pfjvoufc)
0"*"VTeXouuéva(; OiioCac xaf Tafi|\a xd
Apdc augr)-
otv Tov iepoti GUV'ieCvovxa i%a to B xa&GaTafjié vou i%d to B OsoD
f£epéa)c (bc eyfe-toTat, dycovTat C¢€ xaf xard .ufiva Tcavr]YUpetc
(ITeXer<; tC xe vxGxa.l odexdTrj xai/Tptaxdot, xu,f stvat t6 éep6v
dou%ov TI*V 64 xd}iT]lv dvexJo(T)a("){xov,
{-LTIOGfitdc
dxoppfiocwe xpooGvex”G; T3V 0€ évavTtoiidrjodjJGvdv Ttot
iS’xCv TipOY*"YP*M-M-“vo)v svoxov Gtvat doepeCf}; dvaYpacpf)vaC Te
xaf xd dvxtYP*<pu Sv oxfjX-g /// Xt6Cvi* xaf Tetfjvat €év/xC aoxC
Lep(f. oef*oKi o5v Ypct**vai o*¢ e toxat, fiJa Y vpTat

dxoXotdCDC XOTC OTjkOUjJtévo tc .
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This document reflects circumstances in some ways
similar to those met with in I Maccabees, though the grants
are on a smaller scale. The lands of an ancient native
sanctuary, which an earlier Seleucid had made over to a
Macedonian nobleman, are returned to the god by one of the
last members of the dynasty””. Hence it may be worth
while to collect points of similarity between the letter
of Demetrius Il to Jonathan and the Inscription of Baetocaece
(henceforth abbreviated 1.E.) The date of the Inscription
is ca.l100 B.C.

1 In both cases the royal decision is communicated to
an official. The temple of Baetocaece apparently received

its copy from this official.

2. The use of the technical verb xpCvoo for the king’s

decision. I.E., which 1s 1in the form of a ixou-vntia-viofidc

bas &xpCoTi> Document 3 the more usual active foim.

3* Definition of the territory to which the grant applies:
ouvxii)p-n«T)vai, S°a). . e v&liTly tthv
Bai'COxaiKTivfiv. . .xatd ToO¢ xpoOxd.pxowac xepiopiop.ob6¢
(I.B.) lotdxauev aOTot¢ xd xe dpia xfj¢ 'loudaCag¢ xa{ xotSg¢

xpeic vop-oC¢ (No.3)
4. The technical phrase olv xot¢ ouvxfipouoi xai "xaMxouoi

xdoi (I'B. ) xai xdvxa xd ouYxupoOvxa aCxot¢ (N0.3)e  Welles

interprets the former as the village lands and the peasants



-147-

with their property comparing xa{ xo00¢ Oxdpxovxa¢ adxot¢
xavoixCou¢ aiv xoCg dxdpxouoiv xdoiv in the Laodicean

Inscription (Welles 18, 8/9) and -fllv xXfipcov xai xffiv

oixox€O0wv xpooxvpovxu)v xai xffiv \afl3v xaiwoixiwv oiv xo0Cc

: : .. 16 YOUOt
in the Mnesimachus Inscription It would be rath'er '

strange, though not inrpos”sible, for the king to make over
the Jewish xaoC the govoc of the Jews. Probably the
phrase covers mainly buildings, herds ahd flocks or any

other royal investments in the land.

5. The use of the word yevfjiJiaTa or YGvvfjjjiaxa in both
documents. The essence of the grant in both cases is
that the king remits the proportional tax on produce from
the land paid annually (xaT’evtarxdv). Nothing is said
in No.5 about the produce of the current year, though this

is a feature we might expect.

6. In both documents the transfer of the king’s right
over the land is placed first. Other concessions follow
as being of lesser importance. Two of the other provisions
of I.B., viz. freedom from taxation on public holidays and

the right of dovXCa are paralleled in Document 2"

7e efc oLTcavla t"»v xP*vov (I.B. line 0) et¢ 'dv dxavra
xpdvov ("0*3 V.36) 18, There 1s, of course, a considerable
difference in the position of this phrase in the two letters.

In I.B. 1t occurs at the beginning, and refers specifically



to the transfer of land. Similarly No#2 has the words
dxd Tfic ofipepov piLLépag xaf et¢ rdv dTcavTa xP<Svov

(the last four words repeated for added effect) at the end
of the clause granting exemption from the land-tax. On
the other hand a clause emphasizing the permanence of the
provisions is sometimes found at the end of a
document, usually in connection with the order for publi-
cation, O#g* belles 15, 16# . « tva jjiévDi v OepaCo)g el¢

TedvTa T(5t/ xPM*ov xd ouYX"Ph'"*vTa » belles 67, 14 ff.
KpCvopev 0td TduTa, dicwg dv eZ¢ t6v dxavTa xP<Svov dxCvpTa

xai dfieTddevTa [iévT) %d Te %pdc Tdv ®ed6v TCjxta xai Td %pb¢ t6V
vatop. (piXdvdpcixa.

There 1s a certain analogy between this type of clause and

the warming in case of violation at the end of I[.B.

8. Both letters close with the order for publication in
the sanctuaiy. The publication clause normally came at
the end of a decree; anything following it, e.g. the last

sentence of I.B., was a later addition.

Of course these similarities are merely formal, and
mostly reflect common usage. But the fact that such a
short document as No.3 contains so many features which can
be paralleled from a contemporary inscription may serve as
an indication that the letters in I Maccabees are by no
means so entirely lackiqg in style as many commentators

have assumed.

A Note on I Maccabees 11, 28

I Maccabees 11, 28 states that Jonathan promised Demetrius



300 talents in return for which the king agreed to make
Judaea and the three t oparchies dcpopoXdrn'**ov e The
commentators have discussed whether this sum was to be
an annual payment or a settlement once and for all of
Judaea’s obligation towards Demetrius II. An annual
payment of 300 talents would, of course, be arevival of
the tribute paid by the High Priests before Jason. This
is Bickermann’s view””. Sevan and Abel support the

) 20
second view

As the payment is not mentioned any further it 1is
difficult to d ecide between these two opinions. In gfany
case the matter is of theoretical interest only, since
Jonathan remained faithful to Demetrius for less than one
year. But it may be worth while tot ry and elucidate at
least the intention behind the promise from the further

dealings between Jonathan or Simon and the Seleucid rulers.

The first question to ask is: What factors led to
the break between Demetrius Il and Jonathan, which occurred
after Jonathan had helped to suppress the revolt in the
capital? I Macc. 11, 53, contants itself with the obser -
vation that the king belied all that he had said, and
became estranged from Jonathan; filled to reward him

properly GOXiPsv aOTdv ocpodpd: The parallel account

to this narrative 1in Josephus seems to go back to an
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additional fiellenistic source, and in it we read: uo-repov
0¢ XOVT|V6¢ etc atxdv érévexo xa{ xa¢ -0xooxéoen; Oieiltetoax(E,

xai x0Xepov -/jXeCXTioev ei xol¢ cpdpouc ad6xC xdvxac dxod&oei,

'oug¢ <S5<peae xd xffiv 'loudaCcev 143)

We know, therefore, that the reason for the break
was a dispute about tribute or taxation. The taxes
demanded by the king may, of course, be just those from
which exemption had been granted previously, i.e., the
proportional tax on produce. But if the above arguments
concerning the relation between land-tax and tribute 1is
correct, we are inclined to interpret the last words of
the passage as a demand primarily for the payment of an
annual tribute (often called cpdpotby Josephus). That
would mean that Demetrius sought to restore the situation
that had existed before the Maccabean revolt. There
should be no land-tax but the High Priest should be

responsible for an annual tribute.

The further question then arises whether this demand
was 1n accordance with the arrangements made ¢ither during
Jonathan’s visit to Ptolemais, or at the time of the king’s

further concessions later.

Under the regime of Antiochus VI and Tryphon Diodotus,

Jonathan was obliged to make certain payments. His
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default gave Tryphon an excuse for holding him prisoner.

In a message to Jonathan’s brother Simon he said:

dpYVpCoU o5 icpetXev 'lovadav <$ déeXcpd¢c oou éfg t6 "aoilixo6v
6f d¢ eix® XPGMC ovvéxoM-GV ai'idv (N Macc. 13» 15)*
The expression 0c'dg eix® XPeCag Is rather vague. In the

first instance it suggests a purely private obligation of
Jonathan on behalf of the office of High Priest and Meridarch,
v/hich had been conferred on him. But perhaps the wcxrds
are merely another expression for the tribute: 1.e. the

High Priest’s responsibility for the collective obligation

of the people. The sum owed at Jonathan’s death was 100
talents. But this mayy have been merely the amount of his
arrears; and in any case we would expect a diminution of

tribute to follow from Jonathan’s desertion to Antiochus VI.

Complete exemption became a fact with the rapprochement
between Demetrius II and Simon. This is certain from the
accounts both of Josephus and of I Maccabees (here indepen-
dent), though the evidence consists as much of the author’s
omissions as of his positive statements. I Macc. 13, 41
states somewhat rhetorically that in the year 170 Sel. the
yoke of the heathen was lifted from Israel. But the letter
in which Demetrius’s grants were embodied (No.4 cf. below)
only repeats the earlier promises made by the king to
Jonathan. It was regarded as a charter of independence

only because, unlike the earlier letter, it formed a basis

for a lasting alliance. No further disputes about taxation
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are mentioned either during the brief (first) reign of

Demetrius Il or during that of Antiochus VII. Antiochus
VII later demanded tribute for the cities outside Judaea
which had been annexed by the Hasmoneans. The complete
exemption of Judaea itself after 170 Sel. is thus conclu-

sively established.

The fact that the tribute i1s not menbioned either
in the document (no.4) itself or in the preceding narrative
is very remarkable and deserves some comment* Unless the
author of I Maccabees suppresses more than is apparent,
no fomal negotiations on the subject took place, and
Demetrius Il never explicitly absolved the High Priest
Simon from the obligation to pay tribute or its equivalent,
i.e. a sum due on behalf of the offices conferred on him.
But in his offer of a "lasting peace" he gave de facto
recognition (to use a modern concept) to the independence
of the Hasmonean™ state, which meant primarily freedom
from tribute. Independence in matters of foreign policy
did not come till later, when the Seleucid empire had been

weakened even further.

Furthermore, it seems natural to suppose that this
tacit recognition was given only because of the Jews’
persistent refusal to pay. Both the earlier alliance

between Demetrius Il and Jonathan, and the subsequent
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alliance betv/een Tryphon and Jonathan had come to grief
over just this issue; and judging by the contents of
Document 2, Jewish grievances over taxation had been the
main source of trouble in the time of Demetrius T-
Therefore as long as no sovereign in the Seleucid empire
could hope to remain unchallenged, it was the wisest
policy to acquiesce in this refusal to avoid further
trouble. The idea that a former vassal state, and a
native community as distinct from a Greek xdXtc, should
be entirely free f rom tribute was nevertheless a very
revolutionary one. It is not likely, either, that
Jonathan should have explicitly demanded complete exemption
at Ptolemais in 145 B.C., or that Demetrius should have

granted it then.

The most likely solution of the problem seems to me
that the question of future payments was left open at
that time. Jonathan must have been -aware at the time of
the negotiations that the throne of Demetrius would not be
safe for long. I[f, therefore, the statement of I Macc.
11, 28, xai éxriYYGCXaTo aOTC 'tJavTa Tptakdoicp is rather
vague, so may have been the original promise. The

Hasmoneans were nothing i1f not shrewd politicians.
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I Macc. 13. 3G-4C
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DOCUMEOIT 4

DBMIir'RIUS II TO BIMOIT

I Macc. 15. 36-40

BaaiXeuc ATiti*Tpio; 3i,|j«vt apxiep6t<; xat t-'tXt})) PaatXeuojv xac
17 icpeopuT:époi(; xai €Ovei loudaiiov xatpeiv. tov 0Teq;avov xov XP">-
000V xai TTiv paivTjv, flV dxsoieiXaTe, xsxop.iap,e6a xai exoiixoi
éojiev TOU xoisiv u”iv ei pnvqw iieydXov xai ypdtpeiv xoZ<* éxi rav
Jef Xpeiiuv TOU 4dc¢iévai up.iv xa dvétiaxa. xat ooa éoxiioap.ev xpdc¢ ulid<,
ly éoTTixev, xai xa oOxup<é|xaxa, a (jixooon'noaxe, iinapxéxw o0|Gv. Aa(piefo,ev
6¢ afvoTi“axa xai xa dp.apxTip.axa ew¢ xf),; oiipepov npépo,; xai xo0v
oxéciavov, 6v acpeiXexs, xai si xi dxXo éxeXwveixo év leoouoaXiip,,
40 |iT)XGXi xeXwveioOoi. xai eT xive¢ ¢é'xiXTidsioi vpdv yp~~Evat et¢ xoug

xcoi Tipac, eYYP“'PEo6ii)Oav, xat yivéaQw dvd p,éjov Tipdv ¢iprlvf],

Introductory Note

This 1s the only foreign document in I Maccabees,

which we can date almost exactly. The narrative following

the text of the letter says: ¢pdouTixooxot xa( Ixaxooxot
Ap6x| 6 YUY(c xG5v'e4vCSv dxd xou *iopaT|X,

This statement deafly refers to ttie complete exemption from
all taxes which Demetrius had accorded to the Jews. The

commentators have also referred to this letter 1AW a state-

ment in Megillath Taanith: On the 27th lyyar the crowns
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were abolished from Jerusalem. Demetrius in the letter
expressly remits a crwn . The letter may thus be dated

27th lyyar 170 Seleucid, whiph corresponds to May, 142 B.C.

" "

fhe royal "v/e" is preserved throu”out. According
to Abel the document is entirely free from Semitisms

A
but the expressions

eipfivT] iieydXri dcpeXvai deéaa'va
and are

probably due to literal translations from the Hebrev;.

Commentary

V.36» The veiy opening of the letter gives us important
information about the changed status of Judaea. Three

years previously, the king had addressed Jonathan as “(ova-“av
tC doe\<p4d) ;  tiDV/ he mentions Simon’s title of High
Priest. This difference in expression reflects funda-
mental difference between the position of Jonathan in 14*5 B.C.

and that of Simon in 142 B.C.

The nonaal practice of Hellenistic letter-writing was
that titles should not be used for author or addressee.
An exception to this rule was made if either was a king
(as ai'e the writers of all tile Seleucid letters in I Maccabees)
or autonomous dynast . Thus the title of "PX™Gper<; applied
to Simon shows that he was now regarded as dynast of the
autonomous territory of Judaea. fhls fits in very well

with the general purport of the letter, v/aich is to recognize
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once and for all the financial immunity of -Judaea. The
title of High Priest recurs in the address of document 5*
As Bickermann has observed, the faithful preservation of
such a detail as the omission or inclusion of titles may
be regarded as conclusive proof of the authenticity of

the Seleucid letters in I “accabees”.

Aimon 1s also called "friend of kings". The plural

paotXeécev , .
has been regarded as a translator’s slip by some

commentators, since Demetrius would certainly not refer
to the conferment of this title by his rival. Grimm
suggested that either Demetrius’s successors or other
members of the royal household might be meant. It is
also possible that there is an oblique reference to the

foreign kings who had received Jewish embassies in connec-

tion with the Homan treaty”.

In addition to the High Priest and the people, this
letter also names the elders. We possess evidence of the
existence of a body of elders from earlier documents.

Thus the decree of Antiochus IIl mentions them in connec-
tion v;ith tax exemption (Jos. Ant. 12, 142)""; and a letter

. _ Tn xepovot(l
of Antiochus XV from the year 164 B.C. is addressed

Tffiv ITovoaCi)v xaf Tolg KXXoig *tovodaioig
(IT Macc. 11, 27).

It would appear then that the elders, headed by the High

Priest, had been the traditional rulers of ilie Jews,
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probably since Persian times. Bickermann goes so far
as to say that the very concept of**vog implied such an

. . 8
aristocratic form of government .

Yet the elders are not mentioned in the earlic’r
documents included in I Maccabees (except the letter to
the Spartans, .7) ; apart from a passing reference in
I Macc. 7» 55 we find no mention of them at all until

I Macc. 15?7 55 where it 1s stated that Jonathan
Toog XpGopGVIépoDg rot XaoO xaf épouXéuGTo H{cT* auxffiv xr)\.

The esq”lanation of these facts 1is not difficult to
find* The Maccabean disturbances, as has been pointed
out above, represented an internal revolution as much as
a struggle against the Seleucid government. The old
ruling class, which had on the whole sided v/ith the govern-
ment, was replaced by the Hasmoneqns and their followers.
Through this process the older YGpouoCa have ceased

to exist.

Unfortuaately our sources tell us next to nothing about
the part taken by the elders in the events under Antiochus
IV. During the Hi” Priesthood of Menelaus we are told
the elders sent an unsuccessful delegation to protest
against his actions to the king (Il Macc. 4, 45 ff), A
few years later, however, Menelaus himself is the elders’

ambassador to the king (Il Macc. 11, 29). At the beginning

of the reign of Demetrius I some of the elders appear s



peacefully greeting the general Nicanor on Mouht Zion and
showing him the sacrifices offered on behalf of the king.

They were severely rebuffed (I Macc* 7» 33 ff)*

Though in the early years of the reform movement the
goro#sia may have been a moderating influence, i1t certainly
took no part, as a body, in the active resistance against
the Helleniaers and the Seleucid army. Some of its
members may have .joined the Hasmoneans; the majority
probably followed first Menelaus and then Alcimus or
remained neutral. The géronsia may have lingered on
during the years when Judaea was without a High Priest.
Its importance must have declindd rapidly in a period in
which real power was in the hands of the Macedonian garri-
sons on the one hand, and the followers of Jonathan on
the other. With the appointment of Jonathan to the
office of High Priest in 153 B.C. it must have disappeared

entirely.

Between 145 and 142 B.C. the Hasmoneans apparently
reconstituted the gerousia. In so doing they were taking
the first step towards giving their rule a constitutional
basis. Hitherto 1t had been a”“urely military rule,
resting on their command of troops alone. Even the office
of Higji Priest had been conferred on Jonathan only by a
succession of Seleucid rulers; though no doubt with the

approval of the majority of #ie people* The convening



of a new body of elders was the preamible to the ceremony
in 141 3-0. when Hasmonean rule was finally legitimized

by a grand assembly of the whole people. How members

of the new gerousia were chosen we do not know. Schuerer
assumes that the Hasmoneans came to terms with remnants
of the old aristocracy of Jerusalem so that the new elders
would have come from the same families as the old. It
may be, however, that many "new men" who had served the
Hasmoneans were elevated to the status of elders. Though
the gerousia continued to be an essential part of the
constitution of Judaea, its importance under the Hasmoneans

was not as gi“eat as it had been before the Maccabean

revolt. Under Simon its name once more disappeared from
official documents'. One of its main functions seems to
have been to act as a supreme court of justice. Hence

it became known in i1“oman times as ovvéoptov,

y.37* Requests for tax exemption or other favours were
usually accompanied by substantial gifts to the king, and
many royal letters open with acknowledgments of such gifts,
e.g. Welles 15, 3-5/. A gold wreath, or sometimes a real
wreath was accompanied by ingots of gold, always figured
among the gifts 10, fhe palm branch was joined to the
wreath in Hellenistic tines as reward for a victor in
abhletic contests 11. It is mentioned among the gifts

12
with which the Hi” Priest Alcimus acclaimed Demetrius 1



We v/ould expect the Jewish ambassadors who had brought

the gifts to be mentioned by name.

The meaning of ®( ueydAT) evidently a complete
and lasting peace””. The king agrees once and for all
to satisfy Jev/ish demands for immunity from taxation, and
to abide by his promises. Por this was the only way to

save further trouble 1n Judaea.

The phrase 14 to the local
governor and his staff, who would naturally have to be
informed of the tax-coneessions to Judaeca- Similarly

Antiochus III, in a letter to the city of Amygon, writes
YGYpdepcLUGV 6~ xaf CToCg €%l nrCv tox<ov olrpdIpYtI'v *§%>S

dvxXaupdvevTTdi Tec. this letter, the present

document confines itself to general principles. The king
confirms the concessions made to Jonathan three years
earlier, and concluded with an affirmation of complete
exemption. Aie details of the scheme would be mentioned

in the letters to his officials.

The contrast with Document 3 i1s interesting. Instead
of addressing his main communication to hh official and
giving the Jews a copy of this letter together with a brief

covering note, Demetrius now addresses a full-scale letter
to the Jews, mentioning letters sent to officials. Perhaps

this change of preoedure once again reflects the rise in the

status of Judaea.
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V.58, The words xaf boa é&oT/fjoauev xp<S¢ %0 nXG%ppTy

to the Icing’s previous concessions to Judaea, as embodied

in Document 3*

The second half of the sentence is equally important»
By permitting the Jev/s to retain the forbresses which they
had built, the king recognizes their right to defend their
territory themselves. Jewish autonomy extended also to

military affairs, of course for defence purposes only16

The fortresses had played a very important part in
the history of the three preceding years. At the very
beginning of the period “imon had successfully besieged
Bethsura, the last Heleucid fortress inside Judaea apart
from the Akra at Jerusalem. Situated on the borders
between Judaea and Idumaea, 1t commanded access to
Jerusalem from the south. It was thus one of the most
important strategic points for the defence of Judaea™”.
The capture of Bethsura was considered so important that

the anniversary of the event became a national holiday”™”.

I[fter Jonathan’s return from his second campaign
against Demetrius the decision was taken "to build fortresses
in Judaea" (I Macc. 12, 35)%* The first fortress to be
built was Adida, situated in the coastal plain in the

extreme north-west of Judaea, not far from Lydda (ibid.38).



Shortly ifter*/arde this fortresB seeme to have acted as

a btrrler against the attempted invasion of Tryphon (I Macc.
43» 12 ff.) [t may well be that on the one hand the

decision to build the fortreeeee was motivated by fear

of such an invasion, and that on the other it directly
provoked Tryphon's attack. The da%er of further attempts

by Tryphon to recover Judaea etill existed, and Demetrius

was not strong enough to man the fortresses himself. Hence
his surrender of these fortresses to the Jews is purely formal,

the Jews would have them In any cane.

A fter Jonathan’eJdeath Simon continued the work;

%d oxvf’ixa'va xfjc loudaCac xai 'CspisTfixLoe

"xRpyoig 6\\mXo%c xaJ 'ceCyeoi xaf xdXaig xaf

ffde'vo iv To'Xg (5xvp4dM<nt ~ * 3» 33)
Presumably the fortresses in question are those enumerated
in I Macc.9, 5" which had been fortified by Bacchides in 159

B.C. and abandoned by etrius I five years later.

The content of this clause < somewhat v*igue. Nothing
I[s said about Joppe, which Simon had occupied before Tryphon’s
treachery, "because he ha- heard th%t the iniiabitarits wanted
to hand the fortresp over to the followere of Demetrius”
(I Macc.19, 34), and which he had settled with Jews before

Tryphon’s threatened invasion (I Macc. 13, 11).



nor is the Mcra of Jornsalem mentioned, which was being
besieged at the very time that Simon was negotiating with
Demetrius. It 1s probable that neither of these places
would be included in the clause about the fortresses,

since they were regarded as poleis™”.

V#39" The phrase 4<pteM-ev xaf Td dqapT7"uaTa
amounts to a proclamation of amnesty. dYvofjuaTa stands
for involuntary, dp.apTfi|jLaTavoluntary acts. The
conjunction of the tr/o terms also occurs in an amnesty

proclaimed by Euergetes Il and his two co-rulers in the

year 113 B.C.: dcpiGoGi Toig Tf)v paotX'*av xdvTcg
19)

dYVOT|LidT(jov dpapTTindToav

As examples of offences pardoned in the amnesty Abel
cites the siege of the Akra, the defection and the capture
of Bethsura and Joppe. The Jews* defection to Antiochus
VI and their subsequent campaigns against Demetrius are,
of course, the main offence. Ait perhaps the amnesty is
to be understood as applying particularly to default of
taxes; otherwise the continuation of the sentence by

v/hich d(pfejjtealso to oTegavov would make a

very av/kv/ard zeugma.

This crown, unilice the one mentioned in v.57, 1is an

obligatory one. -Apparently it was incumbent on the

people as a whole.



For the last part of the sentence one may compare
iiVelles 15» 28-30, oOxdtpxec 0¢& ip.ov ec’™nv tl  ffKXo
cpLXdvOpcoTCoV V vofjocone V W [iiieV¢ i
term xeXewvelv properly refers only to customs duties.

But the present context suggests a wider meaning covering

any sort of taxzo.

