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Abstract

In this thesis, I examine the connection between ancient Galilean perceptions of space and
religious identity by drawing on literary and archaeological evidence from the 2™ century BCE
to the 1% century CE. It is divided into three levels of spatial analysis: bodily, communal, and
regional. Spatial construction in Galilee is informed by the ideas and contributions of spatial
theorists. Some of these theorists have examined how religion and spatiality are
interconnected. The first section, bodily space, examines ancient Jewish conceptions of purity,
in order to address how religion and ritual were expressed in everyday life in Galilee. In this
section, | have consulted a wide variety of texts, and compiled and discussed elements of
Galilean material culture which relate to the bodily expression of purity conceptions. The
second section, communal space, documents the development of public spaces in Galilee and
in ancient Judaism more generally. The third and final section, regional space, examines how
Galilee can be conceived of as a distinct region in the Levant. In particular, I focus on the
relations between Galilee and Jerusalem, principally economic and religious ties to the
Hasmonean dynasty, which ruled over the southern Levant during the 2" and 1% centuries
BCE. My thesis utilises a variety of additional sources that document, and methodologies that
have been applied to the study of, Greco-Roman history, archaeology and literature.
Furthermore, I use insights from spatial theory to creatively imagine the spaces that were
generated in ancient Galilee. My work considers discussions about identity formation and
delineation, especially with respect to how groups are reconstructed through texts and
archaeological materials. The thesis offers a more careful and nuanced understanding of
identity and its relation to ancient materials than previous scholars’ approaches, whilst
moving away from essentialist definitions of identity.
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Time Periods

In the scholarly material used for this thesis, different terms have been used to describe
roughly the same time periods. The bulk of the materials discussed in this thesis come from
the Late Hellenistic to Early Roman periods. To avoid confusion, I have tried to be consistent
in my own use, but for the sake of clarity, a breakdown of the dates which establish the

delineations of different periods discussed has been provided:

Late Second
Temple
Period

333 BCE to
70 CE

Early 333 to 152 200 to 142 Seleucid

Hellenistic BCE BCE

Late 152 to 37 ¢.110-100 to | Hasmonean

Hellenistic BCE 37 BCE

Early Roman | 37 BCE to 70 | 37 BCE to 93 | Herodian
CE CE

First Jewish | 66to 70 CE

War







1. Introduction

This thesis explores the composition of Galilee by examining the textual references and
material finds which relate to the region from the 2™ century BCE to the 1 century CE. This
topic is far too large to fully consider. Often the desire of other scholars is to elucidate the life
of Jesus of Nazareth, that most famous Galilean, or else to contextualize the locality where
rabbinic Judaism began to produce key aspects of its early textual history. Others are
concerned with contemporary questions of identity and belonging. Adherents travel to the
region to glimpse the hilltops where Jesus preached, visit the synagogues where sages
instructed, pay respects at the tombs of prophets, and connect themselves to ancient
narratives. The period of interest for this study concerns a time mostly before those events
ever took place. I have further limited this study to the question of ancient Jewish Galilean
religious practice; that is, what we can know about the religious practices of a subset of the
population of this place, from its incorporation into the Hasmonean State, to the end of the
First Jewish War. My approach engages with the available evidence for the expressions of
religious practice and its relations to three overlapping spheres of space: bodily [chps. 2 and
3], communal [chps. 4 and 5] and regional [chp. 6]. The foundational unit of religious life is
the body, or the household. From these collections of bodies, we can examine communal
religious life, and then how these communities understood and related to one another. At
some point, on some level, these communities were understood etically (internally) and
perhaps emically (externally) as Galilean. They were further considered Judean in the

Hasmonean and Herodian period. Many of them will have been considered Jewish.
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1.1 The Question and the Approach

This thesis seeks to answer the following questions: how did ancient Jews create
meaningful spaces of religious activity in ancient Galilee, and how did those spaces in turn
influence the constitution of ancient Judaism? These questions have been largely unexplored
in scholarship. Spatial theory has been widely used in biblical studies and cognate fields in
recent years, yet only a few works have examined Galilee using spatial perspectives, and
these have not incorporated archaeological evidence to a significant extent.! On the other side,
archaeologists have conducted a great number of studies on the archaeology of Hellenistic and
Early Roman Galilee, but have not engaged with spatial approaches.? Galilee then remains
partially unexamined and this thesis brings together these thread strands of historical,
archaeological and spatial analysis. I will employ aspects of spatial theory, the insights of
critical geographers, and notions of identity to explore the spaces of Galilee. This contributes
toward our understanding of ancient Judaism, towards theoretical approaches in archaeology
and history, and to specific discussions around purity in ancient Judaism, the emergence of
purpose-built Jewish communal structures, and Hasmonean influence over the late Second

Temple period.

! These works are excellent but are principally engaged in using spatial theory to interrogate texts rather than
archaeology: Halvor Moxnes, Putting Jesus in His Place: A Radical Vision of Household and Kingdom
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2003) [see also 8. Bibliography for his other works]; John M. Vonder
Bruegge, Mapping Galilee in Josephus, Luke, and John: Critical Geography and the Construction of an Ancient
Space, AJEC/AGJU 93 (Leiden: Brill, 2016); Karen J. Wenell, Jesus and Land: Sacred and Social Space in
Second Temple Judaism, LNTS 334 (London: T&T Clark, 2007).

2 For example: Mordechai Aviam, Jews, Pagans and Christians in the Galilee: 25 Years of Archaeological
Excavations and Surveys, Hellenistic to Byzantine Periods, Land of Galilee 1 (Rochester, NY: University of
Rochester Press, 2004); Andrea M. Berlin, “Household Judaism,” in Galilee in the Late Second Temple and
Mishnaic Periods. Volume 1: Life, Culture, and Society, eds. David A. Fiensy and James Riley Strange
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2014), 208-215; Rick Bonnie, Being Jewish in Galilee, 100—200 CE: An Archaeological
Study, SEMA 11 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2019); Mark A. Chancey, Greco-Roman Culture and the Galilee of Jesus,
SNTSMS 134 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005) [see also 8. Bibliography for his other works];
Uzi Leibner, Settlement and History in Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine Galilee: An Archaeological Survey of
the Eastern Galilee, TSAJ 127 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009); Jonathan L. Reed, Archaeology and the
Galilean Jesus: A Re-Examination of the Evidence (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2000).
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I suggest that Hasmonean influence is apparent from the shared material culture
between Galilee and Judea. A number of features of Galilean material culture appeared once
the Hasmonean incorporated the territory into their kingdom, and while some of this was
probably constructed by Judean migrants, there was nevertheless a link between Hasmonean
hegemony and developing practices in Galilee. While there is an apparent difference between
Galilean/Judean material culture, and the material culture of the surrounding regions, I do not
think that this meant that the Hasmoneans themselves had a conception of this particular land
as being related to some kind of ancestral or holy land. This notion is not present in First
Maccabees, which represents Hasmonean court ideologies around the end of the 2™ century
BCE. As discussed below, this work does not indicate that the territory of Galilee was
considered significantly different to territories outside of the notion of the Davidic kingdom

[see 1.2.1.1].

To begin, I present an account of the toponym “Galilee,” as it was used in ancient texts.
The project is shaped like an ellipse, which opens which an examination of what Galilee
meant in texts, and finally closes again by considering what Galilee meant from an analysis of
archaeological materials. This approach intentionally distinguishes between an ancient and
varied understanding of a region and a modern synthesis of archaeological sites under a single
regional term. These two understandings are not unrelated but should be carefully
distinguished. Furthermore, I intentionally define Galilee as a varied and changing toponym
on the basis of its ancient usage at the outset of the thesis, before returning to examine how

regionality may have been conveyed through collective expressions of material culture.

Further theoretical strands include an exploration of how I understand the category of
“ancient Judaism,” and how spatial theory serves my research questions. I have approached

Judaism as an identity, which included elements related to language, religion, ritual, gender



1.1 - The Question and the Approach 4

and more. Not every potential framework for analysing identity and embodiment has been
included, but these additional elements would only add to my conclusions. I use spatial theory
to ask questions of the texts and material culture and think about how these spaces were lived.
I consider three levels of spatial expression: bodily, communal, and regional. The aim is to
uncover some of the diverse ways in which Judaism was a social expression of identity in
ancient Galilee, giving voice to people without much textual witness. The bulk of the thesis is
fleshed out with four chapters which form two pairs on the archaeological and textual

evidence for both bodily and communal spaces.

The overarching collective ideology which I ascribe to ancient Galilee space can be
termed “Temple Loyalty.” While many elements of practice such as the observation of purity
are decidedly not linked to the Jerusalem Temple, this atmosphere wherein spaces were
created to facilitate a form of Judaism centres on Jerusalem and its authorities. These
authorities were initially the Hasmoneans, who drew a large part of their legitimacy from the
Jerusalem Temple. “Temple Loyalty” covers the range of expressions of spatial identity
known from ancient Galilee. Not everything discussed in this thesis can be directly connected
to this impetus, but I will argue that a key driver for many of the known expressions of

religious identity in this region originates in the period when the Hasmoneans were in power.

The results of this work contribute to our understanding of ancient Judaism, particularly
its variety. Yet beyond simply stating things about how ancient Jews created and experienced
space, this work attempts to develop an approach towards the integration of texts and material
culture rooted in spatial theory. Spatial theory and biblical studies often engages in a

discussion of theoretical representations of space [see 1.4.1], that is, exploring how a text
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engages with a sense of space.’ Here I advocate for thinking further about the lived realities
behind the texts. That is not to say that textual ideologies do not reflect lived experiences, but
that there is a difference between thinking about a text as creating a space, and social spaces
created between people. This may result in thinking about the relationship between ancient

authors and their audiences differently.

1.2 Geographic and Temporal Scope of Investigation

The territory north of Samaria, which was brought under Hasmonean influence,
administration and control around the beginning of the 1% century BCE, principally includes
what is usually called Galilee and the Gaulanitis. While Galilee is the nomenclature for the
region both in antiquity and at present, the territory of the Gaulanitis is effectively the area
currently known as the Golan (Heights).* I will refer to this northern region of the Hasmonean
State as Galilee, even if the name did not cover some of the places which will be discussed.
As shall be seen below [1.2.1] the toponym Galilee was always malleable, and I will employ

the name in this spirit, using this term to encompass the region which appears to have had

3 For example, Alison Schofield, “Re-Placing Priestly Space: The Wilderness as Heterotopia in the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” in A4 Teacher for All Generations: Essays in Honor of James C. VanderKam, eds. Eric F. Mason et al.,
JSJSup 153/1 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 469-490, analyses how the wilderness understood as a space in the
Damascus Document.

4 This area is the legal territory of Syria. The occupation of the Golan Heights and current geopolitical tensions
are typically glossed over in discussions of the region but must be foregrounded here to acknowledge the
implications of the use of materials from this area in my own research. As recently as 2019, the annexation was
recognised by the United States under the administration of Donald Trump, to which the United Nations
Secretary-General Antonio Guterres reiterated that this had not changed the standing position of the UN upon the
legality of the occupation of the Golan Heights. See United Nations Security Council Resolution 497
(17/12/1981): https://undocs.org/S/RES/497(1981). My interests (and those of some archaeologists working in
the region) principally concern Jewish remains. This identification forms part of the justification for the
occupation of the territory by the State of Israel, where elected officials explicitly claim this heritage for the
country. I will not ignore the evidence from these areas, but state here my reservations about the implicit
approval of the occupation itself. This approval may appear implicit in using these remains in a way which
furthers the ideological claims over the jurisdiction of this territory, an occupation which ignores the objections
of the international community.
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quite a similar material cultural profile. Galilee is notable for its identification with and
interest in the Jerusalem cultic centre over the two centuries after its incorporation into the
Hasmonean state, from around the beginning of the 1% century BCE. This thesis explores the
evidence for this identification and the varied expressions of Galilean identity. In this section I
examine the texts which include the term Galilee and its constituents, and then discuss the
changes in the archaeological record which coincided with the Hasmonean conquest of this

region.

1.2.1 Galilee in Second Temple Period Sources

The sites that are discussed in the following investigation are included on the basis of
archaeological phenomena. These phenomena are often said to map out a region of Jewish
occupation which is tied to historical accounts of the conquest and subsequent settlement of
Galilee, and surrounding areas by the Hasmoneans, and then Herodians [see 1.2.3]. These
historical narratives — First Maccabees, the Book of Judith, and the writings of Josephus,
among others — do not contain a unified notion of this area. The region can be variously
constructed from ancient writings — for example, both First Maccabees and Josephus’ account
of his role as strategos of Galilee provide inconsistent borders of Galilee. This should be
expected, as nearly two centuries of activity separate these accounts. Furthermore, examining
where diagnostic archaeological materials have been found provides a competing conception
of what constitutes Galilee or the Galileans [see 1.2.4]. This should alert the reader that
conceptions shift, and what is clear in one source is not in another. Key archaeological
indicators of distinct regions are not as indicative as they might seem [see 1.3.4.2]. The idea

that terminology for locales shifts between writers is easy to demonstrate yet often
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overlooked.” To illustrate this, I briefly show how Galilee (I'oAAaiag) is described and

constituted in a variety of sources written between the 2™ century BCE and the 1% century CE.

1.2.1.1 Galilee in First Maccabees

First Maccabees is a propagandistic work produced around the end of the 2™ or in the
1* century BCE. It promotes the legitimacy of the Hasmonean family, their right to lead the
Judeans and manage the Jerusalem Temple. Its narrative principally covers the Maccabean
revolt against Antiochus IV and his successors, ending with the death of Simon Thassi in 134
BCE.® Galilee is mentioned occasionally therein as a place where a Jewish minority is rescued
and brought back to Judea. The first mention of the region comes from messengers, who
report to Judah Maccabee that “the people of Ptolemais and Tyre and Sidon, and all Galilee of
the Gentiles, had gathered together against them to annihilate us” (1 Macc 5:14-15).” Having
heard this, Judah tells his brother Simon to go to Galilee and “rescue your kindred” (1 Macc
5:17 cf. Ant. 12.331-334). After a series of victories against the Gentiles and having driven
them back to the gate of Ptolemais, Simon brings back people from Galilee and Arbatta to

Judea (1 Macc 5:23).8 Some scholars have suggested that the Appnhoic in First Maccabees

5 Ze’ev Safrai, Seeking out the Land: Land of Israel Traditions in Ancient Jewish, Christian and Samaritan
Literature (200 BCE—400 CE), JCP 32 (Leiden: Brill, 2018), 1-2, acknowledges that the concept of “the Land of
Israel” has been studied from an ideological perspective, but opts to conduct a study of how this existed in
“everyday life.” However, this does not sufficiently address the problem of how ideology is embedded in the
definition of a geographical area as a clearly defined space. For an example of how this is carefully done, see Liv
Ingeborg Lied, The Other Lands of Israel. Imaginations of the Land in 2 Baruch, JSISup 129 (Leiden: Brill,
2008), 307-312, who argues against the notion of a single, fixed concept of “Holy Land” but rather multiple,
overlapping conceptions. See also Michael Avioz, “Land, Concept of,” ESTJ 2, 422424, 423,

¢ See Maria Brutti, The Development of the High Priesthood during the pre-Hasmonean Period.: History,
Ideology, Theology, JSJSup 108 (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 4-5, 10—14; Sylvie Honigman, Tales of High Priests and
Taxes: The Books of the Maccabees and the Judean Rebellion against Antiochos IV (Oakland, CA: University of
California Press, 2014), 19-21 and 568—572 for an outline of First Maccabees.

7 Unless otherwise stated, all translations of the Hebrew Bible, Apocrypha and New Testament follow the
NRSV.

8 NSRV renders this as “then he took the Jews of Galilee and Arbatta” to Judea, yet the term “Jews” is absent in
the Greek. This is presumably a logical addition from the general campaign against the Gentiles (ta £€6vn, 1
Macc 5:21) and the notion that Simon was retrieving his kindred from Galilee (1 Macc 5:17). Martin Goodman,
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9:2 is Arbel in Galilee.” However, this passage refers to the army of Bacchides and Alcimus
entering the land of Judah (1 Macc 9:1), and this battle was on the road to Gilgal (I'oAyoia, 1
Macc 9:2). This narrative is clearly drawing from Joshua 10:6—11 and First Samuel 13:12.
Josephus mentions Arbela in Galilee CApBnAa, Life 311; War 1.305 cf. ApPnloig, Ant.
12.421; ApPihov, Ant. 14.416; Life 188), yet the name was used for other settlements. '
Furthermore, this narrative recalls the exploits of Saul and should not be treated as a historical
account of expansion and land claims during the early events of the Maccabean Revolt.!!
Commentators have suggested that Gilgal is actually a corruption of Galilee, and thus have
typically identified, along with Josephus [see 1.2.1.4], this Arbela as the Arbel in Galilee.'? In
First Maccabees 10, Demetrius I Soter offered three districts to Jonathan, which were to be
added to the territory of the Hasmoneans taken from Samaria and Galilee (1 Macc 10:30)."
This bargaining chip was used in an effort to win Jonathan’s support in Demetrius’ civil war
with Alexander Balas. The phrasing suggests that these districts were within the larger region

of “Samaria and Galilee” rather than three districts which made up Samaria and Galilee.'*

“Galilean Judaism and Judaean Judaism,” CHJ 3:596-617, 599, suggests that these Jews were diasporic
communities.

9 Zvi Ilan and Avrahama Izdarechet, “Arbel,” NEAEHL 1:87-89, 87; Leibner, Settlement and History, 253.
Bezalel Bar-Kochva, “Manpower, Economics, and Internal Strife in the Hasmonean State,” in Armées et
Fiscalité dans le Monde Antique, Paris, 14—16 Octobre 1976, CNRS 936 (Paris: CNRS, 1977), 167-194, 193,
argues that this location cannot be located in Galilee.

10 Perhaps most famously for the site of Alexander the Great’s battle against Darius I1I at Gaugamela, sometimes
rendered as Arbela.

11 Katell Berthelot, In Search of the Promised Land? The Hasmonean Dynasty between Biblical Models and
Hellenistic Diplomacy, trans. Margaret Rigaud, JAJSup 24 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2018), 139;
idem., “Judas Maccabeus’ Wars against Judaea’s Neighbours in 1 Maccabees 5: A Reassessment of the
Evidence,” Electrum 21 (2014): 73-85.

12 Jonathan A. Goldstein, I Maccabees: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 41 (Garden
City, NY: Doubleday, 1976), 372. Goldstein notes that some versions of First Maccabees 9:2 contains a
reference to Gilead, which may have been a mistake for Galilee. Notably, Judith 15:5 mentions both Gilead and
Galilee.

13 See further Erich S. Gruen, Heritage and Hellenism: The Reinvention of Jewish Tradition, HCS 30 (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1998), 14-15.

14 See Berthelot, Promised Land, 317-319; Timothy Luckritz Marquis, “Re-Presenting Galilean Identity:
Josephus’s Use of 1 Maccabees 10:25-45 and the Term loudaios,” in Religion, Ethnicity, and Identity in Ancient
Galilee: A Region in Transition, eds. Jirgen Zangenberg, Harold W. Attridge, and Dale B. Martin, WUNT 210
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 55-67, 56—61. Bob Becking, “The Construction of Early Jewish Identity:
Reading 1 Maccabees,” in Ezra, Nehemiah, and the Construction of Early Jewish Identity, FAT 80 (Tiibingen:
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Galilee features in First Maccabees’ narrative in another place: Demetrius II Nicator’s officers
had arrived at Kedesh, so Jonathan responded by encamping next to the Lake of Gennesareth
(Sea of Galilee). He was defeated and retreated south (1 Macc 11:63—73). Later in chapter 12,
Jonathan once again conducts military operations in the region. Diodotus Tryphon marched to
Beth Shean (Scythopolis) in a preemptive move against Jonathan’s likely intervention.
Tryphon tricked Jonathan into splitting his forces and proceeding to Ptolemais, where he was
taken captive by the people of Ptolemais (1 Macc 12:39-53).

Seth Schwartz argues that First Maccabees drew on the language of the book of Joshua
and portrayed the surrounding nations of “Idumaeans, Galilacans, Samarians, various
Transjordanians, and inhabitants of the coastal Greek cities... as implacably hostile to the
Jews.”!® First Maccabees may portray the expansion of the Hasmoneans as an ideological
struggle to “reclaim” territory, but in this case the position would be that of a literary
framework of polemic and propaganda. In reality, the Hasmoneans cooperated with those
around them to further their own ends.'® Furthermore, as Katell Berthelot argues, “nowhere in
1 Maccabees is the land listed as one of the causes for the Maccabean revolt or the policy that
Jonathan and Simon followed after the rededication of the temple and the death of Judas.”!”

The land itself is troubled by the actions of Seleucid authorities (e.g. 1 Macc 1:28), but the

revolt is not explicitly portrayed as a cleansing process in the land. Rather, First Maccabees

Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 143—154, 150, suggests that this verse excludes Samaria from the land but includes
Hebron. I am uncertain how he arrives at this conclusion from the passage itself. Andrea Berlin notes that these
acquisitions of land were the personal property of Simon in the Hellenistic tradition of “king’s land.” She
suggests that Simon perhaps used the proceeds of this acquisition to provide food for newly settled villages and
towns, see Andrea M. Berlin, “Between Large Forces: Palestine in the Hellenistic Period,” B4 60.1 (1997): 33.
15 Seth Schwartz, “Israel and the Nations Roundabout: 1 Maccabees and the Hasmonean Expansion,” JJS 42.1
(1991): 28.

16 Schwartz, “Israel and the Nations,” 33—-34. On the basis of this strong polemic against other peoples, Schwartz
suggests that First Maccabees more properly fits the historical context of 130 BCE rather than around 100 BCE
(36-37).

17 Berthelot, Promised Land, 80-81, 161.
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builds the prowess and reputation of the Hasmoneans as defenders of the Torah; the concept

of ideological territorial claims is largely absent.

1.2.1.2 Galilee in Judith

The Book of Judith is thought to have been written around 100 BCE.'® An Upper Galilee
is mentioned in Judith 1:8. Here the Plain of Esdraelon, more commonly known as the Jezreel
Valley, is said to be south of Upper Galilee.!® Judith’s town Bethulia apparently lies on the
border of the land of Israel, itself in the northern part of Samaria, near the plain of
Esdraelon.?’ This would thus indicate that Upper Galilee was outside of the land of Israel
itself, while the Jezreel Valley was at the boundary. Mordechai Aviam suggests that this detail
supports the notion that the western part of Lower Galilee was occupied by Jews during the
2™ century BCE.?! Later in the book, those in Gilead and Galilee participate in the destruction
of the Assyrians (Jdt 15:5). Deborah Levine Gera points out that this is a reversal of the
narrative in First Maccabees which presents the Maccabees rescuing the Jews in Galilee,
whereas in Judith, the Galileans are among those who come to the rescue of the Judahites.?
Galilee functions as an indication of the unity of the Israelites in the book of Judith, although

the precise region which constitutes Galilee is unclear.?®

18 Deborah Levine Gera, Judith, CEJL (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2014), 38—44; Lawrence M. Wills, Judith: A
Commentary, ed. Sidnie White Crawford, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2019), 14—16.

19 Wills, Judith, 180.

20 Gera, Judith, 125; Wills, Judith, 206—209.

21 Mordechai Aviam, “The Hasmonean Dynasty’s Activities in the Galilee,” in Jews, Pagans, 41-50, 42.
22 Gera, Judith, 33, 434.

23 Safrai, Seeking out the Land, 6, notes that the land functions as a backdrop in Judith.
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1.2.1.3 Galilee in Strabo and Pliny

Strabo’s (c. 64 BCE-24 CE) Geographica provides an insight into one view of the
geographical makeup of the ancient Mediterranean.>* Strabo defines the area of Syria as the
place between Anatolia and Egypt, inclusive of Phoenicia and Judea, among others.”> He
reports that the until the end of Augustus’ reign, the area to the north of Mount Lebanon was
dominated by the Itureans (Geogr. 16.2.18).26 He briefly discusses the Jordan River and the
Lake of Gennesareth (I'evvmoapitig), but these descriptions are placed between a discussion
of the area further north (Geogr. 16.2.16). Thus, as with his later discussion of the Dead Sea,
Strabo appears to be confused over the exact geography of the area.?’ Strabo subsequently
describes Ptolemais, some of its industry and natural features (Geogr. 16.2.25-26). Galilee is
connected to the region of Judea. The people who are reported to live in this region, Samaria,
Jericho and Philadelphia are reported to be “mixed stocks of people from Aegyptian and
Arabian and Phoenician tribes” (Aiyvntiov, ApaBiov, ®owvikewv, Geogr. 16.2.34 [Jones,
LCL]).?® Strabo elsewhere reports that the territory of Gardaris (Gardara) lay to the southeast
of the Lake of Gennesareth and Scythopolis, which itself is said to be “in the neighbourhood”
of Galilee, to the south (Geogr. 16.2.40, 45 [Jones, LCL]). He further places Tarichaea on the
western shore of the lake but appears to be confused about the nature of the lake itself,
perhaps mistaking it with the Dead Sea as indicated by his comments about the asphalt taken

from the Sea (Geogr. 16.2.45).% Overall, Strabo provides an indication of the cities

24 Menahem Stern, “Strabo,” EncJud 19:239-240, 239.

23 Duane W. Roller, 4 Historical and Topographical Guide to the Geography of Strabo (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2018), 897.

26 Fergus Millar, The Roman Near East 31 BC — AD 337 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993), 35—
36, 273. On the emergence of the Itureans as a recognised group in the Levant, see Brent D. Shaw, “Lords of the
Levant: The Borderlands of Syria and Phoenicia in the First Century,” SCI 33 (2014): 233-234.

27 Roller, Geography of Strabo, 905-906; Stern, “Strabo,” 240.

28 Here Strabo reports that the Tovdainv (Judeans) themselves are Egyptians before discussing a version of the
Exodus narrative.

2 See comments in Roller, Geography of Strabo, 919. See also Vonder Bruegge, Mapping Galilee, 67.
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surrounding or perhaps on the edges of Galilee — Ptolemais, Scythopolis — and is aware of but
perhaps misinformed about Tarichaea, and otherwise has little to say about the region itself.
Beyond Strabo, Pliny the Elder also mentions the region, but has very little of value to
offer.’® He describes Galilee as lying between Judea and Syria, presumably as the region can
be thought of as stretching down the Jordan Valley, around Samaria (Nat. 5.70). He also
attaches the “mountain Gamala” to Samaria, presumably referring to Gamla (Nat. 5.69 [see
4.3]). Other settlements mentioned around the Lake of Gennesareth include luliade et
Hippo... Tarichea... Tiberiade” (translated respectively as Bethsaida, Hippo, El Kereh and
Tabariah [Rackham, LCL]). Some of these identifications may be suspect; Tarichea is
otherwise known from Josephus [see Error! Reference source not found.], and 7Tiberiade
seems to more readily fit Tiberias. Similarly, Hippo is known by Hippos-Susita, while luliade
refers to Julias, the renamed city of Philip the Tetrarch. Pliny also records the measurements
of the Lake of Gennesareth itself as being 16 (roman) miles long and 6 across (Nat. 5.71).
Pliny avoids discussing much about the region and about Judea more broadly.*! For each of
these authors, Galilee is a marginally notable region; its people barely warranting mention.
However, this also alerts us to the fact that some details about Galilee were known outside of
the region by ancient scholars, but that their sources of information could easily be mistaken

or confused about certain details.

30 Roland Deines, “Religious Practices and Religious Movements in Galilee: 100 BCE-200 CE,” in Fiensy and
Strange, Galilee 1, 78111, 79 n.2.

31 Trevor Murphy, Pliny the Elder’s Natural History: The Empire in the Encyclopedia (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2004), 113—118, suggests that this may be an intentional avoidance of discussing the Jews in
too much detail, noting that “the effects of the recent war appear as if by omission” (115).

32 For an overview, including other non-Jewish authors, see Silvia Cappelletti, “Non-Jewish Authors on Galilee,”
in Zangenberg, Attridge and Martin, Religion, Ethnicity, and Identity, 69-81. See also Vonder Bruegge,
Mapping Galilee, 122—124.
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1.2.1.4 Galilee in Josephus

Josephus (37—c. 100 CE) was a historian who after participating in the First Jewish War,
was by his own account captured and eventually released by the emperor Vespasian. After the
war, he lived in Rome and wrote a series of works concerning the Jewish people.** His
general approach to claims of Jewish territory seems to downplay the significance of the land
itself, perhaps to avoid antagonism with the Roman authorities.>*

In his earliest work, Josephus documents some settlements in Galilee, evidently drawn
from his own experiences.>® Josephus describes Galilee as a region with two subregions,
Upper and Lower Galilee (War 1.22; 3.35-40). According to Josephus, Galilee is bordered on
the west by the territory of Ptolemais and Mount Carmel, although the mountain and its
surrounding area is reported as “once belonging to Galilee, and now to Tyre” (Thackeray,
LCL).*® On the southern side of Galilee lie Samaria and Scythopolis, while to the north is
Tyre. Finally, to the east is Hippos, Gadara and the Gaulanitis. Lower Galilee is the territory
between Tiberias and Chabulon (near Akko-Ptolemais), and between Xaloth in the Jezreel
Plain up to Bersabe. Upper Galilee is between Bersabe and Baca, and across from Thella to
Meroth. Elsewhere, Josephus includes Achabari, Seph, Jamnith and Meroth as places in
Upper Galilee (War 2.573). Ze’ev Safrai notes that Josephus inconsistently describes the

borders of Galilee, and often switches how he refers to specific settlements as cities or

33 For an introduction to Josephus, see Steve Mason, “The Writings of Josephus: Their Significance for New
Testament Study,” in HSHJ 2, 1639—1686. He notes that modern historians should be wary of treating Josephus’
works as a collection of “raw facts” (1650).

34 See arguments raised in Betsy Halpern Amaru, “Land Theology in Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities,” JOR 71.4
(1981): 201-229.

35 For a dating of Josephus’ works, see Per Bilde, Flavius Josephus between Jerusalem and Rome: His Life, His
Works, and Their Importance, JISPSup 2 (Sheffield: JSOT, 1988), 22. War was written sometime during the 70s
CE, while Antiquities was completed around the late 80s or early 90s CE, followed by Life in 93 or 94 CE. See also
the summaries of these works in Brutti, Development of the High Priesthood, 25-39. On Josephus’ geography,
see Safrai, Seeking out the Land, 43.

36 See comments in George Adam Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land: Especially in Relation to
the History of Israel and the Early Church, 16" ed. (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1910), 415.
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villages.’” This can clearly be seen in the above description of Mount Carmel as “once
belonging to Galilee.” Another example can be seen in War 1.170 (cf. Ant. 14.91), where
Josephus records Gabinus’ partitioning of the region into five subdistricts around 57 BCE, with
five centres at Jerusalem, Gadara, Amathus, Jericho and Sepphoris.*® This subdivision assigns
territory temporarily to the city.

Sepphoris is described as possessing a royal armoury (Bacilikdag 6mhodnkag, War 2.56
cf. palace, Bactheie in Ant. 17.271) and as the strongest city in Galilee (War 2.511). It was
apparently destroyed by Varus in 4 BCE in response to the unrest after Herod the Great’s death
(War 2.56, 68 cf. Ant. 17.271, 289).3° In War 2.187-191, Ptolemais is recorded as a coastal-
city of Galilee during the reign of Gaius Caesar (Caligula). Here Josephus reports the aspects
of the surrounding landscape and its geographical features. Much of Herod’s early career took
place in Galilee, although there are few features provided in these narratives. Tiberias is also
mentioned as a city of Galilee (War 2.252, cf. Ant. 18.36-38), as is Zebulon (War 2.503-504)
where the architecture is said to resemble that of Tyre, Sidon and Berytus. Josephus writes
that he himself was put in charge of both of the Galilees, and also Gamla (I"duaia, a
description of which is found in War 4.5-8) which he claims is the strongest city in the
region. This may suggest that Gamla was thought of as being in Galilee, but the specific
mention of Gamla within the regions assigned to Josephus may in fact indicate the opposite

(War 2.568). Thus, Gamla could be thought of to have been included within Galilee and 1

37 Safrai, Seeking out the Land, 46, 57.

38 See Joachim Jeska, “Josephus und die Archiologie,” in Zeichen aus Text und Stein: Studien auf dem Weg zu
einer Archdologie des Neuen Testaments, eds. Stefan Alkier and Jiirgen Zangenberg, TANZ 42 (Tiibingen:
Francke, 2003), 110—-134, 114; James F. Strange, “Sepphoris: A. The Jewel of the Galilee,” in Galilee in the Late
Second Temple and Mishnaic Periods. Volume 2: The Archaeological Record from Cities, Towns, and Villages,
eds. David A. Fiensy and James Riley Strange (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2015), 22-38, 26.

39 Mark A. Chancey, “The Cultural Milieu of Ancient Sepphoris,” NTS 47.2 (2001): 131, notes that some signs
of burning have been discovered in the settlement. Stuart S. Miller, “Hellenistic and Roman Sepphoris: The
Historical Evidence,” in Sepphoris in Galilee: Crosscurrents of Culture, eds. Rebecca Martin Nagy et al.
(Raleigh, NC: North Carolina Museum of Art, 1996), 21-27, notes, however, that there were no signs of
widespread destruction.
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discuss the site below [4.3]. Josephus portrays his activities while stationed in Galilee as an
effective programme of settlement fortification in preparation for the war against Rome,
writing that he constructed defences at Jotapata (Yodefat, a description of which is found in
War 3.158-160), Bersabee, Salamis, Caphareccho, Japha, Sigo, Mount Tabor, Tarichaea
(Magdala), Tiberias, and around the caves near the Lake of Gennesareth, Achabari, Seph,
Jamnith and Meroth (War 2.573). The Lake of Gennesareth itself is reported to be four and a
half miles (tecoapdkovta otadinv) across and about sixteen miles (£tépav Exatov) long
(War 3.506).% The lake is bordered by the city Julias, the village Capernaum, and it is fed by
the Jordan. The river runs from Paneas in the north and passes through Lake Semechonitis in
the Huleh Valley before entering the Lake of Gennesareth (War 3.506-521).*! Josephus
describes Gamla as lying opposite Tarichaea, apparently forming the borders of Agrippa’s
kingdom along with Sogana and Seleucia. Gamla and Sogana also represent the Lower and
Upper Gaulanitis respectively (War 4.2-3). Finally Mount Tabor is said to lie between the
great plain (Jezreel Valley) and Scythopolis (War 4.54-55).

Josephus does not describe the political history of Galilee in any great detail prior to
Herod’s appointment as governor over the region (War 1.203, 210). Herod fought back the
Tyrians from Galilee (War 1.238), yet the region appears to have been divided between
Antigonus and Herod (War 1.256, 290-291, 303-307, 326, 329).** Herod’s claim to this
territory was reaffirmed by Roman authorities (War 1.400 cf. Ant. 15.360). Herod Antipas
was granted the region, to rule as tetrarch (War 2.95). He remained in post following the death

of Augustus and founded Tiberias and Julias in honour of the new princeps Tiberius (War

40 Using the figures of H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL 487, 718 n. a.

41 The lake was drained during the 1950s, but George Smith noted that it lay roughly ten miles north of the Lake
of Gennesareth. See Smith, Historical Geography, 46.

42 See James S. McLaren, “Searching for Rome and the Imperial Cult in Galilee: Reassessing Galilee—Rome
Relations (63 B.C.E. to 70 C.E.),” in Rome and Religion: A Cross-Disciplinary Dialogue on the Imperial Cult,
eds. Jeffery Brodd and Jonathan L. Reed, WGRWSup 5 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2011), 111-136, 121.
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2.168). Galilee begins to feature prominently as a place of rebellious feeling (e.g., War 2.232—
233, 647, cf. Ant. 17. 254-255; 20.118-120) although this is often not the case (War 2.513;
3:30). At the outbreak of the First Jewish War, Josephus was appointed over Galilee to
prepare for its defence, selecting seventy others to help him administrate and rule Galilee
during the crisis (War 2.569-570).* He claims that he was able to raise more than 100,000
soldiers in Galilee, although this is clearly an exaggeration (War 2.576). Josephus was not the
only influential party during this period; he reports a challenge from John of Gischala who
gained prominence (War 2.585-586). After Vespasian arrives in Galilee, he quickly
proceeded to make war there (War 3.110, 115; 4.120).

In War, Josephus thus presents a geographical record of the region of Galilee and the
surrounding areas. His presentation followed that of other ancient geographers, where a land
was described in strips. An ancient author might describe an area from north to south, before
describing its adjacent territory from south to north.** Josephus descriptions typically describe
dramatic or unusual scenery and tend towards exaggeration.*’ It should also be noted that
Josephus’ claims about which settlements belong to which polities change over time,
reflecting an awareness of how borders shift. In a similar manner, the Galileans depicted in
War have been identified in various ways and with different groups or factions. Some
scholars have interpreted them as an anti-Roman movement, while others suggest that they

were the rural followers of Josephus distinct from city dwellers.*® Josephus reports that the

43 See Martin Goodman, The Ruling Class of Judaea: The Origins of the Jewish Revolt against Rome A.D. 66—70
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 73.

4 Vonder Bruegge, Mapping Galilee, 52-54. Josephus describes the region “according to the back and forth
pattern of a ploughed field” in War 2.457-460; Safrai, Seeking out the Land, 45.

4 For Josephus’ geographical excursions, see Per Bilde, “The Geographical Excursuses in Josephus,” in
Josephus and the History of the Greco-Roman Period: Essays in Memory of Morton Smith, eds. Fausto Parente
and Josephus Sievers, StPB 41 (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 247-262.

46 For anti-Roman revolutionaries, see Francis Loftus, “A Note on cOvtaypo tdv Teddoiov B.J. iv 558,” JOR
65.3 (1975): 182-183; idem., “The Martyrdom of the Galilean Troglodytes (B.J. 1 312-3; A. xiv 429-30),” JOR
66.4 (1976): 212-223; idem., “The Anti-Roman Revolts of the Jews and the Galileans,” JOR 68.2 (1977): 98. 1
am grateful to Francis Loftus for providing me with these articles. For the hypothesis that the Galileans were the
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Galileans are a warlike people, explaining their proclivity for warfare by describing the
geography of Galilee, a typical approach of ancient ethnography (War 3.42).*” The Galileans
constitute an £0vog (“nation,” “tribe”), which suggests that they were thought of as being a
perceptible group.*® However, the responses of the Galilean cities to the Rome during the
revolt were mixed, alerting us to the fact that we should not consider a region homogenous in
character or political perspectives (War 1.21).

Josephus’ Antiquities describes a version of the incorporation of the region of Galilee
into the Hasmonean state. Initially, Demetrius II offers toparchies in Samaria, Galilee and
Perea to Jonathan in exchange for support. Here Josephus expands on First Maccabees 10:30
[see 1.2.1.1] but is more specific in terms of the territory offered, converting the three
territories from within Samaria-Galilee to Samaria and Galilee, and adding the further region
of Perea to complete the triune (4nt. 13.50, 125). Following this, Josephus adapts the
narrative of Jonathan’s exploits in the region from First Maccabees (4nt. 13.154-162, 191—
193). After this episode, Josephus quotes from Strabo (upon the authority of Timagenes) in
Antiquities 13.319; “this man [Aristobulus I] was a kindly person and very serviceable to the
Jews, for he acquired additional territory for them, and brought over to them a portion of the
Ituraean nation, whom he joined to them by the bond of circumcision” (Marcus, LCL).*

Scholars have often taken this as evidence that Aristobulus had conducted a policy of “forced

rural populace, see Joseph R. Armenti, “On the Use of the Term “Galileans” in the Writings of Josephus Flavius:
A Brief Note,” JOR 72.1 (1981): 45-49; Bilde, Flavius Josephus, 40; Louis H. Feldman, “The Term ‘Galileans’
in Josephus,” JOR 72.1 (1981): 50-52. Against rural/urban tensions causing conflict during the war, see
Goodman, Ruling Class, 206-207; Vonder Bruegge, Mapping Galilee, 81-87. See further Richard A. Horsley,
Galilee: History, Politics, People (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press International, 1995), 45. Against Horsley’s
description of widespread social banditry, see Lincoln Blumell, “Social Banditry? Galilean Banditry from Herod
until the Outbreak of the First Jewish Revolt,” SCI 27 (2008): 35-53.

47 Vonder Bruegge, Mapping Galilee, 63—64.

48 Erich S. Gruen, “Josephus and Jewish Ethnicity,” in Sibyls, Scriptures, and Scrolls: John Collins at Seventy,
eds. Joel Baden, Hindy Najman and Eibert Tigchelaar, JSISup 175/1 (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 1:489-508, 500,
citing War 2.520 and Antiquities 13.331. See also War 4.105.

49 See also comments in Roller, Geography of Strabo, 916-917; Strabo, Geogr. 16.2.40.
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circumcision” upon the Itureans.*® Following this conclusion, and combined with the reports
of Josephus that Aristobulus acquired part of their territory identified as Galilee (4nt. 13.318,
his brother Antigonus had campaigned in Galilee, War 1.76, although this detail is lacking in
Ant. 13.308), scholars have suggested that it was Aristobulus who added Galilee to the
Hasmonean State. Yet, there are problems with every step of this hypothesis. Firstly, the short
reign of Aristobulus I is difficult to reconstruct outside of Josephus’ narratives. It is unclear
whether he actually “conquered” territory in the north, or simply fought some battles there.
There is no direct evidence which suggests that any military campaigns or building projects
were conducted during his reign in the north.>! The only evidence for this comes indirectly
from Timagenes. This recalls a similar narrative concerning the incorporation of the Idumeans
into the Hasmonean kingdom. Etienne Nodet points out that the similar names may have
confused Strabo into reiterating a similar story about the Idumeans when discussing the
Itureans. Furthermore, the king is not actually mentioned in the extract. Nodet suggests that
the original quote from Strabo may have been attached to Hyrcanus I who was known for his
competent rule, whereas the summation in Antiguities 13.319 is ill-fitting with the other
reported events of Aristobulus’ short rule, namely the story of a plot to remove him and how

his favoured brother was killed.>? Additionally, Seth Schwartz argues that Josephus may even

50 On the Itureans in Galilee, Morten Herning Jensen, “The Political History in Galilee from the First Century
BCE to the End of the Second Century CE,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 1, 51-77, 53, who credits Schiirer with
this argument. Edward Dabrowa, The Hasmoneans and Their State: A Study in History, Ideology, and the
Institution, Electrum 16 (Krakow: Jagiellonian University Press, 2010), 85, here suggests that Itureans were
given a similar treatment to Idumeans who were also forced to “convert.” See also Millar, Roman Near East,
344-345; J. Andrew Overman, “Between Rome and Parthia: Galilee and the Implications of Empire,” in 4
Wandering Galilean: Essays in Honour of Sean Freyne, eds. Zuleika Rodgers, Margaret Daly-Denton and Anne
Fitzpatrick McKinley, JSISup 132 (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 279-299, 289. Mordechai Aviam, “The Transformation
from Galil Ha-Goyim to Jewish Galilee: The Archaeological Testimony of an Ethnic Change,” in Fiensy and
Strange, Galilee 2,9-21, 16, and Eyal Regev, The Hasmoneans: Ideology, Archaeology, Identity, JAJSup 10
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 275, entertain the incorporation of the Itureans as one possible
means for the Jewish settlement of Galilee by the Hasmoneans. Aviam, “Hasmonean Dynasty’s Activities,” 45,
suggests that Jews occupied Galilee prior to any Hasmonean action against the Itureans. On the Itureans
themselves, see Andreas J. M. Kropp, “Itureans,” ESTJ 2, 369-370.

5! His short reign may preclude the possibility that any known evidence could be attached to this period.

32 Etienne Nodet, “Jewish Galilee,” in HSHJ 4, 3221-3243, 3226.
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be hinting at the inaccuracy of Timagenes own report in this passage.>* Furthermore, Josephus
elsewhere notes that Alexander Jannaeus spent time in Galilee during his youth (4nt. 13.322).
This may indicate that Hyrcanus had some control over the region during his reign, although
Jannaeus was only born around 125 BCE (dying aged 50 in 76 BCE, 4Ant. 13.404), so
theoretically could have only been sent to Galilee as late as 110 BCE, around the destruction of
Samaria-Sebaste and Scythopolis.’* In summary, this particular statement from Antiquities
offers little to help in the reconstruction of how Galilee is presented in the narrative, and while
outside sources might indicate changes in population or cultural influences on the basis of
ceramic profiles, this is far from certain.

Jannaeus’ later activities include various campaigns in and around Galilee, particularly
in response to Ptolemy IX Soter/Lathyros’ actions during his reign in Cyprus (A4nt. 13.324—
355). Ptolemy came to the aid of Ptolemais after an attack by Jannaeus. Ptolemy then
proceeded to attack settlements in Galilee such as Asochis (commonly identified as Shihin).
Jannaeus later conducted military campaigns in the north (4n2.395-397). Galilee appears as a
theatre of conflict later during the rise of Herod the Great, who is given charge over the region
(Ant. 14.158, 274), and Josephus again narrates his conflicts in the region with Antigonus
(Ant. 14.394-395, 411-417). Herod appointed Antipas to the tetrarchy of Galilee (A4nt.
17.188-189, ratified by Augustus in Ant. 17.317-318), although here the Gaulanitis is given
to Philip. Finally, Galilee was given over to Agrippa Il by Nero (4nt. 20.159).

As in War, Josephus’ mention of Galileans has generated scholarly discussion

concerning exactly who was included in this group. Louis Feldman suggests that as Galileans

33 Schwartz, “Israel and the Nations,” 19.

3% See War 1.66 for Scythopolis and discussion in Gerald Finkielsztejn, “More Evidence on John Hyrcanus I’s
Conquests: Lead Weights and Rhodian Amphora Stamps,” BAIAS 16 (1998): 45-52. Alternatively, Morton
Smith, “The Gentiles in Judaism 125 BCE—CE 66,” CHJ 3:192-249, 212, suggests that Jannaeus could have been
held as a diplomatic hostage in Galilee.
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were included alongside “strangers” (c0ykAOOeC) in Antiquities 18.36-37, then they were
simply local people.>® Bradley Root argues that Antiquities 12.331-334 presents the Galileans
as an ethnically diverse population, but that Josephus also used the terms Galileans and
Judeans interchangeably.>® It appears to be a term generally applied to residents of Galilee,
and little to nothing is indicated about their religious or political commitments.

Josephus provides a different version of events during the First Jewish War in Life than
in War, with noticeable changes concerning Josephus’ actions and goals in Galilee during the
preparations for the war.’” Most of the work (Life 28-413) concerns Josephus’ attempts to
keep the peace in Galilee, describing the different factions and deriding other influential
people, and generally presenting Josephus as trying to maintain peace with Rome (Life 78).%
Josephus notes some key places in Galilee itself, and in a description of the sites which he
fortified, Josephus gives the settlements of Solymas, Seleucia and Sogane as places in
Gaulanitis (Life 187); in Upper Galilee, the villages lamnia, Ameroth and Acharabe; in Lower
Galilee, the settlements of Tarichaea, Tiberias, Sepphoris, Arbela, Bersoubai, Selame,
Iotapata, Capharath, Komos, Soganae, Iapha and Mount Itabyrion (Life 188).°° We are

informed of some of the tensions in the region; whether these are indicative of long standing

55 Feldman, “The Term ‘Galileans’,” 50. Elsewhere the Galileans exact revenge on the Herodian commanders by
drowning them in Lake of Gennesareth (4nt. 14.450).

36 Bradley W. Root, First Century Galilee: A Fresh Examination of the Sources, WUNT 11/378 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2014), 16—-19.

57 See the influential study of Shaye J. D. Cohen, Josephus in Galilee and Rome: His Vita and Development as a
Historian, CSCT 8 (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 3-8. See further Uriel Rappaport, “Where Was Josephus Lying — In
His Life or in the War?” in Parente and Sievers, Josephus and the History, 279-289, concluding that Josephus
was forced to correct the record following the critique of Justus of Tiberias.

8 Cohen, Josephus in Galilee, 160, noting that these are apologetical revisions of his narrative in War. Uriel
Rappaport, “How Anti-Roman Was the Galilee?” in The Galilee in Late Antiquity, ed. Lee 1. Levine (New York:
The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1992), 95-102, suggests that Galilee was not particularly anti-
Roman, but that circumstances provoked conflict. This may partly explain the fractured response to the outbreak
of the war in Galilee.

%9 For identifications of many of these toponyms with known modern places, see Steve Mason, Flavius
Josephus: Life of Josephus (Leiden; Brill, 2003), 95-97.
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conflicts between rural and urban Galilee has been heavily debated.*’ Josephus also informs
us about Sepphoris, Tiberias and the relationship between the two cities (Life 37-38).
Sepphoris itself was sometimes at the mercy of the Galileans but it appears to have been a
prominent city, possessing a royal bank and archives (Life 38).%!

Sean Freyne suggests that Josephus’ popularity and (limited) success in Galilee was due
to a combination of three possible factors: he was from Jerusalem which held importance for
the Galileans; he was well-versed in the Law of Moses; he was a priest or held priestly
office.®> However, despite this presentation of success, Josephus actually appears to have

mostly dealt with local infighting and factionalism.%3

0 Various perspectives include: see Blumell, “Social Banditry;” Agnes Choi, “Never the Two Shall Meet?
Urban-Rural Interaction in Lower Galilee,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 1, 297-311; Douglas R. Edwards,
“Identity and Social Location in Roman Galilean Villages,” in Zangenberg, Attridge and Martin, Religion,
Ethnicity, and Identity, 357-374; idem., “The Socio-Economic and Cultural Ethos of the Lower Galilee in the
First Century: Implications for the Nascent Jesus Movement,” in Levine, Galilee in Late Antiquity, 53—73; David
A. Fiensy, “Assessing the Economy of Galilee in the Late Second Temple Period: Five Considerations,” in The
Galilean Economy in the Time of Jesus, eds. David A. Fiensy and Ralph K. Hawkins, ECL 11 (Atlanta: SBL
Press, 2013), 165—-186; Sean Freyne, “Town and Country Once More: The Case of Roman Galilee,” in
Archaeology and the Galilee: Texts and Contexts in the Graeco-Roman and Byzantine Periods, eds. Douglas R.
Edwards and C. Thomas McCollough, SFSHJ 143 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 49—-56; idem., “Urban-Rural
Relations in First-Century Galilee: Some Suggestions from the Literary Sources,” in Levine, Galilee in Late
Antiquity, 75-91; Katharina Galor, “Wohnkultur im romisch-byzantinischen Paléstina,” in Alkier and
Zangenberg, Zeichen aus Text und Stein, 183-208; Richard A. Horsley, Archaeology, History, and Society in
Galilee: The Social Context of Jesus and the Rabbis (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press International, 1996), 119—
123; Morten Herning Jensen, Herod Antipas in Galilee: The Literary and Archaeological Sources on the Reign
of Herod Antipas and Its Socio-Economic Impact on Galilee, 2" rev. ed., WUNT II/215 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2010), 10-30, 184—185; C. Thomas McCollough, “City and Village in Lower Galilee: The Import of
the Archaeological Excavations at Sepphoris and Khirbet Qana (Cana) for Framing the Economic Context of
Jesus,” in Fiensy and Hawkins, Galilean Economy, 49-74; Douglas E. Oakman, “Debate: Was the Galilean
Economy Oppressive or Prosperous? A. Late Second Temple Galilee: Socio-Archaeology and Dimensions of
Exploitation in First-Century Palestine,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 1, 346-356; idem., “Execrating? Or
Execrable Peasants!” in Fiensy and Hawkins, Galilean Economy, 139—164; J. Andrew Overman, “Debate: Was
the Galilean Economy Oppressive or Prosperous? B. Late Second Temple Galilee: A Picture of Relative
Economic Health,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 1, 357-365; Jonathan L. Reed, “Instability in Jesus’ Galilee:
A Demographic Perspective,” JBL 129.2 (2010): 343-365. Much of this debate is concerned with placing the
historical Jesus in an economic setting in order to interpret material from the gospels. In my view, antagonism
between urban and rural Galileans has been overstated and large Galilean towns were not exceptionally parasitic
on the surrounding area during the 1*' centuries BCE and CE.

6! See further the discussion of the urbanisation of the cities of Galilee in Bonnie, Being Jewish, 84-111; Ze’ev
Weiss, “Josephus and Archaeology on the Cities of the Galilee,” in Making History: Josephus and Historical
Method, ed. Zuleika Rodgers, JSISup 110 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 385—-414.

62 Sean Freyne, “Galilee-Jerusalem Relations according to Josephus’ Life,” NTS 33.4 (1987): 606-607.

8 Root, First Century Galilee, 30-34.
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The identity of the Galileans themselves is also debated. Freyne argues that Josephus
makes a distinction between the residents of large population centres, such as Tiberias,
Sepphoris, Gischala and Gabara, and the Galileans. Freyne thus concludes that the Galileans
were the description Josephus used for the rural supporters of his mission in the region to
prepare for the war.** Morten Jensen suggests that the Galileans in Life “are best described as
patriotic rural inhabitants of Galilee distinct from the inhabitants of the large cities of Galilee
with whom tensions and bad relations became obvious during the war.”®®> Vonder Bruegge
provides a list of six defining characteristics in Life, the Galileans being: provincial, anti-
Roman, impassioned, pro-Josephus, pro-Jerusalem, and representative of Galilee the region.®
Much of this analysis relies on Josephus’ description of the Galileans in conflict with the
Sepphoreans (Xenpwpitag, Life 30), or the naming of both Galileans and Tiberians
(TBeptéwv, Life 107, some of whom are said to be Greeks, "EAAnvog, Life 67), or Galileans
and Tarichaeans (Tapiyewtdv, Life 143). The people of another city, Gamla, are called
Gamalians (I'apoitay, Life 177). Thus, Josephus appears to generally name the residents of a
city but reserves the term Galileans for those who do not come from any of these places (cf.
the “villages of the Galileans” in Life 214). In summary, Josephus describes in more detail
areas and places in Galilee at the outbreak of the First Jewish War. He provides insights into
some of the apparent tensions and conflicts amongst those living in the region and attests to
the diversity of identities, not just with relation to Rome, but acknowledging the presence of
Greeks at Tiberias. While Josephus’ writings should be viewed as manipulated versions of

history, he still provides an insight into his own version(s) of Galilee.

4 See Sean Freyne, “The Galileans in the Light of Josephus’ Vita,” NTS 26.3 (1980): 399—406.

% Jensen, Herod Antipas, 89.

% Vonder Bruegge, Mapping Galilee, 75-80, demonstrates the differences between Josephus’ presentation of the
Galileans between Life and War [see fn. 46 above]. This indicates that such descriptions should be handled
carefully; even within one author’s oeuvre there is no single, determinative description of Galilean people or
places.
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1.2.2 Hasmonean Expansion, Ideology of Occupation, and Influence

While the management and extent of Galilee changed at various times during the period
of discussion, the residents of the region consistently connected their daily practice with
models established by the Hasmoneans until at least the First Jewish War. The Herodians
ruled over this region far longer than the Hasmoneans, but Herod himself and his successors’
ideologies did not make strong inroads in the region.®” Therefore, even while the framing of
this northern region as “Hasmonean” is anachronistic after the middle of the 1% century BCE,
the forms of regional behaviour and identity expression generally developed closer
connections to the Jerusalem Temple and continued adoption of Hasmonean iconography.
This is not to claim that this was the only form of expression, but the dominant form of
Galilean town and village “religious” expression continued to follow trends established
during the Hasmonean period.

The areas known as Judea, Samaria and Galilee have a large degree of territorial overlap

with what is sometimes considered to be “the promised Land.” This broad notion often draws

7 The Hasmoneans were in control from around the beginning of the 1% century BCE up until Pompey marched
through the region in 63 BCE. After this point, the Hasmoneans were still influential, but clearly declining in
power. The precise role of the Hasmoneans after this point in Galilean political affairs is unclear, Goodman,
Ruling Class, 37. Around 47 BCE, Herod the Great was appointed governor of Galilee (4nt. 14.158). Herod
attempted to subdue local “brigands” lead by a succession of figures (4n¢. 14.159, 167, 395, 413—-417; 17.271—
288; War 1.291, 303-307) although Freyne argues that these “brigands” were in fact Hasmonean leaders and
supporters; Sean Freyne, Galilee from Alexander the Great to Hadrian, 323 BCE to 135 CE: A Study of Second
Temple Judaism (Wilmington, DE: Glazier; Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1980), 63—68, see
also Loftus, “Anti-Roman Revolts,” 81-94. Aside from these violent episodes, Herod largely ignored Galilee.
After Herod’s death, Augustus appointed rulership over Galilee to Herod Antipas (4 BCE-39 CE), himself a
mediocre influence. While he founded Tiberias, his impact on Galilean affairs was marginal. See the assessment
of Jensen, Herod Antipas, 254-257. Antipas was deposed and succeeded by his nephew Herod Agrippa |
(appointed over Galilee for 41-44 CE). His son, Agrippa II, was then appointed as king of Galilee, among other
regions, in 50 CE and reigned until around 93 CE. Galilee was overseen by Roman procurators during the
intermittent periods. See the general overview of political leadership in Galilee in Jensen, “Political History.”
For an overview of the Herodians, see Nikos Kokkinos, The Herodian Dynasty: Origins, Role in Society and
Eclipse, JSPSup 30 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998).
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from biblical presentations of the land given to the Israelites and is a malleable concept which
can cover a clear set of borders or may become a largely non-physical idea (as in Second
Baruch).®® Many scholars who have studied the expansionist policies of some of the
Hasmonean rulers have understood this expansion as a deliberate attempt by those
Hasmonean rulers to “reconquer” territory which somehow belonged to the nation of Judah by
divine right. This belief is thought to have paved the way towards the occupation of regions
like Galilee by the Hasmoneans. For instance, Edward Dabrowa suggests that the
Hasmonean’s territorial expansion was “limited to lands that had once belonged to biblical
Israel.”®® Freyne presents three arguments for the Hasmonean expansion based on conceptions
drawn from biblical texts, all of which connect in some way to the concept of the Israelite
occupation of the territory.”® Oren Tal suggests “that the Hasmonean rulers attempted to
reconstruct the Kingdom of Judah of the First Temple period in order to restore their people’s
ancestral glory.”’! Tessa Rajak notes that while the ideology of the “promised land” is not
explicit in First Maccabees, the Hasmoneans still embodied it by conquering territory
aggressively instead of conducting defensive campaigns.’? Furthermore, a number of scholars
cite First Maccabees 15:33—-34 as a statement of the Hasmoneans’ right to occupy and control

a physical conception of the “promised land.””

%8 On this, see Lied, Other Lands, 12-20.

% Dabrowa, Hasmoneans, 115.

70 Sean Freyne, “Galilean Studies: Old Issues and New Questions,” in Zangenberg, Attridge and Martin,
Religion, Ethnicity, and Identity, 13-29, 24. These three reasons, with justifications from biblical texts, are that:
the land was not occupied (Josh 13:1-6); the Canaanite cities were not destroyed (Judg 1:1-36); the so-called
“pagan” shrines were not all destroyed (2 Kgs 23:15-20).

" Oren Tal, “Hellenism in Transition from Empire to Kingdom: Changes in the Material Culture of Hellenistic
Palestine,” in Jewish Identities in Antiquity: Studies in Memory of Menahem Stern, eds. Lee 1. Levine and Daniel
R. Schwartz, TSAJ 130 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 55-73, 68.

2 Tessa Rajak, “Hasmonean Kingship and the Invention of Tradition,” in The Jewish Dialogue with Greece and
Rome: Studies in Cultural and Social Interaction (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 39-60, 57-58.

3 For instance, Doron Mendels, The Land of Israel as a Political Concept in Hasmonean Literature: Recourse to
History in Second Century B.C. Claims to the Holy Land, TSAJ 15 (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1987), 48; idem.,
The Rise and Fall of Jewish Nationalism: Jewish and Christian Ethnicity in Ancient Palestine, 2" ed. (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 83, but also see idem., Memory in Jewish, Pagan and Christian Societies of the
Graeco-Roman World, LSTS 45 (London: T&T Clark, 2004), 87, where Mendels argues that First Maccabees
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Against this theory, Berthelot has convincingly shown that there is no conception of the
land being conquered in any texts which show Hasmonean partisanship and that there are no
clear-cut allusions to narratives of biblical land conquest in First Maccabees.”® Further,
Berthelot argues that there were other reasons for the Hasmoneans to conquer these areas
which did not have to rest upon biblical conceptions. Instead, these can be easily understood
as actions which built the Hasmonean’s prestige and kingdom. From the narrative of First
Maccabees, the only land acquisitions that the Hasmoneans had prior to First Maccabees
15:34 came as “the result of Seleucid concessions and not of Hasmonean conquests.””
Simon’s justification of the land seizures at this juncture (1 Macc 15:33) is a rhetorical
argument based on the security needs of his people, and the land seized, i.e., Joppa and Gezer,
are not part of that inheritance.’® This indicates that Simon’s argument does not rest on any
notion of his role in “reconquering a promised land” but adopts a completely different
justification for his military victories.”” While there may have been some political parties in
the Hasmonean kingdom who pushed for conquests and land occupation outside of Judea
itself, there is no evidence which suggests that these military exploits were driven by a desire

to reconquer promised lands. Hasmonean expansion was more likely to have been caused by a

variety of other factors, not least that the Hasmoneans were able to take these lands and hope

trades on biblical tropes which may indicate that the inherited land is one of these tropes. Others include: Sean
Freyne, “The Geography of Restoration: Galilee—Jerusalem Relations in Early Jewish and Christian Experience,”
NTS 47.3 (2001): 292, 300; Regev, Hasmoneans, 275; Safrai, Seeking out the Land, 209-210, although here
specifically referring to the seizure of Joppa and Gezer.

74 Katell Berthelot, “The Biblical Conquest of the Promised Land and the Hasmonean Wars according to 1 and 2
Maccabees,” in The Books of Maccabees: History, Theology, Tradition. Papers of the Second International
Conference on the Deuterocanonical Books, Papa, Hungary, 9—11 June, 2005, eds. Geza G. Xeravits and Jozsef
Zsengellér, JSJSup 118 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 45-60; idem., “Reclaiming the Land (1 Maccabees 15:28-36):
Hasmonean Discourse between Biblical Tradition and Seleucid Rhetoric,” JBL 133.3 (2014): 539-559.

75 Berthelot, “Reclaiming the Land,” 544.

76 Berthelot, “Reclaiming the Land,” 545-546.

77 See the extensive arguments presented in Berthelot, Promised Land, 65-212. See also Joseph Blenkinsopp,
David Remembered: Kingship and National Identity in Ancient Israel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2013), 165,
who specifically compares the Psalms of Solomon with the books of the Maccabees and argues against the
notion that the Hasmoneans retained themes of Davidic rule.
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to maintain control.”®

This does not mean that they did not face a great deal of conflict, but
that the decline of the Seleucid kingdom allowed many regional powers to establish for
themselves autonomous states. Therefore, I do not ascribe a specific ideology of conquest or
reconquest to the occupation of Galilee by the Hasmoneans from the outset of the 1% century
BCE based on the textual evidence of First Maccabees. Following the notion that First
Maccabees preserves Hasmonean court propaganda [see 1.2.1.1], the lack of such an ideology
of “holy land” in the work suggests that the Hasmoneans did not present themselves as
claiming kingship over the kingdom of David. The Galileans may have understood
themselves as living in “ancestral territory” once part of the kingdom of the Davidic kingdom,
but this conception is absent from First Maccabees, and therefore, most likely not a specific
goal of the Hasmoneans. The following study will address how the Galileans thought of their
surroundings, both immediately around themselves and more broadly as a region. The next
section will address the material cultural change that is suggested to have taken place between

the 2" and 1° century BCE in Galilee, generally thought to have mostly been the result of

Hasmonean expansion and Judean settlement in Galilee.

1.2.3 Changes in the Archaeological Record from the 2" to the 1% Century BCE

The events that took place in Galilee during the second half of the 2™ century BCE are
difficult to uncover. There is some debate over the extent to which the Itureans were active in
Galilee. Some scholars draw from archaeological surveys which show a relatively clear
boundary in ceramic usage across the Huleh Valley, north of the Lake of Gennesareth. For

example, Idan Shaked and Dina Avshalom-Gorni document the prevalence of certain key

78 See the discussion of the Hasmonean expansion in Bar-Kochva, “Manpower, Economics.”
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types of household pottery between the 2™ century BCE and the beginning of the 1° century
CE. This survey shows that pithoi (large storage jars) used further north, presumably by the
[tureans, are not present in settlements in the lower portion of the valley. In these southern
sites, pottery remains tend to come from, or closely follows the style of ware from, Kefar
Hananya and Shihin, both in Lower Galilee.”” These finds, combined with stone vessels [see
2.2] and Herodian oil lamps [see 6.3.3], suggest a clear border region where a variety of the
household objects being used differed between the north and the south. Prior to this period,
the so-called “Iturean ware” was not used further south.* This indicates that at least this
pottery group largely remained in the north. This is not to state categorically that any Iturean
people did not live further south, but generally they were neither widely documented as a
people settled in Galilee, nor is there any evidence which might indicate that they were
there.®! There are some necessary caveats to this argument related to the association of

artefacts with ethnic groups, but these will be discussed below more fully [1.3.4.2].

7 On the pottery workshops at these sites, see David Adan-Bayewitz, Common Pottery in Roman Galilee: A
Study of Local Trade, BISNELC (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1993). Shorter accounts of both the
pottery types and the workshops themselves can be found in idem., “Kefar Hananya,” in Fiensy and Strange,
Galilee 2, 181-185; David Adan-Bayewitz and Isadore Perlman, “The Local Trade of Sepphoris in the Roman
Period,” IEJ 40.2/3 (1990): 153—172; David Adan-Bayewitz and Moshe Wieder, “Ceramics from Roman
Galilee: A Comparison of Several Techniques for Fabric Characterization,” JFA 19.2 (1992): 189-205; Chaim
Ben David, “Distribution of Kefar Hananya Kitchenware in Roman Period Golan: The Data from the Surveys,”
TA 41:2 (2014): 238-254; James F. Strange, Dennis E. Groh and Thomas R. W. Longstaff, “Excavations at
Sepphoris: The Location and Identification of Shikhin: Part I,” IEJ 44.3/4 (1994): 216227, James F. Strange et
al., “Excavations at Sepphoris: The Location and Identification of Shikhin: Part I1,” /EJ 45.2/3 (1995): 171-187,
James Riley Strange, “Kefar Shikhin,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 2, 88—108.

80 Idan Shaked and Dina Avshalom-Gorni, “Jewish Settlement in the Southeastern Hula Valley in the First
Century CE,” in Religion and Society in Roman Palestine: Old Questions, New Approaches, ed. Douglas R.
Edwards (New York: Routledge, 2004), 28-36. See further Dina Avshalom-Gorni and Anastasia Shapiro, “A
Pottery Workshop at Ahihud and Its Relationship to the Jar Industry in the Northeastern Zevulun Valley and
Western Galilee during the Roman Period,” Afigot 83 (2015): 67-92. On the valley itself more generally, see
Wolfgang Zwickel, “The Huleh Valley from the Iron Age to the Muslim Period,” in Zangenberg, Attridge and
Martin, Religion, Ethnicity, and Identity, 163—192.

81 The territory of the Itureans is discussed at length by Kenneth Atkinson, A History of the Hasmonean State:
Josephus and Beyond, JCT 23 (London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2016), 86-97. I agree with Atkinson that the
Itureans generally lived beyond the extent of the Hasmonean state. A similar assessment can be found in Mark
A. Chancey, The Myth of Gentile Galilee, SNTSMS 118 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 42—
45.
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In my view, the Hasmonean conquest has been, and continues to be, overstated in many
scholarly studies.®* Excavations and archaeological surveys which reveal remains from the 2"
and 1*' centuries BCE typically ascribe any evidence of destruction to the Hasmoneans. The
earliest of these remains show evidence of various conflagrations in settlements around the
140s BCE [see Figure 1], at sites including: Sha’ar ha-‘Amagqim, Yodefat, Tell Keisan, Tel
Kedesh, Kh. Esh-Shuhara, Mizpe Yamim, H. Beer Sheva’, Kh. el-‘Eika, Hippos-Susita, Tel
Zahara, and Scythopolis (cf. Ant. 13.280).%° Of these, Tel Esh-Shuhara, Mizpe Yamim,
Yodefat, Kh. el-‘Eika, Hippos-Susita and Scythopolis all experienced some level of
destruction between the late 2" and outset of the 1°t century BCE.®* Tel Zahara was abandoned
around the end of the 2™ century BCE, probably in response to the Hasmonean’s conquest of
Scythopolis.®® Tel Anafa, Bet Yerah, Tell Keisan, Tel Kedesh, H. Beer Sheva’, Sammu’iya

and Kh. EI ‘Aiteh were all abandoned in the late 2™ century BCE.® This widespread

82 See the recent work of Eyal Ben-Eliyahu, Identity and Territory: Jewish Perceptions of Space in Antiquity
(Oakland, CA: University of California Press, 2019), 45—46.

83 In addition, Syon reports that a hoard of silver coins which appear to have been deposited in Horbat ‘Aqrav
around 110 BCE may indicate that the locals were displaced at this time; Danny Syon, “A Hoard of Tyrian Silver
from Horbat ‘Aqgrav, Upper Galilee,” INR 9 (2014): 29-37.

8% Mordechai Aviam, “First Century Jewish Galilee: An Archaeological Perspective,” in Edwards, Religion and
Society, 7-27, 14; idem., “Jotapata (Yodefat),” ESTJ 2, 401-402; idem., “Transformation from Galil,” 9-21;
Michael Eisenberg, “Military Architecture,” in Hippos-Sussita of the Decapolis: The First Twelve Seasons of
Excavations, 2000-2011, eds. Arthur Segal et al., vol. 1 (Haifa: The Zinman Institute of Archacology, 2013), 87—
127; Uzi Leibner, “Material Culture and Ethnic Identity in Hellenistic-Period Galilee: Kh. el-‘Eika as a Case
Study,” in 4 Question of Identity: Social, Political, and Historical Aspects of Identity Dynamics in Jewish and
Other Contexts, eds. Dikla Rivlin Katz, Noah Hacham, Geoffrey Herman and Lilach Sagiv (Berlin: de Gruyter
Oldenbourg, 2019), 265-289; Eric M. Meyers and Mark A. Chancey, Alexander to Constantine, vol 3 of
Archaeology of the Land of the Bible, AYBRL (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2012), 35.

85 Susan L. Cohen, ed., Excavations at Tel Zahara (2006-2009): Final Report, BARIS 2554 (Oxford:
Archaeopress, 2013), 98, 150. The site was only resettled in the 2™ century CE.

8 For Tel Anafa, see Sharon C. Herbert, Tel Anafa I, i: Final Report on Ten Years of Excavations at a
Hellenistic and Roman Settlement in Northern Israel, JRASup 10.1 (Ann Arbor: Kelsey Museum, 1994), 19. For
Bet Yerah, see Raphael Greenberg, Oren Tal and Tawfiq Da’adli, “Introduction,” in Bet Yerah III: Hellenistic
Philoteria and Islamic al-Sinnabra. The 1933—1986 and 2007-2013 Excavations, IAA Reports 61 (Jerusalem:
IAA, 2017), 1-6, 4-5. For Tell Keisan, see Jean-Baptiste Humbert, “Keisan, Tell,” NEAEHL 3:862-867, 867.
For Kedesh, see Andrea M. Berlin and Sharon C. Herbert, “Kedesh of the Upper Galilee,” in Fiensy and Strange,
Galilee 2, 424-441, 427. Berlin and Herbert provide a date of some damage to around 144—142 BCE and suggest
that this was probably part of a local uprising rather than Hasmonean campaigns at this time. It was reoccupied
during 135-125 BCE by Tyrians (435-436). For H. Beer Sheva’, see Aviam, “Hasmonean Dynasty’s Activities,”
48. For Sammu’iya, Kh. El Aiteh and Kh. Eika, see Leibner, Settlement and History, 103—105, 270-276. See
also J. Andrew Overman, “The Archaeology of Palestine in the Republican Period,” in A Companion to the
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destruction or abandonment marks a change in the material culture in the region. There is a
strong temptation to attribute this wave of change in the region to a single cause, and military
expeditions would explain this neatly.

However, the evidence is not conclusive. For example, Mizpe Yamim, appears to have
been purposely destroyed, at least partially. Four bronze objects were recovered including a
vessel handle in the shape of a young lion, a ram, an Apis bull and an Egyptian situla with
hieroglyphics on it. It is unclear exactly when this destruction took place. Two further
figurines were found: a statue of Osiris and one of Osiris, Horus and Isis as Hathor; and the
situla bears and inscription to Astarte. The site thus appears to have been a Phoenician cultic
site, although the pottery found at the site differs slightly from contemporary ceramics found
at the coast.}” The site had fallen out of anything more than intermittent usage by the end of
the 4" century BCE. At some point later, many of the items left there were deliberately broken,
although there are no traces of either burning in the temple itself, or clear and deliberate
spoliation of the vessels and objects in this structure. Adi Erlich suggests that the destruction
of items at Mizpe Yamim was done in a similar fashion to the way that cultic artefacts were
disposed of by the Hasmoneans at Samaria-Sebaste (4nt. 13.255-256), Ashdod, Maresha and
Beersheba.®® However, Andrea Berlin and Rafael Frankel note that the wide window of time

when objects could have been broken at the site should caution against assigning this to the

Archaeology of the Roman Republic, ed. Jane DeRose Evans (Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013), 540-558, for
brief overviews of many of these sites.

87 See Rafael Frankel, “Mizpe Yammin, Mount,” NEAEHL 3:1061-1063; Rafael Frankel and Raphael Ventura,
“The Mispe Yamim Bronzes,” BASOR 311 (1998): 39-55, assigning the destruction to the Hasmoneans on 54.
For more on the Bronzes, see Adi Erlich, The Art of Hellenistic Palestine, BARIS 2010 (Oxford: Archaeopress,
2009), 30-31.

88 Erlich, Art of Hellenistic Palestine, 40. On the destruction of Mt Gerizim, see Richard J. Bautch, “Gerizim,
Mount,” ESTJ 2, 294-296, 295. See further Jonathan Bourgel, “The Destruction of the Samaritan Temple by
John Hyrcanus: A Reconsideration,” JBL 135.3 (2016): 505523, who suggests that Hyrcanus destroyed the
Samaritan temple as a way to manage his own position as a leader in a competing temple cult. For a short
overview of the site of Samaria-Sebaste, see Eitan Klein, “Samaria-Sebaste,” EST.J 2, 700-701.
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work of a particular group.®® While it is possible that the Hasmoneans were responsible, it is
important to point out that no date has been determined for the breaking of the vessels there,
which could have happened any time between the 2" century BCE and the First Jewish War.
Sites which have more precise dates for their destruction include Kh. el-‘Eika and Tel
Kedesh. El-‘Eika, a hill-top farmstead, was abandoned around 144 BCE. There is some
evidence of conflagration seen in certain areas of the site.”” Kedesh was also abandoned
around this time (144—142 BCE), having suffered “minimal damage,” only to be reoccupied
perhaps around a decade later.”! The abandonment of these two sites, well dated from a
plethora of seals or wine amphora stamps, seems to confirm narratives in First Maccabees
about Jonathan’s northern campaigns (1 Macc 11:63-64, 67, 73, cf. Ant. 13.154-162).%?
However, Andrea Berlin and Sharon Herbert note the difficulties in this assumption, namely
that Hasmonean coins are not found in the area for another 20 years, that there is no
archaeological evidence for Hasmonean northern expansion until 112 BCE, and that First
Maccabees should be dated to the 1% century BCE rather than a contemporary source for this

destruction.”® These finds indicate the expansion of the Hasmoneans into the region, although

8 Andrea M. Berlin and Rafael Frankel, “The Sanctuary at Mizpe Yammim: Phoenician Cult and Territory in
the Upper Galilee during the Persian Period,” BASOR 366 (2012): 2578, particularly 33, 59, and 69.

90 [ eibner, “Material Culture,” 283.

°l Berlin and Herbert, “Kedesh,” 435. For various further details of the finds at Kedesh, see Donald T. Ariel and
Joseph Naveh, “Selected Inscribed Sealings from Kedesh in the Upper Galilee,” BASOR 329 (2003): 61-80;
Andrea M. Berlin, Sharon C. Herbert and Peter Stone, “Dining in State: The Table Wares from the Persian-
Hellenistic Administrative Building at Kedesh,” in Pottery, Peoples and Places: Study and Interpretation of Late
Hellenistic Pottery, eds. Pia Guldager Bilde and Mark L. Lawall, Black Sea Studies 16 (Aarhus: Aarhus
University Press, 2014), 307-321; Ameera Elrasheedy and Daniel Schindler, “Illuminating the Past: Exploring
the Function of Ancient Lamps,” NEA 78.1 (2015): 36—42; Sharon C. Herbert and Andrea M. Berlin, “A New
Administrative Centre for Persian and Hellenistic Galilee: Preliminary Report of the University of
Michigan/University of Minnesota Excavations at Kedesh,” BASOR 329 (2003): 13-59; Katherine A. Larson,
Andrea M. Berlin and Sharon C. Herbert, “Glass Vessels from the Persian and Hellenistic Administrative
Building at Tel Kedesh, Israel,” in Annales du 20° Congres de I’Association Internationale pour I’ Histoire du
Verre — Fribourg/Romont 7-11 Septembre 2015, eds. Sophie Wolf and Ann de Pury-Gysel (Rahden: Marie
Leidorf, 2017), 54—60; Roi Sabar, “Josephus’ ‘Cydasa of the Tyrians’ (Tel Qedesh) in Eastern Upper Galilee,”
JRA 31 (2018): 387-405.

92 Aviam, “Hasmonean Dynasty’s Activities,” 45; idem., “Hellenistic Fortifications in the ‘Hinterland’ of ‘Akko-
Ptolemais,” in Jews, Pagans, 22-30, 29; Leibner, “Material Culture,” 283-285.

%3 Berlin and Herbert, “Kedesh,” 435.
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any such expansion is patchy and does not appear to have been a consistent and formulated
process of incorporation. Previous settlements were destroyed or abandoned over several
decades. There is no clear evidence for a consistent practice of cultic replacement, although
Galilee did not appear to have many cultic sites to begin with. In summary, I am not presently
convinced that there is sufficient evidence to suggest that the Hasmoneans were active in
Galilee during the 140s BCE. Future excavations may overturn this view, but for now my
analysis will principally be concerned with material from the 1% century BCE or later. Only
during the 1* century BCE did Hasmonean expansion and settlement in Galilee become

widespread, and at this point, the material culture began to clearly resemble Judea.
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Figure 1 — Destroyed Sites in Galilee

Galilee experienced a period of quick and widespread settlement during the 1% century

BCE.”* This change appears to have been the result, in part, of migration from Judea to

9 Robert Houston Smith, “The Southern Levant in the Hellenistic Period,” Levant 22.1 (1990): 123-130,
suggests that there was a general rise in the population in the whole of the southern Levant during the 2™ and 1%
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Galilee. This may be seen in the similarity between Galilean and Judean material culture in
the 1% centuries BCE and CE. This was also likely encouraged by the Hasmoneans.” They
probably invested in new settlements and used military force to protect the seizure of this
territory.”® Morton Smith suggests that Judean emigration to Galilee explains why the region
remained committed to the Jerusalem Temple after Pompey and Gabinus reconfigured the
region, while other territories and cities formerly conquered by the Hasmoneans did not.”’
This view appears to have become the consensus among archaeologists and historians, and the
majority of new settlement in Galilee during the 1% century BCE appears to be in large part due

to emigration from Judea.”®

1.24 Summary of the Geographical Extent of Galilee

As argued above, the toponym Galilee adapts to the changing Galilean borders over
time.”” Galilee was generally known as the name for a northern region, but at least under the
Hasmoneans, there is no indication that this was a specific political unit. The Hasmoneans

referred to themselves as the heads of the state of Judah or the Judeans.'”° When this

centuries BCE, in response to the lax rule of the Seleucids. This may have been coupled with relief from the
previous burdensome nature of Ptolemaic taxation. As such, the expansion of settlement in Galilee may not be
exceptionally significant.

95 Mordechai Aviam, “People, Land, Economy, and Belief in First-Century Galilee and its Origins: A
Comprehensive Archaeological Synthesis,” in Fiensy and Hawkins, Galilean Economy, 548, 14—15.

% As noted above [fn. 14], some of this settlement could have been paid for with the acquisition of “king’s land”
by the Hasmoneans. Berlin, “Between Large Forces,” 40, suggests that, while Josephus presents an image of
Alexander Jannaeus as an active campaigner, his military exploits do not appear to have been quite so constant
from the archaeological record. However, the same is true for the Parthian invasion and the early conflicts of
Herod the Great. See Mark A. Chancey and Adam Porter, “The Archaeology of Roman Palestine,” NEA 64.4
(2001): 165.

7 Smith, “Gentiles in Judaism,” 200.

98 Jensen, “Political History,” 53—-54.

% This can also be seen in later periods. By the time of the Talmud, the Baraita of the borders is different than in
Josephus. See Mordechai Aviam and Peter Richardson, “Josephus’ Galilee in Archaeological Perspective,” in
Mason, Life of Josephus, 177-209, 179-180.

19 David Goodblatt, Elements of Ancient Jewish Nationalism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006),
surmised on 136, 145-146, documents the terminology used by the Hasmoneans in their official documents (i.e.,
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information is brought into consideration with the likelihood that Galilee during the 1%
century BCE was heavily populated through migration from Judea, it seems probable that
many Galileans understood themselves to be Judeans, whether through association with the
Hasmonean leadership, who supplied the coinage for the region, or through their own
families’ ties to Judea.!’! The widespread use of Hasmonean coins and similar material
phenomena in Galilee as in Judea aids this mechanism of spatial control [6.3.1].!2 The
Hasmoneans, while not the most expansive users in antiquity of state media, still managed to
cultivate a culture of what I shall term “Temple Loyalty” in Galilee, which manifested again
and again in the daily practices and responses to crisis in the region.!®* “Temple Loyalty”
covers a range of behaviours which can be partly explained as interlinked with the
observation of the Jerusalem Temple cult from afar. The Hasmoneans were not alone in
establishing these kinds of cultural connections between themselves and the local populace.
Doron Mendels discusses how the Ptolemaic dynasty embedded themselves in the local
collective memory through eight mechanisms: environmental creation, time organisation and

construction, identity construction, cultivation of trust, establishing popular practices,

coins, bullae) and written material, such as the correspondence to and from the authority in First and Second
Maccabees [see 1.3.3].

101 Galilee experienced a widespread Assyrian deportation during the Iron Age. However, Nadav Na’aman,
“Population Changes in Palestine following Assyrian Deportations,” 74 20.1 (1993): 104—-106, suggests that the
region was largely not resettled by the Assyrians due to its marginality. See also Daniel David Luckenbill,
Historical Records of Assyria: From the Earliest Tomes to Sargon, vol. 1 of Ancient Records of Assyria and
Babylonia, Ancient Records 1 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1926), 279280, § 779, for the
recorded number of deportees. This would have left Galilee quite sparsely populated. See also the archaeological
surveys in Rafael Frankel et al., Settlement Dynamics and Regional Diversity in Ancient Upper Galilee:
Archaeological Survey of Upper Galilee, IAA Reports 14 (Jerusalem: IAA, 2001), 106-107; Zvi Gal, “Galilee,”
NEAEHL 2:451; idem., Lower Galilee during the Iron Age, trans. Marcia Reines Josephy, ASOR Dissertation
Series 8 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 67-68, 71-72. Settlement in Galilee began to expand in the 2™
century BCE and continued to flourish during the 1% century BCE. This appears to be connected to Hasmonean
expansion into the region. The similarity in material culture between Galilee and Judea suggests that at least in
part, this expansion was due to Judean migrants beginning to settle in Galilee. See Chancey, Myth of Gentile
Galilee, 50; Freyne, “Town and Country,” 53; Leibner, Settlement and History, 336; Reed, Archaeology and the
Galilean Jesus, 52-53; Root, First Century Galilee, 147-149.

102 See Sharon Lea Mattila, “Inner Village Life in Galilee: A Diverse and Complex Phenomenon,” in Fiensy and
Strange, Galilee 1,312-345,331-332.

103 See similar framing in Freyne, “Galilee-Jerusalem Relations,” 607.
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feedback and adaptation, feedforward to develop changing agendas, and finally, the
exploitation of pre-existing networks.!** These same strategies were employed by the
Hasmoneans, although their success may have depended less on their particular skill and more
on the role of the Jerusalem Temple in Jewish identity. The Hasmoneans constructed the
environment in Galilee through the establishment of monetary economy in their image, royal
benefaction to settlements, and campaigns in the region which demonstrated their power.'%
While the Hasmoneans were reportedly active in the region since the time of Jonathan
Apphrus or John Hyrcanus I, there is no direct evidence of their involvement until the 1%
century BCE.!% The clearest signs of Hasmonean hegemony are the abundant finds of coins
found throughout the region [see 6.3.1], which can be considered a form of identity
construction. The presence of this coinage suggests that the Hasmoneans were popular to a
degree and had influence over the economics of the region. This should be tempered with the
actual scope of what the temple and administrative authorities could impose on the population
at any given point.!%” Regional practice would have been quite varied, and standardisation
probably fell to enforcement by local authorities and a general ethos from the Jerusalem
Temple.

Therefore, two factors should be highlighted from the above discussion. Firstly, in
agreement with Rick Bonnie, Galilee as a territory was likely to have been “loosely defined”

in antiquity.'® The case for the Gaulanitis is even less clear.!” Notwithstanding the

104 Mendels, Memory in Jewish, 71-79.

105 Becking, “Construction,” 146.

106 Some scholars have suggested that Hyrcanus I actually conquered the region. See Smith, Historical
Geography, 414. This theory has been adopted by some archaeologists to explain the spate of destruction seen in
the region during the second half of the 2" century BCE. See for instance Deines, “Religious Practices,” 81 n.6
citing War 1.65.