V.40 recalls earlier requests for tix)ops. fhe Jewish
soldiers are to serve in the king’s personal bodyguard
(etc TOUC %cp( which was probably regarded as a
special honour (hence xiuec evtiTposTok) For -Demetrius
the use of Jewish troops would be advantageous, on account
of his unpopularity v/ith the native Syriahs. The narrative
of I Maccabees does not tell us whether any troops were in

fact sent to the king; on the whole i1t seems unlikely.

The v/ordYpAcpetV according to Abel, is used for enrol-
> .
ment in general; eyYpacpGLv means to enter someone on a

register as -joining a corps.

The letterends as it began with a plea for good

relations betweenthe king and the Jewsin the future.



DOCUVENT 5

ANTIOCHUS VII TO SDAON

I Macc. 15> vv. 2-9
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ArfTIOGims VII TO SIMON

I Mace. 15, vv. 2-9

BucLGUC ’avvCoxoc pwvL tepei p.eYuXu) xat evOapxp xalL
eOvei loudatoov x"tpeiv. e%si tcvec Xoup,0C xarexpaTTioav tt)c pa-
oiXetoc xojv xatépwv r)jjxl:v,/ pouXo|.i.ai 6e avvixoLT)O(Kifai ttJc paat-
XeLQ-c, oxwr aTtoxaTaoTinacL auTpv d,; rjv TO xpOTeoov, sgevoXoYT"jaa
6¢ xXrjOoc oovap.ea>v xat xaTeoxeuaoa xXota xoXeutxa, pouXOj.iat o0¢é
expfjvat xaxi xriv x2j*pav, oxcoc peveXoQ toUc; xaTe(poapxs Ta* xpv x~-
oav xat TOiic ripripjWwXOTac xoXetc xoXXac Gv paatXetV p,ovy
vuv GUV taTT|p.t act TUXvTa xa. acpéfiaxa, a.acpfjxdv o001 ot xpo ¢€[j.ou
paotXetCf xat ooa aXXa CopaTa dg)f)xdv act. xat GY%GIpGifd act xot-
fjaat xo |Jijxa totov, vojjLtap.a Tp xi*PY oo01)” lepoi)aaXT]p. 6& xat tA aYto*
eiTvat eXsuGepa* xat xdvra xa OI"Xa, ooa xaTeoxedaooc» xat xd exd-
poHtaxa, d (pxodojjiticJact av xpaxGtc, KGVGTa act. xat xdv ocpetXriiJLa
PaotXtxov xat xd loopeva paotXtxd d»é xo05 vuv xat etc xov dxavxa
xpovov dept 60000 .oo1* wec 6'dv xpaxr|jowp,GV xtjc paotXetar *nidBv, 60Cq-
oopev 06 xat x6 eOvoc oo0\).;xat x6 Jepov 60Cri jxsYaX'p oooxe cpaveodv

yeveoQat xf)v 6ogav dpdv ev %aar; xfj y?«

IntTOductoiy Note

This document Is said to have been sent to the Jews

by Antiochus VII ”from the isles of the sea” Bhortly



before his landing in Syria in 174 Bel. - 138/7 B .c2
Its purpose is to inform them of his impending arrival and

of his intentions towards Judaea.

The letter consists of three parts: a narrative
portion announcing the king’s intention to recover his
heritage (vv. 3» 4), his grants to the Jews (vv. 3-9)

and a promise of further benefits in the future (v.10).

The first part, a clause introduced by éxetoir followed
by five verbs in parataxis, may owe something to the foim
of the city decree on which royal letters to communities
were sometimes modelled'~. In any case it represents a
more elaborate period than is to be found elsei“here in the

Seleucid letters of I Maccabees.

The first person plural is found five times in the
letter: paotXetac Yea%6po}v (v.3);

(v.4); and tliree times in Vv.9. Elsewhere the first
person singular is used, which occurs altogether ten times.
A possible explanation of the inconsistency might be that
Antiochus anticipates his kingship at the opening and close
of the letter. The last verse in particular looks into
the future. In the rest of the letter he uses the singular,
because he is not yet in fact the representative of the

state”. The apparent exception in the middle of the letter
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XV )(ipav should perhaps be taken in a different
sense, 1.e. to include the addressees. For Judaea too had

been exploited by Tryphon-

Commentaiy

V.2. “tmon 1s addressed by his name and titles as in
Document 4 The title of €Ovapxnc had been conferred
on him by the Jewish people two years previously”. It

is noteworthy that the elders are no longer mentioned.
Through the decree of 141 B.C. Simon had evidently become
the sole representative of the people in their external
reJations. His position was that of a dynast. Similariy
Document 6, the letter from the Consul Lucius, describes
the Jewish ambassadors as sent by Simon the High Priest
and the people of the Jews” (I Macc. 13, 16)". Of course
the council of elders continued to exist. Mt i1t no

longer had any say over foreign affairs.

Vv.3, 4. It 1s interesting that this general statement
of the king’s plans should be given as the sole explanation
or motive for the concessions that follow. There 1s no
ment ion of the merits of the Jews. Usually both new and
confimatory grants were preceded by remarks on the loyalty
of the city on vhom they were conferred. It may be that

the omission of such remarks in the present letter is due



only to the .fact that Antiochus himself had had no

previous dealings with the Jews. -but it is not impossible
that he purposely adopted a restrained tone towards them
even at this stage. For though he was willing to grant
them substantial concessions in order to secure their
good-will, he may have been very conscious of the fact

that he was doing so only out of necessity.

[t i1s interesting to compare with these two verses
the accusations vhich in the ensuing narrative Antiochus

is said to have made against the Jews. GusTc xaxaxpaxeTxe
xf)C I"TVKIic xat ra”Apev xat xf|c Axpac xfjc ev lepouoaXnu
xoXeuc xflc paoLAGiac liov* xd “pta  afixffiv ... xat

exupief;oaxe x6xo0)v xoXAffiv év xC paoi/teCq,
(I Macc. 15, 28-9). Thus almost the identical words

here applied to Tryphon are later used against the Jews
themselves. It is not impossible that even in the present

context a discreet warning to the Jews is implied.

Oeitainly the reasons here given for Anbiochus’s
concessions to the Jews are not such as wo'-uld occur to any
Jewish forger with a propaganda purpose, or even to someone
trying to reconstruct a forgotten text from his ovm
imagination. They ring entirely time, both to the
character of Antiochus VII and to the circumstances from

which they spring.
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In V.3 Antiochus stresses in particular his ov/n
legitimacy and the usurpation of Tryphon. Tryphon’s
power has lost any constitutional basis it had had in
the preceding years. A fter doing away with the boy-king
Antiochus VI and having himself pxoclaimed king, he proceeded
to attack traditional Seleucid institutions. He discarded
the Seleucid era and began to count the years from his own
succession. His coins depart completely from customary
Seleucid symbols”. Thus the words dr*axaoxfioe auxfjV
Ac fjv xd xpdxepoy are more than an. empty phrase. Hot x>nly
had the empire lost i1ts unity in the Civil «Var between
Tryphon and Demetrius II; its very character had changed
through the loss of ancient traditions. Moreover, it is
implied below that Tryphon was guilty of gross misrule.
Thus Antiodius, apart from possessing a legal right to the
throne, sees in himself one who has a mission to restore

good government.

It is characteristic of Hellenistic diplomatic practice
that Tryphon is not mentioned by name. It was a general
rule in the letters of Hellenistic kings that the names of
hated rivals should be suppressed. In the words of Welles,
"royal hatreds expressed themselves by silence” Thus
Ptolemy II in a letter to Miletus refers to a rival, probably
Antigonus, by the phrasexivec x55v |3aotX?4>v (Welles 14, 6/7).

The word Xoiudi translates the Hebrew ’aritsim or paritaim
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= violent ones"”. This in its turn was probably a concrete
rendering of an adverb or adverbial phrase in the original
Greek, e.g. ptaCcot; (3t4> xp6¢c Piav or xapavdjaoac ¢ The
plural (xivec Xc)ipic/i ) nmag™ be just conventional, as it
appears to be in the example quoted above; or it may be
meant to cover all the kings who were not of the line of
Seleucus IV, 1.e. Antiochus IV and Alexander Balas as well

as Tryphon,

The word x8pa, in its first use in v.4, seems to stand
for the whole territory of the empire. [t is used in this

sense 1in //elles 6, 7 12

and in the papyri.

V.3. ithe king begins his grants to Judaea by confirming
the concessions madé by his predecessors. A Hellenistic
community enjoyed its privileges only by the favour of the
monarth who had conferred them. In theory th”* expired
at his death, and his successor was not bound to renew
them. 4s a rule, of course, there would be continuity of
policy, and the charters of most cities would be renewed
automatically. Probably there would n”t need to be
negotiation between its ruler and each city, and each
fresh confirmation would not be engraved on stone. But
we possess several epigraphical examples of letters
confirming ancient privileges to a community, e.g. Welles

15) usually in conjunction with fresh concessions.
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In the present example the need for confirmation is
obvious. The Jev/s had but lately wrested their concessions
from Demetrius, and those concessions had been granted
reluctantly because of the weakness of the government.

Simon mig”t well be apprehensive at the appearance of a
new ruler.v/ho made clear his resolution to re-unite his
ompire at the outset. It was therefore imperative for
Antiochus to allay the Jev/s* fear in order to secure himself

from interference on their part in the coining war.

The wording of v.5 contains usas already met v/ith in

AN
the Seleucid documents1 The original Greek text probably
ran similarly to Welles 64, 12-14 VAXa 06¢ izdvxa
(piXdv”~pooxa xa{ T)oa of %p6 ouvcxAppCTay

evi%g)e?dCu (In that example the particular comes before

the general; 1in our case the procedure is the reverse).

TheA<pép,aTa o r(piXavépwica, are of course the tax
exemptions vhich are found in the three preceding letters.
What is meant by theddp,cLTa 1is less clear. The gifts which
Demetrius I had promised to the temple did not recur in
subsequent letters“. It may be, however, that insofar
as they were merely revivals of subventions v”ich the temple
had enjoyed before the Maccabean revolt, they were re-
instituted by Demetrius II v/j.thout formal embodiment in

a doc”ument. It 1s also possible that the phrase N

MO gaoiXfic , in addition to applying to Antiochus®* brother
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and father,refers back directly to Antiochus IIIl and Seleucus
Iv* -V do not know whether the royal subvention was in

fact re-instituted or not.

V.G. Here Antiochus adds an entirely new privilege. The
Jev;s are pemitted to strike their' ov/n coinage. Modern
scholclJirs have naturally tried to identify coins minted by
Simon,and thus this verse has become the subject of a

considerable literature.

Two types have in the past been attributed to Binon.
The first is a silver issue inscribed on the obverse Shekel
YIsrael or Chatsi Hashekel (half shekel), and on the reverse
Yeiushalem Kedoshah (Jerusalem the holy). obverse also
bears the dates Year 1 to Year 5 'Pe It 1s obvious that
these shekels can belong only to the period before 155 B.C.,
the accession of John Hyrkan, or after 66 A.D., the beginning
of the Jewish revolt against the Homans; for we are well
informed about the coins of the Hasmoiiean and Heiodian
rulers and the Roman procurators. Earlier authorities
commonly ascribed them to Simon, reckoning the dates either
from the privilege of Antiochus to the death of Simon, 139/8 -
135/4 B.C., or from the beg”ining of the Jewish era 142/1 B.C.

to the outbreak of v/ar with Antiochus.

The dating of this coin in the time of Simon was first

questioned towards the end of the nineteenth century by
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Ewald, Th. Reinach, BaMon and others.

The arguments against this dating are best summarized
by Schuerer'® and Hill 1%, John Hyrkan and the later
HasmoneG”ns minted in copper only. It is therefore unlikely
in itself that Simon should have minted in silver. Moreover
the concession of Antiochus VII never applied to coins of
the value of a silver shekel; for as the phrase vdfxtopa TC

indicates, the coinage was meant for local circu-

Xwpt oou
lation only. Only bronze or silver of low denomination
would be thus restricted in circulation. Higher denomi-

nations of silver (the shekel was roughly equivalent to a
tetradrachma) as well as gold, circulated in the whole
empire . Tiie dating of the silver shekels in the time
of Simon has now been abandoned by the vast majority of

scholars™”.

The second type of coinage v/hich has sometimes been
attributed to Simon is the bronze"shekel of the year fi*«

The obverse beai's the inscription Year 4 followed sometimes

by the v/ords ¢hatsi (= a half, viz. shekel) or (= a

quarter). '"The reverse Ligeullath Tsion (for the redemption

of Zion). the types represent citron (ethrog), bundles of
PO

twigs (lulab), palm trees, bunches of fruit, etc.

This coin is attributed to Simon by Hill**, Reifenberg™”,

Abel and Zeitlin. On the other hand Schiirer®”, Kennedy™"
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and others date it too dnring the revolt against the Romans,
i.e. in the year 69/"70 A.D. The main argument against the
earlier date is the total lack of resemblance between these
coins and those of John Hyrkan ¢ither in style or in inscrip-
tion. In recent years this argument has been reinforced

by the excavations at Bethsura and Gazara vhich brought to

light no coins of this 25

One might add that the inscription of the coins alone
speaks very strongly against a dating under Simon. The
oxpi*esGion "for the redemption of Zion” has a marked Messianic
flavour, for which no parallels are to be found in I "“accabees
The decree in honour of Simon, Ho.9, characterizes Simon’s
rule as man-ordained throughout and particularly so in the
phrase TOO dvaoxf}vat irpo<pfixTiv xtoxdv (j Macc. 14, 41),

The name Zion does not occur in I Maccabees at all (except
in the combination Mount Zion). One would much rather
eapect that Simon, like his successors, would inscribe his
name on his coins, just as it was put at the head of all

documents.

wWe must conclude, therefore, that no coins of Eimon
are known to us. It 1s of course an open question whether
we may infer hence that no coins v/ere struck under Simon.
As a rule it is unsafe to draw conclusions from an argumentum

e silentio. [t should also be remembered that, as Reifenberg



has pointed out , only a small number of coins from the
early Hasmonean period v/as discovered at Bethsura and Gazara.
But perhaps we may say that in the present state of our
knowledge it seems improbable that Bimon issued coins jjn

any large measure.

Tlie further problem then arises: Why did Simon fail
to make use of the privilege conferred on him by Antiochus
VII? For “illrich of course the answer i® clear. In his
view it v/as quite unthinliable that Bimon should have failed
to avail himself of such a privilege. Hence the privilege
itself must be false, and the letter containing it betrays

itself as a fo1rgerA»’27

But once W illrich’s basic premise
of interpolation in Eerodian times is rejected, the assump-
tion of forgery would not explain the difficulty. For
the Jews of the age of John Hyrkan, the fact that they
possessed their ovm coinage was surely enough. there 1is
not the slightest reason to suppose that they could have

derived any extra satisfaction from the belief that the

privilege had been conferred on them by Antiochus VII.

It has been suggested that Sinon did not have time to
mint his own coinage, in his brief space of independence.
Fear of Tiyphon v/ould have prevented him from doing so at
first; after Tryphon was fiixally defeated, the brecikwith
Antiochus occurred and the privileges of the present

document were revoked.
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This explanation is quite untenable. Once he had
established relations v/ilii Demetrius II and later with
Antiochus, Simon would hardly have troubled about the effects
of his actions on Tryphon. And there Is no evidence for
the assumption, made by a number of scholars, that Antiochus

withdrew his promism later.

A possible explanation might be sought in the economic
situation of Judaea. Most cities which minted their own
coins at this time were great trading centres. It may be
that for Judaea, whose economy was so far as v/e know based
chiefly on agricuJLture and the revenue fom the temple, the
establishment of a mint would not have been profitable.
Even the later Hasmoneans minted only copper. On the
advantages of a mint we read in a decree of the people of

A

Sestos from the middle of the second century B.C.: xot5 6¢
ofijpLOU TpoeXouévoi) vojj.CoM.aTI> xP'0b6at CoOto)t, x<iPrv XSM
voM'LTGOGO'&L M-év TOv Tflc ~d\eo)c xd 0¢ XuotTsXéc T16

TteptYevvftj-evoV éx Tfj¢ xpoodooi) XaM-pdvetv xdv ofiov™ G.I.bc 1
537) UO0.359) line 43 ff). Thus we see that the city exepcted

a two-fold benefits prestige and revenue. Perhaps Antiochus
wished to gratify Jewish aspirations to independence; but
the country was not yot ready to derive any material benefit

from the promise-

The right of coinage was not quite as new to Judaea

as used to be supposed. In recent years coins have been
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found dating from the end of the fifth and the fourth
centuries B.C. and bearing ttie inscription Jerusalem or
Yehud (the Persian name for Judaea)'®. These finds accord
with what wo know otherwise of Achaenenid practice. During
the latter part of the empire satraps and apparently pachas
possessed the right to sfcriice their own coins. Judaea
would be governed by a pacha who would quite probably be

himself a Jew»

One of the coins is also inscribed with the name of
a person "Hesekiah'", whom Albright has identified with
the priest, probably High Priest, and cone Sfriporaty of
Ptolemy I who was mentioned by Hecataeus. Albright
accordingly believes that the Jev/s still possessed the
right of coinage under the Lagides, and lost it only witSi

1AL

the Seledcid conquest-

In the Deleucid empire the right to strike bronze
coinage for local use was originally confined to certain
cities in Asia Minor. j*t In the second century B.C. it
became increasingly common for rulers to grant this right
to other cities. Thus Antiochus IV extend*ed it to a nm'aber
of cities in Syria and Phoaaicia, e.&. Bybios, Sidon, Tyre,
etc. His successors followed his exaayple. Until the
year 150 B.C. these bronze coins still bear the portrait

of the ruling monarch in addition to the name of the city
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iaijuing them. A fter this date the cities gradually dispense
with even this last token of dependence, replacing the royal
portrait by the image of a god. The change 1s usually
connected with the title of holy and the right of asylum

v/b.ich these cities received at about the same

Thus it becomes abundantly clear that the grant of
the right of coinage to Judaea at this ti:i.ie is not an
I[solated phenomenon» On the cortrary it fits into a chain
of similar events occurring in different parts of the
Seleucid eupire. Together with the rj.ght of asylum and
the beginning of new eras it reflects the growing emanci-

pation of the cities in the last years of the empire,

V«7" next clause, lepouoaXniJL 06& xail xd iVta etvai,
¢Xérdepa 1is closely connected with the above. T?e precise
significance of the concept of éXeu™epta jjs unknown, Tho
term is often used together with, or synonymously with,
aOTovojjiCa and seems to have implied the ri*yit of self-
government and the right of acting as a body politic in

the international relations of itie citiee”'. Thus the
concession of this right to the Jews may have been dosigned
partly to legalize their dealings ?d.th Rome and Sparta.

[t also seems to have signified as a rule that there was
no IxioTrd-fnc or garrison in the city. The special mention
of the temple also suggests a certain autonomy in judicial

matters.



The conferment of the title of éXeu”epCa seems to have
been regarded as a landmark in the histoiy of a city.
Beleucia-in-Hex‘1a, v/hich was pronounced "free” in 109 B.C.,
dated its own era from this event™"”; it had possessed the
right of coinage for some time- It n<iy be that tlio
Phoenician cities, who at the same time began to coant a
new era and to strike stiver coins in their own name, also
did so as a result of the conferment of the title of freedom.
In othex®* words, the title of "freedom” underlay all these

symbols of indopendence.

The second part of v.?, permitting the Jews to retain
the fortresses they had built, recalls Document 4, I Macc*
13) 3B. Since the issue of Dociment 4 Bimon had also taken
the Akra of Jerusalem, the most important of all the fortresses
in Judaea; andAntiochus later laid c:Laim to this (cf. v.28).
But 1t 1s unlike ly that the Akra v/as meant to be Included
in the fortresses of this passage. The Akra seems to have
been regarded as more than a fortress, for It 1s later
called a It had been transformed by Antiochus Vf
as a Greek enclosure within the territory of nationalist
Judaea, and Antiochus VII apparently intended it to remain
SO. The words oxvpwpaTCL K yxoddp.'noa™” have been
carefully cloosen to exclude l+e Akra, v”ich of course had

not been built by the Jews.

If.8. This verse seems to do no more than make explicit



vEiat was stated in more general toms in v»5 above» In
confirmlyjg the tax-renlssloiis of previous Izinfrs Autloch.us

is in fact renouncing all revenue from. Judaea,

It may ba, however, that the term paoUtxov 35

is intended to refer espediall®y to the tribute which was
not explicitly mentioned in any of the previous royal

letters 1n I Maccabees36



DOCUMENT 6

THE IBOVAF OIRGITLAR

I Macc.15, 16-24
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DOOUIMT 6
THE ROMAN CIRCULAR

I Macc. 15, 16-24

Intioduction

This introduction will deal with problems arising from
the Spartan correspondence as well as the Homan circular.
These problems are partly chronological® and partly they
concern the composition, text and unity of I Maccabees.

The Hasmonean mission to Rome and Sparta are so closely
connected in our text that i1t would be impractical to discuss

them separately.

The Roman circular will be dealt with before the
Spartan letters because of its greater importance, and
because the passages dealing with Sparta seem to be depen-

dent on those dealing with Rome.

The nature of the problems will become clear from the
following texts, \ZAiich cover all the Roman and Spartan

contacts of Jonathan and Simon, as reported in I Maccabees.

Chapter 12, v.l. And Jonathan saw that the time served

him, and he chose men, and sent them to Rome, to confirm
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and renew the friendship that they had with them. 2). And
to the Spartans, and to other places, he sent letters after
the same manner. 3). And they went unto Rome, and entered
into the senate house, and said, Jonathan the Hi” Priest,
and the nation of the Jev/s, have sent us, to renev/ for them
the friendship and the confederacy as in former times.

4). And they gave them letters unto the men in every place,
that they should bring them on their way to the land of
Judah in peace. 5). And this 1s the copy of the letters
which Jonathan wrote to the Spartans. . .(FolMed by the

text of Document 7).

Chapter 14, v*16* And it was heard at Home that Jonathan
was dead, and even unto Sparta, and they were exceeding
sorry. 17). But as soon as they heard that his brother
Simon was made High Priest in his stead, and ruled the
country and the cities therein, they wrote unto him on
tables of brass, to renew with him the friendship and the
confederacy which thqy had confirmed with Judas and Jonathan
his brethren; 19)- and they were read before the congre-
gation at Jerusalem. 20a). And this is the copy of the
letters which the Spartans sent. . .(20b-23 give the text
of Document 8). . .After this Simon sent Numenius to Rome
with a great shield of gold of a thousand pound weight, in

order to confirm the confederacy with them.
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y.40 (Pait of the Decree in honour of Simon, Document y;
because he (sc. Demetrius II) had heard say that the Jews
had been called by the Romans friends and confederates
and brethren and that they had met the ambassadors of

Simon honourably.

Chapter 15, v.15% And Numenius and his company came from
Rome, having letters to the kings and the countries, wherein
were written these thing. . .(Followed by the text of
Document 6 (vv.16-21) and the list of addressees (vv.22-24).
The Document makes reference to the Jewish gift of "a shield

of gold of a thousand pounds”),)
These passages give rise to several striking difficuMes;

l. Jonathan’s letter to the Spartans is the only one
quoted; presumably he sent letters to the other cities
visited by his ambassadors, too; but we do not; boar about
them. It 1s fitted in awkwardly, almost as an afterthought,

and its purpose is not very clear.

2. Nothing is said about the return of Jonathan’s
ambassadors. The text of the Roman letter given to them

xard TO'Tiovis not quoted.

3» We are not told how Jonathan’s death became known
in Rome and Sparta. It 1s most unlikely that these nations
should have initiated negotiations with Simon, “ich 1is the

impression created by a cursory reading of the text.



4. Jonathan’s letter to Sparta seems to be answered
by a letter addressed to Simon. AMhis letter too 1s fitted

in awkwardly: we would expect the Roman reply instead.

5. It appears that Simon sent Numenius to Rome after
the Romans had already renev/ed the friendship with him.

Yet the puipose of Mumenius’s mission v/as once again xd
ox?foai XfjV cptXCav xpb6¢ a"Toec

6. The Roman circular according to its context
should be dated ca.138 B.C. or a little earlier. For
Numenius’s return is placed during the siege of Dor by
Antiochus VII; Antiochus landed on Seleucid soil in 175 Bel.
(I Macc. 15, 10). Yet the decree in honour of Simon,
after recording the fact that Demetrius Il recognized
Simon as High Priest, attributes it to the effect of the
Roman alliance. e decree itself belongs to the year
140 B.C. 3 and Demetrius recognised Simon as High Priest
in the spring of 142 B.C. Hence according" to the decree
the Roman treaty must apparently fall before this date,

i.e. in the first five or six months of Simon’s High Priest-

hood.