197 Martin Goodman, “Identity and Authority in Ancient Judaism,” in Judaism in the Roman World: Collected
Essays, AJEC/AGJU 66 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 21-32, 22.

198 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 3.

199 Gaulanitis first is mentioned as a region by Josephus, see Aviam and Richardson, “Josephus’ Galilee,” 178.
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contemporary issues of the occupation of the Golan Heights and the limited nature of any
articulation of ancient borders, the Gaulanitis is particularly difficult to discuss as a whole. As
such, my thesis will only incorporate known remains that show Hasmonean or Herodian
administrative presence. The extent to which this territory extended is uncertain.!'” As Vonder

2 ¢

Bruegge notes, mapping in the ancient world was “imaginative,” “provisional,”
“simultaneous,” “distorted,” and “situated.”!!! Essentially, geographical descriptions were
approached creatively and usually to make a point. Competing definitions of regions are
apparent throughout the above sources (i.e., the different extent of the region between Judith
and Josephus). My own use of Galilee as a toponym should reflect these considerations, rather
than a clearly defined set of boundaries. Galilee is an idea, just as it was an idea in the ancient
world. This does not mean that it did not have a physical and geographical component or
grounding, but that ultimately Galilee means something more than simply the landscape.
Secondly, by the beginning of the 1% century BCE, the Hasmoneans had begun to have a clear
impact on culture, politics and economics in the region. This thesis thus is framed as an

examination of Galilean identity and a consideration of how this related to the Hasmonean

power centre in Jerusalem, even beyond the prominence of this dynasty.

1.3 Defining Ancient Judaism

110 Chaim Ben David has conducted a survey of the western Gaulanitis and in the published results, suggests that
during the late Second Temple period the area had a similar density of settlements to eastern lower Galilee (here
drawing from the survey of Uzi Leibner). See Chaim Ben David, “Were There 204 Settlements in Galilee at the
Time of Josephus Flavius?” JJS 62.1 (2011): 21-36; Leibner, Settlement and History. See also the estimates in
Taisir al-Halabi, “La formation d’une identité architecturale dans les villes et les villages du Jawlan romain: Un
cas d’echanges techniques et artistiques,” MOM Editions 68: Zeugma VI. La Syrie romaine. Permanences et
transferts culturels (2015): 77, which has similar totals.

" 'Vonder Bruegge, Mapping Galilee, 185-186. See also Thomas B. Dozeman, “Biblical Geography and
Critical Spatial Studies,” in Constructions of Space I: Theory, Geography, and Narrative, eds. Jon L. Berquist
and Claudia V. Camp, LHBOTS 481 (New York: T&T Clark, 2007), 87-108, 88.
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Many Galileans, although not all, identified themselves or were identified as Jewish.
Throughout this thesis, I frequently describe texts and artefacts as Jewish or in some way
aspects of Judaism. These terms are frequently problematised in modern scholarly works, and
it is essential to describe exactly what I mean when I fall back on such language to describe
ancient materials and texts. [ now will discuss how we might arrive at some kind of outline
for what constituted the category of ancient Judaism. I will raise issues of identity, gender,

ethnicity, religion and ritual, translation, and perspective.

1.3.1 Ancient Group Identity

Scholars struggle over the best approach to categorising Judaism in the ancient world.!''?
Proposals depend on the scope of the investigation, both geographically and temporally, and
the extent to which the investigator acknowledges their own conceptual biases. I do not intend
to present a complete definition of ancient Judaism as it is impossible to maintain that we can
create a standardised definition of a group which all the members would understand; there is
no way of ensuring that such a definition would be universally accepted. Rather, the definition
will have to suit our purposes which are to explore how space and religious practice were
formative for Jewish identity in Galilee. This category is limited geographically and
temporally.

A further issue is how Judaism as a group category is distinguishable from other ancient
group categories. Was ancient Judaism sui generis or can the structures which give form to

this category be mapped onto other types of groups? Jewish writers in antiquity do provide us

112 See for instance the positions documented in David M. Miller, “Ethnicity, Religion and the Meaning of
Ioudaios in Ancient ‘Judaism’,” CurBR 12.2 (2014): 216-219.
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with information about the constitution of Judaism, but do we trust their reports? Josephus,
for example, attempted to show some of the variety within Judaism, but we should not expect
his portrayal to have been a completely accurate rendition of the state of intra-group affairs.
His method of depicting these groups probably drew from a systemic practice of describing a
group via a three-fold typology.'!® As such, my discussion will draw from the critical insights
of historians and theorists (also historical theorists and theoretical historians) to help indicate
how this thesis will use the terms Judaism, Jewish and related concepts. I will do this by
discussing how groups are boundaries are established, maintained and adapted, how attention
must be paid to gender, whether ethnicity is a suitable category for defining ancient Judaism,

and finally, how the categories of religion and ritual intersect with ancient Judaism.

1.3.1.1 Boundary Establishment, Maintenance, and Adaptation

Group identity rests on the notion of a boundary between “us” and “them,” or perhaps
even “them” and “them.” The concept of a clearly defined group can be understood as
analogous to the perception of the human embodied experience as bounded.'!* “Judaism”
functioned as a group category for an ancient collection of people.

Group identity principally matters as a way to distinguish in-group members from out-
group members. Erich Gruen notes that cultural identity is formed via reference to or contrast
with other cultures.!!> A similar point is made by Jutta Jokiranta specifically discussing the
Qumran community. Jokiranta articulates the difference between “fundamental group beliefs”

and “additional group beliefs,” the former merely being that the group exists, while the latter

113 Martin Goodman, “Josephus and Variety in First-Century Judaism,” in Judaism in the Roman World, 33—46.
114 On the psychology of group categorisation; George Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things: What
Categories Reveal about the Mind (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987), 12—13. On the container image
schema, or, group category, see ibid., 272-273, 283.

115 Erich S. Gruen, “Cultural Fictions and Cultural Identity,” in Constructs of Identity in Hellenistic Judaism:
Essays on Early Jewish Literature and History, DCLS 29 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2018), 7-20, 8.
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help to constitute exactly how this group exists, usually in opposition to the outside and built
around a centre.!'® Certain aspects of cultural practice can only be understood as significant if
you are aware that these are not practised, or not practised with the same meaning or the same
way, by other cultural groups. As Maxine Grossman points out, distinctions between “insider”
and “outsider” matter because groups seek to “cultivate” differences between themselves and
non-members, and collective practices help bind a group together. The more cohesive the
group, the better chance it stands of maintaining inside/outside boundaries.'!’”

Acknowledging the active role groups take in establishing and maintaining the
boundaries of their group should also be tempered with the understanding that groups develop
and adapt. Identity is a fluid and malleable state whether one’s self-identification shifts from
group A to group B, or one remains always a member of group A but undergo changes in
social status, age, etc. Self-identity regularly changes even within a group, whether in terms of
nomenclature, relations, beliefs, growth, or membership in sub-groups. The constituent aspect
of one’s identity can change in response to various events or actions such as “intermarriage,
new religious affiliations, or ancient self-understandings.”!'® In each of these cases,
augmenting one’s identity is accompanied by a life event or new experience. These
augmentations were heavily gendered in the ancient world, so we must further consider how
gender matters for identity. Thus, ancient Judaism as used in this thesis does not suggest a

fixed or agreed upon category, but rather something that changes from person to person and

116 Jutta Jokiranta, “Social Identity in the Qumran Movement: The Case of the Penal Code,” in Explaining
Christian Origins and Early Judaism: Contributions from Cognitive and Social Science, eds. Petri Luomanen,
Ilkka Pyysidinen and Risto Uro, BibInt 89 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 277-298, 285-286.

7 Maxine L. Grossman, “Cultivating Identity: Textual Virtuosity and “Insider” Status,” in Defining Identities:
We, You, and the Other in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Fifth Meeting of the IOQS in Groningen,
eds. Florentino Garcia Martinez and Mladen Popovi¢, STDJ 70 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 1-11, 2-3.

118 Ross S. Kraemer, “Jewish Tuna and Christian Fish: Identifying Religious Affiliation in Epigraphic Sources,”
HTR 84.2 (1991): 162.
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from time to time. Ancient Judaism could be expressed in a variety of sometimes competing

ways.

1.3.1.2 Gendered Perspectives on Group Identity
An under-studied aspect of group identity is the influence of gender on such an identity.
The experience of membership within a group is very often different for men and women.'"
Cynthia Baker shows that definitions of ethnicity are often marked or coded as masculine,
whereas women'’s ethnicity is not treated explicitly. As she puts it,

29 ¢¢

“ethnicity,” “religion,” and “conversion” are and always have been deeply gendered
categories. And Jew or Jewishness — whether defined as ethnicity or religion, whether
as birth status, marital status, or otherwise-acquired status, is and always has been
deeply (if variously) gendered, as well.'*°

Any definition of a group identity that does not pay attention to the differences
experienced by different genders fails to adequately explore how such a category functioned.

One often-employed tool to determine cultural influences is the semantic origin of particular

terms or names. As Tal Ilan shows, name use differed between Jewish men and women in

antiquity. Ilan records that only 17% of Jewish men are recorded with Greek or Latin names,

while 24% of women are recorded with such names. She suggests that a reason for this

disparity may have been in how “women’s Jewishness” was viewed; “women were required

119 While gender is not limited to a male/female binary, the key distinctions around issues of purity and bodily
space are typically framed in ancient Jewish texts as affecting men and/or women. As such I have principally
discussed gender through this binary lens. For further studies see Jessica M. Keady, Vulnerability and Valour: A
Gendered Analysis of Everyday Life in the Dead Sea Scrolls Communities, LSTS 91 (London: Bloomsbury T&T
Clark, 2017), 9—11; Ross S. Kraemer, “Gender,” CCAMR, 281-308, 281; Sara Parks, Gender in the Rhetoric of
Jesus: Women in Q (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2019), 10—11; Shayna Sheinfeld, “Introduction — Gender
and Second Temple Judaism: Challenges and Possibilities,” in Gender and Second-Temple Judaism, eds. Kathy
Ehrensperger and Shayna Sheinfeld (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2020), 1-21, 2-3.

120 Cynthia Baker, “How Do Ancient Jews and Gender Matter?” in Gender and Social Norms in Ancient Israel,
Early Judaism and Early Christianity: Texts and Material Culture, eds. Michaela Bauks, Katharina Galor and
Judith Hartenstein, JAJSup 28 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2019), 257-267.
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to preserve their Jewish identity less than men were.”!*! This may be an oversimplification of
the reasons why non-Jewish names were adopted by Jews.

Naming conventions varied between regions, classes and time periods, yet this
demonstrates that general forms of cultural expression did differ between genders. In another
example, circumcision is one of the key markers of Jewish identity [see 1.3.4.1], so at least
certain aspects of what was considered to constitute Jewish identity were not available to all
members of that identity.'?? Jewish identity then consisted of nested sub-identities, of which
“Jewish man” and “Jewish woman” were but two. Thus, if we confuse the group identity and
category of “Jewish man” with Jewish and operate as if this were the only form of group
identity, then we mistake a sub-group for the actual group and exclude lived experiences from
our account. Recovering women’s perceptions of identity is more difficult, as the vast
majority of written sources available to us were created by men. In cases where a woman is
the centre of a narrative, the woman’s perspective is not actually presented in the text.!?* In
this thesis, I endeavour not to limit my analysis on the basis of assumptions about the role of
women in identity formation, ritual practice [see 1.3.1.4] and spatial production [see 1.4.3]. In
my discussion of Jewish communal spaces [chps. 4 and 5], I do not assume that these spaces

were male dominated or built primarily for the communal spatial life of men. Gender is not

121 Tal Ilan, “Gender Issues and Daily Life,” in OHJDL, 48—68, 50. This information is synchronic so cannot
inform us about how women’s Jewishness was valued at discrete periods in in particular places, on the basis of
their given names.

122 Although Jill Hicks-Keeton, Arguing with Aseneth: Gentile Access to Israel’s Living God in Jewish Antiquity
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), 8-9, 134, 137, points out that this was not universally accepted. Some
Jews in antiquity rejected gentile circumcision as an indication of Jewish identity. Aseneth becomes
“covenanted” (p. 140) in part because other literary methods of incorporating her such as circumcision and
becoming a priest were unavailable to her as a woman.

123 For instance, the narratives of Bathsheba and Susannah are both presented in this way. On Bathsheba see,
Adele Berlin, “Bathsheba,” in Women in Scripture: A Dictionary of Named and Unnamed Women in the Hebrew
Bible, the Apocrypha/Deuterocanonical Books, and the New Testament, eds. Carol L. Meyers, Toni Craven and
Ross S. Kraemer (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 57-58. On Susannah, see Jennifer A. Glancy, “The Accused:
Susanna and Her Readers,” in A Feminist Companion to Esther, Judith and Susanna, ed. Athalya Brenner, FCB
7 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1995), 288-302, 296-300; idem., “Susanna 1,” in Meyers, Craven and
Kraemer, Women in Scripture, 157—-158.
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found in excavated materials but is ascribed to them. This ascription is not neutral; it is a
reflection of the interpreter’s perspective.!?* As such, my own perspective attempts to be
deliberately open towards the participation of both men and women in the creation of group

identity, and in the use of artefacts.

1.3.1.3 Ancient Groups as Ethnic Groups
Ethnicity is often understood as a type of group category which appears to exemplify
how ancient Judaism was categorised. Ethnicity itself is a category created entirely within
cultural conceptions of difference.'?> Shaye Cohen argues that the term Tovdaioc qualifies, at
least some of the time, as an ethnic identification.'?® Sian Jones provides definitions of “ethnic

2 ¢¢

identity,” “ethnic group,” and “ethnicity.” Each of these draws from an understanding that
ethnicity can be broadly understood as perceptions about social, cultural or general group

differentiations.'?’ Further, that “ethnicity is considered to be a consciousness of identity vis-

124 Carol L. Meyers, “Where the Girls Are: Archaeology and Women’s Lives in Ancient Israel,” in Between Text
and Artifact: Integrating Archaeology in Biblical Studies Teaching, ed. Milton C. Moreland, ABS 8 (Atlanta:
SBL Press, 2003), 31-51, especially 37; Jorunn Qkland, Women in Their Place: Paul and the Corinthian
Discourse of Gender and Sanctuary Space, ISNTSup 269 (London: T&T Clark, 2004), 40.

125 See extensive discussions in James C. Miller, “Ethnicity and the Hebrew Bible: Problems and Prospects,”
CurBR 6.2 (2008): 170-213; Brian Rainey, Religion, Ethnicity and Xenophobia in the Bible: A Theoretical,
Exegetical and Theological Survey, Routledge Studies in the Biblical World (London: Routledge, 2018), 3-9;
Katherine E. Southwood, Ethnicity and the Mixed Marriage Crisis in Ezra 9—-10: An Anthropological Approach,
Oxford Theological Monographs (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 19-72.

126 Shaye J. D. Cohen, The Beginnings of Jewishness: Boundaries, Varieties, Uncertainties, HCS 31 (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2000), 6, following John Hutchison and Anthony Smith’s four-fold criteria for
ethnic groups: sense of unique group origins, knowledge of group history and belief in destiny, one or more
elements of collective identity, and unique cultural solidarity. Cohen further distinguishes three meanings of the
term: Judean by birth or geography; Jew by religion or culture; citizen or ally of the Judean state by political ties,
see ibid., 70-82. A shorter version of Cohen’s argument can be found in idem., “loudaios,” EDEJ, 769-770.
Cohen’s approach has been adopted amongst many scholars, often with minor caveats. For instance, John J.
Collins, “Cult and Culture: The Limits of Hellenization in Judea,” in Jewish Cult and Hellenistic Culture: Essays
on the Jewish Encounter with Hellenism and Roman Rule, JSISup 100 (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 21-43, 22-23;
Philip F. Esler, “Judean Ethnic Identity in Josephus' Against Apion,” in Rodgers, Daly-Denton and Fitzpatrick
McKinley, Wandering Galilean, 73-91, 76; Goodblatt, Ancient Jewish Nationalism, 11; Smith, “Gentiles in
Judaism,” 210.

127 Sian Jones, The Archaeology of Ethnicity: Constructing Identities in the Past and Present (London:
Routledge, 1997), xiii.
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a-vis other groups —a ‘we’/’they’ opposition.”'?® As Dick Whittaker puts it, “the essence of
ethnicity is its mutability.”'* Recently, John Van Maaren has introduced an analysis of ethnic
boundary making as a model for categorising ancient Judaism. His approach is helpful for
focusing on areas of disagreement, or boundary maintenance in how ancient ethnicity was
experience and explained. This approach does not assume that cultural norms were commonly
held for all who applied this ethnic label to themselves, or had this label applied to them. It
further examines how debates and disagreements show the boundary lines. Ethnicity can be
viewed as multi-levelled, where certain ethnic terms are sub-types of other ethnic terms. The
categories of ethnicities are also not fixed; they change over time and border cases are sources
of conflict or debate.!*° Ethnicity may be a promising way to understand the group of ancient
Judaism so long as one is aware of and open to the ways in which ethnicity might be
expressed, its power as a rhetorical tool, and the fact that this element of the term “Judaism”

only covers some forms of ancient Jewish expression. !

1.3.1.4 Ancient Groups as Religious Groups and Ritual Practice
The modern categorisation of religion is difficult to properly map onto ancient practices.

David Miller points out that debate over terms like “ethnicity” and “religion” in the ancient

128 Jones, Archaeology of Ethnicity, 64.

129 Dick Whittaker, “Ethnic Discourses on the Frontiers of Roman Africa,” in Ethnic Constructs in Antiquity:
The Role of Power and Tradition, eds. Ton Derks and Nico Roymans (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press,
2009), 189-205, 191.

130 John Van Maaren, “Mapping Jewishness in Antiquity: New Contributions from the Social Sciences,” J4J 9.3
(2018): 432-435.

131 On the rhetorical power of ethnicity in the ancient world, see Whittaker, “Ethnic Discourse,” 192. Steven
Weitzman further argues that the way in which the Hasmoneans established their own authority drew from
modes of legitimisation in the Hellenistic world and had models of group identity formation established by larger
entities. If their identification as leaders of an “ethnic group” is appropriate, then this is a good example of the
power of rhetorical ethnic discourse. See Steven Weitzman, “On the Political Relevance of Antiquity: A
Response to David Goodblatt’s Elements of Ancient Jewish Nationalism,” JSocStud 14.3 (2008): 169-171.
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world often “boil down to a debate about modern definitions.”!*?> He defines ancient religion
as “a cluster of ideas and practices related to the divine that could be pointed at, and regarded
as unusual in comparison with the typical qualities of other ancient groups.”!3* The concept of
“religion” is important to introduce as the following study deals mostly with practices and
materials associated with something approximating religious expression. This is to say that
the term “religion” is able to convey the general collection of embodied practices associated
with beliefs, distinguishing between one thing and another. This is at least a useful framework
(although not without issues) to discuss ancient Jewish practices associated with beliefs about
one’s life vis-a-vis god, or divine law, or conceptions related to (im)purity. As such, I intend
to use “religion” to heuristically examine only choice artefacts rather than a complete analysis
of the archaeology of ancient Galilee.!*

Kim Knott has approached the study of religion from a spatial perspective. While I will
comment further on my application of spatial theory below [see 1.4.3], some of this material
will be introduced here in order to describe why the materials and practices discussed in this
thesis have been selected. Knott’s work on “religion” focuses on the body and its production
of space. Religion itself is located in bodily experience and expression. Religion can be
understood as a discursive space which constructs boundaries between concepts. These acts of

boundary marking are acts of power.'**> Knott draws from the work of Veitto Anttonen, Mark

132 Miller, “Ethnicity, Religion,” 236. See also Lawrence M. Wills, “Jew, Judean, Judaism in the Ancient Period:
An Alternative Argument,” J4J 7.2 (2016): 189—-190. See similar comments about religion in Steve Mason,
“Jews, Judeans, Judaizing, Judaism: Problems of Categorization in Ancient History,” JSJ 38.4 (2007): 480.

133 Miller, “Ethnicity, Religion,” 241. Similarly, Daniel Schwartz argues that in antiquity the Greek term
Opnokeio (religious worship, cult, ritual) had by the 1% century BCE or CE, come to mean something close to
religion, having developed from a term restricted to worship or cult. See Daniel R. Schwartz, Judeans and Jews:
Four Faces of Dichotomy in Ancient Jewish History, KMTS (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2014), 93—
102.

134 Against the notion that “religion” is an adequate category for the ancient world, see Brent Nongbri, Before
Religion: A History of a Modern Concept (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013).

135 Kim Knott, “Inside, Outside and the Space in-between: Territories and Boundaries in the Study of Religion,”
Temenos 44.1 (2008): 56.
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Johnson and George Lakoff, to argue that religion is constructed as a clear category which
contains certain features, and can clearly distinguish between itself and what it is not (e.g.
magic).'3® Similarly, Thomas Tweed defines religions as “confluences of organic-cultural
flows that intensify joy and confront suffering by drawing on human and suprahuman forces
to make homes and cross boundaries.”!3” Religion positions people in space, providing a
sense of meaning and context for lived experience.'*® Space is important in religion, as space
can be considered sacred. Sacred space is sacralised, at least in part, through human action,
although sacred spaces do not have to be exclusively viewed as sacred at all times. Private
homes often become sacred spaces, but this status can change over time.!*>* The sacralisation
of a locale is the process of establishing a connection between the body, the community and a
conception of the sacred.'*® Religion marks out spaces which are built into the fabric of lived
experience and are imbued with meaning within the religious system.'*!

A key component of activity which establishes sacred space is “ritual.”'*? I define

“ritual” as embodied practice which is intended to be meaningful.'*’ This identifies the role of

136 Knott, “Inside, Outside,” 63.

137 Thomas A. Tweed, Crossing and Dwelling: A Theory of Religion (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2006), 54.

138 Tweed, Crossing and Dwelling, 74.

139 Kim Knott, The Location of Religion: A Spatial Analysis (Durham: Acumen, 2013), 60. See also Kimmo
Ketola, “A Cognitive Approach to Ritual Systems in First-Century Judaism,” in Luomanen, Pyysidinen and Uro,
Explaining Christian Origins, 95-114, 98; Okland, Women in Their Place, 58, 67.

140 Anna-Katharina Rieger, “This God Is Your God, This God Is My God: Local Identities at Sacralized Place in
Roman Syria,” in Lived Religion in the Ancient Mediterranean World: Approaching Religious Transformations
from Archaeology, History and Classics, eds. Valentino Gasparini et al. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2020), 351-383,
379.

141 Alice Mandell and Jeremy Smoak, “The Material Turn in the Study of Israelite Religions: Spaces, Things,
and the Body,” JHebS 19.5 (2019): 37.

142 Jonathan Z. Smith, To Take Place: Toward Theory in Ritual, CSHJ (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1987), 103—110; Kim Knott, “Spatial Theory and Method for the Study of Religion,” Temenos 41.2 (2005): 171.
For an overview of the use of ritual theory in biblical studies, see Cat Quine, Casting Down the Host of Heaven:
The Rhetoric of Ritual Failure in the Polemic against the Host of Heaven, OtSt 78 (Leiden: Brill, 2020), 40—43.
See also Mira Balberg, “Ritual Studies and the Study of Rabbinic Literature,” CurBR 16.1 (2017): 71-98, for an
overview of ritual theory and its applications in rabbinic studies; Daniel K. Falk, “Liturgical Texts,” in T&T
Clark Companion to the Dead Sea Scrolls, eds. George J. Brooke et al. (London: T&T Clark, 2018), 420-431,
who discusses liturgical texts through the lens of ritual.

143 Although here I deliberately choose to define ritual activity as meaningful, if only to provide a basis for my
subsequent explanations of Jewish ritual practice in Galilee, Thomas Kazen, “Levels of Explanation for Ideas of
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the body in enacting ritual, the intentionality behind ritual acts, and also the meaning which
ritual has.!** Ritual manages the boundaries created within a religious system, controls cross-
boundary movement, and is the means by which bodies create sacred spaces.'*> As Veikko
Anttonen puts it, “the ‘sacred’ that separates, binds, transcends and purifies, is the location for
ritual communication.”!*¢ For my purposes, religion is perhaps suitable to describe the range
of materials which attest to ritual practice and beliefs associated with such practice. This lens
privileges certain materials which appear to be associated with what are understood as ancient
Jewish beliefs. Mira Balberg notes that “ritual is useful as a concept only if it denotes
something exceptional, a mode of being or behaving that is pronouncedly different from other
kinds of activities.”'*” Thus, my analysis will argue that some Galilean artefacts can reveal
aspects of Galilean ritual practice. These materials include ritual immersion pools [see 2.1],
household vessels made from stone [see 2.2] and communal spaces which include meaningful
iconography or suggest importance by virtue of their architecture [see 4.3.1.5; 4.3.2.5].
Furthermore, I understand artefacts which connected ancient Galileans to the Jerusalem
Temple cult as part of this category. These artefacts can be somewhat illuminated by
contextualising them through written sources. However, it is important to note that there is a
distinction between how rituals are described in texts and how rituals took place. Not only do

texts create ritual practice according to the authors’ ideology, but they also are simply unable

Impurity: Why Structuralist and Symbolic Models Often Fail While Evolutionary and Cognitive Models
Succeed,” JAJ 9.1 (2018): 89, points out that “it is not self-evident that ritual needs to have meaning in the
conventional sense.”

144 Catherine Bell, “Ritual,” in The Blackwell Companion to the Study of Religion, ed. Robert A. Segal,
Blackwell Companions to Religion (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2006), 397-411, 398, distinguishes two elements
of the process of ritualization, that first “people choose what to ritualize... and then how to ritualize.”

145 Knott, “Spatial Theory,” 172—173. See also Veikko Anttonen, “What Is It That We Call Religion? Analyzing
the Epistemological Status of the Sacred as a Scholarly Category in Comparative Religion,” MTSR 12.1 (2000):
201; Okland, Women in Their Place, 34.

146 Veikko Anttonen, “Space, Body, and the Notion of Boundary: A Category-Theoretical Approach to
Religion,” Temenos 41.2 (2005): 198.

147 Balberg, “Ritual Studies,” 75.
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to fully describe how a ritual was done as they cannot fully convey the bodily experience of
ritual participation.'*® Ritual itself is an act of world creation.!* It attempts to invoke a sense
of social stability and relies on an implicit threat of social breakdown if it is not observed. !>
Rituals exist along a continuum of high to low encodification. Acts embody certain
conceptions, and these conceptions can be explicitly or implicitly conveyed through ritual
acts. A ritual text may be highly encoded, insofar as it attaches a lot of meaning to a specific
action. This may then afford the reader a greater engagement with the conceptions that lie
behind the ritual. Priestly practices and ideologies can be conveyed in a document like
Leviticus, although this is still distanced from the ritual practices it is describing or alluding
to. Rituals which are lowly encoded may be more difficult to understand. Artefacts which
contain no instructions for their use, but only leave traces of their users’ habitus can offer
some insight into ritual practice, but we must be aware that in these cases we are required to
use imaginative reconstruction.'”! Furthermore, we should not assume that a broad group
approached ritual in the same way. Indeed, we know the contrary to be the case, as evidenced
by the documents found at Qumran, which exhibit disagreements over proper ritual procedure
[see 3.2.4;3.2.5;3.2.6; 3.2.7; 3.2.8; 3.2.9].1°2 We should not presume that the same rituals
were practised by a whole group, or that the same materials indicate the same things about

everyone who used them.!>* Additionally, we may also observe that some texts present

198 Quine, Casting Down, 35; Balberg, “Ritual Studies,” 78-79.

149 Catherine Bell, Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 160.

150 Quine, Casting Down, 39-40.

151'T thank Cat Quine for her input on this framing. I draw the language of habitus from Pierre Bourdieu, “Social
Space and Symbolic Power,” Sociological Theory 7.1 (1989): 14, who describes habitus as “schemes of
perception, thought, and action” that guide patterns of behaviour. Objects can be brought into these schemes and
may indicate something of the way their users practised ritual.

152 For instance, among many others, Yair Furstenberg, “Defilement Penetrating the Body: A New
Understanding of Contamination in Mark 7.15,” NT'S 54.2 (2008): 176200, suggests that disagreements about
purity resulted in different approaches to ritual.

153 Mandell and Smoak, “Material Turn,” 10, drawing from the work of Catherine Bell, argue against this
universalisation of evidence and belief systems.
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multiple levels of ritualization; Charlotte Hempel suggests that documents from the Qumran
library augment ritual settings with further requirements for access, or more-developed
practices to denote a moment or act of significance.!**

If we understand the materials in the following analysis as artefacts related to rituals
which were part of the formulation of ancient Jewish identity, we can apply some insights
from ritual studies to these materials. Firstly, that ritual practices are distinguishable from
non-ritual practices in a variety of ways, from deeply symbolic to relatively straightforward
(i.e., an action only performed in a ritual setting). Rituals can create boundaries within the
community, not least between men and women. As Anttonen notes, women are often set apart
through rituals, especially at times which are “perceived as anomalous stages which endanger
the conventional boundaries of everyday life” such as pregnancy and menstruation.'> Ritual
may resemble more conventional practices and may only be fully intelligible to practitioners.
Ritual is always differentiated from other practices which it might resemble, although this
could be in the form of spoken words, or preparation, or wearing special garments.!>® Thus,
while we might hold that rituals are indeed distinct from some other practices, these
distinctions may not always be marked as or obviously distinct in archaeological remains. For
example, outsiders are less likely to understand the differences between conventional bathing

in Judaism and ritual bathing. What, on the surface, appear to be the same rituals can have

154 Charlotte Hempel, “Who is Making Dinner at Qumran?” JTS 63.1 (2012): 63, suggesting the term “hyper-
ritualization.” I use the phrase “Qumran library” in the place of the “Dead Sea Scrolls” to refer specifically to the
texts found at Kh. Qumran (although on occasion including the Cairo Damascus Document for comparative
purposes). This intentionally draws on the language of library to mean a curated collection of documents and
engages with comparative studies of other ancient libraries; Sidnie White Crawford, “The Qumran Collection as
a Scribal Library,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls at Qumran and the Concept of a Library, eds. Sidnie White
Crawford and Cecilia Wassen, STDJ 116 (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 109—131. Although see also Mladen Popovic,
“The Manuscript Collections: An Overview,” in Brooke et al., Companion to the Dead Sea Scrolls, 37-50, 43—
48, who uses “collection(s).”

155 Anttonen, “Space, Body,” 195.

156 Catherine Bell, Ritual Theory, Ritual Practice (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 91.
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multiple meanings within a perceived system.!>” Catherine Bell’s typology of ritual forms,
while not intended to be exhaustive, is helpful for framing the different purposes of ritual,
these being: rites of passage, rites of exchange and communion, rites of affliction, feasting
fasting and festivals, and political rites.'*® Overall, ritual is a key lens through which
questions of identity and space can be interpreted. Our access to materials related to ritual
permits us some insight into the rituals of ancient Galileans, and further, some understanding

of how they self-identified and created space.

1.3.2 Translating Ancient Group Terms

A prominent debate, which has had to engage with many of the above issues, centres on
the translation of the Greek Tovdaiog. Two broad options are available, “Jew” which typically
emphasises religious affiliation, and “Judean” which draws attention to a geographic origin in
Judea. This discussion is longstanding and does not need to be reiterated in full here.!>
Rather, I will discuss a few of the contributions to this exchange as they cover the difficulties
encountered when trying to categorise ancient Judaism. Steve Mason generated a great deal of
discussion, not by being the first to advocate such a position, but to publish his own
preference for the translation “Judean” for Tovdaiog in Brill’s Flavius Josephus: Translation

and Commentary series. He arrives at this on the basis that there are many problems with

157 Ketola, “Cognitive Approach,” 105.

158 See Bell, Ritual, 94-135; idem., “Ritual,” 399.

159 David Miller provides an overview in three articles and added his own contribution. See David M. Miller,
“The Meaning of Joudaios and its Relationship to Other Group Labels in Ancient ‘Judaism’,” CurBR 9.1 (2010):
98-126; idem., “Ethnicity Comes of Age: An Overview of Twentieth-Century Terms for loudaios,” CurBR 10.2
(2012): 293-311; idem., “Ethnicity, Religion,” 215-264. Readers can also consult the extensive discussion in the
Marginalia forum, “Jew and Judean: A Forum on Politics and Historiography in the Translation of Ancient
Texts.” Contributions from Adele Reinhartz, Steve Mason, Daniel Schwartz, Annette Yoshiko Reed, Joan
Taylor, Malcolm Lowe, Jonathan Klawans, Ruth Sheridan and James Crossley all demonstrate the range of
issues and disagreements about what constituted ancient Judaism, even down to what such a category should be
called in scholarship. The forum can be found here: https://marginalia.lareviewofbooks.org/jew-judean-forum/.
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defining religion in the ancient world, that Judean is not necessarily a restrictive geographic
term, and that translation in this manner reflects translation for similar ancient terms for other
groups.'®® This decision provoked many responses which neatly demonstrate the issues
around how ancient groups are categorised. Scholars such as Adele Reinhartz, Annette Reed
and Joan Taylor draw attention to the construction of ancient Judaism as a category with
religious, ethnic and geographic elements. They further argue that “Jew” and “Judaism” are
perfectly suitable terms to use as they can reflect ancient diversity more suitably than
“Judean.”!®!

The tendency to translate Tovdaiog as “Judean” seeks to move away from uncertainty
about how one might go about defining Judaism of the late Second Temple period. I am
receptive to this approach, insofar as it mirrors my own hesitation to exclude or even include
practices under a category like E. P. Sanders’ “Common Judaism.”!'%* Sanders argues that
these practices can be drawn together from a comparison of various sources from different

backgrounds and groups, across different time periods. This commonality provides the basis

of what could be considered generally understood core elements of ancient Judaism.

160 See Steve Mason, “Jews, Judeans,” 457 — 512, and his later defence of his proposal in idem., “Ancient Jews
or Judeans? Different Questions, Different Answers,” Marginalia (26/08/2014):
http://marginalia.lareviewofbooks.org/ancient-jews-judeans-different-questions-different-answers-steve-mason/.
Similar comments about the geographic meaning of Tovdaiog can be found articulated by Malcolm Lowe,
“Concepts and Words,” Marginalia (26/08/2014): http://marginalia.lareviewofbooks.org/concepts-words-
malcolm-lowe/.

161 Adele Reinhartz, “The Vanishing Jews of Antiquity,” Marginalia (24/06/2014):
http://marginalia.lareviewofbooks.org/vanishing-jews-antiquity-adele-reinhartz/; Annette Yoshiko Reed,
“loudaios before and after ‘Religion’,” Marginalia (26/08/2014):
http://marginalia.lareviewofbooks.org/ioudaios-religion-annette-yoshiko-reed/; Joan E. Taylor, “‘Judean’ and
‘Jew’, Jesus and Paul,” Marginalia (26/08/2014): http://marginalia.lareviewofbooks.org/judean-jew-jesus-paul/.
See further the other discussions in this forum noted above.

162 In his summary of the constitutive parts of “Common Judaism,” Sanders provides Sabbath, food laws,
observing the divine law, sending of money to the temple, refusal to worship of other gods, and circumcision.
See E. P. Sanders, “Common Judaism Explored,” in Common Judaism: Explorations in Second-Temple Judaism,
eds. Wayne O. McCready and Adele Reinhartz (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2008), 11-23, 20-21. For longer
explanations, see idem., Jewish Law from Jesus to the Mishnah: Five Studies (London: SCM; Philadelphia:
Trinity Press International, 1990); idem., Judaism: Practice and Belief 63 BCE-66 CE (London: SCM;
Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1992).
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However, this approach privileges written material and allows the textual communities
complete power over the definition of ancient Judaism. My position is that far too much of
what was actually practised, thought and believed by ancient people has been lost, or was
never recorded in the first place. As such, sweeping claims which essentialise identities
around specific criteria may not have reflected the lived experience of an ancient Galilean. If
one were to somehow present the “core” of Jewish identity in antiquity as “Temple Loyalty”
to a randomly selected group of ancient Galileans, would they all agree? I do not think that
this can be answered, and therefore, one must attempt to be open to variously defined ways of
being Jewish in the ancient world. Judaism may have been generally understood to consist of
the common practices described in much of the Jewish literature of the time. However, we
cannot know whether these practices were common across the whole group. We must
acknowledge the severe limitation imposed by our lack of access to ancient Judaism and thus
properly contextualise what is known about ancient Judaism. We should not assume that the
remaining textual witness to ancient Judaism is perfectly representative of this group identity.
Commonality is persuasive, but this indicates that there is commonality only within the
surviving texts, and this was only certainly shared by these textual communities. While some
technical terms (such as “migveh” and “synagogue’) will be abandoned later in this thesis, the
term “Judaism” and its associative nomenclature will be employed.

Part of the problem for opaqueness in meaning arises from the choice presented by the
translation of the term ‘Tovdaiog into English. For many other comparative terms such as

AOnvaiov or @pdé there is only one option: “Athenian” or “Thracian.”'®® Daniel Schwartz

163 Daniel R. Schwartz, “Judeans, Jews, and Their Neighbors: Jewish Identity in the Second Temple Period,” in
Between Cooperation and Hostility: Multiple Identities in Ancient Judaism and the Interaction with Foreign
Powers, eds. Rainer Albertz and Jakob Wohrle, JAJSup 11 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 13-31,
16. Perhaps tellingly, Schwartz does not cite any such cases, aside from a reference to CPJ 151 where
identification AleEavdpég (Alexandrian) has been struck through and superscripted with Tovdaiov t@v 4o
AleEavopetog (Jew of Alexandria). This emendation appears to have been the work of a scribe, and Victor
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proposes that a solution may be found depending on whether the source in question presents
the group “as residents of a country or as adherents of a religion,” suggesting that First
Maccabees employs the former sense, while Second Maccabees embraces the latter.'** He
argues that “Jewish identity in antiquity was anything but ambiguous;” one was a Jew, or one
was not.'% I take issue with this differentiation. Daniel Schwartz’s distinction between a
“religious” and “geographic” context is unclear when the discussion includes geographic
features that have significant religious meanings, such as “the Holy Land” [see 1.4.2] or the
Jerusalem Temple. As with Cohen’s delineation, this also separates religion from politics. The
Hasmoneans were fundamentally religious authorities, whether official or not. Their initial
defence of Jewish customs, and subsequent occupation of the high priesthood cannot be
separated from their influence over the matters of state for the region. Therefore,
distinguishing between a geographical/political and religious sense for this term fails to
overcome the inseparability of these features in antiquity. Daniel Schwartz has also
distinguished between two approaches to defining Judaism, emic and etic, and highlighted
this as a key component of the translation debate.!%® Baker argues that the translation
“Judean” does not end issues with how we understand this group. “Judean” as a term is as
connected to ethnicity and religion as the term “Jew.” These problems are associated with our

categorisation of ancient groups and the history of mapping Christian modes of “religion”

Tcherikover and Alexander Fuks, CPJ, 2:30, suggest that this shows the scribe intended to make it clear that the
sender was not a citizen of Alexandria, but only a resident. Returning to the question of translation, further
Daniel R. Schwartz, “‘Judaean’ or ‘Jew’? How Should We Translate loudaios in Josephus?” in Jewish Identity
in the Greco-Roman World — Jiidische Identitdt in der griechisch-rémischen Welt, eds. Jorg Frey, Daniel R.
Schwartz and Stephanie Gripentrog, AJEC/AGJU 71 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 3-27; idem., “The Different Tasks of
Translators and Historians,” Marginalia (26/08/2014): http://marginalia.lareviewofbooks.org/different-tasks-
translators-historians-daniel-r-schwartz/. A similar point is made by Luckritz Marquis, “Re-Presenting Galilean
Identity,” 67, but with the examples, “Roman,” “Egyptian,” and “Scythian.” The above Greek terms have been
taken from their use in CPJ 19.

164 Schwartz, “Judeans, Jews,” 17—26. See also the discussion in idem., “loudaios,” ESTJ 2, 363-364; idem.,
Judeans and Jews, 11-20.

165 Schwartz, “Judaean or Jew,” 22.

166 See Schwartz, Judeans and Jews, 91-93.
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onto other forms of belief and practice. Thus, whether one chooses the translation “Jew” or
“Judean,” one must also grapple with the problem of categorisation and how to approach
group dynamics in the ancient world.'®’ I have thus chosen to proceed with the terms “Jew”
and “Judaism.” I will now briefly discuss the terms which lie behind these translations which

were used in Jewish texts and placed in the speech or writing of non-Jews.

1.3.3 Emic Definitions of Judaism

While it can be argued that Judaism began to be formulated prior to the Hasmonean
period, or even afterwards, I will begin this discussion with a brief introduction to the
terminology and the constituent parts of Judaism presented in Jewish texts that were in
circulation or written during the late Second Temple period.'®® Tovdaiog is used in the
Septuagint translations of the Hebrew Bible, and the so-called apocrypha and pseudepigrapha
in various contexts. Usually, the term is found in the plural form, but occasionally as a

singular.'® It is usually unclear what group is indicated by this term. In Second Kings, it

167 Cynthia Baker, “A ‘Jew’ by Any Other Name?” JAJ 2.2 (2011): 153-180.

168 See also the analysis of terms in Nathan Thiel, ““Israel’ and ‘Jew’ as Markers of Jewish Identity in Antiquity:
The Problems of Insider/Outsider Classification.” JSJ 45.1 (2014): 80-99. See further the contributions of
Freyne, “Geography of Restoration,” 292; Erich S. Gruen, “Did Ancient Identity Depend on Ethnicity? A
Preliminary Probe,” Phoenix 67.1/2 (2013): 1-22; idem., “Josephus,” 489-508; idem., “Kinship Relations and
Jewish Identity,” in Levine and Schwartz, Jewish Identities, 101-116; Regev, Hasmoneans, 64; Daniel R.
Schwartz, “Mattathias’ Final Speech (1 Maccabees 2): From Religious Zeal to Simonide Propaganda,” in ‘Go
Out and Study the Land’ (Judges 18:2): Archaeological, Historical and Textual Studies in Honor of Hanan
Eshel, eds. Aren M. Maeir, Jodi Magness and Lawrence H. Schiffman, JSJSup 148 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 213—
223.

169 Plyral form in 1 Esd. 1:19; 4:49, 50; 6:1; Ezra 5:1; Neh 2:16; 3:33; 4:6; 5:1, 8, 17; 13:23; Esth 3:6, 10, 13;
4:3,7,13,14,16;8:3,5,9, 12,16, 17, 9:2, 3, 6, 10, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 25, 27; 10:3; Tobit (S)
11:18; 1 Macc 4:2; 11:47, 49, 51; 13:42; 14:33, 34, 37, 40, 41, 47; 2 Macc 1:1, 7, 10; 3:32; 4:11, 35, 36; 5:23,
25;6:1,6,8; 8:10, 11, 32, 34, 36; 9:4, 7, 15, 18; 10:8, 12, 14, 15, 24, 29; 11:2, 15, 16; 12:1, 3, 8, 17, 30, 34, 40;
13:9, 18, 19, 23; 14:5, 6, 14, 37, 39; 15:2, 12; 3 Macc 1:8; 3:3, 27, 4:2, 17, 21; 5:2, 3, 6, 13, 18, 25, 35, 42, 48;
6:17, 18, 30; 7:10; Sus (Th) 1:4; Dan 3:8, 12 (OG and Th), 97 (Th); Sib. Or. 4:127; 5:249; Let. Aris. 1, 6, 10, 11,
12,22, 23,30, 35, 83, 107, 307, 318; Jub. 1:1; 4 Macc 5:6; Theod. Fragment 1 (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.22.1);
Aris. Ex. 1 (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.25.1); Artap. (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.23.1;9.27.1, 2, 21, 22, 31, 34, 35, 37);
Eup. (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 9.26.1; 9.30.4; 9.34.1, 2, 8; 9.39.2, 5; Clement Strom. 1.141.4). Instances in Josephus
are too numerous to discuss in brief here. Philo — Decalogue 96; Embassy 117, 129, 155, 160, 170, 178, 194,
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stands in the place of @[] fi (“Yehudim,” MT 2 Kgs 16:6; 25:25), so at least in some
instances it appears as a term for the people of the kingdom of Judah.!” In a few cases, the
‘Tovdaiot are identified as belonging to a particular group; as a group in Jerusalem and in
Egypt (2 Macc 1:1 cf. Let. Aris. 35), in Rome (Embassy 155, 160), in Alexandria (Embassy
350; Flaccus 80), in Antioch (War 7.44), as Toubianoi (Tobians, 2 Macc 12:17), and as
Hasideans (2 Macc 14:6).!"! Otherwise, the term is sometimes paired with a kind of group
designator, but usually used on its own. Group terms applied to individual members and
groups-as-a-whole include: €6vog (“nation”); yévog (“descendant”); mAf0og (“multitude”™);
diuog (“people”); moAitag (“citizen”).!”? In some cases, there is also a concept of a territory
associated with this group.!”® The Tovdaiot can be described in the same terms as other
nations or citizenry of city-states.!’* Thus, the group term in some cases must be analogous in

terms of its standing with these other groups. Concerning the period and authority in question,

210, 216, 222,226, 248, 253, 307, 316, 333, 346, 350, 370, 371, 373; Eternity 19; Flaccus 1, 21, 24, 56, 66, 80,
86, 116, 170, 189, 191; Good Person 29, 43, 57, 68, 75; Moses 1.1, 7; Spec. Laws 1.97; 2.163, 166; 4.179, 224;
Virtues 108, 212, 226; singular form in Esth 1:1; 2:5; 3:4; 5:9; 9:29; 1 Macc 2:23; 2 Macc 9:17; 3 Macc 1:3;
3:29; Zech 8:23.

170 See also 1 Esd 1:19; 4:49, 50; 6:1 (Ezra 5:1).

171 Cf. Jer 33:2 which has “all the Jews” where the MT has all the cities of Judah. See also Jer 39:12; 45:19;
47:11; 48:3; 51:1. On the Jews in Egypt, see Sylvie Honigman, “Jewish Communities of Hellenistic Egypt:
Different Responses to Different Environments,” in Levine and Schwartz, Jewish Identities, 117-135, 135, who
suggests that Jewish Egyptians during the Ptolemaic period understood their own Jewish identity to be “a sub-
category of Greek identity.”

172 For &0vog (“nation” and €0vépymc [“ethnarch™]): Esth 8:17; 1 Macc 12:3, 47; 2 Macc 4:35; 11:27; 3 Macc
2:27; Jub. 1:1; Ant. 11.225, 270, 303, 323, 340; 12.357, 412; 13.1, 143, 166, 214, 243, 401; 14.191, 194; 15.15,
179, 383; 16.56, 158; 17.174, 330; 18.378; 19.278; War 2.185, 197; 7.423; Decalogue 96; Embassy 117, 178,
194, 210, 373; Flaccus 1, 170, 191; Good Person 75; Moses 1.7; Spec. Laws 2.163, 166; 4.179, 224); Virtues
212, 226. For yévog (“family,” “race”): Let. Aris. 6; Ag. Ap. 1.1; Ant. 11.207; 17.324; 18.103, 196; War 2.101,
119, 308; 7.43, 329, 359, 375; Life 16, 382; Embassy 178, 346. For m\ijfog (“multitude”): 1 Macc 8:20; Let.
Aris. 307; Ant. 11.67, 13.353; 14.470; 15.14, 113; 16.27; 17.254, 293, 301; 18.123; 20.7, 120, 133, 173; War
1.335, 347, 366; 2.342, 485; 3.18, 151, 471; 5.489; 7.49, 300; Embassy 226 cf. of Galileans in Life 84, 103, 198,
210, 302, 306. For dMpog (“people™): 1 Macc 12:6; War 7.47. For nokitag (“citizen”): 2 Macc 5:23; Virtues 108.
For Aaog (“people,” “nation”): Ant. 11.74; 12.224; 2 Macc 15:12 uses cvotipartt (“whole body”). On yévog in
Josephus, see Shaye J. D. Cohen, “Tovdaiog t0 yévog and Related Expressions in Josephus,” in Parente and
Sievers, Josephus and the History, 23-38.

173 Isa 19:17 [LXX]; Let. Aris. 11, 12,22, 107.

174 This term is also debated, but I will not delve into this issue here.
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the Hasmoneans themselves appear to have employed the term Tovdaiot (or o1 on their

coins) to refer to themselves and the people they ruled over.!”

1.3.4 Etic Definitions of Judaism

1.3.4.1 Ancient Non-Jewish Perspectives

Many of the sources which record non-Jewish views on the Jewish people as a group
are reported only in Jewish works, principally First and Second Maccabees, and Josephus’
Antiquities. These reports come in the form of letters to the Jews, Judeans or their
representatives, decrees concerning them from other officials, or the wording of treaties.
David Goodblatt records the terms used to describe the Tovdaiot, the most common across the
three above works being £€0vog (“nation”) (1 Macc 8:23, 25, 27 — treaty with Rome; 10:25 —
Demetrius I; 11:30, 33, 42; 13:36 — Demetrius II; 15:1, 2 — Antiochus VII; 2 Macc 11:25 —
Antiochus V), but there are also several instances of mAf|0o¢ (“multitude’) (2 Macc 11:16 —
Lysias; 11:34 — Romans).!”¢

Additionally, dnpog (“people”) appears to be used in documents attributed to either the
Romans or Spartans (1 Macc 8:29 — treaty with Rome; 14:20 — Spartans; 15:17; 2 Macc 11:34

— Romans). Jonathan reciprocates this usage in his own reply to the Spartans (1 Macc 12:6).

175 David Goodblatt, ““The Israelites Who Reside in Judah’ (Judith 4:1): On the Conflicted Identities of the
Hasmonean State,” in Levine and Schwartz, Jewish Identities, 74—89, 83—84, suggests that the Hasmoneans were
unable, or did not see the need, to change the group term to “Israclites” following their conquests. For the
Hasmonean coins, see Ya’akov Meshorer, Gabriela Bijovsky and Wolfgang Fischer-Bossert, Coins of the Holy
Land: The Abraham and Marian Sofaer Collection at the American Numismatic Society and the Israel Museum,
eds. David Hendin and Andrew Meadows, vol. 1, Ancient Coins in North American Collections 8 (New York:
The American Numismatic Society, 2013), 242-257.

176 David Goodblatt, “From Judeans to Israel: Names of Jewish States in Antiquity,” JSJ 29.1 (1998): 3—4.
Goodblatt mistakenly records the term in 1 Macc 14:20 at £€6vog rather than dfpog. Goodblatt further notes that
the use of mAfiBog in 2 Macc 11:34 is a variant of dnpog. On Josephus’ representation of Demetrius I’s letter in 1
Macc 10:25-45 in Ant. 13.48-57, see Luckritz Marquis, “Re-Presenting Galilean Identity,” 57.
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There is some debate about the authenticity of these documents.!”” If these documents are
reliable transmissions of non-Jewish references toward the Jewish collective, then this
suggests further that there was a broad agreement between emic and etic designations for the
Tovdaiot.!”® If they are not, then they only add to the evidence of the terms used emically.
Berthelot notes that the Romans classed the Jews as a gens (“people, tribe”), a natio
(“nation”), and also a religio (“religion”). The category Jewish was viewed from the outside
in multiple ways.!” Non-Jews understood that Judaism consisted of daily and weekly
worship, observing the Sabbath, the practice of circumcision, some purity observances and
that they supported the Jerusalem Temple.'®" Against the notion that “religion” should be
separated from a place, it is interesting to note that Apion accuses the Jews of not being true
citizens of Alexandria, as they did not worship the gods of the city (4g. Ap. 2.32, 38, 65).

Here, citizenship, ethnicity and cultic observance are all woven together within a negotiated

177 Goodblatt, Elements, 146, argues that scholarship considers the documents generally genuine. For more
detailed arguments, see Ory Amitay, “The Correspondence in I Maccabees and the Possible Origins of the
Judeo-Spartan Connection,” SCI 32 (2013): 79-105; Altay Coskun, “‘Friendship and Alliance’ between the
Judaeans under Judas Maccabee and the Romans (/Macc 8:17-32): A Response to Linda Zollschan’s Rome and
Judaea,” Electrum 25 (2018): 85-125; Israel Shatzman, “The Integration of Judaea into the Roman Empire,”
SCI 18 (1999): 49-84. Against the authenticity of these documents, see Erich S. Gruen, The Hellenistic World
and the Coming of Rome (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984), 748—751; idem., “The Purported
Jewish-Spartan Affiliation,” in Constructs of Identity, 153—166.

178 Outside of these references, for &0vog (“nation” and 80véapyng [“ethnarch™]): 1 Esd 8:10; 1 Macc 15:1; Ant.
11.123, 184; 12.6, 135, 417, 418; 13.48, 126, 127, 320; 14.195, 209, 211, 212, 226, 245, 248, 306, 317; 16.162;
19.283, 284, 285, 309; 20.11. For yévog (“family,” “race”): Esth 6:13; Ant. 12.226; Ag. Ap. 1.179 cf. 1 Macc
12:21. For dnpog (“people”): Ant. 13.260. For mAiifog: Ag. Ap. 1.313. For guAn (“tribe”): Ant. 14.115. For
moAttag (“citizen™): 2 Macc 9:19. For hadg (“people,” “nation™): Ag. Ap. 1.313. Instances of the term being put
in the speech of non-Jews but without any further designators include: 1 Esd 2:14, 17; 6:8; Ezra 4:12; 6:7-8; Neh
3:34; 6:6; Esth 5:13; 6:10; 8:7, 13; 9:12; 1 Macc 8:31; 10:23, 29, 33, 34, 36; 11:50; 14:22; 2 Macc 9:4; 11:24,
27, 31; Dan 3:8; Bel 28 (OG and Th); Sus 22-23 (OG); 3 Macc 2:28; 5:20, 31, 38; 7:3, 6; 4 Macc 5:7 (also
employing the term Opnokeiq [religious worship, cult, ritual]). Cf. 4Q242 1:4. See also Cohen, “loudaios,” 769—
770; Wills, “Jew, Judean, Judaism,” 185.

179 K atell Berthelot, “To Convert or Not To Convert: The Appropriation of Jewish Rituals, Customs and Beliefs
by Non-Jews,” in Gasparini et al., Lived Religion, 493-515, 494.

180 Shaye J. D. Cohen, “Common Judaism in Greek and Latin Authors,” in Redefining First-Century Jewish and
Christian Identities: Essays in Honor of Ed Parish Sanders, eds. Fabian Udoh et al. (Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 2008), 69—87, discusses the support of these notions in Greco-Roman literature, following the
principal parts of “Common Judaism” established by E. P. Sanders. Cohen establishes that little else seems to
have caught the attention of non-Jewish writers about the particularities of Jewish practice. An invaluable
resource for Greek and Roman authors views on Jews and Judaism can be found in Menahem Stern, Greek and
Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism, 2 vols. (Jerusalem: The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1976—
1980).
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identity. Indeed, Josephus’ response to Apion is that the Jews in Antioch are Antiochians, and
those in Ephesus are Ephesians (4g. Ap. 2.39). Philip Esler suggests that Tovdaiog functions
as an ethnic rather than religious term in Against Apion.'8! Yet at least for Apion, there does
appear to be some contestation over the acceptance of the Tovdaiot as Alexandrians, as it is
specifically cultic issues which they refuse to take part in. The differences between ethnicity

and religion are not so easily teased apart.

1.3.4.2 Views from Modern Archaeology

While most archaeological and historical work does not explicitly draw connections
between the identity of ancient residents of Palestine and the modern State of Israel, a clear
agenda is visible in how many archaeological discoveries are reported or discussed outside of
academic works. Keith Whitelam demonstrates how this agenda affects academic discussions
in The Invention of Ancient Israel. While his focus is principally on theories around the early
origins of Israel and the Davidic/Solomonic kingdoms, his critique is important for this thesis.
He points out that the way in which certain places are interpreted and incorporated into
national agendas. While not as explicit as it once was, the Masada myth was connected to the
national ethos of the State of Israel, and tourists to the site are still treated to video-
presentations which ask the visitor to place themselves into the past, as noble resistance
fighters against an imperial power.!®? In the histories of the Late Hellenistic and Early Roman
periods, the role of the Hasmonean and Herodian states in unifying a region and establishing a
clear precedent are clearly adopted into national claims. So-called migva ‘ot are regularly used

to show that an ancient settlement was Jewish [see 2.3]. Sometimes scholars instead will use

181 Esler, “Judean Ethnic Identity,” 73-74.
182 Keith W. Whitelam, The Invention of Ancient Israel: The Silencing of Palestinian History (London:
Routledge, 1996), 16—18. My visit took place in summer 2018 and this was the case at the time.
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these remains to identity a “settlement where Jews lived” but almost always the presence of
these structures enables historians to clearly identify not only the demographics of an ancient
settlement, but also how this group self-identified. A further idea, usually not stated in
scholarship, but easily found in online media and comment sections, is that these installations
show that the Jewish people were always in this region, and that this establishes a claim to the
region. The presence of synagogues in late Antiquity is used in much the same way. Most of
the time, this is not an explicit intention of the scholars writing about these remains, yet one
cannot fail to see how this information may be used.'®3

Thus, to ensure that these remains are not uncritically used as a weapon in modern
disagreements, one must be careful in the ways these sites are discussed.'®* This influences
how ancient settlements are named, how areas are grouped, how artefacts properly relate to
their users, and necessitates a careful discussion of ethnicity, its boundaries and markers.!'*’
The delineation of boundaries through a collection of archacological signifiers gives those
signifiers meaning which they may never have possessed. What was deposited in the ground
and subsequently unearthed may have been significant for those who left it, or equally may

not have been meaningful to the question of identity.'®® Some of these issues can be seen in

183 Halvor Moxnes, “The Construction of Galilee as a Place for the Historical Jesus — Part II,” BTB 31.2 (2001):
65-66.

134 See also Philip R. Davies, “Between Text and Archaeology,” DSD 18.3 (2011): 318, who notes that in
addition to examining the ideology behind an ancient text, archaeological remains be also understood in context
with the choices made before and during the excavations and in the presentation of the published finds. See also
Davies’ comments in idem., “The Intellectual, the Archaeologist and the Bible,” in The Land that I Will Show
You: Essays on the History and Archaeology of the Ancient Near East in Honour of J. Maxwell Miller, eds. J.
Andrew Dearman and M. Patrick Graham, JSOTSup 343 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001), 239-254.

135 Whitelam points out the effects of using certain toponyms for time periods. For instance, scholars using
Canaan until the point where David is supposed to have unified the region, then switching to Israel, adopt
polemical terms from biblical texts and place these straight into their own history writing. Further, Palestine is
often interchanged with the terms Greater Israel, Eretz Israel, “the Holy Land,” the Davidic Kingdom, or the
nations of Israel and Judah. It can also cover the Phoenician coast. Palestinian remains are indistinguishable from
remains of “Greater Israel” and Palestine, and its ancient inhabitants are subsumed into a monolithic culture,
which was polemically presented against others in the long distant past and today. See Whitelam, Invention, 40—
45, 84-85, 174-175, 222 for various examples of how terms are used.

186 Marianne Sawicki, “Archaeology as Space Technology: Digging for Gender and Class in Holy Land,” MTSR
6.4 (1994): 335. See also the more positive view of the usefulness of archaeology in discussions of ethnicity in
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Miriam Peskowitz discussion of the issues of nomenclature for Palestine (i.e. “the Holy
Land”), the colonialist enterprise behind early (and more modern) archaeology, the
idealisation of excavation for believers, and the removal of later habitation to understand the
ancient history of Sepphoris.'®” Halvor Moxnes also draws attention to the ways in which
Galilee was described as part of “the Holy Land” during the 19" and early 20™ century, and
how this discussion served the European empire’s opposition to the Ottoman Empire. %3
Another example pertinent to the archaeology of Galilee is the identification of a pottery
type, usually termed “Galilean Coarse Ware” (GCW), as “pagan” or “non-Jewish.”'® Aviam
suggests that this type of roughly made ware is indicative of pagan people in Galilee prior to
the 1% century BCE.!”® The ware was phased out of usage around the beginning of the 1
century BCE and new, and better produced, pottery began to be used across the region.!”! This
change in the pottery habits is assigned to the Hasmonean expansion and the hypothesis that
Judeans began to settle in Galilee and the surrounding areas. GCW has been found at sites

with supposedly “pagan” artefacts including the aforementioned items at Mizpe Yamim [see

Elizabeth Bloch-Smith, “Israelite Ethnicity in Iron I: Archaeology Preserves What Is Remembered and What Is
Forgotten in Israel’s History,” JBL 122.3 (2003): 401-425.

187 Miriam Peskowitz, “Empty Fields and the Romance of the Holy Land: A Response to Marianne Sawicki’s
‘Archaeology’ of Judaism, Gender, and Class,” MTSR 9.3 (1997): 259-282, especially 271-273. This article
responds to Sawicki, “Archaeology as Space Technology,” 319—348. Sawicki defended her initial comments and
expanded upon her argument here in idem., “Having Been Outed as a Crypto-Christian Anti-Semite, Can One
Say ‘Shalom’?” MTSR 9.3 (1997): 283-293.

188 Halvor Moxnes, “The Construction of Galilee as a Place for the Historical Jesus — Part ,” BTB 31.1 (2001):
32.

189 Mark A. Chancey, “The Ethnicities of Galileans,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 1, 112-128, 114-115,
suggests that the identity of the users of GCW are unclear, but that there is no evidence for Iturean occupation in
Galilee. Frankel et al., Settlement Dynamics, 108—110; Root, First Century Galilee, 113. For pagan
identification, see Leibner, Settlement and History, 22-25. Cf. Dina Avshalom-Gorni and Nimrod Getzov,
“Phoenicians and Jews: A Ceramic Case-Study,” in The First Jewish Revolt: Archaeology, History and Ideology,
eds. Andrea M. Berlin and J. Andrew Overman (London: Routledge, 2002), 74-83, who employ storage jar
types to argue that “two separate ethnic groups” occupied Yodefat and Bet Zeneta during the Early Roman
period.

190 Mordechai Aviam, “Distribution Maps of Archaeological Data from the Galilee: An Attempt to Establish
Zones Indicative of Ethnicity and Religious Affiliation,” in Zangenberg, Attridge and Martin, Religion,
Ethnicity, and Identity, 115-132, 116-117.

191 This took place in various sites, see Aviam, “Transformation from Galil,” 15; Leibner, Settlement and
History, 22, 52, 94-96; James F. Strange, “Gush Halav,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 1, 389-403, 398.
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1.2.3], and three bronze figurines found at Beer Sheba (3km west of Mizpe Yamim). Aviam
maintains that these sites with GCW were home to “a pagan, autochthonic, mountainous
population.”'®? In this case, a handful of items are used to identify a whole group of people,
because those items were found near a type of widespread pottery.

These associations, made directly between a group of material artefacts and a group of
people, are often problematic and based on wider assumptions about the settlement, region or
society from which they come. A number of scholars have problematised this and I am of the
opinion that their well-founded critiques have not been sufficiently engaged with or
incorporated into the analysis of many studies of the archaeological remains from the northern
territory of the Hasmoneans and Herodians.!*> An assemblage of particular vessel types,
plaster installations, zoological remains, architectural features, coins, oil lamps, and lacuna of
materials which are found “outside” of Galilee all suggest a fairly distinct region, although the
strength of the connections between many of these types of material and a particular group are
weak. Furthermore, Jones forcefully argued in 1997 that the identification of ethnic groups
with “neatly packaged territorially bounded culture-bearing units” is a mistaken
assumption.!®* While the argument here was not directed at the identification of Jewish sites,
Jones subsequently applied this approach to the connection between archaeology and Judaism
in the ancient world. She argues that a position which identifies Jewish communities from an

analysis of a few archaeological signifiers assumes that Judaism and Jewish culture is

192 Aviam, “Transformation from Galil,” 12—16.

193 See the arguments of Jones, Archaeology of Ethnicity, particularly 24, 39, 123; idem., “Identities in Practice:
Towards an Archaeological Perspective on Jewish Identity in Antiquity,” in Jewish Local Patriotism and Self-
Identification in the Graeco-Roman Period, eds. Sian Jones and Sarah Pearce, JSPSup 31 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1998), 2949, 39; Hayim Lapin, Rabbis as Romans: The Rabbinic Movement in Palestine 100—
400 ckE (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 5-6; Milton Moreland, “The Inhabitants of Galilee in the
Hellenistic and Early Roman Periods: Probes into the Archaeological and Literary Evidence,” in Zangenberg,
Attridge and Martin, Religion, Ethnicity, and Identity, 133—159; Whittaker, “Ethnic Discourses,” 194, 202.

194 Jones, Archaeology of Ethnicity, 104. Jones has further specifically argued this case regarding the
identification of archaeological remains and Jewish groups in antiquity. See idem., “Identities in Practice,” 29—
49,
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“monolithic and homogeneous across diverse social and historical contexts.”!*> Some scholars
have approached the region (or ancient Palestine more generally) from this nuanced position.
For example, Bonnie has argued that it is “often hard to distinguish” Jewish from non-Jewish
people in Galilee.!”® This challenge should be seriously reckoned with. I do not think that the
weight of the evidence is so overwhelming that we can determine the specific use of a

particular artefact by a particular group.

1.3.5 Summary

Scholars have arrived at a set of characteristics which appear to be relatively common
features of the descriptions of Judaism in ancient texts. Examples of cultural markers of
Judaism include the “circumcision of male infants, avoidance of pork, observance of the
Sabbath, and endogamy.”'®” Judaism appears to have been viewed as a single religion by both
insiders and outsiders, grouped around shared practices of Sabbath observance, food laws, and
the temple cult.!”® This perspective should be tempered by the fact that we are in essence
dealing with a handful of sources, which while they agree on some points of commonality,

nevertheless draw distinctions between groups, and define different practices as important.'”

195 Jones, “Identities in Practice,” 34. See also Karen B. Stern, “Limitations of ‘Jewish’ as a Label in Roman
North Africa,” JSJ 39.3 (2008): 307-336.

196 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 5. See similar comments in Millar, Roman Near East, 344.

197 Goodblatt, Ancient Jewish Nationalism, 29-30.

198 Roland Deines, “The Pharisees Between ‘Judaisms’ and ‘Common Judaism’,” in The Complexities of Second
Temple Judaism, vol. 1 of Justification and Variegated Nomism, eds. D. A. Carson, Peter T. O’Brien and Mark
A. Seifrid (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2001), 443-504, 453; Martin Goodman,
“Religious Variety and the Temple in the Late Second Temple Period and Its Aftermath,” JJS 60.2 (2009): 203.
199 Cecilia Wassen, “The Jewishness of Jesus and Ritual Purity,” JSNCT 27 (2016): 12, allows that “Common
Judaism” must allow for some difference within its own unifying terminology. Raimo Hakola, “Social Identities
and Group Phenomena in Second Temple Judaism,” in Luomanen, Pyysidinen and Uro, Explaining Christian
Origins, 259-276, 271-272, suggests that these disagreements were not evidence of different “Judaisms,” but are
part of intergroup conflicts between groups perceived as being similar. Judaism as a singular category can be
conceived of against the outgroup of the gentiles.



1.4 - Defining Place and Space 62

Judaism was never static, and changed in response to the effects of cultural contact with the
Hellenistic world, power struggles around the control of the temple cult, the change of
political leadership in the region and the ever increasing role of Rome in local politics.?*
Finally, I must acknowledge a conscious tension between realising my own situated
standpoint, that I approach ancient Judaism from an etic perspective, outside of the historical
period, and also outside of Jewish tradition. This must be held against, or even informed by
the problem of “othering” those who I identify as ancient Jews.2’! In short, for my purposes,
while I will employ the terms Jew and Judaism and even discuss how artefacts and spaces can
be understood as Jewish, this should be understood as an open-ended conception that allows

for difference and uncertainty.

1.4 Defining Place and Space

This study examines ancient Galilee, and texts and materials which relate to the region
through the lens of spatial theory. By doing so, I aim to view these materials in a new light
that will allow for a new understanding of some of the variety of ancient Jewish practice. The
terms place and space are difficult to work with consistently. As each word is non-technical
and appears ubiquitously in everyday language, they are often understood synonymously and
used interchangeably. Spatial theorists frequently distinguish between the two but exactly

what each term is used to signify differs from theorist to theorist. For instance, place may be

200 Lee I. Levine, “Jewish Identities in Antiquity: An Introductory Essay,” in Levine and Schwartz, Jewish
Identities, 1240, 16-17.

201 Edward W. Said, Orientalism (London: Penguin Classics, 2003), 11-12. See also Pamela Shurmer-Smith and
Kevin Hannam, Worlds of Desire, Realms of Power: A Cultural Geography (London: Edward Arnold, 1994), 18;
Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, “Can the Subaltern Speak?” in Colonial Discourse and Post-Colonial Theory: A
Reader, eds. Patrick Williams and Laura Chrisman (London: Routledge, 2013), 66111, 75. See also J. Maggio.
“‘Can the Subaltern Be Heard?’: Political Theory, Translation, Representation, and Gayatri Chakravorty
Spivak,” Alternatives 32 (2007): 426427, on the academic who silences even as they attempt to empower.
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conceived of as a specific locale, while space is an abstract void.?*? Alternatively place is
sometimes used to describe the ground of being, where space is more particular.??* Space can
used as a term for both this ground and the medium which connects placed people together.?%
While the distinction between these two terms may appear to be quite arbitrary, defining place
as essentially organised space is problematic. This can erase certain embodiments of place
which would not traditionally be understood as places. Choices are made in describing space
which place emphasis on certain sites, and these choices may be detrimental to certain groups.
Thus, while my usage of space and place will ultimately ignore the implications of how these
terms are used and what this means for human experience, I want to first acknowledge this
deficiency. This project is not an examination of spatial theory itself, but rather an approach to
ancient identity complemented by insights from spatial theorists.

For my purposes, I will use space to discuss concepts rooted in human experience.
These concepts, such as “the Holy Land,” may have very loose boundaries and can

encompass sets of relational ideas, while others, such as “the body,” at first seem to be clearly

202 Tim Cresswell, Place: An Introduction, 2" ed. (Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, 2015), 14—15, characterises
place and space in this way, drawing from Yi-Fu Tuan, Space and Place: The Perspective of Experience
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1977), 6. Similarly, Paulo Barroso distinguished sacred space from
space, insofar as religious spaces are demarcated territory that are qualitatively different from other spaces. He
describes space as homogeneous, continuous, unlimited and necessary, i.e., an empty container for all things;
Paulo M. Barroso, “The Semiosis of Sacred Space,” Versus 125.2 (2017): 342, 350-351. Doreen Massey also
describes places as “integrations of space and time,” where memory, continued practice and outward connections
are important to consider; Doreen Massey, For Space (London: Sage, 2005), 130.

203 Cresswell notes that Michel de Certeau makes exactly this move; Cresswell, Place, 70; Smith, To Take Place,
40, drawing from Roger Bacon, “place is the ‘beginning of our existence’.”

204 As articulated in Michel Foucault, “Of Other Spaces,” trans. Jay Miskowiec, Diacritics 16.1 (1986): 23. Henri
Lefebvre describes space as a “social reality” which has “a set of relations and forms,” See Henri Lefebvre, The
Production of Space, trans. Donald Nicholson-Smith (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1991), 116. For space as a
“system of relations” see Bourdieu, “Social Space and Symbolic Power,” 16. Patrick Schreiner, “Space, Place
and Biblical Studies: A Survey of Recent Research in Light of Developing Trends,” CurBR 14.3 (2016): 342,
discusses how space has been understood in one sense as a container, and then also in a second sense as a
“network of relations.” Schreiner’s article is a good introduction to spatial theory and its application in biblical
studies. See further Jon L. Berquist, “Critical Spatiality and the Construction of the Ancient World,” in
‘Imagining’ Biblical Worlds: Studies in Spatial, Social and Historical Constructs in Honor of James W.
Flanagan, eds. David M. Gunn and Paula M. McNutt, JSOTSup 359 (London: Sheffield Academic, 2002), 14—
29; Mark K. George, “Space and History: Siting Critical Space for Biblical Studies,” in Berquist and Camp,
Constructions of Space I, 15-31; Eric C. Stewart, “New Testament Space/Spatiality,” BTB 42.3 (2012): 139-
150.
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bounded, yet after consideration actually extend outward as social entities. In doing so, I will
leave behind the term place, instead opting to use locale as a technical term to indicate
bounded geographical areas, such as a domicile or physical remains of a settlement.?’> The
concept of “the Holy Land” may be understood as a space.?® The borders of such an area may
or may not be clearly defined and are contested. “The Holy Land” contains different subsets
of related concepts, which may include or exclude different places, groups, features or
ideologies. The term space can describe this, without having to define its limits, or take a
stance on what “the Holy Land” is or is not. Locale, on the other hand, may be more easily
defined. My definition of locale includes clear boundaries and is a differentiated section of
space.2”” This is not to say that a locale cannot be experienced externally, that all relations
begin and end at these boundaries. The locale of a temple may be experienced through its
representations around the world, but at this point, I would describe this as an experience of
the temple’s space. This can be understood as “container image schema,” a categorical
definition discussed by Johnson and Lakoff. A container image schema has a clear boundary
between what it contains, and what it outside. The container image schema limits its
contents.?® For example, Manhattan is a locale, an island surrounded by water, but the

experience of Manhattan is felt around the world, is represented in images, slogans, movies,

205 T thank Ryan Turnbull this suggestion. When “place” appears in this thesis, I use it colloquially.

206 Doron Mendels has articulated the scope of the notion of “the Holy land” thusly, “people have thought of it in
realistic terms, in utopian terms, given it all kinds of contours, indulged in theological and political speculations,
and even painted it without ever seeing the physical landscape.” See Mendels, Memory in Jewish, 90. “Holy
Land” is used in Ezekiel, but also elsewhere in documents such as Second Maccabees, the Temple Scroll, the
Wisdom of Solomon, the Testament of Job, Pseudo-Philo, Second Baruch, and Fourth Ezra in a variety of ways,
with multiple meanings.

207 Ingold approaches this definition with his concept of “dwelling” whereby the process of inhabiting a land
constitutes a place in that land. See Tim Ingold, The Perception of the Environment.: Essays on Livelihood,
Dwelling and Skill (London: Routledge, 2000), 149.

208 See Mark Johnson, The Body in the Mind: The Bodily Basis of Meaning, Imagination, and Reason (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1987), 22, 36, who describes a linguistic theory of categorisation. I find it help to
conceive of places in a similar way to Johnson’s description of a container image schema. See also Lakoff,
Women, Fire, 272-273.
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and more. At this point, Manhattan is a discursive space, where the notion of what it means is

up for negotiation.?”

14.1 Spatial Theories

In order to analyse the spaces of ancient Galilee, I will draw from the work of various
theorists, whose insights can help direct our attention to under-examined facets of ancient
materials. The first of these theorists, Henri Lefebvre, was a Marxist social geographer, whose
free-flowing style of writing makes it difficult to take away a systemic methodology.>!
Principal concepts drawn from Lefebvre’s work include the three-fold division of space:
spatial practice, representations of space, and spaces of representation.!! These can be
broadly understood as the physical and material world including bodies, gestures and
movements in themselves (spatial practice), imagined conceptions of places, and conceptions
associated with particular places (representations of space), and produced spaces where

physical and mental spaces are experienced socially (spaces of representation). Each of these

209 Julia Rhyder, “Space and Memory in the Book of Leviticus,” in Scripture as Social Discourse: Social-
Scientific Perspectives on Early Jewish and Christian Writings, eds. Jessica M. Keady, Todd E. Klutz and C. A.
Strine (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2017), 83-96, 86, uses New York to illustrate a similar point about
Lefebvrian space.

219 A good introduction to Lefebvre and particularly his influential work, The Production of Space, see Roland
Boer, Marxist Criticism of the Bible: A Critical Introduction to Marxist Literary Theory and the Bible, BibSem
(London: T&T Clark International, 2003), 87-98. A biography of Lefebvre can be found in David Harvey’s
afterword to Lefebvre, Production of Space, 425-431. This “free-flowing” style can be in part attributed to how
Lefebvre “wrote” his works, by dictating them to a typist and publishing them without many edits. See Sytze F.
Kingma, Karen Dale and Varda Wasserman, “Introduction: Henri Lefebvre and Organization Studies,” in
Organizational Space and Beyond: The Significance of Henri Lefebvre for Organization Studies, eds. Sytze F.
Kingma, Karen Dale and Varda Wasserman, Routledge Studies in Management, Organizations and Society
(New York: Routledge, 2018), 1-24, 1. For the impact of Lefebvre, David Harvey and Edward Soja in biblical
studies, see Matthew Sleeman, “Critical Spatial Theory 2.0,” in Constructions of Space V: Place, Space and
Identity in the Ancient Mediterranean World, eds. Gert T. M. Prinsloo and Christl M. Maier, LHBOTS 576
(London: Bloomsbury, 2013), 49—66.

21T follow Soja’s translation here of “espaces de la représentation” as “spaces of representation.” See, Edward
W. Soja, Thirdspace: Journeys to Los Angeles and Other Real-and-Imagined Places (Cambridge, MA:
Blackwell, 1996), 30, note on 61. Donald Nicholson-Smith instead translates this as “representational spaces.”
See Lefebvre, Production of Space, 33.
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aspects makes up space itself and should not be too readily separated. Lefebvre reminds us
that these “realms should be interconnected, so that the ‘subject’, the individual member of a
given society may move from one to another without confusion.”?!? The terms “Firstspace,”
“Secondspace,” and “Thirdspace,” were coined by Edward Soja whose work has often been
taken to be a helpful explanation of Lefebvre’s ideas.?'* Although many who work with
spatial theory have resorted to using Soja’s terminology, some of the rich meaning of
Lefebvre’s work may be lost when these three spaces are too clearly distinguished from one
another. Lefebvre’s contribution towards the study of space is one which pays attention to the
lived experience of those who produce and use any given space.

Spaces are produced for particular purposes, but through their use can fulfil or counter
these aims in design.?!'* As many of the materials that will be used throughout this thesis are
“silent” i.e., without accompanying explanations, this approach requires a disciplined
imagination which encompasses known practices from comparable situations but is not
limited to one particular image of a spatial user. Lefebvre further denotes some concepts
which relate to social space. Social space has a form, which is managed by boundaries,
contours, limits and volumes. This is distinct from the way a social space is structured, where
power, gender, class, age, and wealth, among other things, determine how a space is

navigated. Finally, social space is also functional. It performs varied purposes, which can be

212 Lefebvre, Production of Space, 40.

213 Soja has his own insights, but his work is often used to explain Lefebvre. Soja first brought attention to
Lefebvre’s work in Edward W. Soja, Postmodern Geographies: The Reassertion of Space in Critical Social
Theory (London: Verso, 1989). He later developed his reading in idem., Thirdspace, 30-71, here explaining his
use of the terms “Firstspace,” “Secondspace,” and “Thirdspace.” A good account of the difference between Soja
and Lefebvre can be found in Christopher Meredith, “Taking Issue with Thirdspace: Reading Soja, Lefebvre and
the Bible,” in Constructions of Space I1I: Biblical Spatiality and the Sacred, eds. Jorunn Qkland, J. Cornelis de
Vos and Karen Wenell, LHBOTS 540 (London: Bloomsbury, 2016), 75—103. For an overview which draws
connections between the two figures, see Paula M. McNutt, ““Fathers of the Empty Spaces’ and ‘Strangers
Forever’: Social Marginality and the Construction of Space,” in Gunn and McNutt, Imagining Biblical Worlds,
30-50, 31-37.

214 Lefebvre, Production of Space, 143.
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different for different individuals on the basis of how they fit, or do not fit, into the structure
of the social space. Purposes change over time, change depending on the user, and may have
never been realised between the space’s initial purpose as intended by its producers, and its
use.’!® Furthermore, Lefebvre articulates the difference between the “producers” and “users”
of space.?!® He spends more time discussing the “users” who can be identified with
“consumers” in modern capitalist culture. Producers’ ideological perspectives and needs are
often displayed prominently in architecture. The impact of users, meanwhile, can be far more
transient. An example can be seen in the graffiti placed on a statue. The statue itself represents
a particular ideology, as having the capacity to commission the work and dedicate a place for
it is not a luxury available to many. While producers typically represent space, users live
space.2!” Graffiti reflects how this space is actually used by the inhabitants of an area. It does
not provide a means to understand the full range of spatial use and experience but paying
particular attention to all the ways a space is used allows a greater understanding of what that
space means. Examining the use of a space allows us an insight into the voice of the voiceless.
Knott provides a four-fold approach to explaining space — its constitution, perception,
activities, and meaning. Knott’s use of space more closely resembles how I have chosen to
use the term locale, so I will substitute locale for Knott’s space. To speak of the constitution
of a locale is to say something about how the locale is rooted in bodily experiences, what the
locale physically includes and its properties and qualities. Once this is established, one can
consider how such a locale was experienced. This incorporates all sensations and the different

aspects of Lefebvre’s tri-fold spatial division. After these, one can think about the activities

215 Lefebvre, Production of Space, 147-152.
216 Tefebvre, Production of Space, 43—44.
27 Lefebvre, Production of Space, 362-365.
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which happened in the locale, and finally, what the locale meant to its users.>'® One would not
have to end the discussion here, but for the purposes of this thesis, I will limit my discussion
to reconstructions of locales in all the ways they were interacted with during the late Second

Temple period.

1.4.2 Contested Spaces

Spaces are inevitably contested. Various flows of power, meaning and control construct
space, and thus the social positioning of any person is affected by and affects their experience
of space.?!” Spatial reconstruction must involve a thorough analysis of evidence, but openness
towards what is possible. This involves an assessment of ideological positions, both ancient
and modern. One such conception is the role in which we ascribe gender to spaces or
differentiate the use of space according to gender. That is not to say that spaces are not
affected by social constructions of gender, but that we are often ill-equipped to analyse how
gender affected ancient spaces without first examining our own assumptions about gender
roles in antiquity. As such, Massey’s observation that space is gendered in various ways in
different times and locales affects how we understand gendered space.??® It must be
recognised that where possible, the experience of a man in a given place should not be taken

as normative for everyone else.

218 See Knott, Location of Religion, 127-129. Short explanations of her typological approach can be found in
idem., “Religion, Space, and Place: The Spatial Turn in Research on Religion,” RelSoc.: Advances in Research 1
(2010): 36; idem., “Spatial Theory,” 156.

219 David Harvey, “From Space to Place and Back Again: Reflections on the Condition of Postmodernity,” in
Mapping the Futures: Local Cultures, Global Change, eds. Jon Bird et al., FNPCA (London: Routledge, 1993),
3-29, 17, describes Lefebvre’s spatial matrix as a framework for “social relations of class, gender, community,
ethnicity or race.” See also Alison Schofield, “The Em-bodied Desert and Other Sectarian Spaces in the Dead
Sea Scrolls,” in Constructions of Space IV: Further Developments in Examining Ancient Israel’s Social Space,
ed. Mark K. George, LHBOTS 569 (London: Bloomsbury, 2013), 155-174, 156-157.

220 Doreen Massey, Space, Place and Gender (Cambridge: Polity, 1994), 186.
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This is not to argue that all places are differentiated in such gendered ways, but that we
should be sensitive to how gender manifests in a place, and when dealing with archaeological
remains, what our assumptions are about gendered places. If gender is one gravitational force
on a space, so too is power. Spaces involve dynamism, change, and “power-geometry.”??!
While it may be proper to speak of a space as being owned, this can have negative
connotations for those who do not have power, and overlooks the ability of the powerless to
subvert dominant spaces to create their own.??? Spaces are often subversive, but these
subversive spaces are difficult to reconstruct.”?® Indeed, it may even be impossible to properly
convey a lost lived experience.??* I will provide an account for how these considerations may

affect our understanding of ancient spaces in Galilee wherein counter-intuitive conceptions

about how power and gender were constructed in ancient Galilee can be entertained.

143 Jewish Space in Galilee

My analysis will examine what is known from our evidence to trace how space could
have been constructed in ancient Galilee. Knott notes that both “body and territory are

formative” for spatial conceptions of the sacred.??* To these I would add a third, bridging

221 Massey, Space, Place and Gender, 265; Halvor Moxnes, “Identity in Jesus’ Galilee — From Ethnicity to
Locative Intersectionality,” BibInt 18.4 (2010): 391-392.

222 Wesley A. Kort, “Sacred/Profane and an Adequate Theory of Human Place-Relations,” in Berquist and
Camp, Constructions of Space I, 3250, 45 gives special attention to how ownership can reduce place to an
object, and “eliminate reciprocity between person and place.” See also George, “Space and History,” 29, on the
subversion of “authorized” meanings of social space.

223 Wenell, Jesus and Land, 23.

224 Spivak, “Sublatern,” 90, who writes: “We should welcome all the information retrieval in these silenced areas
that is taking place in anthropology, political science, history and sociology. Yet the assumption and construction
of a consciousness or subject sustains such work and will, in the long run, cohere with the work of imperialist
subject-constitution, mingling epistemic violence with the advancement of learning and civilization. And the
subaltern woman will be as mute as ever.” See also the discussion in Maggio, “Subaltern,” 437, who argues that
the subaltern is always speaking, but we are unable to hear.

225 Knott, Location of Religion, 103.
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category of “communal.” Space arises from embodied experience, but bodies exist in
community with one another. Communal space is this collection where bodies come together.
A step beyond the communal is the regional.??® Each of these spaces interact and are
dependent upon one another.??” These all exist along a continuum of human experience. The
discussions of bodily and communal space will each receive two chapters, the first in each
case establishing the material evidence known from Galilee which relates to this level of
space. These chapters will each be followed by a discussion of texts which relate to bodily

and then communal space.

1.4.3.1 Bodily Space

The human body is its own space and also the means by which other spaces are
experienced.?”® Our bodies not only generate the space around us but are also the means by
which we categorise the world. Lefebvre notes that “space proceeds from the body” and
demarcates the limits of the world around us in terms of proximity to our person.?”” Without a
body, there cannot be space. As Tim Ingold puts it, “just as there can be no organism without
an environment, so also there can be no environment without an organism. Thus, my
environment is the world as it exists and takes on meaning in relation to me.”*** The body
further influences how human beings classify the world. Conceptual boundaries arise from the
lived experience of things being inside (physically and mentally) and outside the body.