The last difficulty pppears to bo the most serious
of all, and it led Grimm to question the genuineness of
the Decree. He believed that the author of I Maccabees
composed this on the basis of memories of an actual Decree,

lost in his time, but that he v/as guilty of a number of
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anachronisms in so doirig. Grimm’s criticism has been

accepted by a number of later scholars.

A discussijn of all these problems might best begin
v/ith an attempt to fix the date at v/hich Jonathan dispatched
his embassy to Rome and Bparta. The author of I Maccabees
reports this embassy between his accounts of the two
campaigns undertaken by Jonathau against Demetrius II ( I
Macc. 11, 63-74; 12, 24-34). But this arrangement may
be convenient rather than strictly chronological. Now
Jonathan’s allegiance to Tiyphon lasted for at most two
years, from the end of 145 B.C. to the autumn of 143 B.C.

It is not very likely that the embassy was dispatched at
the very beginning of this period, the words A Ifatpoc

ouvepyeT* suggest that he had stabilized his position
and that he had attained some successes”. We are therefore
justified in assuming that the embassy was dispatched in
the second half of this period, i.e. within a year of

Jonathan’s death.

Hence it would not be too far-fetched to postulate
that the ambassadors v/ere sent out in the year 143 B.C.
and that they were still av/ay at the time of Jonathan’s
capture and death. A fter travelling to Rome and there
receiving letters of conduct we may assume that th " spent

the following weeks or months on their journey to Sparta.



But after the events of the winter of 143/2 3»G*, the
capture and death of Jonathan and the war v/ith Tiyphon, a
Roman guarantee in their favoue v/ould acquire added
importance for the Jews. Of oven greater importance may
have been the fact that, after staving off Tiyphon’s
projected invasion, Gimon planned to come to terms once
more with Demetrius 11 we may therefore assume that
he lost no time In sending out fresh ambassadors vhose
mission it was to get the treaties adjusted to the change
of rulership that had talcen place in Judaea. [t may be
that there nev/ ambassadors went straight to Rome, or that
they first made contact v/ith Jonathan’s ambassadors, perhaps

in Sparta, to find out the outcome of the earlier mission.

This hypothesis would solve a number of the problems
listed above. In the first place it v/ould explain why
we are told so little about the results of Jonathan’s
embassy. For the Roman treaty would have been overtaken
by events almost as soon as it was concluded. Nexb it
would maize intelligible the curious verses I Macc. 14, 16-17»
Ajvhich read as though the Romans and Spartans themselves
took the initiative in renewing the treaty v/ith Simon
after receiving the news (from where?) of Jonathan’s death.
The usual comment on these verses, viz. that they reflect
the Judaeocentric bias or inflated patriotism of our author,

is not very satisfactory. At there would be no difficulty
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if v/e could assume that a new embassy, including perhaps
the man sent by Jonathan, arrived in Home only a few months
after Jonathan's original embassy. Our hypothecis would
also account for the curious fact, which is not usually
commented upon, that Jonathan’s letter to the rpai“tans

is apparently answered by a letter addressed to Simon”.

In this way I Maccabees vv. 16-18 would sirrrply mean that

the Romans and Spartans learned from Simon’s ambassadors
of the death of Jonathan and altered or, in the case of

the Spartans, drafted their replies accordingly.

Moreover, this hypothesis would imply the conclusion
of a Judaeo-Roman treaty shortly before the time of Demetrius
IT’S letter to r*inon. Hence it would vindicate the passage
in the Decree in honour of Simon which attributes this

letter, in part, to a Homan treaty.

But can this treaty be identified with the Roman
circular quoted in Chapter 15? And if so why is the
circular ascribed in our text to a much later date? Or
did Simon have dealings with Home on two occasions? Our
answer to these questions must also decide on the related
problem, Was Mumenius really sent to Rome after Simon had

already received a letter from the Romans, as stated in

I Macc* 14, vv.16-18 and v.247?

The possibility of there being a treaty between Rome”



and Simon before Uie circular has usually been dismissed
on the grounds that the circular explicitj.y states that

the ambassadors had ocrae Avavcofiiaevot tYjv Apxfic

. . : .l
. ) : But this objection is not necessarily a
xai oupixaxCav
valid one. "“or v/e possess two decrees of the Senate from
the tire of John Hyrlicxr,, both of v/hich speak of renewing

the alliance”.

The proble?n of dating the cixaular, which turrai on
the identification of the author (acWioc v%a'vo¢ 'Po)iia\(t)vh
has produced a considerable literature. The earlier
commentators all tried to date the letter according to its
contents, but no magistrate was known who woulJ.d fit? the
required date. In 1873 Ritschl proposed that the praenomen
of one of the consuls for the year 159 B.C., who in our
main source is called Gnaous Oalpuraius Piso, s]j.ould be
emended to Lucius, and that this Lucius Calpuralus Piso was
the author 0% ur decree. fthis suggestion found general
acceptance. It led Mommsen to enter **Lucius** as the
consul’s (Vinject praenomen In the Corpus Inscript J.onura
Latinarum,and the date of 159 B.C. for the circular was
adopted among others by Schuerer, Meyer and Gutberlet.
As regards the apparent discrepancy between this date and
the mention of a Roman treaty In the Decree in honour of
Simon, Schuerer, followingCrimm, believed that the author of
I Maccabees in freely reproducing the Decree permitted

himself an anachronism; whereas Meyer who treated both



documents witti equal respect did not discuss the matter
at all. Gutberlet sought a way out by reading i*x6uo9t)
instead of *i“xouoe in I Macc. 14, 40, so that this verse
should become Independent of the previous one, but this
does not really solve the difficulty. gutberlet also

suggested that I Macc» 14, 24 originally stood before

vv.16-18, and that the circular once took the place of

the Spartan letter. Document g

But Roth, who made a very thorougji analysis of all
passages dealing with Hasmonean-Roman relations, came to
the conclusion that the circular has no connection at all
with its context and that it should be dated in 142 B.C.
in iie consulship of Lucius Caecilius Metellus. In this
way there would be no contradiction between the circular
and the honorary Decree and the genuineness of the Decree
would be vindicated* % th/ accounted for the place of
the circular in our Document by a rather complex argument.
He upheld Destinon*s Addendum theory whereby the original
I Maccabees stopped at Chapter 14, v»15; the rest, he
believed, was added later from a different source and in
the process Capter 14 became rather confused. A still
later editor, misled by vv. 16-24 of that chapter, inserted
the document, whidi he knew from Nicolaus of Damascus or
some similar collection, into Oiapter 15 so as to give the

impression of a time-lag between the ambassador*s departure

and return.”?
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Roth’s exposition did not attract much notice, but
his cenclusions were arrived at independently by other
scholars. About a generation later fresh evidence came
to li* t vtoich disproved Ritschl*s theoiy; for it left
no doubt that the Consul for 139 B.Gi. was after all called
Onaeus. Hence Bickermann and Mflnzer, followed recently
by Broughton, identify the author of the circular witSi the
consul of 142 B.C. On iiie present position of the Document
Bickermann merely observes that the author of I Maccabees

did not always feel himself bound by dtrict chronologic”

. n
sequence’.

T D

Against this it must be said that the text as it stands
certainly gives the impression that Numenius returned while
the siege of Dor was going on. % e words 6v -tfl Oeurspa
(I Macc. 15» 25) with vtiich the main narrative is resumed
seem designed to emphasize this point. If therefore we
accept 142 B.C. as the date of the circular, it is difficult
to avoid the conclusion that the document was interpolated
after the completion of the text of I Maccabees, thou”

not necessarily a long time later. "“he only possible

alternative would be to assume that Numenius himself

toree to four years on his.mission, himself visiting the
various places mentioned. A copy of thy circular would

presumably have reached Judaea before his return; bub the
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author of I Maccabees may have found an entry in his diaiy
or the public annals recording the ambassador's return,

and may have been thereby inpelled to insert the text of
the circular in the narrative of the year 158 B.C. But
V.24 of Chapter 14 would remain a difficulty, to remove
which one would have to resort to the rather unsatisfactory
explanation of either interpolation or, with Gutberlet, a

disarrangement dn the text.

Perhaps, therefore, it is the simplest and most obvious
course to assume that Simon did after all send two missions
to Rome, the first immediately after the death of Jonathan,
and in preparation for his own overtures to Demetrius II,
the second shortly after the Honorary Decree. The main
purpose of the second mission' would then have been to obtain
the extradition clause (cf. on v21 in the Comn»ntaiy below).
In favour of -this assumption one mi*t also cite the fact
that the ambassadors are said in the circular to have been
sent "by Simon the Hi” Priest and the people of the Jews".
This formula, if one is justified in attaching any weight
to it, would point to a date after the Honorary Decree; in
the documents of the year 142 B.C. the elders are still

mentioned sepairately®.

There seem to have been several praetors bearing the

praenomen Lucius in the three years 14©, 159, 198 B.C., and
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one of these may have been the author of our circular”.

The date 140 B.C. would perhaps best fit the evidence, not
only because it is the year of the Decree, but because in
that year Demetrius II departed for his Eastern expedition,

in the course of which he was taken captive (I Macc. 14, 1-5).

He still figures aunong the addressees of the circular.

The document itself is neither a senatnrs consultum
nor a straighforward letter of conduct. But vv. 17-20
have the “pearance of being a modified extract from a
senatus consultum, the passing of which would of course
have been necessary in any case for the reneval of the
treaty. V.21 is an addition containing a specific instruc-
tion to the addressees. ithe full text of the senatus
consultum, according to our version, was sent neither to
Simon nor yet to Ptolemy and the other addressees of the
circular. This would be a rather strange procedure. The
normal Roman practice seems to have beoa to write a brief
note to the governments concerned, with the full text of
the senatnis consultum appended to it. The letter to Cos
from the -time of Judas*s mission to Rome (Jos. Ant. 14, 255)

may serve as an example.

One is tempted to conclude that the author of I Maccabees
(or the person who inserted the letter into the book) was

responsible not only for sinplifying the text but for

combining the originally separate %ehaSus consultim with



the note to King Ptolemy. For this process one may compare
Document 3, where, as suggested above, the author of I
Maccabees seems to have combined a covering letter and an

. 11
enclosure into one document .

The whole circular was not, of course, distributed
to the addressees directly, but was given to the interested

party which passed it onIP
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z4 xat Kup-nvT)v. xo0 06é& dvxtYpacpov xouxoav GYP#av ~tliwvt xy dpxtepet.



Commentary |

V.16. The nomén of the consul or praetor and his father's
name has apparently dropped out; the use of the cognomen
was not usual. Jhe addition of the word “Roman” is

generally found in documents of the second oentuiy B.C.

Va7 The original decree would probably have contained
the names of the ambassadors. On the other hand there is
no parallel for the mentioning by name of the ruler who
sent the ambassadors; usually the people only are named*
But it is quite possible that the note addressed to the
kings and countries diould have contained the name of Simon,
since Rome may have wished to stress that she recognized
Simon as the legitimate head of the Jews. From there the
author of I Maccabees may have transferred it to the
abbreviated text of the decree in order to emphasize the
same point. T];"e assumption that we have before us a
combination of two documents would also explain why the

people are mentioned twice. The senatus consultum would

have other letters axooxaX]j.?vot i%6
%@16VOc ToO dpxi€pEii)c xat toT) otip-ou xffiv fovraCo)v

It was usual in documents of this type to give an
honoraiy epithet to the ambassadors, in this case <pCoi

xat ov” itiaxoi- AMher form are d'vopec xat

ou(j.liaxot frequent; of all, dVope¢ xaXot xdVo-'&oi



Very often a similar phrase In the genitive case is also

added to the people, e.g. xat 6x6 OgnoQO
(Joe. Ant. 13, 264).

xep.tp'ézevxag: AyaCou»
V.18. The present brou”t by the ambassadors is always
mentioned in the Introduction to the Decree. The use of
shields for purely decorative purposes was common in
antiquiby””*. The Jews would perhaps be particularly likely
to choose this form of payment, for many other conventional
forms, such as a figure of the goddess Nike sent to Rome

by Tryphon, would be regarded by them as idolatrous*®.

Z 1il' Vpeobv W v VooCe »*~0 indicates a formal
decision by the Senate. But it is not necessary to suppose
that the Senate voted twice. Decisions of this nature

could normally be taken in one vote.

We would expect the Senate to decide first of all that
the treaty with the Jews should be renewed; presumably
this is one of the formulas cut out by the editor of the
decree. Next would come its agreement to the ambassadors*
request for letters. But the request itself is normally
coatai(EBd in the introduction, since the actual decree was

kept as short as possible.

The Roman directive to the '"kings and countries" is

rather full and .probably did not stand in its present form
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In the original senatus consultum. The words exCT)'ce'tv

/ translate a Hebrew phrase very popular wllh the author
xaxa
of I Macoabees"7. Por the meaning one may compare
A u in another Decree, Jos. Ant. 14, 148. It is
dotxerooat
not surprising that the Jews should have sought to obtain
a special guarantee for their territory; the Seleucid
government and any former allies of the newly-conquered

cities were presumably reluctsmt to acquiesce in the new

frontiers. The last part of this passage,
-«ot< *pJc afrioV
be directed specifically at Parthia™”. For there may have

been a danger that in view of the threatened invasion from
Demetrius II he would make common cause with Tryphon. But

the phrase is of course also a conventioneil one.

7.20. The decision to accept the ambassadors*s gift is,

as usual, formally recorded.

V.21. This clause has stmetimes been a reason for sus-
pecting the document, &ince it has been doubted whether
Rome would go*ao far.as to enjoin the extradition of
refugeeslg. There is, however, a parallel, for Herod
obtained a similar privilege,from Augustus”. Perhaps
this privilege was confined to ih/_e Jews on account of

their special position. The interplay of political and
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religious factors in Jewish life, coupled with the existence
of a far-flung Dia”ora which still maihtalned close ties
with the homeland, may have made the Hasmonean régime

particularly vulnerable to the machinations of its enemies.

It may be presumed that in the Jewish communities
outside Palestine there was still considerable opposition
to the revolution that had taken place in Judaea. The
fomep Hi” Priestly family may still have had adherents;
and many of the Hellenizing Jews whose last foothold in
Judaea had gone with the capture of the Akra may have
sought refuge among their brethren abroad. % persuading
Diaspora Jews to withhold the Temple dues and slailar means,
perhaps ev®i by open alliance with the Hasmoneans* hostile
nelabours, they may have tried to undermine the position
of the new rulers. Hence, onee his power was fim ly
established at home, Simon tried to extend it outsidethe

borders of Judaea.

A step in the direction of this policy may already
be discerned both in Jonathan's epproaches to Pparta and
in the letter to the Jews of Egypt written at the endof
143 B.C. with the object of introducing the Festival of
<)#an$ukkah among them . The Seleucid govemoment had
finally recognized Jewish independence in .142 B.C.; anl

in 140 B.C. Simon legalized his position at hoS$e through

the honorary decree. It is natural, therefore, that at



about the same time he should make a major effort to
ooneolidate his position in the Diaspora. And there is
nothing Incredible in the idea that the Romans should have
recognized his claim to the allegiance of those Jews who
were not his subjects in the political sense. The persons
oonceraed were to be handed to him directly. And it is
just possible that in the phrase "he shall punish them
according to their law" we have a reference to the Honorary

Decree itself

If we consider the list of states below, it is obvious
that the extradition clause is the sole reason 'Ay the
circular should have been sent to the majority of them.
For they were too far from Judaea to make it likely that
they would be interested in any direct intervention there,
unless thqy happened to be allies of the towns conquered
by the Hasmoneans. But it has been generally assumed
that all these states contained Jewish séttlements””.

The Roman letters would presumably have served Simon» s
ambassadors as the basis far direct negotiations with the

leaders of the local communities.

The list that follows is divided into -two broad groups,
kings and yppoii, the latter including autonomous cities,
confederacies and two provinces of the Egyptian empire.

This division is found also in Jos. Ant. 14, 14?; 13, 263

and in S.E.G. 3, 378 (Lex Romana de piratis persequenflis).
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v~ich Iristead of ““pai kavo auTovop.oupévai ofixoi
M <

é\eu«Spoi ¢ fip,ot respectively. Presumably the distlnctipn
reflects a difference in iiie way In which the letters were

made out.

King Ptolemy, i.e. Ptolemy VII Buergetes (146-116 B.C.)
is named first, presumably on account of the great importance
both of Egypt herself and of Egyptian Jewry. The vast
extent of Jev/ish settlement in Egypt and its great antiquity

are well known.

Aor Demetrius, of course, the letter had a double
importance. On the one hand it may have been designed to
influence his own policy towards the Haanoneans; on the
other there were large Jewish c(mmunities in many parts
of the Seleucid empire, particularly in Babylonia, vhere
many had existed since the days of Nebuchadnezzar and evai

earlier.

Similarly Attains II of Fergamum (159 - 138 B.C.)
and Ariarathes V of Cappadocia (162-131 B.C.) both staunch

allies of Rome, had large numbers of Jewish subjects.

Areaoes King of Parlhla (1?1 - 138 B.C.) had no
treaty with Rome, and hence surprise has scsnetimes been
expressed tAat the Romans should have written to him.

But Parthia contained large Jewish communities dating

apparently from the time of Artaxerxe» Ochus (4th century B.C.)



"0 1-

wlio settled Jewish prlsouers la iiyxkaaia"@. As an
additional motive for the letter to Arsaces, tJagar suggests
tiilat in view of Demetrius's impending invasion, Arsaces

would ally himself with Tryphon”"''.

It Is impossible to establish any order, geographical
or otherv;lse, among the cities and territories that follow,
We cannot say whether the whole of the embassy led ty
Numenius- went t» each of the places mentioned or Aether
it split 1%). And since we have no means of knowing how
the list was coapiied we cannot be sure that it is exhaus-
tive. All the places enumerated, except for Cyprus and

O}rene, enjoyed Roman protection

»

The enigmatic "Sampsame" has been variously identified
as the ancient Amlsus, Aose later Arabic name was Ramsonn,

on the coast of Pontus; or as the name of a Semitic ruler*”

The Spartans are mentioned instead of their city,
presumably because of their intimate connection with the

Jews (iiompare the next chapter).

Delos was one of the greatest commercial centres of
the Hellenistic world. Among its foreign traders
Alexandrians seem to have been most prominent, and from
Alexandria the Jews may have come to Delos. Two grave

inscriptions from ca. 100 B.C. whida were found in Delos

seem to be Jewish?”.
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SUcyon became one of the most important cities in
Greece, dominating the Isthmus, after the destruction of
Corinth in 146 B.C. It seems likely that there were Jews
ali» in othei'cities of mainland Greece at this time. In
Delphi two inscriptions have been found, dealing with the

freeing of Jewish slaves, both from the Maccabean agepq

Caria, like Lycia and Pampl”*lia, was an independent
confederacy of predominantly native territories. % e
cities of Myndus, Halicarnassus and Cnidus, though in
Oaria, were not part of the confederacy. Similarly
Phaselis was outside the Lycian confederacy, and Side, an
important centre of the slave trade, outside the Pamphylian
confederacy”. Halicarnassus seems to have contained a
considerable Jewish community in the following century,

as shown by the decree, quoted by Jospphus Ant. 14 256 ff.

Prom the island of Cos we also possess a Roman letter
in favour of the Jewish ambassadors vho called there at
the time of the treaty with Judas Maccabaeus (Jos. Ant. 14,
233)M 1. Josephus also relates how Mithridates VI (at the
beginning of the 1st century B.C.) confiscated a large sum
of Jewish-owndd money in Cos, vhere it had appaeently been
deposited fbr safe-keeping by Jews living all over Asia
Minor. It was presumhbly from Asia Minor, especially Osirla,
that Jews immigrated into the three Islands of CoSj Rhodes

and Samos.
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AradoaI occupied a special position among the cities
of the Eastern Mediterranean seaboard. It had been granted
very far-reaching privileges as early as 259 B.C., and
counted its own era on its coins from that date. In
particular it possessed the right of asylum and hence may
have harboured refugees from the economic oppresslcxi of
Antiochus IV and his successors. The”oman letter to Arados
may also ii#ly a warning not to give refuge to anlti-
Hasmonean Jews. It is noteworthy that Arados is the only
Phoenician city in the list. The hostility of Tyre and
Sidon to the Jews is mentioned in I Macc. 5» 15% Hence

it seems unlikely that they contained any Jewish inhabitants.

Gortyna in Crete is the only place on that island
mentioned. Unlike Cyprus and ifaodes, Crete was split up
into a number of independent cities. In later times Jews

seem to have been settled in a number of Cretan cities™ ”".

Both Cyprus and Cyrene were part of the Ptoleaalc
empire, though it is possible that in the civil war between

Ptolemy Euergetes and his sister Cleopatra, Cyprus had

become semi-independent for a time. Bickermann wants to
z?
correct Cyrene to pva(ovgsufteryVenetus*”*; but the

Romans may well have written to these dependencies of
Ptolemey'separately. In Cyrene, where the Jews had

apparently come under Egyptian influence, they formed.



according to Strabo, the fourth major population group

(after citizens, farroers and resident aliens)”.

For CyiJruB the presence of a Jewish community in the
time of John Hjtrkan is attested by Josephus Ant. 15, 284;
and this community seems to have been very large in later
times. Both Cyprus and Cyrene contained a large Phoenician
element in Hellenistic times, and it has been suggested
that a considerable part of this was later absorbed by

the Jewish comm#nities™”.
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DAONKITO 6 - APmTDIX

The Roman Documents of the Time of John Hyrkan I

1. Jos. Ant. 14, 145 ff.

Josephus attributed this document to the time of
Hyrkan II and connected it with Caesar’s enactments in
Hyrkan*s favour; but modem sciiolars have long realized
that there are grave objections to this dating"®. iVhile
some scholars in the 19th century accordingly attributed
the document to Hyrkan I, others counected it with the
Roman circular of the I Maccabees on the basis of the
following similarities.

i) The author of both is called Lucius,

ii) Both mention the gift of a golden shiel® of
apparently identical wei”it.

ill) The name '"Numenius the son of Antiochus", which
figures in the senatus consultum, was also that of.Sia»n»s
embassador to Rome, and an Antipater son of Jason is
mentioned together with him in the letter of the Spartans,
of. I Macc. 14, 22, 24; 15, 15 (It has accordingly been
proposed to emend "Alexander" to '"Antipater" in the senatus
consultum).

iv) On both occasions the Roraans supply the ambassadors

with letters to a number of foreign govercaants.

These sim ilarities were first noticed by Grimm and
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iOwald, and they led Rltschl and Mendelssohn to assert

that the decree In Josephus belongs to the time of Simon
and is to be dated in 139 B.C. (cf. p. This conclu-
sion was challenged by Mommsen and a lively discussion
ensued. For the bibliography as well as ax-goments in
favour of this dating of. Schuerer I p.251, note22. The

dating in the time of Simon is still maintained by

Momigliano”7j Marcos"®, and Abel.

On the other hand TJngar40 and Roth'' and Bickermann®’
decide for a date under John Hyrkan. % eir main argument
derives from the fact that, vhereas the ciroolar from the
time of Simon enjoins ijhe addressees not to makewar on
the Jews and to hand over political opponents of the
Hasmoneans, the senatus consultum speaks of letters designed
specifically to guarantee their frontiers and ports# 'Aie
siiilarities are all superficial# Lucius was-an exceedingly
common name, and the gift of a shielf a conventional feature
of diplomatic intercourse# One or more of Simon’s ahax
ambassadors may easily have been eitployed by his successors

also.

m'roughton identifies the author with Lucius Valerius
Flaccus, consul in 151 B.C., the lateirt date for “ose
praetorship would be 154 B.C. Now Simon was killed

in the month of Shevat, 1?? Heleucld, i.e. January or February
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134 B.C., MiTOfaBgiHHinig xiifaaiiiswawMBHdbHfHpwHasMKi» (I Macec.
16, 14). Hence the document would belong to the first
year of John Hyrfcau’s rule (officially the second, the
period from Shevat to Nissan being reckoned as the year 1).
This would be the year 9 only if reckoned from 142 B.C.,
the beginningff Hasmonean Ind”endence (cf.

Can it be that the early Hasnoneaivj employed a oontinaous

era, marking the period of thair indepeaidence?

If 134 B*C. is the correct date, the puipose of
Hyrkan's mission would be to effect the routine renewal
of the alliance after the death of the previous ruler.
In addition he presumably v/ished to ensure that other
nations should not join Antiodius VII in the war agaiist

Judaea.