Categories which delineate their contents often follow this so-called “container image

226 This adapts Karen Wenell’s relational understanding of sacred space in ancient Palestine, which is manifested
in states of ritual purity (bodily), contestations of temple space (communal), and approaches to the “land”
(regional). See Wenell, Jesus and Land, 145—-146. See also Rieger, “This God Is Your God,” 379, also notes that
the embodiment of religion connects the divine, bodies and communities together.

227 As put by Massey, For Space, 9, space is “always under construction.”

228 Joel P. Brereton, “Sacred Space,” ER 12:7982.

229 Lefebvre, Production of Space, 405.

230 Ingold, Perception of the Environment, 20.
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schema.”?! The world itself is only accessed through the body, which enables but also limits
participation in the environment around oneself.?** Further, religious performance is done
through the body, quite often involving movement. Knott identifies genuflections and bodily
movements as key examples of Lefebvrian “spatial practice.” In Knott’s definition, ritual
practice “is none other than spatial practice transformed by religious meaning.”*** Bodily
practice produces a bodily space, which can be ritualised and made sacred depending on the
concepts and notions which are embodied in that action. This can happen in religious power
centres, but also in private.** It will also be important to consider below four considerations
of bodily space: its constitution, experience, activity and meaning.?*®

I also use purity as a lens through which to view bodily space, for two reasons. First, we
have a great deal of material evidence which probably related to purity conceptions in Galilee,
but a dearth of written documents about daily life in Galilee. These materials can be read in
context with Jewish texts to arrive at some kind of understanding of purity conceptions in
ancient Galilee. Purity is also not simply about one’s own body, but existing in relationship to
other bodies, and within ancient Judaism, particularly the relationship to the Jerusalem
Temple and a conception of the “land.”?*° This relationship will be developed further in the
chapters on communal [chps. 4 and 5] and regional space [chp. 6]. Second, purity conceptions
involve the enactment of rituals. Ritual itself is deeply connected to bodily space, and as

discussed above, is a suitable way to approach an understanding of ancient Judaism [see

231 This is discussed at length by Johnson, Body in the Mind, 34, 40. See further Anttonen, “What Is It That We
Call Religion,” 201-204; Knott, “Inside, Outside,” 43—44. This seems to have been prefigured somewhat by
Lefebvre already by 1974, where he points to the body as the source of space and that space is configured
according to bodily experiences of left/right, up/down, etc. See Lefebvre, Production of Space, 199.

232 Other factors seriously impact how the body experiences and creates space. For instance, disability, age,
gender, social or financial status among other aspects dramatically affects one’s environment. The complex
nature of identity means that all attempts to categorise or think about bodies are limited.

233 Knott, Location of Religion, 39—43. See Lefebvre, Production of Space, 171.

234 Knott, Location of Religion, 60.

235 See Knott, Location of Religion, 129.

236 Wenell, Jesus and Land, 68.
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1.3.1.4]. Both ritual and identity are important for understanding bodily space. Rituals are key
to the enactment of sacred space. This does not have to be fixed in a temple site but can
simply be a state in which an individual occupies wherever they are. Individual bodies exist in
communities, so to begin to arrive at an understanding of how Galilean religious identity was

expressed, we must now turn to an examination of how communities created and used space.

1.4.3.2 Communal Space

I distinguish communal space from bodily space to facilitate the analytical shift from
individual to communal practices. Communal space is no less a matter of bodily expression,
but I use communal space specifically to conceptualise a localised community gathering. This
discussion will examine the remains of purpose-built communal centres in Galilee. The
remains of large structures will be each analysed in order to better understand for the full
range of different spaces currently known from Galilee. These communal spaces may be
understood to have been religious spaces, designed for the ideological needs of the
community, yet they could also provide spaces for other types of activities that we may not
directly associate with religious expression. Nevertheless, some aspects of Galilean religious
identity were enacted through these communal structures. The emphasis on the communal
nature of the structures in the discussion explores how different people may have taken part in
spatial production as a collective.?*” These spaces further shaped the environment of their
immediate surroundings. The reasons why people built communal structures and the activities

that took place in such structures show something about the space of the settlement around

27 Wenell, Jesus and Land, 16, discusses the role of social production for religious spaces.
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them. Space is lived by people and the social space of a community forms culture, informing

the activities of later users of spaces.?®

1.4.3.3 Regional Space

The final part of this thesis discusses how Galilean regional identity was expressed in
spatial terms. This third level of space is much more diffuse than the prior two and relies more
heavily on the geographical distribution of some remains which are found across the region,
and the specific ties which the region had to the Jerusalem Temple between the 1% century
BCE and the First Jewish War. I describe these ties as examples of “Temple Loyalty.”

Ingold’s discussion of landscape is particularly useful for thinking about the temporality
of a region and how to approach archaeological remains which span across long periods. As
he puts it, archaeology is the study of “the temporality of the landscape.”**” A landscape is
always changing, with some features being ephemeral and others seemingly eternal. While a
traveller may pass through a landscape in a day, the plants will change slowly over the
seasons. Trees will grow and eventually die or be removed, but this process may take a
century. The hills themselves rise and fall over millennia. A good description of a landscape
aims to capture something of the change. Paths and tracks show the rhythm of time, the
collected impressions made by actors who moved through a given place.>** Archaeology aims
to uncover what once was, and by carefully detailing everything that comes out of the ground,
can reconstruct specific changes in the arrangement, in the landscape, of a place. This process

is difficult, and many remains are dated to a general time, but may never have been used by

238 Rieger, “This God Is Your God,” 353.
239 Ingold, Perception of the Environment, 208.
240 Ingold, Perception of the Environment, 203-204.
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even the same generation. A good reconstruction will say something about what a place was
like at a given time but will have to remain relatively open to variability during this period.
Common mistakes are made when the “final” presentation of an area is taken to be
representative of the previous forms of a settlement. For instance, Sepphoris was used as an
example of a large degree of Hellenism in the heart of Galilee.?*! Debates around the dating of
the theatre push this description between the 1% and 2™ centuries CE. Leaving aside the
problematic formulation of architecture showing a cultural change towards a broad concept of
“Hellenism,” this takes an image of what Sepphoris was like from remains of the 2™ century
CE, and applies this to historical sources about what the Sepphoreans were doing throughout
the 1% centuries BCE and CE.2*? In summary, certain features of a landscape endure more than
others, and the discussion below will attempt to show where these features were more
permanent, and made more of a mark on the lifescape of ancient Galilee. As put by Yi-Fu
Tuan, humans “can become passionately attached to places of enormous size, such as a
nation-state, of which they can have only limited direct experience.”*** Thus, I suggest that
ancient Galileans understood themselves as living in an important and significant place,
Galilee, and more broadly, the land. Their spatial practices reflected this sense of attachment

to a larger and more abstract notion of space. This perception assisted in the production of

241 Richard A. Batey, Jesus and the Forgotten City: New Light on Sepphoris and the Urban World of Jesus.
(Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1991), features many artistic renditions of the site and frequently attributes
structures of Sepphoris from the 2™ century CE and later to the 1% century CE. Critiques of this work can be found
in James D. G. Dunn, “On the Relation of Text and Artifact: Some Cautionary Tales,” in Text and Artifact in the
Religions of Mediterranean Antiquity: Essays in Honour of Peter Richardson, eds. Stephen G. Wilson and
Michel Desjardins, SCJ 9 (Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2000), 192-206, 202; Peskowitz,
“Empty Fields,” 278.

242 Richard A. Horsley, “Power Vacuum and Power Struggle in 66—7 C.E,” in Berlin and Overman, First Jewish
Revolt, 87-109, 96; Jeska, “Josephus,” 114—117; Peter Richardson, “Khirbet Qana (and Other Villages) as a
Context for Jesus,” in Building Jewish in the Roman East (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2004), 55-71,
59-61. See critique of this kind of approach in Bonnie, Being Jewish, 76; Chancey, “Cultic Milieu,” 144; Tsvika
Tsuk, “The Aqueducts of Sepphoris,” in Martin Nagy et al., Sepphoris in Galilee, 4549, on the date of
aqueducts; Ze’ev Weiss, “Josephus and Archaeology,” 407; idem., “Sepphoris: C. From Galilean Town to
Roman City, 100 BCE-200 CE,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 2, 53-75.

243 Tuan, Space and Place, 18.
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bodily and communal spatial practices, which in turn reinforced a sense of living in a land for

which these practices meant something.



2. The Material Culture of Purity in Late Second Temple Period
Galilee

This chapter discusses two phenomena which appear in the Galilean archaeological
record: ritual immersion pools and stone vessels. They have been selected as noteworthy
because of their widespread prevalence in the region, the fact that they are not found in any
great quantity (or even at all) in the surrounding regions, and their connection with an
expression of an ideology of purity. Furthermore, they are key artefacts in the discussion
around the conception of Jewish identity during the 1% century BCE and 1% century CE in
Palestine, often used to identify a site as Jewish.! This seems to have become a consensus
among scholars, although I do not believe that the case is proven. I will return to this idea
following a proper exploration of these materials [see 2.3]. This chapter first discusses Jewish
ritual immersion pools including the history of their development, the forms of these pools,
the documented pools in Galilee, texts related to ritual bathing in late Second Temple period
Judaism, and finally the space of these pools. I then examine stone vessels in the same
manner, before finally discussing how ritual immersion pools, stone vessels, space and
ancient Jewish identity intersect. These artefacts should be understood as expressions of
bodily space and contribute towards a practice of purity observance. The intersection of

purity, bodily space and Judaism will be more fully discussed in the following chapter.

! A great many scholars have included them, among other things, as “markers” of Judaism. E.g. Aviam,
“Distribution Maps,” 118—-119; Mark A. Chancey, “Archacology, Ethnicity, and First-Century C.E. Galilee: The
Limits of Evidence,” in Rodgers, Daly-Denton and Fitzpatrick McKinley, Wandering Galilean, 205-218, 209—
210; Annlee E. Dolan and Debra Foran, “Immersion is the New Ritual: The Migveh at Khirbat al-Mukhayyat
(Jordan) and Hasmonean Agro-Economic Policies in the Late Hellenistic Period,” Levant 48.3 (2016): 286287,
Edwards, “Identity and Social Location,” 371; Yizhar Hirschfeld, “Jewish Rural Settlement in Judaea in the
Early Roman Period,” in The Early Roman Empire in the East, ed. Susan E. Alcock, Oxbow Monograph 95
(Oxford: Oxbow Books, 1997), 72—88, 74; Stefanie Hoss, Baths and Bathing: The Culture of Bathing and the
Baths and Thermae in Palestine from the Hasmoneans to the Moslem Conquest, with an Appendix on Jewish
Ritual Baths (Migva’ot), BARIS 1346 (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2005), 118; Reed, Archaeology and the Galilean
Jesus, 28.
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2.1 Jewish Ritual Immersion Pools

2.1.1 Terminology for Jewish Ritual Immersion Pools

As far as [ am aware, there is no recorded term known in the Second Temple period for
the stepped pools commonly called migva ot (singular migveh). This terminology derives
from a Mishnah tractate which discusses the proper procedures for ritual bathing (m.
Migwa’ot). The term itself is taken from the Hebrew for a water reservoir or collection of
water (mpn/mpn).2 Migveh was first applied to the stepped pools discovered at Masada by
Yigael Yadin, who consulted with six rabbis who determined that the installations were
acceptable as a ritual immersion bath and fulfilled mishnaic requirements.® Since then, migveh
has become the terminus technicus for the ancient stepped pools found exclusively in
Hasmonean and Herodian territory.* This has also led to the tendency to analyse such
installations in light of mishnaic texts, which postdate the appearance of the phenomena by at

least three centuries. While it might be possible that the regulations in the Mishnah were

2 HALOT 2:626; Rick Bonnie, “Bath/Mikveh,” in Brill Encyclopedia of Early Christianity Online, eds. David G.
Hunter, Paul J. J. van Geest and Bert Jan Lietaert Peerbolte (Leiden: Brill), http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2589-

7993 EECO_SIM 00000401. Stuart Miller notes that migveh was not even a technical term for the earliest
rabbinic texts; Stuart S. Miller, “Stepped Pools, Stone Vessels, and Other Identity Markers of ‘Complex
Common Judaism’,” JSJ 41 (2010): 235. For a general overview, see idem., “Miqva’ot (Ritual Baths),” ESTJ 2,
502-507.

3 Yonatan Adler covers the history of migveh identification in “The Myth of the ‘6sar in Second Temple-Period
Ritual Baths: An Anachronistic Interpretation of a Modern-Era Innovation.” JJS 65.2 (2014): 265-269, 282-283.
See also Stuart S. Miller, At the Intersection of Texts and Material Finds: Stepped Pools, Stone Vessels, and
Ritual Purity Among the Jews of Roman Galilee, JAJSup 16 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2015), 17—
20; Stephen D. Ricks, “Migvaot: Ritual Immersion Baths in Second Temple (Intertestamental) Jewish History,”
BYUS 36.3 (1996-1997): 277-278.

4 Ilan argues that “miqva’ot” must be distinguished from bathing facilities designed to clean the users, suggesting
that the term first became a “terminus technicus” in the Mishnah; Tal Ilan, “Since When Do Women Go to
Miqveh? Archaeological and Rabbinic Evidence,” in The Archaeology and Material Culture of the Babylonian
Talmud, ed. Markham J. Geller, 1JSSJ 16 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 83-96, 84-85, citing the term’s use in m. Parah
8:8 in a midrash on Gen 1:10.
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applied to these installations in late Second Temple period Galilee, there are two issues which
should be considered. The first is the aforementioned temporal distance between the texts
which are thought to describe such installations, and the installations themselves. The second
issue is the question of the normativity of rabbinic halakah for Jewish practice. Catherine
Hezser suggests that one could “allow for limits of interpretability and set clear boundaries for
the kind of questions material remains can and cannot answer.”> These issues prompt me to
refrain from interpreting the material phenomena of Second Temple period stepped pools in
light of rabbinic sources.® For this reason, I will also refrain from terming these stepped pools
as migva ot (but retain other authors’ usage in citation).

Other scholars have previously moved away from using migveh as a technical term for
these pools. Katharina Galor, for instance, uses “stepped pools” as migveh could apply to
natural bodies of water.” Stuart Miller suggests that there is no single meaning of migveh until
post-Talmudic sources; he thus also uses “stepped pools” to discuss what are commonly
termed migva ‘ot.® Galor and Stuart Miller’s terminology is not quite specific enough to
exclude other stepped pools, presumably used for leisure, which are found in bathhouses
throughout the ancient Mediterranean, and also stepped cisterns. More recently, Danielle
Fatkin has coined the phrase “purpose-built ritual immersion pools,” which is more suitable as
a generic term.’ For this study, I refer to these installations as ritual immersion pools. This
essentially means the same as “migveh”, but I use it to highlight the fact that we should not

assume that these pools were used according to Mishnah Miqwa’ot. Furthermore, while these

5 Catherine Hezser, “Correlating Literary, Epigraphic, and Archaeological Sources,” in OHDJL, 20-21.

® This is not to say that it cannot be done, but this is beyond the scope of this thesis.

7 Katharina Galor, “The Stepped Water Installations of the Sepphoris Acropolis,” in The Archaeology of
Difference: Gender, Ethnicity, Class and the “Other” in Antiquity — Studies in Honor of Eric M. Meyers, eds.
Douglas R. Edwards and C. Thomas McCollough, AASOR 60/61 (Boston: ASOR, 2007), 201-213, 202.

8 Miller, Intersection of Texts, 32-33.

9 Danielle Steen Fatkin, “Invention of a Bathing Tradition in Hasmonean Palestine,” JSJ 50.2 (2019): 160.
Fatkin abbreviates this term as PBRIP.
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pools were available for ritual use, this was not necessarily their exclusive purpose. My
terminology reflects my specific interest in these installations’ ritual usage, among possible
other uses. It remains likely that many of the pools discussed below were further built
specifically for that use, but at later stages appear to have become dumping pits. Once again,
it is important to distinguish how spaces were intended to be used by their producers, and how

they were used by their users.

2.1.2 Remains of Jewish Ritual Immersion Pools

2.1.2.1 Development
The innovation of the ritual immersion pool adds a further means of ritual washing for
its users. Prior to this, any who wished to ritually wash would have had to either wash in
naturally collected water, or pour water over themselves.!® Yonatan Adler has suggested that
ritual immersion pools were developed in response to the Hellenistic hip-bath.!! The hip-bath
had become common during the 2™ century BCE throughout Palestine in Hellenistic
settlements and was also adopted by the royalty and the rich.'> Adler notes that the

widespread use of these baths probably influenced how people understood the meaning of

10 See Hayah Katz, “‘He Shall Bathe in Water; then He Shall Be Pure’: Ancient Immersion Practice in the Light
of Archaeological Evidence,” V'T 62.3 (2012): 370. Katz notes that the third possible method would be to bathe
in a built installation.

"' Yonatan Adler, “The Hellenistic Origins of Jewish Ritual Immersion,” JJS 69.1 (2018): 1-21. These are
discussed at length by Monika Triimper, “Bathing Culture in Hellenistic Domestic Architecture,” in Stddtisches
Wohnen im ostlichen Mittelmeerraum 4. Jh.v.Chr. — 1. Jh.n.Chr. Akten des Internationalen Kolloquiums vom
24.—27. Oktober 2007 an der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, eds. Sabine Ladstitter and
Veronika Scheibelreiter, OAWPHKD 397 (Vienna: OAW, 2010), 529-572. Birney suggests that Palestinian
stepped pools are quite different in placement and presumable function to so-called “Phoenician” bathing
practices, although is not aware of the Hasmonean period, public-facing bathhouse of Magdala which limits her
conclusions slightly; Kathleen Birney, “Phoenician Bathing in the Hellenistic East: Ashkelon and Beyond,”
BASOR 378 (2017): 203-222.

12 Hoss, Baths and Bathing, 44.
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washing, and an effort to distinguish washing for the purposes of purification and for hygiene
led to the development of a separate installation for ritual washing. This also led to the
practice of using undrawn water in a further effort to differentiate Jewish purification washing
from Hellenistic bathing practices.' If this was the case, then ritual immersion pools were
deliberately adaptive of a dominant cultural phenomenon that made them suitable for a
specifically Jewish practice.

Fatkin points to one of the earliest examples of ritual immersion pools, found in the
Hasmonean buried palace at Jericho, which demonstrates a link between the royal and priestly
dynasty and the use of these ritual immersion pools. Hyrcanus I helped create the ritual
immersion pool as a combination of both a leisure facility and a convenient method of
observing ritual purity in the royal palace.'* The sudden explosion in construction of ritual
immersion pools in this period, compared to the dearth of such pools prior, may be explained
by the development of a type of water-proof plaster which could coat the walls of depressions
to prevent water leakage.'’

Another possible precursor to the ritual immersion pools was found in excavations at
the Idumean city of Maresha. Within a large subterranean bathing complex, several such
pools were found which have been dated to earlier than the Hasmonean conquest (i.e., before

the end of the 2™ century BCE).!® If these do predate Hasmonean constructions, then one must

13 Adler, “Hellenistic Origins,” 15, 20.

14 Fatkin, “Invention of a Bathing Tradition,” 156—164.

15 Jiirgen Zangenberg, “Pure Stone: Archaeological Evidence for Jewish Purity Practices in Late Second Temple
Judaism (Miqwa’ot and Stone Vessels),” in Purity and the Forming of Religious Traditions in the Ancient
Mediterranean World and Ancient Judaism, eds. Christian Frevel and Christophe Nihan, DHR 3 (Leiden: Brill,
2013), 537-572, 543, although I am unclear on how cisterns could be plastered prior to this period if such a
development was new.

16 Dated to prior to the Hasmonean destruction of the city by Amos Kloner, “The Identity of the Idumeans Based
on the Archaeological Evidence from Maresha,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Achaemenid Period:
Negotiating Identity in an International Context, eds. Oded Lipschits, Gary N. Knoppers and Manfred Oeming
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2011), 563—573, 565-569. See also Bonnie, “Bath/Mikveh.” The date of these
pools is disputed; Yonatan Adler has yet to examine these pools in person. I thank Yonatan Adler for these brief
comments and await further publications on the matter.
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question the assumption that these installations were used only by Jews.!” The developmental
history of the ritual immersion pool is thus still unclear. Further excavations may help to
address the sudden and widespread emergence of these pools, but the direct and material
inspiration for the form of the ritual immersion pool is unknown. The following chapter
discusses the many known and accepted purposes for late Second Temple period Jews to

ritually wash, with the aim of explaining the popularity of these installations.

2.1.2.2 Construction

According to Stefanie Hoss, it would take two people working ten hours a day around
two and a half days to hew a small ritual immersion pool (containing 22 cubic metres of
water).'® Byron McCane suggests that the average pool measured 2 by 4 metres, which would
then have to have been 2.75 metres deep to reach the capacity suggested by Hoss.!® It seems
likely that repairs were often required. The large pool at Gamla [see 4.3.1.3] shows two
construction phases. In the second, the walls were bolstered, perhaps to repair damage cause
by the shifting hillside.?’ While the pools were an investment in time, energy and money, the
labour costs were not so prohibitive as to suggest that it would be unusual and extreme waste
for someone to build such a pool. The pool could be used for a generation or more, so the cost

would probably seem quite fair. However, if we assume that the pools were solely used for

17 Similarly, the baths known from Samaria-Sebaste also suggest that they were not solely for Jewish use. Martin
Jacobs, “Romische Thermenkultur im Spiegel des Talmud Yerushalmi,” in The Talmud Yerushalmi and Graeco-
Roman Culture I, ed. Peter Schifer, TSAJ 71 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998), 219-311, 224, suggests that
these pools were conventional cold-water bathing pools as they were part of a bathhouse. However, this context
has not prevented similar pools in the Magdala bathhouse from being interpreted as such [see 2.1.5.3].

18 Hoss, Baths and Bathing, 114; idem., Stefanie Hoss, “Die Mikwen der spithellenistischen bis byzantinischen
Zeit in Paléstina,” ZDPV 123.1 (2007): 66. Hoss draws from the work of Werner Brinker on Mediterranean
cisterns.

19 Byron R. McCane, “Miqva’ot,” EDEJ, 954-956, 954. The same figures are provided by Ronny Reich, “Ritual
Baths,” OFANE 4:430-431, 430.

20 Zvi Yavor, “The Architecture and Stratigraphy of the Eastern and Western Quarters,” in Gamla II: The
Architecture — The Shmarya Gutmann Excavations, 1976—1988, eds. Danny Syon and Zvi Yavor, IAA Reports
44 (Jerusalem: IAA, 2010), 13—112, 58.
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ritual purification purposes, then a large quantity of water would be used for non-essential
means. In times of drought or civil unrest, this may have been more wasteful use of water than

many could afford.?!

2.1.2.3 Identification

The first major work on Jewish ritual immersion pools was that of Ronny Reich, whose
1990 PhD thesis was finally published in 2013. Reich updated his 1990-era list of 307
possible “migva’ot” to 533, but even then, did not fully document all the then known pools.?
Already in 2011, Adler’s own work provided a longer list of 850 installations, and he had
documented over 900 by 2014.2* More pools are reported every excavation season throughout
Palestine.

Since Reich’s initial work, two general positions have been staked out with regard to
identifying ancient ritual immersion pools. These have been termed “maximalist” and
“minimalist,” with the maximalists interpreting most stepped pools found in ancient Jewish
settlements as “migva’ot.” Hoss provides a full list of possible criteria, drawn from the work

of Reich, including the following indicative features for a “migveh”:**

21 There is some suggestion that Judith wastes water in Judith 10:3. She undertakes a thorough bath while her
city, Bethulia, is suffering a water shortage. See Gera, Judith, 331.

22 See the review of the published book by Yonatan Adler, “Jewish Ritual Baths in Judaea-Palaestina — Ronny
Reich, Migwa ot (Jewish Ritual Baths) in the Second Temple, Mishnaic and Talmudic Periods (Yad Ben-Zvi and
Israel Exploration Society, Jerusalem 2013.) Pp. 352, figs. 289. ISBN 978-965-217-354-6 [Hebrew],” JRA 27
(2014): 858—-862. Reich has since stated that over 800 installations have been identified in Judea, Galilee and
Perea; Ronny Reich and Marcela Zapata-Meza, “A Preliminary Report on the ‘Migwa’ot’ of Migdal,” IEJ 64.1
(2014): 63; Jodi Magness, Stone and Dung, Oil and Spit: Jewish Daily Life in the Time of Jesus (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2011), 16—17.

23 Yonatan Adler, “The Archaeology of Purity: Archaeological Evidence for the Observance of Ritual Purity in
Erez-Israel from the Hasmonean Period until the End of the Talmudic Era (164 BCE—400 CE) [Hebrew],” (PhD
diss., Bar-Ilan University, 2011), *ii, English summary; Adler, “Jewish Ritual Baths in Judaea-Palaestina,” 861.
24 These features are indicative; some are presented as being the minimum requirements for a migveh, while
others are required by those who adopt a “minimalist” position on the prevalence of migvaot. See Hoss, Baths
and Bathing, 111. Hoss further notes that Reich’s criteria include: the location of the installation was in a private
house or near a public building; that it was at least 1.4m deep and could hold a minimum of 40 seahs of water
(500-750 litres); divided stairs or a double entrance; being combined with a second migveh; alternating wide and
narrow steps; combined with a cistern or an ‘ésar (ibid., 111-112). The “maximalist” position is taken by Boaz
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Table 1 — Criteria for Migveh Identification

Criterion

Usefulness for determining if an installation is a “migveh”

The pool is hewn from
bedrock or built into the
ground.

This seems to be the case with most installations. The fact
that the pools are lowered might mean that they could
have been filled with flowing water more easily.

The pool is filled with spring
water or rainwater, either
through runoff or creative
channelling.®

Often the means by which a pool was filled has been lost
and as such this is a poor criterion. Some pools have intact
channels which indicate that efforts were made to fill the
installation with flowing water. It may also be noted that
it would have been expedient to rely on running water to
fill large pools, rather than having to draw and fill
manually.

One can enter the installation
via a staircase.

This is perhaps one of the key indicators; without a
useable staircase, immersion would be difficult.
Furthermore, the staircase often takes up a large part of
the installation which suggests that holding a maximal
amount of water was not a large concern when the
installation was built.

The pool can retain enough
water for an adult to immerse
fully.

This was often facilitated by the steps. This relates in part
to the size of a given pool. Installations in private settings
are usually small but still hold enough water for one to be
able to squat on a broad step and cover the body in water.

Leakage is prevented by layers
of plaster.

Almost all ritual immersion pools are plastered; this
criterion is a given considering that such a pool must hold

water. This excludes some possible uses. The plaster
would have been unnecessary for typical storage pits or
rooms, so a plastered depression is likely to have held a

Zissu and David Amit, “A Classification of the Second Temple Period Judean Migwa 'of (Ritual Immersion
Baths),” in Speleology and Spelestology: To the Centenary of A. V. Ryumin’s Birth, Proceedings of the V
International Scientific Correspondence Conference (Nabereznye Chelny, 2014), 246. This chapter is an updated
of Boaz Zissu and David Amit, “Common Judaism, Common Purity, and the Second Temple Period Judean
Migwa ot (Ritual Immersion Baths),” in McCready and Reinhartz, Common Judaism, 47-62.

25 This is drawn from the term 0”1 o (“living waters™) as used in m. Miqw. 1:8; m. Parah 8:8, which itself
draws from the language of Lev 15:13. This phrase is also known from Jos. Asen. 14:12—-15; According to
Lawrence, by the 1% century BCE it had become a technical term in some texts, such as 11QT 45:15-17,
compared with Lev 14:4, 50-52; 15:13; Num 19:17; Jonathan D. Lawrence, Washing in Water.: Trajectories of
Ritual Bathing in the Hebrew Bible and Second Temple Literature, AcBib 23 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2006), 84-85,
132-134, 164—-165. The phrasing is also known from Did. 7:1. See Peter Richardson, “First-Century Houses and
Q’s Setting,” in Building Jewish, 73-90, 78, 88. The requirement for “living water” in a ritual immersion pool is
often taken as a necessary requirement, although I do not agree that this had to have been a widespread issue. In
fact, the filling method for most pools is now lost. See Bonnie, “Bath/Mikveh;” Hoss, “Die Mikwen,” 70. The
quantity of water required for immersion may have necessitated a running supply over drawn water. Katz points
out that there are only a few instances in the biblical corpus which stipulate that water for ritual washing is
“living,” these being Numbers 19:17 (corpse impurity), Leviticus 14:5-6 (skin conditions), and Leviticus 15:13
(irregular discharge); Katz, “He Shall Bathe in Water,” 377-379.



2.1 - Jewish Ritual Immersion Pools 84

liquid, which was almost certainly water considering the
volume. Some of the proposed immersion pools at
Magdala were not plastered but fed by ground water [see

4.4.1.6]
The staircase is separated in Only a few pools have divided staircases. This does not
some way. seem to have been a common feature. The logic that users

should avoid contact after immersion with those who are
waiting to enter the pool is derived from Let. Aris. 106—
107 which discusses the separation of those going up to
the temple and those coming down. Another reason for
this category is the fact that some of the first pools found
near the Temple Mount in Jerusalem had divided
entrances, leading to an initial assumption about the
general typology of ritual immersion pools.*°

Adjacent to the installation is a | Hanan Eshel argued that the Sepphoris pools could not be
reservoir pool (often referred | identified as such because they lack ‘6sarot, basing his

to as an ‘osar). argument on a reading of m. Miqw. 6:7-11 and
comparison with the identified “migva’ot” of Judea.
However, as Adler has argued, the ‘6sar is not implied in
the Mishnaic text as it concerns the resetting of a
dysfunctional migveh by channelling water from a second,
adjacent one. If this were the case, then a reservoir
without steps would not qualify as a migveh, therefore the
presence of an ‘Osar is certainly not a requirement for a
migveh. Indeed, such reservoir pools are rarely found.?’

One can rule out the There are two key issues with this criterion. First, it

possibility that the installation | rejects any possible integration ritual and non-ritual

is a cold plunge pool (a bathing. Second, most proposed “migva’of” are not

frigidaria). integrated in bathing suites, so the majority of pools could
not be ruled out in any case.

Some scholars might also This is of little use for identification but provides further

accept the identification of a information about the use or meaning of the ritual

“migveh” if it “fits” with its immersion pool. Unfortunately, this sometimes can lead

26 1t is unclear if these “double entrances” were intended to separate those descending from those ascending. A
similar proposal has been made for at least one of the pools at Qumran [loci no. 48/49, see, Jodi Magness, The
Archaeology of Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 145-147, 150, who raises
this as a possibility; Roland de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Schweich Lecturers 1959, rev.
and trans. ed. (London: Oxford University Press, 1973), plate XXXIX]. Galor dismisses this idea, quite rightly,
by pointing out that the supposed dividers create lanes that are too narrow to be of any practical use; Katharina
Galor, “Plastered Pools: A New Perspective,” in Khirbet Qumran et ‘Ain Feshkha II: Studies of Anthropology
Physics and Chemistry, eds. Jean-Baptiste Humbert and Jan Gunneweg, NTOA/SUNT 3 (Fribourg: Academic
Press; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2003), 291-320, 304.

%7 This name is sometimes given in the literature for the occasional (16 certain identifications in Reich’s
catalogue) reservoir pools that accompany certain migva ‘ot. Adler has convincingly shown that this is an
anachronistic term, which first appeared in the 19" century. Conceptually it has been linked to passages in m.
Miqw. although the second order of pools discussed in passages like 6:8 do not concern a reservoir pool, but
only paired pools; Adler, “Myth of the ‘6sar,” 270-274.
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surroundings, e.g., that it lies to scholars “over-reading” installations and structures
close to a “synagogue.” close to them.

The design of ritual immersion pools is fairly consistent, although the particular aspects
of this morphology have caused some suspicion around their identification. Pieter Craffert
notes that such pools are usually built either in caves with rock ceilings, or pits cut into the
ground. They can be filled by aqueduct, spring, or companion pool, and vary greatly in size,
number of steps and associated structures.?® The range of forms in identified migva ot have
led some, such as Hanan Eshel, to rule out any identification on the basis that they do not
have enough features to firmly establish the use of such an installation. This position is
certainly a helpful one to bear in mind; it is essential not to “over-read” material remains
without carefully ruling out other alternatives or establishing a reasonable hypothesis.?
However, I agree with the position of Stuart Miller, that we should not expect to see an early,
standardized typology of ritual immersion pools. Instead it is likely that they were being
developed from a few key ideals.>® This is not to suggest that these key ideals were anything
beyond requiring a structure which could facilitate and hold sufficient water for submersion.!
[lan argues that archaeologists can properly determine between a ritual and non-ritual bath,

yet outside of a clear prevalence of ritual immersion pools in Judea and Galilee, I do not see a

28 Pieter F. Craffert, “Digging up ‘Common Judaism’ in Galilee: Migva ot at Sepphoris as a Test Case,” Neot
34.1 (2000): 43. These companion pools are only infrequently found and have been occasionally identified as
‘0sarot. 1 agree with Adler’s position that these companion pools should be understood as such, but only that on
occasion, some pools could potentially be filled via an adjacent pool.

2% Hanan Eshel, “A Note on ‘Miqvaot’ at Sepphoris,” in Edwards and McCollough, Archaeology and the
Galilee, 131-133.

39 Stuart S. Miller, “Stepped Pools and the Non-Existent Monolithic ‘Miqveh’,” in Edwards and McCollough,
Archaeology of Difference, 215-234, 218.

31 Contra Ronny Reich and Marcela Zapata-Meza, “The Domestic Miqva’ot,” in Magdala of Galilee: A Jewish
City in the Hellenistic and Roman Period, ed. Richard Bauckham (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2018),
109-125, 110, who write that “when the miqveh was invented, sometime close to the middle of the second
century BCE, the religious authorities set several conceptual and technical conditions for its construction.” This
statement cannot be substantiated and is in fact a retrojection of rabbinic systematisation of ritual bathing
installations only inscribed at a much later date. Even then, the earliest textual record of a migveh does not
actually describe a built installation, but what water could be considered purificatory. See Patricia Hidiroglou,
“L’Eau et les Bains a Qoumran,” REJ 159.1-2 (2000): 35.
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clear basis for distinguishing these pools between those used for specifically Jewish washing
rituals and those used for other bathing

Sacred spaces are sometimes distinguished from other spaces and kept apart through
rituals. These ritual spaces can also become distinguished from similar-appearing spaces that
have no ritual function. I am not of the opinion that ritual immersion baths can be
distinguished from regular baths, or that ritual baths would only be used for purificatory
washing. Even if we were able to tell what any given user intended at a given pool, we do not
know whether any individual Galilean pool was restricted to one type of bathing. Nothing
about these pools indicates that ritual washing had to be differentiated from regular bathing
through location.>* Moreover, most late Second Temple texts which refer to ritual bathing
only note the location as a natural body of water [see 2.1.4]. For the most part, these bodies of
water would have multiple functions, and as such, the washing ritual would have had to have

been marked through different means.

2.1.2.4 Dating
At this point it is worth digressing a little to discuss the problem of dating for proposed
ritual immersion pools. Almost all of the pools were constructed by cutting a pit into bedrock,

then covering it with layers of plaster to provide a water-proof sealing. Often this would be

32 Jlan, “Since When,” 85. See Jacobs, “Rémische Thermenkultur,” 221, who suggests that the identification of
ritual immersion pools with migva ot is based on an “axiom” rather than archaeological data.

33 Two examples illustrate this. First, is the argument around the identification of the pools in the Magdala
bathhouse, see Stefano De Luca and Anna Lena, “The Mosaic of the Thermal Bath Complex of Magdala
Reconsidered: Archaeological Context, Epigraphy and Iconography,” in Knowledge and Wisdom:
Archaeological and Historical Essays in Honour of Leah Di Segni, eds. Giovanni C. Bottini, L. Daniel
Chrupcata and Joseph Patrich, SBFCMa 54 (Milan: Edizioni Terra Santa, 2014), 1-33, 4-5, 25 n.18. Second,
what is lacking for more or less all of these Galilean pools is a clear association with a cultic centre. The pools
around the Jerusalem Temple are perhaps an example of where such pools may be intended for solely ritual use.
See Eyal Regev, “The Ritual Baths near the Temple Mount and Extra-Purification before Entering the Temple
Courts,” IEJ 55.2 (2005): 194204, with response in Yonatan Adler, “The Ritual Baths near the Temple Mount
and Extra-Purification before Entering the Temple Courts: A Reply to Eyal Regev,” IEJ 56.2 (2006): 209-215.
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within a dedicated room, but it could also be inside a cave. As such, no material is found
beneath the pools could provide a terminus post quem, as is usual for ancient construction.
For this reason, the pools are often dated according to the dating of related building activities.
Unfortunately, we often cannot know if the pool was constructed at the same time as the
initial construction, or whether the pool preceded it, or was a later addition. The date when the
pool fell out of use can be determined from the date of the material which filled the pool,
although it is worth considering whether the pool may have begun to be filled while it was
still in use if, for example, small vessels may have been dropped in if they were washed.**
Dating through vessels is also problematic for precise dating, as vessel types were produced

and used over lengthy periods of time.

2.1.2.5 Locations of Ritual Immersion Pools in Galilee

In my own total of Galilean ritual immersion pools, drawn from excavation reports and
the latest studies of Adler and Bonnie, I include 68 installations from Galilee from 35 sites.
This total excludes the pools of Sepphoris, which will be discussed separately below. Once
the pools of dubious date or identification are removed, the total stands at 20 pools from 10
different sites.>> Even within this total, a sizable proportion cannot be dated to before the
outbreak of the revolt in 67 CE with any certainty. Adler suggests that there is relative scarcity
of pools in Galilee compared to Judea because Galilee has been less extensively excavated

and because there are many natural sources of water, rendering purpose-built installations

3+ Galor, “Stepped Water Installations,” 204. The thought is that the bottom level of the pool would be covered
in silt, and that these vessels may sometimes have simply been discarded in this bottom layer rather than fished
out. Whether this scenario is entirely likely is debatable.

35 The sites I consider to be well enough documented to arrive at a secure enough date and identification include:
‘En Tut, Gamla, Gush Halav, Kefar ‘Othnai (one of these pools), Kh. Qana, Magdala, Meiron, Qeren Naftali,
Suwa’id Humeira and Yodefat.
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unnecessary.>® This framing tries to argue that Galilean settlements were full of ritual
immersion pools, and while we might be impressed with the sheer volume of potential sites
spread throughout Galilee, this must be tempered by the fact that there are rarely more than a

couple of pools in any given site.

Figure 2 — Ritual Immersion Pool Locations in Galilee

The above map shows the locations of all ritual immersion pools cited in the table
below.*’ This list in not exhaustive, as many authors have mentioned other installations, but

the published materials in which these installations are detailed remain unavailable at this

36 Yonatan Adler, “The Decline of Jewish Ritual Purity Observance in Roman Palestina: An Archaeological
Perspective on Chronology and Historical Context,” in Expressions of Cult in the Southern Levant in the Greco-
Roman Period: Manifestations in Text and Material Culture, eds. Oren Tal and Ze’ev Weiss, CS 6 (Turnhout:
Brepols, 2017), 269-284, 272.

37 A similar but less extensive map can be found in Aviam, “Distribution Maps,” 118.
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time.*® What can be shown is that Galilean ritual immersion pools began to appear during the
early 1% century BCE at the latest and that they are found in all the sub-regions of Galilee:
Lower and Upper Galilee, on the western side of the Lake of Gennesareth, and also in the
Golan. These pools are found in private, rich residences, in public spaces, in bath houses, in
shelter caves, a fortress, nearby cemeteries and communal structures, and in the vicinity of
agricultural installations.*’

Below is a table of identified and published ritual immersion pools in Galilee and the
Golan. I have taken dates from published work, although in many cases the date is either
rough or not provided due to the already stated issues with dating. In some cases, I have
labelled pools as “post-135 CE,” drawn from Stuart Miller’s cautious dating. These have been
included for the sake of completion and the possibility that these pools were constructed at an

earlier date:

Table 2 — Locations of Ritual Immersion Pools in Galilee

Site Name No. | Measurements* Date Context

Akhbara*! 1 3.0 (d), 3 steps Early Roman Inside a cliff shelter,
coins from the
Hasmoneans up to
Trajan.

38 Six further pools have been reported across four sites, but I cannot find further information about these sites.
These sites include Zarzir (1); Alonim (1); Nahal Haggit (4); Qedesh (1). On these, see Adler, “Archaeology of
Purity,” 321-323. Of these, Nahal Haggit has Hasmonean coins. Adler has also conveyed to me that there are
many other, unpublished pools known from Magdala.

39 A less expansive list is also given by Lawrence, Washing in Water, 191.

40 All measurements are provided in metres with accompanying letter indicating the dimension. W for width, 1
for length and d for depth. Not all measurements are provided in much of the literature but have been recorded
where present. Some of these measurements are not given a clear dimension in the published literature. The
measurements are followed by the total steps recorded for each pool. Most data on the pools can be found at
https://zenodo.org/record/1482679#.XVP9nehKhPZ, a website created by Rick Bonnie as the data set for the
pools recorded in Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329-332.

*1 'Yinon Shivtiel, “Artificial Caves Cut into Cliff Tops in the Galilee and Their Historical Significance,” in
Hypogea 2015: Proceedings of International Congress of Speleology in Artificial Cavities — Italy, Rome, March
11/17 — 2015, eds. Mario Parise, Carla Galeazzi, Roberto Bixio and Carlo Germani, 67-76, 73.
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Arbel*? 4+ | None provided Second Temple | Private installations
Period, associated with living
although quarters. Also, one in
disputed by refuge cave.

Bonnie and
Stuart Miller*?

Castra* 2 None provided Post-135CE*® | No information given.

Chorazin* 1 2.0x2.5 (I/w), 9 1520 cg?? Room type in domestic

steps structure.

el Ma’aser*® 1 None provided Roman period | A cave in the centre of

some wine press
installations, very
uncertain identification
on the basis of a field
survey.

Er Reina (En 1 2.1x1.4x2.0 (w/l/d), | Roman (could | Ceramics from

Rani)* 3 steps remain be late/ Hellenistic, Early and
Byzantine)>° Late Roman period in

the pool. Context is
assumed to have been
domestic. Chance find
during construction
works.

‘En Tut®! 1 c. 1.5(w), 7steps | c. 10 BCE-50 CE | Large “public” pool

built in a courtyard;
agricultural storage
vessels found in the
courtyard.

42 Lawrence, Washing in Water, 252; Leibner, Settlement and History, 240; Rick Bonnie only lists two pools at
Arbel, both are dated from the 6 century CE. Arbel caves west is also listed by Bonnie but no information is
provided for this pool. The Second Temple period dating is based on a single Hasmonean coin found inside the

pool; Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329.

43 Included as post-135 CE pools, see Miller, Intersection of Texts, 25.
4 David Amit and Yonatan Adler, “The Observance of Ritual Purity after 70 C.E.: A Reevaluation of the

Evidence in Light of Recent Archaeological Discoveries,” in “Follow the Wise” — Studies in Jewish History and
Culture in Honor of Lee I. Levine, eds. Ze’ev Weiss et al. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2010), 121-143, 127.

45 See fn. 43 above.

46 Hoss, Baths and Bathing, 182; Ze’ev Yeivin, “Chorazin” NEAEHL 1:301-304, 302. Lawrence notes one pool
as Rabbinic; Lawrence, Washing in Water, 253.

47 See fn. 43 above.

48 Leibner, Settlement and History, 249.
4 Yardenna Alexandre, “En Rani,” HA-ESI 117 (2005): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=158&mag_id=110.

30 See fn. 43 above.

5! Gerald Finkielsztejn and Amir Gorzalczany, “‘En Tut,” HA-ESI 122 (2010): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report detail eng.aspx?id=1412&mag_id=117.
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Evlayim/’Ibellin®? 1.5x1.5x1.6 (w/l/d), | Early Roman, | Underground chamber
3 steps but no clear with a hewn arched
dating from opening. Suggested
Bonnie hiding complex but
could be of different
period. 6 by 12 metre
excavation.

Gamla® Area B (bathhouse): | Second Temple | Area B bathhouse is in

2.3x2.5x4.4 (Uw/d), | Period the same room as a

8 steps, later 11 bathtub. Hoss notes

Area B (domestic): that Area B isnexttoa

1.2x1.3x1.65 kitchen. The ‘second

(I/w/d), 5 steps Area B pool is

’ assumed to be

Area A domestic but is

“synagogue”: unclear. There is the

4.5x4.0x1.55 possibility that the

(I/'w/d), 4 steps pools of Areas A and B

remain. could have been used

Oil Press R: for meal prc?paration.54

2.5x1.6x1.5 (w/l/d), Both pools in Area B

3 steps appear to‘hasvse l?ecome
storage pits.>” Final
press in Area R is
associated with an oil
press.

Gush Halav*® 1.75 (1), 5 steps Early Roman, No details on location
out of use aside from within a
between 76— building. Suggested by
125 CE Bonnie to be in

domestic settings.

32 Rafeh Abu Raya, “Evlayim (B),” HA-ESI 120 (2008): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=896&mag_id=114; Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329.

33 Yonatan Adler, “Second Temple Period Ritual Baths adjacent to Agricultural Installations: The
Archaeological Evidence in Light of the Halakhic Sources,” JJS 59.1 (2008): 62—72, 64; David Goren, “The
Architecture and Stratigraphy of the Hasmonean Quarter (Areas D and B) and Area B77,” in Syon and Yavor,
Gamla II, 113-152, 137-139, 145-147; idem., “Oil Presses at Gamla,” in Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from
the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Periods, eds. Etan Ayalon, Rafael Frankel and Amos Kloner, BARIS 1972
(Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), 75-81, 77; Hoss, Baths and Bathing, 183—184; Lawrence, Washing in Water,
253; Danny Syon, “Gamla: City of Refuge,” in Berlin and Overman, First Jewish Revolt, 134—153, 135; Yavor,
“The Architecture and Stratigraphy,” 58, 105.

3% Hempel, “Making Dinner,” 63.

55 Goren, “Architecture and Stratigraphy,” 139, 146-147.
36 Moshe Hartal, “Gush Halav (B): Preliminary Report,” HA-ESI 125 (2013): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=4378&mag i1d=120; Strange, “Gush Halav” 399.
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H. Kamon®’ 1 1.0x0.5x0.7 No construction | Possibly domestic
date, out of use | settings.
during the first
quarter of the
2nd century CE
H. Kur® 1 None provided No information | No information given.
given®
H. Usha® 1 4 steps Early Roman Cave hewn through the
base of the pool;
excavators suggest that
this happened no later
than the Bar Kokhba
revolt. Oil press from
the Second Temple
period in the vicinity.
Huqoq®! 3/4 | 4.5x4.6x2.4, 12 Roman® Close to agricultural
steps installations, could be
of late period as no
clear Hellenistic or
Early Roman strata
identified.
‘Isfiya® 1 None provided Post-135 cg®
Karm er-Ras® 4 Area S: 4.3x2.3x2.2 | Early Roman Two in domestic
(I/w/h) (domestic, settings and a larger
large “communal” one possibly connected
building), 6 steps; to an agricultural
Area C: processing area. Fourth
1.9x1.4x1.68 connected to an
(I/w/d) (domestic), agricultural area

57 Moshe Hartal, “A Settlement from the Roman Period at Horbat Kamon,” Atigot 70 (2012): 39-49, *83 English
summary; Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329.

38 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329.

9 See fn. 43 above.

0 Aviram Oshri, “Horbat Usha,” HA-ESI 124 (2012): http://www.hadashot-

esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=1971&mag_id=119.

61 Matthew J. Grey and Chad S. Spigel, “Huqoq in the Late Hellenistic and Early Roman Periods,” in Fiensy and
Strange, Galilee 2, 362-378, 371-372; Jodi Magness, “Huqoq — 2011: Preliminary Report,” HA-ESI 124 (2012):
http://www.hadashot-esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=1959&mag_id=119. Magness mentions eastern and
southern migva ot but only details the southern. Bonnie only records two pools at Huqoq and provides date
ranges for one.

62 See fn. 43 above.

3 Amit and Adler, “Observance of Ritual Purity,” 127.

% See fn. 43 above.

% Yardenna Alexandre, “Karm er-Ras near Kafr Kanna,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 2, 146-157, 150; idem.,
“Karm er-Ras (Area S),” HA-ESI 120 (2008): http://www.hadashot-

esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=675&mag_id=114; idem., “Karm er-Ras (Areas C, D),” HA-ESI 120 (2008):
http://www.hadashot-esi.org.il/report detail eng.aspx?id=602&mag_id=114; idem., “Karm er-Ras (Areas H, J),”
HA-ESI 120 (2008): http://www.hadashot-esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=611&mag_id=114.
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6 steps; Area H:

(domestic), 3 steps

(production of
oil/wine).

Kefar ‘Othnai® 6

1.1-1.4x2.5xc.2.5
(I/w/d) (assumes
private), 3 steps;
1.5x1.0 (I/w), 4
steps

Early Roman
(at least one)®’

The clearly early
Roman pool isina
domestic setting. A
second is in the
vicinity of a wine
press. The context of
the remaining pools is
unclear.

both out of use
between 2" and
4t centuries
CE™

Kefar Shihin 3 None provided Early Roman Close to a cemetery.
(Shikhin)®®
Kh. Qana® 3 1x1.7x2 (w/l/d), 5 | 12" CE, Settled from the Late
steps; 4.0x3.0 Bonnie Hellenistic period, two
(w/d), 5 steps provides 1% BCE | possibly in connection
ranges for two | to agricultural
of these pools installations.
and that they Richardson suggests
fell out of use that the third could
during the 2" | have been connected
century CE, the | with a columbarium
third is not (dovecote).”
given
Kh. Shema’”! 2 2.4x1.6 Early Roman, One potentially

industrial, but no other
information given.

Kul’at Ibn Man”® | 5

None provided

Early Roman
period”™

Within refuge caves,
identified from a group

66 Amit and Adler, “Observance of Ritual Purity,” 127, 133; Boaz Zissu, Yotam Tepper and David Amit,

“Migwa’ot at Kefar ‘Othnai near Legio,” IEJ 56.1 (2006): 57-66.

7 See fn. 43 above.

%8 Strange, “Kefar Shikhin,” 91.

% Douglas R. Edwards, “Khirbet Qana: From Jewish Village to Christian Pilgrim Site,” in Late-Antique Petra,
Nile Festival Building at Sepphoris, Deir Qal’a Monastery, Khirbet Qana Village and Pilgrim Site, ‘Ain- ‘Arrub
Hiding Complex and Other Studies, ed. J. H. Humphrey, vol. 3 of The Roman and Byzantine Near East, JRASup
49 (Portsmouth, RI: Journal of Roman Archaeology, 2002), 101-132, 115; C. Thomas McCollough, “Khirbet
Qana,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 2, 127-145, 138—140.

70 Peter Richardson, “Building Jewish in the Roman East,” in Building Jewish, 327-345, 330; McCollough,
“Khirbet Qana,” 138.

7! Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329.

72 See fn. 43 above.

73 Leibner, Settlement and History, 237, lists 3 caves while Yinon Shivtiel and Amos Frumkin, “The Use of
Caves as Security Measures in the Early Roman Period in the Galilee: Cliff Settlements and Shelter Caves,”
Caderno de Geografia 24.41 (2014): 83, report 5.

74 Stuart Miller categories these pools as being of the Late Roman period; Miller, Intersection of Texts, 23.
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of between 20-50
cisterns.
Magdala’ 5+76 | 2.3x2.15x2.0 1% BCE-1% CE Located in rich
(I/w/d), 7 steps; residential areas (Areas
1.8x1.73x2.05 A and F). Filled with
(I/w/d), 7 steps; water from nahal
2.66x1.85x1.93 Arbel. One other inside
(I/w/d), 7 steps; the bathhouse.
2.2x1.98x3.1
(I/w/d), 7 steps
Meiron”’ 1 None provided Second half of | Domestic settings.
1% century BCE,
out of use 101—
250 ce™
Meroth” 2 None provided Post-135 CE®® | One possibly in a
burial context. The
second near a
synagogue and small in
size.
Nazareth®! 1 None provided 1531 cg®? Located under a
church.
Parod® 1 None provided Post-135Cce* | No information given.
Qeren Naftali® 1 None provided, at 13 BCE In Hasmonean fortress,
least 6 steps®® went out of use

5 De Luca and Lena, “Mosaic of the Thermal Bath,” 5; Reich and Zapata-Meza, “Preliminary Report,” 63-71;
Reich and Zapata-Meza, “Domestic Miqva’ot,” 109-125; Marcela Zapata-Meza and Andrea Garza Diaz-Barriga,
“Migdal — 2015: Preliminary Report,” HA-ESI 129 (2017): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report detail eng.aspx?id=25336&mag_id=125. The identification of the residential pools is contested
by De Luca and Lena. See, Stefano De Luca and Anna Lena, “Magdala/Taricheae,” in Fiensy and Strange,
Galilee 2, 280-342, 306-307.

76 Yonatan Adler has mentioned to me the existence of around a dozen further pools at Magdala. I await their
publication before adding them to my lists. Marcela Zapata-Meza, “Domestic and Mercantile Areas,” in
Bauckham, Magdala of Galilee, 89—108, 106, also reports a 12 stepped installation in Area C4.

7 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329.

78 See fn. 43 above.

7 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 321; Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329; Zvi Ilan, “The Synagogue and Study House
at Meroth,” in Ancient Synagogues: Historical Analysis and Archaeological Discovery, eds. Dan Urman and
Paul V. M. Flesher, StPB 47 (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 256288, 259.

80 See fn. 43 above.

81 James F. Strange, “Nazareth,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 2, 167-180, 176.

82 Although see Richard A. Freund and Daniel M. Gurtner, “Nazareth,” ESTJ 2, 538-540, 539, who suggest that
the pool should be dated to roughly the same period as a structure there identified as “a synagogue, similar to
Galilean synagogues of the 3™ and 4" centuries CE.”

$3 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329.

84 See fn. 43 above.

85 Mordechai Aviam, “The Hellenistic and Hasmonean Fortress and Herodian Siege Complex at Qeren Naftali,”
in Jews, Pagans, 59-88, 85-86.

8 An image of the pool can be found in Aviam, “Transformation from Galil,” 12.
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sometime during the 1*

century BCE.
Sasa®’ 1 1.8x1.1 Post-135Ce® | No information given.
Sepphoris® 3+% | Various®! 15t BCE-1°' CE See discussion below

[2.1.2.6]

Sheikh Nashi®? 1 None provided Not stated but | Wine and oil press
the main installations
quantity of
pottery is H and
ER

Summaga®? 1 None provided Post-135 c*

Suwa’id 1 None provided 15 BCE In context with

Humeira® Hasmonean period

buildings.

Tel Rekhesh®® 1

None provided

I8t CE

Within an Iron Age
administrative
structure. The
excavators suggest that
the plaster was
possibly made into a
miqveh during the
Early Roman period.

Yafi’a®’ 1

None provided

Roman Period

Chalk vessels from the
Early Roman period
also found along with
two Jannaeus coins.

87 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 329.
8 See fh. 43 above.

% Galor, “Stepped Water Installations,” 201-213 ; Eric M. Meyers, Carol L. Meyers and Benjamin D. Gordon,
“Sepphoris: B. Residential Area of the Western Summit,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 2, 39-52, 45

%0 The value for the minimum number of pools constructed during the Second Temple period has been drawn
from Miller, Intersection of Texts, 184.
1 Complete measurements and details can be found at https://zenodo.org/record/1482679#.XVP9nehKhPZ.
92 Leibner, Settlement and History, 155-156.

93 Amit and Adler, “Observance of Ritual Purity,” 127.

%4 See fn. 43 above.

% Danny Syon, “Suwa’id Humeira,” HA-ESI 123 (2011): http://www.hadashot-

esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=1880&mag id=118.

% Shuichi Hasegawa, Hisao Kuwabara and Yitzhak Paz, “Tel Rekhesh — 2015: Preliminary Report,” HA-EST 130
(2018): http://www.hadashot-esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=25387&mag_id=126. The authors attribute the
plastered installation to Iron Age IIC in a later publication; Shuichi Hasegawa, Hisao Kuwabara and Yitzhak
Paz, “Tel Rekhesh — 2016: Preliminary Report,” HA-EST 131 (2019): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=25534&mag_id=127.

97 Yardenna Alexandre, “Yafi’a,” HA-ESI 124 (2012): http://www.hadashot-

esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=2084&mag id=119.
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Yodefat™ 2 One with 3 steps” | 1% BCE-1°CE Each located in a
domestic setting close
to a cave with an oil
press in.

2.1.2.6 Sepphoris!”
Sepphoris presents a unique Galilean case, worth discussing in detail. Around forty

ritual immersion pools have been identified in Sepphoris, mostly from the Western Quarter,
but also in other areas of the site. This preponderance of finds may be in part due to the
extensive excavations at Sepphoris, although there is a concentration of pools at Sepphoris,
which has not been found anywhere else in Galilee. Bonnie provides a breakdown of the
pools in each area of Sepphoris, along with the total amount of excavated area. Some pools
from Bonnie’s appendix (3 from the Western Quarter, 2 from the Hilltop) are missing from

this table.!! It is unclear why they are not included.

Area Pools | Pools | Excavated Excavated Area (% of | Pools per
(n) (%) Area (m?) total excavations) 1000m? (n)

Western 25 71.4 4950 10.2 5.05

Quarter

Hilltop 2 5.7 6400 13.2 0.31

Northern 2 5.7 990 2 2.02

Slope

Lower 6 17.1 36000 74.5 0.17

Eastern

Plateau

% Mordechai Aviam, “Yodefat — Jotapata. A Jewish Galilean Town of the Second Temple Period: The Results of
an Archaeological Project,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 2, 109-126, 113.

9 Noted by Chancey and Porter, “Archaeology,” 181.

100 For a short overview see Ze’ev Weiss, “Sepphoris,” ESTJ 2, 724-726.

101 Table from Bonnie, Being Jewish, 294, Bonnie’s appendix detailing the pools of Sepphoris can be found on
pages 330-331.
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The pools can be divided into two types of setting, those in caves and those cut into bedrock,
which Stuart Miller suggests reflects their chronological development.'%* I am not convinced
by this proposal as topography may be more important for understanding why some pools
were built into caves and others into bedrock. There is some debate about the identification
and dating of the Sepphoris pools, with much of the discussion devoted the question of
typology.'® With regard to dating, Stuart Miller argues that the earliest pools in the Western
Quarter date to the 1% century CE rather than BCE, and that other pools may have been

).!% Ilan follows a

constructed any time during the Early Roman period (i.e. up to 135 CE
similar dating and suggests that male washing was on the decline towards the end of the
Second Temple period, and only declined further after the fall of the Jerusalem Temple. At
the same time, women’s bathing practices became more prevalent. Ilan links this development
with the appearance of “smaller migvaot, found in Sepphoris.” Ilan proposes that this is
“because women are physically smaller than men, but also because they are as a rule of a
lesser social status. One could argue that the decline of male immersion was intrinsically tied
with the rise of female immersions.”!% Against this, I would suggest that Galilean domestic

pools often appear to be smaller than some of the large communal pools found in the region. I

also do not think that women’s purification bathing practices were in the minority at any

102 Miller, “Non-Existent Monolithic ‘“Miqveh’,” 218.

103 See Eshel, “Note on ‘Miqvaot’,” 132; Eric M. Meyers, “Yes, They Are,” BAR 26.4 (2000): 46—49. Eshel
offered a rejoinder to Meyers, conceding that some pools of Sepphoris could be considered migva ‘ot but that
more evidence should be published so proper conclusions could be drawn. One pertinent thought Eshel notes, is
that the Sepphoris pools would become dirty quite quickly, and this should be kept in mind when considering
how immersion may have been done, and any assumptions about how the water was changed; Hanan Eshel, “We
Need More Data,” BAR 26.4 (2000): 49. To add to Meyers’ critique, ritual bathing pools surely had a
developmental history. To argue that a ritual immersion pool “must” have certain features is to argue that these
carliest installations conformed to a fixed typology. Such a typology may indicate that ritual immersion pools
were copied from a central source. Here see Fatkin, “Invention of a Bathing Tradition,” 56, arguing that
Hyrcanus I was the innovator. Some of the pools are almost certainly later than the Second Temple period.
James F. Strange suggests that these pools under the villa were constructed only after the First Revolt; Strange,
“Sepphoris: A,” 30.

104 Miller, Intersection of Texts, 184—188.

105 T1an, “Since When,” 95.
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given point. Indeed, the earliest narrative descriptions of purification bathing involve women:
Bathsheba (2 Sam 11:2—4) and Judith (Jdt 12:7-8). Furthermore, Bonnie has argued that the
Sepphoris pools, on the whole, are earlier in origin than Stuart Miller suggests.' At the
present time, we cannot be sure exactly how many of the Sepphoris pools originated in our
period of interest. At least some appear to have done, and it seems likely that the pools at
Sepphoris were used some of the time as ritual immersion pools, but we do not know who
used them.

Overall, Sepphoris is a Galilean anomaly. No other site appears to have the same
density of ritual immersion pools as the Western Quarter.'” Some scholars have attempted to
connect this prevalence of pools to later traditions of priests settling in Sepphoris.'® Whether
this was the case or not, Sepphoris’ total of ritual immersion pools is atypical of Galilean
settlements, large and small. Sepphoris should then be treated carefully in future discussions
of a “purity culture” in Galilee as it is not representative of the rest of the region. Its continued
settlement into later periods also make it difficult to clearly affix elements of the city’s

architecture to a particular time.

2.13 Interpreting Remains of Ritual Immersion Pools

196 Bonnie is currently working on a new method for dating these pools. See also Bonnie, Being Jewish, 301.
197 Further excavations may challenge this perspective. I have been made aware of many pools discovered at
Magdala by Yonatan Adler [fn. 76 above], although these pools have yet to be published and as such, cannot
form part of my analysis here. Further, of the published pools of Magdala, their use is debated. See Joseph
Scales, “The Limits of Evidence: The Migveh as an Indicator of Jewish Purity Practices in Second Temple
Period Galilee,” in Purity in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity: Proceedings of the Tenth Schwerte
Qumran Conference, 10th-12th February 2019, eds. Laura von Bartenwerffer, Lutz Doering, and Jorg Frey,
WUNT (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, [Forthcoming]).

108 Marianne Sawicki, Crossing Galilee: Architectures of Contact in the Occupied Land of Jesus (Harrisburg,
PA: Trinity Press International, 2000), 125—126. Stuart Miller finds this hypothesis to be unlikely. See Miller,
Intersection of Texts, 211.
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Artefacts are silent. Any theory one places on their purpose, use, status or meaning is to
some extent hypothetical. The use of an artefact is unintelligible without either a framework
by which one can interpret some form of answer to these questions, or a text which explains
said artefact. As such, this section discusses some theoretical presumptions concerning the
purpose, use, status and meaning of the ancient Jewish ritual immersion pools, which are
drawn from Second Temple Jewish texts. In most discussions of ritual immersion pools, the
Mishnah is used as a way to interpret how these facilities were used. On the one hand, it
should not be supposed that there was a direct continuum of practice which developed in a
linear fashion from Jewish texts of the 2™ century BCE, through to the bathing installations of
the 1! centuries BCE and CE, to be finally codified in the Mishnaic passages.'”” On the other
hand, I would suggest that one can recognise an association of ideas which connect these
three distinct groups of evidence. Each group contains the notions of immersion in water for a
purpose unique to Jewish sensibilities. While ritual immersion pools cannot be said to contain
the implicit notion of purification practice, they are often located in places or associated with
activities that would suggest that purification might be a desired purpose. This explanation
would account for the presence of such pools by tombs, near agricultural processing
installations, by communal structures, in bathhouses, by the Temple Mount and in the homes
of the priestly class. In all of these examples, one can discern a possible reason that involves
the question of ritually pure status. Lawrence argues that there are three noticeable tendencies

in the emerging presence of ritual bathing practices during the late Second Temple period.

199 K azen raises much the same point; Thomas Kazen, Jesus and Purity Halakhah: Was Jesus Indifferent to
Impurity?, rev. ed., ConBNT 38 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2010), 7. See also the issues raised in Yonatan
Adler, “Toward an ‘Archaecology of Halakhah’: Prospects and Pitfalls of Reading Early Jewish Ritual Law into
the Ancient Material Record,” Archaeology and Text 1 (2017): 27-38; Benjamin G. Wright III, “Jewish Ritual
Baths—Interpreting the Digs and the Texts: Some Issues in the Social History of Second Temple Judaism,” in The
Archaeology of Israel: Constructing the Past, Interpreting the Present, eds. Neil Asher Silberman and David B.
Small, JSOTSup 237 (Sheffield: Sheftield Academic, 1997), 190-214.
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Firstly, biblical texts were appealed to as authoritative for practice. Secondly, Levitical
regulations were conflated and sometimes merged together. Thirdly, the range of purity
practices expanded, as did the groups to whom those practices applied. All this suggests that
there was a general “systematic” development of these practices but not according to any
particular ideology beyond the importance of ritual bathing.!'” Ritual washing practices were
not worked out along a linear trajectory, but different groups and authors drew from a set of
loose ideas about the efficacy of water for purificatory purposes, which eventually began to be
codified in the Mishnah. Even then, we should not suppose that these proscriptions were
followed by everyone, or that they existed beyond a set of ideals which laid out a theoretical
framework for ritual washing. Non-Jewish sources do not furnish us with any additional
information concerning the nature of specifically Jewish washing practices. Whatever the
“common” washing practices of Jews were in the late Second Temple period, these were not
so peculiar as to be noted by Greco-Roman authors.!!! Jewish practices may have resembled
those familiar to Greek and Roman authors, or they may have been largely out of public view,
or even not something that Greek and Roman authors came into contact with outside of
Palestine.

It is by no means certain that ritual immersion pools were the most common form of
bathing installation; few studies have been done into Late Hellenistic bathing culture in

Palestine and according to Katharina Galor, “the archaeological record is biased towards

110 [ awrence, Washing in Water 190.

1T A search of Stern, Greek and Latin Authors, returns no mention of Jewish washing, bathing, or purification
practices. Cohen, “Common Judaism,” 81, and Erich S. Gruen, “Roman Perspectives on the Jews in the Age of
the Great Revolt,” in Berlin and Overman, First Jewish Revolt, 27-42, 35-37, each note that particularly the
Roman authors were aware of Jewish circumcision, the rejection of multiple gods, Sabbath observance and the
avoidance of pork. Cohen additionally adds the rejection of divine images and some knowledge of certain
festivals, but the details of these practices were confused. On ancient ritual washing practices, see Anders
Klostergaard Petersen, “Rituals of Purification, Rituals of Initiation: Phenomenological, Taxonomical and
Culturally Evolutionary Reflections,” in Ablution, Initiation, and Baptism: Late Antiquity, Early Judaism, and
Early Christianity, eds. David Hellholm et al., BZNW 176/1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011), 3—40, 6-9.
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stepped pools and bathtubs, since other types of containers broke and disintegrated more
easily.”!1? The ritual immersion pools are often appealed to as a key indicator of Jewish ethnic
presence.'!® This stance, and also the extent to which ritual immersion pools can be taken as
typical of purity interests has already been questioned by Milton Moreland.!'* While there is a
strong correlation between ritual immersion pools and other indicators of Jewish settlement,
the individual users of any given pool can rarely be determined. There is nothing in my mind
to stop a non-Jew using such an installation or having one in their own home if they opted to
use this form of bathing.'!> Attempts to connect ritual immersion pools strictly to Second
Temple period Jews in general assume too much. Some go further and connect these pools to
particular groups in the Second Temple period which overstates the case.!'¢ I have also
questioned the extent to which these installations should be taken as indicators of purity
practices.!!”

These reservations must temper any study of these installations. While these pools were
likely used for ritual purification by Second Temple period Jews, this does not mean that all
such pools were used for this purpose or used in the same way. Similarly, while many pools
have been found, attesting to widespread practice, the pools themselves do not indicate that

their use was a common practice only for Second Temple period Jews. We are therefore

112 Galor, “Stepped Water Installations,” 203, here discussing how movable, terracotta bathtubs and basins are
more likely to have broken and are less likely to be identified. I have discussed the scholarship on Greek and
Jewish bathing practices elsewhere; Joseph Scales, “Bathing Jewish, Bathing Greek: Developing an Approach to
De-Categorising Hellenism and Judaism,” (forthcoming).

113 See for instance Aviam, “Transformation from Galil,” 16; Chancey, Myth of Gentile Galilee, 66—68; Root,
First Century Galilee, 112.

114 Moreland, “Inhabitants of Galilee,” 139; Craffert, “Digging up ‘Common Judaism’,” 45.

115 Indeed, it appears that such pools were used by non-Jews in the Levant at Maresha (above pg. 80 fn.16) and
Samaria-Sebaste (above pg. 81 fn.17).

116 B g, Jiirgen Zangenberg, “Common Judaism and the Multidimensional Character of Material Culture,” in
Udoh et. al., Redefining First-Century, 175-193, 176—178, who critiques Martin Hengel and Roland Deines’
assertion that the Pharisees were the predominant users of ritual immersion pools. See also Shivtiel, “Artificial
Caves,” 75, who attributes immersion pools in caves to priestly use or another group. See also Deines,
“Religious Practices,” 91-95, where he attributes the phenomena of ritual immersion pools and stone vessels in
part to the Pharisees.

117 Scales, “Limits of Evidence.”
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confined to limited conclusions about their use. There are good grounds for connecting ritual
immersion pools to purification practices, on the basis of their typology [see 2.1.2.3] and from
some texts which were circulating during the late Second Temple period that may describe
bathing practices. As Deines notes, “an artefact, just like a text, needs a context and co-texts:
The context is the historical setting in which it originates, and has its task as well as meaning;
co-texts are similar and related items, that allow one to see parallels, specific differences
within the same category, and synchronic and diachronic developments.”!'® Without drawing
from Jewish texts which discuss washing for the purpose of purification, we are left with
almost no information about the use of these ritual immersion pools. However, the use of
texts in this case must always be cautious. If all the evidence is drawn together, then we reify
“Judaism” as a single category, which encompasses all texts and artefacts into a single
conception. Rather, we should allow for a variety of practices, identities for whom these pools

were meaningful, and refrain from describing the users and use of these pools with certainty.

2.1.4 Literary Evidence on Ritual Bathing

While there are no direct textual references to purpose-built ritual bathing installations
in Second Temple period literature, certain texts do contain some regulations for what would
constitute such a bathing installation or incorporate a ritual bath in their narratives. These

texts include Leviticus 11:36; Judith 12:7-8; 1QS 5:13; CD 10:10-13; 4Q414 2 2:3, 4; 4Q512

118 Roland Deines, “Non-literary Sources for the Interpretation of the New Testament: Methodological
Considerations and Case Studies Related to the Corpus Judaeo-Hellenisticum,” in Neues Testament und
hellenistisch-jiidische Alltagskultur: Wechselseitige Wahrnehmungen — I1I. Internationales Symposium zum
Corpus Judaeo-Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti 21.—24. Mai 2009, Leipzig, eds. Roland Deines, Jens Herzer and
Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr, WUNT 274 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 25-66, 30.
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1-6 12:4—6. The relevance of these texts for considering ancient Jewish attitudes towards

ritual baths will be examined below.

Lev 11:36 [MT; LXX; NRSV]
Xnu anb I YA By oAl an=mpEn 200 30 (K 36

36 ANV TNYAV VOATOV Kol AAKKOL Kol cLVOy®YTic DdaTog, Eotat kabapov. 0 O& AnTOUEVOG
TV Bvnopaiov anTdv dxdboptog Eotan

36 But a spring or a cistern holding water shall be clean, while whatever touches the carcass
in it shall be unclean

In the midst of regulating clean and unclean food, Leviticus 11 refers to a cistern or
spring. If an unclean carcass falls into the water, the water remains clean. This provides the
conceptual space for clean water, which would then likely be preferred for ritual ablutions.
The key term in the above passage is the om-mpn which the Greek translators render
straightforwardly as cuvaywytic Ddatoc (“gathering of water”). This translation appears to
understand the phrase as non-technical. The Greek adds Adxkov as an additional body of
clean water. Stuart Miller notes that the spring and a cistern are similar enough as they are
fixed in place, whereas the water in a vessel (Lev 11:34) is able to become unclean. The
movement of the water, whether flowing or stationary does not matter.!!” Later rabbinic
sources relied on the logic of this regulation to establish some criteria for a migveh.'?° This is
not explicit in the verse itself, although it is readily intelligible from its implications. If water
found in springs or cisterns (or lakes) is clean, then it can be used for certain bathing practices

found elsewhere in Leviticus.'?! This purpose, and the qualification for the type of water

19 Miller, Intersection of Texts, 38.

120 Jacobs, “Rémische Thermenkultur,” 222.

121 For example, Lev 14:5-6; 15:13 each regulate that purificatory washing use o»n-a. See Katz, “He Shall
Bathe in Water,” 378-379 [see 2.1.2.3].
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which could be used in this manner, may have influenced the design of pools for ritual

immersion.

Jdt 12:7-8 [LXX; NRSV with amendments in bold]

7 kai Tpocétaev OAoQEPYG TOTG COUATOPVANEY LT SLOKOADEY aDTAV. KOl TAPEUEIVEY &V
T mapepuPoin NUEPAG TPETS. Kol EEEMOPEVETO KATA VOKTA €IG TV apayya Battviovod kai
gRamtiCeto &v ) mapepuPoAn €mi Thg TNYR¢ Tod HdATOC.

8 kai g avePT, £déeto Tod KLpiov Beod Topand katevOHvoL TV 680V VTG €ig AvAcTN A
TOV VIOV ToD LoD AT,
7 So Holofernes commanded his guards not to hinder her. She remained in the camp for three

days. She went out each night to the valley of Bethulia, and bathed in the spring of water in
the camp.

8 After coming up, she prayed to the Lord God of Israel to direct her way for the triumph of
her people.

A number of scholars have connected this description of full immersion washing to the
appearance of ritual immersion pools throughout Palestine.!?? The passage is one of the
earliest narratives which explicitly connects a full-body immersion in water with purification.
Judith’s bath in a spring reflects the situation of narrative, where she is temporarily amongst
an Assyrian army and thus would have likely been unable to bath in a fixed bathing
installation. In Judith 10:2, Judith bathes in her own home, although it is unclear whether in
this case she was bathing for purification.'* I have suggested that Judith 12:7 references a

conception of warfare purity.'?* In this case, her bathing is unconnected to most of the above

122 Renate Egger-Wenzel, “Did Judith Go to the Miqweh?” in On Wings of Prayer: Sources of Jewish Worship —
Essays in Honor of Professor Stefan C. Reif on the Occasion of his Seventy-fifth Birthday, eds. Nuria Calduch-
Benages, Michael W. Duggan and Dalia Marx, DCLS 44 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2019), 101-124, 116—118; Thomas
Hieke, “Torah in Judith: Dietary Laws, Purity and Other Torah Issues in the Book of Judith,” in 4 Pious
Seductress: Studies in the Book of Judith, ed. Géza G. Xeravits, DCLS 14 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2012), 97-110,
103; Wills, Judith, 327-332.

123 Renate Egger-Wenzel suggests that Judith also ritually washing in Jdt. 10:3 as well as in 12:7; Egger-Wenzel,
“Did Judith Go,” 106-107, 118-122.

124 Joseph Scales, “Preparing for Military Action: Judith’s Purificatory Washing in Judith 12:7,” VT
[Forthcoming].
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installations, although may provide some context for identified pools in certain Galilean

locations [see 4.3.1.6.1; 5.6.4].

1QS (1Q28) 5:13b [text and first translation: DSSR, 1:14—15; second translation: DSSSE 1:81]
170> RI2 R°2 WTIPT OWIR D702 NYAY 022 X1 OX 13

13 None of the perverse men is to enter purifying waters used by the Men of Holiness and so
contact their purity.

13 He should not go into the waters to share in the pure food of the men of holiness, for one is
not cleansed.

This passage connects a form of bathing or immersion with eating preparation, but also
more particularly pure items and possessions of the community.!?> Other manuscripts
containing material from the Community Rule (4Q256 and 4Q258) contain much of the same
material but lack the reference to the waters.!?® Hannah Harrington suggests that the
“purifying waters” are likely a ritual bath, whether a bath taken prior to sharing in a
communal meal, or “an initiatory bath.”'?” However, it should be noted that this passage itself
does not refer to purification prior to general communal meals.'?® Stephen Hultgren argues
that the subject of the passage is one who is not in the community itself, but an outsider.'*’ In

this case, this verse may attest to more widespread bathing practices. If an outsider were

125 Charlotte Hempel, The Community Rules from Qumran: A Commentary, TSAJ 183 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2020), 181-185; idem., “Making Dinner,” 57-62, argues that 1QS 5:13b is not simply about food itself
but extended notions of “purity” which include harvests, preparing and serving food.

126 Charlotte Hempel, “Community Structures in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Admission, Organization, Disciplinary
Procedures,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment, eds. Peter W. Flint and
James C. VanderKam with Andrea E. Alvarez, vol. 2 (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 67-92, 85.

127 Hannah K. Harrington, “Purification in the Fourth Gospel in Light of Qumran,” in John, Qumran, and the
Dead Sea Scrolls: Sixty Years of Discovery and Debate, eds. Mary L. Coloe and Tom Thatcher, EJL 32 (Atlanta:
SBL Press, 2011), 117-138, 120.

128 Cecilia Wassen, “Purity and Holiness,” in Brooke et al., Companion to the Dead Sea Scrolls, 511-520, 518—
519. See also idem., “Daily Life,” in Brooke et al., Companion to the Dead Sea Scrolls, 544-555, 552, contra
Stephen Pfann, “A Table Prepared in the Wilderness: Pantries and Tables, Pure Food and Sacred Space at
Qumran,” in Qumran, the Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Archaeological Interpretations and Debates —
Proceedings of a Conference held at Brown University, November 17—19, 2002, eds. Katharina Galor, Jean-
Baptiste Humbert and Jiirgen Zangenberg, STDJ 57 (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 159—-178, 174.

129 Stephen Hultgren, From the Damascus Covenant to the Covenant of the Community: Literary, Historical, and
Theological Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls, STDJ 66 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 286—287 n.123.
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excluded from the “purity” of the community — prohibited from even entering the water — then
it may follow that an outsider could be expected to attempt to take a purificatory bath. Similar
passages in 4Q256 and 4Q258 both also forbid that the “men of injustice” touch the “purity”
but do not include the detail keeping them from entering the waters.!*° Alison Schofield
suggests that the o2 directly refers to the physical “mikva ot of Qumran.”!3! Hempel
compares this with 1QS 3:4, 9; 4Q414; 4Q512 which establish boundaries between the

community and “the people of injustice,” and also the language of sanctification and

purification by water in Exodus 19:10.'3

CD 10:10b—13 cf. 4Q266 frag. 8, 3:9-10; 4Q270 frag. 6, 4:20-21 [text and first translation:
DSSR 1:98-99; second translation: DSSSE 1:567-569]

7% 0°ma Tnwa v 10
WIR YW T DWW DRI DM WK v 11
712 PR WK Y902 XA 931995 1102 0 OX vacat 12
9377 772 P KA KNG 12 YA WK vn 13
10 About purification by water. A man may not
11 wash himself in water that is filthy and too shallow to make a ripple.

12 vacat A man may not purify any dish in such water or in any stone cistern that does not
have enough water in it

13 to make a ripple and that something unclean has touched, for its water will defile the water
of the vessel.

10 Concerning purification with water. No-

11 one should bathe in water which is dirty or which is less than the amount which covers a
man.

12 [Blank] No-one should purify a vessel in it. And every cavity in the rock in which there is
not the amount

13 which covers, if an impure person has touched it, he has defiled its water ike> the water of
a vessel.

130 Alison Schofield, From Qumran to the Yahad: A New Paradigm of Textual Development for The Community
Rule, STDJ 77 (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 101, 130.

131 Schofield, Qumran to the Yahad, 101, 270.

132 Hempel, Community Rules, 92-93. Cf. 1QS 8:17 whereby some are prohibited from touching the purity
(235).
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This section from the Damascus Document preserves an early reference to the quality of
water which one can wash in for the purpose of purification.'**> The water should not be dirty
(cf. Zech 3:3; human waste in Deut 23:14; Ezek 4:12). This probably does not mean crystal
clear water, but simply that it is not opaque. The water should also be sufficiently deep that it
can cover a person. Jodi Magness argues that the verb yn indicates simply washing in a pool
rather than full immersion, which could have been indicated by tabal.!3* This may have
depended upon personal preference; the fact that these waters should cover a person implies
that the whole body could be immersed. The text does not specify the stance of the person
immersing, so presumably the immersing person could squat in the water. One could
implicitly read that the person must fully immerse in the water although the requirement is
only that there is a sufficiently large enough body of water such that one could fully immerse,
not that they must. The verse also assumes that one might dip vessels in the same water that
they themselves wash in. Any rock cavity with water only containing a small volume is
potentially impure.'* Thus, if one were out and drank from a small body of water, they would
likely have contracted impurity. The line also notes that water in a vessel is similarly made
impure if it has been touched (drank?) by an impure person. Harrington suggests that CD
10:11-13 relies on Lev 11:36.1%¢ Yair Furstenberg notes that this passage resonates with
rabbinic requirements for migva ‘ot.!*” This seems likely, as all these texts operate within a
tradition which defines some kind of bodily states as impure and regulates that washing must

be done to remove this impurity. Leviticus 11 provides a guide to what water could be

133 Jan C. Werrett, Ritual Purity and the Dead Sea Scrolls, STDJ 72 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 91 n.217.

134 Magness, Archaeology of Qumran, 139.

135 Cf. 2 Kgs 3:16; Isa 30:14; Jer 14:3, which all seem to be water acceptable for drinking.

136 Hannah K. Harrington, The Purity and Sanctuary of the Body in Second Temple Judaism, JAJSup 33
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2019), 82 n.36.

137 Yair Furstenberg, “Complex Purity: Between Continuity and Diversity in Ancient Judaism,” Archaeology and
Text 1 (2017): 121-122.
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considered pure and is a source that attests to these kinds of conceptions about purity in
ancient Jewish thought.!*® While some scholars have suggested that this text may refer to
purpose-built pools, this is suppositional as the ruling would apply more generally to other

bodies of water.'’

4Q414 2 2:3, 4 [text and translation from DJD 35, 141-142; DSSR 2:655] par 4Q512 42-44 2
[underlined and drawn from DJD 7, 275]

17a[wp P2 1M 1

Pwa[wD wHw? PwKR1> 2

7[> nnRa 3

]...[nRnwA 970a° 4

17721 w2 PR R [20n2 R IR 5

SR DR AN[R 7102 1K) 7 6

1997 )?(7277% 212 nnw awo[1 83°0 R¥MN D 7

Jymn 2 1awe 52 onpw([RD 771 WK 8

PR ... a[1x0 0o0]7[ 9
]...[2 7w 99X 10
]..[mP o] [ 11
1 and you will purify us according to [your] holy laws [...]
2 for the first, the third, and the se[venth...]
3 in the truth of your covenant]...]
4 to be purified from the impurity of]...]
5 And afterwards he will enter the water[ and wash his body and bless.]
6 He will recite and say: Blessed are y[ou, God of Israel, ...]

7 by what comes of Your lips [the purification of all (people) has [been required. To be
separated(?) from all]

8 impure people according to their g[uilt, they could not be purified in water of
purification...]

9[... the wlays of [Your] will [... and I]

10 praise Your name [...]

138 See above and again Jacobs, “Rémische Thermenkultur,” 222.
139 Hannah K. Harrington, The Purity Texts (London: T&T Clark, 2004), 49, and Schofield, Qumran to the
Yahad, 270, suggest that this text is about physical ritual immersion pools, perhaps even those at Kh. Qumran.
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This text is highly fragmentary but appears to contain “liturgies that were to be recited
by those who were participating in certain purification rites.”'*’ It includes an instruction
which may have been followed concerning the actual process of bathing in a ritual immersion
pool. Although line 2 is quite fragmentary, it appears to be regulating washings on the first,
third and seventh days. There are three elements to the purificatory process: confession,
forgiveness and thanksgiving. The passage possibly follows Numbers 19 (cf. 11QT 49:17-20)
insofar as the process may take seven days, although it differs by the addition of a first day
bath and contains details beyond the act of washing itself. Esther Eshel suggests that first day
immersion was widespread, following the presence of ritual immersion pools near cemeteries
and examples of first day immersion in Tobit.!*! Regular bathing on particular days would
have been much easier to do in one’s own home, and this would also limit the potential for

spreading any impurity throughout the community.

4Q512 1-6 12:4-6 [text from DJD 7, 272, translation from DSSR 2:667]
2w mm2a 7] P man ). [0 4
19w a1 [ 7Ry v7aa]...[2ony naaul Yo oM 5
]...[219 nRY 107 T nR 6
4 ... [...] in purify[ing] waters [...] on the eternal tablets,

5 and waters for bathing for the temporary cleansing [...] his clothes. And then [they (?) shall
sprinkle over him]

6 the waters " sPrinkling 5 a5 to cleanse him and all [...]

This document is a fragmentary papyrus dated to the beginning of the 1% century BCE.!*?

This text has been used to reconstruct some of the missing elements from 4Q414. It contains

140 Werrett, Ritual Purity, 216.

141 Esther Eshel, “4Q414 Fragment 2: Purification of a Corpse Contaminated Person,” in Legal Texts and Legal
Issues: Proceedings of the Second Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran Studies, Cambridge
1995. Published in Honour of Joseph M. Baumgarten, eds. John Kampen, Moshe Bernstein and Florentino
Garcia Martinez, STDJ 23 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 3—10. See also Eshel’s comments in Joseph M. Baumgarten et
al., Qumran Cave 4. XXV: Halakhic Texts, DJD 35 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1999), 137—139.