2. Jos. Ant. 13# 260 ff.

This document is dated by Bickermann in the year
132 B.C., vlhereas Brot*"ton places it later than the
document discussed above, attributing it to tiie year
126 B.C. * According to either date the reference would
be to Antiochus. VII, sftio had demanded Joppe and Gazara
from Simon in 138 B.C. (I Macec. I3, 28 ), and
apparently occupied these places later. Broughton believes
that Hyrkan waited with his request to Rome until after

Antiochus was captured.



DOCUMENIS 7 & 8

THE SPARTAN CORRESPONDENCE

JONATHAN TO THE SPARTANS, I Mace. 12, vv. 6-23

THE SPARTANS TO SmON, I Macc. 14, vv. 20-23
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DOOLJr*ETOB 7 & 8

THE SPARTAN O0ORHESPQNDENCE
JONATHAN TO THE SPARTANS, I Macc. 12, vv. 6-25

THE SPARTANS TO SBUON, I Macec. 14, vv. 20-25

Introduction

The Spartan correspondence has incurred more suspicion
than any of the other documents in I Maccabees. The most
sensational point raised by this correspondence is, of
course, the reputed relationship between the Jews and the
Spartans, as proclaimed in the letter of Areus”. But this
letter will only concern us indirectly, since it does not

properly belong within the period covered by I Maccabees.

A study of the Spartsm correspondence should take as
its point of departure the position of the two letters in
the text of I Maccabees. Attention has already been drawn
to the fact that both Jonathan’s letter to the Spartans and
the Spartan reply to Simon seem to be fitted into the text
with extreme awkwardnessz— In both passages the main
interest seems to be focussed on Rome. In 12, 2, Jonathan’s
mission to Sparta and other unspecified places,

is touched on mnly incidentally, and after this brief
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reference the narrative returns to Rome. Yet Jonathan’s
message to Rome is not qioted any more than that of Judas

/
, added
after xaf f)%ouodi") év Pogjn (ff/ AxéOavev lo)va-6av ~ have a

in chapter 8. In 14, 16 even the words

sui™icious ring. The rest of vv.16-19 deal with Rome only.
Yet in place of the expected Roman document we are suddenly
(and almost without preparation) given the text of a Spartan

letter.

Taken in conjunction these two texbs strongly point
to the conclusion that both letters were not part of the
original design of I Maccabees”. In the second passage,
indeed, even the words IxapTpc should probably be

regarded, as most scholars have claimed, as an interpolat ion-

But need we reject the whole story of Hasmonean
contacts v/ith Sparta as a complete fiction? The reference
to Sparta in 12, 6 reads quite naturally, and there is no
reason to suspect inteipolation. have seen above that
the objections that have been raised against Jonathan’s
embassy to Rome, as reported in I Maccabees, are quite
unfounded. There is nothing incredible in the supposition
that he should at the same time have made approaches to a
number of other foreign governments, particularly those
situated on the route to Rome. %e existence of a Jewish

community in Sparta seems to be presupposed by her being

among the list of states to which the Roman circular was sent
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And we have supporblog evidence in IT Macc. 5, 9, where it
is said that the former High Priest Jason found refuge
there J Tfv ovyyevtav VOC O0OXE€Xpc A- IT the
Jev/s of the Maccabean age believed that liley were bound

to Bparta by specialities of kinship (real or based on a
polite fiction) there is no rea :on to reject the story of
Jonathan’s approach to Sparta as utterly incredible.
Moreover, as Ginsburg has so rightly asked, if such a story
were to be invented, why should Sparta of all places be

picked on?

On the specific motive of the Jev/ish approach to rparta
we can do no more than speculate. Ginsburg seems, to believe
that the heightened sense of national importcinee following
the Hasmonean victories reprosents sufficient reason vhy
the Jews diould have desired foreign contacts. -~ut perhaps
this motivation i1s a little naive. It v/ould seem more
probable that the mission to Sparta, like the Roman circular,
had something to do with the politics of the Jewish diaspora.
Jonathan’s foreign policy, sliortly before his death, may
well have anticipated that pursued by Simon later. It is
tempting to try to construct a connection between Jonathan’s
step and the fact mentioned above, that Jason had settled
in Sparta some tv/enty-five years earlier. Alnce even in
Judaea the Hasmoneans had to fight strong opposition against

their claim to the High Priesthood, it is not likely that
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the more Helleriized communities of the Diaspora, vAHo might
not have viewed Jason’s actions 1in such a bad 11~ t, should
accept the change of d*niasty at all readily. Allegiance
to the legitimate dynasty must always have been s trong
among the people; for after the end of the Hasmonean line
Herod deemed it wise once more to appoint a member of the
ancient family High Priest in Jerusalem. Mow the descen-
dents of Onias III had presumably renounced all claims to
the ancestral office by founding a newtemple in leontopolis.
Gould it be that in Jason’s family the claim was still
upheld, that many of those who supported the claim had
gathered round him or his sons and that Sparta had thus
become a centre &r Diaspora opponents of the Hasnioneaa

house?

But though i1t is thus by no means impossible that
diplomatic exchanges should have taken place between the
early Hasmoneans and Sparta, on the other hand it need not
be wondered at that the texts of these exchanges or further
details about them were not at first included in I Maccabees.
For in coiliparison v/ith the other documents in I Maccabees
these letters seem of little consequence. *hey can have
had no immediate effect on the coui*se of events leading up
to the establishment of the Hasmonean state and would indeed

appear somevAat irrelevant to the narrative.

But it does not follow from this conclusion that the
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letters before us are foigeries, or that th” were inserted
a long time after the composition of thqAook, still less
that they were intei®olated in order to make propaganda
for the Jev/s. We have no knowledge of any propaganda

motives that could possibly be served by thon”.

As regards the genuineness of the letters, we have
nothing to guide us except the texts themselves. We
have to make up our minds v/hether these are within the

bounds of what 1s credible or not.

Jonathan’s letter to Sparta, No#?, 1s the only letter
in I Maccabees purporting to be written to a foreign power
by the Jews. This makes it all the more difficult to
criticize the letter, since we have no document, either

in I Maccabees or elsewhere, to cemparé it with.

(Follows text of -Bergihiieiil ?)
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Text of Document 7

Jonathan to the Spartans; I Macc. 12, vv.6-23

V] liiJvaQav (Xf>x'-epeiic v xepovata. Tou sdvov” xai oOL leoelc
xai 6 XoL™o( Twv loudaiwv S-KaoTiaxate TOi% doelcpoic xaiOGiv.
7 GTi "ooxepov a.%eacd'krlaav s%iaro\laC %po” Gviav zév doxiepéa Tiapu
*Apec 01) toS paoiXsuovTOc eév u.uiv otl kaxé doeXcpoC wr té
g dvTl YPa,(pOV DKOXGITUL. XIL G%GUG*aTO O Ovta® TOV aVOpa TGV dxG-
OTaTipévov GvPoriJC °AIL GAiipGV i« érciaTOAdq, &év at” dteoacpecTO
f XGpL ai)p-axiac xai cp(,Aia®. f;p.GLr ouv dupoaoGGi¢c toutcov ovxgc
10'icaodxApotV exovIGC . PipVita ud ayio. x4« é&v Tat” %Gpocv f)(iii:v/G-
RGipdOppGV (XT.oaTefAaL ttiv %po¢ -JiFde doGAcgot"Ta xat (pecXCav ava-
vetdaoodttt %o.s. t6 pf) &> aXXoTpta>9Tjvai Sixd)v* %o0AXof ydp xatpoC
il OupXOov dcp’ou d'KGOTSt?vaxG %pd” rjimg. ifiust<; odv &v %uawC xatpip
GoL&8AGLXTWG GV TG XCil¢ GOPT&LG TULG X0C,9tatc xaOTJxXodaal » T)-
UGpalC jtMVp0x6~ 60 GJLdv Gp'wv %pOO#GpOUGY OiOLWY xat GV Taiq
TtpoaGoxcLtc , iy; 6éov gotCv xat %pG%ov jj.vri{jLOvsdGLv doGAcpwv.
li/tjedpauv6j.1GO0a 6¢ h%C rg Oogp upoiv* np-dq 6¢ exdxXii.aav "oXXai 0Xi-
tetc xat TCoXeuot oioXXot, xat G7C0XéNT)oav fp,d; ot paatXetc ot xu-
14xXcp T|pdv. odx r[j3ouX6™>L80a 0Zv TcapevoxXriaat v\iiv xat iTOt" Xotxotc
(foup-udxotc xat (pilote TMJIV &v vote xoAGjxoie TOUTOte* &xoM-Gv ydp
TIlv GC oupavoi poriOetav pOT)OQoSaav rijxtv xat éppdoii*UGv dxo xdv

(I"GxOpdv, 'xat €éTaxGtvwOriaav ot é€xOpot rjixdv. G%GIG%ap*v ouv Noop.'n-
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VLOV "aVTLOXOV xat "AVTLXOTrpOV ’idaovoe xai dieEOTdixa,-Jst Xpoe

*Po)|jLai(rjc dvaveoooaaQOai v*nv xpoe auTode Viliav xai ovp,p.axiav
M TIlv xpoxGpov. 6VeTeild|.ie0la odv auTOie xai xpoc dpdr 7Copeubf)vai
xai damaaoQOai i)xde xai dxodéouvai dpTv xde xao'f)pdv Grxioxolde
fi: xepi xne dvavedoewe xat xfie doelq)6xT)Toe Ppcov. xat vSv xalde
x0idoGxe dvTicpavpoavTee rifiiv %p6e xauxa.
G Kat xouxo TO dvTiypacpov xdv &éxiOTOIldv, cov dvceoTetlav Ovia
r/(*ApEtoe paotlede axapTiaxdv Ovia lepet ueydla) xutpeiv. edpsOr)
év Ypacfi xept xe xdv Sxapxtaxdv xat. ioodaiwv oxi etotv ddelcpot
il xat Etotv éx YEVQOue j“.ppaap,. xat v!3v dcp’od eYvajiev xouxa, xalwe
23 'xotT)aexe YPd<povxee xept xfje eip'pv'ne dpdjv, xai ripeie be
d.vxiYpdcpopev dpxv xd xx”*vt) updv xat t) UTtapgie dpdiv T)utv eoxiv,
xai xx Tjpd'v upiv éoxtv. évxellO|jie6a odv oxwe aTtaYYGilaotv vpxv

xaxd xadxa.

Aommentaiy

V#6. The letter is written in the name of the High Priest,
the elders, the priests and the rest of the people. % 1is
1s the earliest mention of the elders in I Maccabees; but
as there are other indications that the body of elders was
reconstituted at about this time, the passage presents no
difficulty. I*he priests figure only here and in the

Spartans’ reply as well as in the Decree in honour of Simon.
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Perhaps their inclusion was thought appropriate in a letter
addressed to a brother people. Ihe Jewish people here

as well as in the Roman letters are called 6Tipo¢ , whereas
in the Beleucid letters they are referred to as %"voc . The

distinction is probably due to the translator of j Maccabees'

Vv.7? The/stens ible purpose of the letter is merely

to renew the friendship formerly concluded at the request
of the Spartan king Areius. The Spartans are reminded of
this event, since there was apparently some danger that
they might have forgotten it in the interval. They are
also informed, it appears for the first, time, that the
Jewish Higli Priest welcomed and honoured their ambassadors.
Perhaps the meaning is also that oy so doing he recognized
the brotherhood. [t is clamed that Areius*s letter
speate of oviulLpaxta xai cpiXtoj; but these v/ords do not occur
in the appended letber. cpiXta , however, is mentioned in

the Spartans’ reply, I Macc. 14, 22.

Vv.9, 10> This seems to be intended as an explanation
or apology for the fact that Areius’s letter was not
answered sooner, which is explicitly admitted in the last
part of V.10. The Jews, it is said, had no need of foreign
relations since their holy books were an adequate source
of strength to them. Hence also Jonatiian’s present

approach i1s motivated solely by a solicitude lest the

friendship mi”it lapse. Any special motive is carefully
disclaimed.



Vv.ll, 12. The Spartans are assured that in spite of
the long break in the relationship they are constantly
remembered by the Jews on festivals and other appropriate
days, presumably New Moons, etc., "as it is rightful and
meet to be mindful of brethren". Abel aptly compares
Romans 1, 10 d o ta le pvetav.. . eTcavxoxe Xav
Y%pooGuixSv Mov*  Perhaps we may infer from the present
passage that it was customary to say special prayers for
brother communities in the Temple. %e Jews also seem
to have taken a keen interest in Spartan fortunes, since
they express their pleasure at their "brothers’" glory.
Sparta was the only Greek state which still enjoyed a

considerable measure of independence after 146 B.C.

Next, vv.13, 14, the Spartans are informed of the
troubles that had overtaken the Jev/s. we Biblical
phrase oJ paoileiic o1 xuxIC can hardly be meant
literally, since the reference is presumably to the Beleucid
kings only. But the Jews once more proudly proclaim that
they have no need of allies# '"ivine help has seen them
through their troibles, so that now they are in a position
to announce the humiliation of their foes. E ttelson points
out that the use of ofipavdc for God which is found here

does not occur in the Septuagint outside I Maccabees”.

Vv*16, 17. The author here returns to the purpose of

the present embassy; it is mainly prompted by the
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circumstance that an embassy was going to Rome and so might
call on the Spartans an route. This oblique reference to
Rome seems designed not only to explain the occasion for
the embassy to Sparta, tut also to underline the Jews’
friendship with Rome. The names of the two ambassadors

recur in the Spartans’ reply to Simon.

V.18. The request for a reply, no doubt a conventional

feature, seems taken from the letter of Areius which follows.

The contents of Jonathan’s letter to the Spartans are
so unusual that it is impossible to pick out any particular
points as proofs for or against its authenticity. The
two most striking features are its theological tone and
its complete lack of purpose. The first but little affects
the giestion of auiiienticity. Resort to lofyy theological
principles is by no means incompatible with the practice
of down-to-earth diplomacy, it may even constitute an
effective diplomatic weapon. Nor need it suiprise us

that there is no echo of these sentiments in the Spartan

reply.

But the repeated emphasis that the Jews were interested
in friendship for its own sake and expected no help from
their allies strikes a wrong note. From their Roman allies

at least the Jews did expect help of quite a practical
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nature, and nowhere in I Maccabees is there any attempt to
gloss this over. On the contraiy, the decree in honour
of Simon explicitly refers to the influence of Roman
recognition on the achievement of Jewish independence9
And it 1s psychologically unlikely that Jonathan aiould
have expressed himself in these terms in the midst of a
period of feverish diplomatic activity. Moreover, the
implication that the letter is actually to serve as a belated
answer to that received by Onias is too naive to be attri-
butable to a statesman. The shapelessness of the letter
and its rambling, repetitive style also speak against its
authenticity.

u
[t is of CDurse true that a documaat may be worded in

such a way that its contents are less significant than what
1s left unsaid. It may also ble.vthat Jonathén’s messengers
were given an oral message in addition, or that the embassy
was merely intended as a preparation for the Roman circular
that was to reach Sparta later. Nevertheless the above
considerations seem to tae strong enough to establish the
conclusion that the letter before us does not represent
what Jonathan wrote. Indeed, since the much more important
messages sent by the three Hasmonean brothers to Rome were

not considered worth preserving, it would be surprising if

that sent to Sparta should have been handed down to us.



On the origin of the letter before us one can again
only speculate. It is hardly likely that a composition
so shapeless and pointless should have been part of any
collection of documents, and we may therefore assume that
it v/as composed and inserted into our text by one and the
same person. The 6tyle bears a slight resemblance to the
speeches attributed to Judas Maccabaeus and Jonathan in
the early phases of the Hasmonean struggle””. Buechler
suggested that the letter is composed of two distinct
clements (vv#5-8, 13-18 and vv. 9 - 12), both of which were

originally authentic letters sent to Jewish communities abroad.

One of the original segments (the larger), he believes,
may have been the letter mentioned, but according to him
not quoted, in II Macc. 1, 7 . T];iere is much that is
fanciful in this thesis, but it may be correct insofar as
such letters to brother communities may quite possibly have

served as modeb for the letter to the Spartans*

The repeated emphasis that the Jews expected no help
from the Spartans may be an indication of Pharisaic leanings
in the author; or it may be merely intended to account for
the fact that the Judaeo-Spartan association played so

insignificant a part in history.

As regards the reason why this letter was ever

included in I Maccabees, we can only surmist that the reputed



relationship with Sparta had excited considerable interest
(archaeological rather than practical) among some sections
of Jev/ry, probably in the Diaspora. It is likely that the
letter was inserted only a short time after the composition
of I Maccaboes, sirre the interval between composition and

translation was probably not very large.

The enclosure may be dealt with briefly since it does
not really belong within the scope of this investigation.
Josephus attributed it to the High Priesthood of Onias III,
and this view may have been the prevalent one even in
Maccabean times 2. But in the days of Onias III there
were no longer any kings in xparta* Onias II was probably
High Priest after the death of tlie bc;,”king Areius IT, but
the rules of Onias I and Areius I coincided (ca, 300 B.C.)
This fact has rightly been adduced as an argument in favour
of assuming some historical basis for the letter* An
explanation for the connection may be sought in the newly
awakened curiosity in foreign lands and peoples that followed
the conguests of Alexander the Great; or there may have
been a particular political motive which we have no means

of discovering”™”.

vVhether the letter as quoted in our text goes back to
an authentic source or not, it seems reasonably certain that
it was composed long before the letter to which 1t 1is attached.

If the two had been composed by the same author, they v/ould
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presumably have more in coimaon than is Tiiie case. It may
also be assumed that the author of Jonathan’s letter accepted

the Areius letter in good faith as an authentic document.

Text of Document 8

The Spartans to Simon; I Macc. 14, vv. 20-23

timoTiarav apxcvre.” xac n %6'kir tepei xat
TOtG %PGo pUTGo 0 tC xat TOtq tCpCSOtV Xat To Xolxy bnap TAV loi)-
Oatwv 46GAgot®; %atp&tv. ot TcpeopeuTat ot d%ooTaAevIG(; “po” tov
oMoV aTcfiYYGtXav nptv -xept tt)." U6ETC vijUv xat T t $ xat
Ti)<poavOl)jJLGv GXt T EcpoO* ajxiv. xat dvtYpdtaaev rd ux’adxdv
EtOTiaéva ¢v Tatq poi)Xat<; xo5 Oaifip.oa oGxwt; Nou;iT)vto,; *AVXCOXOO
xat 'Avxtxaxpor ’idaovoc 'A.oeapeyxat ioudatoav T)XO00V xpdc njlicy;
avavEOu”iGvot x*nv %po”* fp.d* cptXtav. xat noeoev bpjjtj) éxtoécaadat
xoUG avépoq Gvoo*wt; xat xou 0éo6at x0 dvxtYPa(pov xdv Xoyav aJxdv
¢v XOtG UNOOGOGt YIJ-évOtq X(F dnJip ptPXtOtq xou JLVIHILOWUMW Gxetv
xdv ajNLOv xtiiv Sxapxtaxwv. X0 6¢ dvxtYpacov xouxwv eypafav atpwvt

Xu dpxtepGt.

Commentary

V#20. The Gpartan reply i1s written in the name of the
%PXovxG" people. % e formar must, of course, as
the commentators have pointed out, be an inaccurate rendering
for po”* %e form of the adc”ress exactly corresponds

to that of the senders of the Jewish letter, except that



Simon 1s substituted for Jonathan and that he is called

fepeSc laerdlcg¢ instead of Apxtepel*Cj the term usually

employed in I “"accabees.

It is possible that this was nov; Simon’s formal title
for use at the head of documents and in the address; for
it 1s also fcoind in the address of the last of the beleucid

letters, No.3, while in the heading of Document 9, the

Decree in honour of Simon, he is called dox"Gpedc pGydXoc

In the rest of the document he is again called dpxtGpéuc

For which occurs here as in the Jewish letter,
Bickermann compares S.E.G.II 330, where the Tyrians are

called relatives of the Delphians”™”.

V.21. [t is noteworthy that the letter refers only to

an oral message brought by the Jewish ambassadors, and not

to any formal message in writing. #e possess many documents
in 'Which the receipt of YP"M-Mo™xais acknowledged, followed

by the remark that the ambassadors enlarged on this in a

speech.

o0d"T) Ttpfrespecially in conjunction are favourite
words of the translator of I Maccabees. %e use of 'épodoc
is rather strange. Normally it means "arrival" only in

a hostile sense.

V.22. The effective reply takes the fom of a copy of
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an ®itiy In the Wpartan records noting the visit. The
word |3ov3(/tl|1ere apparently refers to these records which
are called below. If the ''friend A ip-' had been
of greater linportance to the iipartans It would presurnably
have been celebrated by the erection of a stone stele17.
We hear of no other Instances v/here diplomatic relations
were recorded in this fashion. out it is unlikely from
mfee very nature of our ovidaace that such records or the

mere mxt*ni)lon of them should have survivéd. feey may Imve

been common nevertheless¥®

fee names of the anhasjiadors are the smie as in the
Jeivish letter* This is -the only letter addreased to the
Jews in I Maccabees which givSs fee names of their ambas-
sadors, as was the usual practice in Hellenistic documents. -
The Spartans clearly imply that there had been previous

relations between feemselves and the Jews.

The words OonuvVARR® s*ef0r to a fi>rmal

decision by the people and as in v»19 of Document 6, to
stand for the Greek fee decision is very brief,
fee "honourable reception” of the ambassadors seems again

a fairly modest esciressioa compared wife the more usual
"praise” accorded to foreign ambassadors in our inscriptions

aut It implies agreement to the renewing of fee friendship.

It is not clear whether the sentence dvTfYPa<pov
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belongs to the te:rt of the letter or not. As an
addition by the author i1t would h*ro be superfluous and
pointless; but at the end of Document 6 (I Macc* 15, 24)
almost the identical woirds occur as an addition by the

autho r.

The contrast between this letter and No.7 is so striking
thaVit is obvious at first glance that thqy cannot be by
the same hand. Indeed the Spartan reply is so plain and
colourless, its expressions of friendship so restrained, that
it 1s inconceivable that an”™ Jew taking a special pride in
his people’s relations with Sparta should have invented it.
We may therefore conclude with Momigliano that this letter
may be considered as genuine. It does not pre-suppose
Jonathan’s letter, and indeed it is likely that in such
points as the naming of the Jewish ambassadors, Onias’s
"honourable reception" of the Spartan ambassadors and the
mention of a between the two people the author of
Jonathan’s letter followed it. - It would appear, therefore,
that the Spartan letter was the first of the two to be
included in I Maccabees, and that Jonathan’s letter, a

fanciful elaboration on it, was composed and inserted later.
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DOGUMENT 9
THE DECREE IN HONOUR OF SIMON

I Macc. 14, 27-49

Introduction

This document differs from those so far considered
in two significant respects. Its subject-matter is one
of internal history rather than the relations of the Jews
with outside powers. And from this it follows that the
original language was Hebrew or Aramaic, so that our present

version has gone through one translation only”.

Nevertheless the decree has a ri“tful place within
a discussion of the documents in I Maccabees. It has
usually been included in such discussions in the past, and
its authenticity has been attacked or defended together with
that of the other documents. Moreover, it sheds important
light on the Roman circular (Document 6) and its connection

with Document 4. But above all the decree is important

bec§u3e it complements in a sense the historical picture
that emerges from the other documents. It represents the
Jews’ own summing-up of the v/ork of Jonathan and Simon.

And i1t has a particular interest in that it reflects an
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important aspect of the new Hasmonean state. At the very
moment when Judaea is detaching herself from the Beleucid

empire, we see her turning herself into a Hellenistic polity.

For thou” 1t i1s asimmed here that the decree was
originally composed in a Semitic language, there can be
no doubt that it is an adaptation of Greek models. The
very idea of a formal decree in honour of a prominent
itidividual stems from the Greek city-state. It is essen-
tially folL*eign to an aristocratic society. But in
Hellenistic times kings were often honoured by the cities
with such decrees, vhich thus became a device of binding
the cities to the monarchy while at the same time preserving
the myth of the cities’ freedom. The decree in honour of
Simon follows the Greek tradition insofar as through it
the people,united in a public assembly, honours a prominent

individual for his outstanding services to the state.

The structure,though much looser than that of original
Greek decrees,follows Greek usage. A fter the date and
description of Itie assembly, the decree proper opens with
the phrase (sic), which corresponds to the
usual The first part (vv. 29-40)
Introduced by an $nti clause consists of a list of Simon’s

m erits. Then follow the main enactments (vv.41-46) ,

introduced by I"ti] ot o] Su()ok

T i iK' . . . for vhich the Greek decrees usually



217

have a simple

But in a sense the scope of the decree is wider than
that of the usual Greek decrees. For while they confine
themselves to bestowing honours pr personal privileges such
as a statue, the right of proedria, a gold crown or tax-
exemption on their heroes, the document before us vests
considerable concrete powers in Simon- It is used, in
fact, as an instrument for installing a new line of High
Priests, thus legalizing the position that Simon and Jonathan
before him had acquired through the force o* circumstances-
Furthermoecee, in defining the powers of the new High Priest,
the document seems to represent a conscious attempt to lay-
down a constitution for the emerging state; for the functions
of the Hasmonean High Priests were much greater than had
been those of the former High Priests of the Hellenistic

province Judaea.