192 Werrett, Ritual Purity, 216.
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“the prayers and blessings that are to be recited by those who have recently been cleansed.”!*?
The above section contains only the material directly related to the acts of bathing and
laundering. The qualification “for sprinkling” in line 6 appears to be an additional instruction

added as a superscription to the text.

2.1.5 Ritual Immersion Pools as Spaces

The aftermath of these pools might indicate how later generations understood them.
There is some discussion about whether they were used as waste dumps.'** While it is
tempting to clearly distinguish between ritual and non-ritual space, it is unclear whether this
can be applied to ritual immersion pools. Knott proposes that “ritual practice itself is... spatial
practice transformed by religious meaning, and often — though not always — performed in the
context of a space set apart as sacred and by an appropriate ritual practitioner” [my own
emphasis].!* No direct evidence which shows us who used these pools or their conceptions
about what they were doing is currently known.'* Due to the lack of textual reference, we do
not know how these pools were understood by their users. Thus, we rely on either later texts,
analogy, or theoretical models to examine how these pools were used. Therefore, from the
outset I do not think it reasonable to assume that there was or was not a strict division

between ritual and other uses for these pools. For instance, there are references to spring water

13 Werrett, Ritual Purity, 217.

144 For instance, Marcela Zapata-Meza, Andrea Garza Diaz-Barriga and Rosaura Sanz-Rincén, “The Magdala
Archaeological Project (2010-2012): A Preliminary Report of the Excavations at Migdal,” Atigot 90 (2018):
122, suggest that the ritual immersion pools in the domestic areas of Magdala became waste dumps after the
revolt. Bonnie also argues that there is no reason to assume that pools could not have been used in this way,
contra Stuart Miller; Bonnie, Being Jewish, 301. Though see Miller, Intersection of Texts, 51-52, nn. 19, 20,
who suggests that the vessels found in the bottom of the pools were dropped when being rinsed.

195 Knott, Location of Religion, 43.

146 See comments in Hidiroglou, “L’Eau et les Bains,” 39.
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being used for ritual purification (e.g., Jdt 12:7-9) yet we might assume that these springs
could also be used as sources of drinking water. The use of a given installation could well
depend on the social location, age or gender of the user, and this might change over time, or
according to the user’s requirements. With regard to some of the pools where their context is
well excavated, some statements can be made about their usage, which will then lead to some
reasonably well-founded assumptions about how they could have been conceived of as
religious spaces.'*’ This section will then be divided according to the contexts of the known

ritual immersion pools of Galilee.!*3

2.1.5.1 Domestic Contexts

Ritual immersion pools found in domestic settings vary greatly in terms their size and
number of steps.'*’ Sepphoris is an (unusual) example of how widespread and integrated
ritual bathing could be in a Galilean settlement. The pools are found in most of the domestic
units on the Western Quarter, attesting to the common practice of ritual bathing in the
household. This might suggest that the residents here felt the need to be able to ritually purify
in a household setting. However, this might overstate the case by synchronically examining
the evidence. Further studies will have to shed light on the periods through which these pools
were in use. Outside of Sepphoris, most pools found in a domestic context are the only pool
excavated and reported in a given site. Their installation marks a special concern on the part
of the household for having a convenient and often restricted space within their home. One

could imagine that these pools would be regularly used; household spaces, even if viewed as

147 Hoss, “Die Mikwen,” 70-71, suggests the contexts of installations neat synagogues, agricultural presses,
cemeteries and bathhouses indicate something about their usage.

148 These divisions follow my categories in an earlier article. See Scales, “Limits of Evidence.”

149 Sites include Arbel (3), Er Reina (1), Karm er-Ras (2), Kefar ‘Othnai (1), Magdala (4), Sepphoris (at least 3,
but possibly as many as 36) and Yodefat (2).
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special would receive at least some regular use. It is unclear who and in what circumstances
these domestic pools would have been used. One would imagine that these pools would have
been used to counter impurities which arose regularly during everyday life, such a bodily
emission or contact with impure substances [see 3.3.1.2; 3.3.2.3]. Alternatively, these pools
may have been principally for guests, similar to how parlours were once used in well-to-do
households. In this case, providing communal meals or allowing guests to purify when
visiting could have been a public statement about the stringency of your household.
Richardson suggests that these installations show how important purity concerns were in
domestic settings. They may have shown a household’s position on purification rituals, or that
the household had certain “social pretensions.”!*° Personal washing rituals could be both quite
secret, but also openly acknowledged. If one had built or had had built the facilities to wash
regularly within one’s own home, then it would signal to the community your own stringency.
Yet any washing would also be kept largely from public view. Those who washed in local
water sources would have perhaps more obvious “purity capital” but those who could afford
to do so in their own home would add an impression of wealth and grandeur to their own
purity practices. Domestic washing may also be related to dining. An analysis of organic
residues in a large dwelling in Magdala in the rooms around two ritual immersion pools

suggests that food consumption or preparation may have included a washing ritual.!!

150 Richardson, “Building Jewish,” 330.
151 Zapata-Meza, “Domestic and Mercantile Areas,” 107—-108.
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2.1.5.2 Agricultural Contexts

Adler notes that many ritual immersion baths have been located in the vicinity of
agricultural installations, typically wine and oil presses.!>? Leviticus 11:34 suggests that
liquids are an issue for impurity, so careful attention may have been paid to proper
purification procedures around consumable liquid production. Adler suggests that the notion
of the tevul yom could account for these baths, which would allow the workers to limit their
own likely impure status, and not pass on impurity to the wine and oil they produced.'>* This
would signal to any buyers that the press operated in such a way as to produce pure oil and
would likely have had a certain market cachet.!>* Josephus reports that certain Jews opted to
use their own oil, distinct from foreign oil (GAAo@OA® éhaiw, Ant. 12.119-120). Josephus
further accuses John of Gischala of using the Jew’s preference for pure oil (ELatov ®
ypicovtat kaBapov) over Greek oil (EAMVIK®, Life 74-76, cf. War 2.591-592 although with
minor differences). It should also be noted that the production of wine and olive oil was a
seasonable enterprise. Grapes would be harvested between Elul and Kislev, while olives were

collected from Kislev to Adar. The processing would be done over Nissan and Iyar.!>* Oil

152 Galilean sites include el Ma’aser (1), Gamla (1), Horvat Usha (1), Huqoq (1), Karm er-Ras (2), Kefar ‘Othnai
(1), Khirbet Qana (2), and Sheikh Nashi (1). On the presses known from Galilee, also including the presses of
Yodefat (2), see Mordechai Aviam, “Viticulture and Olive Growing in Ancient Upper Galilee,” in Jews, Pagans,
170-180, although the presses noted are not all from the Hellenistic or Early Roman period. This catalogue
further shows that not all such presses had ritual immersion baths in their vicinity, or that the evidence for this
notion has not yet been excavated. Further presses are reported in Etan Ayalon, Rafael Frankel and Amos
Kloner, eds., Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Periods, BARIS 1972
(Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009). For Galilean and Golan presses, see pages 19-51, 65-81, 85-98, 105-117.

153 Adler, “Ritual Baths adjacent to Agricultural,” 67-69. Oil could be used for lamps, ointments and
consumption, see Sandra Fortner and Andrea Rottloff, “Fisch, Flachs und Ol. Schraubengewinde
Wirtschaftliches Leben und Handel rund um den See Gennesaret in hellenistisch-romischer Zeit,” in Leben am
See Gennesaret: Kulturgeschichtliche Entdeckungen in einer Biblischen Region, eds. Gabriele Faflbeck et al.,
ZBA (Main: von Zabern, 2003), 130-137, 133—135; Martin Goodman, “Kosher Olive Oil in Antiquity,” in
Judaism in the Roman World, 187-203.

154 Marianne Sawicki, “Spatial Management of Gender and Labor in Greco-Roman Galilee,” in Edwards and
McCollough, Archaeology and the Galilee, 7-28, 15; Zissu and Amit, “Classification of the Second Temple,”
254,

155 Ze’ev Safrai, The Economy of Roman Palestine (London: Routledge, 1994), 366, although drawing from later
sources, the seasons when such fruits could be harvested would not have changed.
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production in particular indicates a level of regional stability. Aviam has also suggested that
oil presses were perhaps royal investments from the Hasmoneans or other powers.!*® Olive
trees take many years to grow to maturity so can be a significant investment in time and
resources.'>’” A handful of oil and wine presses in the northern territory have associated
presses, although not all known press installations have pools nearby. This may indicate that
only some producers of oil and wine were known for their observance of purification rituals,
and that their products had a certain value attached to them. Exactly how these purification

rituals affected the final product is unclear.

156 Aviam, “People, Land, Economy,” 15. See also Jiirgen Zangenberg, “Archaeological News from the Galilee:
Tiberias, Magdala and Rural Galilee,” Early Christianity 1.3 (2010): 476, who suggests that some civic
structures in Magdala were also perhaps paid through Hasmonean investments.

157 Mordechai Aviam, “The Beginning of Mass Production of Olive Oil in the Galilee,” in Jews, Pagans, 51-58,
56; Root, First Century Galilee, 121-122.
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2.1.5.3 Bathing Complexes
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Figure 3 — Magdala Bathhouse Plan, from De Luca and Lena, “Mosaic of the Thermal Bath,” 2

The Magdala bathhouse contains a number of installations (C3, D1, D3, E11, E12, E19,
E22 and E2/E7) which are typologically similar to Jewish ritual immersion baths.!*® However,
if they were not associated with a Jewish settlement, then their assumed function would

simply be bathing for leisure or cleanliness. Indeed, most of these pools are interpreted as

158 De Luca and Lena suggest that the complex may have been initially a Greek style gymnasion as it has a Late
Hellenistic layout (as far as can be determined from the initial facilities) with cold-water facilities and a palestra;
De Luca and Lena, “Mosaic of the Thermal Bath,” 5. Greek and Roman bath usage differed, with Greek style
baths being focussed more on sport and education, while Roman baths were primarily for leisure and recreation;
Garrett G. Fagan, Bathing in Public in the Roman World (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2002), 76.
Hoss notes that the bathhouse did not have an important social role in Palestine, as this most business
transactions were performed in the marketplace or other public spaces. Hoss further argues that the bathhouse
did not have an important social role in Palestine, as most business transactions were performed in the
marketplace or other public spaces. This would indicate that the Palestinian public bathhouses followed Greek
patterns of usage; Stefanie Hoss, “From Rejection to Incorporation: The Roman Bathing Culture in Palestine,” in
Spa: Sanitas per Aquam, Tagungsband des Internationalen Frontinus-Symposiums zur Technik- und
Kulturgeschichte der antiken Thermen. Aachen, 18.-22. Mdrz 2009, eds. Ralf Kreiner and Wolfram Letzner
(Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 259-264, 263.
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nothing more than conventional bathing pools. Stefano De Luca and Anna Lena grant that
only a single pool (E2/E7) functioned as a ritual immersion pool; its placement close to an
entrance suggests that it was used either upon entering or exiting the complex and transition
into or out of the bathhouse may have required a ritual washing.!> However, none of the
pools has a clear connection with any cultic artefacts or structures. I suggest that each pool
potentially had a multiplicity of uses, both for ritual and non-ritual purposes. I do not see why
there should be a strict division between these types of spaces, only that their use as ritual
immersion pools may have distinguished them from other pools for certain users.'*® As the
bathhouse was constructed adjacent to the large public square, presumably the entrance to the
town from the port, the complex could have been intended as a resort for travelling merchants
and visitors from cities in the Decapolis or beyond.'®! However, it appears likely that
Magdala’s residents also frequented the bathhouse as similarly designed bathing facilities

have been found in domestic structures in the town.

Figure 4 — Plan of Gamla Bathhouse, from Berlin, Gamla, 136

159 De Luca and Lena, “Mosaic of the Thermal Bath,” 4-5.

160 Inge Nielsen, Thermae et Balnea: The Architecture and Cultural History of Roman Public Baths. Vol I — Text
(Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 1990), 104, notes that at least in the context of ritual immersion pools found
in bathhouses, that the pools could certainly serve multiple purposes.

161 Similar bathhouses have been found in Zaragoza (Spain), Cattigara (India) and Baelo Claudia (Spain) which
provided facilities for travellers, see Santiago Guijarro, “Magdala and Trade,” in Bauckham, Magdala of Galilee,
161-183, 165 n.14.
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Figure 5 — Photo of Gamla Bathhouse

The second ritual immersion pool associated with other bathing facilities is in Gamla,
found alongside a bathtub.'®? These facilities are located in a room accessible from a public
street (Area B, Unit B6).!9 This pool may have been associated with conventional bathing,
but also could have been used for ritual bathing. The configuration is reminiscent of some of
the bathing suites of the Upper City houses in Jerusalem where ritual immersion pools have
been found close to bathtubs. Both were constructed during the Hasmonean period, i.e.,

before the first third of the 1 century BCE.

2.1.54 Military/Emergency Contexts
Some ritual immersion pools are found in contexts which would have been used for
military purposes or during times of emergency. These include the fortress at Qeren Naftali,
and the refuge caves at Akhbara, Arbel, Evlayim/‘Ibellin, and Kul’at Ibn Man. Purity was an
important matter during warfare in some ancient Jewish texts.'®* The pools located inside

refuge caves are interesting insofar as they clearly required much effort to construct for what

162 David Amit, “The Migva’ot,” in Syon and Yavor, Gamla II, 193-196, 193 suggests that this pool is a
domestic pool. See also Goren, “Architecture and Stratigraphy,” 132139, for development of the complex,
bathtub dimensions and associated finds.

163 Andrea M. Berlin, Gamla I: The Pottery of the Second Temple Period, IAA Reports 29 (Jerusalem: IAA,
2006), 80.

164 See a full discussion in Scales, “Preparing for Military Action.”
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would have been inessential water usage.'®> Clearly those who constructed such pools
considered bathing to be important enough to warrant the effort, if indeed these pools were
not simply accessible cisterns. The existence of these pools may indicate the need for purity
and facilities which could enable the user to achieve this status was important in a moment
where bodies were threatened — so important that purity would need to be maintained even in

(hopefully) short term and exceptional periods.

2.1.5.5 Communal Structures

I will return to discuss the communal structure at Gamla in more detail below [4.3.1],
yet it is worth briefly discussing the role of ritual immersion pools close to communal
structures. There are some textual references to pools in these contexts: water facilities are
noted in the Theodotus inscription (CIIP 9) which describes the facilities of a Jewish
communal structure [see 5.2.2]. Anders Runesson, Donald Binder and Birger Olsson suggest
that the inscription “likely refers to ritual baths that pilgrims could use for purification
rites.”1%® Additionally, an Egyptian papyrus document records that a “Jewish/Judean prayer-
house” (Tovdaiwv mpocevyig) was supplied with water, and for that matter, probably charged
for a more substantial quantity of water than nearby baths, fountains and a brewery (CP.J
11.432 [see 5.3.5]).'%” Scholars have Immersion pools are located beside a few other Jewish
communal structures, although the number of such structures known from the 1% century CE

are quite limited.'®® For instance, the most well-known pool associated with a “synagogue” is

165 That said, Sanders, Jewish Law, 217, points out that one could have bathed even if the pools were only
partially full.

166 Anders Runesson, Donald D. Binder and Birger Olsson, The Ancient Synagogue from Its Origins to 200 C.E.:
A Source Book, AJEC/AGJU 72 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 54.

167 Nathalie LaCoste, Waters of the Exodus: Jewish Experiences with Water in Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt,
JSJSup 190 (Leiden: Brill, 2018), 55-57.

168 For instance, the structures of Herodium and Delos. For Herodium, see Lidia D. Matassa, Invention of the
First-Century Synagogue, eds. Jason M. Silverman and J. Murray Watson, ANEM 22 (Atlanta: SBL Press,
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located outside of a structure in Gamla. Reich has argued that during the Second Temple
period, “migva’ot” were frequently paired with “synagogues.”'® Building on this argument,
Stephen Catto suggests that “we can make a clear connection between ritual washing and the
extant archaeological sites of synagogue buildings that we have available.”!”* This kind of
statement overstates any such connection. Even if most of the structures argued for by both
Reich and Catto can be identified as “synagogues,” most of them lack a clear connection with
any immersion pools.!”! Furthermore, this phenomenon is only known from Palestine and is
not known from Early Roman period structures outside of the region.!”> A second type of
communal structure with attached pools is the public bath. Two potential structures are known
to have existed in the Second Temple period from Galilee. A clearly identified complex is
located in Magdala [see 4.4.1]. These pools in this structure may have had multiple functions,

but theoretically could have been used for ritual immersions.!”® Elsewhere, a ritual immersion

2018), 166, 170—173, shows how the proposed “synagogue” at Herodium was identified as such in part thanks to
two water installations close by. This can be seen in Hanswulf Bloedhorn and Gil Hiittenmeister, “The
Synagogue,” CHJ 3:267-297, 272; Carsten Claulen, “Synagogen Paléstinas in neutestamentlicher Zeit,” in
Alkier and Zangenberg, Zeichen aus Text und Stein, 351-380, 364. ClauBen also notes that ritual immersion
pools have been found close to proposed “synagogues” in Masada, H. Etri and Kh. Umm el-Umdan, ibid., 378.
The closest pool itself is arranged in three parts and quite shallow, “barely deep enough to reach the knees of an
adult,” (173) and the second pool was not constructed until the Bar-Kokhba Revolt. The combination of these
pools has led to the accepted conclusion that the triclinium of Herodium was converted into a “synagogue.”
However, the identification of both the nature of the room itself and the use of the pools is unclear, yet their
proposed use compounds the specific assumption about the nature other. Second Temple period “synagogues”
will be discussed in chapters 4 and 5. For Delos, see Susan Haber, “Common Judaism, Common Synagogue?
Purity, Holiness, and Sacred Space at the Turn of the Common Era,” in McCready and Reinhartz, Common
Judaism, 63-77, 71; Matassa, Invention, 64.

169 Ronny Reich, “The Synagogue and the Migweh in Eretz-Israel in the Second-Temple, Mishnaic, and
Talmudic Periods,” in Urman and Flesher, Ancient Synagogues, 289297, citing the examples of Gamla,
Masada, Herodium and Jerusalem (Theodotus inscription).

170 Catto’s discussion mostly draws from disputed evidence from Delos and pools at Qumran; Stephen K. Catto,
Reconstructing the First-Century Synagogue: A Critical Analysis of Current Research, LNTS 363 (London:
T&T Clark, 2007), 115.

171 Against the identification of these structures as “synagogues” see Matassa, Invention.

172 Inge Nielsen, Housing the Chosen: The Architectural Context of Mystery Groups and Religious Associations
in the Ancient World, CS 2 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2014), 170 n.247. Second Temple period communal structures
have frequently been proposed as “synagogues” on the basis of near-by ritual immersion pools.

173 Ronny Reich, “The Hot Bath-House (balneum), the Migweh and the Jewish Community in the Second
Temple Period,” JJS 39.1 (1988): 102—107, allows for the use of bathhouse frigidaria as migva’ot. While some
of his writing seems to maintain an exclusive boundary between Roman and Jewish bathing facilities, he does
permit that facilities may have had a multiplicity of uses.
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pool and a bathtub were discovered in a room in Gamla, which may once have functioned as a
small bathing complex [see 2.1.5.3]. What may be said, is that for at least some communal
structures, the thought was made to include facilities wherein one could ritually immerse
before or after activities associated with those structures. In some settlements, public life may
have been marked by ritual immersion. It is also noteworthy, perhaps because only larger
settlements had public structures, that “public” immersion pools are found in larger
settlements. It might also be presumed that in these sites, class differences were more readily
apparent, and the ability to publicly display purification practices would have been important

for one’s social standing.

2.1.5.6 Poorly Preserved Contexts
Many ritual immersion baths have been found in unclear contexts, or at least reported
without accompanying details of their surroundings.!”* Little can be said about the use of
these installations, but they add to the notion that Galileans were at least partially invested in

ritual purification.

2.1.5.7 Summary
In many of these settings, we may locate potential conditions which would result in
ritual concerns [see 3.4]. These rituals themselves mark boundaries between pure and impure,

and these rituals also take place in bounded spaces.!”® The pools are located exclusively in

174 Pools are reported from ‘En Tut (1), Gush Halav (1), Horvat Kamon (1), Hugoq (2/3), Kefar Shikhin (3),
Khirbet Qana (1), Khirbet Shema’ (2), Nazareth (1), Suwa’id Humeria (1), Tel Rekhesh (1, although unclear
how exactly the installation functioned) and Yafi’a (1), without context.

175 Kathryn M. Lopez, “Standing before the Throne of God: Critical Spatiality in Apocalyptic Scenes of
Judgment,” in Constructions of Space II: The Biblical City and Other Imagined Spaces, eds. Claudia V. Camp
and Jon L. Berquist, LHBOTS 490 (New York: T&T Clark, 2008), 139-155, 145.
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places which also attest to some notion of Jewish control and identity. Most of the clearly
identified pools have been found in Second Temple period Galilean sites where Hasmonean
coins were also found.!”® While the context of many of these immersion pools cannot
determine whether the pools were used exclusively for ritual purposes, there is a clear
difference in regular bathing and ritual bathing. As Mira Balberg points out, “immersion in a
miqveh and taking a bath may seem like comparable activities, the latter is not a ritual because
each individual decides when, where, and how to do it, whereas the former is a ritual because
the time, place, and manner of the activity are determined by an external authority.”!”’

The available contexts of many of these pools suggests that bathing practices and
reasons for purificatory purposes were quite varied. This suggests that while (im)purity
conceptions were part of Galilean life and identity; these conceptions were broad and likely
not observed universally. Ritual immersion pools offer an insight into a ritual practice which
was brought into the household and public structures during the 1% century BCE. Spaces
devoted to ritual cleansing indicate that purity was an important matter for some Galileans, so
much so that they made efforts to facilitate regular and convenient immersion. Furthermore,
the relative prevalence of domestic pools as opposed to pools associated with other clear
contexts suggests that Galilean bodily space as expressed through such artefacts was a
household matter. This indicates that households choose to create these spaces for themselves.
Ritual immersion pools were not for the most part a feature of local elites’ exertion over

communal space, but where these pools can be connected with Jewish practice, personal

expressions of bodily space orientated around conceptions of purity.

176 Exceptions include En Rani, Evlayim, H. Kamon, H. Kur, H. Usha, Huqog, ‘Isfiya, Parod, Sasa, Sheikh
Nashi, Suwa’id Humeira, and Tel Rekhesh. The pools from these sites are usually dated after 135 CE or the
excavations have been so limited that there have been virtually no coin finds. The lack of Hasmonean coins at
these sites may also point to a dated construction after 70 CE.

177 Balberg, “Ritual Studies,” 85.
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2.2 Stone Vessels

2.2.1 Origins and Development

The second type of artefact which relates to (im)purity is the stone vessel. These are
typically made out of chalk or limestone and begin to appear in the Palestinian archaeological
record during the 1% century BCE.!”® Their appearance coincides with Herod the Great’s well-
known building efforts across his kingdom. This has led scholars to connect the two events.
Stuart Miller argues that is it “likely that stone vessel usage was a spin-off of the increased
use of stone during the Herodian period for construction purposes.”!” Alternatively Jensen
argues that this cannot account for the prevalence of stone vessels which are often found far
away from sites with extensive limestone building projects. The earliest forms of these vessels
were likely the sometimes crude “mug” forms, later developments in stone working
techniques, such as lathe-turning, might indicate that the stone vessel industry benefitted from
widespread construction during the Herodian period using such stone working methods.
Regardless of the precise impetus for the beginning of mass production, the earliest of these

types of stone vessels began to be made at the end of the 1% century BCE.

178 For an overview, see Roland Deines, “Stone Vessels,” ESTJ 2, 757-760.

179 Miller, Intersection of Texts, 174. Deines notes that this was prompted by the building works of Augustus,
under whom many works were undertaken in stone and marble. This helped develop stone working techniques
and tools such as the lathe; Roland Deines, Jiidische Steingefifie und pharisdische Frommigkeit: Ein
archdologisch-historischer Beitrag zum Verstdndnis von Joh 2,6 und der jiidischen Reinheitschalache zur Zeit
Jesu, WUNT I1/52 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1993), 43.
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Some of the known forms of stone vessels appear to replace Eastern Terra Sigillata
(ESA) ware in terms of their general appearance and likely their usage.'®® These vessels
indicated that local materials were sought out to create vessels for dining purposes, among
other possibilities, and that in some households, they replaced forms which had been in use in
prior generations. This marks a change in domestic tableware, which once relied in part on
imports from outside the region, but now could be constituted of locally sourced ware. These
vessels would have been in use for quite a while. A given vessel is thought to have had a life

span of around a decade, and not lasting beyond 20 years. '8!

2.2.2 Vessel Forms and Purposes'’

Scholars have identified various subgroups within each of the below groups. I have
presented only general forms as many stone vessels from Galilee are incomplete and only

suggestive of their original form or are not reported in great detail.'®* Some types of vessels,

180 This is the case especially with Eastern Sigillata A (ESA) ware, see Berlin, Gamla I, 151; Morten Herning
Jensen, “Purity and Politics in Herod Antipas’s Galilee: The Case for Religious Motivation,” JSHJ 11.1 (2013):
15.

181 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 308. Jodi Magness notes that while stone vessels may have been more expensive, their
durability may have made them a good investment as an alternative to ceramics; Magness, Stone and Dung, 74.
132 Descriptions of how these vessels were carved can be found in David Amit, Jon Seligman and Irina
Zilberbod, “Stone Vessel Production Caves on the Eastern Slope of Mount Scopus, Jerusalem,” in New
Approaches to Old Stones: Recent Studies of Ground Stone Artifacts, eds. Yorke M. Rowan and Jennie R.
Ebeling (London: Equinox, 2008), 320-342, 325-331. Also, at length, Yitzhak Magen, The Stone Vessel
Industry in the Second Temple Period: Excavations at Hizma and the Jerusalem Temple Mount, ed. Levana
Tsfania, JSPub 1 (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2002), 116—-131.

133 For breakdowns of various stone vessel forms see Jane M. Cahill, “Chalk Vessel Assemblages of the
Persian/Hellenistic and Early Roman Periods,” in Excavations at the City of David 1978—1985 Directed by Yigal
Shiloh. Volume III: Stratigraphical, Environmental, and Other Reports, eds. Alon De Groot and Donald T. Ariel;
Qedem 33 (Jerusalem: Institute of Archaeology, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1992), 190-274, 200-218;
Deines, Jiidische Steingefdfie, 49—60; Shimon Gibson, “Stone Vessels of the Early Roman Period from
Jerusalem and Palestine: A Reassessment,” in One Land — Many Cultures: Archaeological Studies in Honour of
S. Loffreda, eds. G. C. Bottini, L. Di Segni and L. D. Chrupcala, SBFCMa 41 (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing
Press, 2003), 287-308, 292-294; Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 22-51, 65-115.
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such as cooking pots, casseroles, jugs, jars and lamps all would have some benefits if they

were made of stone, yet these forms are rare or non-existent.!3*

Mugs

Figure 6 — Photo of Stone Mugs

Mugs are the most commonly found identifiable stone vessel form. They have been
reported from 17 sites.'® At least three sub-types have been identified. The first two sub-
types were completely hand-carved, with the second having some exterior decoration (a form
of this decoration can be seen above, figure 6). The third sub-type was turned on a lathe to

remove the interior of the vessel.'®® The mugs have handles and often feature a spout

184 Zangenberg, “Pure Stone,” 553. Zangenberg does note that some shapes, such as closed vessels would be
difficult to produce, which may account for the lack of objects such as jars and jugs (550). Furthermore, I would
be curious to know whether stone vessels could be made in such a way that would function as well as ceramic
vessels when intended to cook food.

185 Sites include Bethlehem ha-Galil, Capernaum, Er-Reina, Gamla, H. ‘Ofrat, Huqoq, Kafr Kanna, Karm er-Ras,
Kefar Hananya, Kh. Wadi Hamam, Magdala, Migdal Ha-‘emeq, Nabratein, Nazareth, Sepphoris, Tel Rekhesh,
and Yodefat. Additionally, “cups” have been recorded from Gush Halav, Suwa’id Humeira, and Yafi’a.

186 Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 40. Mugs of the third type have been found at Er-Reina and Bethlehem ha-
Galil.
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orientated 90 degrees from the placement of the handles. Mug form stone vessels hold small
quantities of liquids. They have often been called “measuring cups,” which alludes to their
supposed function. The use of this terminology has declined in scholarly literature due to the
fact that these vessels have no standard volumetric measurements.'8” Alternatively, they have
sometimes been identified as ancient forms of natla cups, especially the spouted versions of
these vessels. Such an arrangement allows for easy pouring, although the single spouted
versions would only work effectively pouring from one hand onto the other. In some cases,
such vessels have two handles, which would make pouring from either side easier.'® This
addition may indicate such a usage for these vessels. Stuart Miller considers this interpretation
to be an anachronism, which connects hand-washing rituals to a specific vessel form.!'*’
Aviam has otherwise suggests that these mugs, as they are shaped differently from ceramic

ware, may have had a ritual use. He suggests that the spouted variety may have been used to

fill oil lamps.'*

187 Deines, Jiidische Steingefife, 51 provides a range of volumes between 0.07 and 0.6 litres. See also Magen,
Stone Vessel Industry, 99, with arguments against A. Ben-David; Jonathan L. Reed, “Stone Vessels and Gospel
Texts. Purity and Socio-Economics in John 2,” in Alkier and Zangenberg, Zeichen aus Text und Stein, 381401,
389. Similar comments made in Ronny Reich, David Amit and Rachel Bar-Nathan, “Volume-Measuring
Devices from the Late Second Temple Period,” in Studies in Memory of Dan Barag, eds. Robert Deutsch and
Boaz Zissu, INJ 18 (Jerusalem: INJ, 2014), 5968, 59, based upon analysis of mugs found at Masada. Kazen
notes that even if this is the case, they still could theoretically be connected to handwashing; Thomas Kazen,
Issues of Impurity in Early Judaism, ConBNT 45 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2010), 162.

188 Deines, Jiidische Steingefife, 51; Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 40.

139 Miller, Intersection of Texts, 176.

190 Aviam, “People, Land, Economy,” 33.
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2222 Large Kraters

Figure 7 — Photo of Stone Kraters

Large krater forms are often well made and are of considerable volume.!*! They are
thought to have been status symbols and indicators of a wealthy household as the process by
which they were crafted was quite complex. Their rarity might be due to their difficult
manufacturing process, and would likely have made them quite an expensive item.'”> While
some scholars have compared the large krater form to Greek calyx vessels, there are sufficient
typological differences for the former to have been greatly influenced by the latter.!®® They
have been reported from 8 sites; notably not all of these sites appear to have been urbanised,
although krater fragments have been found in all of the four large, 1* century CE, Galilean

sites — Gamla, Magdala, Sepphoris and Tiberias.!**

191 Deines, Jiidische Steingefiife, 53-55.

192 Miller, Intersection of Texts, 181.

193 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 314. Mark A. Chancey, “Stone Vessels,” in EDEJ, 12561257, 1256, notes that the
krater has been compared to the labrum (Greco-Roman washbasin).

194 Sites include Capernaum, Gamla, Kh. Qana, Kh. Wadi Hamam, Magdala, Nazareth, Sepphoris, and Tiberias
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2.2.2.3 Bowls and Trays
These vessels are typically large tableware forms. They were sometimes made by hand
and sometimes using the lathe.!*> Although often reports include only the general type “bowl”
and often do not indicate whether these bowls were small or large, bowls have been reported
from as many as 13 sites.!*® Shallow or small bowl forms have been compared with terra

sigillata wares.'’

2224 Miscellaneous Stone Objects Related to Stone Vessel Forms

This category includes artefacts such as stone lids and stoppers. Stoppers have been
recovered from 5 sites, while lids are known from 4.'°® Other rare forms known from sites in
Galilee include loom weights (presumably made from the same chalkstone as the other
vessels), stone toys, and lamps. Stone tables have also been found in the Upper City
excavations in Jerusalem, although as far as I am aware, none have been reported from
Galilee. Stuart Miller suggests that these small artefacts may have been cheaper and by
covering an open vessel, kept the contents from becoming impure.!” Many of the lids
supposedly do not fit known stone vessel forms which may suggest that they were intended to
cover ceramic vessels.”’ Another form of reported vessel is an inkwell; a fragment of one has

been found in Gamla.?°! Reich suggests that stone scale weights may also be an example of

195 Deines, Jiidische Steingefiifie, 57-58; Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 20, 22, 40, 46.

19 Sites include Capernaum, ‘En-Tut, Er-Reina, Gamla, H. ‘Ofrat, Huqoq, Karm er-Ras, Kh. Shema’, Magdala,
Nabratein, Sepphoris, Yafi’a and Yodefat.

197 Chancey, “Stone Vessels,” 1256.

198 Stoppers have been reported from Er-Reina, Gamla, H. ‘Oftrat, Nabratein, and Sepphoris, while lids are
known from Er-Reina, Gamla, Karm er-Ras and Yafi’a.

199 Miller, Intersection of Texts, 176.

200 Reed, “Stone Vessels and Gospel Texts,” 389, commenting on vessels known from Galilee.

201 Shimon Gibson, “Soft Limestone Vessels,” in Gamla III: The Shmarya Gutmann Excavations, 1976—1989 —
Finds and Studies Part 2, ed. Danny Syon, IAA Reports 59 (Jerusalem: IAA, 2016), 49-81, 75-76.
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purity concerns (one such limestone weight has been recovered from Gamla).?> However, 1
am unclear how stone weights would aid in avoiding purity. Perhaps their use in weighting
out meat would have allayed some purity fears, although there is no evidence to indicate that

this was the case.

223 Prevalence

Due to limestone nature as a soft and workable material, limestone vessels often
weather away.’”> An example of this can be seen from the report of finds at et-Tell. Among
the fragments listed, there are very few diagnostic remarks made about the original form of
many of the fragments. The images in the report show the extent to which these fragments
have become deformed.?** As such, reports of a handful of stone vessels at a given site may
be an indicator that there were many used, or excavators may have been fortunate and
discovered most of the few that ever were present. We can make more definitive statements
about the nature of sites which have yielded a large number of vessels. Sites with fewer stone
vessel finds, such as et-Tell where only 22 fragments had been reported in over 15 years of
excavations, permit fewer clear conclusions about the table-culture of the settlement. While it
is often remarked that stone vessels are not found in any great quantities in sites outside of
Judea or Galilee, it should also be acknowledged that many sites within Galilee also do not

yield great quantities of stone vessels.?” The hard and fast borders between “Jewish and non-

202 Ronny Reich, “The Distribution of Stone Scale Weights from the Early Roman Period and Its Possible
Meaning,” IEJ 59.2 (2009): 178. Reich suggests that this was a preference in Jerusalem, while such weights are
rare in other places. The weight recovered from Gamla may have been taken there as a souvenir.

203 Deines, Jiidische Steingefife, 161.

204 Heinz-Wolfgang Kuhn, “Revised List of Limestone Vessels Found on Et-Tell (Bethsaida) from 1987-2012,”
in Bethsaida in Archaeology, History and Ancient Culture: A Festschrift in Honor of John T. Greene, ed. J.
Harold Ellens (Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2014), 134-151.

205 Magness, Stone and Dung, 70.
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Jewish” settlement are much more permeable than would initially appear from a distribution

map.

224 Locations where Stone Vessels Have Been Found in Galilee?

Due to the often rather vague reporting, it is difficult to determine the range of stone
vessel types found across Galilee. The presence of a stone vessel of vessels in a given site is
often noted, often without any details about the quantity or the types found. In some cases,
this may be due to the deformed nature of the fragments, which limits the identification of
both forms and the number of vessels. The below table is rather incomplete. Sites have been
recorded where others have noted of the presence of stone vessels at that site, and where
details could be found, they have been included. Where a site is reported, but no minimum
quantity has been recorded, or the forms found reported, one should assume only a minimum
amount of these vessels. The following table includes eighty sites, of which thirty have an

indication of the number of vessels, and only nine have yielded more than ten fragments.

206 T have not included Meiron in my table, following Deines’ dating of the single find of a mug handle in a 3™ or
4™ century CE context which falls outside of my period of interest. See Deines, Jiidische Steingefife, 152.



2.2 - Stone Vessels 130

WS Einglina

Gushifalay iy

L
Kh#Yirda

HSRom#
Kh.Shema
Q1

H. :Oved

A KCtarHananya | e

y Chorazin
1 Kamon. = Hazon

ey e
FI8EEZ qoq Eipernaum
‘ Kanaf
oLk i ) i Najmiah/Deir HANA T A Ras e e
e N KATelEVabrasgd® e fQanati
Nctota

.

Yodefat/Jotapata

AT o KARWadiIHamame "Magdala/Tarichaca

NebifShizeib A0l

th Tiberias

BLIchemiha‘Galil
1]t

Nazarcth
A .

Mikdal HaZem Eqe ST

Afula®
~

g KctareOthnai

Figure 8 — Stone Vessel Finds in Galilee

Table 3 — Locations of Stone Vessel Finds in Galilee

Site Name Context Minimum Types Found
Quantity
reported
(fragments)
Afula?®’ No details No details
‘Akbara (West)*® | No details 1 No details
Arbel?” No details 2 No details
‘Ateret (Vadum No details No details
Tacob)?!°
Beth Ma’on?!! No details No details

207 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 369.

208 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

209 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

210 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

21 Chancey, “Archaeology, Ethnicity,” 209 n.19.
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Bethlehem ha- Stone vessel workshop 2 Mug, cores
Galil*!?
Bethsaida (et- Areas A and C, from end | 22 Many unclear fragments,
Tell)?!? of 1* century BCE 4 show signs of lathe-
turning, 9 of hand-
carving, the rest unclear
Capernaum’'* Found in domestic areas | 277 Reported as mostly
(Areas 1-7, 9, 11-12), mugs, < 2% of
100 BCE-70 CE, stone assemblage kraters.*!
vessel workshop?!"® Cores also reported?!’
and bowls*!®
Dabiya®! No details No details
Eilut?? No details No details
Ein Najmiah/Deir | No details 1 No details
Hanna?®?!
‘Einot Amitai®*? Stone vessel workshop No details
‘Elabbon?? No details No details
el-Khirbeh??* No details No details
el-‘Uweinish?? No details No details
‘En Tut??¢ ER, also found with Bowls
some coins of Jannaeus,
Archelaus and Herod,
and Herodian lamps
Er-Reina (En Stone vessel workshop, 640 Around 600 cores from
Rani)*?’ Hellenistic/ER, also vessel manufacture; mug

212 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 335; Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 167.

213 Heinz-Wolfgang Kuhn, “Betsaida und et-Tell in friithromischer Zeit. Historische, archdologische und
philologische Probleme einer als Wirkungsstétte Jesu angenommenen Ortslage — Teil I1,” ZNW 101.2 (2010):
184-185; idem., “Limestone Vessels,” 134—151.

214 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333. Some details in Deines, Jiidische Steingefiifie, 148—151.

215 Andrea M. Berlin, “Jewish Life before the Revolt: The Archaeological Evidence,” JSJ 36.4 (2005): 430.

216 Reed, “Stone Vessels and Gospel Texts,” 395.

217 Gibson, “Stone Vessels,” 291.

218 Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 167.

219 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 368.

220 Aviam, “Distribution Maps,” 119; Bonnie, Being Jewish, 335.

221 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

222 Yuval Gadot and Yonatan Adler, “A Quantitative Analysis of Jewish Chalk Vessel Frequencies in Early
Roman Jerusalem: A View from the City’s Garbage Dump,” IEJ 66.2 (2016): 209.

223 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

224 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

225 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 369.

226 Finkielsztejn and Gorzalczany, ““En Tut.”

227 Amit and Adler, “Observance of Ritual Purity,” 141; Abdalla Mokary, “Er-Reina: Final Report,” HA-ESI 124
(2012): http://www.hadashot-esi.org.il/report _detail eng.aspx?id=2061&mag_id=119; Gilad Bezal’el Jaffe, “Er-
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some materials swept handle and side, bowl
into a stream fragment and bowl lid,
cores of various sizes,
stoppers and loom
weights (around 40
broken vessels)
Evlayim/‘Ibellin®*® | No details No details
Gamla®® Domestic and public 487 Inkwell, mugs (48.03%),
contexts, by Area: R bowls (lathe and hand-
(280), S (126), T (14), M carved, 27.72%), goblets
(12), G (10), A (9), H (2.67%), kraters, cores
(8), and K (2). All 1% and unfinished bowls,
century BCE-70 CE. lids, stoppers, platters,
Stone vessel workshop?*° loom weights, possible
toy
Gush Halav**! No details 2 Cup
Hammath No details No details
Tiberias®*
Hazon?*? No details No details
H. Be’er Sheva’®* | No details No details
H. Beza™?¥ No details No details
H. Binit*** No details No details
H. Gana®*’ No details No details
H. Kamon?* No details No details
H. Mi’ar*¥ No details No details
H. Naser A Din?** | No details No details

Reina: Final Report,” HA-ESI 124 (2012): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=2153&mag_id=119.
228 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

229 Berlin, Gamla I, 19; Gibson, “Soft Limestone Vessels,” 49-81; idem., “Stone Vessels,” 291, 293, 304-305;
Danny Syon and Zvi Yavor, with Nimrod Getzov, “Gamla 1997-2000,” Atigot 50 (2005): 43, 51, 58.

230 Berlin, “Jewish Life,” 430.
231 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

232 Chancey, “Archaeology, Ethnicity,” 209 n.19. At least some of these fragments are from after 135 CE; Miller,

Intersection of Texts, 26.

233 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.
234 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.
235 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.
236 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.
237 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.
238 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

239 Aviam, “Distribution Maps,” 119.
240 Aviam, “Distribution Maps,” 119.
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H. ‘Ofrat**! Agricultural installations Possible mug, two
and building (Area A), stoppers and a
ER period bowl/basin
H. ‘Oved** No details No details
H. Ravid** No details No details
H. Rom** No details No details
Hugoq** Other pottery fragments Two mugs, lathe-turned
of 1% century CE, but cup and bowl
could be as late as 4™
century CE
‘Tyei Me’arot?* No details No details
Jalame**’ No details No details
Kafr Kanna?*® Domestic structure, 19— | 1 Mug handle
3 century CE
Kanaf?* No details No details
Karm er-Ras>° ER domestic building, Mugs, lids, small bowls,
along with basalt large basins
grinding stones,
suggesting food
production context
Kefar Hananya®>! | Pottery workshop 1 Mug handle
Kefar ‘Othnai®*? No details No details
Kh. Bine West?>> No details No details
Kh. ed-Dureijat*** | Survey find 1 No details
Kh. ‘Ein Tina®*® Survey finds 2 No details

241 Yardenna Alexandre, “Horbat ‘Ofrat in the Late Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Periods,” Atigot 92
(2018): 59.

242 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

243 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 368; Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

244 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

245 Grey and Spigel, “Huqoq,” 371.

246 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

247 Chancey, “Archaeology, Ethnicity,” 209 n.19. At least some of these fragments are from after 135 CE; Amit
and Adler, “Observance of Ritual Purity,” 139; Miller, Intersection of Texts, 26.