Vv.46 and 47, wtiich are here regarded as not forming
part of the document itself, seem to describe a ceremony
by which Simon and the people mutually pledge themselves
to honour their respective obligations and to abide by the
new constitution”. Perhaps we may regard the ceremony
as a secular version of the ancient Hebrew covenant by

which all important agreements were sealed”.

The decree has frequently been rejected because of the



chronological discrepancies between it and the narrative

of I Maccabees.

table based on Grimia’s commentary:

N arratlv e

8.
9.

10. §imﬁ1n sends Numenius
o lhwrme

b'onquest of Bethsura 11,66
Conquest of Joppe 12,33
Capture of Jonathan 12,48

Simon succeeds Jonathan 13,1
Death of Jonathan 13,23-9
Simon fortifies cities 13,33
Simon is recognized as

High Priest by Deme-
trius Il 15,36

13,43-8
13,49

Conquest of Gazara
Capture of the Akra

iD4,24

The discrepancies are shov/n in the following

Decree
Death of Jonathan 14,30
Fortification of cities " 33
Conquest of Bethsura " 53
Conquest of Joppe " 34
Conquest of Garara 34
Simon is made High Priest "35
Capture of the Akra " 36
Treaty with Rome " 40
Simon i1s recognized as

wew S i

It will be seen that the decree places iiie conquest

of Bethsura and Joppe after the death of Jonathan (1 and 2

after 5) and the fortification of the cities,
the conquest of Gazara,

High Prhsthood (6 and 8 before 4).

as well as

before Simon’s succession to the

Finally Demetrius’s

recognition of Simon is placed after ttie conquest of Gazara,

the capture of the Akra and the treaty v/ith Rome, 1.e.
implication,
to Rome (7 after 8, 9,

is reported

10)e

in the narrative after the decree

by

also after the dispatch of the ambassadors

The return of the ambassadors

itself.
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Grimm concluded from these discrepancies that the text
of the document as given in I Maccabees is a free reproduction
by the author of an actual document not available to him.
Even Baron has recourse to the assumption that the decree

as before us is only a paraphrase”.

In actual fact most of these objections are quite
trivial. Thqdecree does not set out to provide a chronicle
of events or a handy digest for the benefit of the history
student. It makes no use of any temporal particles which
would indicate that the events narrated are to be placed in
a strict chronological sequence» I[ts purpose is merely to
give reasons foi' the extraordinary powers to be conferred on
Bimoa. Hence it is entitled to be comparatively free in
the arrangement of its historical material- ¥he grouping
of events 1is clearly dictated by considérations of expediency

or Diaximum effectiveness.

Since Simon forms the main subject of the decree, it
Is entirely natural that the author should report the death
of Jonathan, who is mentioned only incidentally and as part
of the family background to Simon’s career, before launching
into a description of «‘Imon’s achievements. It is equally
natural that they should treat together the fortification
of cities inside Judaea as well as the conquest and forti-

fication of Bethsura, Joppe and Gazara, even though these

events may have been separated by others which are
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mentioned elsevAiore. "“or logically they are connected
Their combined effect was to make Judaea strong enough to
withstand invasion, and it is very likely that they had
been planned as one long series of operations® The enume-
ration of names in the decree merely reflects the pride
v/h.ich all ancient peoples took in the possession of cities.
The election of Simon to the High Priesthood and leadership
of the people is placed next, with the obvious purpose of

representing it as a reward for his outstanding services.

Tilon follov/s an event showing how 8iiaon justified the
trust placed to him by the people. The conquest of the
Akra was not only his own croRcLng achievement, but in a
sense the completion of the work begun by Judas Maccabaeus*
thastly; an account of foreign recognition provides a fitting

conclusion.

It should be obvious that this logical sequence, without
seriously violating historical truth, reads much more
impressively than would a catalogue of events in strict

chronological order.

The only real difficulty that remains is the report of
the friendship concluded with Rome, since the narrative of
I Maccabees places the return of Simon’s ambassadors tv/o

years after the document. But as we have seen above



the decree can be fully vindicated on this point

27 ’oxTtuxat 6eKclTn EXouA exou<; Osuxépoi) xat Gplopnxooxou xat
exaxoaxou - xat rouxo xptxov Gxo¢ e%i j;tiuavoc dpxtepeoo”; “isyd-

JeX - €2t auvaywYnc u&YdXnc tepecev xat Xaou xat

If Xou €v aoapa
dpxovxav QIVOUG xat xo)v Ttpeopuxepav xfjc xwpar lyvoiptoev T]jj.tv*

|} GIVGt x0XXdxtG éYev*ndT)aav xoXeixot sv xp xtopy., StiXL'v 6é& utd”

o>

MaxxaOtou tepcus xiv utwv IwaptP xat ot doéeXgot avxou &Eocaxav

auxouG T:$ xtvouv-u xat dvxéoxTiaav xot” uxevavxtotc xou GOvou”
adxiSv, 6"'X(c< oxaO” xd dyta auxwv xat o vojaoc;, xat Oogp p.GYdXp
30 Guogaoov xd gOvoc auxwv. xat hopotaev Iwvalav xo GOvo” auxwyv
xat eYevpGTi auxo'tc dpxtspGuc xat xpoaexsGT] %pdr xdv Aadv auxou,
3( xat epouXpOriaav ot é&xopot ailixwv s”paxsuoat st xqv xwpav auxwyv
32 xat exxetvat x” tpa;; é€xt xd dyta auxwv xdxe dvxeaxTj 5t yu xat
Gto\gjjLTioe xept xou GOvous auxou xat ¢€6a%dvr|aev xpTiuo-xa %oXx'kd
xwv eauxou xat 6xXooox'naev xou” dvopa’ xfj<* Puvd*awc xou €Ovou”
3) auxou xat eodcexev auxot” di|fwvta/xat wxupwoev xd; % 6\5i0 Xt)S
loudata; xat x*nv BatQaoupav x*nv ext xwv optwv xf); loudatac, ou
Tv xd oxka xwv xoXeptwv xd mxpdxepov, xat eQOexo sxet (ppoupdv
34 dvopu” loudatouc# xat lo*x-pv wxupwasv xflv éxt xfj/; OaXdoonG xat

XTiv ra“apav xpv €%t xwv dptwv 'A?wxou, sv 1j “xouv ot 'XoAep.tot



TO 'XpOTEpov, xat xaT;”xtaev exet loudatouq, xat ooa extxriostu. t)v

xpdq rp TOUIAV GxavopQwjGt, GOSTO ev auTOtq. xat etdev 6 Xao;

Tpv TLtOTtv TOO Stjjiwve; xat xf)v iiiiCav, t]v epouXeuaaxo xotfjoat

xy elOvet auxou, xat 60evxo auxdv nyoupGVOv auxwv xat dpxtepea

6td xo auxov %6%otqxGvat %dvxa xauxa xat xpv Otxatoouvpv xat

XIlv xtoxtv, f)v auvoxr)OT)oev xp tOvet auxou, xat efe”ioxr)asv %avxt
3” xpoxp i)\lfwoat xdv Xadv auxou. xat gv xat; np,Gpat; a'xou GuoPwOn

GV xat; xGpJtv auxou xou G*apOfjvat xd gOvt) ex xq; xdo(K ctuxwyv

xat XOU; GV rg TCoXet Aautd xou; ev lepuuaaXriu, ot e%oljJoav auxot;

dxpav, eE T); e¢*GXOpeuovxo xat G~*tatvov xuxAw xwv dytwv xat GICOtouv
3? G/ xn dyvGt”. xat xaxuxtaev ev auxfj dvopa; lIoudat~

ou; xat wxupwoGV auxqv %pd; dcJcpdXetav xt); xwpa; xat xfj; tcoXgo);

3~ xat u*woGV xd xetXH xfj; lepouaaXTip.. xat 6 pajtAGu; ApuHXpto;

3” eoxpoev aixy xpv dpxt epcoauvpv xaxd xauxa xat Gxotpoev auxdv

40 xwv (ptXwv duxou xat éd6o0”aoev auxdv 60”p p.eydXp. pxouaev ydp
oxt xpocrriYOPGUVxat ot loudatot uxd '?W)iatwy cptXot xat auM.ji.axot
xat dPeXcpot,/xat oxt dxTivxr*aav xot; xpeapeuxat; Stjiwvo; évoo”w;,
xat oxt ot loudatot xat ot tepGt; euddxTlaav xou etvat auxwy
Stpiuva t|youm,gvov xat dpxtspea et; xdv atwva eoo; xou dvaaxrjvat

42 7CpocpDXIDv xtaxdv/xat xou etvat ex auxwyv axpaxriYoy, xat oxw; uek#
auxw xspt xwv &Ytwv xaltaxdvat o6 t'auxou ext xwv epYwv auxwv xat

HI ext xf); xwpa; xat ext xwv oxXwv xat ext xwv dxu pwpLdxwv, xat

* oxw; jieXTi auxy xept xwv &Ytwv, xat oxw; dxou*nxat uxd xdviwv, xat
oxw; .YP*Wyvxat ext xy dvd”*axt auxou xdoat ouYYParuf gv xfi xwp%,

44 xat oxw; xept pdXXTjxat xop<pupav xat %puaocop%'" xat oux égéoxat
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oulevt xou Xaou xat xwv tepewv doexfjaat xt xouxwv xat dvxetxetv
xot; ux’auxou p-pO'paoM.évot; xat GXtouoxp#at ouoxpo¢Y” sv rni
XWpY dveu auxou xat xept pdXXoaOat xpocpupav xat GjixopxouGoOat
xopxriv xpucrpv" o; 6'av xapd xauxa xotncrp ‘n dOexno” Tt xouxwyv,
evoxo; eoxat. xat eudoxqoev xd;o6xao; OeoOat "t"w vt xotrjoat xaxd
XOU; ?v6you; xouxou;. xat éxedéCaxo Atpwvt xat euPoxqoev dpxtepa-
xeuetv xat etvat oxpaxuYo; xat eOvdpxT); xwv lojoatwv xat tepewv
xat xou xpooxaxfjaat xdvxwv. xat xf)v YPu"Nv xauxqv etxov OeaOat
ev d6eAxot; x"Xxat; xat axfjoat auxd; ev xeptpohp xwv dytav ev
xdxo ¢extOTiiJLy,/xd 6¢ dvxtYPuca auxwv 6eo0at ev xIp yc”o”u”axt

oxw; ex? 3t*wv xat ot utot auxou.

Comment ax%a

V'27. The difference between this dociment and those

discussed hitherto 'is strikingly illustrated at the very
beginning. 'This is the only document in I Maccabees vhich
1s dated. The reason 1is, of course,that it represents

a record of internal Jewish histoiy”.

The year 1s reckoned both according to the Seleucid
era and the new era of the High Priesthood of Smon. % e
new era was introduced @B a symbol ofindependence after
Jewish claims had been finally recognized by Demetrius II

in Document 4; it seems to have been reckoned from the
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first of Nissan 142 B.C. [t was to be used on all public
documents and of course on coins,(though none apparently
were struck under Simon himself). But the old era was

too convenient to be discarded altogether.

The strange words f* X have naturally exercised
the ingenuity of commentators. They are clearly a trans-
cription or corruption of a Hebrew proper name or title.
The most likely solution, firsu suggested by Wernsdorff,
is to read as "X oV lu/f 1.e. Prince of the people
of God, which would be the title usually rendered as

Bchuerer made the additional suggestion that
E/ 1s a coriuption of segen, the Hebrew word usually trans-
lated as : Thus the threefold title of “imon as
attested elsewhere in I Maccabees would be complete at

the head of the decree””.

y.28. The decree represents the decision of a grand
assembly #Lich may have included the
whole population, men and women, of Jerusalem at least.
There is a number of Biblical parallels for such assemblies.
In the time of King Josiah a public reading of the lav/ was
held in the presence of the whole people, including children
(IT Kings 23, 2). Nehemiah convened an aesembly

for the purpose of carrying through his social

reforms (Neh. 5, 7)- Another public reading of the law



took place in the time of Ezra v/hen the whole people
assembled in Jerusalem like one man ( Neh. 8 1 ). And a
compulsory assembly of '"all the children of the exile" with
severe penalties for tnose failing to attend is mentD ned
in Ezra lu,8. Its purpose was to carry throughu he separat-
ion of idle Jews from their foreign wives. 1 Maccabees
records an in the time of Judas Maccab-
aBus which came together to deliberate on means of helping
the per seated brethren outsides Judaea, It Is not possible
to say v/hether such assemblies were extraordinary occur-
rences or whether they were a regular feature of Jewish
life in post-exile age; and if the latter, whether they
survived into the Greek age or not. 11.)At any rate there

is not much reason to suppose ( a s soire commentators Jtave}
that the assembly in the time of Simon was a deliberate
imitation of that mentioned in Nehemiah.

Among those composing the assembly " the princes of
the people and elders of the country " are singled out for
special mention. The distinction between these two groups
which seems to go back to very early times, is not clear.
In Judges 8,14 v/ie hear of the princes and elders of a
city. The second assembly inthe time ofEzra was convened
by s priin> es and elders ( Ezra 10,8 ). One of the poems
included in 1 Maccabees opens i <rrl ut/i

| » p el , There have been various attempts at explanation.



Thus it has been suggested thfctthe elders were heads
of houses forming local councils, while thﬁo}zsinces were
political officials residing in Jerusalem. Gutberlet
commenting on the passage under review suggests that the =
7 were the leaders of the whole nation, the
Tip,l the leaders of individual cities. Shuerer believes
that the judges or other officials of a city were usually
members of its body of elders exercising special functions,
And the same was apparently true also on a national scale.
We have the testimony of both Josephus and the New Testa-
ment for the existence in later times of also
called who apparently were die leaders of the
Sanhédrin.13f)

It 1s probably most satisfactory to think of the

mentioned in the present passage along the same
lines. I.e. as the executive heads of the geronsia; but

the possibility cannot be excluded that the expression

ry is meant to include local elders.

V.29 Since the High Priesthood is to be made hereditary

in the family of Simon it is natural that the account of
his services to the people should be prefaced by a brief
mention of those of this brothers. For,in addition to
possessing great merits of his own, Simon as the last surv-
iving son of Mathathias is in a sense the heir of his

brothers. To us it seems strange that Judas should not be
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singled out by mune. Perhaps the omission is due merely to
the fact that Judas had died twenty years before the issue
of the decree, and at the time when the foreign yoke
weighed on the Jev/s more heavily than ever. It is possible,
though not very likely, that the ardssion was deliberate
and polemical since Judas may have already become the hero
of these sections who perhaps even then objected, to the
Hasmonean High Priesthood. 1)

Jonathan, on the other hand, i1s mentioned since his
career clearly inaugurated the new dynasty. He "assembled "
or united the people in the sense of wiping out the
Hellenlzing opposition and making his pcrty dominant in
the “country. In becoming the first Hasmonean High Priest in
153 B.C. he put an end to a long period of civil strife and
extreme national v;eakness. There may also be a more special
reason for the honourable mention of Jonathan in the decree.

In modern times Simon has sometimes been accused of pre-

paring the ground for his own High Priesthood and that of |

1

'

his d?scendants by handing the two sons of Jonathan over to
Tryphonl.s.) The explanation given by the author of 1
Maccabees for Simon*s action may lead us to suppose that |
suspicions were voiced in his own time too. It may not be
too fanciful to assume that the simple tribute to Jonathan
in the decree was meant as an implicit answer to such ,

accusations. There cannot be much doubt that the decree

was drafted by a close associate of Simon.



Another ©:q)ression of piety towai‘ds Ms family may be

seen in the splendid mausoXeimi which he built in Model .

V.31. This vers©O does not exaggerate for Simon assumed

the leadership at a time of acute danger. According to
the narrative of 1 Maccabees he had heard that Tryphon had
gathered together a mighty force to c on© into the land of
Judah K1 s«Ivf™ (13, 1). The critical position of
Judaea at this time seems to be reflected also in a letter
sent by the Jews to tlieir brethren in Egypt at this time
and quoted within another letter at the beginning of 2
Maccabees (2 Macec. 1,7).16) is not unlikely that Tryphon
intended to destroy the temple or to transform i1t after ti©
manner of Antiochus IV since experience had shown that the
temple was one of the main foci of Jewish nationalism.

Simon's standing wich the people probably rested in his

achievement in saving them from this invasion.

V.32. This is the only passage in the First Book of the
Maccabees in which any allusion is made to the financing of
the Maccabean wars. Simon's wealth is emphasised also in

I Macc. 15, 32. At the same time the phrase ‘ous

JjGf eoi™dj/sii$ ToU seems to stress that Simon's army

was still a citizen's army. John Hyrkan was the first to
17.

employ foreign mercenaries in his wars.

In the time of Judas Maccabaeus the e:cpense of the



wars had probably been shared by all who took part in
them. Only after the witlxdrawal of the Seleucid garrisons
in 163 B.C. can the Hasmoneans have been in a position to
accumulate funds, since part of the taxes which were then
withheld from the Seloucid government probably went into
their ovm treasury. It is not unlikely that Jonathan and
Simon had amassed additional funds during the time when
between them they shared the governorship of the whole of
Palestine. Thus Simon v/ould be able not only to pay his
soldiers in protracted wars but to pay for the garrisons
and civil populations v;hich he settled in the newly-won
cities and the fortresses.

The prosperity of Judaea under Simon is reflected in
the poetical encomium at the beginning of the chapter.

(esp.l Macc. 14, 8-10).

Vv.33,54. The chronology of these events has already been
dealt with. The importance attributed to them by the decree
is fully justified. The fortresses round the borders of
Judaea probably saved Judaea from Invasion by Tryphon. The!
achievements also receive special praise in the poetical
encomium on Simon ( 1 Macc.l4,vv.5,V& 10.)

Willrich objected that the explanatory phrases
attached to the name of cities( Bethgura on the border of
Judaea, Joppe on the sea-coast, Gazara on the borders of

Azotus ) betray foreign origin since Palestinian Jews
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should have known where those pinces were situated. But
uheae phrases have an obvious rhetorical function in
emphasizing the irportanc© of the places in question.
Betiigura commanded access to Judaea from the South; Joppe
gave the Jews their first harbour, aid Gazara coimmnded
access from the coastal plain where the important heathen
city of Azotus was situated, actually Gazara is seven miles
distant from Azotus; we muse eiUier ascume that Azotus
possessed considerable stretches of the countzyside
surrounding it, or that the expression in 1 Maccabees is
due to the fact that i.aotus had been the main base for
attacks on Judaea fro:* the plain (1 Macc.11,77-34; cf.also
4,15.)

V.36. This verse has sometimes been understood as proving
tliat Gimon was elected High Priest by the people, whereas
Jonathan Is supposed to have held the office solely by
virtue of his appointment througii Alexander Balas. According

to 1 Maccabees 13,8 Simon was only acclaimed (T\é’z f

rij-Qidf yo¢ iirn  loii"ou T00 r-0U . 1% fg
indeec- unlikely that he became High Priest before the death
of Jonathan. The narrative of 1 Maccabees tells us nothing
about his election to the High Priesthood, but in the letter
of Demetrius II {Document 4) issued soon after Jonathan's
death he is addressed as High Priest. It is most unlikely

that a previous ceremony on the scale of a "grand assembly"

had taken place; but it is quite possible that Simon had



been o fficially & olnted on the occasion ofa festival by
the priests end elders or by the populac© of Jerusalem* The

saano, howovor, imy be true of Jonatirian.

Vv,36,37, The Hebraic phrase iuodciByj Iu v/ij" dorol
emphasizes tlio difficulty of the undertaking which Simon
completed. As early as 163 B.C. Judas had besieged the
citadel, and Jonathan had made reuceted attempts tliroughout
Ms career to obtain possession of it. 19:)

The decree stresses the religious aspect of the Alcra
as it v/as before 141 B.C* The gentiles ..."went out and
polluted all things round about tiie sanctuary, and did
great hurt unto its purety". Of course Akra also had an
1 portant political significance, for it was the last
stronghold of Seleucid authority inside Judaea, But the
words of the decree should serve to remind us that the
actions of Jonatdian and Simon cannot be explained as spring-
ing from nationalist ambition only, The conquest of the
Akra may be regarded in a real sense as tiie c losing of that
chapter in Jewish history which had begun with the attempt
at forcible Hellenization in 16b B.C.

Moreover the victory won in 141 B.C. was final. When
Jerusalem capitulated to Antiochus VII he deiranded as one of
the terms for atruce that the Jews should receive a garrison
They accepted all his other terms but would not agree to a

garrison om irpcf

(Jo.Ant.13,247). Antiochus accordingly declared himself
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willing te accept hostages and a sim of 5uO talents instead
The experiment of planting a heathen coinr/ixmity in Jerusalem
v/as not repeated as long as thie temple stood*

One of Simon's first actions on taking over the leader-
ship had. been to complete the fortification of Jerusalem
which had been begun under Jonathan k// rou
TJ K/T (IMacc* 13 .,k.
Tills action was not only of part: .,.Otint military importance

but also a matter of prestige*

Vv*58,39 . It is interesting to see that the fact of
recognition by a Seleucid king is still considered an
additional qualification for the High Iriesthood. The Jews
probably continued to regard themselves as en independent
dynasty v/ithin the Seleucid empire. The force of

is somev/liut vague. The meaning may be "in spite of"rather
than "because of" these things. In otiier words, by recog-
nising Si,.on as High Priest, Demetrius tacitly accepted
such expansionist ambitions as were iniplied in the siege of
Gazara and the Alrra. fr7**n does not properly snean"confirmed
«S 1t is usually translated, but "conferred",i.e. Indcpend-
ently of whether Simon was High Priest before this date.21.)
In fact 1t is uncertain whetiier Siaon was High Priest before
he received Document 4. Simon is addressed as

(idnWhiS in the Ifter of Demetrius II. We do not know of any

other iionoups conferred on him by the king. Fahaps the

outward symbols of ranlt are meant, such as the purple robe
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and gold crown which the often received from the king.

V.40. In view of tixe amoimt of space “hich the author of

1 Maccabees devotes to Hasmonean dealings with Romo it is
strange that the Roman treaty is only referred to indirectly
in the decree, i.e. as a factor influencing Demetrius to
recognise Simon. One almost suspects an apologetic motive
in this arrangement, as if the r.uthcrs of the decreew ished
to show that without the Roman treaty Jewish independence
could not have been achieved. Were there perhaps even then
far-sighted i©n in Judaea who saw a danger in the Homone&n

cllience with Rome ?

V.41. The words oii at the beginning of this verse
present a difficulty; for if they are laspt, the whole verse
appears to be dependent on in the preceding verse;
end hence the reminder of the decree as far as v.4o0 would
merely foim the content of what King Demetrius heard. if

so it would be difficult to see any point or purpose in the
decree; i1t would consist merely of a list of Simon's
acliiovoments and losrers, introduced by an (msigj clause,

without any decision to follow. The majority of scholars,

on the other hand, believe that the words [ouw™dioi  u<i
gi hpsls introduce the decree proper, correspond-
ing to the repetitive or by which Greek

decrees indicate that the decision is to follov/. It is

therefore usual to delete the word ¢7i at the beginning of

the verse, in spite of the fact that it is found in all the
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manuacrlpts.

Of course Simon hr.d been and High Priest
before. But the decree malces an important addition to
his powers by laying it down that these offices should be
ills. A fou doot<d . Ttio moaning of this phrase is not
just "for life" (as some commentators have assumed ) but
"for all time"; these offices aret o belong to Simon's
descendants too. The words LU to aud otc
frequently used, in the Old Testament in Passages where a
hereditary office, the priesthood or the kingship, is
solemnly promised to somoono.

But properly such promises can derive only from God#
A purely human enactment, one not based on divine command,
could not have absolute validity. The High Priesthood had
been hereditary in the Zadokite family for sc long, that
that family's title to it could not be brushed aside com-
pietely®* This is the reason for the qualification g”\s
Tog.’7 A / irKTTO/u' . As long as men were
thrown on their own resources the present arrangement was
to stand. But it might be superseded if a "true" prophet,
one about whose mission there could be no doubt, were once
more to arise.a ) Presumably the qualification was
dictated not only by piety but by the necessity to assuage
those sections of Jewry who questioned die legitimacy of
the Hasmonean High Priesthood. It is in fact an admission
that divine sanction was lacking. But it claims that in

the absence of a directive from heaven the people were



entitled to choose their own High Priest.