248 Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 160.

249 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 368.

250 Alexandre, “Karm er-Ras near Kafr Kanna,” 150; Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

23! Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333; Deines, Jiidische Steingefiifie, 152.

252 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 370.

233 Chancey, “Archaeology, Ethnicity,” 209 n.19. For map references see H. Binit above.

254 Shaked and Avshalom-Gorni, “Jewish Settlement,” 30.

255 Shaked and Avshalom-Gorni, “Jewish Settlement,” 30.
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Kh. el-Mabra®*¢ No details No details

Kh. Jalabine®’ Survey find 1 No details

Kh. Lubiya®*® No details No details

Kh. Magbarat Survey finds 10 No details

Banat Yaqub®”’

Kh. Qana?®° 1-100 CE 3 Kraters

Kh. Qeshet*®! No details No details

Kh. Shema’?%? No details 1 Bowl rim

Kh. Wadi Hamam | 18-2"! century CE 3 A krater; mugs

(H. Veradim)*®?

Kh. Yarda®®* No details No details

Kh. Zeitun er- No details No details

Rama?®®

Magdala?® Areas A, B and E 2 Mugs, bowls, cups and
(TAA/UAMS), 25 BCE- kraters
100 CE

Maghar?¢’ No details No details

Meroth?®8 No details No details

Migdal Ha- No details 2 Mug

‘emeq?®®

Mimlah?”° No details No details

Nabratein®’! Stone vessel workshop, | 65 10 lathe turned bowls, 4
1-150 CE lathe turned stoppers, 8

236 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 368.

257 Shaked and Avshalom-Gorni, “Jewish Settlement,” 30.

258 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

259 Shaked and Avshalom-Gorni, “Jewish Settlement,” 30.

260 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

261 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 335.

262 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

263 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 369; Uzi Leibner, “Khirbet Wadi Hamam in the Early and Middle Roman
Periods,” in Fiensy and Strange, Galilee 2, 343-361, 351.

264 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 368.

265 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

266 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334; Dina Avshalom-Gorni, “Migdal: Preliminary Report,” HA-ESI 121 (2009):
http://www.hadashot-esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=1236&mag id=115; Zapata-Meza, Diaz-Barriga and
Sanz-Rincon, “Magdala Archaeological Project,” 97, 119.

267 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

268 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

269 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 335, Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 167.

270 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

27! Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333; Reed, “Stone Vessels and Gospel Texts,” 385. At least some of these fragments
are from after 135 CE. See Miller, Intersection of Texts, 26.
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mugs internal lathe, 7
hand carved mugs, 6 tub
fragments, 7 mug cores
Nasr ed-Din?"? No details No details
Nazareth?”? 1 century BCE—1° 4 Mugs, krater (3 or fewer
century CE vessels), cores and
broken remains (possible
workshop)
Nebi Shu’eib?’ No details No details
Netofa®” No details No details
Qiryat Ata No details No details
(Kafrata)?”®
Qiyyuma?®”’ No details No details
Ramat Yishay®’® Early Roman stratum No details
with KH and Shikhin
Ware, also white mosaic
tesserae
Rosh Pinna*” No details No details
Ruma?* No details No details
Sepphoris?®! Mainly domestic 116 Mugs, stoppers, jars,
settings, 100 BCE-70 bowls, cores, large
CE.?? Stone vessel kraters (15), 55% lathe
workshop.?? turned vessels, 40% hand
carved.”®* These were

272 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 369. At least some of these fragments are from after 135 CE. See Miller,

Intersection of Texts, 26.

273 Workshop found 3km north of Nazareth. See Deines, Jiidische Steingefif3e, 145-146; Magen, Stone Vessel
Industry, 160; Strange, “Nazareth,” 175.

274 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

275 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

276 Aviam, “People, Land, Economy,” 31.

277 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

278 Yardenna Alexandre, “Ramat Yishay: Final Report,” HA-ESI 122 (2010): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=1338&mag_id=117.

27 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 333.

280 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334.

281 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334; James F. Strange, Thomas R. W. Longstaff and Dennis E. Groh, Excavations at
Sepphoris: Volume I — University of South Florida Probes in the Citadel and Villa, BRLA 22 (Leiden: Brill,
2000), 57, 59, 62, 70, 91, 107, 212. Sepphoris also has finds post-dating 135 CE.

282 Some of these fragments may be later than this period. Maya Sherman et al., “Chalkstone Vessels from
Sepphoris: Galilean Production in Roman Times,” BASOR 383 (2020): 79-95, demonstrate the continued
production and use of stone vessels in Sepphoris after the 2™ century CE.

283 Berlin, “Jewish Life,” 430.

284 Percentages given for a total of 127 fragments across all strata. Reed notes that kraters make up 15% of the
assemblage at Sepphoris, similar to their relative quantity in the City of David, Jerusalem excavations (20%), see
Reed, “Stone Vessels and Gospel Texts,” 395, 398.
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mostly produced at

Reina?®®
Shihin?% Early Roman/Roman 3 No details
Suwa’id 1% century BCE—1* Cup
Humeira®®’ century CE with three
Herodian lamp nozzles
Tel Dover®® No details No details
Tel Rekhesh?®’ Large farmstead, 15-2" | 20 Mostly lathe-turned and
century CE hand finished (likely
mugs)
Tel Zar’a**° No details No details
Tiberias®”! 63 BCE-200 CE 2 Kraters
Umm el-Qanatir*®? | No details No details
‘Ureifiya®? Survey finds 3 No details
Yafi’a®* LH-ER Bowls and cups, unclear

lamp type object without
stratigraphical context

Yodefat**® 100 BCE-70 CE 120 ~50% hand carved
(probably mugs) and
~50% lathe-turned, about
80 rims, handles and
bases, bowl types, one
lid, and a table fragment

On the basis of accessible data, the evidence for widespread usage of stone vessels in

the late Second Temple period in the northern territory of the Hasmonean kingdom is rather

285 See Meyers, Meyers and Gordon, “Sepphoris: B,” 48-49.

286 James Riley Strange, “Shihin — 2012: Preliminary Report,” HA-ESI 128 (2016): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=25154&mag_id=124.

287 Syon, “Suwa’id Humeira.”

288 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 369.

289 Mordechai Aviam et al., “A 15.-2™ Century CE Assembly Room (Synagogue?) in a Jewish Estate at Tel
Rekhesh, Lower Galilee,” TA 46.1 (2019): 133.

290 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 369.

21 Bonnie, Being Jewish, 334; Deines, Jiidische Steingefiifie, 147.

292 Adler, “Archaeology of Purity,” 368.

293 Shaked and Avshalom-Gorni, “Jewish Settlement,” 30.

294 Yardenna Alexandre, “Yafi’a: Final Report,” HA-ESI 124 (2012): http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail eng.aspx?id=2084&mag_id=119.

29 David Adan-Bayewitz and Mordechai Aviam, “Totapata, Josephus, and the Siege of 67: Preliminary Report
on the 1992-94 Seasons,” JRA 10 (1997): 164; Aviam, “Yodefat,” 122—123.
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meagre. What can be said, is that if the few sites from where many vessels have been
recovered are representative of Early Roman Galilean material culture, then we might suppose
that other sites may yet reveal such quantities of stone vessels if further excavations are
undertaken. Unfortunately, the state of reporting is such that it is extremely difficult to make
any definitive statements as the distribution of stone vessels in Galilee beyond a vessel being

discarded at any given settlement some time in antiquity.

225 Interpreting Stone Vessels

Stone vessels dating to the Second Temple period are most commonly found in
Jerusalem.?”® The fact that they are found in this location of heightened holiness, a significant
settlement in ancient Judaism, combined with later Mishnaic interpretations about the use of
stone vessels, has led many to argue that these artefacts are closely connected to purity
conceptions.?’ While they are most prevalent in Palestine, and particularly settlements which
from the textual record appear to have been inhabited by Jews, stone vessels have also been

found in sites which are commonly thought to be “non-Jewish.” This suggests that either Jews

296 Their prevalence in Jerusalem is not as significant as once thought. Cf. Deines, Jiidische Steingefiife, 161,
with Gadot and Adler, “Quantitative Analysis,” 202-219. Here the authors conclude that when the quantities of
stone vessels relative to the quantities of ceramic vessels from an ancient Jerusalem dump and the finds from
Gamla are analysed, the vessel profile of Jerusalem is not unique. Gamla has a very similar ratio of stone to
ceramic vessels. Jerusalem is still notable in the sheer variety of forms found.

297 For instance, Hanan Eshel, “CD 12:15-17 and the Stone Vessels Found at Qumran,” in The Damascus
Document: A Centennial of Discovery, Proceedings of the Third International Symposium of the Orion Center
for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, 4-8 February, 1998, eds. Joseph M.
Baumgarten, Esther G. Chazon and Avital Pinnick, STDJ 34 (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 45-52, 45 n.2, cites m. Kelim
10:1; m. Migw. 4:1; m. *Ohal. 5:5; 6:1; m. Parah 5:5; m. Yad. 1:2 as texts which guide our understanding of
stone vessels. Similarly, in the EDEJ entry on stone vessels, Mark Chancey cites in addition b. Sabb. 58a and
John 2:6 [see 2.2.6]. See Chancey, “Stone Vessels,” 1256; and the extensive discussion of rabbinic sources in
Deines, Jiidische Steingefdfle, 192-246; Susan Haber, “They Shall Purify Themselves” — Essays on Purity in
Early Judaism, ed. Adele Reinhartz, EJL 24 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2008), 194. While they may accurately reflect
earlier viewpoints, I refer readers to my comments above on the use of rabbinic sources for archaeological
remains from the 1% century BCE and CE [see 2.1.3].
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used stone vessels in these places, or that the commodity was desirable to non-Jews.?® As
with ritual immersion pools, there is little in the way of contemporary references to these
artefacts which could offer an explanation of what these vessels were used for, or what
meaning they may have held for their users. John Poirier suggests that they could have been
used for handwashing, particularly in preparation for meals.?*” This would account for some
forms of these vessels (the mugs) but does not explain the usage of other forms. Andrea
Berlin includes stone vessels as part of “Household Judaism.” As the stone which formed
these vessels came from the local regions, the vessels may have created a sense of dependence
on the land itself. Berlin suggests that they may “have communicated a pride of place, a place
suffused with an increasingly visible and material Jewish identity.”>% Jiirgen Zangenberg
points out, however, that the use of the same medium to create stone vessels “is not sufficient
reason to assume that they were motivated by one and the same purpose.”**! It is thought that
the skill require to produce even the most basic forms of stone vessels would have meant that
they were an expensive household item. There is no direct evidence for this, although
especially for the large forms, this seems to be likely. Finds from the Upper City of Jerusalem
indicate that the large krater forms were displayed. Douglas Oakman argues that this would
suggest that “stone vessels were thus a mark of status and not simply an indication of purity
concerns.”%?

The interpretation of stone vessels is also complicated by the discovery of hundreds of

fragments at Kh. Qumran. Adler points out that the scholarly discussion of how to reconcile

298 Stuart S. Miller, “Some Observations on Stone Vessel Finds and Ritual Purity in Light of Talmudic Sources,”
in Alkier and Zangenberg, Zeichen aus Text und Stein, 402-419, 417. Roland Deines notes that a few such
vessels have been found in Jordan, the coastal plain and Samaria; Deines, “Non-literary Sources,” 32.

299 John C. Poirier, “Purity beyond the Temple in the Second Temple Era,” JBL 122.2 (2003): 257.

300 Berlin, “Household Judaism,” 214.

301 Zangenberg, “Pure Stone,” 554.

302 Oakman, “Debate,” 353.
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the presence of stone vessels at Qumran, with the statements about stone vessels impurity in
the Damascus Document and the Temple Scroll proceeds from the very fact that these scrolls
were found at the site. He writes, “if not for the texts discovered in the caves adjacent to the
site, there would be no reason to imagine that the residents of Kh. Qumran related to the chalk
vessels they used in a manner disparate from the way any other Jews related to such
vessels.”?% While Adler attempts to reconcile these passages with the assumed status of stone
vessels [see 2.3], the fact that there are competing theories around the use of these same
vessels should alert us to the possibility that these vessels were not always used in the same
way, or that people attached the same meaning to these vessels in all places. Yet, on the basis
of the widespread acceptance of these vessels in Galilean settlements of all sizes and
locations, it appears that the stone vessels, whatever their original purpose, were accepted
generally among ancient Galileans as suitable vessels. It is unclear how these vessels were
used, aside from the general facts that they appear to have been modelled after other forms of
table vessels, they are found in built-up and rural settlements, and that there are many texts

which theoretically relate purity conceptions to the use of stone.

2.2.6 Literary Evidence Relating to Stone Vessels

Various Jewish texts either relate stone vessels to purity conceptions or provide some
kind of theoretical approach to such vessels. For instance, whereas some texts mandate the
breaking of ceramic vessels if they become impure, stone vessels are either not mentioned, or

stone as a medium itself appears to remain unaffected by sources of impurity (Lev 11:33).

303 Yonatan Adler, “The Impurity of Stone Vessels in 11QT? and CD in Light of the Chalk Vessel Finds at Kh.
Qumran,” DSD 27.1 (2020): 78.
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John 2:6 is the earliest recorded reference to stone vessels and connects them specifically to
purification.

John 2:6 [author’s own translation]

6 Noav 8¢ &kel AMibvar VSpion EE kotd TOV Kadapiopdv tdv Tovdainv keipevor, yopodoot dva
HeTpNTag 600 1 TPETS.

6 there lay six stone water-pitchers for the purpose of Jewish purification, each containing two
or three liquid measures [c. 25-39 litres].>**

This verse alludes most clearly to the known stone vessels. These vessels appear to have
had quite a large capacity. Deines discusses the history of interpretation of this verse,
including the notion that the measurements for these vessels were thought to be exaggerations
until the krater forms were first discovered. The krater forms themselves hold a greater
quantity of liquid than even the standard volumes in translations (i.e., 66 litres). 3°> While this
verse explicitly connects stone vessels and purification conceptions, it says very little about
how these vessels were used. Their presence at a wedding scene, filled with water may
indicate that purification with water was used in public occasions, but this becomes
speculative, especially as the text itself is one of the last in this discussion to have been

written.

304 The same word is used in 3 Kgdms 18:32 translating 2°n&p which is identified by Josephus in his rewriting
(here termed a cdtov) as being equal to one and a half Italian modii, (Ant. 9.85). According to Dominic
Rathbone, a modius is a unit of dry measurement, being 8.62 litres in volume and weighing 6.8 kilogrammes of
wheat. See Dominic Rathbone, “Earnings and Costs: Living Standards and the Roman Economy,” in Quantifying
the Roman Economy: Methods and Problems, eds. Alan Bowman and Andrew Wilson, Oxford Studies on the
Roman Economy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 299-326, 301. See also HALOT 2:737. In other
passages, this term translates o°na (2 Chr 4:5) and is added to clarify measurements in Hag 2:16. Notably in this
verse, the dry measurements are translated in the LXX as cdtov (volume of barley) and the wet as petpnrrg
(wine). Clearly the term was not used consistently for a particular unit, whether a bath or a seah. Magen, Stone
Vessel Industry, 142, drawing from the figures in presented in Angelo Segre, “A Documentary Analysis of
Ancient Palestinian Units of Measure,” JBL 64.3 (1945): 357375, argues that John 2:6 records the capacity of
these vessels as between two and three Hellenistic baths. According to Segré a Hellenistic bath consisted of
21.83 litres (361). Thus, Magen arrives at a figure of between c. 44 and 66 litres for the vessels mentioned in
John 2:6 and notes that these would be smaller than the typical krater vessel.

395 Deines, Jiidische Steingefiiffe, 266-275. See also the brief mention in Chancey, “Stone Vessels,” 1256.
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Lev 11:32-35%% [MT; NRSV]

S1DM2 072 AIRYA AYY IR 7300 pY IR VIR 732 R py23700n Xpwlanhd ogn 1hy-ohawR h 32
VY 2YITTY RADIR [P0

[awn MRYRHUI WK DS SIFOR 07n 79 wR wn~93Ha133
XU 937003 INY? WK APWHTIILRAY’ 2 V7Y K[ WK PR WK PRI 34
al i Mirifakh\valelifaby Rakh valol gl a ) ko) i IRTME ¢o1¢ MR el o alalrin Wallel>paln |74\ Srsh I 1Y

32 And when they are dead, anything that they fall upon shall be unclean, any vessel of wood,
or cloth,>*” or skin, or sackcloth, any vessel used for any purpose, they shall be put into the
water, and they will be unclean until the evening, and then they will be clean.

33 And if any of them falls into any ceramic vessel, everything in it shall be unclean and you
shall break the vessel.

34 And any food that could be eaten shall be unclean if any water from any such vessel comes
into contact with it, and any liquid that could be drunk shall be unclean if it was in any such
vessel.

35 Everything on which any part of the carcass falls shall be unclean; whether an oven or
stove, it shall be broken in pieces; they are unclean, and shall remain unclean for you.

If these verses are considered authoritative for everyday life, then most forms of vessel
can become unclean through contamination in the event that an unclean creature’s body is
found in them. David Wright suggests that all utensils are made impure, even metal (cf. Num
31:23). The verses here focus on organic materials. Everything apart from fired earthenware
can be purified (cf. Lev 15:12).2% This provides the theoretical model for the use of stone
vessels.*” Unlike ceramic vessels, they would not have to be broken, so they likely were
appealing insofar as they would not have to be replaced as frequently. These rulings apply to
the household and most readily to the consumption of food and drink. Dining in a house
which had stone vessels to serve, or eat food, or hold drink, would signal to members of the

household and guests that the household took measures to prevent impurity. A guest could

306 Noted by Yonatan Adler, “Religion, Judaism: Purity in the Roman Period,” in OEBA, 240-249, 245.

307 LXX uses ipotiov (“garments”) here.

308 David P. Wright, The Disposal of Impurity: Elimination Rites in the Bible and in Hittite and Mesopotamian
Literature, SBLDS 101 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987), 94-95.

309 As noted by Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 138. See also Adler, “Impurity of Stone Vessels,” 79-80; idem.,
“Purity in the Roman Period,” 245, citing also Lev 15:12.
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trust that their hosts carefully avoided impurity and likely purified when required. This would

likely assist in establishing a household’s position in the community.

Lev 15:4 [MT; NRSV]
ROWI 1LY AW WK OIT-2TRAWI AT VoY 20w WX 2WHa0) 4

4 every bed on which one with the discharge lies shall be unclean, and everything on which
he sits shall be unclean

Here the Greek text places the term okedog in the second clause where the MT uses *733
yet retains the sense of seat. This may open the interpretation to show that in the conceptions
of the translators, any vessel could be rendered impure through contact with a man who is
impure through irregular discharge. No exception is made for seats made of particular

materials.

Num 19:14-15 [MT; NRSV]
o°n) NYAW XU PaR2 WWRTRITIIRITIR X20700 PoRI n@0 7R A0 NN 14

R X0Y P2y 2N TRETPR WK A 935115

14 This is the law when someone dies in a tent*!%: everyone who comes into the tent, and

everyone who is in the tent, shall be unclean for seven days.

15 And every open vessel with no cover fastened on it is unclean.

If vessels have to be covered to keep them from becoming impure, then they must be
able to become impure.*!! This may be interpreted maximally, so that everything has to be
purified or destroyed as everything is open to defilement.*'? This text may provide some
context for the stone stoppers and lids which have been discovered. That these stone artefacts

seem to “fit” ceramic vessels suggests that the lids and stoppers provided a defence for “aerial

310 T XX uses oikig (“house”) here and subsequently.
31 Wright, Disposal of Impurity, 96.
312 Adler, “Impurity of Stone Vessels,” 82.
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defilement.”'* Thus, stone vessels (or more specifically stone lids) may have provided a kind
of pre-emptive barrier against impurity in the household.*'* One might imagine that these
stoppers were popular in poorer households; if the household wanted to observe these kinds of
purity requirements, then they would have had to break and replace ceramic vessels. Using
lids may have actually been cost efficient, and perhaps shows that poorer households were
also interested in observing purity conceptions. If this verse were generally held to be
authoritative, then it is unclear why ceramic lids would not have had the same effect. We may

posit that stone lids and stoppers had a kind of double preventative function against impurity.

Num 31:20, 22-233!° [MT; NRSV]
RooATIyY=2301 201y nwyR-21 =531 732752120
N9V NRY P TIATNR P1N207NN NYHRITTNN A3 NRY 210NN (K 22

o2 PTIWRI K227KD WX PITRYDAN 772 M3 TR 0T R aTwRa XWX 27720 23

20 You shall purify every garment, every article of skin, everything made of goats’ hair, and
every article of wood.

22 Gold, silver, bronze, iron, tin, and lead,

23 everything that can withstand fire shall be passed through fire, and it shall be clean.
Nevertheless it shall also be purified with the water for purification; and whatever cannot
withstand fire, shall be passed through the water.

Here are the processes by which items captured in warfare are purified. Earthenware is
absent from the list. Following the ruling of Numbers 19:15, clay vessels are susceptible to
impurity.>'® Thus, Avraham Faust suggests that pottery is not mentioned here because pottery

cannot be purified.’!” Otherwise, Adler suggests that pottery was probably not considered

313 See Gudrun Holtz, “Temple and Purification Rituals: From Torah to the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Scrolls
and Biblical Tradition: Proceedings of the Seventh Meeting of the IOQS in Helsinki, eds. George J. Brooke et al.,
STDJ 103 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 196-216, 210, on the description of this kind of defilement as “ariel.”

314 Fitted stone lids would likely have been more costly, so it appears that stone would have been intentionally
chosen over ceramic lids.

315 As noted by Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 138.

316 Wright, Disposal of Impurity, 96.

317 Avraham Faust, “The World of P: The Material Realm of Priestly Writings,” V'T 69.2 (2019): 187.
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valuable war booty, and therefore was not usually collected.’'® In either case, this verse does
not mention stone vessels as an object which required purification. Stone vessels are also not
required to be broken following defilement, as ceramic vessels were (cf. Lev 11:32-35). Thus,
there is theoretic space for stone vessels to be considered insusceptible to impurity; if a) they
do not explicitly need to be purified and b) they do not need to be broken, then stone vessels

could be considered insusceptible toward impurity.

CD 12:15b—17a cf. 4Q255 frag. 9 2:2—4 [text and first translation: DSSR 1:102—-103; second
translation: DSSSE, 1:571]

D228 2%y 9oL 15
DD 0712 1AW Y2IRA? DTN NRNYA 7RI WR 0¥ 16
02 va][37 Xnw anxnw 17
15 vacat Every piece of wood or stone
16 or dust that is desecrated by human uncleanness, by reason of oil stains: according to their
17 uncleanness, whoever touches them will become unclean.
15 And all the wood?!” and stones

16 and s0il**° which are defiled by man’s impurity, while with stains of oil in them, in
accordance with

17 their uncleanness will make whoever touches them impure.

The ruling records that materials which have already been stained with oil can become
impure. Hanan Eshel argues that wooden, stone and dust vessels can be defiled only if they
are stained with oil, which was considered by the Qumran community to be a vehicle for
impurity (cf. War 2.123; 11QT 49:11).32! This then means that stone vessels (and also

wooden and dust vessels) are insusceptible to impurity in most circumstances for the Qumran

318 Adler, “Impurity of Stone Vessels,” 80-81.

319 Any sort of wood, cf. Deut 16:21, as noted in HALOT 2:864.

320 Following Vered Noam, “Qumran and the Rabbis on Corpse-Impurity: Common Exegesis—Tacit Polemic,” in
The Dead Sea Scrolls: Texts and Context, ed. Charlotte Hempel, STDJ 90 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 397430, 423.
321 Jodi Magness, “The Impurity of Qil and Spit among the Qumran Sectarians,” in With Letters of Light: Studies
in the Dead Sea Scrolls, Early Jewish Apocalypticism, Magic and Mysticism in Honor of Rachel Elior, eds.
Daphna V. Arbel and Andrei A. Orlov, Ekstasis 2 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010), 223-231, 223-224.
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community had they followed this ruling.**> This would account for the presence of the 200 or
so stone vessel fragments found at Qumran, as presumably the Qumran community members
also found the vessels to serve a useful halakic purpose. Yitzhak Magen considers this
passage to have originated prior to the beginning of industrial stone vessel production in the
1% century BCE. The text does not have the same positive perspective on stone vessels as the
later texts in the Mishnah and John 2, which reflect the widespread acceptance of stone
vessels.>>* However, if lan Werrett is correct, then the passage only indicates that raw
materials are in themselves insusceptible to impurity, unless they are stained with oil, in
which case stone vessels may or may not qualify as raw materials.>>* Adler argues that the
passage here and a similar reference in 11QT 49:14—15 [discussed below] are both associated
with corpse impurity. The ruling from the scrolls which concerns the defilement of stone
vessels draws from the language of Number 19:14-15, 18; 31:19-23, which notes that all
vessels in a household are defiled by a corpse. Thus, the scrolls only determine that stone
vessels become impure in this instance.*?> Harrington had offered this interpretation earlier,
that stone could be considered impure in some circumstances, but not all.>*® This would still
allow for stone vessels to be barriers against further impurity, except in the case of a
household death. Vered Noam argues that all the household materials were included because
the household is also a worked object, and thus susceptible to impurity.*?’ Some households
may have had such a stringent position, but then it would be difficult to prove that a given

household believed this from that household’s domestic assemblage.

322 Eshel, “CD 12:15-17,” 49-52.

323 See Magen, Stone Vessel Industry, 144-145.

324 See the discussion in Werrett, Ritual Purity, 38—41. Werrett does not address the issue of stone vessels
specifically here, but later in connection with 11QT 49:11-16.

325 Adler, “Impurity of Stone Vessels,” 68-69. Adler here discusses the history of interpretation of these
passages and also the stone vessel fragments found at Qumran.

326 Harrington, Purity Texts, 21, 49, also commenting on 11QT 49:12-16.

327 Noam, “Qumran and the Rabbis,” 427.
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Copper Scroll (3Q15) 3:1-4 [text and first translation: DSSR 2:948-949; second translation:
DSSSE 1:234-235]

M77 X197 NN L] [xna ]
SW 271 702 20 ywn nwak ]en[ non 2
NIXPI MO MpTn ¥nT 3
YWN NIRD W 90 nRop 4
1 In the courtyard of [...], underneath the southern
2 corner, <dig down> nine cubits: votive vessels of silver and gold,
3 sprinkling basins, cups, bowls,
4 and pitchers, numbering six hundred and nine.
1 In the courtyard of [...], underneath the South corner
2 at nine cubits: gold and silver
3 tithe-vessels, goblets, cups, jars,

4 vases; total: six hundred and nine.

Deines suggests that the tithe-vessels of line three may refer to stone vessels (cf. 3Q15
1:9; 3:9; 5:6; 8:3; 11: 1, 4, 10, 14).*® These vessels may have been used to hold the ashes of
the red heifer (Num 19:9).%?° Judah Lefkovits suggests that these “vessels” were of five
varieties: vessels used in the temple; garments worn by priests; tools used in the temple’s
Wood Chamber; objects donated to the temple; dedicated objects named for certain places.>*°
The connection between this reference and stone vessels does not appear to have been
discussed by many scholars and it remains a possibility. The text does not add much to our

discussion here.

11QT (11Q19) 49:14-15 [text and first translation: DSSR 1:684—685; second translation:
DSSSE 2:1268-1269] (Harrington, Purity Texts, 21 includes 12—16, later (76) also vv. 5-6)

7197721 217 125 21 DRI N7 DR 1YY 0nRn nan Ry 14

328 Deines, Jiidische Steingefiiffe, 187, cf. the altar vessels in 11QT 33:13-14.

329 Judah K. Lefkovits, The Copper Scroll 3015: A Reevaluation — A New Reading, Translation and
Commentary, STDJ 25 (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 505-545, 524

330 Lefkovits, Copper Scroll, 545.
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7770 A7 WO WK 290 2191 v D2 Y 0o i 15

14 the dead body will leave it, they shall purify the house and all its vessels, (including) mills
and mortars,

15 and all vessels made of wood, iron and bronze, and all vessels that may be purified.

14 the dead person is brought out from it, they shall cleanse the house and all its utensils, the
mills, and the mortar,

15 and all the utensils of wood, iron and bronze, and all the utensils for which there is purity

This passage is an expansion on Numbers 19:18 which requires all household vessels to
be sprinkled, although changes the domicile from a tent to a house.**! These verses specify
what types of material are included in this requirement and add the “mills and mortar” to the
standard lists of types of vessels from passages such as Leviticus 11:32 and Numbers 31:21—

22.3%2 A supply of water within the household would help with such a regulation.

2.2.7 Stone Vessels as Spatial Producers

Stone vessels are participants in spatial production. Their presence in a household
allows that the residents could observe purity regulations and may have taken steps to limit
the effects of impurity in their domicile. Dividing the forms of stone vessels into
“replacement” forms and “innovative” forms suggests that their purpose was varied. Stone
vessel forms which “replaced” other known tableware pottery and cooking vessels substitute
ordinary vessels for ones which project a sense of purity observance within and outside the
household. Guests would note that food was served upon, prepared with, or stored within
stone vessels, and thus be aware that the hosts were particular about a kind of purity

observance. This is a performative aspect of ritual behaviour. Purity conceptions embodied

31 Noam, “Qumran and the Rabbis,” 416.
332 Adler, “Impurity of Stone Vessels,” 70-71.
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and enacted through these types of vessels sacralises both human action and domestic locales.
This sacralisation would likely have been heightened when purity was threatened, and in
some cases avoided through the use of stone vessels, particularly at mealtimes. This would
suggest that sacred spaces were enacted in Galilean households through ritual practices
designed to limit impurity. It is probable that meals in households which did not use stone
vessels were also sites of sacred space creation, but stone vessels provide more secure and
widespread evidence that meals were being ritualised throughout Galilee during the 1%
century CE and possibly earlier. These vessels guard against impurity, allowing for a greater
degree of control over what comes into contact with the body. A guest would likely be
unaware if their host had encountered a source of impurity [see 3.3.2], but conceptions about
stone vessels as insusceptible to impurity would create a space of control.*3* The vessels
indicate that their owners were concerned about their meals and preparing food, and would
likely assure a guest that their hosts had curated a space of ritual purity in their household.
Stone vessels further distinguish their users from non-users; tableware and table
practices may demonstrate one’s cultural location. The use of stone vessels may also
distinguish a settlement from another. The sheer number of settlements where stone vessels
have been found in this region, compared to the surrounding areas suggests that, whether by
design or through continued use, stone vessels were a signifier of a particular kind of outlook
or social requirement that could be satisfied by the possession and use of such vessels.
Contemporary texts only suggest a mechanism by which stone vessels could be conceived of
as limiting impurity; they do not describe whether these vessels functioned in such a way. |
would tentatively suggest that stone vessels were marketed initially for their durability (based

on their expected 10 to 20-year lifespan), and then became indicators that the owners were

333 Wassen, “Purity and Holiness,” 519.
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concerned with maintaining purity in their own household or business. This appears to be the
case because of the earliest and most widespread stone vessels are the mug forms. Later forms
were more finely worked which suggests that the earliest vessels were used by individuals,
and then later forms began to replace tableware. This may be a similar trend to that seen in
Gamla during the 1% century CE [see 4.3.1.6.3]. When this development took place, and how

quickly after the outset of stone vessel production in the Early Roman period is uncertain.

2.3 Ritual Immersion Pools and Stone Vessels, Space and Identity

Ritual immersion pools and stone vessels have been taken to be indicators of Jewish
identity [see 1.2.3]. For instance, Sanders suggests that full-body immersion “was common to
one and all: aristocrats, priests, the laity, the rich, the poor, the Qumran sectarians, the
Pharisees and the Sadducees.”*** Hoss points to them as evidence of Hasmonean expansion. It
is unclear whether these are tied to the state or to an identity, although Hoss states that
because Jews now lived at quite a distance from the Jerusalem Temple, these helped with the
observance of religious obligations.***> Berlin considers ritual immersion pools to be a feature
of “Household Judaism.” Following changes in the 1% century BCE and CE to the ceramic
profile of many settlements in Judea and Galilee, Berlin argues that the homelife of Jews in
the region was distinctive. Household items which distinguish this type of household include
ritual immersion pools, stone vessels, Herodian oil lamps, locally made and undecorated

pottery consisting of large storage jars, particular forms of cooking pots, small personal bowls

334 Sanders, Judaism, 222-223. See further idem., “Common Judaism Explored,” 11-23, cf. Eric M. Meyers,
“Sanders’s ‘Common Judaism’,” in Udoh et al., Redefining First-Century, 153—174.
335 Hoss, Baths and Bathing, 118.
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and dishes.**® While discussing the pools of Sepphoris, Marianne Sawicki describes their role
as “defensive borders against threats to “Jewishness” from without and from within.” The
pools also function as signals of household strictness to potential marriage partners, and
agricultural pools have a rhetorical power.**” While many of these scholars’ insights draw
attention to how these materials may have functioned within Judaism, they often ignore or
dismiss the possibility that this was not an exclusive function for these artefacts. While Adler
notes that stone vessels are “conspicuously almost entirely absent from the non-Jewish sites,
such as the Greek cities of the Decapolis and those along the coastal plain as well as the entire
region of Samaria,” this still homogenises regions like Galilee as Jewish and places outside as
non-Jewish.>*® In some cases, these materials have been assigned to a particular sub-group
within Judaism. Martin Hengel and Deines attribute both “migva of” and stone vessels to
“Pharisaic influence.”**° Deines later describes these phenomena as “common features of
everyday Jewish life”” although notes that it is unclear what stone vessels were used for and
who used them.**

The direct connection between ritual immersion pools and/or stone vessels with Jewish
identity is widespread in scholarship but relies on certain assumptions about what constitutes
ancient Jewish identity, the demographics of late Second Temple period Palestine, and how

archaeology and groups interconnect.’*! As argued earlier [see 1.3.5], ancient Jewish identity

336 Andrea M. Berlin, “Manifest Identity: From loudaios to Jew — Household Judaism as Anti-Hellenization in
the Late Hasmonean Era,” in Albertz and Woéhrle, Between Cooperation and Hostility, 151-175, discussion of
ritual immersion pools on 169. See also idem., “Household Judaism,” 212.

337 Sawicki, “Archaeology as Space Technology,” MTSR 6.4 (1994): 342.

338 Adler, “Religion, Judaism,” 247.

339 Martin Hengel and Roland Deines, “Review: E. P. Sanders’ ‘Common Judaism’, Jesus, and the Pharisees,”
JTS 46.1 (1995): 34; Deines, “Pharisees.” Against this position, see Zangenberg, “Common Judaism,” 177, who
argues that material remains may or may not point to exclusively particular forms of Judaism. This point has
been mentioned above but it can be reiterated here, not just as a claim against the use of these materials by
particular groups, but also insofar as it draws attention to the potential for non-religious/ritual uses for these
artefacts.

340 Deines, “Non-literary Sources,” 35, 37.

341 This position is not universal; Eric Meyers is open to at least the possibility that non-Jews used stone vessels;
Meyers, “Sanders’s ‘Common Judaism’,” 160. Furstenberg, “Complex Purity,” 126, also approaches this
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was highly variegated. Many forms of practice and belief are documented in text of the
period, and even where a few key conceptions are known, these were by no means the only
viable forms of Jewish expression. There is a difference between arguing that these artefacts
were used by Jews, that these artefacts were on/y used by Jews, and further, that these
artefacts were used only by Jews and were a marker of their identity. Alternatively, it could
be argued that these artefacts helped mark out a form of Jewish identity, but that they were
not exclusively used by Jews.

Even when scholars take a more nuanced approach, they still typically assign these
materials specifically to Jewish use. For instance, Mark Chancey suggests that unless remains
are distributed heavily, then we cannot say more than that a portion of a settlement was
Jewish.>*? While he refrains for identifying a settlement as solely Jewish, he maintains that
these materials were used by Jews and the presence of these artefacts indicates the presence of
Jewish people. Thus, there is a direct connection between the use of these artefacts and the
identity of the users. I do not deny that this was often the case, as both ritual immersion pools
and stone vessels can be successfully related to ancient Jewish purity conceptions, even if
these conceptions were not universally shared. However, when these materials stand in for
identity, we may fail to recognise demographic diversity in the ancient world.>** Recalling the
material discussed in the introduction [see 1.3.4.2] and as put by Whittaker, “archaeology
cannot dig up ethnicity.”*** As Craffert points out, the link between ritual immersion pools

and Jewish identity is often a circular argument; a settlement is Jewish because it has such

possibility: “archacology reveals that we are actually facing a compound of varying cultural expressions within a
shared space.”

342 Chancey, “Archaeology, Ethnicity,” 215, here also includes the presence of ossuaries, bone boxes for
secondary burial, but these finds do not date to the time before the First Jewish War so have not been discussed
here. See similar sentiments in Miller, /ntersection, 177, concerning stone vessels’ role as identity markers.

343 See the reservations of Moreland, “Inhabitants of Galilee,” 134.

344 Whittaker, “Ethnic Discourses,” 189-205.
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pools, and a pool is Jewish because it is in a Jewish settlement.**> Therefore, I have aimed to
be explicit in describing and imagining a subsection of the use of these artefacts, only that use
within ancient Judaism.

These artefacts suggest that purity conceptions were widespread across ancient Galilee,
even if we cannot be sure if they were widespread in any given settlement. Whether all of
these artefacts were used all the time as ritual items that dealt with or prevented impurity
transmission, it does appear that in some cases they were likely intended to be used in this
way. Spaces and locales of life which frequently are featured in ancient Jewish purity
conceptions [see 3.3] are also areas where these artefacts are found, i.e., around consumption,
harvesting, the experience of daily life, during times of crisis, and communal gatherings [see
5.6]. These artefacts were used to varying degrees to construct the environment of Galilee, an
environment that conveyed the importance of bodily purity. Both ritual immersion pools and
many stone vessels are also connected by a core component, limestone. This medium is an
essential ingredient in the stone vessels, but also a core constituent of the plaster which
enables ritual immersion pools to hold water.>*® Whether this was a conscious connection or
not, limestone clearly was an important material for ritual purity in the late Second Temple
period. This provides us an insight into ancient Galilean lives. The overall picture of Galilee
as a space where purity mattered has been conveyed in scholarship. This should be tempered
with the limits of the available evidence. One form of Galilean social space was indeed like
this. However, this is only one part of Galilean history. These artefacts, while widespread, do
not currently appear to have been evenly spread across the region. Certain sites, such as
Sepphoris and Gamla appear as exemplars of this kind of Galilean space, while other sites

have not currently offered the same quantity of materials. Therefore, it appears that Galilee

345 Craffert, “Digging up ‘Common Judaism’,” 45.
346 Bonnie, “Bath/Mikveh.”
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was constituted of various spaces, one of these being concerned with a material culture that
was concerned with (im)purity. It appears that their adoption in more built-up population
centres may have been a form of “power-geometry” [see 1.4.2]. The power these sites exuded
over the rest of the region may not have been received positively. Stone vessels were
marketed widely, but it is unclear whether they were “popular” in many settlements. The
Galilean stone workshops exported this form of spatial control, and the focus of scholarship
on these particular artefacts continues this domination over other, more opaque forms of
Galilean spatial expression. One further consideration suggests that these materials had some
significance for space creation. Compared to the surrounding regions, ritual immersion pools
and stone vessels are indeed quite prevalent. This may indicate that the region itself was
considered to be important [see 6.2]. As Karen Wenell notes, ritual immersion pools “could
hardly be moved. Therefore, it is reasonable to suppose that they indicate a claim — if not to
land itself — to the right to practise purity in the land and thereby maintain its holiness as its
inhabitants™**” As the pools marked off spaces especially for ritual purification, it also
suggests a link between habitation in this particular region and maintaining some kind of

holiness [see 3.4.1].3%

347 Wenell, Jesus and Land, 77.
348 Wenell, Jesus and Land, 103.



3. Purity in Late Second Temple Period Judaism

The increasing number of stepped pools and stone vessels found in Galilee from the
Hasmonean and Herodian periods attests to a widespread concern for purity. These
phenomena should be understood as related to bodily space and were apparently designed to
help the user attain purity or remove bodily impurity. This chapter discusses how purity is
thought to have functioned in late Second Temple Judaism. Firstly, I introduce how the body
and bodily space is a helpful lens through which to understand (im)purity conceptions.
Secondly, I briefly present the relevant texts which were circulating during the Hasmonean
and Herodian periods which include (im)purity conceptions related to the body. Thirdly, I
examine the kinds of impurity and the rituals which were alluded to in such texts. Finally, I
discuss the purpose of these (im)purity conceptions and how this illuminates our

understanding of ancient Galilean identity.

3.1 The Body in Relation to Purity, and Purity in the Bodily Sphere

I will approach purity here in relation to human bodies. It has long been recognised that
impurity conceptions derive from embodied existence. Mary Douglas writes that the body
“provides a basic scheme for all symbolism.”! Douglas, in her influential work Purity and

Danger, understands (im)purity as a symbolic system which adopts a notion of “dirt” for acts

! Mary Douglas, Purity and Danger: An Analysis of the Concepts of Pollution and Taboo (London: Routledge,
1991), 163-164, later in idem., In the Wilderness: The Doctrine of Defilement in the Book of Numbers, JSOTSup
158 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993), 25. I am concerned that this focus draws upon the halakah widely known
from Jesus’ teaching that defilement comes from outside of the body, not from within (Mark 7:15 par. Matt
15:11). I would not argue that this is the case in many of the texts that will be discussed below. Clearly there are
sources of impurity discussed in various texts that originate outside of the human body and have the potential to
cause impurity.
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which are religiously or morally problematic.?> Douglas later developed her own work on the
subject in response to the critiques of biblical scholars. These later works recognised the
different approaches to purity and bodies in Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy.>
According to Douglas, the presentation of the human body in Deuteronomy is a “body-
politic” while in Leviticus, it is a “body-cosmic.” On the one hand, Deuteronomy places the
body within a social setting which is occupied by a variety of purity concerns. Leviticus on
the other hand is understood to construct the body as a symbolic microcosm, strictly ordered
by purification practices. Douglas’ insight highlights a set of key notions: bodily experience is
varied; often differently managed; and even in cases where the body is moved in the same
ways, often might be conceived of as representing or achieving something altogether
different. The body is a mediated object of discourse and gives shape to purity conceptions.’
Thus, a ritual act [see 1.3.1.4] which engages with conceptions of (im)purity can have many
meanings and any given meaning may be conveyed in different ways. Rituals have to be
enacted by bodies, and ritual manages space.® Not only does the body form ritual, but rituals
also take part in the formation of bodies.” Purification in particular can be understood as a
type of ritual activity which alters one’s bodily condition. Tweed describes purification as a
type of “corporeal crossing” which is a “transforming” process of changing the condition of

the human being.® (Im)purity conceptions therefore entail notions of what constitutes a

2 See particularly Douglas, Purity and Danger, 94-113; elsewhere idem., “Critique and Commentary,” in Jacob
Neusner, The Idea of Purity in Ancient Judaism: The Haskell Le