The title of or goes closely
together with the High Priesthood.. It niakes explicit the
Hxgli Priest's position ns official figurehead of the newly-
independent nation, Porliops it v/as else meant to denote
in particular his function as head of the goronsia and as
tixo suproiue judicial authority. The title of High Priest
which had existed also under foreign domination was appar-
ently no longer considered adequate to denote tliese
functions.

The two titles are associated alIsc in the later history
of the Hasmonean house. When Hyrkan II was deprived by the
Romans of most of his secular powers he continued to be
called as well as High Priest. Antipater
received the title of procurator ( in Greek sn'irporros  or

). But Hyrkan was still nominally the judicial head
of Judaea, as shown by his attempt to bring Herod to trial

before the Sanhédrin.

V.42. Simon's third office - that of (rrp@&r > j 7 stands

in a class apart. According to this text it seems not to
have been automatically hereditary though it is likely that
John Hyrkan held it too. One may imagine that there would
have been considerable opposition to a proposal to make such
far-reaching powers hereditar*”*r. It is noteworthy that this
title does not appear in the address of the letter of

Antiochus VII (Document 6%*).
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The following provisions seem to define the functions
of the office of <wpdTty<jf» Simon is to have charge of the
sanctuary end to cint thorn (the Jews ) over t he work
thereof and over tlio land mid arms and fortresses®* Thus It
Gp*.ears that Ms executive and irdlitfo.". functions were com-
;risod under tliis term.

Charge cf the temple would involve control over the
vast .funds “aid to it in taxes or deposited there for
keeping; for temples served as oahks in antiquity# This
function had apparently been exercised before the Maccabean
revolt by tho wwo<ry/¥*s Tou Upou A an officer of
great ~gvcou Ihe people tc be appointed [fff
would presumably be combined judges, administrative officia3i
and tax-collectors*

The title derived of course from the comrion Hellenistic
office cf denoting a provincial governor who
possessed botii mllitai'y Food civil powers. In adoition ti"e
Eollenistic <yp/7i""oi, as Abel reminds us, often exercised
supreme sacerdotal functions as well.

It should be noted that the thr*ee titles of Simon were
already anticipated in the position of Jonathan under
Alexander Balas. Jonathan was made High Priest in 153 B.C.
and received the titles of T7p*ry“yox and
shortly afto?wards. The Jews later changed the title of
Niptidp™tjf into in order to underline their indep*»

endence, AThus vie see how the Hellenistic heritage shaped



the organisation of the nov; Hasmonean state*

The provisions of V.43 are of a more formal character.
The first (k/» ofiuf //Ey trfp) J
1j repeated from V.42 and should perhaps be deleted elt&ior
there or here. The second provision makes into a lew a
practice tiiat had already been followed, for two years, viz.
that all contracts, including it seems private contracts,
should be written in his name, the dates being reckoned
from the beginning of his High Priesthood. The right of the
High Priest to wear purple and a gold crown dated from the
time of Alexander halas, and was customary in Hellenistic
time.
V.44, As a corollary of the powers and privileges conferred
on Simon, tiie freedom of the rest of the people must be
restricted. They are forbidden to challenge the decree or
any part of it, to speak against orders given by Simon, to
hold meetings without his permission or to arrogate to them-

selves the outward marks of rank of the High Priest.



CONCLUSION

In tho preceding pages tho texts of the documents in
1 Maccabees have boon subjected to a detailed scrutiny® No
reason has been found to reject any of the letters received
by tho Jews* Only Jonathan's letter to the Spartans, the
one letter that is said to emanate from Judaea, is open to
legitimate suspicions® As regards the rest, it can con-
fidently be asserted that they render the text of v/hat was
written with fair accuracy®* Of course a few examples of
misunderstanding did occur* And here and there the arrange-
ment seems to have been altered, and some details were per-
haps omitted* But on the whole the sense has been preserved
remarkably well in the process of double translation®*  Thou"
there are many Hebraisms it is, as a rule, not difficult to
conjecture the Greek that stood in the originals.

Thus those documents are of the utmost value to the
historian, compensating in a large measure for the poverty
of Palestine in archaeological material, particularly from
the Hellenistic period. The Seleucid letters have a unique
interest, for they give us a wealth of information on
economic m atters, a subject usually given a cavalier
treatment in ancient authors®* And, besides enabling us to
form a picture of the status of Judaea under Seleucid
administration, they show us the real issues of the conflict
between the Maccabees and the Seleucid government - issues

which were largely, though not exclusively economic. They
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cioorly FEjirk tfco stev,;©0 in the ljpc&pob® of itoes ttoe
t-C'Oitlon of o province In ccmj Acte onbjoctlcn to t%io
.eleuoiii (Hjiro to tho aoh.tevcE’ont of nissoot cotn'lot® indej at
cionco» ' ainoe en tbo wt»oAo thoy roprosont the iolmzcia
cino”ora to tho iiBocnbooo’ cionando» tboy omble iso 6d traco
U«S poiloj? of tbo iAoocRbeco In the period from 1&o B.C. tc
109 B.e.

*loxondOT porocnal note to Jenotlian force, cs
it wore , t)w prelude tc the root, it glvea, fca» ttae first
tir», offXoiliA rooot;nitlon to a cenbor of tho KGsrscnoen
fODily end thus ootabllQbes tho neo dynestg. «nd it is the
first atdQo in the proeeos in ebichthe heccabe s, by
ojt| loitiInG tho rivclrios boteoen various elsicmnts tc tho
tlircno, laid tho foundstiens for their own £on®r« 1icr there
con be littlo doubt that Aiossnder*a @pont is but & response
tc Jooottisn's bnovm ospirotiens* Gooetitutionoliy the step
is highly signifioent, orofting m it dees on octiroly no@
fona of loodcrobiy in Jeniab history. Before tbo mocobean
revolt, Uie High Iriosts, sa B Uoocobeoo and tI>0 DooU cf
OGldsloatlous sh(# us, tod possessed e»tensivo acridly
pcvors, ranging cvsr taxetlon, foreign roletiens and public
buildings. Dot they had nev r eoisbino” those eith rdlitary
lesderidd.p. '@= nee high r-riests therofcre sprrcmitotsd to
the ftmoticns of the enoient kings of Judo©Ca even before
they e ssumed tho orovn.

3he letter of ooetrius 1 is tiw ricWot aine of
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information in the whole collection. If we compare it
with the edict of Antiochus III we see how low the Jews
had sunlc in status during the Maccabean upheaval. Their
self-government had gone, the High Priest's rule being
replaced by direct Seleucid administration under the
provincial governor. The v/alls of Jerusalem lay in ruins
and the city wv;ns dcninated by the alien Akra. The annual
tribute had been replaced by a cruslilng land-tax, and in
other ways too the burden of taxation had become heavier.
The ancient subventions to the Temple had been abrogated.
In a last bid to regain the Jews' loyalty to the tiirono,
Demetrius promised not only to restore all former privileges
in full but to add to them substantially. His promises
amount to complete Independence conditional only on the
Jews' willingness to flglit for him in return.

The letter of Demetrius Il to Jonathan adds nothing.
It merely repeats the most important of these offers, vis.
those connected with taxation, tliough it seems to pre”
suppose the reinstatement of the annual collective tribute.
But it is important because it gives concrete shape to what
had been vague promises. There are no "strings attached"
to it, and its v/riter still enjoyed power.

In the following crucial years we seo the two
surviving Maccabean brothers teii“oraiHy extending their

sway over the whole of Palestine - Simon in the coastal



plain and Jonathan In the interior* Ostensibly keeping
order on behalf of Antiochus VI, they dealt with their
ancient enemies in the North and Vwest and extended the
area of Jewish settlement*

Demetrius's next letter, which was liailed by the Jews
as a charter of Independence and the end of the hated
foreign "yoke", confirmed his former offers but this time
definitely though in”jlicitly waived the claim for tribute.
And it recognised the accomplished fact of tho fortlficatioi
of Judaea*

The last seleucid letter, that of Antiochus VII, added
the right of coinage, of which the Jews seem to have
availed thema< Ives only in the reign of John Hyrkan.

In many of its aspects the courso of events in Judaea
can be paralleled from other parts of the Seleucid entire.
One of the latest provinces to enter the empire, Judaea
had at first received a fairly lenient treatment and was
allowed to retain her ancient institutions, at a time when
the decline of the empire v/as already settling in. But an
acceleration of this decline brought about a change in
government policy. Judaea was to be brought into line with
the older parts of the empire. The rule of the Temple -
and it appears as if legally the ethnos of the Jews
inhabited one immense temple-estate - was to give way to

that of the polis, a process involving, it would seem, an

increase in the burden of the rural population. A similar



outfaiXniont cf tholr r IghW bad boon Inflicted en ctbor
ncitlve GG.notuoFlol, particularly In /-.oie iiliior, In tbc pcct.
v.bon tlio to carry tlrough tliO vofom by peaceful
noona had failed In Judoeci, It wtxe roi*lacod by m[clloy cf
ooorclcn and oconocnlc oaq,loltotlecn# But nftoi: dilG policy
tCO bod 030 to grief on account cf tbo roolotanoo of th©
Joufi and tliO progrceslv© weakening of LE%)IrOpwe find In
tiO geloucld prcmleoo to tiie Maiccobece c«io of tbo flret
otto% tc to placate a native sanotuaj”’. Ibe later yrosdeo©
to Beetooaece and other toci“ioo neart lio heart of #i&
oc?ilro uoro In tho o0am© line of dcvolc”nent#

But In come way©O Jorucelom of tfx) USaocoboo© uae
more Uum a toc”lo”ccriimlty# It lo In ftfjo cltiea ratl”
than tbo tec”)loc that we fliid par* Mole for her ouWard
oynbois of Indepondence & the bogin“ilng of a native ora and
the minting of cclno { It la dcubtful %hedwr we ncy add the
rl~ t of aayXuDt wMch une ocmmcn tc cltleo and 38
i.e tooot with tliooo particularly In tbo ihooniclen cities In
tl;e last quarter of tho .second Century B#c. e

In mstaonean contacts vilUi Kcsae two motives are clearly
discernible# The first Is tc induce Ucm to bring ressurc
to bear on tbo gcleucld (X>verrr*ont« * s motive la the
dccslnant ono In Judas's misaion to lianfo widch expressly oaks
ham to lift tho yoke" of gcloucld oppression frtm the Joes#

ihlo isdaalon seo&as to Ijovc boon In vain though It Is juot
possible that It boz*c belated fruit In contributing to tho



ti*c© of 159 E.G.

At any rate the Jews' faith in Rone does not seem to
have been shaken# Thon” Rome would not go to war for the
sake of Judaea she night still exercise diplomatic pressure
in her favour. We cannot be sure of the purpose of
Jonathan's approach to Rome, though it is likely that Ms
policy anticipated that pursued by Simon within a year of
Ms death. Simon's mission to Rome was clearly designed to
obtain Roman support for the demands with ivhich he was
about to confront Demetrius II. In tMs 1t was entirely
successful. Roman Influence combined with his military
successes gave him a solid backing for his negotiations
with tho king. Whether the Roman circular is the outcome
of the same mission ¢r of a later one , had best be left
an open question; the second alternative seems a litrle
more likely.

The circular clearly illustrates the second motive
beMnd Simon's approach to Rome, one that v/as probably
present already in Jonathan's diplomatic activities of the
year 143 B.C. TMs was to establish Hasmonean ascendancy
over the Jewish communities in the Diaspora by enlisting
Roman support for the new High Priesthood. In this too
Simon was successful. Jev/ish opposition to the new
dynasty became vocal witMn a few years of Simon's death,
1f not before.3 But it came from Judaea itself, not from

outside. And far from representing an attempt to restore



tho old order It came from some of the mosr ardent of the
Maccabees’ former supporters . Contacts between the
Diaspora comijunitles end the homeland seem to have become
clooor in tho period following the establishment of the
Hasmonean state; and contributions from abroad flowed into
tilo Temple-coffers in ever increasing measure#

As regards Hasmonean contactswith Sparta, our evidence
1s Insufficient to yermit any definite conclusions. The
story of these contacts seems to in ve come down to us only
by a freak; and it is likely that they were never of any
great importance. The most [Sely motives are either those
connected v/ith Jev/ish comilLUnlties abroad or a desire to
bring the emergent Hasmonean state to the notice <f the
Greek world; perhaps also to further trade.

The Hasmonean movement was a nationalism compounded of
a zeal for the rule of tl"e ancestral laws and personal
ambition. The basic alms of the Maccabees were simple; to
obtain power for themselves am for Judaea freedom from
foreign taxation and garrisons; the restoration of the
rights of Jerusalem and an expansion of territory in the
North and the coastal plain. Their foreign policy con-
sisted in BQ>lolting the rivalries of the Seleucid kings as
well as Roman animosity to the Seleucid empire. The first
pretender appointed their dynasty. From Demetrius XI they

received a large measure of independence, but not "“ough tc
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sGtlsfy thoir growing aspirations. Under Antiochus VI they
had a free hand in Falestlno, enabling them to prepare the
ground for later conquests. Finally all their demands, as
far as tho territory of Judaea and the three predominantly
Jewish dioti’icts in the Worth were concerned, v/ero met by
Demetrius II and upheld by Antiochus VII, But their
programme of conquof.t had to wait another fifteen years.

It has often been said - most recently and forcibly by
Toynbee - that the success of the Maccabees was due entirely
to the weakness of tho Seleucid empire. But it should not
bo forgotten tlr t this weakness, and the unenlightened
policy resulting from it, also made that empire's rule
intolerable for the more vigorous of its subject peoples.
In many ways the Hasmonean state developed, as Toynbee
aptly remarks, into a nsuccessor stateﬁof the Seleucid
empire. The Decree in honour of Simon is an Illustration of
this process. It shows how, as has often happened in
history, a nationalist movement - once its aims were
realised - changed its course end developed into an
autocracy on the pattern of the surrounding states. As
such, the new state, from its very birth, found sever©
critics among its cv/n people. In many ways this criticism
was justified. Nevertheless, in restoring the rule of the
Lav; throughout the whole of Judaea, the Maccabees did

ensure that the Jews could absorb Hellenism without being
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swailipod by it; and they crested, the material conditions

in wlifch tiie people, including the critics , could survive.
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NOTES

SECTION I

1.

10.

11.

12.

14.

15.

Michaelis was an exception. A good Introduction.

to the whole problem is given on pp.i ~ xxx of Grimm's
Commentapry, which is still in many ways the best work
on | Maccabees.

A classified table of authorities may be found in
Pfeiffer, pp.499-20.

Intoduction, p.xx

pp. 220 (with note 52); p.229 (note 14); pp.23G,/7
(notes 32, 33); pp.248-233.

p.374.

Judaica, p.vill.
Ibid. PP.S2-75
i pp.51-82
" p. 83

A pp.76-80

" pp.62-75

Juden und Oriechen,
document Jos./Int. 14
time of John Hyrkan

Ibid. pp.36-44
Ibid. pp.73-86

pp. ~7-1/



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Z/.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Kritik, pp.99-100

pp.140-157, especially 147/8

pp.250, note 1; 253, noted; 257, notes 1 and 3
Charles; Apocrypha, pp.61-64

pp.238, 253* 264-G

pp.303-306

p.343

especially p.127

p-

passim; especially p.375

Laqueur, pp. ; Momigliano, pp. 141-1/0

P)A(. Vol. XIV* (s.V. MakkabMerbtlcher) p.785; Per Gott,
pp.174-5

Urkundenfalschong, pp 75-86,especially 34/5
Judaica, p.55

Heichelheim, p.656

Welles, p.283

cf. Hadas, Introduction p.54, where 130 B.C. is taken
as the hypothetical date. Similarly Bickermann,
ZN.W., pp.280-98, especially the last few pages

Archiv XII, 1937, p.221 ff.

Amer. J. of Philology, 1938,pp.1-30



35»

36.

37*

38.

39.

40.

41.

? vV -

Hadas, pp.5**~91 Bickermaiia, loc.cit., argues that
it belonged to a recognized category of historical

romance
Ezra-3tudies, p.151

Of. Torrey, Harvard Theological Review 1544, pp.1-40;
Bickermann, rroc. of the Amer. Acad, for Jewish

Research, 1551, pp.101-155
Juden und Oriechen, p.69
Judaica, p.81

In general it seems to me that the use of the word
"forgerywhich is not confined to Willrich, has

no place in discussions of these letters. &forgery
always has some ulterior motive; it tries to gain
some material advantage from a deliberate untruth.
But if any of the letters in ancient Jewish literature
had been forged there would have been litle point in
presenting them to the Jews. Even the Alexandrian
works like II and III Maccabees and Aristeas were
written mainly for a Jewish public. There 1s no
evidence whatever that they were at any time used

in political discussions. .Modern scholars tend to
forget that it was only through the accident that
these works provided religious edification for the
early Church that they were preserved, when so many
similar works must have been lost.

From the example of Scclesiasticus Icf. the Prologue)
it appears that no groat interval elapsed between
the composition of Hebrew bocks in the late Greek
period and theS5.r translation into Greek.
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43.

44.

45.

4-f;.

47.

Modern opinion, in contrast with that of earlier
scholars, rci*ards the author of I Maccabees as an
eye-witness of many of the events narrated. Thus
Bickenaann, Dor Gott, p.145 with note 5, where the
old arRument that the last sentence of the book
(mentioning the Annals of John ifiyrkan) implies a
date after fiyrican's death is effectively refuted.
See also Sttelson p.34y, where a date before Ryrkan’s
broidt with the Pharisees is postulated; Abel, pp.
XXVIII-XXIX; Zeitlin, p.32; Hordl, Scrittl in memoria
di A. Pasaerini, PP.50V-519 (Of. p. "3 )

Thus Schuejrer (Vol.II, p.193) and Blckermann, Per Gott,
p.145; against this view P feiffer, p.

cf. p. IS/b

Judaica, p«51; Willrich's references in this passage

are v/rong.

This is proved by the opening of the book, which deals
with Alexander the Great. 4ehomlali closes with

Alexander’s'contemporary, the High Priest Jaddua.

The only dates given in full are those of the
Desecration and Restoration of the Temple, which

were identical (I Macc.l, 54; 4, 52); the victory
over Nioanor (7, 43); the Capture of the Akra (13, 51);
and the Decree in honour of Rlmon (14, 2?)* It

should be noted that all except the last occur as
national holidays in Megillath Taanith (written about
70 A.D.) For some other events the month as well

as year is given, e.g. of Judas’s last battle (9,3);
Jonathan’s rise to the High Priesthood (10, 21);
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baabh of Simon (16, 14). For others, including all
events of non-Jewish history, only the year is recorded,

41-S.  The exact date (i.e. month and day) of this event
was still rememoereci in the first century A.D.
of* p. ISH- uencc it is likely that the author
of 1 Maccabees also knew it.

479"  The single word 10 used to indicate that
what follows is a letter.
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SECTION 11

3*

That this document is to be dated in the year 163 B.C.
was first shown by Laqueur, Historische Zeitschrift,
p.233 ff' Cf. also the detailed discussion by
Tcherikower. Meyer (pp.213-215 and p.46u) still
assigns it to the year 165 B.C. Laquour’s conclusions
are now generally accepted. The month in vAiich the
document was Issued is not known, as we have no means
of assessing?: the length of the siege and the following
negotiations. On p.14 of "Per Gott" Bickermann
advances the date to February, 162 B.C., though on
p.174 he dates it in 163 B.C. The significance of
the settlement is best discussed in Bickermann, 'Ter
Gott", pp.7"* and 85*

It is not clear whether Alcimus was appointed before
or after the change of rulers, of. Marcus*s note to
Jos. Ant. XII, 385 (p.20CO* Alcimus stood for a

moderate form of Hellenism.
Aor this treaty of. p. below.
Vol.I, p.215

On the character of the Maccabees, p.229; of# also
p .242. on the situation after 161 B.C.: *80 waren.
die 1“ustande wie sie unter Antiochos dem Grossen und
Qeleukos IV bestanden hatten, Im weeentlichen v/ieder-
hergestellt" , p.249. But Meyer admits in passing
that the tax-concessions granted to the Jews by

Antiochus III were not restored. Cf. below.

"Das Prlvilegr® dea Antiochos III wurde dadurch im

wesentlichen wlederhergestellt", Per Gott, p.85-86.
The privileges of Antiochus III, which are contained
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in a letter to Ptolemy the governor of Cogle-Syria and
Phoenicia, are quobod by Josephus, Ante138-1"1"u The
document (No.2 in Bickermann*s list in Per Gott, p.174)

is discussed at length in Bickermann, La Charte Seleuclde.
Evidence for the abrogation for% the privileges in tho time
of Antiochus TV is contained in II Macc. 4, 11, where it
is said of tho High Priest Jason, A Cueva tolc
’loudaCoic (pLAavOpwA" jJaoiXtxa. . exapdocL:;

7* Un the general significance of the Akra cf. Bickermann,
Per Gott, pp.71-80.

8. Cf. also Bevan, C.A.H. VIII,p.520.

y. cf. Bickermann, 1.8., p.165

10. He seems, however, to have exorcised a general
supervisory function over the affairs of Judaea;
e.g. he might remonstrate with the High Priest for
arrears in taxation (II Maoc.4, 23-9), and call in
troops from the provincial governor In case of an
emergency. Cf. Bengtson II, pp.174-6, and (for the

title**"A* 222N instead of the more wu sual * (p,)

p.153, n.3.

11. e.g. Molon, Timarohos (in Babylonia), Ptolemaios
(in Kommagene) and the Eastern satraps of the third

century B.C.

12. Taeubler, J.Q.R. 194”7 has shown that as early as
200 B.C. there had been a Jewish movement aiming at
total independence from either Ptolemaic or 8eleueid

rule.

13# A rough historical parallel may be discerned in the
Spanish persecution of the Dutch Protestahts in the



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

20.

sixteenth century, which resulted eventually in the

secession of tho Netherlands from the Emanish empire.
*ee 1in particular pp. fr'

Of course there had been two rival lines claiming
the Seleneid throne since the death of Seleucus IV
in 176 B.C. But neither the irregular succession
of Antiochus IV nor the coup of Demetrius I had been
accompanied by civil war; the former remained
unchallenged throur;hout his reign and the latter

at least had a respite of ten years.

But the author of I Maccabees takes the relationship
quite seriously,

Cf. C.A.H. VIII, p.522/3. Justinus 35, 1%

On the political bias of I Maccabees c¢f. Bickermann,
Per Gott, pp.28-30. The author persistently identifies
the Hasmoneans with the people, and refers to their
opponents only by such terms as avopot xai
dartgeCc (7,5), AoiuoC ), MEtootJvxec % edvoc
aixCv 21); etc. Of course, according to the
view put forward above, he was, broadly speaking,
right and the Hasmoneans were in fact championing

the interests of the people. But this does not alter

the fact that heis at times guilty of misrepresenting
the truth for pdlltical reasons.,

of. Ap 7H-7U

The JSxact date of the battle is not known. The two
limiting dates are the autumn of 152 B.C., when

Jonathan was first appointed High Priest, and 150 B.C.,
the date of Alexander’s marriage to Cleopatra.



21. Of. note 24 below

22. Cf. p.,. IPff-

23*  The was a subdivision of the satrapy equivalent

apparently to a elsewhere in the Seleucid empire
(Bengtson II, pp.24-9)- Most commentators believe
that the over which Jonathan was appointed was
identical with Judaea. The office of M-eptodpxn™; 1s
not attested for Judaea previous to this time; a
meridarch of Gamaria is mentioned Jos.Ant. XII, 261?
264 (cf. p. id ). Schuerer nevertheless holds that
Judaea had always been a (vol.I p.184), v~ ile
Kahrstedt goes so far ast o maintain oliat the former
High Priests had automatically held the position ox
meridarch, though thqjr had preferred to use their
priestly titles exclusively, as being the more
honourable (pp.54/3). According to Bengtson, on the
other hand, Judaea had been part of the province of
Samaria until this time; in 150 B.G. she was for the
first time raised to the status of a separate province
through the appointment of Jonathan to a meridarcliy.
(Vol.II, p.170). In favour of Bengtson’s view one
might cite the fact that at the outbreak of rebellion
in Judaeca the meridarch of Samaria was called 1in;
against it the statement, I Macc.10, 30, that the
three provinces we.re being added Sap.apiTiOoc
xaj TaXiXaCa¢™ v/hich sounds as though another province

is meant (cf. p. 1l a f .

The evidence at our disposal seemsc insufficient
to decide the question. The Seleucid qystem of
administration was a very elastic one and v/as under-
going continuous change in the second century B.C.;
so that it 1is an impossible task to try and fit all
the territorial divisions known to us into one logical
structure. Thus it it possible that th""**'*  of the



24.

Jev/s was technically inside the borders of Samaria,
but that in practice the administradtion of Samaria
had little contact with it, because the Jews enjoyed
internal autonomy and were left alone by the govern-
ment. There is also a possibility which so far has
not been considered, that Judaea was joined with
Idumaea just as Samaria and Galilee seem to have
belonged together. The picto which Jonathan was
appointed by Alexander certainly contained Judaea,
but perhaps also included some territory beyond.

There 1is some cLouot about the position of the governor
Apollonius. According to I Mace. 10, 69, he was
appointed by Demetrius, xai xaréornoe Anufjrpioc
*Axo\X(I'vtov Tix)v ovaa (sic) Ké6i\t)C SrpCac,, In the
parallel passage of JosephpES (Ant. XIII, 86 ff.) ho

is Alexander’s general, and Alexander’s subsequent
gifts to Jonathan are exi'lained as follows; 'AXeCavopoc
ié dxoduoac Ii'tnrTiMévov telv ar-vsv oT:paTnY<Sv ‘AxoXXwvCov
xpoocxotetTO xatpeiv, xapd aiToC yv "Wy
'larvddij ouvépale cpClef dvrt xal

Most scholars have rejected Josephus’s version, though
Grimm and others believe that the peculiar phrasing
of I Maccabees indicates that Apollonius had served
under Balas and later transferred his allegiance to
Demetrius II, who then re-appointed him to his old
command. Only Bengtson has recently come out in

favour of Josephus’s version (Voi/ll, p.177, n.3)*
He believes that Jonathan, like the rest of Alexander’s

former supporters, went over to Demetrius and fought
against the satrapical governor to whom he had
previously been subordinate. [ agree v/ith the
majority of scholars that it would be quite incredible



that Alexander should have rewarded Jonathan for
defeating his own general.

The difficult phrasing of I Maccabees (assuming
the text to be uncorrupted) is most easily explained
if we assume that Apollonius had established himself
in Gocle-Syria by his own efforts as a supporter of
the line of Coleuous IV, even before Demetrius had
landed. This assumption would be the more probable
if he is indeed to be identified with the Apollonius
who i1s mentioned by i'olylius as””“vrpocpoc of Demetrius
I (Pol. XXXI, 11, 13). I[f so he would have held the
same, or partially the same, command as his father
mApollonius the son of Menestheus, who was commander of
Oo”le-Syria and Phoenicia under Seleucus IV (Il "tacc.
4, 4); cf. Abel, pp.197, 350). The readiness with
which Apollonius won control of the coastal cities
and the rest of Palestine outside Judaea may indicate
that Alexander’s hold had never been very strong there

(cf. p
23. He also promised to evacuate other fDistresses &v
ToUq dxrpEtpaciv )e The only Syrian fortress on

Judaean soil that we know of at this time is Bethsura.
Perhaps fortresses near tho border on which the Jews
had an eye, wuch as Gazara, are meant. But 1t 1is
not impossible that Demetrius Il had re-occupied some
of the fortresses which his father had evacuated in
153 B.C.

26. Of. Bengtson II, 176 ff. The "ladder of Tyre" was a
mountain range 100 stades north of Ptolemais (Jos. B.J.
IT, 138).

27. Perhaps in the summers of 144 and 143 B.C.



28.

29.

50.

51.

52.

55#

54.

S55#

36.

On the history of Joppe cf. Bchuerer II 128-152, and
pp- baow. The town remained predominantly Jev/ish
until 70 A.D.

For the fortifications see for the assembly
p. Jonathan’s forelgn relations are discussed
at len/"th pp.

He did so shortly after his returr£ from Judaea (15,
51-52).

Of. Meyer p.262, P.W. Vol. VIIA, p.719

Bee p./AV1'
Roth, pp. ;  Taeubler, Imperium Romanum, pp.259-54
Ibid. p.47

Scrittl in memoria di A. Passerini, pp.509-519

Festschrift Mgldeke, pp.817-829



)G s .

DocijiViKmp 1

1. Prime Llaee, p.lf>3

2» cf. p. Iff

3» Hatch % Redpath e.v. fuvaTdg

4. cf. Jellis 67. 13

5. cf. 1 Maoc. 10, 29 (p. 7? below) and IT Macc. 1, 6, *

6. The following; remarks are based onBickermann, T.O.
pp.40-50

7. cf. Il Macc. 4, 38 (Antiochus 1V) TTOIC

xapaxp”iuc- TOS 'AvopovCxoil xopq upav

TCGpt€\6p.evoc xoic X -TieptjipfiCac+ +

8. 3ee Wilhelm ,Mtetk. d O*ii- RrU- LsL. , if/4, , gy /[?3f

9- cf. I Macc. 8, 29 for a Bisillar gloss Inserted by the
author in the Judaeo-Roman treaty.

10. Urkundenfhlshhunz, pp. 37'"-

11. 1.8. p.44

12. Ibid.

13. Liddell 85 Scott g.y. 9 povefv



_1yr -

DiOHMKOT 2

1.

2,

3#

4.

S#

Momigllano (p.163) has argued that Document 2 is to

bo dated before Document 1. The proper occasion for
these offers, he believes, would be a time when
Jonathan’s defection to Alexander v/as already known,
though not yet official. After Alexander’s letter
there would have been no point in the offers made. As
the dates of the letters are not given this supposition
1s quite possible. It seems unnecessary, however, if
one bears in mind the fact that the letters differed in
their objects. Alexander offered personal honours to
Jonathan, but Demetrius attempted to win back the nation
as a i%ole.

Per Gott, p.53 note 2.
O0.G.I.S. 229, 11

Ibid. p.54. Bengtson (Die Strategic pp.10, 11) quotes
Meyer’s definition of the in Persian times, "das
nichtst*dtisch organisierte und dem unmittelbaren Regi-
ment dor Reichsbeamten unterstelite Land"; and adds

that this definition still holds under the Seleucids,
though gradually superseded by the teim . I

do not think this is quite correct, at least when applied
to the contexts quoted above. The example of the Jews,
in particular the title which was borne by Simon
and his followers at a time of virtual independence,
shows that the term must at least have been compatible
with a considerable measure of autonomy; and probably

it even implied this autonomy. %en Seleucus Il addressed
himself he meant surely not royal officials,
but native rulers who were only loosely subordinated to
the regional governors.

Bickermann, Per Gott, 54; of. lovoaCac xai



10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

15.

e TOV A WOV TOVTV the edict of Antiochus III,

Jos. Ant. 12, 141-
cf. on VW34 and 36

Of. p.

p.255 n.lo SimilarlyvVillrich, Judaica p.54, for whom
this assumption is an argument for the falsity of the

letter.
p.1%

cf. Welles, p.36?

cf. Welles 64, 13/4,t1 bl XK(x 6t -xivia spiXdvdpwxa nat
'tef. [lia b*bo, ol %pu }0015 fiaatXgIlg auveydor)oav A%i v p" KO,

and note ad loo.; 67, 14/15, cl 6b kcol 176V UEOV Tffua

v.ai TGYc '6 V AftT\varov ¢! \iivOpoita

See also Welles's note in the glossary, pp.373» 370

For this use of K(/ kb/ cf. Il Macc.
Bickermann, Ztschr. f. Wentest. Wlss.

See especially the commentary on v.39«

1

, 6 and 9;
1933, p.245

As noticed already by Grimi’! (ad loc.) and Schuerer Vol.I

p.229, note 14. On the edict in general cf.Ohap.l, note 5

e.g. Welles 54, 13 xpuccfmaxn
scp.xtayia'voc Opctxao-S  apiox'-"M®7

1%t rotS c¢cdpou v.ai

It is used thus in the edict of Antiochus p%Il A*coXolpev 6¢
xai etc '@ Xoiiciv ntrotc laA TOC TpCtou nopcev

(loc.cit). Perhaps this is a imtoman usage; the
Romans did not impose a fixed annual tribute, but varied

their assessment from year to year according to the

harvest (cf. Bickermann 1.8*% p.107)»

Josephus may have



c—- slightly altered the vocabulary of the edict of
Antiochus III just as he altered that of the documents

in I Maccabees. He seems to have understood96poi in

the sense of tribute 1in the present passage, since he
gave the tax special emphasis. His paraphrase of verse
29 runs/ T&urv depfiQut Toic nookr de{ ITapyfxeTe*
TTode 'VoiiTole xa{ TI*V Tiui’jV xapC*u&L xSvadAffiv xail
tCv cTGepdva-v ot)f npooGepépGTe fuTv . (Ant. 13, 49).
Of. also Mt- 13, 143 and page . "ov a discussion

of the tribute see pp.

17. E.g. Welles 14, 5 %(f9’V\1:(*V Te oxXTjpv xa2 x\iXe%v
dxoAdaavTa , v*here poi stands for a v/ar-contribution.

18. So Grimm, Schuerer (loc.cit.) and Zeitlin. Only Abel
translates "tribute".

19# cf. Rostovtzeff, S.BJi" pp.440-441

20. Even the &oman term tributum capitis included this
meaning as well as that of the flat poll-tax. bf.
Marcus, Loeb edn. of Josephus Vol.VII p.74, note (a);
Schwahn, P.W. s.v. Tributum, VIIA, esp. pp.68/9* A
poll-tax existed in Ptolemaic Egypt, but nothing 1is
known about its nature, cf. Préaux pp.330-87*

21. Josephus seoms to have divided V.30 into two parts

X (peithaps misled by the repetition of the phrase
ofi*Gpov f)uepd/; ), placing a full stop after the word
il'xexecva vvhich follows the first occurrence of this
phrase and assuming a lacuna at the beginning of. the
second part.

22. 6kd TatJTd éoTiv lovoaCoig v (6 (popdc T&v ocoudTcov
papCTcpog¢ Ttj¢ ttWiTS fepiouotac  (Appian. Syr. 50). Of.
Schuerer I p.512.



23.
24.

23.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.
nD,

32.

33#

34.

35#
36.
37.

38.

39.

_37, -

Judaica p.36
Vol.I, p.229, note 14

Bickermann I1.S. pp.111-113; Preaux, 249-252

cf. Heichelheim, P.W., s.v. Monopole, Vol. .:%VI, pp.
159-61, 190/1

Yale Gla-iS.Stud. 111 p.82
3.E.H. p.470

Yale Clas,Stud. 111 p.86

loc.cit.

xul! 1F tWa tcl clvfjxovra ... xai Tdc Totl ;...
no.t TO "5¢ a v'fjxd v ia * i v oxe¢d vo vg¢ % d v x a
Ax.apKt'ooucyv atT oV ¢ (j MaCC. 11, 33)

cf. Bickermann 1.8. pp.l111-112; Rostovtzeff 5.B.H. p.471;
Welles, p.363

Tenney Prank Il p.576

Lichtenstein p.286. Megillath Taanith 1s a Hebrew

work compiled ca.70 A.D.; it lists the days on wliich
f«lasting was prohibited because of some joyous anni-
versary, and contains many references to Maccabean times.

of. p./t»
S.B.H. p.529
cf. on V. 38

Rqatovtzeff, Kolonat, pp.240-244, 260, etc.; S.B.H.
464-70,528

1.8. p.110 n.6
/



41.
42.
43.

44.

43.

46.

47.

48.

49.
50.
S1#
52.

55#

54.

7 7V/ «

O0.G.I.1. 223 J
Welles, 41
cf. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p.244 n.1

S.E.H. -PP-4GG/7* In his*Ko:"on4te#udion Rostovtzeff

had positively asserted that&tribuieA- d land-tax were
mutually exclusive; but in the later work he expressed
himself more cautiously and left the question open.

0 OTo C A*Uvia” ppnyug xf)v diavoCav xaj fiTTwy
xa2 6id TO9x0 xév idip xo03 \aol) <M6pov -, dV xbTg¢ \

'
! ' ' &
0aoil\s't)otv of xax”psc aWoy éxeXouv Ix xC5v iSCu>v”xdXavxa

efVooiv dpYUpCov, Ooft¢ sTc dpYitiV éxCvr.oév X(Iv “aoiXéa

Judaica pp.54/5 fToX"atovy
i : !

1-3. p. 178  ""or the confiscation of land in Macbabean

times cf.fDan* 11, 39,xai jxd)pav dxopepeT stc Owpe’-v;.

also I Macc. 1, 38; 3, 56
[

1.8. p.131/2
p.107 |
I

S.E.H. ppi467-8
cf. pp. 3
Kolonat p|246

Cf. Bicke][pann 1.8. p.128: les documents juifs ne nous
montrent jfeunale les satrapes, mais le gouvernement
central, ocoi”é¢ des questions financiéres.

t I
cf. U"p.42 Bickermann, Per Gott, pp.73-9



55# cf. p. below”
56. Rostovtzeff, Koloutt, p.247

57" It v/ill be assumed that the texb is correct. On
account of the generally unsatisfactory” condition of
the verse, tho figures liave been subjected to doubt
(Bidcerraann 1.8. 180). It should, however, be noted
that Josephus’s copy must have agreed with our text
in this respect,

58. cf. Préaux, p.154
59" cf. Jos. c. Ap. II, 4, etc.

60. llie stoiy as related by Jos. Ant. XII, 158 ff. obviously
distorts the facts; but most modern historians believe
thcit it contains a kernel of truth. It should be dated,
however, before Mtiochus I11’s conquest of Palestine.

It has been variously assigned to the reigns of Euergetes
Philopater and Epiphanes (cf. Marcus tvI p.82, note c;
Meyer, pp.129 ff)»

61. cf. Heichelheim pp.649-52

62. The Hebrew word noges, v/hich R.V.renders "exactor", is
tranalated by Gesenlus as Tributeinnehmer. ButDaniel
may possibly be referring to Seleucus’s attempt to
pillage the Temple.

65® cf. Rostovtzeff S.B.H. p.705* Perhaps Rostovtzeff goes !
a little too far in saying that even Judas’s revolt was
directed more against the ruling classes than the
government. The section of iiie ruling class which
was most active in this respect seems to have included
(or been identical with) the Tobiads whom Josephus

« mentions on several occasions (B#J. 1, 51) 12, 229,



237? etc. ) The old line of High Priests, though
closely connected with this feroup, seem to have resisted
their economic measures.

64. cf. heichelheim pp.651/2. fe know that in
tho assessment was subject to revision; for
in the Mnesiaachus Inscription provision is made for
the event of an increase in the royal exaction (Buckler
and Robinson, imer. J. of Archaeol. 1912, p.55)"*

65" c¢f. Grimm and Abel on this passage. Even so the syntax
of the sentence is unsatisfactory”; it might be improved
by correcting Tot (vxi»{i>d?v.\cinto A

A assuming the genitive to be an attraction

from tlie preceding words. But compare also Genesis 9> 6,
@ o6i ixxX > atilLC pu:7zcv "IVI(* TOt a™.iaTOc; abnou
f tho subject « f A
to be uaderstood just as here txie object ]g

le ft ont. The original Greek would probably have
expressed the ad.aeratip by ]>00 apiTul) ktAj

Simply'nuwu-pw V 8 ivac scu cpcacu x oA

66. cf. Mnesimachus Inscription (&iokler and Robinson, Amer.
J. of Archaeol. 1912, p.55)-  The wordj" ¢"guS is there
applied to the amount to be paid by a village of the
y'apd. Tha meaning of the word i~ 30
general that it 1s easy to see how it could be applied
to the collective obligations of the largest and the
smallest territorial units. But this f'pas 1is clearly
in a different category from that paid by a city or
othno 8.

67" of. on V.34 below. '

ss. For the distinction cf. Strabo 240 AANAA

xap.;«0”, Xenophon Oecon. 5, 20



69.

70.

72.

73.

74.

75”

76.

o _ YevrijiaTa xaC %<x¢%di
Mneslmachus Inscription (loc.cit.)

But cf. II Macec. 5, U, ee A.epi
1Ay YSYOVito.v 6tfYa.pev AXOCTOT;? (v XAiv Toudalav.

Hatch and Hedpath, s.v. vAr;

t~cliuercr Il p.235

e.g. "liildoits Shomcem = ApripoXTSac fop 3a’al
Bhamain, the god of the Syrians (of. Abel, pp.23/9)5

cf. also Abol’s note on I Macc. 13? 54, showing that the
original of that verse contained a pun on iiie name

Tryphon. the practice was not confined to the Jews.
Antiochus IV was niclc-named instead of
(Pol.26,1).

cf. Exodus 1, 11, vAiere the phrase is translated as
Ur Tbe Hebrew "mas" (plural with
"article "hammissia") originally meant "forced labour",
and later acquired the meaning "tax". But the normal
word for tax-collector seems to have been noges (Job
3, 18; 39)7); the normal Greek word was ¢fCfpo™i*oC
(cf. Match & Rddpath; Preisigke III 178); in choosing
the Greek translator was probably
conscious of the associations contained In .the Hebrew
original.

I.G. p. 154

e.g. O0.G.I S. 565) 18; SJ.G. Ill1 982, 26; Welles 23, 6

The usual Greek tem is 4|ioc text must

be due to the Greek translator. The XX do not use
(Gpo(s an adjective at all.



77* 1.8. p. 116, text and note 6. or other explanations
see Abel’s commentary to this passage. Seitlin’s
interpretation is altogether improbable. He explains
the first part as a re-affirmation of ihe edict of
Antiochus III forbidding non-Jews to enter the Temple
enclosure (Jos. Ant. 12, 145/6); and identifies the
tithts and tolls with the offerings due to the priests
according to Biblical command.

78. Bicli:oi*mann [.S. p. 154
79. Of. Rostovtzeff G.E.H. p.444 ff.

80. Even the so-called "free" ,Gkeek cities often had a
garrison imposed on them, cf. Bengtson Il 154-5;
Rostovtzeff, S.E.H. 527»

31. Lichtenstein p.286

02. %i( tovoaCoDV 6é Touq o,fxdc,AaTi0é”waqOouXeéovTag Ny

tt
II Macc. 8, 10:

6ieoxflo(xi;o 0& 6 Nixavo)p tov gopovo’}“\f al.»»

b

paoiAeT toTc |pb).aafotc TaXSvara>v 6 ic%iXCa)v gx Tiiv,

Laviatojv atx.<«X(*)oCac IMXrjp <r€t.v*, Dan.11 33
5 xa] TWFrc bi... %> 0¢xa axMFO Aorr™tv  f)>eveep(ixaM.ev .
c5»

84. Bickerms”® 1.8. p.117, Rostovtzeff, Taie Class. Stud
I1I, p.76

85. Rostovtzeff,.Revue des JStudes Anciennes, 1931, p.17
86. cf. Zeltlln, ad loc.
87. lixoa.34, 23; Deut. 16, 16

88. p.286



89*

90.

91.

92.

93*

94.

95%

96.

97"

98.

99”

100.

101.

102.

cf. Veiles p.172 and the parallels cited there.

[.O. p.71
cf. Intro, p. Justin.35, 1*
of. somigliano, EriiaoLineo, p. 163

To". .Ant. 13,..230; of. Bickermann, Icc. cit.; but
it 1s possible that Antiochus’s lenient troatmcnt of
the -Tov/s was partly influenced by his desire for troops.

A AN "V %ol) xai Kpo¢ O0éxa éx rflc rffiv
nristeas 12/13? .
' Lou6aCwv xJPC G(c AfCyu"ToV jienfjYaYev. dp* Jv doel

Tpetc uvptdCaq xa’ix)%\toa¢ dvCpftv dxXexxCv eZ

xdpav xaa'(fxioev év toTlL¢ ¢poiipfotq.

TJrlmndenflllschung, pl39
Vol. I, p.229) note 14
cf. Momigliano, Prime Llnee, pp.163-164

Already Hecateus of Abdera, who was a contemroraiy of
,IB\tole %ter characterized the Jews as
0A- pax _
(Diodorus 40, 3, 8; «cf. Jos. c. Ap. I, 194).
For the expansion of the Jewish population in Hellenistic
and early Roman times cf. Baron, p. 167 ff-, and p.370 ff.,
notes 5 and 7*

cf. Schuerer III, 35 ff.
Jon# Ant. 12, 147-155: the letter toZeuxis.
cf. Jos. Ant. 13, 245, andMarcus’s note ad loc.

Jos# Ant. 13, 251



L03*

LO4.

105

LOG.

L07.

108.

109.

110.

I11.

112.

113.

114.

'ITfe -

Bicicormnn 1.S. p.72, n*l

Preisigke II, p. 144. The usual word fo'r soldiers’ pay

Historische Zeitschrlft, Vol.136, p.349-50
Bengtson I 64/5

Bengtson II, p.22 ff.

Jos. B.J. I11, 54; Pliny Hist. Mat. V, 14, 70
[.S. p.198

Bengtson, ibid. p.27

Paiastinajahrbuch, 19357 p.94 ff.

Loeb edn. of Josephus ad loc.

p.209

p.58 ff,

115® Bengtson pp. 165, 176, but cf. notel20

116.

117.

118.

Schuerer, p|.184 n.9;Abel, Géographie, p. 134. The

form “rare; u s ually i1is wused. It

seems likely that the two jio not cover quite the same
territory, and that " is used only for Samaria
proper without Galilee. s> ¢ m "~ P™ah .

Hist’ Sraec, Bengtson (p.24 n-3) suggests that
geographical names ending in -itis, like Moabitis,
Ammonitis, etc., were originally

p. 66

passim, esp. p.74



e.g. Bengtson p.79

120. The Paralia seems always to have been outside Cocle-
Syria and Phoenicia, and to have formed a strategeia
in its own riglit (cf. Abel,, Géographie, p. 136)

121. The v/ord was not a technical term, but might
denote territories of varying sizes. In IXX Is, 19,2
it 1s used to translate the Hebrew Marnelachah = Kingdom.

122 xail sCc oaxpax.”.lac ofgpf;xo A SeAeuxCec,
> (li¢*q)/ni ifoOB1 LOC, BI»C-i)*a¢ 6b xai 7 t(oi\Vf £Uc>i(x

(Strabo X*/I, 349. cf. Bengtson p.37* Poseidonius’s
history began in 143 B.C. 5§ his statements therefore
should be valid for the period v/ith v/hich we are
dealing. For other interpretations of the pasiaage
see HdIsCher pp.31-3; Kahrstedt, p.30=

It should be noted that Strabo here mentions
Oocie-"yria without Phoenicia, thus it appears fes% """
the territoiy to Palestine and Southern Lebanon excluding
the coast.

123. cf. p.
124. cf. p. 4

éx TSv GOV
125. Bickermann 1.S. p.130. cf. Il Macc. 3, 2,

xpoodowv

126. Bickermann, Revue des Edudes Juives, 19357 p.29 ff.
127. «cf. note 105
128. Aristeas 33; Ezra 6, 9; 1 Eadras 6, 29; &, 19, etc.

129- c¢f. Bickermann I.S. p.123; also Holleaux, Inscription
troutbe a4 Brousse, p.74, line 11/12,
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xiv idaoiféc, Ixiidoctfvai to el¢ td tapd xa? xoAgwq
I r OLOIKriO1V dpv”piov
130. Thua Grimm and Abel.
131  On Jos. ~Ub. 13) 33, note (h).

132.  Grimm rejected this interpretation on the grounds that
the Seleucids were always short of money; hence there
was no surplus!

133*  Preisigke III 180
134. Zeitlin on v.62; p.

155% cf. Welles, p.116/7

136. In the first case 9 w v xpsCcjv TOU ay be
royal supervisors of the temple and the 5000 shekels
v/ould presumably be taken by them to defray their own
expenses.

137* Px*eisigke s.v. (13)
138. Bickermann 1.8., pp.114/5
139*  Von Woess, pp.104 ff, 112.
140. Ibid. pp. 165-70

141. Ibid. 171 ff.;165

142. Fop the expression cf. puoiXixu preisigke,
S.V. iidoiXinov
I
143. Von Wooss 19, 171 ff*  Mi \Y et¢ tc3 paXioixd
xutfixo VKf%eA.Ac'&at P Y
144. e.g. Welles 9, 2, V ixroCac %iW M ag xai d"TuACag
I

145. Welles, 57-3.



146.

147.

148.
149.

150.

Syria 20 (1939) pp«35-39- Similarly Von Woess p.4
vAio speaks of "innerstaatlloho und vdlkerrechtliche

cf. V.3» Thus even according to this view Jerusalem
would have been in a position to seek diplomatic asylum-

[.S. p.

S.B.H. pp.344/5

Jos. Ant. 12, 145/G. '"The documont is suspect, however.



DOCULTr.m? 3

1. Welles, pp.xx3clv ff. But his conclusions do not
appear to me absolutely certain, because the two
letters on which they are baaed, Mos.9 and 70, are
preserved only in inscriptions erected about three
hundred years after they were written. Thus it may
be that the temples themselves, as in the present
instance, also received copies preceded by short
covering letter?', which might have been lost in the
intervening period.

2. Demetrius annos pubertatle egressus. . .auxlliantibus
Cretoosibus securum (i.e. Alexandroni) ao nihil metueatem
adgreditur Justin xxxi, 2, 2.

5 c¢f. II Macc. 3.0, 11; 11, 1, etc.
4. I Macc. 3> 38; II Macc. S, 8

5. II Mace. 11, 22

G. cf. Bickermann I.S., pp. 43, 193

?. cf.a” Sud 1101, 14 TUV o6eVva ovfX'vr[petv Td
xpd¢ TBV dvépa. xa( TBV xotvdv pCov oOtxata

3. KvvoCa is defined by Holleaux as "™ *attachement dont
les citées grecques. . .attachées aux apparences de la
liberté, affectent a 1”¢poque beclénletique de donner
le témoignage spontané a des souveralas™®*, The word
la found in 14 out of the 75 letters in Welles's
collection. But in some of these examples (e.g. 15,10j
15#15) it is used conversely foi® a king*s eentimmta
towards his subjects.

O* For the phrase itself of. p. /A& r



10.

I1.

12.

13%

14.

15.

15.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

-J'rr

of. Document 2, vv*50, 38.

For thia IXX use of etTcof. T%vetc nv Vefc
xaTolX® % .35, 34)

Cf. p. 4[t//f/2) Alt.p.112

6%L%wpoOpGv o'*"ULV xaé 'tfjv dvd-"eotv
KOi1]00.640,1 Scbroeter 35, 8 ff.

of. belles Intro, pp.xi, 71, etc.

ctf. Welles, pp.282/3

Buclcler % Robinson, Amer. J. of Archaeol. pfp, fi, gy
of. pp. /1]; 13-~-U-2

Kttelson points out (p.320) that this phrase does
not occur anywhere in the Beptuagint except these
documents. The tisua.l LXX expression is & aC&va.

I.B. p.108
Bevan, O.A.H.VIII, p.525; Abel, p.208

cf. Marcus adloc.
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I. cf. p. LiciitenstGia, p.286

24 p.242

3. cf. Bickermann,T.8., p.193

4. An exception was also made for courtesy titles such

PptXo<, doeAcpécv

3. This wlOid not apply fo Document 2, which is addressed
to the people only.

cf. below

%
7. cf.

8. Revue des Etudes Juives, 1935, p*32

9. of. p. Iy

10. cf. p. S8ip

IT. cf. Steier PvV. s.v. Phoinix, Vol.XIC, p.401

12. II Macc. 14, 4, where the usual Greek f o r m 1 s

<PO b V u*

used, patt;- an Egyptian root occurs in the papyri,
cf. Preis%ke s.v.

13* For this expression cf. Pap. B. 1192, 6; i-xdvTev Iv
TC luleyfoTTj ctpflv*Q Yeyovd“wv" perhaps the original”
. Greek had something like etpfivnv papacoy which the
Hebrew translator, echoing Isaiah 54, 1> and Ps.119, 155,
rendered by Shalom Rav. (This phrase is otherwise

translated by the LXX aBpjpf*vri %O0\\ri «

14. cf. Pap. Tab.5, 144*5 1bR"; xpei&v TeTayjx*vou »
cf. also p. 17 above. 'In I Macc. 12, 45 the phrase is
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used for military officers.

15.

l6.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Abel compares this clause with the provision of a
hundred places of refuge to the French Protestants

in the Edict of Nantes. But the fortresses in Judaea
were surely first and foremost means of defence.

cf. 1ts roLo in the wars of Judas Maccabaeus, T Macc.4if,

Megillatb. Taanith. On the 14th of Sivan was the
capture of Mlgdal Tsur (Lichtenstein p.281)

cf. below
Pap. Tab. 5, 3

The adjective TeXovixdc can be used with a similarly
wide meaning, cf. Preisigke s.v.
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1. The comientators have referred this phrase to IBiodos,

nn;

where according to Appion ""jr. 58, Antiochus learned

of idle captirre of hin brother.

2. I Macc. 15, 10
3. WelloS; pp.i'Clii-zcliii

4. ’Usually in the royal letters when a writer varies
betrween *1* and *we* he dkit Irpaiishes botv/een hiraself
as an individual and as the representative of a state”,
Welles p.74

5. of.

6. of. PP'UYM 24/, hfiieC"y)" kU see 410 IHacc. 13/°2] ~300) hoii [lo

?. of. the decree of Pergamum, which speaks of an embas”
to Rome sent by the people of the Jews and thoir High
Priest HyrkanuB (Jos. Ant. SIV, 248)

8. of. Hoffmann, B.W. s.v. Tiyiphon, VIIA, p.721

9. p.44

10- For "arits of. Ex.28, 7; 30, 11, etc.; for parits 1ibid,
18, 10; Dan. 11, 4; of. also Acts 24, 5.

11 . cf.gtacCi)g dvfiXauPdvecTat TOU TcaorptxobD ptou ué po v f

Pap. Masp. 6, 3»

12. épp”odat %a( to~c (ptXovc xaf Ta xpdvuaTa xciTd
xSoav T*v x&PGV

13*  For wIM%»cf. p.1H forl¢""p,aTa and o06p,aTap. 7""

14. pp. On the occasion of the truce arranged in the

war between Antiochus FII and John Hyrkan to enable the
Jews to celebxhto the festival of Tabernacles, Antiochus



sent a sacrifice to the Temple (Jos. Ant. 13, 242)
15. Hill, pp.civ, 269-71,

16. Vol.I, p.761 ff.

17* pp.xc-xciv

18. 3icfeermann 1.?. p»228

19. It is still maintainedbyBaron, pp.233, 369, note 1,
#10 argues that the shekels represent a uninue issue
vhoso purpose it was to assert the Jews* newly won

freedom and sovereignty. Accordiagly Biraon minUed a
quantity of silver that had been heaped % inthe
teirrple. His successor had either no need orno

opportunity for furthersilver issues.
20. Hill, pp.184-7
21.
22. pp.IOtIS
23. Voll, p.772 ,
24. Hastings Dictionary II1p.430
25. c¢f. Dickormann, Dot Gott,p.173, note 7
26. op.cit.
27. Z.AW. 1933 pp 78-9
28. Kanael I Hf«ef Ittfh.'l, pp. iyo-0"
29. Bickenaann, [.S. p.255, note 9

I

30. Reiferxberg, pp.9/10



31.

32.

33%*

34.

35-

35.

20 —

Albrifyit, Bull.Amer.Boc.Orient.Research, LXII, pp.252-66
Biclcermauii, 1.S. p.231 ff.

Rostovt*jeff 3.K.H. pp.326/7# I'he passage continues
"pXovided that tile action was of no ortance”; but
this reservation did not apply In the last century of
the empire.

Welles p.292

For this phrase cf. Pap. Teh. 27, 25, also 2nd century
B.C.

cf. p. IS/X
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3*

57’:

Of# the fuller expression in the parallel account of
Josephus, 6pwv O5M@VT* autC xaTd voCv tt.povot

eoTS xwp«l - ¢ .(Ant. 13J 163)

It is not impossible that even Jonathan’s embassy was
partly motivated by bis desire to break away from his
alliance with Tryphon, and it may in turn have contri-
Duted to his dcwrnfall.

Buechler (p.134) and Momigliano (p.149) believed that
our text of I Maccabees represents an uneasy compromise
between two conflicting versions that were circulating
about Hasmonean dealings with Sparta, one attributing
the embassy to Jonathan, the other to Simon. Momigiiano
further asserts that Jonatiian*s embassy to Rome was as
much of a myth as his letter to the Spartans. But
these theories involve unnecessary doubts about the
text of I Maccabees, and are founded on the assumption
of a imjich later date for the book than that which is
now commonly upheld*

See the Appendix to this chapter. Ihe case for two
%man embassies in the time of Simon was already argued
by Hltzlg, p*452 ff.

For a Bibliography of the discussion in the 19th century
cf* Schuerer I, p.251, note 22. Hie praenomen of the
consul appears as Cnaeus in Cassiodorus, but Lucius in
Valerius Maximus I, 5, 3* See also Meyer pp.264/);
Gutikerlet, p.242.

, hhr I>/7

Bidceimann, Gnomon, 1930, p.357; Mttnzer, E lio, 1931,



9.

10.

11.

12.

13#

14.

15#

16.

17#

p.335-8; Broughton, p.476, note 1. The editions
of Abel and Zeitliu still adhere to the later date.

cf. p.

Broughton lists L- Gomelius Lentulus for 140 B.O.

? Lucius Furius Philus and ? L. Plantiua Hypsaeus
for 139 B.C. and L. Calpumiua Piao for 138 B.C.
The tern VkaToc (or oTpttTnydc was the Greek
equivalent for the Latin Consul, but the translator
of I Maccabees may have used it loosely, or in the
mistaken belief that a consul is meant. 2"he word
occurs aej”veraltimes in the Septuagint to denote
various Persianofficials. Of. Hatch and Rddpath
s.v. VTcaxoc

cf. p.

cf. p. /4Z

Bickermann (Gnomon, 1930, p. 35" ) coiti>ares 8.B.G. I, 578
Bickermann (ibid.) citos Cyll. 595, 611, 612, 618, 634.

cf. Jos. Ant. 13, 260;ff.; 14, 145 ff* and the documents
cited in uoto (13).

of. Abel ad loc.
Diodorus 33, 28

Sttelson, p.521 note 43, note” that this phrase occurs
four times in I Maccabees, compared with only four times
in the whole of the rest of the Septuagint. But this
does not necessarily prove that the document was edited
by the author, since the phrase mayhave been character-
istic of the age.
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18. Sitziingsber. d. Kgl. bayr. Akad. p.571

19- Momlgllano pp.155~6

20. JQs B.J. 1 474- o&0OcvC ydp /(afoap Toali;TrvVooxet
/?Spucrfav. hfc'iE'i&v ajt' a'STo7) cpDy*vla xa” "Tcpoorxoucme
JORAE e i areip” ™ phY P

cf. Abel’s note ad/ocum

21. II Macc. 1, 7-8"
another letter of

This letter is quoted Inside
the year 124 B.C. Of# Bickermann

Ztschr. f.d. neuteBtameatl. Wiss. 1935# pp.233-54.
Bickermann suggests that the time may have been

opportune for the

introduction of the festival in

Egypt, since the Oniades had just suffered a reverse,

having supported Cleopatra Il in her unsuccessful B

against Ptolenjy VII.

22. For the term XwW/

of. Document 5, I Macc. 15, v#3.

Zeitlin (p.42, note 133) suggests that the original
had prael™arl”catares

23. Of. Schuerer III,

p.4, especially note 2. For an

even more extensive list of Jewish settlement cf.
Acte. 2, 9-1I; also Philo Leg, ad Oaium 36.

24. Cf. Schuerer III,

pp.6-7.

25. Sltzungsber™ d. kgl. Akad# 1895, p.571

26. Meyer, p.2<”, note 5

F

27* For the foifaer view, #iich was first s-?jiggested by
Michaelis, ;Cf. Abol*s note ad loc. second view
is maintained by Roth (p. 33 ) who suggests, as the

ruler*s tei’ritory

, Emesa on the Orontes, centre of

an anciant Isun-cuit.



29.
30.

31.

32

33.
54.

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.
40.
41.
42.

43.

44.

Schuerer III pp.56/7

Ibid.p.55

For the independence of the cities cf. Bickermann
(toKEsaax Gnomon 1930, p. 558

cf. p.
Jos. B.J. II 103; Schuerer III p.56
Bickermann, Gnomon 193U, p.359

'Maoted Jos. Ant. 14, IIS. 8tx‘abo goes on to note
that it is difficult to find a place not inhabited
by Jews. The passage belongs to 88 B.C. according
to Baron (See next note).

On the Jews in_ Cyprus and Gyrene cf. Baron, pp.374-5,
notes 13 and 16

Taeubler (imperium Romamm pp. 164 ff). Is the only
modern scholar vho would place the document in the
time of Jjaesar. He decides for the year 47 B.C.

p.151 ff.

p.524, note (d)

PP-275-6

pp.W-47

Sltzungsber. d. kgl. bayr. Akad. 1895, PP*553 ff.
Gnomon 1930 p.560

p.491, note (19

The month of Panemos or June/J*i1y would then have to



be the time of the despatch (not return) of the ambas”.

45. p-509, nota 2.
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DOCUMETO3 7 & 8

1. The oarliesb commentators took the relationship
seriously, while those since the eighteenth centuiy
have confined themselves to attempts at explaining hou
the belief in this relationship arose* Among, liie
more fanciful explanations is tlmt of Michaelis (pp.
264-7), still followed by some modems, who would take
8parta as a misreading for the Biblical Sepharad
(Obadiah 20) which he identifies with “Bosporus”, and
accordingly locates in the North of Asia Minor? while
Buechler sought the Spartans of the correspondence in
Gyrene where there were large settlements of both
Spartans and Jews (or Samaribane) *

2. cf. p. in/H

3* cf. Abel on I Macc. 14, 20, p.233

4. of. Bhrenberg, ?.#. s.v. Sparta, IIIA,p.1425
5#  Classical Philology, 1934, pp.11?-22

6. The only subsequcnt relations between Jews and Spartans
that we know of occurred in the t lue of Herod, at whose
court the Spartan adventurer Euryoles appeared ca.? B.C.
Exploiting the strained relations between the king and
his sons, Buxycles managed to enrich himself at the
expense of both. (Jos. B.J. 1, 513 ff)* It seems that
he was greatly helped in his schemes by the belief in
the relationship which was apparently prevalent among
the Jews of his time. cf. Ohrlites p.1?2 iff., esp.p.1?6

7¥  cf. Grimm*s commentaiy on this verse. occurs here
and in 8, 29; 14, 20; 15, 17- NOT %'gwt of.

8. p .320. He concludes, of course, that the wording of



the letter raust be due to the author of I Maoeaboes.
Hut perhaps this use ma oomcion to theperiod asa#iole.

y. I lace. 14, 38-40. Cf. pp.

10. e.g. I ilacc. 3, 18;4, 8, 30; 9, "4,

11* PP* 135%8. H Maoc. 1, 7 jSaof\cuo*vI:Oc;6TinTjxptou 1?rouc

S KatoQtolb 7iiTiKooTot T ixet¢ 00 touodafoi Aptv.
Actually thlo letter must have been written after

Jonathan’s death, since Jonathan did not owe allegiance
to Demetrius TI.

12. Jos. Ant. 12, 225.

13. V&laJislble explanation, first sug'“esbed by Orlmm (p.184
ff) is that the Spartans had triad to obstruct the
sbhoraes of Antigonus and iieoétrius Poliox&etos
winning allies In the ISaat. (Of. also Soheurer I, p.
237, note 33). It appears from a note la Eusebius
Ghronicon s+ '6UvtU that D«aetrlus destroyed f*parla,
and he may at tdie same time base bad oontacts with Judaea.

Interest in the Jews is manifested a oamber of
early Hellenistio writers, e.g. Cleaxehes, Megasthenes
and Hecataeus of Abdera. Heeataeus nttted the Jews’
great respect fot their ancestral laws, and this may
have first suggested analogies with Sparta (cf. Bhrmber”,

P.'J* s.v. Sparta). '%us it is not impossible that one
of these writings should be the “neatloned in
Arelus*s letter. Of course the Spartans could hardly

have daiiued descent from Abraham. Rut if some Greek
epWhnymous hero originally figured in the letter, the
name mey well have been altered by a JwW i hand. For
Uie Jews, unlike acme other Eastern geoples, would have
too much national pride and too fixed a tradition to



14.

15%

16*

17- .

18.

allov/ themselves to be fitted into the Greek geneolcj”.
Abraham was an obvious ctioicQy for not only was he the
most remote ancestor” from vhom numéro’ys tft& es were
derived? but he was regarded, at teatt in later times,
as the father of all proselytes. - The claim to a
community of goods is more problematical, Kahana cites
IT Kings 3s 79 vjhere Johos/j*>hat, king of Judah, agreeing
to an alliance with Jehoram, king of Israel, says* 1
am as thou art, my people as thy people, and my horses
as thy horses. V#23 1s in any case an unnecessary
addition to the letter. The words aé
dvTLYpd(pop,ev iptv seem quite meaningless in tnéar
context, since the Spartans can hardly reply before
they receive a letter from the Jews. Gould this verse
origina].ly have been meant to conclude Jonathan’s letter?
If so there would be little reason left for rejecting
Areius’s letter.

iVe possess a number of passages from late Classical
v/riters speculating on the affinities between Spartans
and Jews. Of. Ginsburg, Class. Philology, 1934, pp.11?-
122; Abel, Revue Biblique, 1946, p.390, Abel there
quotes many other instances of mythological relationships
between Orientals and Greeks.

cf* Abel’s note on I Macc* 14, 2?
P.W.TII s.v. Makkabfiterbticher, p.785

cf. the examples cited in Syli. IV, p.369, Vcpodoq

As, for example, in Syll. 604 and 558-562, which
Momigliauo (p.142) compares with the present document.

Ibid.
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1.) Bot ell scholars agree on the Semitic original of the
decree. Bickermann believes that the document must have
been drafted in Greek, arguing that "the form is altogether*

<;imt of a Greek honorary decree utterly 1;possible in
Hebrov*(Maccabees,p 89). A similar opinion is expressed by
Meyer(p*205,n.1.j « But there are strong arguments against
this assumption. Even under Uxo later Basmoneans, Greek
was not the official language of Judaea. 'The coins of
John Hyrkan and Aristoboulos are inscribed in Hebrew only.
Wo have little reason to suppose that the majority_ of the
Jews of Jerusalem would have understood Greek at Uiis time.
And it 1s most unlikely that any Palestinian followers of
the Maccabees wore s o holleniaed tliat they thought in
Greek, thus finding it necessary to compose iiie document in
Greek and translate i1t for the benefit of the assembly. Of
course the form of the document is foreign to Biblical
Hebrew. But literary forms may easily travel from one
lan“ruago to another; if social conditions make tills
appropriate. Thus the most we can say is tJiat Greek doc-
uments served as a model; but it is equally possible that
the Jews first became acquainted with the form, of the city
decree through Aroraeic translations (cf; also Baron, Chapter
VII,n.16.)

2 .)The expression as Grimm points out, Is
either a corruption of ¢ a> or an inaccurate
translation (Hebrew hipersonai passive translated as active),

3. Some editors (e.g. Grimu ) take the document to the end
of the chapter, while others regard either w.4B & 49

(thus Abel) or the last four verses as narrative. The
following considerations have influenced m to adopt the
lost solution, which is that of Zeitlin. Vv.46 & 47 are
unparalleled in Greek decrees and can obviously be regarded
as part of ttxe decision laid down in the decree since they
add notiiing to tlie sense. lheyc ould at most be regarded as
an appendix representing a kind of formal signature. Even
sc, however, we expect a pr]gcizls& phrase such as o iipOs

, ai & taieho!
in place of n/f A~ in V.46. A publication
clause at the end might indeed be expected but could hardly
have contained the word, # It is possible tlmt vv.48
& 49 should be regarded as part of the decree and that the
autiior interpolated vv.40,47 and inserted in 48(0f.

Commentary on Document 1 v.20.)

4. Cf. 2 Sam. 5,3 for the covenant entered into by David
and the people. The most essential element of the covenant
was the oath (Hastings Dictionary CCoirehant ). But in the
present instance such © ceremony would have been out of the
question; the decree carefi®lly avoids any claim of divine

sanctions for Hie new rule (cf. on v.41).
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5.)Grimm p”".219-20

G./p. 595/5, "otc 15,

7.) cf. p*

b,) 1 Mace, 13,42. K~* i hdof ypj.<"gi¥ [y TeClf
TOy p C Niti (Meh ~yUNTiy € 7008 TrOIOU  f
zI™t™ros 197N (("¢lig x/y Tlp™nf*o'o K,

r)2'00"$you

9.) cf. Grimm# ad loc. Grimm lists sir; furthei® explanations
One of tnese, reaaing >K DV 75n 1lin the court cf the
people of God) is accepted by Abel who argues in its favour
tll_latdin Greek decreoe tnc phico -f iiieeting often follows
tli.e date.

10.) Vol.l,p,247, n.17. Shuerer points out that

in 1 Macc.13,42 (cf. not 8 above ) and in v.41 in
the decree i1s a variant on

12.) Century bible, Ezra ad.loc.

15.) ahuerer Vol.Il,pp;224,261 where numerous references

for uses of and will be found.
14.) i.e. the group referred to in / ha cca h€es as
U fiaé'ioi . G- 'TRoufe t"kt 't"eht'Cte  AiSe heie*/" -p. hUe-(3)

16.) 1 Macc. 15,16-19; Josephus (Ant,15,206) greatly
amplifies the version of 1 Maccabees. Off Geiger p.209.

16.)Cf. bickermann ; 2ifcLt. / yv7/. //ga, *33) p- 233 ff.
ri.) Jos.Ant. XII1,249
18.)brkundenfalschung, p.69

) ¢+ 1 Macc. 6,26; 11,20; 11,41 ff.; 12,56; 15,21
24.) Cf. pp. I"2 4 210 above#
23.)Cf# Grimm, ad loc#

21.) Thus Grimm, Sclmerer (I,p#249,n0t© 17),Meyer (p.266,n.li
Abel etc. Our version i1s variously attrluuted to the care-
lessness of a scribe, the Greek translator or even the
Hebrew author of the decree.

23.) The distinction between "true” and "false" prophets
is familiar fYom the OIld Testament. The author of Hie
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Decree, like the author of 1 Maccabees, evidently believed
that prophecy had come to an end, at least for the time
being (cf. 1 Macc 4,46; 9,27 and Marcus, Josephus Vol. VII,
r, 184, note e ). 2o0itlin*s argument (p.SO / that the
addition of the word "true " proves an origin in t he first
century A,D. seems hyper-critical, Tacubler ( Jewish
i&rtorly heyiew, 1946-7,pp.2B/y ) compares Ezra S,é¢ and
reheiidah 7, 05:"'till there stand up a priest uv/ith Drim and
Hiummim". He adds that the Maccabean movement, unlike
previous ones vjas definitely secular; it no longer sought
to fulfil prophecies* The avoidance of the name of God in
1 Maccabees soems llkowise to reflect the view that iiistory
had entered ito a different phase since the end of Biblical
times ( cf. Pfeiffer, p.495 ).

2#.) Jos.Ant. 14,170

23*.) 2 Macc. 5,4; cf. Abel ad loc.

2ip*) There is no foundation whatever for Vi?illrich*s
assumption ( Orkiindenfalschung,p.72 ),which is shared also

by zeiblln ( on chapter 15,v.42 ), that this title is of
Roman origin.



-.sc'2

Notea : Conclusion

1. it is true that full independence cam© only after the
capture of Antiochus VII by the Parthians in 128 B.C., and
that some of the gains recorded in 1 Maccabees were temp-
orarily lost by John Hyrkan. But theie la no reason to
suppose that iuatiocims aid not metm to abide by hie grants
of 138 B.C. as far as taxation, the fortresses and the
right of coinage were concerned. The only respect in wiiich
he did not recognise the independence of the territory of
Judaea itself ( i.e. excluding Joppe, Gazara, etc.) was in
liis demand for the Akra or later an Indemnity in its stead;
end ho considered Hyrkan a vassal in the sens© of demanding
troops from him. The very word ethnos with which he and
his brotlier still address the Jews shows that legally they
were still considered part of the Seleucid empire.

2. Helchelhelm, p.661-2

3. &Qrer (p.286 ) suggests that the Pharisees separated
themselves from the Maccabees in 146 B.C. There is some
evidence that the Damascus sect emigrated even earlier.

4. study of History, Vol. VI. p.122 « " In a later chapter
of hTstory the longer in terregnum in the rule of txie
Hellenic dominant minority over its subject territories on
Syrian ground west of the Euphrates - an interregnum which
was merely the incidental temporsry by-product of a family
quarrel between the Seleucid and Roman representatives of
the dominating alien power - was mistaken by the Jews for
a triumph of the arms of the Maccabees.” Elsewhere (11,294)
To;mbee calls the Meccabean attempt toresist Hellenism

by force a "forlorn hope from tiie start". Tiiis seems
taking rather too long a view of history#

6. Vol.V, p.187. But Toynbee goes completely wrong when, in
a different context (Vol. VI,.P.344/5n.1.), he refers to
this successor-state as claiming to be a "Messianic Kingdomf
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